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Abstract Traditional heterosexual dating and courtship
scripts (e.g., men pay for date, women take partner’s last name
in marriage) reflect different standards of desirable behavior
for women and men. Analogous to sexual double standards,
dating double standards reflect the greater agency and power
traditionally accorded to men in society. In the present study,
we investigated factors related to young heterosexual adults’
endorsement of dating double standards. Participants were
330 female and male U.S. undergraduates at a California pub-
lic university (57 % female, ages 18–25 years-old) from di-
verse ethnic backgrounds. In the Heterosexual DatingDouble-
Standards Scale, respondents rate the desirability of five dat-
ing and courtship behaviors (initiate date, hold door open, pay
for date, propose marriage, take spouse’s last name) separately
for women and men. Preliminary analyses revealed partici-
pants generally expressed double standards by rating the de-
sirability of behaviors differently for female and male charac-
ters in the traditional direction (e.g., paying for a date rated
more desirable for a man than for a woman). We predicted
dating double standards would be positively related to factors
previously found to predict traditional gender roles (viewing
popular media, religious attendance) as well as attitudes that
reflect traditional views (conservative political beliefs, benev-
olent and hostile sexism, disavowing a feminist identity).
These hypotheses were generally supported. Among these
correlations, dating double standards were strongly associated
with benevolent sexism (among women and men) and

with hostile sexism (among men). Implications for future
research are discussed.
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Double standards occur when values regarding appropriate
behavior are applied differently to groups based on their status
(Foschi 2000). With regards to gender, double standards have
usually been discussed in relation to the different standards
regarding sexuality applied to women and men (see Bordini
and Sperb 2013, for a review of studies conducted mostly in
United States). Whereas sexual initiative and sexual activity
have traditionally been disapproved inwomen (who risk being
labeled as Bsluts^), these same behaviors have been consid-
ered acceptable or even desirable in men (who might be
praised as Bstuds^) (Orenstein 2001). In the present research,
we extend the analysis of gender-based double standards to
traditional heterosexual dating and courtship scripts. For ex-
ample, as reviewed below, many people consider it appropri-
ate for men rather than for women to initiate and pay for dates.
Gender-based double standards reflect the greater privi-
lege and power traditionally accorded to men in society
(Foschi 2000).

As explicated in the ambivalent sexism model (Glick and
Fiske 1996, 2012), male dominance is maintained through a
combination of benevolent sexism and hostile sexism.
Benevolent sexism emphasizes the chivalrous ideology that
women are weak and they require men’s protection (also
known as protective paternalism). In addition, benevolent sex-
ism is premised on essentialist views of gender whereby men
are seen as natural leaders and providers, whereas women are
viewed as natural caregivers. This ideology underlies the
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different standards of courtship behavior traditionally expect-
ed for women and men. Thus, as illustrated in various studies
conducted in the United States, it is considered desirable for
men—and undesirable for women—to be the initiator and the
provider (Glick and Fiske 2012; Jaramillo-Sierra and Allen
2013; Laner and Ventrone 2000). Conversely, it is more desir-
able for women to accept men’s control and protection than
the reverse. (Unless indicated otherwise, studies that are
subsequently cited were conducted in the United States
or Canada.)

In the ambivalent sexism model, benevolent sexism
operates in conjunction with hostile sexism to ensure male
dominance. Hostile sexism occurs when antagonism is direct-
ed toward women (or men) who challenge these traditional
gender roles. For example, this would include negative reac-
tions to women who take initiative in dating relationships
(Laner and Ventrone 2000) or to men who might take the
woman’s surname in marriage (Robnett and Leaper 2013;
Schweingruber et al. 2008). Although gender attitudes have
becomemore egalitarian in many respects over recent decades
(Brooks and Bolzendahl 2004), studies suggest that traditional
attitudes regarding heterosexual dating and courtship scripts
may be more resistant to change (Robnett and Leaper 2013).
In the present study, we sought to examine some factors that
might be related to variability in the endorsement of hetero-
sexual dating and courtship double standards.

Double standards occur to the extent that men are viewed
positively for exerting agency and control in heterosexual dat-
ing and courtship whereas women are viewed negatively for
the same behaviors. Different standards for women and men
tend to occur during heterosexual dating and courtship in at
least five ways (Eaton and Rose 2011; Glick and Fiske 1996;
Jaramillo-Sierra and Allen 2013; Laner and Ventrone 2000;
Robnett and Leaper 2013; Rose and Frieze 1993; Sarlet et al.
2012; Schweingruber et al. 2008; Yoder et al. 2002).
Traditional expectations generally dictate that it is more ap-
propriate for (a) the man than for the women to initiate the
date, (b) the man than for the woman to hold doors open for
the other, (c) the man than for the woman to pay for the
expenses of the date, (d) the man than for the woman to make
a marriage proposal, and (e) the woman than for the man to
take the spouse’s last name. Conversely, it is often viewed as
inappropriate for the reverse patterns to occur. These fiveman-
ifestations of heterosexual courtship scripts are related to
structural patterns in society that privilege men’s control over
economic resources and consequently place women in the
position of depending on men for their security (Glick and
Fiske 2012; Rudman and Glick 2008; Wood and Eagly
2012). In the present study, we investigated double standards
in young adults’ attitudes regarding these five heterosexual
dating and marital scripts in a sample of U.S. undergraduates.

For the purpose of our research, we created a measure that
directly evaluated the degree that individuals might hold

different standards for women and men during heterosexual
courtship in the five ways described above. Participants rated
how much they favored particular behaviors separately for
women and for men (e.g., “I believe female undergraduates
should be the ones who ask the other sex out for a first date”
and “I believe male undergraduates should be the ones who
ask the other sex out for a first date”). Most existing gender
attitude measures are based on asking respondents to rate their
agreement to single statements about particular behaviors of
one gender (e.g., “Men should pay for the woman’s expenses
on a date”). Our approach provides an index of the magnitude
that a participant might be similar or different in their stan-
dards for women and men.

We investigated possible correlates of U.S. undergraduate
women’s and men’s endorsement of heterosexual dating and
courtship double standards. Within the university setting,
young adults typically explore their sexual-romantic and
gender-role identities (Jones and Abes 2013). Although un-
dergraduate women and men tend to express egalitarian atti-
tudes in many respects (Brooks and Bolzendahl 2004; Davis
and Greenstein 2009), their attitudes about dating and court-
ship often fall back on traditional gender-role scripts (Robnett
and Leaper 2013). To consider personal factors that might be
related to variations in the endorsement of dating and court-
ship double standards, we took into account the participants’
gender, preferences, and attitudes.

Predictors of Dating Double Standards

The traditional gendered division of roles has generally con-
ferred greater status and power among men than among wom-
en (Glick and Fiske 2012; Wood and Eagly 2012). Sexist
attitudes reify these inequalities. By extension, the paternalism
underlying dating double standards bestows greater agency
and status on men than on women (e.g., man provides for
woman; woman takes man’s last name). Hence, women may
be more likely than men to challenge traditional gender roles
that privilege men relative to women. Indeed, prior studies
have generally observed more gender-egalitarian and nonsex-
ist attitudes among women than among men (Glick and Fiske
1996). Also, in some reports, more men than women were
found to endorse sexual double standards (see Fugère et al.
2008, for a review). In an analogous manner, we hypothesized
that men would bemore likely thanwomen to favor traditional
heterosexual dating double standards (Hypothesis 1).

According to the cultivation model, mass media can shape
the formation of people’s expectations of reality and attitudes
(Gerbner et al. 2002). By extension, popular media consump-
tion may inform and reflect women’s and men’s beliefs about
heterosexual dating traditions (Brown et al. 2002). In content
analyses of gender depictions in the media, girls and women
are often portrayed in subordinate and traditionally feminine
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roles (e.g., as sex objects) in dating and marital relationships
(Collins 2011; Signorielli 2012; Ward et al. 2014). More gen-
erally, traditional images of sexual-romantic roles are com-
monly reflected in television programs (Signorielli 2012;
Ward et al. 2014), in men’s fitness magazines (Hatoum and
Belle 2004), as well as in entertainment and women’s fashion
magazines (Stankiewicz and Rosselli 2008). Thus, frequent
consumption of these popular media may reflect and reinforce
traditional gender attitudes in viewers (Ward et al. 2014). For
example, studies with adolescents and young adults indicated
the amount of TV viewing was positively related to traditional
dating-role attitudes (Rivadeneyra and Lebo 2008; Ward
2002). Therefore, we predicted that women and men who
consume more mainstream media (overall TV viewing; read-
ing entertainment, women’s fashion, and men’s fitness maga-
zines) would be more likely to endorse heterosexual dating
double standards (Hypothesis 2). Specifically, this included
overall TV viewing, women’s fashion magazines (or online
sites), men’s fitness magazines (or online sites), and entertain-
ment magazines (or online sites).

Beliefs about gender roles are often embedded in people’s
religious and political beliefs (Sheeran et al. 1996). For exam-
ple, women are viewed as subordinate, and only men are per-
mitted to lead religious services in orthodox or fundamentalist
versions of Christianity, Judaism, and Islam. In studies con-
ducted in the United States and United Kingdom, religiosity
(or religious attendance) was related to sexual double stan-
dards, whereby those higher in religiosity weremore apt to hold
negative views of sexual activity in women (vs. men) (UK:
Sheeran et al. 1996). Also, religiosity is generally associated
with more traditional attitudes about gender roles (U.S.: Burn
and Busso 2005; Kirkpatrick 1993; Woodberry and Smith
1998). In a similar manner, politically conservative views are
also associated with traditional attitudes toward gender roles
(U.S.: Christopher and Mull 2006; Eagly et al. 2004).
Conservatism is often rooted in preserving existing institu-
tions and power relations, which can include the preservation
of male dominance and heterosexual traditions in society
(Christopher and Mull 2006). Hence, we predicted religious
attendance (Hypothesis 3) and conservative (vs. liberal) polit-
ical ideology (Hypothesis 4) would predict a greater likeli-
hood of endorsing heterosexual dating double standards.

According to Glick and Fiske (1996, 2012) ambivalent
sexism model, benevolent sexism and hostile sexism are
interrelated processes that maintain male dominance in
society. To measure sexist attitudes, Glick and Fiske (1996)
asked individuals to rate their benevolent and hostile attitudes
towards women with items such as BWomen should be
cherished and protected by men^ (benevolent sexism) and
BWomen seek to gain power by getting control over men^
(hostile sexism). These attitudes reflect unequal standards
for women and men (e.g., women need men’s protection;
women are subordinate to men), which are commonly

expressed in the traditional heterosexual dating scripts de-
scribed previously (e.g., man pays for date; women takes
man’s last name). Prior studies have found positive associa-
tions between ambivalent sexism and endorsement of tradi-
tional dating and courtship scripts (Bermúdez et al. 2015; Hall
and Canterberry 2011; McCarty and Kelly 2015; Robnett and
Leaper 2013). Therefore, we hypothesized that benevolent
(Hypothesis 5) and hostile (Hypothesis 6) forms of sexism
would be positively associated with the endorsement of het-
erosexual dating double standards.

Feminism is based on the attainment of gender equality in
the home, in the workplace, and in the larger society. Hence,
women and men who self-identify as feminists should be
more likely to reject gender-based double standards. Indeed,
in one study, U.S. undergraduate women who identified as
feminists were more likely to disavow sexual double stan-
dards than were women who supported gender-egalitarian at-
titudes yet did not identify as feminists (Bay-Cheng and
Zucker 2007). In a related manner, other studies found that
women who self-identified as feminists were less likely to
favor traditional dating and marital roles (Backus and
Mahalik 2011; Yoder et al. 2007). Thus, we hypothesized that
feminist self-identification would be negatively related to the
endorsement of double standards about heterosexual dating
and courtship in women and men (Hypothesis 7).

Summary of Hypotheses

In the present research, we examined variations in U.S. under-
graduate women’s and men’s endorsement of heterosexual
dating and courtship double standards. Because we created
the Heterosexual Dating Double-Standards Scale for the pres-
ent study, we conducted preliminary tests to examine the ex-
tent that women and men rated the desirability of each of the
five dating and courtship behaviors in the scale differently for
Bundergraduate males^ and Bundergraduate females.^
Afterward, we tested the following hypotheses using the com-
posite Heterosexual Dating Double-Standards Scale:

1. Men would be more likely than women to endorse dating
double standards.

2. Popular media preferences would positively predict the
endorsement of dating double standards. We tested this
hypothesis separately for TV viewing, women’s fashion
magazines/websites, men’s fitness magazines/websites,
and entertainment magazines/websites.

3 and 4. Religious attendance and conservative (vs. liberal)
political attitudes would each positively predict the
sanctioning of dating double standards.

5 and 6. Benevolent and hostile sexismwould each positively
predict support of dating double standards.
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7. Feminist self-identification would negatively predict ap-
proval of dating double standards.

In addition, we conducted three exploratory analyses. First,
we tested for average gender differences in all of the variables
(although Hypothesis 1 is the only prediction we advanced
regarding average gender differences). Second, we tested if
there were gender differences in the correlates of dating dou-
ble standards (although we did not posit any differences).
Finally, although not hypothesized, we tested if social desir-
ability was correlated with the endorsement of dating double
standards. Some individuals who hold sexist attitudes may
nonetheless believe it is socially unacceptable to express them
openly to others (Swim et al. 1995). This concern might be
especially true for students in a mostly liberal university com-
munity. Therefore, we explored whether social desirability
was a potential bias affecting how individuals responded to
items in our double standards scale.

Method

Participants

The participants were recruited from a pool of students re-
quired to participate in studies (or to do alternative assign-
ments) for psychology classes at a U.S. California public uni-
versity. A total of 377 persons participated. Given the study’s
focus on double standards in cross-gender dating and court-
ship relations, we dropped participants who self-identified as
gay, lesbian, questioning, not sure, or other (n=24women and
15 men). Also, we dropped student who were older than
25 years (n=7 men), below 18 years of age (n=1 woman),
or were missing age information (n=1 woman). Thus, the
sample used in the present study includes 330 heterosexual
undergraduates (188 women and 142 men; ages ranged from
18 to 25). Participants’ background characteristics are sum-
marized in Table 1.

Procedure

Our study was listed among the posted psychology studies
with the title BCollege Students’ Attitudes.^ Students who
opted to participate were directed to an online survey with
questions (in the following order) pertaining to demographic
background, endorsement of double standards, gender atti-
tudes and self-concepts, adjustment (not used in the present
study), and media preferences. Informed consent was secured
before starting the survey, and a debriefing statement with
information on how to contact the researchers appeared at
the end of the survey. Participants received credit for their
course requirement.

Measures

The measures used in the present study are described below.
Unless indicated otherwise, items were rated on a 6-point
scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 6 (strongly agree). Scale
scores were derived by averaging ratings across items such
that higher scores indicate a greater level of the variable mea-
sured (unless indicated otherwise).

Social Desirability

Strahan and Gerbasi (1972) shortened version of the
Marlowe-Crown Social Desirability scale was used. There
were 10 items (e.g., BI’m always willing to admit it when I
make a mistake^) with satisfactory internal reliability
(α= .69).

Media Preferences

Participants indicated how often they viewed each of the fol-
lowing popular media on the following 8-point scale: 1
(never), 2 (about once or twice per year), 3 (a few times per
year), 4 (about once per month), 5 (several times per month),
6 (about once per week), 7 (a few times per week), or 8 (almost
every day): television, fashion magazines/web pages, fitness
magazines/web pages, and entertainment magazines/web
pages. Participants were also asked how often they read dif-
ferent kinds of books, although this latter information was not
used in the present set of analyses.

Religious Attendance

Attendance at religious services was reported using the fol-
lowing 7-point scale: 1 (rarely or never), 2 (every few years), 3
(about 1–2 times per year), 4 (a few times per year), 5 (a few
times per month), 6 (every week), or 7 (more than once per
week). Approximately half (48.9 %) of women and two-fifths
(39.4 %) of men indicated they attended religious services at
least once or twice per year. (Participants’ reported religious
affiliations appear in Table 1.)

Political Ideology

Political attitudes were measured using the following scale: 1
(very liberal), 2 (somewhat liberal), 3 (slightly liberal),
4= (don’t know/don’t care), 5 (slightly conservative), 6 (some-
what conservative), or 7 (very conservative). Most of the
women (74.5 %) and men (71.1 %) reported they were at least
slightly liberal. We ran our analyses without participants who
selected the midpoint, and our findings remained the same as
those reported in the present paper.
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Benevolent and Hostile Sexism

To evaluate participants’ endorsement of sexist attitudes and
beliefs, we used the Ambivalent Sexism Inventory (Glick and
Fiske 1996). The Ambivalent Sexism Inventory includes sep-
arate scales to assess benevolent sexism (11 items) and hostile
sexism (11 items). Benevolent sexism is the belief that women
need to be protected by men (e.g., BIn a disaster women
should be rescued before men^) and that women and men
complement one another in their natures (e.g., BMany women
have a quality of purity that fewmen possess^).Hostile sexism
refers to hostile attitudes towards women who are viewed as

trying to control men, or change the presumed natural order of
gender relations (e.g., BOnce a woman gets a man to commit
to her, she usually tries to put him on a tight leash^). The
scales for benevolent (α= .79) and hostile (α= .90) sexism
had satisfactory internal reliability.

Feminist Self-Identification

Participants completed the four-item Self-Identification as a
Feminist questionnaire (Szymanski 2004). Examples of items
from this questionnaire are BI consider myself a feminist^ and
BI identify myself as a feminist to other people.^ The scale had

Table 1 Sample characteristics
Variable Women (n= 188) Men (n= 142)

Age: M(SD) 19.41 (1.51) 20.39 (1.55)

Self-identified ethnicity

White/European American 75 (40 %) 67 (47 %)

Latina/Latino/Hispanic 49 (26 %) 27 (19 %)

Asian/Pacific Islander 38 (20 %) 34 (24 %)

Other 26 (14 %) 14 (10 %)

Political Views

Very liberal 41 (22 %) 31 (22 %)

Somewhat liberal 71 (38 %) 42 (30 %)

Slightly liberal 28 (15 %) 28 (20 %)

Don’t Know/Don’t Care 21 (11 %) 20 (14 %)

Slightly conservative 15 (8 %) 14 (10 %)

Somewhat conservative 11 (6 %) 6 (4 %)

Very conservative 1 (1 %) 1 (1 %)

Religious Affiliation

Not religious 37 (20 %) 54 (38 %)

Spiritual but not religious 52 (28 %) 34 (24 %)

Catholic/Christian Orthodox 46 (25 %) 26 (18 %)

Other Christian 22 (12 %) 15 (11 %)

Jewish 10 (5 %) 8 (6 %)

Buddhist 12 (6 %) 0

Muslim 0 1 (1 %)

Hindu 1 (1 %) 0

Other 0 4 (3 %)

No response 8 (4 %) 0

Mother’s highest education

No high school diploma 29 (15 %) 25 (18 %)

High school diploma 31 (17 %) 19 (13 %)

Some college 54 (29 %) 29 (20 %)

Bachelor’s degree or higher 74 (39 %) 69 (49 %)

Father’s highest education

No high school diploma 29 (21 %) 26 (18 %)

High school diploma 37 (20 %) 28 (20 %)

Some college 34 (18 %) 20 (14 %)

Bachelor’s degree or higher 78 (42 %) 68 (48 %)

Note. There was a significant gender difference in age, t(328) = 5.73, p< .001. No significant gender difference
occurred in ethnic identifications, χ2 (330) = 4.31, p = .230
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satisfactory internal reliability (α= .89). Among the women,
45.2 % Bslightly^ to Bstrongly^ agreed that they considered
themselves a feminist and 25.5 % Bslightly^ to Bstrongly^
agreed that they identified as a feminist to others. Among
men, these percentages were 31.7 and 19 %, respectively.

Heterosexual Dating Double-Standards Scale

For the present research, we devised the Heterosexual Dating
Double-Standards Scale to assess people’s double standards re-
garding different forms of paternalism in traditional heterosexual
dating and courtship. Our scale seeks to improve upon popularly
used gender attitude measures by directly comparing the behav-
ioral standards that individuals hold for women andmen. Inmost
of the existing measures, respondents are asked to rate their
agreement to statements that stipulate either gender-egalitarian
arrangements (e.g., BA woman should be as free as a man
to propose marriage^ from Spence and Helmreich 1978,
Attitudes Toward Women Scale) or traditional arrangements
(e.g., BWomen should be cherished and protected by men^ from
Glick and Fiske 1996, Ambivalent Sexism Scale). Individuals
are seen as holding relatively gender-egalitarian attitudes if they
agree with statements about gender-egalitarian arrangements and
disagree with items specifying traditional patterns.

However, the format of these items does not allow for all
possibilities in how individuals might view the relative desirabil-
ity of a behavior for women andmen. For a given behavior, there
are four alternative attitudes that might be endorsed: The behav-
ior might be viewed as equally desirable for women and men
(equal standard); it might be viewed as equally undesirable for
women and men (equal standard); it may be viewed as more
desirable for men than for women (double standard); or the
behavior might be viewed as more desirable for women than
for men (double standard). The method that we utilized allows
for these various possibilities (see Axinn et al. 2011;
Muehlenhard and McCoy 1991, for similar approaches). In our
Heterosexual Dating Double-Standards Scale, it is possible to
compare the behavioral standards that individuals held for wom-
en andmen.Moreover, it assesses the magnitude of difference in
the standards that individuals might hold for women and men
(i.e., whether the average differences in ratings for male and
female characters are negligible, small, medium, or large).

The directions preceding the items assessing double
standards stated that we wanted participants’ Bopinions
about appropriate behavior for different kinds of people
such as undergraduates, teachers, politicians, actors, and
so forth.^ In addition, the directions stated: BSome of the
items pertain to sexual-romantic behaviors. In these in-
stances, please indicate your opinions about people in
heterosexual relationships regardless of your own sexual
orientation.^ Participants subsequently rated their views
regarding the appropriateness of specific behaviors sepa-
rately for different types of persons. They rated agreement

for all items regarding Bfemale undergraduates^ and Bmale
undergraduates.^ Also, to help disguise the questionnaire’s
focus on gender attitudes, participants were asked to rate many
(but not all) of the behaviors for additional target groups that
included Bwealthy persons,^ Breligious persons,^ Bpoliticians,^
Bactors,^ and Bteachers.^

The order of items was randomized across participants.
This included the gender and the type of target being rated.
Also, while taking the survey, each item needed to be com-
pleted before proceeding to the next item; and it was not pos-
sible to return to earlier items.

Item Selection Twenty-four item types were initially generat-
ed through a review of prior gender attitude measures and
research on double standards.We conducted preliminary anal-
yses to evaluate potential items for the final scale. Some items
were dropped because they were considered peripheral to our
present focus on heterosexual dating and courtship behaviors.
These include some items created to evaluate possible double
standards about drinking alcohol (BI think that [target group]
who get very drunk must have poor self-control^). Some
items related to dating were dropped due to low internal reli-
ability with the other items. We found the least reliable items
focused more on sexual behaviors in dating relationships (e.g.,
BI believe it is fine if [target group] date someone much older
than them,^ BI believe that [target group] who are sexually
experienced would be desirable romantic partners^). Further
inspection revealed that our sample generally did not hold
double standards about these sexual behaviors.

Our final scale was comprised of 5 items that focused spe-
cifically on traditional heterosexual dating and courtship
scripts: BI believe [target group] should hold open doors for
the other sex,^ BI believe [target group] should be the ones
who ask the other sex out for a first date,^ BIf [target group]
go out on a date, they should usually pay for most or all of
the expenses,^ BIf [target group] later get married, I believe
they should be the ones who do the marriage proposal,^
and BIf [target group] later get married, I believe they
should adopt the last name of the other partner.^
Traditional dating double standards were reflected if the
respondent rated stronger agreement for male undergradu-
ates than for female undergraduates, with the exception of
the last item (taking partner’s last name) which was reverse
scored. The scale had satisfactory internal consistency
(α= .80 for women; α= .77 for men).

Scoring Separate ratings of Bfemale undergraduates^ and
Bmale undergraduates^ were used to evaluate double stan-
dards (BI believe a female undergraduate should hold open
doors for the other sex^ vs. BI believe a male undergraduate
should hold open doors for the other sex^). As mentioned
above in the general description of the measures, items were
rated on a 6-point scale. The difference between ratings of
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female and male characters for each behavior was computed.
Difference scores were positive integers if they reflected tra-
ditional double standards (e.g., stronger agreement for men
than for women as the ones to pay for a date; or stronger
agreement for women than for men as the ones to take part-
ner’s last name). Negative scores reflected nontraditional dou-
ble standards (e.g., stronger agreement for women than for
men as the ones to pay for a date). Scores closest to zero
reflected egalitarian attitudes (i.e., no difference in ratings of
behavior for females and males). The composite score for the
Heterosexual Dating Double-Standards Scale reflects the av-
erage difference score across the five items (i.e., a possible
range for mean scores of −5 to +5). Higher scores reflect
stronger endorsement of double standards in the traditional
direction.

Results

Three sets of analyses were conducted using the Heterosexual
Dating Double-Standards Scale. First, we performed a prelim-
inary series of paired-t tests and correlations to examine if
participants rated female and male undergraduates differently
on each of the five items in the scale. (When describing the
item characters in the scale, we refer to ratings of Bfemale
undergraduates^ versus ratings of Bmale undergraduates.
When describing the gender of the participants, we refer
to women versus men.) These analyses were conducted to
explore how well the items in the new scale reflected het-
erosexual dating double standards among women and men.
For the second set of analyses, we tested for average gen-
der differences on all of the measures. Finally, we ran bi-
variate correlations between the composite score on the
Heterosexual Dating Double-Standards Scale and each of
the hypothesized predictors. Although we did not hypoth-
esize gender differences in these correlations, we did test if
any occurred.

Item Analyses

The results from the paired t-tests comparing participants’
ratings of item characters (i.e., undergraduate women and
men) on each of the dating and courtship behaviors are sum-
marized in Table 2. For each item, ratings of “undergraduate
females” are comparedwith ratings of Bundergraduatemales.^
The table presents both (a) the correlation between pairs of
items, run separately for women and men participants, as well
as (b) the values from the paired t-tests (including Cohen’s d
measures of effect size) comparing the difference between
each pair of ratings. Tests for gender differences between
correlations were performed, and these results are addition-
ally indicated in Table 2. Overall, women and men en-
dorsed traditional double standards regarding the various

dating and courtship behaviors. One exception was the
item pertaining to holding doors. Although men tended to
support a traditional double standard here, women gener-
ally did not.

Large effect sizes (d≥ .70) occurred among women and
men who expressed traditional double standards about paying
for a date and proposing marriage. Also, large effect sizes
were indicated among women about who should ask for a date
and among men about who should take the marriage partner’s
last name. The trend was for traditional scripts (i.e., man ini-
tiates date, pays for date, and proposes marriage; woman takes
man’s last name) to be viewed positively and for nontradition-
al scripts to be viewed negatively (e.g., woman proposes mar-
riage). Thus, these average patterns reflect a gender-based
double standard in how these heterosexual courtship behav-
iors were evaluated.

Group Comparisons

For our next set of analyses, we compared women’s and men’s
score on all of the measures. However, first, we performed a
preliminary 4×2 ANOVA to test for possible differences in
heterosexual dating double standards based on participants’
ethnicity (White/Euro, Latino/a, Asian, or other) or gender.
There were no significant main effects for ethnicity, F(3,
322) = 1.81, p= .145, or gender, F(1, 322) = .74, p= .319.
Also, the interaction effect was not significant, F(3,
322)=2.20, p= .088. Given that ethnic background did not
appear related to double standards, we did not consider it as
a factor in subsequent analyses.

Next, we carried out aMANOVA to test for average gender
differences across the 11 measures used in the present study.
There was a significant multivariate main effect for gender,
F(11, 316) = 18.84, p< .001; ηp2 = .40. As summarized in
Table 3, there were significant univariate gender effects asso-
ciated with dating double standards (women higher), hostile
sexism (men higher), feminist identity (women higher),
reading women’s fashion magazines/websites (women
higher), reading men’s fitness magazines/websites (men
higher), and reading entertainment magazines/websites
(women higher).

In Hypothesis 1, we posited higher average endorsement of
dating double standards among men than among women.
However, the opposite pattern was indicated. That is, women
were significantly more likely than were men to support het-
erosexual dating double standards. Thus Hypothesis 1 was not
supported.

Correlates of Double Standards

We conducted bivariate Spearman correlations to test whether
the hypothesized predictors were related to variations in the
composite Heterosexual Dating Double-Standards Scale. The
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correlations among all variables, separately by participants’
gender, are presented in Table 4. In addition, tests for
gender differences in the correlations between double
standards and the hypothesized predictors are presented
in Table 5.

Social Desirability

Although not hypothesized, we explored whether there was
any association between social desirability and double stan-
dards. The results indicated these two variables were not

Table 2 Paired t-tests comparing
ratings of item characters Item Item Character r t p d

Bundergraduate males^ Bundergraduate females^

M SD M SD

1. Hold door for other sex

Women 4.14 1.32 4.20 1.37 .71a −.78 .437 .08

Men 4.18 1.37 3.38 1.41 .29b 5.75 .000 .68

2. One to ask first date

Women 3.97 1.42 2.64 1.02 −.15a 9.75 .000 1.01

Men 3.37 1.38 3.10 .94 .14b 2.11 .037 .25

3. One to pay for date

Women 3.81 1.31 2.16 1.01 −.09a 13.22 .000 1.36

Men 3.69 1.29 2.31 1.11 −.15a 9.03 .000 1.07

4. One to propose marriage

Women 3.81 1.31 2.16 1.01 −.09a 13.22 .000 1.36

Men 4.13 1.47 2.51 1.14 −.29a 9.24 .000 1.10

5. Adopt marriage partner’s last name

Women 2.26 1.12 3.21 1.54 −.10a 6.54 .000 .68

Men 2.33 1.10 3.68 1.39 −.13a 8.55 .000 1.02

Note. n = 188 women and n = 142 men. Ratings of Bundergraduate males^ and Bundergraduate females^ were
made on a 6-point scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 6 (strongly agree). The scores for the t-tests and Cohen’s d
are positive when they reflect traditional double standards (ratings of Bundergraduate males^ higher than of
Bundergraduate females^ for items 1–4, and the reverse for item 5. For r correlations for each item, different
subscripts indicate significant (p < .01) differences for women and men participants
* p< .05. ** p< .01. *** p< .001

Table 3 Gender comparisons on
study measures Possible Women Men F (1, 326) ηp

2 d
Range M (SD) M (SD)

Dating Double Standards −5 to +5 1.44 (1.36) 1.09 (1.31) 5.45* .02 .26

Benevolent Sexism 1 to 6 3.29 (.89) 3.19 (.85) 1.21 .00 .11

Hostile Sexism 1 to 6 2.91 (.98) 3.20 (1.09) 6.49* .02 −.28
Feminist Identify 1 to 6 3.48 (1.26) 3.13 (1.35) 5.78* .02 .27

Political Views 1 to 6 2.65 (1.48) 2.76 (1.47) .36 .00 −.07
Religious Attendance 1 to 7 2.63 (1.70) 2.43 (1.76) 1.08 .00 .12

TV Viewing 1 to 8 6.53 (1.61) 6.59 (1.52) .21 .00 −.04
Women’s Fashion Magazines 1 to 8 2.90 (1.52) 1.37 (1.03) 105.52*** .25 1.18

Men’s Fitness Magazines 1 to 8 1.30 (.82) 2.01 (1.61) 27.12*** .08 −.56
Entertainment Magazines 1 to 8 2.98 (1.73) 1.92 (1.55) 32.15*** .09 .65

Social Desirability 1 to 6 3.33 (.74) 3.42 (.65) 1.38 .00 −.13

Note. Paternalism was the only scale allowing possible negative scores (range −5 to +5) with scores above zero
reflecting traditional double standards. Political views range from very liberal (low) to very conservative (high). A
MANOVA testing for gender differences across all measures was significant, F(13, 314) = 16.43, p < .001,
ηp

2 = .41
* p< .05. ** p< .01. *** p< .001
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significantly correlated for both women (r= .12, p= .089) and
men (r=−.08, p= .348).

Media Preferences

We predicted a positive association between participants’
mainstream media preferences and their endorsement of dating
double standards (Hypothesis 2). We tested this hypothesis in
relation to participants’ reported consumption of the following
media: television, women’s fashion magazines (or websites),
men’s fitness magazines (or websites), and entertainment
magazines (or websites). Amongwomen, the hypothesized pat-
tern was seen with regards to reading women’s fashion and
entertainment magazines, but not in relation to TV viewing or
reading men’s fitness magazines. Among men, the expected
pattern was observed with TV viewing and (marginally) with
reading men’s fitness magazines, but not with reading women’s
fashion magazines or entertainment magazines. There were no

significant gender differences in the correlations between dou-
ble standards and media consumption regarding TV viewing,
women’s fashion magazines, and entertainment magazines.
However, the correlation between double standards and reading
men’s fitness magazines was significantly stronger for men
than for women (see Table 5).

Religious Attendance and Political Ideology

The endorsement of heterosexual dating double standards was
expected to be more likely among those scoring higher in
religious attendance (Hypothesis 3) and conservative political
attitudes (Hypothesis 4). Religious attendancewas significant-
ly associated with the double standards only among men.
However, endorsing conservative (vs. liberal) political atti-
tudes was significantly and positively related to double stan-
dards in men and women. There were no gender differences in
the latter correlations (see Table 5).

Benevolent and Hostile Sexism

As hypothesized, both hostile (Hypothesis 5) and benevolent
(Hypothesis 6) sexism were positively and significantly relat-
ed to endorsing double standards. Both correlations were in-
dicated for women as well as men. The magnitude of correla-
tion between benevolent sexism and dating double standards
was comparable for women and men, but the association be-
tween hostile sexism and double standards was significantly
stronger for men than for women (see Table 5).

Feminist Self-Identification

The hypothesized association between feminist self-
identification and dating double standards (Hypothesis 7)

Table 4 Spearman correlations among study measures by gender

Measures 1 2 3 4 5 5 7 8 9 10

1. Dating Double Standards – .51*** .17* −.11 .18* .11 .06 .16* −.09 .14+

2. Benevolent Sexism .51*** – .40*** −.05 .26*** .21** .14 .06 .00 .17*

3. Hostile Sexism .52*** .51*** – −.39*** .40*** .07 −.08 −.06 .10 −.02
4. Feminist Identity −.36*** −.20* −.39*** – −.32*** .07 −.01 −.04 −.04 −.01
5. Political Attitudes .32*** .38*** .36*** −.41*** – .21** .01 −.01 .04 .08

6. Religious Attendance .20* .24** .17* −.03 −.05 – .08 −.03 .05 .05

7. Television Viewing .18* .08 .07 −.13 −.03 −.08 – .00 −.03 .17*

8. Women’s Fashion Magazines −.01 .16+ .09 .19* .04 .19* −.02 – .23** .50***

9. Men Fitness Magazines .16+ .19* .19* −.05 .21* .14 −.12 .55*** – .14+

10. Entertainment Magazines −.01 .10 .01 .07 .04 .20* .08 .47*** .46*** –

Note. n = 188 women and n = 142 men. Correlations for women appear above the diagonal; for men, below. Political views range from liberal (low) to
conservative (high)
+ p< .06. * p< .05. ** p< .01. *** p < .001

Table 5 Gender comparisons of correlations between hypothesized
predictors and dating double standards

Variables Women Men Zdifference

Benevolent Sexism .51*** .51*** −.15
Hostile Sexism .17* .52*** −3.68***

Feminist Identity -.11 -.36*** 2.43*

Political Attitudes .18** .32*** −1.33
Religious Attendance .11 .20* −.85
TV Viewing .06 .18* −1.08
Women’s Fashion Magazines .16* −.01 1.53

Men’s Fitness Magazines −.09 .16+ −2.24*

Entertainment Magazines .14* -.01 1.35

Note. n= 188 women and n= 142 men. Political views range from liberal
(low) to conservative (high)
* p< .05. ** p< .01. *** p < .001
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was indicated among men but not among women, and the
gender difference was significant (see Table 5).

Discussion

The items in our Heterosexual Dating Double Standards Scale
were designed to assess different standards of behavior for wom-
en and men during heterosexual dating and courtship. The selec-
tion of the itemswas guided by prior research on the topic (Eaton
andRose 2011; Glick and Fiske 1996; Laner andVentrone 2000;
Robnett and Leaper 2013; Rose and Frieze 1993; Sarlet et al.
2012). In general, women and men in our U.S. undergraduate
sample generally endorsed double standards about heterosexual
scripts. By employing a difference score—whereby participants
rated the desirability of particular behaviors separately for wom-
en andmen—it was possible to infer themagnitude of the double
standard that individuals held. When we explored this patterns
for specific items, we observed medium and large effect sizes in
double standards toward asking for a date, paying for the date,
proposingmarriage, and adopting a marriage partner’s last name.
On average, women and men evaluated each of these behaviors
positively when they reflected traditional scripts (e.g., man initi-
ates date, man proposes marriage) and negatively when they
reflected nontraditional scripts (e.g., woman initiates date, man
takes woman’s last name in marriage). Thus, many women and
men endorsed double standards about heterosexual dating and
courtship—even in our mostly liberal undergraduate sample.

One notable gender difference occurred in participants’ rat-
ings of the item about holding the door (BI believe undergrad-
uate [males/females] should hold open doors for the other
sex^). Whereas men in general viewed this more appropriate
for undergraduate males than for undergraduate females (with
a large effect size), women in general viewed it equally desir-
able for undergradaute males and females. Unfortunately, in
our survey items, we did not specify whether holding doors
for the other gender was specific to a dating context. Yoder
et al. (2002) observed patterns of door holding among mixed-
gender pairs in public settings (e.g., on campus) and dating
contexts (e.g., at a restaurant). In mixed-gender pairs, women
were somewhat more likely to hold doors in public settings,
whereas men were much more likely to hold doors in dating
settings. Therefore, for future use, we recommend adding the
phrase Bduring a date^ to our item.

When examining the correlates of endorsing dating double
standards, we explored whether social desirability concerns
might bias participants’ willingness to endorse dating double
standards. When individuals with traditional gender attitudes
are part of a liberal college community, they may be reluctant
to share their traditional gender attitudes (Swim et al. 1995).
However, we found no evidence that responses on our double
standards scale were significantly related to social desirability
for either women or men.

Undergraduates’ overall endorsement of heterosexual dat-
ing double standards varied with the other personal factors
that we examined. First, we tested for average gender differ-
ences in the endorsement of dating double standards. Prior
studies (conducted mostly in the United States) have found
that men were more likely than women to endorse sexist atti-
tudes (Rudman and Glick 2008). In a similar manner, we
observed higher average endorsement of hostile sexism
among men than among women. However, our first hypothe-
sis that more men than women would favor double standards
was not supported. Instead, the reverse pattern was indicated
whereby women scored higher on average than did men. An
inspection of the specific items in the Heterosexual Dating
Double Standards Scale (see Table 2) suggests this was mainly
due to the item addressing who initiates the first date.
Although both women and men tended to express traditional
double standards regarding this behavior, the trend was much
stronger among women (very large effect size) than men
(small effect size). This may reflect the anxiety often associ-
ated with initiating a date (McNamara and Grossman 1991),
which many men may find intimidating.

In our second hypothesis, we proposed that popular media
preferences would predict dating double standards. We fo-
cused on popular media in the United States that tend to rein-
force traditional gender roles, including overall television
viewing, women’s fashion magazines (or web sites), entertain-
ment magazines (or web sites), and men’s fitness magazines
(or web sites). Traditional sexual-romantic roles are common-
ly depicted in television and other popular media (Signorielli
2012). Furthermore, women are commonly portrayed as sex
objects in fashionmagazines (Stankiewicz and Rosselli 2008).
At the same time, traditional images of masculinity are rein-
forced in men’s fitness magazines (Hatoum and Belle 2004).
These images underscore notions of women needing to appeal
to men who might ask them on dates, as well as men needing
to appear strong and powerful; in turn, these patterns may
contribute to traditional dating roles. Consistent with our pre-
dictions, double standards were more likely among women
who reported reading women’s fashion or entertainment mag-
azines (or web sites). Also, as expected, we found double
standards were more likely among men who reported either
more television viewing or more reading of men’s fitness
magazines (or web sites).

The observation that different types of print media were
related to endorsing double standards for women and men is
unsurprising. These differences reflected the media habits that
women and men reported. Reading fashion and entertainment
magazines were more common among women, whereas read-
ing men’s fitness magazines was more likely among men. The
additional finding that TV viewing was associated with dating
double standards only among men, however, deserves explo-
ration. There was no average gender difference in amount of
reported television viewing. One possible explanation is that
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men are overrepresented as characters in television shows
(Collins 2011; Signorielli 2012), which may provide menwith
proportionally more gender-stereotypical role models to
observe.

Frequent consumption of popular media may reinforce the
internalization of cultural stereotypes (Signorielli 2012), which
often include double standards about dating scripts (Eggermont
2006; Rivadeneyra and Lebo 2008). To the extent that media
often inform and guide people’s gender-role expectations, the
latter explanation follows from social role theory (Eagly and
Wood 2012), as well as from the cultivation model (Gerbner
et al. 2002). Although all of our results are correlational and
causation cannot be inferred, prior experimental studies demon-
strated that viewing gender-typed television content led to in-
creases in people’s endorsement of gender stereotypes
(Signorielli 2012; Ward 2002). We suspect the causal influence
is bidirectional, whereby mass media shape people’s attitudes
and also people tend to favor media that reflect their views. To
better understand possible television influences, it may be more
revealing in future research to look for links between particular
television programming and dating attitudes (Rivadeneyra and
Lebo 2008; Tolman et al. 2007; Zurbriggen and Morgan 2006).

Religious attendance and political views were additional
facets of individuals’ experiences and ideology that we tested
as correlates of dating double standards. As predicted in our
respective third and fourth hypotheses, both factors were as-
sociated with the endorsement of heterosexual dating double
standards. Greater religious attendance was related to stronger
endorsement of double standards (although the association
was significant only among men). This finding is consistent
with prior research noting a positive association between reli-
giosity and support for protective paternalism (Burn and
Busso 2005). Most mainstream religions emphasize patriar-
chal roles for men and women (Sheeran et al. 1996). In future
work, however, it may prove helpful to distinguish among
fundamentalist and more progressive sects of particular faiths
(Bang et al. 2005; Woodberry and Smith 1998).

In addition, undergraduates with a more conservative po-
litical ideology (in our mostly liberal sample) were more likely
to endorse gender-role double standards in dating and court-
ship. Support for traditional heterosexual roles is a common
tenant of conservative political ideology (Eagly et al. 2004;
Henley et al. 2000; Klein 2006). The results involving reli-
gious attendance as well as political attitudes underscore how
traditional views of heterosexual relations are intertwined with
other cultural ideologies in society.

As predicted in our fifth and sixth hypotheses, respectively,
benevolent and hostile sexism were positively related to par-
ticipants’ backing of double standards. Among the examined
correlates of double standards, benevolent sexism was the
only factor with a large effect size among both women and
men. This is not surprising given that our double standards
scale focuses on forms of protective paternalism (benevolent

sexism) in dating and courtship scripts. Hence, the strong
association with benevolent sexism supports the validity of
dating double standards measure. One distinctive feature of
our measure, however, is that it specifically focuses on atti-
tudes regarding heterosexual dating and courtship scripts.

Although hostile sexism was significantly correlated with
dating double standards among women and men, the associa-
tion was substantially stronger among men than women.
Men’s and women’s patterns of correlations among hostile
sexism, benevolent sexism, and dating double standards are
compatible with Glick and Fiske's (1996) ambivalent sexism
model. Hostile sexism reifies men’s traditional dominance
over women, whereas benevolent sexism offers women the
putative reward of men’s protection in exchange for women’s
deference. Thus, endorsing double standards about heterosex-
ual courtship may be especially likely for women who believe
it is important for the man to protect the woman (i.e., benev-
olent sexism). In a complementary manner, endorsing these
double standards may be more common among men who
value male dominance or the role of male as protector (i.e.,
both hostile sexism and benevolent sexism) (Fischer 2006;
Hammond et al. 2014; Rudman et al. 2013).

In our seventh and last hypothesis, we posited that feminist
self-identification would be negatively related to expressing
double standards. Although the correlation was negative for
women and men, it was significant only for men. Also, the
gender difference in the correlations was significant. The lack
of a significant association between feminist self-identification
and double standards among women may reflect the BI’m not a
feminist but^ phenomenon documented in prior studies in the
United States (Leaper and Arias 2011; Zucker 2004). That is,
somewomenmay endorse gender-egalitarian attitudes but reject
the feminist label because of misunderstandings and negative
perceptions regarding feminism. Conversely, men who reject
double standards that generally privilege their own gender
may more readily associate gender equality with feminism.
These conjectures require testing in future research.

Having discussed the results pertaining to our hypotheses,
we now turn to some implications of our study for future
research. The Heterosexual Dating Double-Standards Scale
assesses different behavioral standards for women and men
during heterosexual dating and courtship. Analogous to sexual
double standards, dating double standards reflect the greater
power conferred uponmen than upon women in society. Also,
as seen in sexual double standards, participants tended to view
men positively for expressing agency and control in dating
and courtship, whereas they tended to view women somewhat
negatively for the same behaviors.

We note some advantages of our method for assessing double
standards in future research. First, our scale improves upon the
approach used in many gender attitude questionnaires by sepa-
rately assessing the desirability for women and for men of par-
ticular heterosexual courtship behaviors. In this manner, it is
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possible to index the degree that individuals might hold double
standards (see Axinn et al. 2011; Muehlenhard and McCoy
1991, for similar approaches). Our scale also includes a cohesive
set of items that collectively address paternalistic arrangements in
heterosexual dating and courtship (Glick and Fiske 2012).

Heterosexual courtship is not the only domain in which pa-
ternalism and double standards are enacted. Therefore, to build
on our approach, we recommend expanding the scale to include
multiple domains in which double standards are expressed.
Besides heterosexual dating and courtship roles, other domains
might include sexual behavior (Lai and Hynie 2011; Zaikman
and Marks 2014), decision making (Harvey et al. 2002),
socioemotional support (Burleson et al. 2005), aggression
(Strauss 2008), and marital role-sharing (Gaunt 2013).
Considering multiple domains in which gender-based double
standards operate might prove helpful when evaluating how
and when double standards guide behavior (Eaton and
Matamala 2014; Forste and Fox 2012; Kaufman and Taniguchi
2006).

There is untapped potential of our difference-score ap-
proach that we were unable to consider the present study. It
can be used in situations when individuals might have cross-
gender-typed attitudes (e.g., believing it is more appropriate
for a woman than for a man to initiate a date). There were
insufficient incidences of such patterns to explore in the pres-
ent study. Also, the difference-score method can distinguish
between individuals who consider a behavior as equally ac-
ceptable versus equally unacceptable for women and men.
This distinction might be more pertinent when considering
attitudes about sexual behaviors. For example, some people
might have similar views about having a Bone-night stand^ for
women and men—but one group might see this behavior as
equally acceptable whereas another group sees it as equally
undesirable. Perhaps these two egalitarian patterns are differ-
entially related to other outcomes.

Further testing of heterosexual dating and courtship double
standards is recommended with other populations. The pres-
ent study was based on a sample of heterosexual and mostly
liberal undergraduates. They were young adults (18 to
25 years old) who may still be exploring their ideas and opin-
ions about romantic and marital roles (Jones and Abes
2013). There are reasons to study both younger and
older samples. Paternalistic attitudes about dating are
apparent in U.S. adolescents (Farkas and Leaper 2016).
Also, previous research in the United States suggests
gender attitudes often become more traditional after het-
erosexual couples have children (Hackel and Ruble
1992; Katz-Wise et al. 2010). We also encourage exam-
ining gender-role double standards in lesbian, gay, bisexual,
and transgender individuals. For example, some evidence
suggests the internalization of double standards may affect
romantic relationship quality among gay men (Wade and
Donis 2007). However, this may be less likely in lesbian

relationships for whom egalitarian roles might be more likely
than gay men’s or heterosexuals’ relationships (Kurdek 1998).

Finally, we encourage investigation into the potential con-
sequences of endorsing double standards. Drawing on the
gender-role strain model, double standards can be psycholog-
ically and physically debilitating for women and men (Levant
and Philpot 2002; Richmond et al. 2015; vanWell et al. 2005).
Conversely, research on heterosexual, gay, and lesbian roman-
tic couples suggests that transcending traditional double stan-
dards may bolster relationship satisfaction and psychological
adjustment (Casad et al. 2015; Forste and Fox 2012; Kaufman
and Taniguchi 2006; Kurdek 1998; Levant and Philpot 2002).
When individuals in a romantic relationship are equally free to
express their agency and to support one another, their lives
together may be more fulfilling.
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