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“By understanding the various contexts in which sexuality occurs, we can better 

understand how sex contributes to relationship quality and personal well-being” -Muise, 

2013, p. 6 

People, especially young adults, engage in sexual behavior with diverse sexual 

partners, ranging from strangers to committed romantic partners. Although many of these 

sexual partnerships are well defined in existing literature, it is unclear how they differ in 

terms of sexual behavior or in their impact on people’s mental health. The purpose of this 

dissertation was to provide a detailed examination of how sex experience (sexual 

behavior and evaluations of sexual encounters) varies between different sexual partner 

types. For this, I analyzed three secondary datasets sampling young adults, undergraduate 

women, and US adults, respectively. Each of these datasets offers at least one 

methodological strength for investigating partner types including large, diverse samples, 

longitudinal design, and/or multiple, unique measures of closeness or partner type. I 

explored the following: How sexual behavior varied between four sexual partner types 
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(Study 1); how partner type influences positive and negative evaluations of the sexual 

encounter (Study 2); and how the number of social interactions with a partner prior to the 

initial sexual encounter with that partner impacts positive and negative evaluations of that 

experience (Study 3). Overall, consistent with previous work, there was strong evidence 

that sexual partner type resulted in differential sexual behavior and that sexual encounters 

with more closer/more committed sexual partners were rated more positively than casual 

sexual encounters. Social, practical, and educational implications are discussed.  
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Introduction 

 Sex research and relationship science are two highly overlapping disciplines. For 

example, sexual satisfaction and relationship satisfactions are extremely highly correlated 

and shift concurrently (Byers, 2005; Sprecher, 2002). Despite the obvious connections 

between these fields, the two have developed independently. As Dr. Amy Muise points 

out in an article in a newsletter for a professional relationship research organization, each 

has its own professional organizations, journals, and conferences (2013). A merger 

between sex and relationship research would benefit both sides; relationships serve as the 

context in which sexual interactions occur and sexuality provides insight into relationship 

development and maintenance (Muise, 2013). Although sex researchers have historically 

focused on physiology and behavior, relationship researchers strongly ground their work 

in theory and focus on other relational aspects (Muise, 2013). Additionally, relationship 

science provides a more traditional study of averages, identifying what works for most 

people most of the time. Sex research, on the other hand, provides insight into sexual 

minorities and unique sexual experiences. Plus, as one colleague, Gurit Birnbaum, adds 

in Muise’s article, sex and love are not always intertwined; sex in romantic relationships 

may be an “intensely meaningful experience… a powerful motivational force” (2013, p. 

6), but sex in casual contexts may be radically different. “By understanding the various 

contexts in which sexuality occurs, we can better understand how sex contributes to 

relationship quality and personal well-being” (Muise, 2013, p. 6). In this dissertation, I 

aim to provide exactly that kind of insight by bridging the gap between sex and 

relationship research and examining sexual behavior within various relational contexts.  
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 Capturing multiple sexual partner types is not challenging as cultural ideas about 

sex have shifted; people are more open now to premarital sex than in the past (Harding & 

Jencks, 2003). Although this openness may reflect the fact that people are having sex 

with romantic partners before they marry them, what is historically recent is that it is also 

acceptable to engage in sexual behavior with partners without intending to marry them at 

all. Surprisingly, sexual abstinence is higher among Millennials and iGen-ers compared 

to older cohorts when they were in their early 20s (Twenge, Sherman, & Wells, 2017). 

Yet, the majority of emerging adults have engaged in sexual behavior with all kinds of 

sexual partners (e.g., hookups, friends with benefits, one-night-stands, fuck buddies, 

dating partners, former partners, committed romantic partners: Christopher & Sprecher, 

2000; Epstein, Calzo, Smiler, & Ward, 2009; Garcia & Rieber, 2008; Lehmiller, 

VanderDrift, & Kelly, 2011). Recent research has carefully defined many of these partner 

types and their correlates, but it is not well established how one’s sexual partner 

influences sexual behavior and evaluations of that experience.  

Although sexual intercourse is most likely to occur in the context of a committed 

romantic relationship (e.g. Furman & Shaffer, 2011; Walsh, Fielder, Carey, & Carey, 

2014), 30% of college students report having sexual intercourse in a hook up, which 

involves any form of sexual behavior with someone for just one night (Paul, McManus, 

& Hayes, 2000). Even though people consider romantic and casual sexual partners to be 

different (Furman & Shaffer, 2011), it is unclear how sexual behavior and evaluations 

with different partners vary. In this dissertation, I aim to explore the associations between 

sexual partner type, sexual behavior and evaluations of the sexual experience. 
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Below, I provide an in-depth synthesis of previous findings related to the 

prevalence, sexual behavior, and emotional outcomes of sexual engagement with various 

partner types. I then discuss the quality, strengths, and limitations of the existing research 

in the context of three research strategies that would help the field move forward. I 

demonstrate the utility of the secondary analysis of three existing data sources to gain a 

holistic understanding of sexual behavior and evaluations between partner types.   

Variety in sexual partner types 

Much of the existing research on sexual partners examines relational components 

including mate preferences (Regan, Levin, Sprecher, Christopher, & Cate, 2000; Buunk, 

Dijkstra, Fetchenhauer, & Kendrick, 2002), emotional investment (Jonason, Li, & 

Richardon, 2011), romantic feelings (Overall & Shibley, 2008), and commitment (e.g., 

Olmstead, Billen, Conrad, Pasley, & Fincham, 2013). Because sexual partners vary on 

these dimensions, it is possible that sexual behavior and evaluations of those experiences 

also vary between partner types. In the section below, I summarize the definition of each 

partner type, the prevalence of sexual behaviors with each partner type, the sexual 

behaviors that typically occur and people’s evaluations of their experience with each 

partner type, and a brief comparison of different partner types.  

Hookups 

Hookups are typically defined as spontaneous sexual behavior between 

uncommitted individuals who may be acquaintances or even strangers, typically only 

occurring once, which may or may not include sexual intercourse (Garcia & Reiber, 

2008; Bogle, 2008; England & Thomas, 2006). Hookups are ambiguous in definition 
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(Bogle, 2008; England, Shafer, & Fogarty, 2008). When defined by participants, hook up 

partners were found to be uncommitted, short-term, and may engage in a variety of 

sexual behaviors (Epstein et al., 2009). When defined by researchers, those themes are 

consistent; see below in chronological order:  

"A sexual encounter, usually only lasting one night, between two people who are 

strangers or brief acquaintances. Some physical interaction is typical but may or 

may not include sexual intercourse" (Paul et al., 2000, p. 76) 

“A sexual encounter (may or may not include sexual intercourse) between two 

people who are strangers or brief acquaintances, usually lasting only one night 

without the expectation of developing a relationship” (Paul & Hayes, 2002, p. 

642-3) 

"A sexual encounter between two people who may or may not know each other 

well, but who usually are not seriously dating" (Lambert, Kahn, & Apple, 2003, p. 

131) 

“A situation where two people are hanging out or run into each other at an event 

(often a party), and they end up doing something sexual, usually after going to 

one person's room. In some cases the sexual behavior is intercourse, but not in the 

majority of cases. A hook up carries no expectation that either party has an 

interest in moving toward a relationship, although in some cases such an interest 

is present either before or after the hook up” (England et al., 2008, p. 560) 



 5 

“A sexual encounter between people who are not dating or in a relationship, and 

where a more traditional romantic relationship is NOT an explicit condition of the 

encounter” (Garcia & Reiber, 2008, p. 196; Reiber & Garcia, 2010, p. 393) 

“Someone whom you were not dating or in a romantic relationship with, and at 

the time of the sexual interaction, you understood that there was no mutual 

expectation of a romantic commitment” (Used to define causal sex, but 

conceptualized as hookup partners in the study; Fielder & Carey, 2010, p. 5) 

“Some people say that a hook up is when two people get together for a physical 

encounter and don’t necessarily expect anything further (e.g., no plan or intention 

to do it again)” (Owen & Fincham, 2011, p. 334) 

“Brief uncommitted sexual encounters among individuals who are not romantic 

partners or dating each other” (Garcia, Reiber, Massey, & Merriwether, 2012, p. 

2) 

“One-time partners… partners they interacted sexually with only once” 

(Vrangalova, 2015, p. 949) 

Although there are subtle distinction in the definitions offered by various scholars, 

hookups appear to be best characterized by their brief, uncommitted nature. Unlike other 

partner types, which may be described best by their term and level of commitment, 

hookups are also notably characterized by the diversity of sexual behavior they may 

entail.  

The increase in openness to casual sexual experiences has given rise to hookup 

culture on college campuses. In fact, 65-80% of emerging adults report having hooked up 
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(Garcia & Reiber, 2008; Lambert et al., 2003; Paul & Hayes, 2002; Paul et al., 2000) and 

55% of hookups occur between anonymous (never-before acquainted) partners (Paul & 

Hayes, 2002).  

As is captured by many of the definitions above, the sexual behaviors that are 

considered to constitute a hookup are not clear (Bogle, 2008). When asked about the 

sexual content of a typical hookup, 72% of college students sampled mentioned that 

hookups can include a wide array of sex behaviors from kissing to intercourse (Paul & 

Hayes, 2002): 25% of students sampled specifically mentioned kissing, 26.5% mentioned 

manual stimulation, 10% mentioned oral sex, and 41% mentioned sexual intercourse 

(Paul & Hayes, 2002). In a separate study of college students, 98% of participants 

endorsed “kissing” as a hook-up behavior (Fielder & Carey, 2010). Another study found 

that 60% involved sexual touching above the waist and more than 50% involved sexual 

touching below the waist (Reiber & Garcia, 2010). Additionally, 36% of college students 

performed oral sex in a hookup, 35% received oral sex, and 34% engaged in sexual 

intercourse (Reiber & Garcia, 2010). A similar study confirmed that almost one-third of 

hookups involve sexual intercourse (Paul et al., 2000) and another found that 50% of 

college students’ hookups involved oral sex or intercourse (England et al., 2008). 

Evidence shows that hookups are associated with varied emotional reactions and 

well-being. Generally, self-esteem is lower among people who have hooked up compared 

to those who have not (Paul et al., 2000). Additionally, depressive symptoms were 

highest among women who have had casual sex and lowest among men who have had 

casual sex with an uncommitted partner (Grello, Welsh, & Harper, 2006). Changes in 



 7 

mental health may be related to expectations about the aftermath of a hookup. Although 

people did not expect their hookups to result in romantic relationships, 65% of women 

and 45% of men hoped that their hookup would become a committed relationship (Owen 

& Fincham, 2011).  

Compared to other sexual partners, hookups are distinct from the second type of 

partner I discuss, friends with benefits, because hookups do not include a friendship as a 

condition (Garcia et al., 2012). Hookups are also more common than traditional dating 

practices: College students experienced nearly twice as many hookups as they had first 

dates (Bradshaw, Kahn, & Saville, 2010). 

Friends with benefits 

Friends with benefits (FWB) are partners who are sexually, but not romantically 

involved and do not consider their sexual engagements to be motivated by romantic 

feelings for their partner (Lehmiller et al., 2011; Bisson & Levine, 2007; Puentes, Knox, 

& Zusman, 2008). Although some studies intentionally do not define FWB for their 

participants (Furman & Shaffer, 2011; Lehmiller et al., 2011), others rely on participants 

to help researchers define them (e.g., Epstein et al., 2009). Participants responses 

indicated that a FWB is someone with whom you are familiar (e.g., a friend or 

acquaintance) with whom you have on-going sexual encounters, but no romantic 

commitment (Epstein et al., 2009). These elements are pretty well captured by the 

definitions explicitly used by other researchers examining this type of sexual partnership: 

“A relationship consisting of non-romantic friends who also have a sexual 

relationship” (McGinty, Knox, & Zusman, 2007, p. 1128) 
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“Sex in a non-romantic friendship” (Puentes et al., 2007, p. 176) 

“Partners [participants] interacted with sexually more than once, but were never in 

a romantic relationship with” (Vrangalova, 2015, p. 949) 

A FWB is typically differentiated from a friendship, that is, a ‘‘non-sexual 

relationship of two people, based upon shared experience and characterized by mutual 

personal regard, understanding, and loyalty’’ (Armstrong, 1985, p. 212). Friends are not 

intended to share sexual experiences, but rather, share an ‘‘attraction of the spirit and not 

the body’’ (Werking, 1997, p. 30). Sometimes, however, these groups are conflated. One 

study of FWB defines the partnership for their participants as “when people who are ‘just 

friends’ have sex” (Bisson & Levine, 2009, p. 67). Another group of researchers also 

acknowledges the potential overlap in their methodology (Furman & Shaffer, 2011). 

Participants were asked first about their sexual experiences with romantic partners, 

friends, and casual acquaintances (intended to be mutually exclusive categories 

intentionally ordered from most committed to least committed) and then were asked 

about FWB and were given the opportunity to repeat partners from the previous 

categories. The authors reason that “it would be inappropriate to force the four categories 

to not overlap with each other when they were likely to overlap in actuality… it would be 

confusing to ask participants about sexual behavior with friends who were not friends 

with benefits, or to ask them about friends with benefits who were not friends or casual 

acquaintances” (Furman & Shaffer, 2011, p. 4).  

Sex with FWB is quite common; approximately 50% (Puentes, et al., 2008) to 

60% (Bisson & Levine, 2007) of young adults have had a FWB, but men are more likely 
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than women to report ever having had a FWB (Lehmiller et al., 2011; Owen & Fincham, 

2011; Puentes et al., 2008). Relationships with a FWB are marked by a high level of 

exclusivity. Specifically, 76% of men and women currently involved in this type of 

relationship said they were only involved in one such relationship, 16% said they had two 

FWB at one time, and 8% reported having three or more friends with whom they shared 

sexual benefits (Lehmiller et al., 2011). It is less clear whether these individuals are also 

engaging in other types of relationships, such as dating someone else, while still having a 

FWB.  

Almost 30% of FWB reported having “ongoing/frequent” encounters with their 

partner and more than 50% “occasionally” engaged with their partner sexually; the 

remainder had less frequent encounters (Bisson & Levine, 2007). In terms of sexual 

behavior, 29% of men and women have engaged in “light non-genital acts” (e.g., kissing, 

cuddling) with a FWB (Furman & Shaffer, 2011). Additionally, 26% of men and 27% of 

women engaged in “heavy non-genital acts” (e.g., petting, dry sex) with a FWB and 23% 

of men and 24% of women engaged in “genital acts” (oral, anal, and/or vaginal 

intercourse) with a FWB. Because the proportions change very little across sexual 

behavior categories, Furman and Shaffer (2011) suggest that all ranges of behavior 

occurred among almost all FWB. Overall, a FWB provides access to a variety of sexual 

behaviors for those who have this type of sexual partner.  

Overall, people report more positive than negative emotional reactions to sexual 

encounters with their FWB (Owen & Fincham, 2011; Bisson & Levine, 2009), however, 

the difference between positive and negative emotional reactions was larger for men than 
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it was for women. Although the positive evaluation outweighs the negative for both 

sexes, this disparity may be due to sex differences in expectations. Women are more 

likely than men to hope that a FWB will evolve into a committed relationship partner 

(Lehmiller, et al., 2011; McGinty et al., 2007; Owen & Fincham, 2011; Regan & Dreyer, 

1999), which only occurs 10% of the time (Bisson & Levine, 2007). Additionally, there is 

some evidence that that men are more committed to the sexual component of having a 

FWB (Lehmiller, et al., 2011; McGinty et al., 2007) and that women are more committed 

to the friendship (McGinty et al., 2007). However, other research shows that both men 

and women report being more committed to the friendship than the sexual aspect of 

having a FWB (Lehmiller, et al., 2011). More than one-third of FWB maintain a 

friendship when they stop having sex (Lehmiller, et al., 2011). 

Even though sexual relationships with FWB, like serious relationships, consist of 

recurring sexual encounters, 97% of people report that FWB are not the same as romantic 

partners (Bisson & Levine, 2007; Furman & Shaffer, 2011). Yet, in one study, only about 

20% of participants reported that their FWB was a casual partner (e.g, acquaintance or 

nonexclusive partner: Eisenberg, Ackard, Resnick, & Neumark‐Sztainer, 2009). This 

does not necessarily mean that they consider their FWB to be a committed partner, but, 

most likely, a friend. In addition to differential cognitions about FWB compared to other 

partners, FWB also engage in sexual behavior more frequently than (typically platonic) 

friends and acquaintances (which are both discussed further below) and are less likely to 

engage in non-sexual behaviors than friends (Furman & Shaffer, 2011). Lastly, women 

were more likely to engage in light non-genital activities with friends than with FWB, but 
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were more likely to engage in heavy nongenital and genital activities with FWB than with 

friends and acquaintances (Furman & Shaffer, 2011). In summary, FWB appear to be 

considered more casual partners than committed relationship partners and tend to be more 

sexually engaged than friends and acquaintances.   

Other casual sex partners: Friends, acquaintances, and strangers 

 Both sexual partner types described thus far, as well as friends, acquaintances, 

and strangers, can be considered “casual,” or uncommitted partners. This distinction may 

be determined by the participant, but most often is categorized at the discretion of the 

researcher. On one hand, studies intentionally make this category ambiguous, allowing 

participants to describe partners whom they understood to be “casual” (e.g., Beres & 

Farvid, 2010). “Onetime sexual experiences with someone a woman had met that day, 

long-term sexual arrangements outside of a ‘committed’ relationship, [and] sex with an 

ex-boyfriend” were all determined to be casual because of their uncommitted nature 

(Beres & Farvid, 2010, p. 381).  

On the other hand, some researchers group partner types as casual partners post 

hoc. After participants indicated a categorical partner type for their sexual partner, 

researchers grouped casual acquaintances and “close but nonexclusive partners” as 

“casual partners” and exclusive partners, fiancés/fiancées, and spouses/spousal 

equivalents as “committed partners” (Eisenberg et al., 2009). Similarly, some studies 

group casual partners not by who they are, but rather, by identifying who they are not, 

including “someone whom you did not consider a romantic partner… a 

boyfriend/girlfriend at the time” (Grello et al., 2006, p. 258) and “someone whom you 
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were not dating or in a romantic relationship with, and at the time of the sexual 

interaction, you understood that there was no mutual expectation of a romantic 

commitment” (Fielder & Carey, 2010, p. 5). Another study utilized an arbitrary cutoff to 

identify casual partners: “sex with someone they knew for less than a week” (Bersamin et 

al., 2014, p. 44). Overall, there is strong agreement that casual partners are unique from 

committed partner types.  

As indicated by Furman and Shaffer (2011), casual sexual partners may include 

friends, acquaintances, and strangers. As mentioned earlier, a friendship is typically a 

non-sexual relationship between two people, grown out of mutual interests, not attraction 

(Armstrong, 1985), though the definition of this partner type is not typically provided to 

participants in this line of research (e.g., Furman & Shaffer, 2011). Instead, these partner 

types are often lumped into one group with hookup partners and friends with benefits, 

called casual sex partners (e.g., Eisenberg et al., 2009; Walsh et al., 2014). Casual sexual 

partners are often defined by what they are not, as sexual partners with whom “you did 

not consider a romantic partner” (Grello et al., 2006, p. 258) or someone “you did not 

consider a girlfriend/boyfriend at the time” (Grello et al., 2006, p. 258). 

In a paper examining alcohol, marijuana, and condom use, in almost 2000 sexual 

encounters (involving intercourse) among ~300 college women, 14.7% of partners were 

friends, 4.4% were acquaintances, and 1.1% were strangers (Walsh et al., 2014). 

Similarly, in another study, more than half of the sexually active participants had ever 

engaged in casual sex, which occurred more often between friends (almost two-thirds of 

sexual encounters) than with strangers or acquaintances (Grello et al., 2006).  
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In one study of adult aged ~19.5-22 years, almost half engaged in light non-

genital activities (e.g., kissing, cuddling) with a friend and more than half with an 

acquaintance (Furman & Shaffer, 2011). Heavy non-genital activities (e.g., petting, dry 

sex) occurred with a friend for about 18% and with an acquaintance for 29% of 

participants. Genital activities (e.g., oral, anal, vaginal intercourse) occurred with a friend 

for 16% and with an acquaintance for 26%. Overall, sexual behaviors of all types 

occurred slightly more often with acquaintances than with friends. Evidence regarding 

heavy or genital acts among friends, however, is mixed. Although this sample of young 

adults (especially women) reported engaging in genital activities less often with friends 

than with more casual partners (Furman & Shaffer, 2011), another sample of college 

students reported more genital activities (and more affectionate activities) with friends 

than with acquaintances (Grello et al., 2006). It appears that there is some mixed 

evidence regarding the frequency of these behaviors with different types of sexual 

partners.  

Although those who engaged in casual sex reported having realistic expectations 

(that casual sex would not evolve into a committed relationship), sexual behavior with 

casual partners was not associated with positive evaluation and healthy emotional well-

being, especially for women. In fact, casual sex was most likely to occur among women 

who reported a negative (unpleasurable) initial sexual experience and women with many 

depressive symptoms (Grello et al., 2006). On the other hand, men with few depressive 

symptoms were most likely to have casual sex. Another study found that casual sex was 

associated with lower well-being and greater psychological stress (Bersamin et al., 2014). 
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Another study found that motivations for casual sex impacted well-being. People who 

engaged in casual sex for “non-autonomous reasons” (i.e., as a result of pressure or 

unintentionally) had lower self-esteem and more depressive symptoms (Vrangalova, 

2015).  

Casual sex with friends, acquaintances and strangers occurs less often than sex 

with a committed romantic partner (Furman & Shaffer, 2011; Walsh et al., 2014). One 

sample of college-aged young adults appeared to limit their sexual behavior when 

engaging either a friend or acquaintance (Furman & Shaffer, 2011), but in another study, 

college students were more likely to engage in both affectionate and genital activities 

with friends than with acquaintances or strangers (Grello et al., 2006). It seems that only 

for some college students, familiarity with the partner (and expectations for a continued 

relationship to develop) resulted in more emotional intimacy, appearing similar to that 

shared by romantic partners.  

Other casual sex partners: Former romantic partners (exes) 

Not a lot of research examines sex with an ex-partner, but in a study conducted by 

Walsh and colleagues (2014), 4.6% of sexual encounters were with a former relationship 

partner. Additionally, a study of ~800 young daters and cohabiters revealed that almost 

50% of those who broke up got back together and more than 50% continued to have sex 

after the break up (Halpern-Meekin et al., 2013). In fact, getting back together may also 

be a consequence of continuing a sexually intimate relationship following a break up.  

Both studies referenced here collected data only on sexual intercourse with 

former partners. Therefore, the variety of sexual behaviors in which people engage with 
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exes is largely unknown. However, because these partners were once in a committed 

relationship, there is reason to believe that their sexual encounters may be similar, despite 

not being in a relationship at the time. Because these partners are no longer committed, 

they are often categorized as “casual partners” (Beres & Farvid, 2010; Paul et al., 2000). 

No work explicitly addresses evaluation and well-being among people who have 

sex with exes, but one study found that exes who continue to have sex experience 

significant conflict (Halpern-Meekin et al., 2013), which is likely to negatively impact 

well-being. Exes who get back together (into a romantic relationship) also reported more 

self-disclosure, which is a positive effect. Overall, there appear to be potential positive 

and negative feelings associated with exes.   

Because of their shared history, we expect exes to be more emotionally intimate 

than casual sex partners who do not share a romantic or sexual history. In many ways, we 

might expect exes to be similar to romantic relationship partners, including emotional 

closeness and sexual behavior. However, very little work examines this partner type.  

Dating partners 

The dating relationship is one in which two people share some level of 

commitment and emotional bond, but they do not necessarily date one person exclusively 

(Christopher & Frandsen, 1990). This is a relationship stage often known as “courtship” 

(Regan, 2008). Daters are frequently sexually active: In fact, 88% of unmarried men ages 

20-39 and nearly 81% of unmarried women ages 20-29 engaged in sexual intercourse 

while in dating relationships (Christopher & Sprecher, 2000). Increased contact and 



 16 

intimate activities are also used as a strategy of courtship (Regan, 2008), often to increase 

the commitment and intimacy of the relationship.  

In an old study (Knox & Wilson, 1981), kissing was deemed appropriate after 0-3 

dates for nearly all people, petting was meant to be delayed until after a fourth date, and 

more than half of men but only a quarter of women said sexual intercourse was okay after 

the fifth date.  Although these benchmarks are outdated, a more recent study found that 

men expect sexual intercourse after significantly fewer dates (after 9-11 dates) than 

women (after 15-18 dates) and men were more likely than women to expect sex without 

feeling emotionally close to their partner (Cohen & Shotland, 1996). Yet, relationships 

improved for men and women when relationship quality contributed to the decision to 

engage in sexual intercourse (Cate, Long, Angera, & Draper, 1993). Broadly, evidence 

shows that greater emotional closeness is associated with more sexual intimacy (Knox & 

Wilson, 1981).  

Because relationships are dynamic and require nurturance to grow, dating can be 

viewed as a distinct period of sexual growth for partners. Initially, men tend to view 

dating relationships as more (sexual) pleasure-based than do women (Bell & Blumberg, 

1960), but as partners become more emotionally intimate, men shift their focus from 

pleasure to emotional closeness. Emotional closeness, as it evolves in dating 

relationships, is also associated with greater sexual engagement. Feeling nurturing 

towards a partner, emotionally valuing a partner, and experiencing pleasure all 

contributed to engagement in vaginal oral, and anal intercourse in dating relationships 

(Hill & Preston, 1996).  
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Compared to unattached (casual) partners, there is more agreement between 

partners on what sexual behaviors are appropriate among dating partners (Schultz, 

Bohrnstedt, Borgatta, & Evans, 1977). Based on the shift from recreation to commitment 

that people experience while dating, daters may engage in a different range of sexual 

behaviors than casual sexual partners. Although dating partners have the potential to 

evolve into committed romantic partners, the ways in which these sexual partnerships 

differ is unclear. 

Romantic partners 

 Sexual behavior is most likely to occur with a committed, romantic partner, 

regardless of marital status, then with any other partner type (Walsh et al., 2014; Furman 

& Shaffer, 2011). Perhaps for this reason (among others), a study of emerging adults 

revealed that both men and women desire having a traditional romantic partner over an 

uncommitted sexual partner (Garcia, Merriwether, Heywood, & Fisher, 2010). Unlike 

uncommitted sexual partners, romantic partners exhibit both intimacy and passion (King, 

2011). The partners are committed (invested in maintaining the relationship), sexually 

exclusive, and share a strong emotional bond. Marriage is considered the exemplar of a 

committed, romantic relationship, but partners need not be married to be committed. 

Nonetheless, much of our knowledge regarding the sexual behaviors among romantic 

partners comes from the marital literature.  

Unfortunately, most research on sexual behavior among romantic partners is 

limited to frequency of sex and predictors of frequency (e.g., the presence of children; 

e.g., Brassard, Shaver, & Lussier, 2007). Sexual behavior between committed partners 
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tends to be more passionate, romantic, and mutually stimulating on average compared to 

when commitment and love are low (Garcia, et al., 2008). Further, committed partners 

have serial sexual engagements and therefore, opportunities to learn the sexual desires of 

their partner and to find a comfortable range of sexual behaviors they both enjoy. Unlike 

other sexual partnerships, the investment among committed partners may be associated 

with greater motivation to learn their partner’s desires. Additionally, repeated sexual 

encounters may allow for more communication about sex, which is associated with 

greater sexual satisfaction (Cupach & Comstock, 1990).  

Most evaluations of sexual experience in the context of committed relationships is 

limited to measures of sexual satisfaction, typically among married couples (e.g., Young, 

Denny, Luquis, & Young, 1998) and long-term partners (e.g., Byers, 2005). And sexual 

behavior with romantic partners does not appear to have negative effects on mental well-

being. Specifically, sexual behavior with romantic partners was not linked to depressive 

symptoms (Grello et al., 2006), which is not the case for more casual sexual partners.  

Compared to other partner types, in one study, college-aged young adults were 

1.6 times more likely to have engaged in heavy non-genital sexual behavior with a 

romantic partner than with a casual partner and 2 times more likely to engage in oral sex 

or intercourse with a romantic partner than a casual one (Furman & Shaffer, 2011). 

Additionally, the frequency of sexual behavior was significantly greater among romantic 

partners than casual partners.  

Limitations of existing literature and three research strategies for moving forward 
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Although partner types appear to be thoroughly researched, the previous studies, 

summarized above, are not without limitations. Overall, there is ample evidence that 

one’s relationship to his/her partner influences sexual behavior and wellbeing, but the 

existing comparisons are not systematic in which partner types or sexual behaviors they 

examine. Additionally, existing behavioral analyses often neglect how people evaluate 

their sexual experience. It is important to examine both sexual behavior and people’s 

evaluations of those experiences to understand fundamental differences between partner 

types and evaluate the impact of those sexual encounters on peoples’ emotional well-

being. The previous studies come with several limitations including non-generalizable, 

homogenous convenience samples (e.g., England et al., 2008), cross-sectional (e.g., 

Garcia & Reiber, 2008) and retrospective design (e.g., Furman & Shaffer, 2012), and a 

limited scope of sexual behavior (e.g., Lambert et al., 2003) and partner types (e.g., 

Furman & Shaffer, 2012). Thus. when exploring the impact of sexual partner type on 

sexual behavior and evaluations of the sexual experience, several of the limitations of 

previous research are addressed by (1) sampling a large, diverse population, (2) using a 

longitudinal design, and (3) employing multiple measures to assess partner type.  

Large, diverse samples. Most of the existing research on casual sexual 

partnerships samples college students (e.g., Bisson & Levine, 2009; Grello et al., 2006). 

Although these studies are helpful for understanding the frequency of hookups and 

friends with benefits on college campuses, convenience samples are not representative. 

Only one study sampled racially diverse students who were involved in a longitudinal 

study beginning in 10th grade and questioned about their sexual engagements 4-6 years 
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later (Furman & Shaffer, 2011). Other research (e.g., Lehmiller et al., 2011) intentionally 

involved non-college samples to expand our knowledge to all adults. Studies should 

include a wide range of ages while oversampling young adults. Adults of all ages would 

be included to generalize results to a greater population, but young adults would be 

oversampled to capture a variety of sexual partner types prior to marriage. Frequency of 

sexual partner types has also been found to vary between sexes (e.g., Lehmiller et al., 

2011; Owen & Fincham, 2011; Puentes et al., 2008), races (e.g., Puentes et al., 2008), 

and degree of religiosity (e.g., Owen & Fincham, 2011). A sample that also varies on 

these demographics would also be ideal for investigating the relations between sexual 

partner type and relevant outcomes.  

In addition to being diverse and representative of a larger population, the sample 

should also be large in order to detect a significant relationship between partner type and 

the outcome variables of behavior and evaluations. For example, according to a power 

calculator at https://www.ai-therapy.com, in a one-way ANOVA, a sample of 277 is 

required to detect a small effect (.2) between 4 groups (e.g., strangers, acquaintances, 

friends, significant others) with a significance level α = .05 and power β = .8 and 303 

participants to detect a small effect between 5 groups (+ ex-partners) with the same 

parameters.  

Longitudinal design. Most studies conducted on sexual partner types involve 

collecting data at one time point (e.g., Epstein et al., 2009; Garcia & Reiber, 2008; 

Grello, et al., 2006; Lehmiller et al 2011; Paul et al. 2000; Paul & Hayes 2002; Reiber & 

Garcia, 2010), which typically requires retrospection. Participants’ recall may be flawed, 
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especially when asked to reflect on a relationship or sexual encounter that occurred long 

ago. Other studies employ a longitudinal design to detect changes over time (e.g., Furman 

& Shaffer 2011; Owen & Fincham, 2011; Vrangalova 2015; Walsh et al. 2014). 

Collecting data at multiple time points allows researchers to capture the blossoming of a 

relationship in real time. Recurring data collections also relieve participants from having 

to think back too far to remember past events. This ideally results in more accurate data. 

Weekly surveys could be used to measure participants interactions with sexual partners 

leading up to their sexual encounter and collect data on their sexual behavior and their 

evaluations before their memories and feelings fade.  

Multiple measures of partner type. One of the biggest obstacles in comparing 

results across existing studies is not having data for all partner types in every study. For 

example, one study compared one night stands, booty calls, and committed romantic 

relationships (Jonason et al., 2010) while another examines established romantic 

relationships, new romantic relationships, ex-partners, friends, acquaintances, and 

strangers (Walsh et al., 2014). Without using the same groups or relationships, it is 

practically impossible to compare across studies.  

Some studies rely upon social relationships (e.g., strangers, acquaintances, 

friends, romantic partners) while others utilize sexual relationships (e.g., hookups, friends 

with benefits, committed relationships). Although both category systems are useful, 

friends with benefits are not always friends and hookups do not only occur with strangers 

and acquaintances. Additionally, studies that employ social relationships do not typically 

define their response options for their participants; everyone seems to understand how a 
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friend differs from an acquaintance. However, most studies that employ sexual 

relationships provide definitions for their participants to ensure that both the researcher 

and respondents are talking about the same thing. For example, a hookup will explicitly 

be defined as a brief sexual encounter with an uncommitted partner without anticipation 

of a relationship developing. Further, some studies investigate the overlap between these 

groups (e.g., friends and friends with benefits; Furman & Shaffer, 2011).  

Allowing participants to define relationships and partnerships ensures that the 

data reflects these terms as individuals truly use them, capturing potential variety within 

categories. On the other hand, providing definitions puts everyone on the same page, but 

participants may experience some disconnect between their use of these terms and how 

the researchers define them. The provided definitions should also be carefully constructed 

as to not lead to any distinct differences in the outcome variables. For example, the 

definition of a serious romantic partner should not include any description of the sexual 

behaviors in which romantic partners engage if sexual behavior is an outcome variable. 

To provide both mutually exclusive and exhaustive response options for participants 

trying to categorize their sexual partner, I would include 2 separate items – one assessing 

their social relationship and one assessing their sexual relationship.  

Researchers should also be clear that participants should select the term which 

best describes their relationship with their sexual partner before the two engaged in 

sexual behavior. Based on some of these overlapping definitions, participants’ 

categorizations of their partners may shift after a sexual encounter (e.g., a stranger may 

feel more like an acquaintance following a sexual encounter). Because participants report 
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on a sexual engagement that has already occurred, their relationship with that individual 

may have shifted between the start of the sexual encounter and their completion of the 

study.  

Lastly, studies should incorporate a unique way to measure closeness between 

sexual partners to circumvent issues with relationship categorization. Measuring the 

length of time two individuals knew each other before engaging in sexual behavior and 

assessing the amount of time they spent interacting prior to their first sexual engagement 

may be more objective ways of gauging closeness between sexual partners.  

Because of time limitations, a prospective study incorporating all three of these 

strategies was not executed. Instead, this dissertation involves the secondary analysis of 

three pre-existing datasets, each advancing research in this field by providing at least one 

of the aforementioned research strategies.  

The current studies 

 As stated earlier, advancements in the fields of sex research and relationship 

science are best made by merging the strengths of each discipline. Examining the 

contexts in which people engage in sexual behavior can help us learn how sex impacts 

the relationship between sexual partners and the well-being of the individuals involved. 

In the current studies, I aim to bridge the gap between sex and relationship research by 

assessing sexual experience, including sexual behavior and evaluations of sexual 

encounters, in different relationship contexts.  

To investigate the differential impact of partner type on sexual behavior and 

evaluations of sexual experiences, I take advantage of three existing data sources to 
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conduct secondary analyses related to this question. The data come from studies of 

partner type sexual behavior among young adults, college students, and adults, 

respectively. The studies also consist of retrospective reports, weekly diaries, and 

personal reflection. These unique datasets, containing the constructs of interest, allow me 

to assess the relationship between partner type and sexual behavior and evaluations of 

sexual experiences from different perspectives. The sexual behaviors examined in Study 

1 are different from those included in Studies 2 and 3. Study 1 was conducted before a 

validated list of behaviors were published, so the behaviors included in Study 1 came 

from multiple sources, described in the measures section of Study 1. Studies 2 and 3 use a 

list of sexual behaviors published by de Jong and Reis (2014).  

In the following three studies, I plan to: (Study 1) establish that partner type 

predicts differential sexual behavior; (Study 2) determine whether partner type is 

associated sexual outcomes (positive or negative evaluation); and (Study 3) examine the 

extent to which partner type and interactions with that partner leading up to the initial 

sexual encounter result in better sexual outcomes (more positive evaluation).  

The three studies also incorporate all three elements of the research strategy 

described above. Study 1 incorporates a large, diverse sample of men and women older 

than a college sample and uses sexual relationships to measure partner type. Study 2 

employs a longitudinal design to reduce retrospective recall and capture isolated sexual 

encounters and measures partner type using social relationships. Study 3 involves a large, 

diverse sample of adults and in addition to social relationships, includes reported 
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interactions to approximate closeness between sexual partners prior to their initial sexual 

encounter. The key features of each study are summarized in Table 1. 

Table 1.  

Summary of study features 
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Study 1:  Engagement in sexual behavior: Differences across sexual partner types 

Many studies of sexual behavior neglect the relational context in which they 

occur. To incorporate relationship science perspectives on sex research, I chose the data 

set for Study 1 because it provides participants’ experience in four relational contexts.  

The purpose of Study 1 is to examine how sexual behavior varies between different 

sexual partner types. Although previous studies have tackled this topic, the scope of those 

studies is often limited by the types of sexual partners or the types of sexual behaviors 

they assess (e.g., Furman & Shaffer, 2011). For example, sexual intercourse is most 

likely to occur between committed romantic partners (e.g., Walsh et al., 2014) and only 

occurs in about 40% of hookups (Paul et al., 200). This single act, however, does not 

provide a nuanced understanding of how sexual engagement varies by partner type. 

Assessing how sexual behavior differs between partner types extends our understanding 

of common casual contexts in which people, especially young adults, engage in sexual 

behavior.  

Sexual engagement with uncommitted partners is not uncommon (e.g., Garcia & 

Reiber, 2008; Lehmiller et al., 2011) and often begins during adolescence (Grello et al., 

2006). In fact, approximately half of sexually active adolescents have had sexual 

intercourse with a nonromantic partner. Among young adults, 65-80% have hooked up 

(Garcia & Reiber, 2008; Lambert et al., 2003; Paul & Hayes, 2002; Paul et al., 2000) and 

approximately 50% (Puentes, et al., 2008) to 60% (Bisson & Levine, 2007) of have had a 

FWB. By definition, sexual partner types differ in their degree of emotional intimacy 

(Jonason, Li, & Richardson, 2011) and commitment (e.g., Olmstead et al., 2013), but it is 
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unclear how those qualities influence sexual engagement. Few studies have compared 

sexual behavior between sexual partner types and there is mixed evidence regarding the 

frequency of sexual behavior between some partners, for example, friends, compared to 

casual acquaintances versus committed partners (Furman & Shaffer, 2011; Grello et al., 

2006). 

Sexual behavior is often said to follow a social script, or, an agreed upon set of 

norms in our culture and there is evidence that people tend to agree on the sequence of 

sexual activities that are likely to occur (Jemail & Greer, 1977). Sexual scripts “specify 

with whom people have sex, when and where they should have sex, what they should do 

sexually, and why they should do sexual things” (Laumann, Gagnon, Michael & 

Michaels, 1994, p.6). Although there may be one sexual script that people conform to, 

because of the diversity in sexual partners, there is reason to believe that one script may 

not fit all. That is, sexual behavior may vary (systematically or otherwise) between 

different sexual partnerships. Some evidence shows that people enact different scripts for 

casual partners compared to committed partners (Lenton & Bryan, 2005).  

Sexual behaviors are also expected to vary between partner types because specific 

sexual behaviors may serve certain functions for sexual partners. For example, 

researchers found that performing oral sex is associated with other mate retention 

behaviors (Sela, Shackelford, Pham, & Euler, 2015). This finding demonstrates that 

people may be differentially motivated to engage in certain sexual acts and therefore, 

may engage in a different subset of behaviors which vary with their sexual partner.  
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In Study 1, I also compare responses between men and women. A meta-analysis 

revealed that notable differences exist between men and women regard sexual attitudes 

and behavior (Oliver & Hyde, 1993). Additionally, according to sexual strategies theory, 

men are expected to prefer having multiple short-term sexual partners and women are 

expected to prefer having long-term, committed partners (Buss, 1998). Yet, a study of 

emerging adults revealed that both men and women prefer a traditional romantic 

relationship over an uncommitted sexual relationship (Garcia et al., 2010) and 

comparable proportions of men and women report experience with hooking up (Garcia et 

al., 2008). Nonetheless, I test for potential differences between reports from men and 

women.  

In Study 1, I compare four types of sexual partners (hookups, friends with 

benefits, dating partners, and committed relationships) that have been popularly defined 

and researched. The data analyzed in Study 1 was originally collected in 2012 to 

investigate behavioral differences between relationship partners. This dataset is included 

because it sampled diverse emerging adults, a population with the potential to have 

experience with each sexual partner type. 

I asked 3 research questions in Study 1: 

Research Question #1. Does sexual behavior (measured by the number of sexual 

behaviors which occurred between sexual partners) differ between partner types? Based 

on previous studies (e.g., Furman & Shaffer, 2011; Paul et al., 2000), I hypothesized that 

more emotionally intimate sexual partners (dating and committed romantic partners) 
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would engage in a greater number of sexual behaviors than would casual partners 

(hookups and friends with benefits). 

Research Question #2. Do men and women report engaging in the same number 

of sexual behaviors with each partner type? Because each heterosexual man is assumedly 

paired with a heterosexual woman during a sexual encounter, I hypothesized that men 

and women would report engaging in the same number of sexual behaviors for each 

sexual partner type.  

Research Question #3. Do specific sexual behaviors occur with varying frequency 

between sexual partners? Because no previous research has included a comprehensive list 

of sexual behaviors, I explored the likelihood of each sexual behavior occurring with 

each type of sexual partner to potentially observe any systematic differences in behaviors 

across partner types.  

Because evidence shows that some sexual behaviors (e.g., intercourse) varies 

between sexual partner types and previous literature does not encompass a full range of 

sexual partner types, in Study 1, I examine how four sexual partners vary on an extensive 

list of sexual behavior.  

Method 

Participants 

Volunteers were recruited through a Facebook post advertising the Hanover 

College webpage which host links to psychology studies ("Psychological Research on the 

Net”). Although 287 participants completed the study, 14 were removed for suspicious 

data (e.g., repeated values, skipping multiple measures), leaving 273 participants. The 
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current analyses focus only on the remaining 273 participants who completed all relevant 

sections of the survey for direct comparison between all categories of interest. 

Participants ranged in age from 18 to 38 (M= 23.50 years, SD= 4.12). Men’s ages 

(n=112, 41.0%) ranged from 18 to 36 (M=23.96 years, SD= 4.18) and women (n=161, 

59.0%) ranged from 18 to 38 (M=23.17 years, SD= 4.06). Of the sample, 79.9% were 

white, 7.0% were black, 7.3% were Hispanic, 3.3% were Asian, and 2.6% were multi-

racial. At the time of participation, 55.3% of the participants had a romantic partner. 

Lastly, due to the eligibility criteria of the study, all participants self-identified as 

heterosexual. 

Procedure 

 Data were collected via an anonymous online survey posted on the Hanover 

College psychology department website which hosts IRB-approved research surveys 

(http://psych.hanover.edu/research/exponnet.html), which was advertised on Facebook. 

Unpaid volunteers were provided the link to the Hanover host site and were encouraged 

to participate in the study. Some survey items appeared differently for men and women as 

each behavior was phrased to be consistent with the respondent’s sex/genitals (e.g., 

receiving cunnilingus v. performing cunnilingus). A complete list of the behaviors and 

how they appeared for each sex can be found in Appendix A and the entire survey can be 

found in Appendix B. 

Measures 

Partner type. Participants were provided with definitions of four sexual 

relationship types: hookups, friends with benefits, dating relationships, and serious long-
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term relationships, in this order. The descriptions of the relationships (below) were used 

to guide participants through the survey, even if they did not personally use the titles 

provided to talk about their relationships with their partners: “Please use the following 

relationship definitions to answer the questions below. Keep in mind that the actual terms 

used to describe each kind relationship may vary between partners, but please use the 

descriptions provided to best respond to the prompts below.” 

Romantic partner. “A partner to whom you are seriously committed, are sexually 

exclusive, and share a strong emotional bond.” 

Dating partner. “A partner with whom you share some level of commitment, 

though are not necessarily exclusive, but could be, and share some kind of emotional 

bond.”  

Friend with benefits. “A partner with whom you’ve had repeated sexual 

encounters, but share no commitment or emotional bond.” 

Hookup. “Your first sexual encounter with this person (may or may not include 

intercourse), a partner with whom you had no prior established plan to engage in sexual 

behavior, and shared no prior relationship; could be mere acquaintances or someone you 

did not know.” 

After being presented with a relationship category and definition, each participant 

indicated if they had ever been involved in that relationship type. If yes, participants 

indicated the length of their most recent relationship in that category and checked off 

which sexual behaviors from a list of 28 they had ever engaged in with that partner. Of 
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the sample, 89.7% had ever had a romantic partner, 77.7% had ever had a dating partner, 

59.5% had ever had a friend with benefits, and 60.1% had ever had a hookup.  

Number of sexual behaviors. Each participant indicated the sexual behavior in 

which they engaged (yes/no) with their most recent partners in each type of relationship 

(where applicable). A list of sexual behaviors was generated from previous work (Garcia, 

et al., 2008) with author additions to form a more comprehensive list. Garcia and 

colleagues (2008) asked students in a Psychology of Human Sexuality course to generate 

a list of as many heterosexual sexual behaviors as they could. Garcia and colleagues 

condensed the list into 18 sexual behaviors. In the current study, 10 additional items (e.g., 

talking dirty, using sex toys), which are common themes in pornographic material, were 

added for a more extensive inclusion of 28 sexual behaviors. The number of sexual 

behaviors in which participants engaged were counted and used for the analyses. The 

average number of sexual behaviors that occurred in each relationship type appear below 

in the test of research question #1.  

Biological Sex. Participants indicated their biological sex in response to one item, 

“Which sex are you? (Male/Female).” This item was used to test for differences between 

the sexes. For simplicity, I will refer to these groups as “men” and “women,” 

respectively. As mentioned above, 59.0% of the sample were women.  

Analytic strategy 

 To address the research questions, I ran a mixed model accounting for repeated 

reports from single participants (participants could provide sexual behavior reports for all 

4 partner types if they had experience with each). The model included 3 predictors: 



 33 

partner type, participant sex, and an interaction term of partner type by participant sex. 

The outcome variable was the number of sexual behaviors. A post-hoc analysis of 

planned contrasts was included to identify differences between partner types and sex 

differences. This model was used to address research questions 1 and 2.  

 To address the third research question, I calculated the frequency of the 

occurrence of each sexual behavior for each of the 4 partner types. I graphed the results 

and identify any major discrepancies between partner types.  

Results 

Nearly all of the participants (89.7%) reported ever having a romantic partner and 

62.7% of the participants were in a relationship with a romantic partner at the time of 

participation. Additionally, 77.7% of the sample had a dating partner (not including their 

romantic partners). Of the sample, 59.5% reported ever having a friend with benefits. A 

majority (60.1%) of the sample reported ever engaging in a hookup, those who ever 

hooked up were more somewhat more likely to be men (t(242.92) = 2.76, p = .006, effect 

size r = .171) 

Test of hypotheses 

RQ1. To test if sexual behavior differed for each partner type, I tested if the 

average number of behaviors in which people reported having engaged differed with each 

partner type. A mixed model, with romantic partners as the reference group, revealed 

that, overall, there was a significant difference in sexual behavior between partner types, 

a significant difference between men and women, and a significant biological sex by 

partner type interaction. People reported, on average, engaging in 17.20 sexual behaviors 
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(se= 0.54) with romantic partners, 11.40 sexual behaviors (se= 0.63) with dating partners, 

12.50 sexual behaviors (se= 0.74) with friends with benefits, and 7.13 sexual behaviors 

(se= 0.66) in hookups, see figure 1 below.  

Figure 1.  

The number of sexual behaviors in which men and women engage with each partner type 

 

Note. * denotes significant difference between responses from men and women. 
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8.23, p < .001, effect size r = .35). Dating partners, however, are marginally different 

from friends with benefits in terms of sexual behaviors, t(479) = -1.84, p = .067, effect 

size r = .08.  

RQ2. Two of the four partner types show a difference between men and women. 

Men and women report engaging in the same number of activities in romantic partners 

and with hookups, but not with dating partners or friends with benefits. In both, dating 

partners and friends with benefits, the same pattern emerges. Women reported engaging 

in significantly fewer behaviors than did men in dating relationships, t(479) = -2.82, p = 

.005, effect size r = -13, and with friends with benefits, t(479) = -2.81, p = .005, effect 

size r = -.13. Differences between men and women in serious relationships and hookups 

were not significant. 

RQ3. Next, I explored which partner types were driving the differences in sexual 

behavior. Generally, sexual behaviors occurred most frequently with romantic partners, 

then with friends with benefits, followed by dating partners, and occurred least likely 

with hookup partners. See figure 2. Additionally, when sorted by their frequency of 

occurring with a romantic partner and descending, each sexual partner shows a similar 

pattern with few ascensions, marked by peaks in the graph (e.g., cunnilingus was more 

common than “doggy style” sexual intercourse with hookup and dating partners). 

Based on the degree to which each sexual behavior was endorsed across partner 

types, all but two behaviors were most likely to occur with a romantic partner. The only 

two behaviors which were not most highly reported with a romantic partner were 

threesomes involving two men and threesomes involving two women. Threesomes 
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involving two men were most likely to occur in dating relationships and threesomes 

involving two women were most likely to occur in hookups. Neither behavior, however, 

was common. In dating relationships, 1.9% of the sample had a threesome involving two 

men and in hookups, 3.0% of the sample had a threesome involving two women.  

Figure 2.  

The proportion of people who engaged in each sexual behavior with each partner type 

 

 Do the same behaviors occur in the context of each relationship type? In their 

actual romantic relationships, more than 80% of men and women reported engaging in 12 

behaviors: kissing, touching the woman’s breasts, kissing the woman’s breasts, fondling 

the man’s genitals, masturbating the man, manually stimulating the woman’s clitoris, 

manually stimulating the woman vaginally, sexual intercourse with the man on top, 
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sexual intercourse with the woman on top facing the man, rear-entry (“doggy” style) 

vaginal intercourse, fellatio, and cunnilingus. By contrast, more than 80% of daters only 

endorsed two behaviors: kissing and touching the woman’s breasts. More than 80% of 

friends with benefits, however, endorsed four behaviors: kissing, touching the woman’s 

breasts, kissing the woman’s breasts, and fondling the man’s genitals. Like daters, more 

than 80% of hookups included only (the same) two behaviors: kissing and touching the 

woman’s breasts. Looking only at these most popular behaviors in each relationship type, 

it appears that the relationship types which lend themselves to more frequent sexual 

encounters (romantic relationships and friends with benefits) entail a greater number of 

sexual behaviors compared to the other two relationship types (dating and hookups). 

Discussion 

 The field has defined four sexual relationship partners distinguished by 

commitment, sexual exclusivity, and emotional closeness. What is less clear, is how these 

partners vary in sexual behavior. In Study 1, I tested differences in the number of sexual 

behaviors in which people engage with each partner type and examined the frequency of 

the occurrence of each sexual behavior with each partner type. I also tested for sex 

differences between men and women. 

Summary of Results 

Sexual behavior 

Sexual behavior did vary between partner types in two distinct ways: (1) 

committed romantic partners engaged in a greater number of sexual behaviors than did all 

other partner types. Hookup partners engaged in the fewest number of sexual behaviors. 
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Regarding the number of sexual behaviors, friends with benefits and dating partners were 

quite similar, and fell between the other two partner types. These results indicate that 

partner types defined by more emotional closeness engage in a greater number of sexual 

behaviors. However, it must be noted that the participants in this study reported on 

whether they had ever engaged in each sexual behavior with a partner for each partner 

type. Because their relationship is by definition, likely to be of longer duration, romantic 

partners have more opportunities to engage in sexual behavior than hookup partners do. 

So, although the discrepancies in the number of sexual behaviors may be indicative of 

people’s level of comfort with their partners, it may also be confounded by the number of 

sexual encounters they share.  

Another notable observation is that for all partner types, sexual behaviors appear 

to be ordered. That is, the most likely sexual behaviors that occur between romantic 

partners are also most likely to occur between other partner types. The graph of 

proportions of people who have engaged in each sexual behavior with each partner type 

features few peaks, indicating that it is rare for a subsequently ordered behavior to occur 

more frequently than the one listed before it. This “order” may best be explained by 

cultural understanding of a sexual script. Broadly, people tend to agree on the sequence 

of sexual activities that are likely to occur in a sexual encounter (Jemail & Geer, 1977). 

For example, one study characterized oral sex as “going further” than manual stimulation 

of the genitals (England et al., 2008). Additionally, there are cultural understandings of 

the order in which sexual behavior occurs (e.g., the “sexual bases:” 1st – kissing 2nd – 

touching the genitals, 3rd – oral sex, home – sexual intercourse: Urbandictionary.com, 
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2009; appropriate behavior from Knox & Wilson, 1981). Based on the bases, people do 

not expect to engage in sexual intercourse before having oral sex with a partner. Yet, 

there are exceptions in the data. For example, sexual intercourse with the man on top 

(“missionary”) occurred more frequently than oral sex (fellatio and cunnilingus) for all 

four types of sexual partners. Although the proportion of people who have done each 

sexual behavior indicates this pattern, the order in which the sexual behaviors occur for 

those who have done them cannot be deduced from this data. Sexual scripts like the 

“bases” are socially pervasive, but another script, outlined by our data, appears to be 

consistent across partner types. That is, the cultural script does not match the actual script 

people appear to follow. It is not uncommon for people to skip third base, regardless of 

who their sexual partner is.  

Although romantic partners and hookup partners were unique in their number of 

sexual behaviors, dating partners and friends with benefits were quite similar. Despite 

friends with benefits having a more casual connotation than dating partners (which may 

have more emotional, long-term intentions), these two partner types have some 

commonalities. For one, dating partners and friends with benefits have multiple 

opportunities for sexual engagement and moderate levels of exclusivity (Lehmiller et al., 

2011). They also share a sense of exploration, or getting to know the other partner (unlike 

already established relationship partners), which may be intentional in one relationship 

type (dating) and a natural consequence for the other (friends with benefits).  

Despite being quite similar, friends with benefits (uncommitted partners) reported 

engaged in slightly more sexual behaviors than did dating partners. One possible 



 40 

explanation is that dating partners do not engage each other sexually as often as friends 

with benefits, perhaps because they are taking time to get to know each other. Or, 

because friends with benefits are sexual in nature, they may engage each other in a 

greater number of sexual behaviors and try more things. Although women are typically 

less likely than men to ever have a friend with benefits (Lehmiller et al., 2011; Owen & 

Fincham, 2011; Puentes et al., 2008), the women who have a friend with benefits are 

sexually motivated. Although men report higher sexual motivation than women and 

women report higher emotion motivation than men, both men and women reported higher 

sexual than emotional motivation (Lehmiller, et al., 2011). This may explain the number 

of sexual behaviors engaged in by friends with benefits compared to that of dating 

partners. 

Differences between men and women 

To some extent, men and women respond similarly regarding how many sexual 

behaviors occur with different types of sexual partners. Men and women both reported 

engaging in a similar number of activities with romantic partners and hookups. Although 

men and women reported that they engaged in slightly more sexual behaviors with 

friends with benefits than with dating partners, men reported a number significantly 

higher than women for each. The difference in the reports of sexual engagement provided 

by men and women may be because men have more experience than women with friends 

with benefits relationships (Lehmiller et al., 2011; Owen & Fincham, 2011; Puentes et 

al., 2008) or disconnect between men and women regarding their future intentions with a 

friend with benefits. Men are more likely than women to report that a friend with benefits 
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is a casual partner (Eisenberg, et al., 2009), men are more likely than women to indicate 

that sexual desire motivated them to pursue a friend with benefits whereas women were 

more likely than men to report that seeking an emotional connection motivated them to 

pursue a friend with benefits (Lehmiller, et al., 2011; McGinty et al., 2007), and women 

were also more likely than men to desire a continuing relationship (romantic relationship 

or friendship) with their friend with benefits (Lehmiller, et al., 2011). Based on their 

reported behavior, women may treat friends with benefits like dating partners.  

Limitations  

Reporting on all sexual behaviors across relationship lifespan. As stated earlier, 

participants were asked to report on all sexual behaviors in which they ever engaged with 

a sexual partner for each partner type. Because some sexual relationships are inherently 

longer than others, the number of sexual encounters between two partners may be a 

confounding variable. Perhaps people engage in fewer behaviors with hookup partners 

because they do not know them as well, or perhaps that numbers are lower simply 

because their sexual relationship only lasted one night.  

Defining sexual partnerships for participants. Although the definitions of each 

sexual partner type that I provided to the participants were consistent with those used in 

previous studies, providing these definitions may have skewed participants’ responses. 

For example, previous definitions provided for FWB include terms like “sexual 

relationship” and “interacted with sexually” (McGinty, et al., 2007; Vrangalova, 2015; 

respectively), but the use of “repeated sexual encounters” in my definition may be 

interpreted as having to involve “sex” (e.g., oral, vaginal, anal). Therefore, someone who 
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engaged in serial sexual behavior including kissing and petting, but not “sex,” with a non-

romantic partner may not have responded appropriately to this item in the survey.  

Self-report.  Lastly, participants in this study were asked to reflect on their sexual 

partners and the behaviors in which they engaged. This task required retrospection, which 

is often flawed. It is possible that someone who had a romantic partner for the last 5 years 

was reporting on a hook up partner they encountered 6 years earlier. It is possible that 

participants could not actually recall the specific behaviors in which they engaged, or 

relied on their cultural understanding and expectations of what happens with each partner 

type to complete the survey. Self-report is also subject to social desirability bias. Even 

though this survey was online and anonymous, participants still may be motivated to 

respond in a way that would be viewed favorably by others. Because of the sexual double 

standard, a “favorable view” of men and women differ, potentially contributing to 

differences in how men and women respond to items that are sexual in nature.  

These limitations could be addressed in future research by asking about a person’s 

most recent sexual encounter and allow participants to identify their partner with less 

restrictive categories. Both of those issues are resolved in Study 2.  
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Study 2: Evaluations of sexual encounters: Differences across sexual partner types 

Although partner type is associated with differing degrees of sexual behavior, it is 

not well known how people feel about their sexual encounter with any given sexual 

partner. The purposes of Study 2 are (1) to replicate the finding that sexual behavior 

varies by sexual partner type using social relationship categories (e.g., “friend,” 

“acquaintance”) and (2) to extend our understanding of how sexual partner type 

influences sexual experience by examining people’s positive and negative evaluations of 

their sexual encounter. This extension is particularly critical to understanding because the 

quantity of sexual behaviors in which partners engage is not indicative of the quality of 

the sexual encounter. Having information about the quality, or, how people evaluate their 

sexual encounter, has important implications for mental well-being outcomes.  

Instead of using sexual relationship categories like hookup and friend with 

benefits, which often warrant definitions (e.g., England et al., 2008; McGinty, et al., 

2007), participants in the next two studies indicate their closeness or familiarity with their 

sexual partner using seven social relationship categories which were used by Walsh and 

colleagues (2014). Because common cultural understandings for these relationships exist, 

no definitions were provided. These categories also have a clear order based on 

closeness/familiarity and can easily be divided into two categories of committed and non-

committed partners.  Additionally, how long an individual knew their partner prior to 

engaging in sexual behavior serves as an objective measure of closeness that does not 

rely on how individuals categorize their relationship with their sexual partner.  
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Participants in the next two studies also indicate how positive and how negative 

their sexual experience was with their partner. Some studies have assessed positive and 

negative evaluations of sexual experiences before. Although hookups tend to be rated 

more positively than negatively (Owen & Fincham, 2011), casual sexual encounters tend 

to be less sexually satisfying than sex with committed partners, particularly for women 

(Armstrong, England, & Fogarty, 2009). One qualitative study compared participants’ 

best and worst hookup experiences (Paul & Hayes, 2002) and other studies focus 

explicitly on the mental health outcomes of casual sex (e.g., Vranglova, 2015). 

Specifically, casual sex was associated with more depressive symptoms among women 

(Vranglova, 2015). The focus on mental health and casual sex also ignores the possibility 

that people in committed relationships vary in their feelings about their sexual 

encounters. In this study, I compare feelings about sexual encounters across partner 

types, broadening the scope of research on well-being and sexual behavior by including 

both casual and committed partners.  

The data for study 2 were originally collected to assess changes in sexual 

behavior throughout the menstrual cycle. Although sexual behavior was used as an 

outcome variable, only the effects of ovulatory phase were analyzed following the data 

collection. The association between partner type and the outcome variables of positive 

and negative evaluation was not previously analyzed.  

Study 2 employs a longitudinal research design in which undergraduate women 

reported their sexual experiences each week for four weeks. With this design, I expected 

reports of sexual behavior to be more accurate than when using retrospective, cross-
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sectional study designs because the sexual encounters were recent. Additionally, the 

dataset used in Study 2 included a measure of partner type using seven categories of 

social relationships and prompted participants to report how long they knew their sexual 

partner. This provided two unique ways to assess closeness to a sexual partner.  

Research Question #1. Does the total number of sexual behaviors in which people 

engage differ based on their partner status (currently in a romantic relationship or not) 

when controlling for the time they have known each other? Based on the results of Study 

1 and previous research (e.g., Furman & Shaffer, 2011), I hypothesized that current 

romantic partners would engage in a greater number of sexual behaviors than do non-

romantic partners. 

Research Question #2. Does a woman’s positive evaluation of the sexual 

encounter differ based on their partner status (currently in a romantic relationship or not) 

when controlling for the time they have known each other? Because sexual encounters 

preceded by spending time together were rated as more positive (Paul & Hayes, 2002), I 

hypothesized that current romantic partners would report more positive evaluations than 

do non-romantic partners. 

Research Question #3. Does a woman’s negative evaluation of the sexual 

encounter differ based on their partner status (currently in a romantic relationship or not) 

when controlling for the time they have known each other? I hypothesized that current 

romantic partners would report less negative evaluations than do non-romantic partners. 

To expand our knowledge of sexual experience, in Study 2, I tested whether 

partner type predicts sexual behavior in a recent sexual encounter and evaluation 
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following the sexual encounter. In this study, seven partner type options were provided to 

the participants when indicating their relationship with their sexual partner, collapsed 

categories of two partner types were used to increase statistical power. This study also 

examined 35 different sexual behaviors and both positive and negative evaluation.  

Method 

Participants 

Drawn from a study designed to track the sexual behavior of women for 28 days 

across their menstrual cycle, 56 sexually active, naturally cycling women participated in 

Study 2. One participant strongly disagreed or disagreed with the statement, “I am 

exclusively attracted to members of the opposite sex.” Additionally, participants who did 

not report any sexual behavior during the data collection period (n=7) were also removed. 

Thus, 48 women remained in the sample. They ranged in age from 18 to 22 with a mean 

of 19.44 years (SD=1.20).  They were racially diverse: 39.6% white, 25.0% Hispanic, 

22.9% Asian, 6.3% bi-/multi-racial, 4.2% black, and 2.1% “other.”  Additionally, 58.3% 

of the participants identified as being in a committed, romantic relationship. Those in 

relationships ranged from 0 months to 5 years together with a mean of 15.27 months 

(SD=16.48). 

Procedure 

All students enrolled in an introductory course on human development were 

eligible to participate in research studies for extra credit. Because this study required 

participants to meet specific criteria, all women in the course received a personalized 

email inviting them to indicate their eligibility and interest in participating in the 
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“Relationship Activities” study. Women were eligible if they were not taking hormonal 

birth control, experienced a “regular” menstrual cycle, and had sexual experience with a 

man.  

For this two-part study, positive email responses were followed-up with more 

study information (study length and a brief description of participant expectations). 

Eligible participants coordinated a time slot during which they would come to the lab 

complete Part 1 of this Study, a series of online questionnaires. Participants were 

assigned to official time slots in an online scheduling subject pool system where research 

credits were recorded. The research assistant confirmed the appointment via email and 

included directions to the research lab. 

Upon arrival at the research lab, participants were greeted by a research assistant 

in a white lab coat and invited to take a seat at a computer where the research assistant 

had already opened the first survey. The research assistant then read a prompt aloud in 

which the participant was welcomed, assigned a participant number for confidentiality, 

and introduced the survey portion of the study (expected to take 15-20 minutes).  

In the preliminary survey, participants were asked to complete a battery of 

questionnaires including measures of self-esteem, body satisfaction, attachment (to 

romantic partners), sociosexuality, demographics, relationship status, and aspects of the 

interdependence model (satisfaction, alternatives, commitment, and investment; single 

participants were asked to complete these measures with their “ideal” partner in mind). 

These data from other scales were not analyzed in the current study. 
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After completing the first survey, the research assistant explained Part 2 of the 

study, which consisted of 4 short, weekly surveys (expected to take no more than 8 

minutes), the first of which was completed in the lab. In the weekly survey, participants 

reported their sexual behavior over the last seven days. Participants who did not engage 

in sexual behavior in the last week reported on an “ideal” sexual partner and participants 

with more than one sexual partner responded regarding their most recent partner. 

Participants were then asked to check off all the sexual behaviors in which they engaged 

with their most recent (or “ideal”) sexual partner, using the same list of behaviors 

described in Study 1. Participants were asked about condom/drug/alcohol use during that 

encounter and details about their sexual partner (time known, relationship to partner).  

Participants received credit in the online system.  Before the participants left the 

lab, the research assistant reminded them that Part 2 of the study consisted of three 

additional weekly surveys (identical to the one they just completed), which the 

participants would receive via email (no need to return to the lab). The research assistant 

enrolled each participant in Part 2 on the online system so they could receive additional 

credit upon completion of their weekly surveys. Participants completed the weekly 

surveys within 24 hours of receipt. The survey can be found in Appendix C. 

Measures 

Partner type. Participants indicated how they defined their relationship with their 

sexual partner using the following social relationship options: established romantic 

relationship, new romantic relationship, ex-partner, friend, acquaintance, stranger, or 

“other” (“How would you define your relationship with [initials]?”). Established 
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romantic relationship partners and new romantic relationship partners were combined to 

create a “current romantic partner” group. The five remaining partner types (ex-partner, 

friend, acquaintance, stranger, and “other”) were combined to create a “non-current 

romantic partner” group. This reduction is based on previous research, which defines 

each of these partner types as “casual” partners (e.g., Beres & Farvid, 2010). Of the 115 

sexual encounters, 57 partners were established romantic relationship partners, 23 were 

new romantic relationship partners, 11 were ex-partners, 11 were friends, one was an 

acquaintance, five were strangers, three were categorized as “other,” and four were 

missing. With the dichotomous reduction of this variable, I examined 80 current romantic 

partners and 31 non-romantic partners. 

 Length of time known. Participants indicated how long they knew their most 

recent sexual partner before engaging in sexual behavior with them for the first time. 

Responses were recorded in years, months, and days, as applicable. A simple calculation 

was conducted to create a single variable, measuring the length of time they knew their 

partner in days (Years*365+Months*30+Days). Participants knew their sexual partners 

between 0 days and 15 years, M = 2.99 years, SD = 3.48 years.  

 Number of sexual behaviors. Participants were then presented with a list of 35 

sexual behaviors (e.g., kissing, holding hands, fellatio; de Jong & Reis, 2014) which they 

used to indicate in which behaviors they engaged in their most recent sexual encounter 

that week. A count of the number of sexual behaviors in which participants engaged was 

generated and used for the analyses. Counts ranged from 0 to 35, M = 15.01, SD = 7.88. 
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Evaluation. Two items assessed the participants’ evaluation regarding their initial 

sexual encounter with their most recent sexual partner: “Overall, how positive/negative 

was your sexual experience with [most recent sex partner]?” Responses ranged from 0 

(not at all) to 4 (very). Overall, participants evaluations were very positive and not very 

negative (Positive: ranged 0-4, M = 3.17, SD = 1.02, Negative: ranged 0-4, M = 0.49, SD 

= .81).   

Analytic strategy 

 This analysis included only heterosexual women who reported at least one week 

of sexual activity during the data collection period. Because Study 2 only includes 48 

participants providing data at four time points, a multilevel analysis is underpowered. 

However, despite being unlikely to detect significant differences between partner types, 

the effect sizes have the potential to provide information about partner types and sexual 

behavior. Additionally, for this exploratory study, the seven types of partners were 

reduced into two categories.  

To control for repeated reports from participants in the sample, I ran multi-level 

models, which control for the nested data. The dataset was restructured so that each 

participant was represented on four rows, one for each week of data collection. In Study 

2, I aimed to find support that partner type is associated with differential sexual behavior 

and  evaluations (positive and negative). Because the length of time a person knows their 

partner prior to engaging in sexual behavior with him may influence their closeness to 

that person, and therefore, their comfort in engaging in a greater number of sexual 

behaviors, I included it as a covariate in my analyses. I tested three specific research 
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questions and addressed them with the syntax provided below for SPSS IBM Statistics 

Version 22. 

Results 

The following analyses include 48 undergraduate women (one woman was 

removed because her partner was a woman and seven more were excluded because they 

did not report having any sexual encounters during data collection) and 115 sexual 

encounters. Fourteen women (29.2%) reported a sexual encounter during one of the four 

weeks, ten women (20.8%) reported a sexual encounter during two of the four weeks, 15 

women (31.3%) reported a sexual encounter during three of the four weeks, and nine 

women (18.7%) reported a sexual encounter during all four of the four weeks.  

Test of hypotheses 

RQ1. To test if the total number of sexual behaviors in which people engaged 

differed based on their partner type (a committed partner or non-committed partner) when 

controlling for the time they have known each other, I conducted a mixed model 

controlling for weekly surveys provided by each participant. The results were consistent 

with the hypothesis that romantic partners engaged in a greater number of sexual 

behaviors than did non-romantic partners, B = 8.30 (CI: 4.37, 12.22), t(89.09) = 4.20, p < 

.001, effect size r = .41.1 Women engaged in a greater number of sexual behaviors with 

committed partners than with non-committed partners.  

The length of time the participants knew their romantic partner prior to their first 

sexual engagement with that partner was also a significant predictor of the total number 

of sexual behaviors in which participants engaged in their most recent sexual encounter 
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with that partner, B = .002 (CI: .0006, .004), t(89.84) = 2.63, p = .010, effect size r = .27. 

Women who knew their sexual partner longer engaged in a greater number of sexual 

behaviors.  

The partner type by length of time known interaction term was not significant, B 

= -.002 (CI: -.005, .0007), t(77.18) = -1.46, p = .148, effect size r = -.16. 

RQ2. To test if women’s positive evaluation of the sexual encounter differed 

based on their partner type (a committed partner or non-committed partner) when 

controlling for the time they have known each other, I conducted another mixed model. 

The results were consistent with my prediction that women reported more positive 

evaluations of their sexual encounter when their sexual partner was a committed partner, 

B = 1.01 (CI: .49, 1.53), t(77.83) = 3.86, p < .001, effect size r = .40. 

The length of time the woman knew her sexual partner before their initial sexual 

encounter did not significantly predict women’s positive evaluations of their most recent 

sexual encounter with that partner, B = .002 (CI: -.00009, .0004), t(82.55) = 1.30, p = 

.198, effect size r = .14. 

The partner type by length of time known interaction term was not significant, B 

= -.0001 (CI: -.0005, .0002), t(65.58) = -.72, p = .477, effect size r = -.09. 

RQ3. Lastly, to test if women’s negative evaluation of the sexual encounter 

differed based on their partner type (a committed partner or non-committed partner) when 

controlling for the time they have known each other, I conducted another mixed model. 

The results were not consistent with my hypothesis that current romantic partners would 

report less negative evaluations than do non-romantic partners. Negative evaluations did 
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not differ between partner types, but the results were expected direction, B = -.20 (CI: -

.61, .22), t(62.60) = -.96, p = .343, effect size r = -.12. 

The length of time the woman knew her sexual partner before their initial sexual 

encounter did not significantly predict women’s negative evaluations of their most recent 

sexual encounter with that partner, B = .00002 (CI: -.0002, .0002), t(107.53) = .16, p = 

.872, effect size r = .02. 

The partner type by length of time known interaction term was not significant, B 

= -.0001 (CI: -.0004, .0002), t(78.74) = -.77, p = .445, effect size r = -.09. 

Post-hoc analyses 

Length of time known and total number of sexual behaviors. A simple mixed 

model assessing only the length of time knowing a sexual partner prior to the first sexual 

encounter with that partner revealed that the length of time known significantly predicted 

the number of sexual behaviors in which women engaged with their partners, B = .002 

(CI: .00005, .003), t(70.92) = 2.06, p = .043, effect size r = .24. 

Partner type, sexual behaviors, and positive evaluations. Because partner type 

was significantly associated with  the number of sexual behavior and positive 

evaluations, I ran a mixed model in which the total number of sexual behaviors predicted 

positive evaluations. Sexual behavior did significantly predict positive evaluations, B = 

.06 (CI: .04, .08), t(108.46) = 5.53, p < .001, effect size r = .47. 

Additionally, in a mixed model testing whether partner type (romantic partner or 

not), total number of sexual behaviors, and time known predict positive evaluations, both 

partner type (B = .55 (CI: .16, .95), t(67.20) = 2.78, p = .007, effect size r = .32) and the 
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total number of sexual behaviors (B = .05 (CI: .03, .07), t(102.02) = 4.43, p < .001, effect 

size r = .40) positively predicted positive evaluations.  

Total number of behaviors and negative evaluations. Neither partner type nor the 

how long a woman knew her partner predicted negative evaluations, and another mixed 

model revealed that the number of sexual behaviors in which they engaged did not 

predict negative evaluations either,  B = -.01 (CI: -.03, .01), t(83.15) = -1.04, p = .303, 

effect size r = .11. These results remained non-significant in a final mixed model testing 

whether partner type (romantic partner or not), total number of sexual behaviors, and 

time known predicted negative evaluations.   

Discussion 

Although I found evidence that partner type was significantly related to sexual 

behavior in Study 1, a person’s experience is not based solely on the number of sexual 

behaviors in which they engaged. In Study 2, I aimed to replicate the results of study 1 

regarding partner type and sexual behaviors and investigated women’s positive and 

negative evaluations of their recent sexual encounters with different partner types.  

Summary of results 

Sexual behavior 

Consistent with my hypothesis, the results indicated that women whose sexual 

partner was a romantic partner engaged in a greater number of sexual behaviors than did 

woman with non-romantic partners. Additionally, the length of time a woman knew her 

sexual partner prior to their first sexual encounter also predicted the number of sexual 

behaviors in their most recent sexual encounter. Taken together, these measures of 
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closeness, indicated by romantic partner status and length of relationship, result in more 

sexual engagement, measured by the number of sexual behaviors.  

These results are generally consistent with Study 1, which showed that taken 

together, the number of sexual behaviors between dating and romantic partners were 

greater than those engaged in by friends with benefits and hookup partners.  

Positive evaluations 

Consistent with my hypothesis, women reported more positive evaluations of 

their sexual encounter when their sexual partner was a committed partner, regardless of 

how long she knew her sexual partner prior to their first sexual encounter. Post-hoc 

analyses also revealed that the total number of sexual behaviors in which partners 

engaged significantly predicted a woman’s positive evaluations. When all three 

predictors were entered the same model, the results remained the same: partner type and 

sexual behavior, but not how long a woman knew her partner, were predictive of positive 

evaluations of the sexual encounter. Although the results of RQ1 indicate that how long 

she has known her sexual partner and his romantic partner status contribute to the number 

of sexual behaviors in which they engaged, only his partner status and how many 

behaviors they engaged in contributed to her positive evaluations of the sexual 

experience. Women reported higher positive evaluations if she was in a relationship with 

her partner and they engaged in a greater number of sexual behaviors.  

Negative evaluations 

Women whose sexual partners were also non-romantic partners reported no less 

negative evaluations of their sexual encounter than did women with romantic partners 
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and how long the woman knew her sexual partner prior to their initial sexual encounter 

did not influence how negatively she evaluated their most recent sexual encounter. These 

results did not support my hypothesis that current romantic partners would report less 

negative evaluations than do non-romantic partners. Post-hoc analyses also revealed that 

the total number of sexual behaviors in which partners engaged did not significantly 

predict a woman’s negative evaluations. Overall, it is unclear what contributes to a 

negative sexual experience. 

Limitations 

Power. All the results reported here should be interpreted with caution because of 

the small sample size. Despite reaching statistical significance, there is little power to 

detect meaningful relationships between these variables. Because this study is 

underpowered, I was less likely to find a true effect if one exists, less likely to find a 

statistically significant effect that reflects a true effect (positive predictive value), and 

more likely to find an exaggerated effect (Button, Ionannidis, Mokrsyz, Nosek, Flint, 

Robinson & Munafò, 2013). Although I did find a significant relationship between 

partner type and sexual behavior and  partner type and positive evaluations, it is possible, 

if not likely, that these results do not reflect true effects and the effect sizes are inflated. 

This is due to the positive predictive value that comes with a small sample, and therefore, 

an under-powered study. 

Limited sample. Despite finding significant results, this study was conducted 

exclusively with undergraduate women, so the findings should not be generalized to men 

or older populations. The data was originally collected to investigate menstrual cycle 
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effects, so all the women involved were naturally-cycling and were not taking hormonal 

birth control. Therefore, the study results may not generalize to women who take 

hormonal birth control, either, as it may influence their sexual activity. 

Self-report. Self-report measures require participants to accurately recall and 

report their behavior. Although data was collected weekly, so the sexual encounters were 

recent, women in this study may not accurately recall all the events that took place. 

Additionally, self-report is also subject to social desirability bias. In this study, women 

came into the lab to complete the preliminary survey and to give credit to the women for 

this participation, their responses were confidential, but not anonymous. So, women may 

have been motivated to respond in a way that would be viewed favorably by others.  

Positive experiences. Additionally, there was little variability in negative 

evaluations women reported. Overall, women reported highly positive and lowly negative 

sexual experiences. Although this is good for the emotional well-being of the 

participants, it made it difficult to detect significant predictors of negative experiences. It 

is also possible that the women involved in the study experienced cognitive dissonance 

following a negative sexual encounter and resolved their negative feelings by convincing 

themselves that their experience was a positive one.  

This study should be replicated with a larger, more diverse sample to increase 

statistical power and aim to capture both positive and negative sexual experiences. 

Additionally, although Study 2 resolved some issues from Study 1, including having 

participants report on only one sexual encounter rather than across the span of the sexual 

relationship with one partner, another related issue remains. Isolated sexual encounters 
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between uncommitted, or one-time partners, may differ from those of committed 

partners, who have encountered each other sexually before and likely assume to again. 

Therefore, to put all types of sexual partners on a more “level playing field,” future 

studies should examine only the initial sexual encounter shared between partner types. 

The next study does just that.  
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Study 3: Evaluations of sexual encounters: Variation based on interactions prior to 

the initial sexual encounter 

In Study 3, I hoped to rectify the issues in Study 2 by analyzing whether partner 

type and the participants’ closeness to the partner (measured by interactions leading up to 

first sex) predict sexual behaviors and evaluation following the initial sexual encounter 

with a larger dataset including diverse US adults. In this study, participants reported on 

their initial sexual encounter with their most recent sexual partner. This dataset offers a 

tradeoff, relying on retrospective memory and self-report, in exchange for “leveling” 

partner types in the examination of the initial encounter. As stated prior to Study 2, 

understanding how evaluations vary between sexual partner types may have implications 

for well-being.  

The dataset used for Study 3 also allowed me to measure two outcomes: sexual 

behavior (the number of sexual behaviors in which the partners engage during their initial 

encounter) and evaluation (how positively and how negatively participants felt about 

their initial sexual encounter with that partner).   

The data for Study 3 were originally collected to get a sense of the commonality 

of people’s sexual engagement among different partner types and to rate specific sexual 

behaviors on a variety of dimensions (e.g., romantic, arousing). Although the first 

purpose is similar to the current investigation, the original analysis only served to confirm 

the researchers’ suspicions that, for this sample, sex is often reserved until after partners 

commit to being in a relationship.  
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For this study, the participants’ relationship their sexual partner was measured in 

three ways: (1) categorically as I did in Study 2 (i.e., establish romantic relationship, ex-

partner, friend, acquaintance, stranger), and continuously (2) by the length of time the 

participant knew his/her partner and (3) by the number of interactions the participant had 

with his/her partner prior to their first sexual encounter. The length of time a person 

knows a partner is an indicator of their personal history and their social interactions prior 

to sexual engagement serve as a proxy for closeness to that person. Although there are 

valid, standardized ways to measure closeness in the field, this dataset offers a unique and 

objective approach. Previous research found that people’s “best” hookups were preceded 

by hanging out (non-sexually; Paul & Hayes, 2002), so examining interactions leading up 

to the initial sexual encounter may be insightful. 

The dataset analyzed in Study 3 was included because it included a sample of 

diverse US adults who reported on their initial sexual encounter with their most recent 

sexual partner. This sample allowed for appropriate statistical power and the potential for 

results to be generalized to the US adult population. Additionally, the dataset included 

counts of the number of days that people interacted with their sexual partner prior to their 

initial sexual encounter. This is a unique proxy for closeness or familiarity because it 

provides more information about the relationship between two people beyond how long 

they have known their sexual partner. For example, you may know someone from middle 

school but see them at a party for the first time in 20 years and hookup with them. 

Despite knowing this person, not having a relationship with them may influence a 

person’s sexual behavior and evaluations of their sexual encounter. 
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I am also interested in examining this dataset to investigate my research questions 

because the sexual encounter people reported on was their initial sexual interaction with 

their most recent partner. Initial sexual encounters are unique from the previous two 

studies because they are isolated events (unlike Study 1) and are not influenced by 

potential previous interactions (as in Study 2). Although the studies in this dissertation 

are focused on casual and committed sexual partner types, one study of short-term and 

long-term romantic partners found that the two categories were virtually indistinguishable 

when examining early relationship milestones (Eastwick, Keneski, Morgan, McDonald & 

Huang, 2017). Basically, relationship events (e.g., flirting, feel strong sexual desire, 

having first intercourse) are similarly timed regardless of the short-term or long-term 

nature of the relationship. Although the study was focused on romantic interest, it still 

provides evidence that short-term and long-term partnerships are somewhat “level” in 

early relationship events. Therefore, it would be interesting to see if differences between 

casual and committed sexual partners are apparent in the initial sexual interaction, or if 

first-time sexual encounters are similarly indistinguishable across partner types.  

To evaluate the associations between those variables, in Study 3, I asked eight 

specific research questions.  

Research Question #1. Does the number of sexual behaviors that occurred in the 

initial sexual encounter differ between partner types? I hypothesized that more committed 

partners (new romantic relationships and established romantic relationships) would 

engage in a greater number of sexual behaviors than more casual partners (strangers, 

acquaintances, friend, and ex). 
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 Research Question #2. Does the number of interactions leading up to an initial 

sexual encounter predict the number of sexual behaviors in which those partners engage 

during that encounter? I hypothesized that more interactions leading up to an initial 

sexual encounter would predict engaging in a greater number of sexual behaviors during 

that encounter. 

Research Question #3. Does the amount of time that individuals knew each other 

prior to the initial sexual encounter predict the number of sexual behaviors in which those 

partners engage during that encounter? I hypothesized that knowing someone longer prior 

to the initial sexual encounter would predict engaging in a greater number of sexual 

behaviors during that encounter. 

 Research Question #4. Do positive and negative evaluations differ between 

partner types? I hypothesized that more committed partners (new romantic relationships 

and established romantic relationships) would report higher positive evaluations and 

lower negative evaluations than do more casual partners (strangers, acquaintances, friend, 

and ex). 

Research Question #5. Does the number of days on which partners interact in the 

week prior to their first sexual encounter predict positive and negative evaluations 

following that encounter? I hypothesized that more interactions leading up to an initial 

sexual encounter would predict higher positive evaluations and lower negative 

evaluations. 

Research Question #6. Does the number of days on which partners interact in the 

month prior to their first sexual encounter predict positive and negative evaluations 
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following that encounter? I hypothesized that more interactions leading up to an initial 

sexual encounter would predict higher positive evaluations and lower negative 

evaluations. 

 Research Question #7. Does the number of days on which partners interact in the 

three months prior to their first sexual encounter predict positive and negative evaluations 

following that encounter? I hypothesized that more interactions leading up to an initial 

sexual encounter would predict higher positive evaluations and lower negative 

evaluations. 

Research Question #8. Does the number of days on which partners interact in the 

six months prior to their first sexual encounter predict positive and negative evaluations 

following that encounter? I hypothesized that more interactions leading up to an initial 

sexual encounter would predict higher positive evaluations and lower negative 

evaluations. 

This study can serve to replicate or correct the underpowered findings of Study 2 

and expand our knowledge of evaluations of sexual encounters across all seven social 

relationship categories of partner types.  

Method 

Participants  

 Two hundred and thirty-four participants were recruited through Amazon’s 

Mechanical Turk and 201 (83 men, 116 women, 2 “other”) completed the survey. 

Participants’ ages ranged from 18 to 74 (M= 37.11, SD= 12.85). They were 

predominantly (58.1%) white, with some minority representation (9.3% black, 7.6% 
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Asian, 5.5% Hispanic).  The sample was well educated; 86.7% had at least some college 

experience and 43.6% had a college degree. Additionally, 9.9% strongly disagreed or 

disagreed with the statement, “I am exclusively attracted to members of the opposite 

sex.” Because the study is focused on heterosexual sexual behavior, these individuals, 

and those who have not engaged in any sexual behavior, were excluded in the analyses.  

Procedure 

Participants were recruited and paid $0.45 through Amazon’s Mechanical Turk in 

compensation for participating in an online survey which took less than 30 minutes to 

complete. After indicating compliance with the consent form and indicating that they 

were over 18 years of age, participants indicated whether they ever had a sexual 

relationship. Those who had not were directed to the end of the survey, thanked, and 

given a confirmation code they could use to redeem MTurk credit. 

Participants then provided details about their most recent sexual partner including 

the length of time known and partner type (e.g., stranger, friend, significant other, etc.). 

They were also asked to report on their condom/drug/alcohol use during their most recent 

sexual encounter with that person. Using a provided list of 35 sexual behaviors (including 

kissing, being stimulated with sex toys, sexual [vaginal] intercourse, etc.), participants 

indicated the behaviors in which they engaged during their most recent sexual encounter. 

Lastly, participants rated each of the 35 sexual behaviors on how romantic, arousing, and 

appealing each behavior is using a 1-7 Likert scale from “not at all” to “extremely.” 

Lastly, I collected demographic variables and menstrual cycle data (as applicable) and all 
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remaining participants received a confirmation code for MTurk. The survey can be found 

in Appendix D. 

Measures 

Partner type. Participants indicated their relationship with their sexual partner in 

response to the item, “How would you best describe your relationship with [your most 

recent sexual partner] on the day/night when you engaged in sexual behavior with 

him/her for the first time?” Participants choose among the same social partner types used 

in Study 2: Established romantic relationship, new romantic relationship, ex-partner, 

friend, acquaintance, stranger, or other. Two hundred and five participants indicated their 

social relationship with their sexual partner: four were strangers, 15 were acquaintances, 

30 were friends, four were ex-partners, 73 were new romantic partners, and 79 were 

established romantic partners at the time of their initial sexual encounter. 

Length of time known. Participants indicated how long they knew their most 

recent sexual partner before engaging in sexual behavior with them for the first time. 

Responses were indicated in years, months, and days, as applicable. Prior to their first 

sexual encounter, participants knew their partners between 0 days and 55 years, M = 2.23 

years, Median = 0.42 years, SD = 5.68 years.  

Biological Sex. Participants indicated their biological sex in response to one item, 

“Which of the following best describes you? (Male/Female/Other).” This item was used 

to test for differences between the sexes. As mentioned above, 83 were men, 116 were 

women, and 2 identified as “other”. For analyses incorporating biological sex, I include 
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only males and females and as stated earlier, will refer to these groups as “men” and 

“women,” respectively.  

Interactions prior to first sexual encounter. Interactions prior to the first sexual 

encounter were assessed with 4 similar self-report items, “In the week before you first 

engaged in sexual behavior with [most recent sex partner], on how many days did you 

interact with him/her?” This question was repeated for the month, three months, and six 

months leading up to the first sexual encounter. Participants were informed that “sexual 

behavior may include kissing, touching, oral sex, anal sex, or vaginal intercourse, etc.” 

and that interactions may include spending time together face-to-face, talking on the 

phone, or exchanging text messages.  For example, participants who talked with their 

sexual partner every day during the week leading up to their first sexual encounter would 

respond “7” and participants who talked with their sexual partner every day during the six 

months leading up to their first sexual encounter would respond “180.” The participants 

ranged 0-180 days of interactions prior to their first sexual encounter, M = 72.5, Median 

= 50, SD = 64.11.  

Number of sexual behaviors. Participants were then presented with the same list 

of 35 sexual behaviors as used in Study 2 (e.g., kissing, holding hands, fellatio; de Jong 

& Reis, 2014) which they used to indicate in which behaviors they engaged when they 

engaged in sexual behavior with their most recent sexual partner for the first time. A 

count of the number of sexual behaviors in which participants engaged was generated and 

used for the analyses. Counts ranged from 4 to 35, M = 16.67, SD = 6.65. 
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Evaluation. Lastly, two items were used to assess the participants’ evaluation 

regarding their initial sexual encounter with their most recent sexual partner: “Overall, 

how positive/negative was your first sexual experience with [most recent sex partner]?” 

Possible responses ranged from 0 (not at all) to 4 (very). Overall, participants evaluations 

were very positive and not very negative (Positive: ranged 1-4, M = 3.44, SD = .89, 

Negative: ranged 0-4, M = 0.28, SD = .71).   

Analytic strategy 

 In study 3, 225 participants met criteria (having ever engaged in sexual behavior) 

and consented to participate in the survey. After removing individuals who identify as 

same-sex oriented and those who do not provide data on their specific sexual behaviors, I 

conducted a series of one-way ANOVAs, an Omnibus F-test that assesses differences 

across groups including post-hoc contrast analyses (Tukey). 

I aimed to find support that partner type (7 groups) and interactions with that 

partner (in the week, month, three months, and six months prior) leading up to the initial 

sexual encounter result in better sexual outcomes (more positive evaluation and less 

negative evaluation). 

According to Cohen (1992), running an analysis using seven groups has 80% 

power to find a moderate effect size at the alpha level .05. This is appropriate for the 

following ANOVAs. Analyses were conducted using IBM SPSS Statistics Version 22.  

Results 

Test of hypotheses 
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RQ1. A one-way analysis of variance was conducted to test if the number of 

sexual behaviors that occurred in the initial sexual encounter differed between 7 partner 

types. The overall model was significant, F(6,201) = 3.25, p = .005. A post-hoc analysis 

(Tukey’s HSD) indicated that friends (M = 14.37) engaged in significantly fewer sexual 

behaviors than established romantic partners (M = 18.85; p = .024), and new romantic 

partners (M = 15.53) also engaged in significantly fewer sexual behaviors than 

established romantic partners (M = 18.85; p = .030) during their initial sexual encounter. 

Although friends engaged in fewer behaviors than established romantic partners did, 

these results do not fully support the hypothesis that casual partners would engage in few 

behaviors than committed partners. There was also variability between new and 

established romantic partners.  

Additional one-way ANOVAs were conducted separately for men and women to 

detect potential differences in the reports of sexual behavior. Differences only emerged 

between men and women for partner types with small samples including strangers and 

acquaintances. Post hoc tests were not performed because some partner types had too few 

cases for comparison.  

The mean number of sexual behaviors in which each type of sexual partner 

engaged appears in Table 2 below. Due to the small n for some of the partner types, the 

standard deviations are quite high, so significant differences were difficult to detect 

between groups. But, it should be noted that strangers engaged in the fewest sexual 

behaviors on average and established romantic partners engaged in the most.  
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Table 2. 

Means and standard deviations of the number of sexual behaviors for each partner type 

Partner type N Min Max 

Mean 

(men) 

Mean 

(women) 

Mean 

(all) SD 

Stranger 4 5 21 6.00 12.00 10.50 7.33 

Acquaintance 15 7 24 14.75 17.29 15.93 4.68 

Friend 30 4 32 13.71 15.07 14.37 6.55 

Ex-partner 4 0 26 14.75 - 14.75 10.87 

New romantic partner 73 4 31 15.63 15.50 15.53 5.47 

Established romantic 

partner 

79 5 35 19.50 18.38 18.85 7.32 

Other 3 13 15 - 14.00 14.00 1.41 

Note. Only 208 participants provided both partner type and sexual behavior data.  

 RQ2. A linear regression was conducted to evaluate whether the number of 

interactions leading up to an initial sexual encounter to predict the number of sexual 

behaviors in which those partners engage during that encounter. The results did not 

support the hypothesis that interacting more leading up to an initial sexual encounter 

would predict engaging in a greater number of sexual behaviors during that encounter, 

F(1, 206) = 1.04, p = .310. The number of interactions in the week prior to an initial 

sexual interaction only explained 0.5% of the variance in the number of sexual behaviors 

in which partners engaged.  

 When participant (biological) sex was added as a covariate, the results did not 

change and participant sex was not a significant predictor of the total number of sexual 
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behaviors in which people engaged in their initial sexual encounter with their most recent 

partner.  

RQ3. A linear regression was conducted to evaluate whether the amount of time 

that individuals knew their sexual partner prior to the initial sexual encounter predicted 

the number of sexual behaviors in which those partners engage during that encounter. 

The results did not support the hypothesis that knowing a sexual partner longer prior to 

the initial sexual encounter would predict engaging in a greater number of sexual 

behaviors during that encounter, F(1, 207) = 1.52, p = .220. The amount of time the 

participant knew their sexual partner prior to their first sexual encounter only explained 

0.7% of the variance in the number of sexual behaviors in which partners engaged.  

When participant (biological) sex was added as a predictor, the results did not 

change. Once again, participant sex was not a significant predictor of the total number of 

sexual behaviors in which people engaged in their initial sexual encounter with their most 

recent partner. RQ4. A one-way analysis of variance was conducted to test if positive and 

negatives evaluations of the initial sexual encounter differed between 7 partner types. 

Neither the model for positive nor negative evaluations was significant, positive: 

F(6,201) = 1.10, p = .363; negative: F(6,201) = .90, p = .497. These results do not 

support the hypothesis that more committed partners (new romantic relationships and 

established romantic relationships) would report higher positive evaluations and lower 

negative evaluations than do more casual partners (strangers, acquaintances, friend, and 

ex). 
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Additional one-way ANOVAs were conducted separately for men and women to 

detect potential differences in evaluations. For women, the model for positive evaluations 

was significant, F(5,110) = 2.75, p = .022. A post-hoc analysis revealed that there was a 

significant difference between the positive evaluations of initial sexual encounters with 

acquaintances (M = 2.86) and new romantic partners (M = 3.73; p = .040). For women, 

the model comparing negative evaluations across partner types was not significant; 

women did not report significantly different negative evaluations between partner types. 

The results for men revealed no significant differences between positive or negative 

evaluations between sexual partner types. 

RQ5. Linear regressions were conducted to evaluate whether the number of days 

on which partners interact in the week prior to their first sexual encounter predicted 

positive and negative evaluations following that encounter. The first regression model 

predicting positive evaluations, was significant, F(1,206) = 14.72, p < .001. Interactions 

in the week prior to an initial sexual encounter explained 6.7% of the variance in positive 

evaluations. The results were consistent with the hypothesis that more interactions 

leading up to an initial sexual encounter would predict higher positive evaluations. 

When time known was included as a covariate, the model and interactions in the 

week prior remained significant: F(2,205) = 9.21, p < .001. The two variables predicted 

8.2% of the variance in positive evaluations. Interactions in the week prior were a 

significant predictor, B = .11 (CI: .05, .16), β = .27, t(207) = 3.95 p < .001, effect size r = 

.26 and the length of time known was nearly significant, B = -.00005 (CI: .00, .00), β = -

.13, t(207) = -1.88, p = .062, effect size r = -.13, but not in the direction I predicted. 
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When participant sex was added as a covariate with time known, the model 

remained significant, F(3, 196) = 5.56, p = .001 and interactions in the week prior 

remained a significant predictor of positive evaluations, B = .09 (CI: .03, .14), β = .21, 

t(199) = 2.96, p = .003, effect size r = .205. Participant sex was marginally significant, B 

= -.20 (CI: -.41, .02), β = -.12, t(199) = -1.79, p = .075, effect size r = -.13, indicating that 

positive evaluations were slightly higher among women than men when controlling for 

how long they knew their sexual partner and how many times they interacted with them 

in the week leading up to their initial sexual encounter.   

The regression model predicting negative evaluations, was also significant, 

F(1,206) = 14.42, p < .001. Interactions in the week prior to an initial sexual encounter 

explained 6.5% of the variance in negative evaluations. The results were consistent with 

the hypothesis that more interactions leading up to an initial sexual encounter would 

predict lower negative evaluations. 

When time known was included as a covariate, the model and interactions in the 

week prior remained significant: F(2,205) = 7.35, p = .001. The two variables predicted 

6.7% of the variance in negative evaluations. Interactions in the week prior were a 

significant predictor, B = -.08 (CI: -.12, -.04), β = -.25, t(207) = -3.76, p < .001, effect 

size r = .25 and the length of time known was not significant, B = -.00001 (CI: .00, .00), 

β = -.04, t(207) = -.57, p = .567, effect size r = -.04. 

When participant sex was added as a covariate with time known, the model 

remained significant, F(3, 196) = 7.17, p < .001 and interactions in the week prior 

remained a significant predictor of negative evaluations, B = -.08 (CI: -.13, -.04), β = -
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.25, t(199) = -3.60, p < .001, effect size r = -.25. Participant sex also significant, B = .20 

(CI: .03, .38), β = .16, t(199) = 2.26, p = .025, effect size r = .16, indicating that negative 

evaluations were lower among women than men when controlling for how long they 

knew their sexual partner and how many times they interacted with them in the week 

leading up to their initial sexual encounter.   

RQ6. Linear regressions were conducted to evaluate whether the number of days 

on which partners interact in the month prior to their first sexual encounter predicted 

positive and negative evaluations following that encounter. The first regression model 

predicting positive evaluations, was significant, F(1,207) = 12.15, p = .001. Interactions 

in the month prior to an initial sexual encounter explained 5.5% of the variance in 

positive evaluations. The results were consistent with the hypothesis that more 

interactions leading up to an initial sexual encounter would predict higher positive 

evaluations. 

When time known was included as a covariate, the model and interactions in the 

month prior remained significant: F(2,206) = 7.99, p < .001. The two variables predicted 

7.2% of the variance in positive evaluations. Interactions in the month prior were a 

significant predictor, B = .02 (CI: .01, .03), β = .25, t(208) = 3.64 p < .001, effect size r = 

.24 and the length of time known was nearly significant, B = -.00005 (CI: .00, .00), β = -

.13, t(208) = -1.92, p = .056, effect size r = -.13, but not in the direction I would predict.  

When participant sex was added as a covariate with time known, the model 

remained significant, F(3, 197) = 5.42, p = .001 and interactions in the month prior 

remained a significant predictor of positive evaluations, B = .02 (CI: .01, .03), β = .20, 
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t(200) = 2.87, p = .005, effect size r = .20. Participant sex was also significant, B = -.23 

(CI: -.44, -.01), β = -.14, t(200) = -2.08, p = .039, effect size r = -.15, indicating that 

positive evaluations were higher among women than men when controlling for how long 

they knew their sexual partner and how many times they interacted with them in the 

month leading up to their initial sexual encounter.   

The regression model predicting negative evaluations, was also significant, 

F(1,207) = 8.45, p = .004. Interactions in the month prior to an initial sexual encounter 

explained 3.9% of the variance in negative evaluations. The results were consistent with 

the hypothesis that more interactions leading up to an initial sexual encounter would 

predict lower negative evaluations. 

When time known was included as a covariate, the model and interactions in the 

month prior remained significant: F(2,206) = 4.37, p = .014. The two variables predicted 

4.1% of the variance in negative evaluations. Interactions in the month prior were a 

significant predictor, B = -.01 (CI: -.02, -.004), β = -.20, t(208) = -2.85, p = .005, effect 

size r = .19 and the length of time known was not significant, B = -.00001 (CI: .00, .00), 

β = -.04, t(208) = -.56, p = .577, effect size r = -.04. 

When participant sex was added as a covariate with time known, the model 

remained significant, F(3, 197) = 5.28, p = .002 and interactions in the month prior 

remained a significant predictor of negative evaluations, B = -.01 (CI: -.02, -.004), β = -

.19, t(200) = -2.78, p = .006, effect size r = -.19. Participant sex also significant, B = .23 

(CI: .05, .40), β = .18, t(200) = 2.56, p = .011, effect size r = .18, indicating that negative 

evaluations were lower among women than men when controlling for how long they 
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knew their sexual partner and how many times they interacted with them in the month 

leading up to their initial sexual encounter.   

RQ7. Linear regressions were conducted to evaluate whether the number of days 

on which partners interact in the three months prior to their first sexual encounter 

predicted positive and negative evaluations following that encounter. The first regression 

model predicting positive evaluations, was significant, F(1,207) = 8.32, p = .004. 

Interactions in the three months prior to an initial sexual encounter explained 3.9% of the 

variance in positive evaluations. The results were consistent with the hypothesis that 

more interactions leading up to an initial sexual encounter would predict higher positive 

evaluations. 

When time known was included as a covariate, the model and interactions in the 

three months prior remained significant: F(2,205) = 5.74, p = .004. The two variables 

predicted 5.3% of the variance in positive evaluations. Interactions in the three months 

prior were a significant predictor, B = .005 (CI: .002, .009), β = .20, t(207) = 2.95 p = 

.004, effect size r = .20 and the length of time known was not significant, B = -.00005 

(CI: .00, .00), β = -.12, t(207) = -1.76, p = .080, effect size r = -.12, and was not in the 

direction I would predict.  

When participant sex was added as a covariate with time known, the model 

remained significant, F(3, 196) = 4.47, p = .005 and interactions in the 3months prior 

remained a significant predictor of positive evaluations, B = .004 (CI: .001, .01), β = .16, 

t(199) = 2.36, p = .019, effect size r = .17. Participant sex was also significant, B = -.23 

(CI: -.45, -.02), β = -.15, t(199) = -2.14, p = .034, effect size r = .15, indicating that 
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positive evaluations were higher among women than men when controlling for how long 

they knew their sexual partner and how many times they interacted with them in the three 

months leading up to their initial sexual encounter.   

The regression model predicting negative evaluations, was also significant, 

F(1,206) = 10.13, p = .002. Interactions in the three months prior to an initial sexual 

encounter explained 4.7% of the variance in negative evaluations. The results were 

consistent with the hypothesis that more interactions leading up to an initial sexual 

encounter would predict lower negative evaluations. 

When time known was included as a covariate, the model and interactions in the 

three months prior remained significant: F(2,205) = 5.27, p = .006. The two variables 

predicted 4.9% of the variance in negative evaluations. Interactions in the three months 

prior were a significant predictor, B = -.005 (CI: -.007, -.002), β = -.22, t(207) = -3.16, p 

= .002, effect size r = .21 and the length of time known was not significant, B = -.00001 

(CI: .00, .00), β = -.05, t(207) = -.66, p = .512, effect size r = -.05. 

When participant sex was added as a covariate with time known, the model 

remained significant, F(3, 196) = 5.93, p = .001 and interactions in the three months prior 

remained a significant predictor of negative evaluations, B = -.01 (CI: -.01, -.002), β = -

.21, t(199) = -3.12, p = .002, effect size r = -.22. Participant sex also significant, B = .23 

(CI: .06, .41), β = .18, t(199) = 2.63, p = .009, effect size r = .18, indicating that negative 

evaluations were lower among women than men when controlling for how long they 

knew their sexual partner and how many times they interacted with them in the three 

months leading up to their initial sexual encounter. 
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RQ8. Linear regressions were conducted to evaluate whether the number of days 

on which partners interact in the six months prior to their first sexual encounter predicted 

positive and negative evaluations following that encounter. The first regression model 

predicting positive evaluations, was significant, F(1,207) = 4.90, p = .028. Interactions in 

the six months prior to an initial sexual encounter explained 2.3% of the variance in 

positive evaluations. The results were consistent with the hypothesis that more 

interactions leading up to an initial sexual encounter would predict higher positive 

evaluations. 

When time known was included as a covariate, the model and interactions in the 

six months prior remained significant: F(2,206) = 4.08, p = .018. The two variables 

predicted 3.8% of the variance in positive evaluations. Interactions in the six months 

prior were a significant predictor, B = .002 (CI: .00, .004), β = .16, t(208) = 2.34 p = .020, 

effect size r = .16 and the length of time known was nearly significant, B = -.00005 (CI: 

.00, .00), β = -.12, t(208) = -1.79, p = .075, effect size r = -.12, but not in the direction I 

would predict.  

When participant sex was added as a covariate with time known, the model 

remained significant, F(3, 197) = 3.65, p = .014 and interactions in the six months prior 

became only marginally significant as a predictor of positive evaluations, B = .002 (CI: 

.00, .004), β = .12, t(200) = 1.76, p = .080, effect size r = .12. Participant sex was 

significant, B = -.24 (CI: -.45, -.02), β = -.15, t(200) = -2.16, p = .032, effect size r = -.15, 

indicating that positive evaluations were higher among women than men when 
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controlling for how long they knew their sexual partner and how many times they 

interacted with them in the six months leading up to their initial sexual encounter.   

The regression model predicting negative evaluations, was also significant, 

F(1,207) = 9.88, p = .002. Interactions in the six months prior to an initial sexual 

encounter explained 4.6% of the variance in negative evaluations. The results were 

consistent with the hypothesis that more interactions leading up to an initial sexual 

encounter would predict lower negative evaluations. 

When time known was included as a covariate, the model and interactions in the 

six months prior remained significant: F(2,206) = 5.08, p = .007. The two variables 

predicted 4.7% of the variance in negative evaluations. Interactions in the six months 

prior were a significant predictor, B = -.002 (CI: -.004, -.001), β = -.21, t(208) = -3.09, p 

= .002, effect size r = .21 and the length of time known was not significant, B = -.00001 

(CI: .00, .00), β = -.04, t(208) = -.55, p = .582, effect size r = -.04. 

When participant sex was added as a covariate with time known, the model 

remained significant, F(3, 197) = 5.66, p = .001 and interactions in the six months prior 

remained a significant predictor of negative evaluations, B = -.002 (CI: -.004, -.001), β = 

-.20, t(200) = -2.97, p = .003, effect size r = -.21. Participant sex also significant, B = .23 

(CI: .06, .41), β = .18, t(200) = 2.60, p = .010, effect size r = .18, indicating that negative 

evaluations were lower among women than men when controlling for how long they 

knew their sexual partner and how many times they interacted with them in the six 

months leading up to their initial sexual encounter. 

Discussion 
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Summary of results 

Sexual behavior 

Friends and new romantic partners engaged in fewer sexual behaviors than did 

established romantic partners. This finding partially supported my hypothesis that more 

committed partners would engage in a greater number of sexual behaviors and replicated 

previous research on sexual engagement between friends (Furman & Shaffer, 2011). Yet, 

it is inconsistent with the findings of study 1 which indicate that friends with benefits 

(often friends, sometimes acquaintances) engage in a relatively high number of sexual 

behavior then hookup partners (often unfamiliar partners like acquaintances, sometimes 

friends) engage in relatively few. Rather, these results are more consistent with the 

research that shows that short-term (e.g., casual) relationships are quite similar to long-

term (e.g., committed) relationships during the early phases of development (Eastwick et 

al., 2017). Although those relationships were found to be comparable in terms of 

relationship milestones and romantic interest, it appears there may be a similar level of 

overlap during the initial sexual encounter. Examining the initial encounter may place 

different sexual partner types on a more level playing field.  

Additionally, interactions in the week prior to an initial sexual encounter did not 

predict the number of sexual behaviors in which sexual partners engaged in their initial 

encounter. Knowing a sexual partner longer also did not predict the number of sexual 

behaviors in which the partners engaged. In summary, sexual behavior was best predicted 

by partner type, rather than prior interactions or relationship length. Although this finding 

about how long the participant knew their partner appears contradictory to the results of 
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Study 2, the sexual encounters measured in Study 2 were recent ones and the sexual 

encounters in this study were the initial ones, meaning, the first sexual encounters of the 

given relationship. So, it is possible that knowing someone longer may not dictate your 

initial sexual behaviors, but may hold some predictive value for subsequent encounters.  

Positive evaluations 

Partner type did not predict positive evaluations. Having more interactions in the 

week, month, three months, and six months prior to the initial sexual engagement all 

positively predicted positive evaluations of the initial sexual encounter. Time known, 

however, was a moderate predictor of lower positive evaluations when evaluating 

interactions in the week, month, and six months prior to the initial sexual encounter.  

These results indicate that regardless of how people categorized their sexual 

partner, their closeness or familiarity with that partner, as determined by how much they 

interacted prior to their initial sexual encounter, predicted their positive evaluations of 

that encounter. 

Negative evaluations 

Partner type did not predict negative evaluations. Having more interactions in the 

week, month, three months, and six months prior to the initial sexual engagement all 

negatively predicted negative evaluations of the initial sexual encounter. Time known, 

however, had no effect on negative evaluations.  

Having more interactions prior to the initial sexual experience did not only predict 

higher positive evaluations, but the results showed that having more interactions also 

predicted lower negative evaluations. This is the first study of the three in which partner 
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type (by category) was not predictive. However, this proxy for closeness or familiarity, 

the number of interactions prior to the initial sexual encounter, had strong predictive 

value. Interactions did not predict the number of sexual behaviors in which they engaged, 

but it did predict how they felt about the experience.  

Limitations 

Self-report. Like Study 1, participants in this study were asked to rely on their 

retrospective memory to complete the survey. They reflected on their initial sexual 

experience with their most recent sexual partner. Although for some, that may have been 

a brief encounter they had with an uncommitted partner the previous weekend, for others, 

married for decades, that may be their first sexual encounter with their spouse long ago. 

As stated earlier, retrospection is often flawed. As mentioned in the previous two studies, 

self-report is also subject to social desirability bias. Like Study 1, this study took place 

entirely online and all participants were anonymous. Yet, they could still be motivated to 

respond in a way that would be viewed favorably by others.  

Although this study relied on memory recall, it did incorporate a large, diverse 

sample of US adults and incorporated a unique way of measuring closeness to a sexual 

partner. General implications of this study, along with the two previous studies, are 

discussed below. 
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General Discussion 

 In this dissertation, I aimed to bridge the gap between sex and relationship 

research by examining sexual behavior in multiple relationship contexts through the 

secondary analyses of three datasets. The relationships in which adults engage in sexual 

behavior include casual partners (e.g., hookups, friends with benefits who may be friends, 

acquaintances, or strangers), and romantic partners (e.g, dating partners and committed 

relationship partners who may be boyfriends/girlfriends, fiancés/fiancées, or spouses; 

e.g., Christopher & Sprecher, 2000; Epstein et al., 2009; Garcia & Rieber, 2008; 

Lehmiller, et al., 2011; Walsh et al., 2014). Much existing research helps us define these 

partners, identify the frequency with which these partners occur, and get a sense of how 

these partner types are distinguished from others. However, few existing studies (e.g., 

Furman & Shaffer; 2011; Grello et al., 2006; Walsh et al., 2014) compare multiple 

partner types on any dimension.  

 I conducted a secondary analysis of three datasets I collected in the last five years 

to test how different types of sexual partners differ in sexual behavior and how people’s 

evaluations of those sexual encounters differ based on who their partner was. 

Collectively, these three studies involved young adults, college students, and adults and 

consisted of retrospective reports, weekly diaries, and personal reflection. Taken together, 

I assessed the relationship between partner type and both sexual behavior and evaluations 

of sexual experiences from different perspectives.  

 To expand our knowledge of sexual experiences among different sexual partner 

types, I emphasized the importance of using large, diverse samples (Studies 1 & 3), 
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employing a longitudinal design to capture recent, isolated sexual encounters (Study 2), 

and measuring partner types in multiple, unique ways (Studies 2 & 3). Although a single 

prospective study could have incorporated these elements, I relied on existing datasets to 

provide each design strategy in this dissertation. Although these strategies are useful, 

other aspects of these studies, including a small sample size and self-report, could not be 

negated, and thus, may threaten the validity and generalizability of the results.  

In Study 1, I established that partner type did predict differential sexual behavior 

in that people engaged in the most sexual behaviors with romantic partners, then with 

friends with benefits and dating partners, and the fewest with hookup partners. All the 

partner types appeared to follow a similar script of sexual behaviors, even though that 

script does not match pervasive cultural ideas of sexual scripting. In Study 2, I found that 

sexual encounters with committed sexual partners resulted in higher positive evaluations, 

but not lower negative evaluations, than with non-committed or casual partners. In Study 

3, I found that partner type an effect on sexual behavior, but not on positive or negative 

evaluations of the sexual encounter. Instead, interacting with one’s sexual partner prior to 

the initial sexual encounter resulted in higher positive and lower negative evaluations.  

Across all three studies, sexual behavior differed based on sexual partner type. In 

Study 1, committed partners engaged in the most sexual behaviors, followed by friends 

with benefits and dating partners, and hookup partners engaged in the fewest behaviors. 

Study 2 also showed that committed partners engaged in a greater number of behaviors 

than did non-committed partners. And Study 3 found that friends and new romantic 

partners engaged in fewer sexual behaviors than did established romantic partners. These 
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results are consistent with previous research which states that greater emotional closeness 

is associated with more sexual intimacy (Knox & Wilson, 1981) and that sexual behavior 

is most common between romantic partners than casual ones (Furman & Shaffer, 2011). 

The data in Study 3 did not replicate previous findings that sexual behaviors of all types 

occurred slightly more often with acquaintances than with friends (Furman & Shaffer, 

2011), but that finding is also based on college-aged young adults while my data was 

collected from adults of all ages.  

I found mixed results regarding the effect of how long a person knew their sexual 

partner on their sexual behavior. In Study 2, knowing someone longer resulted in 

engaging in a greater number of sexual behaviors, but it did not replicate in Study 3. 

Study 2 is underpowered and based on a very specific sample, which may interfere with 

the results,  whereas Study 3 is a much larger, more diverse sample.  In Study 2, I may 

not have been able to detect significant relationships between the variables and must be 

critical of the significant results that did emerge. Lastly, I tested to see if having more 

interactions with a sexual partner prior to the initial sexual engagement with that person 

influenced the number of sexual behaviors in which people engaged, but there was no 

evidence that this was the case. Overall, the strongest predictor of sexual behavior was 

partner type. It was clear that more emotionally close and more committed partners 

engaged in a greater number of sexual behaviors.  

Although sexual behaviors are highly influenced by partner type, I found mixed 

evidence regarding the influence of partner type on positive and negative evaluations. In 

Study 2, women reported higher positive evaluations if she was in a relationship with her 



 85 

partner and they engaged in a greater number of sexual behaviors, but partner type did 

not predict negative evaluations. In Study 3, partner type did not predict positive or 

negative evaluations. However, having more interactions in the week, month, three 

months, and six months prior to the initial sexual engagement all positively predicted 

positive evaluations and negatively predicted negative evaluations of the initial sexual 

encounter. Overall, it appears that having more interactions prior to engaging in sexual 

behavior was associated with more positive outcomes. Overall, it is evident that engaging 

in sexual behavior with someone without building a social relationship with them first is 

associated with less positive evaluations. This result echoes previous findings that self-

esteem is lower among people who have hooked up compared to those who have not 

(Paul et al., 2000), depressive symptoms are highest among women who have had casual 

sex (Grello et al., 2006), and casual sex is associated with lower well-being and greater 

psychological stress (Bersamin et al., 2014).  

Implications 

 Taken together, the results of the secondary analysis of these three studies reveal 

that sexual partners who are not casual partners engage in a greater number of sexual 

behaviors and have more positive evaluations of their sexual experience. Additionally, 

those who had more interactions with their sexual partners prior to their initial sexual 

engagement had more positive and less negative experiences (Study 3). This finding is 

consistent with qualitative work on hookups which found that people’s “best” hookups 

were more likely than people’s “worst” hookups to occur after hanging out, flirting, and 

talking (Paul & Hayes, 2002). The worst hookups were often the result of external 
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influences, like pressure from friends. Relatedly, having sexual intercourse with someone 

on only one occasion or with someone known for less than a day is associated with strong 

feelings of regret (Eshbaugh & Gute, 2008). Additionally, feelings of guilt or shame may 

be associated with casual sexual partners. For example, people who have had a friend 

with benefits often consider casual sexual behavior in that context to be “unacceptable” 

(Bisson & Levine, 2007).  

 These feelings, however, may be differential for men and women. Although men 

express greater interest than women do in having more sexual partners in their lifetime 

and having more casual sex partners (Buss, 1998), the frequency at which casual sex 

occurs is quite high for both men and women (e.g., Garcia et al., 2012). Consequently, 

women suffer more harmful mental health effects of casual sex than men do (e.g., Grello 

et al., 2006). Additionally, people rate hookups as more positive when they are optimistic 

for a committee relationship to blossom with that partner (Owen & Fincham, 2011). This 

feeling is more common among women (Owen & Fincham, 2011), but this the transition 

from causal sex partners to committed partners is rare (Bisson & Levine, 2007). Lastly, 

the sexual double standard result in differential stigmatization for men and women 

engaging in casual sex and the potential backlash has been shown to influence women’s 

engagement in casual sex (Conley, Ziegler, & Moors, 2013). These factors may all 

contribute to women’s adverse mental health effects.  

Engaging in sexual behavior with an uncommitted partner, however, does not 

always have negative effects. A study of young adults found that people rated their 

hookups as more positive when they consumed less alcohol (Owen & Fincham, 2011). 
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Sex with casual partners, compared to committed partners, is more likely to involve 

alcohol use (Grello et al., 2006; Walsh et al., 2014), but it seems that the few instances in 

which sex with a casual partner is not influenced by alcohol, the result may be more 

positive.  

 Another possible explanation for the potentially harmful effects of engaging in 

casual sex is one’s motivation for doing it. As mentioned above, people’s worst hookups 

often resulted from pressure from a friend. People often engage in sexual behavior with 

sexual partners with whom they are not comfortable. This may be because people tend to 

believe that casual sexual behavior is more common than it is and that others are more 

comfortable engaging in sexual behavior with casual partners than they are (Lambert et 

al., 2003). As a result, people may be engaging in sexual behavior with uncommitted 

partners because of social pressure, and therefore, are less likely to have a positive 

experience.  

Based on these studies and related previous research, for casual sexual 

experiences to be positive, people should get to know their partner beforehand, have 

intrinsic motivation for engaging in casual sex, have realistic expectations regarding the 

aftermath of their relationship with their sexual partner, and not consume too much 

alcohol. These messages are appropriate to share with students and young adults during 

sexual education. When entering college or going to parties, arenas for hookup culture 

and casual sex, adolescents and young adults need to be equipped with knowledge about 

how often these sexual partnerships occur and what happens in them (in terms of sexual 

behavior). For example, pervasive cultural understandings of sexual scripts (e.g., the 
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sexual bases), do not hold up in real relational contexts. It is important to manage 

expectations, equip people with ways to speak up with they are not comfortable, and 

ensure them that they are not alone if they choose to abstain from sexual behavior 

altogether. This comprehensive information will help young people make informed 

decisions about their bodies and sexual engagements. 

The current studies also have implications for committed sexual partners. As one 

researcher, Gurit Birnbaum, points out in Dr. Muise’s newsletter article (2013), “within 

the context of romantic relationships, sex has the potential for representing an intensely 

meaningful experience, one that may serve as a powerful motivational force across 

different stages of relationship development.” Additionally, changes in sexual satisfaction 

are associated with changes in relationship satisfaction (Byers, 2005; Sprecher, 2002). 

And sexual involvement and sexual satisfaction are associated with relationship stability 

(i.e., break up; Flemlee, Sprecher, Bassin, 1990; Sprecher, 2002) for daters and romantic 

partners. Although the current studies showed that committed partners engage in the 

greatest number of sexual activities and report more positive evaluations of their 

experience, it would be inappropriate to assume that these positive outcomes are 

automatic in all committed partnerships. It takes effort; evidence shows that motivation to 

meet a partner’s sexual needs can buffer against the natural decline of sexual desire in 

long-term relationships (Muise, Impett, Kogen, & Desmarais, 2012). 

Sexual partners who are committed to each other more than likely are exclusive, 

share emotional investment, and spend more time spent together, and therefore may 

engage in a greater number of sexual behaviors and have more positive sexual 
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experiences. Positive sexual experiences are often the result of good sexual 

communication (e.g., Cupach & Comstock, 1990). It may also be that simply knowing 

someone better makes a person more comfortable being sexually intimate with them, 

resulting in a more positive sexual encounter. But what kind of interactions are 

beneficial? Mere familiarity or quality time? More work needs to be done to investigate 

the recipe for a positive sexual encounter, for all partner types. Although participant-

defined and investigator-defined partner types both have their merits, future research 

should use both sexual relationships and social relationships to define sexual partners.  

 Although an aggregate count of sexual behaviors was used in the current studies, 

future studies should examine the meaning and impact of specific sexual behaviors as 

they vary by partner type. For example, one study found that people are more interested 

in and spend more time performing oral sex on their partner to maintain their relationship 

by increasing their partner’s satisfaction (Sela et al., 2015), but how might oral sex 

function between friends with benefits or dating partners?  

Lastly, more research should tease apart people’s evaluations of their sexual 

experience. For example, it is unclear if positive evaluations are driven by sexual 

satisfaction and pleasure, by emotional closeness and intimacy, or a combination of both. 

Researchers should aim to capture experiences that are more diverse and utilize 

qualitative approaches to gain more insight into people’s evaluations. 

Limitations 

 Although the specific limitations of these studies are discussed above, this 

dissertation is not without general limitations. The limitations of this work include issues 
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with generalizability, measurement error, and general challenges associated with studying 

relationship types and sexual behavior. Each is discussed in further detail below.  

 Generalizability of study results outside of the heterosexual college sample. Very 

few studies of sexual partner types sample people outside of emerging adulthood. 

Although some studies (e.g, Lehmiller et al, 2011) aimed to capture an older sample, 

partnerships like hookups and friends with benefits are convenient to capture in a college 

student population. However, there are two major issues with this practice: on one hand, 

few studies examine casual sexual partnerships among middle-age and older adults and 

on the other hand, sexual behavior with multiple sexual partner types may be a 

phenomenon observed uniquely among college students. In fact, adulthood can be broken 

into stages which differentially influence sexual experience and behavior 

psychologically, socially, and physiologically (Sharpe, 2003).  

 Not enough is known about sexual behavior, specifically, casual sexual behavior, 

among middle-aged and older adults. Few studies aim to collect sexual behavior data 

from adult populations, with some exceptions (e.g., Lehmiller et al., 2011). Therefore, it 

is unclear whether the phenomena observed in existing data can be generalized to other 

age groups. Additionally, college samples are not only limited by age groups, but are 

equally unrepresentative of college-aged individuals: Only 40% of 18- to 24-year-olds in 

the US were enrolled in college in 2014 (National Center for Education Statistics, 2016). 

Therefore, college samples do not represent all adults or even all adults aged 18 to 24. 

More research needs to be done without relying on convenient college student samples to 
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test whether findings associated with sexual behavior can be generalized to the larger US 

population. 

 It is also unclear whether the sexual activity so commonly studied in college 

student samples is unique to the college culture. One of the break-out observations of 

hookup culture, a book by Dr. Kathleen Bogle (2008), speaks directly to the college 

campus as a sexual arena. Therefore, the sexual behavior and casual sexual practices that 

are so common among college students may be a developmental issue compounded by 

the access to sexual opportunities that college provides. Bogle discusses how college 

campus create a false sense of familiarity with strangers and easy access to spaces where 

sexual behavior can occur. Additionally, warped thoughts about the normalcy and 

commonality of casual sexual behavior are rampant among this population (Lambert et 

al., 2003). Together, beliefs about expected behavior and access to sexual opportunities 

create the perfect storm in a unique sexual environment.  

 Lastly, measures of specific sexual behaviors, in this dissertation and in most 

existing research, are heteronormative in nature. Although some acts (e.g., kissing) may 

be applicable to all individuals, other behaviors (e.g., cunnilingus, fellatio) require at least 

one individual of a specific sex to be involved. These scales should be further developed 

to be more inclusive to generalize results across differently-oriented people.  

 To be clear, I do not believe that casual sex is only occurring among heterosexual 

emerging adults who attend college, but at present, the field should be skeptical of results 

that claim to generalize beyond that population unless the sample is representative. In 
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fact, I think there are plenty of middle-aged and older adults engaging in casual sex, but it 

may take more resources to properly sample them for research.  

Measurement error. There are many ways in which the measures of sexual 

behavior and partner type fall short in the studies included in this dissertation. For 

example, it may be difficult to compare findings across the three studies in this 

dissertation for a few different reasons. Although it may be a strength to include 3 

different samples (emerging adults, undergraduate women, and adults, respectively), it 

becomes unclear if differences between studies are truths for their respective populations. 

Similarly, sexual behavior is measured in 3 different contexts across the three studies 

(across relationship lifespan, the most recent sexual encounter, and the initial sexual 

encounter, respectively). Therefore, any variation in sexual behavior may also be due to 

when the sexual behavior occurred. Additionally, the type of relationship measured in 

Studies 2 and 3 differs from Study 1 in that it consisted of 7 social relationship categories 

whereas Study utilized 4 sexual relationship categories that were defined for the 

participants. Lastly, the list of specific sexual behaviors used in Studies 2 and 3 was not 

used in Study 1 because at the time the data in Study were collected, the comprehensive 

list of specific sexual behaviors used in Studies 2 and 3 had not yet been published. 

Although each of these study features enabled me to examine my research questions from 

a different angle, inconsistencies in the results may be related to inconsistencies in the 

measures used in the studies. 

Another concern about the current studies is the participants’ understanding of the 

questions. For example, in their initial sexual interaction, a few participants endorsed all 
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35 sexual behaviors, which includes a “Quicky” and “creating a romantic atmosphere” 

which are unlikely to co-occur. Perhaps the questions were unclear, or perhaps the 

participants answered carelessly. Regardless, responses like these call into question the 

quality of the data. Another quality concern is the reliance on retrospection. In Study 3, 

for example, a 74-year-old participant reflected on an initial sexual encounter with his/her 

most recent sexual partners, which may have occurred decades earlier. In this case, and 

surely in others similar, the evaluation of that experience is skewed.  

Reporting on a past sexual encounter may also interfere with how the participant 

defines their relationship with their partner. Simply because they engaged in some degree 

of sexual behavior with that person, the participant may report knowing them better or 

being closer to that individual as a result. Engaging in sexual behavior may lead to more 

committed relationships, so, committed partner may have progressed through other 

relationship types, blurring the lines between these categories. Although people may be 

engaging in more sexual behaviors because they are in a committed relationship, the 

opposite may be true; people may become more committed partners after engaging in 

more sexual behavior together. Similarly, men reported engaging in a greater number of 

sexual behaviors with dating partners and FWB than women did. If each heterosexual 

man is paired with a heterosexual woman, then they should have similar reports. 

Therefore, it is possible that men and women are defining these relationships differently. 

Perhaps those relationships in which more sexual behaviors occur are seen by women as 

being committed partnerships, but men define them as dating or FWB. 
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 The scope of these studies also restricts the way in which the sexual behaviors 

were analyzed. For example, the variable of sexual behavior was simply a count of the 

number of sexual behaviors in which participants engaged with their partners. In this 

case, all behaviors are equally weighted regardless of the frequency with which they 

occur. This operationalization functions on the assumption that more is better, when , 

quality is a better predictor than quantity (e.g., Schoenfeld, Loving, Pope, Huston, & 

Štulhofer, 2017). Additionally, the count of the behaviors do not provide any insight into 

the order in which they occur. If the order in which sexual behaviors occur do not match 

an individual’s sexual script, there evaluation of that encounter may differ from another 

individual who engaged in the same behaviors in a different order.  

 Additionally, the count of behaviors fails to differentiate between sexual 

encounters or sexual relationships that did or did not involve sexual intercourse. The 

occurrence of this behavior, or other behaviors that people may hold in higher regard 

(e.g, oral sex, anal sex), may influence how a person evaluates their sexual encounter. For 

example, a woman who engaged in eight sexual behaviors with a casual partner, but did 

not have intercourse may rate her encounter more positively than a woman who engaged 

in eight sexual behaviors including intercourse with a casual partner, who may 

experience more regret or shame. The actual behavior (not just the number of behaviors) 

may influence the outcome. The count of sexual behaviors used in these studies fails to 

capture the order in which they occurred as well as an understanding of which behaviors 

occurred. 
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 Challenges of studying sexual behavior. Future research on sexual behavior 

should bridge the gap between sex research and relationship science by addressing the 

aforementioned measurement issues and incorporating the strengths of both fields. 

Ideally, sexual behavior would be best studied longitudinally, beginning prior to an 

individual’s sexual debut and tracking their behaviors and feelings dyadically with each 

sexual partner overtime. This is of course, unrealistic, but some elements of this ideal 

design could be used to improve sexuality research. As stated earlier, understanding the 

relationships in which sexual behavior occurs could advance both fields of sex research 

and relationship science. One way to bridge the two would be to study sexual 

engagement within dyads, a method commonly practiced among relationship scientists. 

Like relationships, sexual behavior functions dyadically; although each individual can 

initiate a behavior towards another, he or she will react to the other’s response.  

 Sexual behavior should also be measured in way that does not get reduced to a 

count. It is critical to our understanding of sexual behavior and its outcomes to 

understand the sequence of behaviors and how they influence people’s feelings about 

their encounters. Cluster analysis or latent class analysis may be used to group sexual 

behaviors into categories or group individuals into profiles to better our understanding of 

how people navigate different sexual partnerships. One example of measuring sexual 

behavior effectively while incorporating a relational approach is the study conducted by 

de Jong and Reis (2014) in which dyads reported on their enjoyment and their partners 

enjoyment of specific sexual behaviors on a 1-7 Likert scale.  

Conclusion 
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 The studies in this dissertation revealed that people behave differently with 

different sexual partner types and report differential feelings about their sexual 

encounters with different sexual partners. In general, people engage in a greater number 

of sexual behaviors with more committed partners and rate their sexual experiences with 

them more positively compared to casual sexual partners. The results have implications 

for having satisfying sexual engagements for all sexual partner types. By addressing the 

limitations discussed above and by collecting dyadic, longitudinal data, we will continue 

to bridge the gap between two highly overlapping fields of research. Sex researchers and 

relationship scientists can work together to discover the nuances of sexual engagement in 

various relational contexts. 
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Footnotes 
 

1 Effect size r was calculated using t values and df at http://www.uccs.edu/~lbecker/ 

where r = √(t2 / (t2 + df)) 
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Appendices 

Appendix A: List of Sexual Behaviors 

Activity for men Activity for women 

Kissing Kissing 

Petting/kissing a woman’s breasts Having your breasts pet/kissed by a 

man 

Having a woman fondle your genitals Fondling a man’s genitals 

Being masturbated by woman Masturbating a man 

Stimulating a woman’s clitoris Having your clitoris stimulated by a 

man 

Stimulating a woman 

internally(vaginally) 

Being stimulated internally (vaginally) 

by man 

Receiving fellatio (oral sex on a man) Performing fellatio (oral sex on a man) 

Performing cunnilingus (oral sex on a 

woman) 

Receiving cunnilingus (oral sex on a 

woman) 

“sixty-nine” (mutual oral stimulation) Same 

Sexual intercourse, man on top Same 

Sexual intercourse, woman on top facing 

man 

Same 

Sexual intercourse, woman on top facing 

away from man 

Same 

Sexual intercourse, side-by-side Same 

Sexual intercourse, rear entry Same 

Anal intercourse Same 

Three-some involving 2 men and 1 

woman 

Same 

Three-some involving 2 women and 1 

man 

Same 

Mild s&m- tying up/spanking a woman Mild s&m- being tied up/spanked by 

man 

Mild s&m, being tied up/spanked by 

woman 

Mild s&m, tying up/spanking a man 

Talking Dirty Same 

Ejaculating on a woman’s body Having a man ejaculate on your body 

Role playing Same 

Masturbating for a woman to watch Watching a man masturbate 

Watching a woman masturbate Masturbating for a man to watch 

Using sex toys to stimulate a woman Being stimulated by a man using sex 

toys 
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Being stimulated by a woman using sex 

toys 

Using sex toys to stimulate a man 

Watching pornography with a woman Watching pornography with a man 
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Appendix B: Study 1 Survey 

 

Which of the following best describes your sexual identity? 

 Heterosexual 

 Bisexual 

 Homosexual 

 Asexual 

 

Which sex are you? 

 Male  

 Female 

 

Have you ever been in a serious relationship? 

 No  

 Yes  

 

If yes, how long did it last? 

____ Months 

If yes, please indicate in which of the following sexual activities you engaged with this 

partner.  Check all that apply. 

[See table above for activities.] 

 

[Questions will be repeated for the participants’ three most recent serious relationships, 

as applicable.] 

------------------------------------------- Page Break ---------------------------------------- 

Have you ever dated or been “together” with someone? 

 No  

 Yes  

 

If yes, for how long did it last?  

____ Months 

If yes, please indicate in which of the following sexual activities you engaged with this 

partner.  Check all that apply. 
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[See table above for activities.] 

 

[Questions will be repeated for the participants’ three most recent dating partners, as 

applicable.] 

------------------------------------------- Page Break ---------------------------------------- 

Have you ever had a friend with benefits? 

 No  

 Yes  

If yes, for how long did it last?  

____ Months 

If yes, please indicate in which of the following sexual activities you engaged with this 

partner.  Check all that apply. 

[See table above for activities.] 

 

[Questions will be repeated for the participants’ three most recent friends with benefits, 

as applicable.] 

------------------------------------------- Page Break ---------------------------------------- 

Have you ever engaged in a hookup?  

 No  

 Yes  

 

If yes, approximately how many in the last 6 months? __________ 

 

If yes, please indicate in which of the following sexual activities you engaged with this 

partner.  Check all that apply. 

[See table above for activities.] 

 

[Question will be repeated for the participants’ three most hookups, as applicable.] 

------------------------------------------- Page Break ---------------------------------------- 

If you had the opportunity to have such a relationship at any point in time, would you like 

to be in a serious relationship? 

 No  

 Yes  
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(If yes) Whether you have or have not been in this kind of relationship, assuming you had 

the opportunity to be, please indicate in which of the following sexual activities you 

would like to engage with your partner in a serious relationship.  Check all that apply. 

[See table above for activities.] 

 

If you had the opportunity to have such a relationship at any point in time, would you like 

to date/be “together” with someone? 

 No  

 Yes  

 

(If yes) Whether you have or have not been in this kind of relationship, assuming you had 

the opportunity to be, please indicate in which of the following sexual activities you 

would like to engage with your partner with whom you are dating/”together”.  Check all 

that apply. 

[See table above for activities.] 

 

If you had the opportunity to have such a relationship at any point in time, would you like 

to have a friend with benefits? 

 No  

 Yes  

 

(If yes) Whether you have or have not been in this kind of relationship, assuming you had 

the opportunity to be, please indicate in which of the following sexual activities you 

would like to engage with your friend with benefits partner.  Check all that apply. 

[See table above for activities.] 

 

If you had the opportunity to have such a relationship at any point in time, would you like 

to hookup with someone? 

 No  

 Yes  

 

(If yes) Whether you have or have not been in this kind of relationship, assuming you had 

the opportunity to be, please indicate in which of the following sexual activities you 

would like to engage with your hookup partner.  Check all that apply. 

[See table above for activities.] 

 

------------------------------------------- Page Break ---------------------------------------- 

Sexual Opinion Survey 
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Please respond to each item as honestly as you can by placing a checkmark somewhere 

on the scale to indicate your degree or agreement or disagreement with each statement.  

There are no right or wrong answers, only your opinions. 

 

1. I think it would be very entertaining to look at hard-core pornography. 

1      2  3      4  5     6  7   

Strongly Disagree                   Strongly Agree 

 

2. Pornography is obviously filthy and people should not try to describe it as anything 

else. 

1      2  3      4  5     6  7   

Strongly Disagree                   Strongly Agree 

 

3. Swimming in the nude with a member of the opposite sex would be an exciting 

experience. 

1      2  3      4  5     6  7   

Strongly Disagree                   Strongly Agree 

 

4. Masturbation can be an exciting experience. 

1      2  3      4  5     6  7   

Strongly Disagree                   Strongly Agree 

 

5. If I found out that a close friend of mine was a homosexual, it would annoy me. 

1      2  3      4  5     6  7   

Strongly Disagree                   Strongly Agree 

 

6. If people thought I was interested in oral sex, I would be embarrassed. 

1      2  3      4  5     6  7   

Strongly Disagree                   Strongly Agree 
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7. Engaging in group sex is an entertaining idea. 

1      2  3      4  5     6  7   

Strongly Disagree                   Strongly Agree 

 

8. I personally find that thinking about engaging in sexual intercourse is arousing. 

1      2  3      4  5     6  7   

Strongly Disagree                   Strongly Agree 

 

9. Seeing a pornographic movie would be sexually arousing to me. 

1      2  3      4  5     6  7   

Strongly Disagree                   Strongly Agree 

 

10. Thoughts that I may have homosexual tendencies would not worry me at all. 

1      2  3      4  5     6  7   

Strongly Disagree                   Strongly Agree 

 

11. The idea of my being physically attracted to members of the same sex is not 

depressing. 

1      2  3      4  5     6  7   

Strongly Disagree                   Strongly Agree 

 

12. Almost all pornographic material is nauseating. 

1      2  3      4  5     6  7   

Strongly Disagree                   Strongly Agree 

 

13. It would be emotionally upsetting to me to see someone exposing themselves 

publicly. 

1      2  3      4  5     6  7   
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Strongly Disagree                   Strongly Agree 

 

14. Watching a go-go dancer of the opposite sex would not be very exciting. 

1      2  3      4  5     6  7   

Strongly Disagree                   Strongly Agree 

 

15. I would not enjoy seeing a pornographic movie. 

1      2  3      4  5     6  7   

Strongly Disagree                   Strongly Agree 

 

16. When I think about seeing pictures showing someone of the same sex as myself 

masturbating it nauseates me. 

1      2  3      4  5     6  7   

Strongly Disagree                   Strongly Agree 

 

17. The thought of engaging in unusual sex practices is highly arousing. 

1      2  3      4  5     6  7   

Strongly Disagree                   Strongly Agree 

 

18. Manipulating my genitals would probably be an arousing experience. 

1      2  3      4  5     6  7   

Strongly Disagree                   Strongly Agree 

 

19. I do not enjoy daydreaming about sexual matters. 

1      2  3      4  5     6  7   

Strongly Disagree                   Strongly Agree 

 

20. I am not curious about explicit pornography. 
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1      2  3      4  5     6  7   

Strongly Disagree                   Strongly Agree 

 

21. The thought of having long-term sexual relations with more than one sex partner is 

not disgusting to me. 

1      2  3      4  5     6  7   

Strongly Disagree                   Strongly Agree 

------------------------------------------- Page Break ---------------------------------------- 

Demographic Information 

Age: _____  

 

Race/Ethnicity:    

 Caucasian (non Hispanic) 

 African American  

 Hispanic  

 Asian  

 Multiracial 

 

Do you consider yourself a religious or spiritual person?  

 No  

 Yes  

 

------------------------------------------- Page Break ---------------------------------------- 

Study 2 Preliminary Survey 

Thank you for participating in the Relationship Activities Study!  You are about to take 

the Preliminary Survey (Part 1).  Please have the researcher enter your participant number 

below.  She will let you know when you can advance the screen. 

 

------------------------------------------- END OF SURVEY ---------------------------------------- 

 

  



 107 

Appendix C:  Study 2 Preliminary Survey 

 

Introduction 

 

The purpose of this form is to provide you information that may affect your decision as to 

whether or not to participate in this research study. The person performing the research 

will answer any of your questions. Read the information below and ask any questions you 

might have before deciding whether or not to take part.  

 

Purpose of the Study 

 

The purpose of this project is to better understand how romantic relationships are 

initiated and how they develop. You are being asked to participate in a research study on 

romantic relationships because (a) you are part of a population (college students) that is 

of interest to the researchers and (b) because you are a student in a Human Development 

and Family Sciences or psychology class and you responded to a posted notice about this 

study.  

 

What will you to be asked to do? 

 

As a participant in this study, you will be asked to complete some questionnaires. Your 

participation in this study will last for no longer than 30 minutes. This study will include 

approximately 10000 study participants. 

 

What are the risks involved in this study? 

 

Some of the questions might cause you to feel uncomfortable. The risks associated in this 

study are minimal, and are not greater than risks ordinarily encountered in daily life. 

Furthermore, if you find any question or task to be emotionally upsetting, you may skip it 

and move on to the next question or task. 

 

What are the possible benefits of this study? 

 

You will receive no direct benefit from participating in this study; however, your 

participation in this study will help us as scientists better understand human romantic 

relationships. You will also learn about the methods that scientists use to study romantic 

relationships. 

 

Do you have to participate? 

 

No, your participation is voluntary. You may decide not to participate at all or, if you 

start the study, you may withdraw at any time. Withdrawal or refusing to participate will 



 108 

not affect your relationship with The University of Texas at Austin (University) in 

anyway.  

 

Will there be any compensation? 

 

You will receive 1 research credit or extra credit for every 30 min of participation to 

apply to your research requirement/extra credit opportunity in your psychology/Human 

Development and Family Sciences course.  If you choose not to participate in research, 

you may complete an alternative writing assignment (to be arranged by your course 

instructor) to satisfy your research requirement.  

 

What are my confidentiality or privacy protections when participating in this 

research study? 

 

This study is confidential. The records of this study will be kept private. No identifiers 

linking you to this study will be included in any sort of report that might be published. 

Research records will be stored securely and only Dr. Paul Eastwick and his staff will 

have access to the records.  

 

Information about you will be kept confidential to the extent permitted or required by 

law. 

 

Whom to contact with questions about the study?  

 

Prior, during or after your participation you can contact the researcher Dr. Paul Eastwick 

at 773 484 3878 or send an email to eastwick@austin.utexas.edu.  

 

Whom to contact with questions concerning your rights as a research participant? 

 

For questions about your rights or any dissatisfaction with any part of this study, you can 

contact, anonymously if you wish, the Institutional Review Board by phone at (512) 471-

8871 or email at orsc@uts.cc.utexas.edu.  

 

Participation 

 

Please be sure you have read the above information, asked questions and received 

answers to your satisfaction. 

 

IF YOU AGREE TO PARTICIPATE IN THIS EXPERIMENT, PLEASE CLICK THE 

BUTTON BELOW 

 

 I agree to participate in this experiment.  
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------------------------------------------- Page Break ---------------------------------------- 
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Please answer some questions about yourself.   

Please rate the degree to which you agree with the following statements.  

 
Strongly 

Disagree  
Disagree Agree 

Strongly 

Agree 

I feel that I 

am a person 

of worth, at 

least on an 

equal basis 

with others. 

        

I feel that I 

have a 

number of 

good 

qualities. 

        

All in all, I 

am inclined to 

feel that I am 

a failure. 

        

I am able to 

do things as 

well as most 

other people. 

        

I feel I do not 

have much to 

be proud of. 

        

I take a 

positive 

attitude 

toward 

myself. 

        

On the whole, 

I am satisfied 

with myself. 

        

I wish I could 

have more 

respect for 

myself. 
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I certainly 

feel useless at 

times. 

        

At times I 

think I am no 

good at all.  

        

 

 

------------------------------------------- Page Break ----------------------------------------  
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The statements listed below are used to describe how anxious, tense, or nervous 

you feel about your body most of the time. Most of the time, I feel anxious, 

tense, or nervous about: 

 
Not at 

All  
Slightly Moderately 

Very 

Much So 

Exceptionally 

So 

The extent to 

which I look 

overweight. 

          

The extent to 

which I look 

underweight. 

          

My thighs.           

My buttocks.            

My hips.            

My stomach 

(abdomen). 
          

My legs.           

My waist.            

My muscle 

tone. 
          

My ears.            

My lips.            

My wrists.            

My hands.            

My forehead.           

My neck.            

My chin.           

My feet.            

My chest.           

My height.           
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The extent to 

which my 

weight is 

appropriate 

relative to 

my height. 

          

 

------------------------------------------- Page Break ---------------------------------------- 

 

Overall, how satisfied would you say that you currently are with your body?  Circle the 

number that best represents how satisfied you are on a scale from 1 to 10, 1 being not 

very satisfied and 10 being very satisfied. 

 1  

 2  

 3  

 4  

 5  

 6  

 7  

 8  

 9  

 10 

 

Overall, how satisfied would you say that you currently are with your physical 

appearance in general?  Select the number that best represents how satisfied you are on a 

scale from 1 to 10, 1 being not very satisfied and 10 being very satisfied. 

 1  

 2  

 3  

 4  

 5  

 6  

 7  

 8  

 9  

 10 

 

Overall, how satisfied would you say that you currently are with your “love life”? Select 

the number that best represents how satisfied you are on a scale from 1 to 10, 1 being not 

very satisfied and 10 being very satisfied. 
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 1  

 2  

 3  

 4  

 5  

 6  

 7  

 8  

 9  

 10 

 

Overall, how attractive do you feel you are to members of the opposite sex? Select the 

number that best represents how satisfied you are on a scale from 1 to 10, 1 being not 

very attractive and 10 being very attractive. 

 1  

 2  

 3  

 4  

 5  

 6  

 7  

 8  

 9  

 10 

 

------------------------------------------- Page Break ---------------------------------------- 
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Please rate the degree to which you agree with the following statements: 

 

Strongl

y 

Disagre

e  

Disagre

e  

Somewha

t 

Disagree  

Neutra

l  

Somewha

t Agree  

Agre

e  

Strongl

y Agree  

I need a lot 

of 

reassurance 

that I am 

loved by 

my 

romantic 

partners. 

              

I do not 

often worry 

about being 

abandoned. 

              

I find that 

my 

romantic 

partners 

don't want 

to get as 

close as I 

would like. 

              

My desire 

to be very 

close 

sometimes 

scares 

people 

away. 

              

I get 

frustrated if 

romantic 

partners are 

not 

available 

when I 

need them. 
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I worry that 

romantic 

partners 

won't care 

about me 

as much as 

I care about 

them. 

              

I feel 

comfortabl

e opening 

up to 

romantic 

partners. 

              

I turn to 

romantic 

partners for 

many 

things, 

including 

comfort 

and 

reassurance

. 

              

It helps to 

turn to 

romantic 

partners in 

times of 

need.  

              

I try to 

avoid 

getting too 

close to my 

romantic 

partners.  
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I usually 

discuss my 

problems 

and 

concerns 

with my 

romantic 

partners.  

              

I am 

nervous 

when 

romantic 

partners get 

too close to 

me.  

              

 

 

 

------------------------------------------- Page Break ---------------------------------------- 
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With how many different partners have you had sex within the past 12 months? 

 0 

 1 

 2 

 3 

 4 

 5-6  

 7-9  

 10-19  

 20 or more  

 

With how many different partners have you had sexual intercourse on one and only one 

occasion? 

 0 

 1 

 2 

 3 

 4 

 5-6  

 7-9  

 10-19  

 20 or more  

 

With how many different partners have you had sexual intercourse without having an 

interest in a long-term committed relationship with this person? 

 0 

 1 

 2 

 3 

 4 

 5-6  

 7-9  

 10-19  

 20 or more  

------------------------------------------- Page Break ---------------------------------------- 
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Please rate your agreement to the following statements. 

 

1 

Strongly 

Disagree  

  2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

9 

Strongly 

Agree 

Sex 

without 

love is 

okay 

                  

I can 

imagine 

myself 

being 

comfortabl

e and 

enjoying 

casual sex 

with 

different 

partners  

                  

I do 

not want to 

have sex 

with a 

person until 

I am sure 

that we will 

have a 

long-term, 

serious 

relationship 

                  

 

------------------------------------------- Page Break ---------------------------------------- 
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How often do you have fantasies about having sex with someone with whom you do not 

have a committed romantic relationship?  

 Never  

 Very seldom 

 About once every two or three months  

 About once a month 

 About once every two weeks 

 About once a week  

 Several times a week 

 Nearly every day 

 At least once a day 

 

How often do you experience sexual arousal when you are in contact with someone with 

whom you do not have a committed romantic relationship?  

 Never  

 Very seldom 

 About once every two or three months  

 About once a month 

 About once every two weeks 

 About once a week  

 Several times a week 

 Nearly every day 

 At least once a day 

 

In everyday life, how often do you have spontaneous fantasies about having sex with 

someone you have just met?  

 Never  

 Very seldom 

 About once every two or three months  

 About once a month 

 About once every two weeks 

 About once a week  

 Several times a week 

 Nearly every day 

 At least once a day 
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Race I am: 

 Black, African American, Caribbean American 

 Asian-American, Asian, Pacific Islander 

 European-American, Anglo, Caucasian  

 Hispanic-American, Latino (a), Chicano (a)  

 Native American, American Indian 

 Bi-racial; Multiracial  

 Other  

 

Display This Question (Skip Logic): 

If I am: Bi-racial; Multiracial Is Selected 

Or I am: Other Is Selected 

Please describe your race/ethnicity: _______________________________  

 

How religious are you? 

 Not at all  

 A little 

 Somewhat  

 Very  

 

Sex I am a:  

 Male  

 Female  

 

How old are you? ___________  

 

Rate your agreement to the following statement:  I am exclusively attracted to members 

of the opposite-sex.  

 Very Strongly Disagree 

 Strongly Disagree  

 Disagree 

 Slightly Disagree 

 Unsure  

 Slightly Agree  

 Agree 

 Strongly Agree 

 Very Strongly Agree  

 

------------------------------------------- Page Break ---------------------------------------- 
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Are you currently taking a form of hormonal birth control (e.g. the pill)? 

 No  

 Yes  

 

Please enter the date on which your last period began (dd/mm/yyyy): __________ 

For example: If your period started on October 6, 2014, please enter 10/06/2014.If 

you are unsure, please approximate the date as accurately as possible.  

 

Please enter the date on which you expect your next period will begin (dd/mm/yyyy): 

____________________ 

For example: If you expect your next period to start on November 6, 2014, please 

enter 11/06/2014.If you are unsure, please approximate the date as accurately as 

possible.  

 

For how many days does your period typically last? (e.g., 6) Please enter the numeric 

value only. ____________________ 

 

How many days long is your typical cycle (time lapse from the start of one period until 

the start of your next period)? (e.g., 30) Please enter the numeric value only. 

____________________ 

 

------------------------------------------- Page Break ---------------------------------------- 

 

Please enter the initials of your current romantic partner or, if you do not have one, the 

name of someone you know who would make an ideal/desirable partner. 

__________________________ 

 

------------------------------------------- Page Break ---------------------------------------- 

Are you currently in a committed, romantic relationship with [Initials]? 

 No  

 Yes  

 

Display This Question (Skip Logic): 

If I am currently in a committed, romantic relationship. Yes Is Selected 

If Yes, for how long have you been in a relationship with [Initials] (If not 

applicable, please enter "0.") _______________________ 

 

Display This Question (Skip Logic): 

If Are you currently in a committed, romantic relationship with [Initials]? Yes Is 

Selected  

Months: (If not applicable, please enter "0.") _______________________ 

 

Display This Question (Skip Logic): 
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If I am currently in a committed, romantic relationship. Yes Is Selected 

How long (in months) after you first met [Initials] did you first have any romantic 

physical contact with him/her (e.g., kissing or other sexual activities)? 

_______________________ 

 

Display This Question: 

If I am currently in a committed, romantic relationship. Yes Is Selected 

How long (in months) after you first met [Initials] did you begin your relationship 

with him/her? _______________________ 

 

Display This Question:  

If Are you currently in a committed, romantic relationship? No Is Selected 

If not, can you imagine being in a committed, romantic relationship 

with [Initials]? 

 Yes  

 No  

 

------------------------------------------- Page Break ---------------------------------------- 
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Please think about [Initials] and rate the extent to which you agree with the 

following statements: 

 

1 

Strongly 

Disagree  

2  3  4  
5 

Neutral  
6 7  8  

9 

Strongly 

Agree 

[Initials] 

is the 

person I 

would 

want to 

go to, to 

help me 

feel better 

when 

something 

bad 

happens 

to me or I 

feel upset.  

                  

I make an 

effort to 

stay in 

contact 

with 

[Initials]. 

                  

If I 

achieved 

something 

good, 

[Initials] 

is the 

person 

that I 

would tell 

first.  
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[Initials] 

is the 

person 

that I 

would 

like to be 

able to 

count on 

to always 

be there 

for me 

and care 

about me 

no matter 

what. 

                  

My life 

would be 

severely 

disrupted 

if 

[Initials] 

was no 

longer a 

part of it. 

                  

[Initials] 

is a 

person I 

can count 

on for 

advice. 

                  

[Initials] 

is the first 

person 

that I 

think of 

when I 

have a 

problem. 
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[Initials] 

is the 

person 

that I 

would 

actually 

go to, to 

help me 

feel better 

when 

something 

bad 

happens 

to me or I 

feel upset. 

                  

It is 

important 

to me to 

see or talk 

with 

[Initials] 

regularly.  

                  

[Initials] 

is a 

person 

whom I 

do not 

like to be 

away 

from.  

                  

[Initials] 

is the first 

person 

that I 

would 

turn to if I 

had a 

problem.  
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[Initials]’s 

death 

would 

have a 

great 

impact on 

me.  

                  

If 

[Initials] 

was no 

longer 

accessible 

to me, I 

would 

feel 

greatly 

distressed.  

                  

[Initials] 

is my 

primary 

source of 

emotional 

support.  

                  

When I 

am away 

from 

[Initials] I 

feel 

down. 
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[Initials] 

is the 

person 

that I 

would 

actually 

count on 

to always 

be there 

for me 

and care 

about me 

no matter 

what.  

                  

 

 

------------------------------------------- Page Break ---------------------------------------- 
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Please indicate the degree to which you agree with each of the following 

statements regarding your current relationship with [Initials]. 

 

0 

Do 

Not 

Agree 

At All 

1  2 3 

4 

Agree 

Somewhat  

5 6 7  

8 

Agree 

Completely 

I feel satisfied 

with our 

relationship. 

                  

My relationship 

is much better 

than others' 

relationships.  

                  

My relationship 

is close to 

ideal.  

                  

Our 

relationship 

makes me very 

happy.  

                  

Our 

relationship 

does a good job 

of fulfilling my 

needs for 

intimacy, 

companionship, 

etc.  

                  

 

 

------------------------------------------- Page Break ---------------------------------------- 
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Please indicate the degree to which you agree with each statement regarding the 

fulfillment of each need in alternative relationships (e.g. by another dating 

partner, friends, family). 

 

0 

Do 

Not 

Agree 

At 

All  

1 2  3  

4 

Agree 

Somewhat 

5 6  7  

8 

Agree 

Completely 

The people 

other than 

[Initials] with 

whom I might 

become 

involved are 

very appealing.  

                  

My alternatives 

to our 

relationship are 

close to ideal 

(dating another, 

spending time 

with friends or 

on my own, 

etc.).  

                  

If I weren't 

dating 

[Initials], I 

would do fine-- 

I would just 

find another 

appealing 

person to date. 

                  

My alternatives 

are attractive to 

me (dating 

another, 

spending time 

with friends or 

on my own, 

etc.). 
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My needs for 

intimacy, 

companionship, 

etc., could 

easily be 

fulfilled in an 

alternative 

relationship.  

                  

 

 

------------------------------------------- Page Break ---------------------------------------- 
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Please indicate the degree to which you agree with each of the following 

statements regarding your current relationship with [Initials]. 

 

0 

Do 

Not 

Agree 

At 

All  

1 2  3  

4 

Agree 

Somewhat 

5 6  7  

8 

Agree 

Completely 

I have put a 

great deal 

into our 

relationship 

that I would 

lose if the 

relationship 

were to end.  

                  

Many 

aspects of 

my life have 

become 

linked to 

[Initials] 

(recreational 

activities, 

etc.) and I 

would lose 

all of this if 

we were to 

break up.  

                  

I feel very 

involved in 

our 

relationship-

- like I have 

put a great 

deal into it. 
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My 

relationships 

with friends 

and family 

members 

would be 

complicated 

if [Initials] 

and I were 

to break up 

(e.g., 

[Initials] is 

friends with 

people I 

care about). 

                  

Compared 

to other 

people I 

know, I 

have 

invested a 

great deal in 

my 

relationship 

with 

[Initials].  

                  

 

 

------------------------------------------- Page Break ---------------------------------------- 
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Please indicate the degree to which you agree with each of the following 

statements regarding your current relationship with [Initials].s 

 

0 

Do 

Not 

Agree 

At 

All  

1 2  3  

4 

Agree 

Somewhat 

5 6  7  

8 

Agree 

Completely 

I want our 

relationship 

to last for a 

very long 

time.  

                  

I am 

committed 

to 

maintaining 

my 

relationship 

with 

[Initials].  

                  

I would not 

feel very 

upset if our 

relationship 

were to end 

in the near 

future. 

                  

It is likely 

that I will 

date 

someone 

other than 

[Initials] 

within the 

next year. 
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I feel very 

attached to 

our 

relationship-

-very 

strongly 

linked to 

[Initials].  

                  

I want our 

relationship 

to last 

forever.  

                  

I am 

oriented 

toward the 

long-term 

future of my 

relationship 

(for 

example, I 

imagine 

being with 

[Initials] 

several 

years from 

now).  

                  

 

 

------------------------------------------- Page Break ---------------------------------------- 

We would like to thank you for completing the preliminary survey for the Relationship 

Activities Study.  Please let the researcher know that you have finished this portion of 

study. She will assist you with further directions. 

 

 

------------------------------------------- Page Break ---------------------------------------- 
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Appendix D:  Study 2 Weekly Survey 

 

Thank you for participating in the Relationship Activities Study!  You are about to take a 

weekly survey as part of Part 2 of this study.  Please enter your unique participant 

number below.  Your unique participant number can be found in the latest email you 

received from the researcher.  It will look something like this example: 123B. 

_______________ 

 

------------------------------------------- Page Break ---------------------------------------- 

 

In the following survey, we will be asking you about your experiences with some specific 

sexual behaviors.  Some of these questions may be sensitive.  Please respond as honestly 

as possible and skip over any measures that may make you feel uncomfortable. 

 

------------------------------------------- Page Break ---------------------------------------- 

 

Have you engaged in sexual behavior in the past 7 days? 

Note: Sexual behavior may include kissing, touching, oral sex, anal sex, or vaginal 

intercourse, etc. 

 No 

 Yes 

 

------------------------------------------- Page Break ---------------------------------------- 

 

With whom did you engage in in sexual behavior in the past 7 days? Enter that person's 

first name or initials below. If you have NOT engaged in sexual behavior in the past 7 

days, please enter the first name or initials of someone you would have liked to engage in 

sexual behavior with in the past 7 days. If you have engaged in sexual behavior with 

more than one person in the past 7 days, please enter the first name or initials of your 

most recent sexual partner. _____________ 

 

------------------------------------------- Page Break ---------------------------------------- 
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In your most recent sexual encounter with [Initials], please indicate whether or 

not you engaged in each of the following: If you did not actually have a sexual 

encounter with [Initials], please indicate which of the following you would 

have liked to engage in: 

 No Yes 

Don't 

Remember/Not 

Sure 

Kissing       

Holding hands       

Hugging/cuddling/snuggling       

Gazing into one another's 

eyes 
      

Stroking/playing with one 

another's hair 
      

Creating a romantic 

atmosphere (e.g., candles, 

music, going out on a date) 

      

Touching/sucking/kissing 

bare chest/breasts 
      

Being told how attractive, 

hot, or sexy I am 
      

Engaging in lots of foreplay       

Masturbating with my 

partner 
      

Having my genitals 

stimulated, caressed, or 

fondled by hand 

      

Being stimulated with toys       

Stimulating my partner with 

toys 
      

Being taken control of       

Taking control of my 

partner 
      

Playing rough or rough-

housing 
      

Tasting my partner’s bodily 

fluids 
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My partner tasting my 

bodily fluids 
      

Giving oral sex       

Receiving oral sex       

Giving anal stimulation or 

anal sex/penetration 
      

Receiving anal stimulation 

or anal sex/penetration 
      

Having the lights on       

Talking lovingly about my 

feelings for my partner 
      

My partner talking lovingly 

about his/her feelings for me 
      

Talking dirty to my partner       

Hearing my partner talk 

dirty 
      

Using erotica (e.g., video, 

magazines, books, etc.) 
      

Fantasizing during sex       

Talking about our sexual 

fantasies 
      

Sexual (vaginal) intercourse       

Trying new positions or 

different places 
      

Sex with penetration from 

behind (i.e., "doggy-style") 
      

Role-playing different 

characters or scenarios 
      

A "Quicky"       

 

------------------------------------------- Page Break ---------------------------------------- 
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Display This Question (Skip Logic): 

If Please indicate whether or not you engaged in each of the following on the 

day/night when you engaged in sexual behavior with [Initials] for the first time. 

Giving anal stimulation or anal sex/penetration - Yes Is Selected 

Or Please indicate whether or not you engaged in each of the following on the 

day/night when you engaged in sexual behavior with [Initials] for the first time. 

Receiving anal stimulation or anal sex/penetration - Yes Is Selected 

Or Please indicate whether or not you engaged in each of the following on the 

day/night when you engaged in sexual behavior with [Initials] for the first time. 

Giving oral sex - Yes Is Selected 

Or Please indicate whether or not you engaged in each of the following on the 

day/night when you engaged in sexual behavior with [Initials] for the first time. 

Receiving oral sex - Yes Is Selected 

Or Please indicate whether or not you engaged in each of the following on the 

day/night when you engaged in sexual behavior with [Initials] for the first time. 

Sex with penetration from behind (i.e., "doggy-style") - Yes Is Selected 

Or Please indicate whether or not you engaged in each of the following on the 

day/night when you engaged in sexual behavior with [Initials] for the first time. 

Sexual (vaginal) intercourse - Yes Is Selected 

Or Please indicate whether or not you engaged in each of the following on the 

day/night when you engaged in sexual behavior with [Initials] for the first time. A 

"Quicky" - Yes Is Selected 

Did you use a condom when engaging in sexual behavior with [Initials]? 

 No 

 Yes 

 Don't know/Don't remember/Not applicable 

 

  



 140 

Did you drink alcohol on the day/night prior to engaging in sexual behavior 

with [Initials]? 

 No 

 Yes 

 Don't know/Don't remember/Not applicable 

 

Display This Question (Skip Logic): 

If Did you drink alcohol prior to engaging in sexual behavior with [Initials] for 

the first time? Yes Is Selected 

If yes, how many standard drinks did you have prior to engaging in sexual 

behavior with [Initials]? 

 0 

 1 

 2 

 3 

 4 

 5 

 6 or more 

 I don't know 

 

Did [Initials]drink alcohol on the day/night prior to engaging in sexual behavior with 

you? 

 No 

 Yes 

 Don't know/Don't remember/Not applicable 
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Display This Question (Skip Logic): 

If Did [Initials] drink alcohol prior to engaging in sexual behavior with you for 

the first time? Yes Is Selected 

If yes, how many standard drinks did [Initials]have prior to engaging in sexual 

behavior with you?  

 0 

 1 

 2 

 3 

 4 

 5 

 6 or more 

 I don't know 

 

Did you take any recreational drugs (not alcohol) on the day/night prior to engaging in 

sexual behavior with [Initials]? 

 No 

 Yes 

 Don't know/Don't remember/Not applicable 

 

Did [Initials]take any recreational drugs (not alcohol) on the day/night prior to engaging 

in sexual behavior with you? 

 No 

 Yes 

 Don't know/Don't remember/Not applicable 

 

Overall, how positive was your sexual experience with [Initials]? Or, if you did not have 

a sexual experience in the last 7 days, how positive do you think a sexual experience with 

[Initials] would be? 

 Not at all positive 

 A little positive 

 Somewhat positive 

 Fairly positive 

 Very positive 
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Overall, how negative was your sexual experience with [Initials]? Or, if you did not have 

a sexual experience in the last 7 days, how negative do you think a sexual experience 

with [Initials]would be? 

 Not at all negative 

 A little negative 

 Somewhat negative 

 Fairly negative 

 Very negative 

 

Display This Question (Skip Logic): 

If Have you engaged in sexual behavior in the past 7 days? 

Note: Sexual behavior may include kissing, touching, oral sex, anal sex, or 

vaginal intercourse, etc. Yes Is Selected 

How many days ago did your most recent sexual encounter with [Initials]occur? 

_______________________ 

 

Note: A value of 0 would indicate that you engaged in sexual behavior 

today, 1 would mean that you engaged in sexual behavior yesterday, etc. 

 

Have you ever had a sexual encounter with [Initials]in the past (not including the 

last 7 days)? 

 No 

 Yes 

 

Display This Question: 

If Have you ever had a sexual encounter with [Initials]in the past (not including 

the last 7 days)? Yes Is Selected 

If yes, how long ago did you become sexually involved with [Initials]? 

Years: (If not applicable, please enter "0.") _______________________ 

 

Display This Question: 

If Have you ever had a sexual encounter with [Initials]in the past (not including 

the last 7 days)? Yes Is Selected 

Months: (If not applicable, please enter "0.") _______________________ 

 

Display This Question: 

If Have you ever had a sexual encounter with [Initials]in the past (not including 

the last 7 days)? Yes Is Selected 

Days: (If not applicable, please enter "0.") ___________________ 
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For how long have you known [Initials]? 

Years: (If not applicable, please enter "0.") ___________________ 

 

Months: (If not applicable, please enter "0.") _________________ 

 

Days: (If not applicable, please enter "0.") ___________________ 

 

How would you define your relationship with [Initials]? 

 Established romantic relationship 

 New romantic relationship 

 Ex-partner 

 Friend 

 Acquaintance 

 Stranger 

 Other 

 

------------------------------------------- Page Break ---------------------------------------- 

 

Please enter the date on which your last period began (mm/dd/yyyy): 

___________________ 

For example: If your period started on October 6, 2014, please enter 10/06/2014.If 

you are unsure, please approximate the date as accurately as possible. 

 

Please enter the date on which you expect your next period will begin (dd/mm/yyyy): 

___________________ 

For example: If you expect your next period to start on November 6, 2014, please 

enter 11/06/2014.If you are unsure, please approximate the date as accurately as 

possible. 

 

------------------------------------------- END OF SURVEY ---------------------------------------- 
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Appendix D: Study 3 Survey 

 

Introduction 

 

The purpose of this form is to provide you information that may affect your decision as to 

whether or not to participate in this research study. The person performing the research 

will answer any of your questions. Read the information below and ask any questions you 

might have before deciding whether or not to take part.  

 

Purpose of the Study 

 

The purpose of this project is to better understand how romantic relationships are 

initiated and how they develop. You are being asked to participate in a research study on 

romantic relationships because (a) you are part of a population that is of interest to the 

researchers and (b) because you responded to a posted notice about this study.  

 

What will you to be asked to do? 

 

As a participant in this study, you will be asked to complete some questionnaires and to 

respond to some stimuli on a computer screen (e.g., completing essays, viewing a film). 

Your participation in this study will last for no longer than 30 minutes. This study will 

include approximately 10000 study participants. 

 

What are the risks involved in this study? 

 

Some of the questions might cause you to feel uncomfortable. The risks associated in this 

study are minimal, and are not greater than risks ordinarily encountered in daily life. 

Furthermore, if you find any question or task to be emotionally upsetting, you may skip it 

and move on to the next question or task. 

 

What are the possible benefits of this study? 

 

You will receive no direct benefit from participating in this study; however, your 

participation in this study will help us as scientists better understand human romantic 

relationships. You will also learn about the methods that scientists use to study romantic 

relationships. 

 

Do you have to participate? 

 

No, your participation is voluntary. You may decide not to participate at all or, if you 

start the study, you may withdraw at any time. Withdrawal or refusing to participate will 

not affect your relationship with The University of Texas at Austin (University) in 

anyway.  
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Will there be any compensation? 

 

You will be compensated with course extra credit for participating in this research.  

 

What are my confidentiality or privacy protections when participating in this 

research study? 

 

This study is confidential. The records of this study will be kept private. No identifiers 

linking you to this study will be included in any sort of report that might be published. 

Research records will be stored securely and only Dr. Paul Eastwick and his staff will 

have access to the records.  

 

Information about you will be kept confidential to the extent permitted or required by 

law. 

 

Whom to contact with questions about the study?  

 

Prior, during or after your participation you can contact the researcher Jennifer Shukusky 

at 512.232.1967 or send an email to jshukusky@austin.utexas.edu.  

 

Whom to contact with questions concerning your rights as a research participant? 

 

For questions about your rights or any dissatisfaction with any part of this study, you can 

contact, anonymously if you wish, the Institutional Review Board by phone at (512) 471-

8871 or email at orsc@uts.cc.utexas.edu.  

 

Participation 

 

Please be sure you have read the above information, asked questions and received 

answers to your satisfaction. 

 

IF YOU ARE AT LEAST 18 YEARS OF AGE AND AGREE TO PARTICIPATE IN 

THIS EXPERIMENT, PLEASE CLICK THE BUTTON BELOW 

 

 I am at least 18 years of age and consent to participate in this study. 

 

------------------------------------------- Page Break ---------------------------------------- 

In the following survey, we will be asking you about your experiences with and 

preferences for some specific sexual behaviors.  Some of these questions may be 

sensitive.  Please respond as honestly as possible and skip over any measures that may 

make you feel uncomfortable.   
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------------------------------------------- Page Break ---------------------------------------- 

 

Have you ever engaged in sexual behavior before? 

Note: Sexual behavior may include kissing, touching, oral sex, anal sex, or vaginal 

intercourse, etc. 

 No  

 Yes  

 

If No Is Selected, Then Skip To End of Survey 

 

------------------------------------------- Page Break ---------------------------------------- 

Please think about your most recent sexual partner. 

Enter that person's first name or initials below.  _________________ 

 

------------------------------------------- Page Break ---------------------------------------- 

In the following questions, we will be asking you about your interactions 

with [Initials] leading up to the first time that you engaged in sexual behavior with 

him/her. 

Note: Interactions can include spending time together face-to-face, talking on the 

phone, or exchanging text messages. 

 

In the week before you first engaged in sexual behavior with [Initials], on how many days 

did you interact with him/her?   

Note: A value of 7 means that you interacted with this person every day for a 

week leading up to the day/night of your first sexual engagement with this person.  

Days in week prior: (0-7) _____________________ 

 

In the month before you first engaged in sexual behavior with [Initials], on how many 

days did you interact with him/her?  Your response should be greater than or equal to 

your response to the previous question.     

Note: A value of 30 means that you interacted with this person every day for a 

month leading up to the day/night of your first sexual engagement with this 

person. 

Note: The value you enter should be equal to or greater than your previous 

response! 

Days in month prior: (0-30) _____________________ 
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In the three months before you first engaged in sexual behavior with [Initials], on how 

many days did you interact with him/her?  Your response should be greater than or equal 

to your response to the previous question.  

Note: A value of 90 means that you interacted with this person every day for three 

months leading up to the day/night of your first sexual engagement with this 

person. 

Note: The value you enter should be equal to or greater than your previous 

response! 

Days in three months prior: (0-90) _____________________ 

 

In the 6 months before you first engaged in sexual behavior with [Initials], on how many 

days did you interact with him/her?  Your response should be greater than or equal 

to your response to the previous question.  

Note: A value of 180 means that you interacted with this person every day for 6 

months leading up to the day/night of your first sexual engagement with this 

person. 

Note: The value you enter should be equal to or greater than your previous 

response! 

Days in 6 months prior: (0-180) _____________________ 

 

------------------------------------------- Page Break ---------------------------------------- 

 

For the following questions, please think about the day/night of the FIRST TIME you 

ever engaged in sexual behavior with [Initials]. 

 

For how long did you know [Initials] before you engaged in sexual behavior with him/her 

for the first time? 

Note: Sexual behavior may include kissing, touching, oral sex, anal sex, or 

vaginal intercourse, etc.Years: (If not applicable, please enter "0.") 

 

Months: (If not applicable, please enter "0.") _________________ 

 

Days: (If not applicable, please enter "0.") ___________________ 

 

------------------------------------------- Page Break ---------------------------------------- 

 

About how long ago was it that you engaged in sexual behavior with [Initials] for the first 

time? 

Note: Sexual behavior may include kissing, touching, oral sex, anal sex, or 

vaginal intercourse, etc. 

 

Years: (If not applicable, please enter "0.") _________________ 
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Months: (If not applicable, please enter "0.") ___________________ 

 

 

------------------------------------------- Page Break ---------------------------------------- 
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Please indicate whether or not you engaged in each of the following on the 

day/night when you engaged in sexual behavior with [Initials] for the first time. 

 No  Yes  

Don't 

Remember/Not 

Sure 

Kissing        

Holding hands        

Hugging/cuddling/snuggling        

Gazing into one another's 

eyes  
      

Stroking/playing with one 

another's hair  
      

Creating a romantic 

atmosphere (e.g., candles, 

music, going out on a date)  

      

Touching/sucking/kissing 

bare chest/breasts  
      

Being told how attractive, 

hot, or sexy I am  
      

Engaging in lots of foreplay        

Masturbating with my 

partner  
      

Having my genitals 

stimulated, caressed, or 

fondled by hand  

      

Being stimulated with toys        

Stimulating my partner with 

toys 
      

Being taken control of       

Taking control of my 

partner  
      

Playing rough or rough-

housing  
      

Tasting my partner’s bodily 

fluids 
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My partner tasting my 

bodily fluids  
      

Giving oral sex       

Receiving oral sex        

Giving anal stimulation or 

anal sex/penetration 
      

Receiving anal stimulation 

or anal sex/penetration  
      

Having the lights on       

Talking lovingly about my 

feelings for my partner  
      

My partner talking lovingly 

about his/her feelings for me 
      

Talking dirty to my partner       

Hearing my partner talk 

dirty  
      

Using erotica (e.g., video, 

magazines, books, etc.)  
      

Fantasizing during sex       

Talking about our sexual 

fantasies 
      

Sexual (vaginal) intercourse        

Trying new positions or 

different places  
      

Sex with penetration from 

behind (i.e., "doggy-style")  
      

Role-playing different 

characters or scenarios  
      

A "Quicky"        

 

 

------------------------------------------- Page Break ---------------------------------------- 
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Display This Question (Skip Logic): 

If Please indicate whether or not you engaged in each of the following on the 

day/night when you engaged in sexual behavior with [Initials] for the first time. 

Giving anal stimulation or anal sex/penetration - Yes Is Selected 

Or Please indicate whether or not you engaged in each of the following on the 

day/night when you engaged in sexual behavior with [Initials] for the first time. 

Receiving anal stimulation or anal sex/penetration - Yes Is Selected 

Or Please indicate whether or not you engaged in each of the following on the 

day/night when you engaged in sexual behavior with [Initials] for the first time. 

Giving oral sex - Yes Is Selected 

Or Please indicate whether or not you engaged in each of the following on the 

day/night when you engaged in sexual behavior with [Initials] for the first time. 

Receiving oral sex - Yes Is Selected 

Or Please indicate whether or not you engaged in each of the following on the 

day/night when you engaged in sexual behavior with [Initials] for the first time. 

Sex with penetration from behind (i.e., "doggy-style") - Yes Is Selected 

Or Please indicate whether or not you engaged in each of the following on the 

day/night when you engaged in sexual behavior with [Initials] for the first time. 

Sexual (vaginal) intercourse - Yes Is Selected 

Or Please indicate whether or not you engaged in each of the following on the 

day/night when you engaged in sexual behavior with [Initials] for the first time. A 

"Quicky" - Yes Is Selected 

Did you use a condom when engaging in sexual behavior with [Initials]? 

 No 

 Yes 

 Don't know/Don't remember/Not applicable 

 

Did you drink alcohol on the day/night prior to engaging in sexual behavior 

with [Initials] for the first time? 

 No  

 Yes  

 Don't know/Don't remember 

 

Display This Question (Skip Logic): 

If Did you drink alcohol prior to engaging in sexual behavior with [Initials] for 

the first time? Yes Is Selected 
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If yes, how many standard drinks did you have prior to engaging in sexual 

behavior with [Initials]? 

 0 

 1 

 2 

 3 

 4 

 5 

 6 or more 

 I don't know 

 

Did [Initials] drink alcohol on the day/night prior to engaging in sexual behavior with 

you for the first time? 

 No  

 Yes  

 Don't know/Don't remember  

 

Display This Question (Skip Logic): 

If Did you drink alcohol prior to engaging in sexual behavior with [Initials] for 

the first time? Yes Is Selected 

If yes, how many standard drinks did you have prior to engaging in sexual 

behavior with [Initials]?  

 0 

 1 

 2 

 3 

 

 4 

 5 

 6 or more 

 I don't know 

 

Did you take any recreational drugs (not alcohol) on the day/night prior to engaging in 

sexual behavior with  [Initials] for the first time? 

 No  

 Yes  

 Don't know/Don't remember  
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Did [Initials] take any recreational drugs (not alcohol) on the day/night prior to engaging 

in sexual behavior with you for the first time? 

 No  

 Yes  

 Don't know/Don't remember  

 

Overall, how positive was your first sexual experience with [Initials]? 

 Not at all positive 

 A little positive 

 Somewhat positive  

 Fairly positive  

 Very positive 

 

Overall, how negative was your first sexual experience with [Initials]? 

 Not at all negative 

 A little negative  

 Somewhat negative  

 Fairly negative 

 Very negative  

 

Were you in a romantic relationship with [Initials] when you engaged in sexual behavior 

with him/her for the first time? 

 No  

 Yes 
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Display This Question: 

If Were you in a romantic relationship with [Initials] when you engaged in sexual 

behavior with him/her for the first time? Yes Is Selected 

If Yes, for how long were you in a relationship with [Initials] when you engaged 

in sexual behavior with him/her for the first time? 

 

Display This Question: 

If Were you in a romantic relationship with [Initials] when you engaged in sexual 

behavior with him/her for the first time? Yes Is Selected 

Years: (If not applicable, please enter "0.") 

 

Display This Question: 

If Were you in a romantic relationship with [Initials] when you engaged in sexual 

behavior with him/her for the first time? Yes Is Selected 

Months: (If not applicable, please enter "0.") 

 

Display This Question: 

If Were you in a romantic relationship with [Initials] when you engaged in sexual 

behavior with him/her for the first time? Yes Is Selected 

Days: (If not applicable, please enter "0.") 

 

Display This Question: 

If Were you in a romantic relationship with [Initials] when you engaged in sexual 

behavior with him/her for the first time? No Is Selected 

Have you ever been in a romantic relationship with [Initials] at any time? 

 No  

 Yes  

 

Display This Question: 

If Were you in a romantic relationship with [Initials] when you engaged in  sexual 

behavior with him/her for the first time? Yes Is Selected Or Were you ever in a 

romantic relationship with [Initials]? Yes Is Selected 
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Are you currently in a relationship with [Initials]? 

 No  

 Yes  

 

How would you best describe your relationship with [Initials] on the day/night when you 

engaged in sexual behavior with him/her for the first time? 

 Established romantic relationship  

 New romantic relationship  

 Ex-partner  

 Friend  

 Acquaintance  

 Stranger  

 Other  

 

With how many different partners have you had sex within the past 12 months? 

 0  

 1  

 2  

 3  

 4  

 5-6 

 7-9  

 10-19  

 20 or more  

 

With how many different partners have you had sexual intercourse on one and only one 

occasion in your lifetime? 

 0  

 1  

 2  

 3  

 4  

 5-6 

 7-9  

 10-19  

 20 or more  
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With how many different partners have you had sexual intercourse without having an 

interest in a long-term committed relationship with this person in your lifetime? 

 0  

 1  

 2  

 3  

 4  

 5-6 

 7-9  

 10-19  

 20 or more  

 

------------------------------------------- Page Break ---------------------------------------- 
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Please rate your agreement with the following statements. 

 

1 

Strongly 

Disagree 

  2   3   4   5  6  7 8 

9 

Strongly 

Agree 

Sex without 

love is okay  
                  

I can 

imagine 

myself 

being 

comfortable 

and 

enjoying 

casual sex 

with 

different 

partners 

                  

I do not 

want to 

have sex 

with a 

person until 

I am sure 

that we will 

have a 

long-term, 

serious 

relationship 

                  

 

------------------------------------------- Page Break ---------------------------------------- 
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How often do you have fantasies about having sex with someone with whom you do not 

have a committed romantic relationship?  

 Never  

 Very seldom 

 About once every two or three months 

 About once a month 

 About once every two weeks 

 About once every week  

 Several times a week 

 Nearly everyday 

 At least once a day  

 

How often do you experience sexual arousal when you are in contact with someone with 

whom you do not have a committed romantic relationship?  

 Never  

 Very seldom 

 About once every two or three months 

 About once a month 

 About once every two weeks 

 About once every week  

 Several times a week 

 Nearly everyday 

 At least once a day  

 

In everyday life, how often do you have spontaneous fantasies about having sex with 

someone you have just met?  

 Never  

 Very seldom 

 About once every two or three months 

 About once a month 

 About once every two weeks 

 About once every week  

 Several times a week 

 Nearly everyday 

 At least once a day  

------------------------------------------- Page Break ---------------------------------------- 

 



 159 

In the following questions, we will be asking you about your sexual preferences IN 

GENERAL, not related to a specific person.  
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Please indicate how ROMANTIC you consider each of the following sexual behaviors. 

 

1 

Not 

romantic 

at all 

2 3 4 5 6  7  8  

9 

Extremely 

romantic  

Kissing                    

Holding hands                   

Hugging/cuddling/snuggling                   

Gazing into one another's 

eyes  
                  

Stroking/playing with one 

another's hair 
                  

Creating a romantic 

atmosphere (e.g., candles, 

music, going out on a date) 

                  

Touching/sucking/kissing 

bare chest/breasts 
                  

Being told how attractive, 

hot, or sexy I am 
                  

Engaging in lots of foreplay                   

Masturbating with my 

partner 
                  

Having my genitals 

stimulated, caressed, or 

fondled by hand  

                  

Being stimulated with toys                    

Stimulating my partner with 

toys 
                  

Being taken control of                    

Taking control of my 

partner  
                  

Playing rough or rough-

housing  
                  

Giving oral sex                   

Receiving oral sex                   
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My partner tasting my 

bodily fluids 
                  

Tasting my partner’s bodily 

fluids  
                  

Giving anal stimulation or 

anal sex/penetration  
                  

Receiving anal stimulation 

or anal sex/penetration  
                  

Having the lights on                    

Talking lovingly about my 

feelings for my partner  
                  

My partner talking lovingly 

about his/her feelings for me  
                  

Talking dirty to my partner                   

Hearing my partner talk 

dirty  
                  

Using erotica (e.g., video, 

magazines, books, etc.) 
                  

Fantasizing during sex                    

Talking about our sexual 

fantasies  
                  

Having sex more often than 

we do currently  
                  

Sexual (vaginal) intercourse                    

Trying new positions or 

different places  
                  

Sex with penetration from 

behind (i.e., "doggy-style")  
                  

Role-playing different 

characters or scenarios  
                  

“Quickies”                   

 

------------------------------------------- Page Break ---------------------------------------- 
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Please indicate how AROUSING you consider each of the following sexual 

behaviors. 

 

1 

Not 

arousing 

at all  

2  3  4  5  6  7  8  

9 

Extremely 

arousing 

Kissing                    

Holding hands                   

Hugging/cuddling/snuggling                   

Gazing into one another's 

eyes  
                  

Stroking/playing with one 

another's hair 
                  

Creating a romantic 

atmosphere (e.g., candles, 

music, going out on a date) 

                  

Touching/sucking/kissing 

bare chest/breasts 
                  

Being told how attractive, 

hot, or sexy I am 
                  

Engaging in lots of foreplay                   

Masturbating with my 

partner 
                  

Having my genitals 

stimulated, caressed, or 

fondled by hand  

                  

Being stimulated with toys                    

Stimulating my partner with 

toys 
                  

Being taken control of                    

Taking control of my 

partner  
                  

Playing rough or rough-

housing  
                  

Giving oral sex                   

Receiving oral sex                   
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My partner tasting my 

bodily fluids 
                  

Tasting my partner’s bodily 

fluids  
                  

Giving anal stimulation or 

anal sex/penetration  
                  

Receiving anal stimulation 

or anal sex/penetration  
                  

Having the lights on                    

Talking lovingly about my 

feelings for my partner  
                  

My partner talking lovingly 

about his/her feelings for me  
                  

Talking dirty to my partner                   

Hearing my partner talk 

dirty  
                  

Using erotica (e.g., video, 

magazines, books, etc.) 
                  

Fantasizing during sex                    

Talking about our sexual 

fantasies  
                  

Having sex more often than 

we do currently  
                  

Sexual (vaginal) intercourse                    

Trying new positions or 

different places  
                  

Sex with penetration from 

behind (i.e., "doggy-style")  
                  

Role-playing different 

characters or scenarios  
                  

“Quickies”                   

 

------------------------------------------- Page Break ---------------------------------------- 
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Please indicate how APPEALING you consider each of the following sexual 

behaviors. 

 

1 

Not 

appealing 

at all  

2  3  4  5  6  7  8  

9 

Extremely 

appealing  

Kissing                    

Holding hands                   

Hugging/cuddling/snuggling                   

Gazing into one another's 

eyes  
                  

Stroking/playing with one 

another's hair 
                  

Creating a romantic 

atmosphere (e.g., candles, 

music, going out on a date) 

                  

Touching/sucking/kissing 

bare chest/breasts 
                  

Being told how attractive, 

hot, or sexy I am 
                  

Engaging in lots of foreplay                   

Masturbating with my 

partner 
                  

Having my genitals 

stimulated, caressed, or 

fondled by hand  

                  

Being stimulated with toys                    

Stimulating my partner with 

toys 
                  

Being taken control of                    

Taking control of my 

partner  
                  

Playing rough or rough-

housing  
                  

Giving oral sex                   

Receiving oral sex                   
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My partner tasting my 

bodily fluids 
                  

Tasting my partner’s bodily 

fluids  
                  

Giving anal stimulation or 

anal sex/penetration  
                  

Receiving anal stimulation 

or anal sex/penetration  
                  

Having the lights on                    

Talking lovingly about my 

feelings for my partner  
                  

My partner talking lovingly 

about his/her feelings for me  
                  

Talking dirty to my partner                   

Hearing my partner talk 

dirty  
                  

Using erotica (e.g., video, 

magazines, books, etc.) 
                  

Fantasizing during sex                    

Talking about our sexual 

fantasies  
                  

Having sex more often than 

we do currently  
                  

Sexual (vaginal) intercourse                    

Trying new positions or 

different places  
                  

Sex with penetration from 

behind (i.e., "doggy-style")  
                  

Role-playing different 

characters or scenarios  
                  

“Quickies”                   

 

------------------------------------------- Page Break ---------------------------------------- 
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I am exclusively attracted to members of the OPPOSITE sex. 

 1 Completely Disagree 

 2  

 3  

 4  

 5  

 6  

 7  

 8  

 9 Completely Agree  

 

Age How old are you? 

 

 Years:  

 Months:  

------------------------------------------- Page Break ---------------------------------------- 

What is your highest level of education? 

 Not graduated from high school  

 High-school diploma or equivalent 

 Some college (currently in college) 

 Some college (not currently in college)  

 College degree  

 Post-college degree (currently pursuing)  

 Post-college degree (e.g., MA, MS, PhD, JD, MD)  

 

How religious are you? 

 Not at all  

 A little  

 Somewhat  

 Very  
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What is your race? 

 African-American, Black, African, Caribbean  

 Asian-American, Asian, Pacific Islander  

 European-American, White, Anglo, Caucasian  

 Hispanic-American, Latino(a), Chicano(a)  

 Native-American, American Indian  

 Bi-racial, Multi-racial  

 Other  

 

Which of the following best describes you? 

 Male  

 Female  

 Other  

 

Display This Question: 

If Which of the following best describes you? Female Is Selected 

Are you currently taking a form of hormonal birth control (e.g. the pill)? 

 Yes  

 No  
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Display This Question: 

If Which of the following best describes you? Female Is Selected 

Please enter the date on which your last period began (dd/mm/yyyy)? 

______________________________ 

For example: If your period started on October 6, 2014, please enter 

10/06/2014.If you are unsure, please approximate the date as accurately as 

possible. 

 

Display This Question: 

If Which of the following best describes you? Female Is Selected 

For how many days does your period typically last? (e.g. 6) Please enter the 

numeric value only. ______________________________ 

 

Display This Question: 

If Which of the following best describes you? Female Is Selected 

How many days long is your typical cycle (time lapse from the start of one period 

until the start of your next period)? (e.g. 30) Please enter the numeric value only. 

______________________________ 

 

------------------------------------------- Page Break ---------------------------------------- 

 

 

We would like to thank you for completing this survey.   

TO RECEIVE CREDIT, PLEASE FOLLOW THIS LINK TO A SEPARATE SURVEY 

THAT IS NOT LINKED TO YOUR RESPONSES IN THIS 

SURVEY:  https://utexas.qualtrics.com/jfe/form/SV_9uGI4ZsKC2lQWzPIf you have 

any further questions, please feel free to contact Ms. Jennifer Shukusky by email at 

jshukusky@utexas.edu. 

 

------------------------------------------- END OF SURVEY ---------------------------------------- 
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