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ABSTRACT 

Most research regarding the timing of first sex with a new romantic partner finds that 

delaying the onset of sex is associated with greater relationship satisfaction and stability. 

Although some studies suggest that this association can be explained by selection effects 

or mediating variables, all of these studies have relied on retrospective reports of the 

timing of sex and most studies were based on cross-sectional data. Therefore, the current 

study used inertia theory and sexual scripting theory to investigate the direct, selection, 

and indirect effects between the timing of first sex in a new relationship and four 

relationship outcomes: relationship satisfaction, sexual satisfaction, perceived 

relationship stability, and actual relationship stability, using a five-wave longitudinal 

study spanning three months. Individuals in premarital relationships, who had not yet had 

sex with their current partner, were recruited to participate in this longitudinal study. 

Several indicators of the timing of first sex were entered into a latent class analysis to 

generate homogenous sex-timing groups. Latent growth curve modeling was used to test 

whether membership in sex-timing groups predicted relationship outcomes and whether 

associations were explained by selection effects or mediation. There was little support 

that the timing of sex was associated with changes in relationship satisfaction or 

commitment. However, there was some evidence that having had sex with one’s partner 

early in the relationship increased feelings of passionate love, which was associated with 

increases in relationship satisfaction. Findings are discussed in light of theory and prior 

research, and directions for future research are provided.  
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Satisfying and stable romantic relationships contribute a great deal to individuals’ 

physical, psychological, and emotional well-being (Braithwaite, Delevi, & Fincham, 

2010; Kamp Dush & Amato, 2005; Robles, 2014). Sexual expression and satisfaction 

play an important role in supporting marital quality, satisfaction, and stability (Sprecher, 

2002; Sprecher & Cate, 2004; Stanik & Bryant, 2010). Moreover, sexual satisfaction also 

is associated with physical and psychological health (Sánchez-Fuentes, Santos-Iglesias, 

& Sierra, 2014). Although the emotional and relational aspects of sexuality have 

implications for well-being, researchers of adolescent and young adult populations have 

studied nonmarital sexual behaviors largely in terms of their physical health risks, rather 

than as a normative part of relationship development (Sassler, 2010). Given the important 

role that sexuality plays in relationship quality and personal wellness, understanding how 

sexuality develops in the context of romantic relationships should provide useful 

information for therapists, healthcare professionals, educators, and researchers. The aim 

of the current study was to add to the literature regarding the role of sexual behavior in 

the development of young adult romantic relationships by examining whether the timing 

of first sex a relationship1 had an impact on subsequent relationship quality. 

The first time one has sex with a new partner can be a significant moment in 

relationship development. Baxter and Bullis (1986) identified first sex with a romantic 

partner as one type of passion turning point, a highly salient and influential relationship 

                                                
1 This study is not centrally interested in when individuals first have sex in their lifetime (also 

known as “sexual debut”), but rather the amount of time people wait in romantic relationships to have sex 
with their partner. 
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event. Although research in the area of sexual timing and relationship outcomes is in its 

infancy, early results indicate that delaying sexual activity with a partner is associated 

with perceiving first sex as a positive relationship event (Cate, Long, Angera, & Draper, 

1993; Metts, 2004) and having better relationship quality among married and dating 

couples (Busby, Carroll, & Willoughby, 2010; Willoughby, Carroll, & Busby, 2014). 

However, there is some preliminary evidence that the association between the timing of 

sex in romantic relationships and relationship quality is accounted for by confounding 

variables (also known as “selection effects”; Kahn & London, 1991; Paik, 2010). 

Furthermore, several potential mediating mechanisms have been proposed in previous 

studies, but only a few, such as cohabitation, have been directly tested (Sassler, Addo, & 

Litcher, 2012). Most previous studies have been limited to using cross-sectional, 

secondary datasets that were not designed to address whether the timing of first sex in 

relationships directly predicts subsequent relationship satisfaction and stability. 

Moreover, methodological inconsistencies in the present literature make reconciling 

contradictory findings difficult.  

Hence, the current study collected five waves of online survey data over the 

course of three months. Measures were carefully selected to test (1) if the timing of first 

sex in relationships predicted changes in relationship satisfaction, sexual satisfaction, 

perceived relationship stability, and actual relationship stability; (2) whether selection 

effects accounted for this association; and (3) whether mediating processes explained this 

relationship. Participants who were in relationships but who had not had sex with their 

partners were sampled to collect data on selection variables, mediator variables, and 
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relationship quality both before and after sex, which allowed the testing of temporal 

precedence and clarified findings from previous studies. 
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CHAPTER II 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

 This section first will introduce key studies in which researchers have examined 

whether the timing of sex in a romantic relationship predicts relationship satisfaction, 

sexual satisfaction, perceived relationship stability, and actual relationship stability 

(heretofore referred to as “relationship outcomes”), as well as findings that are 

peripherally related to this topic. Second, this section will describe the two primary 

hypotheses associated with this area of literature—the sexual restraint and sexual 

compatibility models—and to what extent each has found support in existing literature. 

Third, this section will outline two theoretical frameworks—inertia theory and sexual 

scripting theory—that were used to study whether and how the timing of sex in 

relationships may influence relationship outcomes. Fourth, this section will review 

research regarding variables that may confound or mediate the relationship between the 

timing of sex and relationship outcomes. Fifth, this section will identify the limitations of 

extant research in this area. Finally, this section will briefly describe the current study, 

outline the research questions and their corresponding hypotheses, and explain how the 

current study addressed outstanding methodological issues. 

Timing of First Sex and Relationship Quality 

Seven studies have focused on the timing of first sex with a romantic partner and 

whether it predicts subsequent relationship quality and stability. Peplau, Rubin, and Hill 

(1977) conducted the first of these studies. They surveyed 231 heterosexual dating 

couples regarding their relationship quality and sexual behaviors, including, “when they 

first had coitus with [their] partner” (p. 90). Relationship satisfaction and stability (i.e., 
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whether the couple had broken-up, stayed together, or married) were assessed at six-

month, one-year, and two-year follow-ups. Additionally, a subsample of couples were 

interviewed across the course of the study regarding the reasoning for, and gender 

dynamics behind, the timing of first sex with their partner. Based on these interviews and 

survey responses, couples were categorized into one of three groups according when they 

first had sex in their relationship. Those who were waiting until marriage to have sex 

were referred to as abstaining or sexually traditional couples. Couples who had sex 

during the first month of their courtship were classified as early-sex or sexually liberal 

couples. Those who had sex after the first month of the relationship but before marriage 

were deemed later-sex or sexually moderate couples. On the initial survey, couples 

reported slightly different love and sexual satisfaction according to when sex occurred. 

Specifically, later-sex couples reported feeling slightly more love than early-sex or 

abstaining couples. Also, women in early-sex couples reported more sexual satisfaction 

than the other two sex-timing groups. However, all groups reported very high levels of 

love and sexual satisfaction, so the differences between sex-timing groups were relatively 

small. Importantly, at the two-year follow-up, there were no differences between the 

three sex-timing groups in relationship satisfaction nor in the likelihood of breaking-up, 

staying together, or getting married. Contrary to the conclusions of more recent studies in 

this area, Peplau and colleagues (1977) summarize, “We found no evidence that early sex 

necessarily short-circuits the development of lasting commitments, nor that sexual 

abstinence or moderation consistently increases or decreases the development of a lasting 

relationship” (p. 103).  
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Christopher and Cate (1985) conducted the only study that operationalized the 

timing of sex in terms of increasingly intimate sexual behaviors over time, rather than as 

a discrete event. In a study of 54 monogamous, heterosexual dating couples, they 

identified four trajectories of sexual behavior development across four early relationship 

stages: (1) on their first date, (2) while casually dating, (3) while considering becoming a 

couple, and (4) after becoming an exclusive, committed couple. The most common 

trajectory of sexual progression (44% of the sample) were delayed-involvement couples, 

wherein partners engaged in low levels of sexual intimacy (e.g., kissing) in the earliest 

stages of a relationship. However, when they became a monogamous, committed couple, 

their sexual intimacy increased dramatically to include orgasm-oriented sexual behavior 

(e.g., coitus, oral sex). The second most common sexual trajectory (32% of the sample) 

were gradual-involvement couples, who began at low sexual involvement on the first date 

and became gradually more sexually intimate at each of the four relationship stages. Low-

involvement couples made up 17% of the sample and maintained a pre-orgasmic level of 

sexual involvement even after they became a monogamous couple. The smallest group 

were rapid-involvement couples (7% of sample). These couples had sexual intercourse on 

the first date and continued to have a very high level of sexual activity as they progressed 

to becoming a couple.  

Partners’ retrospective reports of love, ambivalence, conflict, and relationship 

maintenance communication at each relationship stage were compared according to the 

four sexual trajectories. Couples did not differ in their levels of ambivalence and 

relationship maintenance communication according to their sexual trajectory. However, 

rapid-involvement couples had slightly higher levels of love before becoming a couple 
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than those in the three more slowly-progressing sexual trajectories. This finding 

contradicted Peplau et al.’s (1977) finding that moderately progressing couples 

experienced slightly more love. The extent to which feelings of love fueled sexual 

intimacy or sexual intimacy fueled feelings of love is uncertain due to the cross-sectional, 

retrospective nature of the data. The strongest finding was a link between conflict and 

sexual intimacy. For each sexual trajectory, growth in sexual intimacy at any given stage 

corresponded to increases in conflict. Moreover, at each stage of relationship 

development more sexually intimate couples reported more conflict than less sexually 

intimate couples did. For the entire sample, conflict was moderately, positively correlated 

with levels of sexual involvement at every relationship stage, except after having become 

a couple. This suggests that partners’ negotiation of sexual involvement, particularly 

when the future of the relationship is uncertain, may contribute to conflict. Therefore, 

conflict could mediate potential associations between the timing of sex and subsequent 

relationship stability or satisfaction. However, this study assessed the degree of conflict, 

not the content; thus, it is possible that increased conflict could be regarding topics other 

than sexual intimacy.  

Metts (2004) operationalized the timing of sex both in terms of (1) whether love 

and commitment had been expressed before first having sex with one’s partner, and (2) 

how long the relationship had existed prior to sex. She surveyed 286 college students 

regarding their current or most recent romantic relationship. Participants whose “first 

significant sexual involvement” with a partner occurred after having expressed love and 

commitment were less likely to regret the event and were more likely to perceive it as a 

positive turning point in the relationship (p. 146). However, Metts (2004) also found that, 
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for relationships that were still intact, the relative timing of first sexual involvement and 

expressing love and commitment did not directly predict current levels of satisfaction and 

commitment. Rather, perceiving sex as a positive turning point predicted more 

commitment in women. Also, feeling less regret regarding first sex predicted more 

satisfaction and commitment in men. This suggests that one’s emotional reactions to, and 

evaluations of, first sex may mediate the relationship between the timing of sex and later 

relationship satisfaction and commitment.  

Metts (2004) also observed that the amount of time the couple had been dating 

prior to first sexual involvement negatively predicted commitment for men. That is, the 

longer men waited to have sex with their current partner, the less committed they were to 

their partner. Post-hoc analyses revealed that having sex earlier in a relationship was 

associated with believing in love at first sight, but only for men in intact relationships, not 

for men whose relationships had dissolved. Metts speculated that men with intact 

relationships may have been retrospectively interpreting early sexual involvement as an 

expression of passion, which contributed to their commitment. In contrast, men referring 

to failed relationships may have considered early sex a manifestation of sexual desire that 

did not contribute to their commitment. However, given that these data were cross-

sectional, it is not possible to determine whether attitudes influenced the timing of sex 

and subsequent commitment, or if the relationship outcomes influenced participant 

retrospective reports of their love attitudes. The difficulty of interpreting this finding 

highlights the need for longitudinal data, rather than retrospective reports, on the topic of 

sexual timing. Assessing relationship attitudes, passion, and commitment both before and 
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after first sex could determine whether attitudes and passion predict the timing of sex and 

whether the attitudes, passion, or the timing of sex best predicts subsequent commitment.  

Paik (2010) analyzed data from 642 heterosexual individuals regarding their most 

recent sexual relationship using the 1995 wave of the Chicago Health and Social Life 

Survey (CHSLS). Relationship quality was operationalized using a combination of 

available measures in the dataset, including items that assessed relationship satisfaction, 

love, expected relationship length, and comparison of alternatives outside of the 

relationship (e.g., happiness, sex life). Those who engaged in “mutually voluntary genital 

contact” within nonromantic and casual dating contexts reported lower relationship 

quality than those who waited to have sexual contact in serious relationship contexts (p. 

742). However, follow-up analyses (using techniques described below) indicated that 

unmeasured confounding variables completely accounted for this difference. These 

confounding variables independently predicted both the likelihood of having first sex in a 

casual relationship (rather than a serious one) and poor relationship outcomes, a 

phenomenon that Paik refers to as “selectivity” or “selection effects,” which is when 

“individuals predisposed to finding relationships less rewarding and satisfying may be 

more likely [sic] become sexually involved in nonserious relationship contexts” (p. 741). 

The statistical technique used to identify these selection effects (i.e., bivariate probit 

models) did not require selection variables to be measured, and thus these confounding 

variables remain unknown. Paik speculated that some sexual or relationship attitudes may 

predispose individuals to have casual sex and find relationships less satisfying. Moreover, 

these results are difficult to interpret because the hodgepodge measure of relationship 

quality lacked conceptual clarity. In other words, speculating as to what selection 
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variables may be at work is difficult without knowing what specific facets of relationship 

quality were correlated with the timing of sex. Therefore, the potential role of selectivity 

in explaining associations between the timing of sex and relationship quality has yet to be 

fully explicated. 

In contrast, Busby, Carroll, and Willoughby (2010) did not find evidence of 

selection effects in their study of over 2,000 heterosexual individuals in their first 

marriage who completed the RELATE Questionnaire. Participants reported how many 

weeks or months after they started dating that the first “sexual relations” had occurred 

with their partner. The response choices for this question included the numbers of weeks 

and months they had been dating before sex, but also included, “before we started 

dating,” “on our first date,” and “only after we were married” (p. 769). Those who had 

sexual relations later in their relationship reported more positive communication, sexual 

quality, relationship satisfaction, and perceived relationship stability. Moreover, these 

associations remained significant even after including control variables that had been 

associated with both the timing of sex and at least one of the relationship outcomes (i.e., 

education, number of sexual partners, religiosity, and relationship length). That these 

control variables did not completely account for the correlation between the timing of sex 

and relationship outcomes suggests a direct association and the absence of selection 

effects. 

Likewise, Willoughby, Carroll, and & Busby (2014) did not find evidence of 

selection effects. They also used the RELATE dataset but examined a subsample of 

nearly 11,000 unmarried individuals, instead of married participants. Willoughby et al. 

(2014) compared four sex-timing groups (sex before dating, sex in first month, sex after 



Texas Tech University, C. Rebecca Oldham, May 2019 
 

 11 

first month, no sex yet) on positive communication, relationship satisfaction, and 

relationship stability. Those who had not yet had sex with their partner or had waited at 

least a month to have sex reported better communication, satisfaction, and stability than 

those who had sex within the first month of dating or before they started dating their 

partner. These differences remained, even after controlling for race, education, religious 

attendance, and previous sexual experience, a finding that does not support selection 

effects.  

Willoughby et al. (2014) also examined whether differences between sex-timing 

groups were moderated by relationship length (<1 year, 1-2 years, and >2 years). For 

those who had been dating their current partner for less than one year, participants who 

had waited at least a month before having sex or had not yet had sex reported more stable 

relationships than those who had sex earlier than one month into the relationship. 

However, there were no differences between sex-timing groups in satisfaction or positive 

communication in the first year of dating. In relationships that were at least one year old, 

the later sex occurred, the greater the satisfaction, stability, and positive communication 

were. These findings suggest that delaying sex for at least one month predicts more 

satisfaction, stability, and positive communication in the later years of dating. 

Furthermore, although across all sex-timing groups those in older relationships reported 

less satisfaction, stability, and positive communication than those in younger 

relationships, there was one exception to this trend: participants who had not yet had sex 

with their partner were the only sex-timing group for which positive communication was 

higher in relationships more than one year old than in younger relationships. Although 

one cannot infer causality from these cross-sectional results, this finding suggests that 
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later sex might buffer against natural declines in relationship quality over time, possibly 

by facilitating positive communication. Alternatively, these results may also reflect 

selecting out of undesirable relationships; that is, perhaps delaying sex allows partners 

more clarity or freedom to leave undesirable relationships. 

Sassler et al. (2012) analyzed data of 1,095 individuals and partners2 from the 

nationally representative 2006 Marital and Relationship Survey (MARS) survey. This 

online survey was administered to approximately 600 married and cohabiting couples in 

which the female partner was younger than 45 years old, the annual income was less than 

$50,000, and there were co-resident minor children. Although responses were collected 

from both partners, men and women were analyzed separately. Participants were divided 

into sex-timing groups, which included those who “[had] sex for the first time” within the 

first month of dating, between one and six months, and those who waited at least six 

months to have sex (p. 713). Women who reported having sex for the first time after 

dating their current partner for at least six months experienced more satisfaction, 

commitment, intimacy/emotional support, sexual satisfaction, communication, and less 

relationship conflict than those who had sex earlier in their relationship. Men who waited 

at least six months to have sex also reported less conflict and more sexual satisfaction, 

although the differences between sex-timing groups were considerably smaller than they 

were for women. However, cohabitation fully mediated all of these associations except 

for women’s sexual satisfaction, which was partially mediated. Sassler et al. (2012) 

                                                
2 Although MARS collected data from both partners, the total sample was not an even number, nor 

did men and women represent exactly half of the sample as would be expected from couple-level data. The 
analyses in this article were also run separately for men and women. Therefore, the total sample size was 
reported in terms of individuals, rather than couples. 



Texas Tech University, C. Rebecca Oldham, May 2019 
 

 13 

suggested that having sex early in a relationship may act as a “stepping stone to 

premarital cohabitation,” which has predicted poorer marital outcomes in extant research 

(p. 721; Stanley, Rhoades, & Markman, 2006).  

Beyond these seven central studies, other research offers some insights into this 

topic. Although Cate, Long, Angera, and Draper (1993) did not examine the timing of 

first sex in relationships, their study did investigate how the decision to have intercourse 

with their partner for the first time was related to relationship quality. In their study, the 

more important relationship quality was in the decision whether to have sex, the more 

positive impact first sex was perceived to have on the relationship. Given Metts’s (2004) 

finding that perceiving first sex as a positive relationship turning point can support 

commitment and satisfaction, this would suggest that considering the state of the 

relationship as part of the decision to have sex with one’s partner could support positive 

outcomes. Teachman (2003) found that women’s premarital sexual activity and 

cohabitation were not associated with higher risks of marital dissolution as long as they 

were limited to their future husband. This is consistent with trends in previous research 

that waiting to have sex with a partner may have implications for relationship stability. 

However, Kahn and London (1991) found that unmeasured characteristics explained why 

women who were virgins at marriage were less likely to divorce than women who had 

been sexually active before marriage, which is similar to Paik’s (2010) support for 

selection effects. Table 1 summarizes the findings of major studies regarding the timing 

of first sex and relationship development. 
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Table 1 

Summary of Findings about the Timing of First Sex and Relationship Development 

Study Sample Size Major Findings 
Peplau, 

Rubin, & 

Hill (1977) 

231 dating couples 

reporting on current 

relationship 

Sex-Timing Typology 

• Early-sex/sexually liberal couples 

• Later-sex/sexually moderate couples 

• Abstaining/sexually traditional couples 

Initial Survey 

• Later-sex couples were slightly more in love than early-sex or abstaining couples. 

• Women in early-sex couples were more sexually satisfied than women in later-sex or 

abstaining couples. 

Follow-up Survey (2 years later) 

• No difference between sex-timing groups in relationship satisfaction nor in the likelihood of 

breaking-up, staying together, or getting married. 

Christopher 

& Cate 

(1985) 

54 dating couples 

reporting on current 

relationship 

Sexual Progression Typology 

• Rapid involvement 

• Gradual involvement 

 

• Delayed involvement 

• Low involvement 

Rapid-involvement couples had slightly higher levels of love before becoming a couple than 

those of the other three progression types. 

More sexual involvement was associated with more conflict at every relationship stage, except 

after becoming a couple. 

Kahn & 

London 

(1991) 

2,746 wives reporting 

on their first marriage 

(current) 

Unmeasured selection variables explained why women who were virgins at marriage were less 

likely to divorce than women who had been sexually active before marriage. 

Cate, Long, 

Angera, & 

Draper 

(1993) 

447 individuals 

reporting on current 

or previous sexual 

partners 

The more important relationship quality was in the decision whether to have sex, the more 

positive impact first sex was perceived to have on the relationship. 
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Table 1 (continued) 

Study Sample Size Major Findings 

Teachman 

(2003) 

6,577 wives reporting 

on their first marriage 

Women’s premarital sexual activity and cohabitation were not associated with higher risks of 

marital dissolution as long as they were limited to their future husband. 

Metts 

(2004) 

286 individuals 

reporting on current or 

most recent romantic 

relationship 

First significant sexual involvement after expressing love and commitment was associated 

with less regret and more positive perceptions of the event. 

Perceiving first sex as a positive turning point predicted more commitment for women. 

Feeling less regret about first sex predicted more satisfaction and commitment in men. 

The longer time couples dated prior to first sexual involvement, the less commitment men 

reported. 

Paik (2010) 642 individuals 

reporting on most 

recent sexual 

relationship 

Mutually voluntary genital contact in nonromantic and casual dating contexts were associated 

with lower relationship quality than sexual contact in serious relationship contexts. 

Unmeasured selection variables completely accounted for this difference. 

Busby, 

Carroll, & 

Willoughby 

(2010) 

2,035 individuals in 

their first marriage 

reporting on their 

current relationship 

Those who had sexual relations later in their relationship reported more positive 

communication, sexual quality, relationship satisfaction, and perceived relationship stability.  

These associations remained significant even after including control variables (i.e., education, 

number of sexual partners, religiosity, and relationship length). 

Sassler, 

Addo, & 

Lichter 

(2012) 

~600 married and 

cohabiting couples 

(and individuals) 

reporting on their 

current relationship 

Women who waited at least six months of dating to have sex experienced more satisfaction, 

commitment, intimacy/emotional support, sexual satisfaction, communication, and less 

conflict.  

Men who waited at least six months of dating to have sex reported less conflict and more 

sexual satisfaction (though effect sizes were considerably smaller than they were for women).  

Cohabitation fully mediated all associations, except women’s sexual satisfaction (partially 

mediated). 

Willoughby, 

Carroll, & 

Busby 

(2014) 

10,932 unmarried 

individuals reporting 

on their current 

relationship 

Those who had not yet had sex with their partner or who had waited at least one month to have 

sex had better communication, satisfaction, and stability than those who had sex within the 

first month of dating or before they started dating their partner.  

Differences remained after controlling for race, education, religious attendance, and sexual 

experience. 
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Sexual Compatibility or Sexual Restraint 

Two opposing models postulating how the timing of first sex in relationships 

could be associated with relationship outcomes are helpful for summarizing the findings 

of extant research (Busby et al., 2010; Peplau et al., 1977). The sexual restraint model 

holds that early sexual activity, especially when it precedes commitment, could be 

detrimental by making it more difficult to leave the relationship and impeding 

relationship development (Busby et al., 2010; Stanley et al., 2006). The sexual 

compatibility model proposes that testing sexual chemistry with a partner is important 

before becoming committed (Cassell, 2008). Allegedly, partners who test sexual 

compatibility can select out of less desirable relationships before becoming committed 

and, therefore, should have more fulfilling relationships (Busby et al., 2010; Kahn & 

London, 1991).  

Thus far, the empirical literature has primarily found support for the sexual 

restraint model—waiting longer to initiate a sexual relationship has predicted better 

relationship quality, more satisfaction, and more stability. In general, early-sex groups 

have had the poorest outcomes, later-sex groups have had the best outcomes, and 

moderate-timing groups have been somewhere in-between (Busby et al., 2010; 

Christopher & Cate, 1985; Paik, 2010; Sassler et al., 2012; Willoughby et al., 2014). 

However, there are often important caveats regarding these significant associations, such 

as having small effect sizes (Willoughby et al., 2014) or being explained by selection 

effects (Kahn & London, 1991; Paik, 2010). Moreover, Peplau and colleagues (1977) did 

not find strong support for the sexual restraint model. There were some small differences 

between sex-timing groups in love and sexual satisfaction initially, but all groups scored 
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very high on these outcomes. Importantly, this study did not find differences at the two-

year follow-up between the three sex-timing groups (early-sex, later-sex, and abstaining 

until marriage) in relationship satisfaction nor in the likelihood of breaking-up, staying 

together, or getting married.  

Only one finding in this literature supports the sexual compatibility model. Metts 

(2004) surveyed unmarried college students regarding their current or most recent 

romantic relationship. She measured sex using the absolute time of dating prior to having 

sex with one’s partner and the relative timing of sex to expressions of love and 

commitment. The bulk of her findings pertaining to relative timing support the sexual 

restraint model. However, the less absolute time of dating until sex occurred, the more 

committed men were to their partners. This contradicts Sassler et al.’s (2012) preliminary 

finding that having sex later in the relationship predicted marginally more commitment in 

men. Perhaps the difference in results between these two studies is an artifact of Metts’s 

sample including unmarried and dissolved relationships (i.e., most recent partnerships), 

whereas Sassler et al.’s (2012) sample only included ongoing cohabiting and married 

relationships. Perhaps the negative correlation in Metts’s study between the timing of sex 

and men’s commitment was reflecting those previous relationships that were very casual 

or short-lived, which may be characterized by both rapid sex and low levels of 

commitment. Regardless, this finding has not been replicated in any other study, nor have 

other findings supported the sexual compatibility model. Thus, the sexual restraint model 

has received more support in extant literature as a whole. 
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Theoretical Frameworks 

 Research regarding the timing of sex and relationship quality primarily draws on 

either inertia theory or sexual scripting theory. These complementary theories are useful 

for addressing developing hypotheses in this area, and both have empirical support in the 

existing literature.  

Inertia Theory. Stanley et al.’s (2006) theory of relationship inertia holds that 

experiencing major relationship transitions without prior deliberation can make it difficult 

to leave unsatisfactory relationships and lead to poor relationship quality. Inertia theory 

was jointly derived from Stanley and Markman’s (1992) commitment model and research 

on the cohabitation effect. Stanley and Markman’s (1992) commitment model is a 

consolidation of two classic commitment theoretical frameworks: Rusbult’s investment 

model (Rusbult & Buunk, 1993) and Johnson, Caughlin, and Huston’s (1999) tripartite 

commitment typology. These theoretical frameworks are centrally concerned with 

describing how different factors strengthen or undermine the stability of relationships. 

Stanley and Markman (1992) condensed the factors identified in these commitment 

frameworks into two concepts: personal dedication, wanting to sustain or improve one’s 

current relationship for the sake of oneself and one’s partner, and constraint commitment, 

forces that make leaving a relationship more difficult regardless of personal dedication. 

Stanley et al. (2006) used this commitment model to develop the theory of relationship 

inertia in an attempt to explain the cohabitation effect (i.e., the tendency of premarital 

cohabiting couples in the U.S. to experience poorer marital quality). Stanley and 

colleagues (2006) describe how some couples “slide” through major relationship 

transitions (e.g., cohabitation, first sexual intercourse) rather than deliberately “deciding” 
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to do so. Sliding could add unnecessary constraints, or “premature entanglements” 

(Glenn, 2002, p. 49), even if couples do not have a foundation of personal dedication 

(Stanley, Rhoades, & Whitton, 2010). Constraint commitments could make it more 

difficult to leave relationships that would have otherwise been terminated—even to the 

point of sliding into marriage. Moreover, sliding through major transitions with 

ambiguous commitment may also leave partners without a strong cognitive commitment 

that would facilitate pro-relational behaviors during times of distress.  

Although inertia theory has more commonly been used to describe why couples 

who cohabit prior to being committed tend to have less happy and stable marriages 

(Stanley et al., 2006), it has also found some support in research regarding the timing of 

first sex in relationships. The longer partners wait to have sex with their partner, the 

better communication and sexual quality, and the more relationship satisfaction they 

report (Busby et al., 2010; Willoughby et al., 2014). This suggests that waiting to have 

sex may allow partners to build relationships on communication and commitment, rather 

than physical intimacy, which is consistent with the hypothesis that delaying sex 

facilitates the prorelational behaviors. Additionally, having sex in the first few months of 

a relationship has indirectly predicted poorer relationship quality through an increased 

likelihood of cohabitation. It may be that rapid sexual activity encourages sliding into 

cohabitation (Sassler et al., 2012). Perhaps some relationships, such as those that are very 

passionate, might have a general tendency to move rapidly through major transitions, 

which puts them at risk for later relationship problems (Niehuis, Reifman, Feng, & 

Huston, 2016). More research is needed to determine whether the associations between 

the timing of first sex and relationship quality may be mediated by sliding through other 
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relationship transitions (e.g., cohabitation) and/or the underdevelopment of prorelational 

behaviors (e.g., communication).  

Although the timing of sex in a relationship may serve as an indicator of sliding 

versus deciding, assessing the decision-making process behind the timing of first sex 

would provide a more direct test of inertia theory. Owen, Rhoades, and Stanley (2013) 

explicitly measured an individual’s tendency to be thoughtful regarding emotional and 

physical relationship decisions, rather than sliding through them.3 Couples who were 

more thoughtful regarding physical transitions in relationships reported higher levels of 

personal dedication to their partners. Cate et al. (1993) found that considering the quality 

of one’s relationship (love, commitment, and discussing meaning of sex with the partner) 

when deciding whether to have first intercourse with a partner was the most important 

predictor of perceiving first sex as improving the relationship. Taking relationship quality 

into consideration before having sex with a new partner is, arguably, a more valid 

measure of deciding (versus sliding) than is the time elapsed in a relationship before first 

sex occurred. Together, these studies provide further support to inertia theory—that 

making deliberate decisions regarding relationship transitions, including the timing of 

sex, is associated with positive relationship outcomes. 

Additionally, inertia theory suggests that making major relationship transitions 

without deliberation can increase constraint commitment but not necessarily increase 

personal dedication. If this is true, then sliding into first sex could potentially make 

partners more hesitant to leave unsatisfying relationships. To the extent sliding into sex 

                                                
3 Unfortunately, this measurement has not been published. Even still, this measure of sliding 

versus deciding assesses self-perceptions regarding one’s own tendency to be thoughtful but does not 
assess sliding versus deciding behavior regarding a specific relationship transition. 
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delays exiting unhappy relationships, one would expect that relationships in which 

partners slid into first sex would have worse relationship quality over time. Thus, 

assessing the presence of both personal dedication and constraint commitment before 

and/or after having sex for the first time would also provide a more direct test of inertia 

theory than studies relying on the measurement of time until first sex. For example, those 

who wait to have sex until after expressing love and commitment (i.e., expressions of 

personal dedication) are more likely to perceive first sex as a relationship-enhancing 

event (Metts, 2004). Although this suggests the presence of personal dedication before 

sex can be beneficial, no study has examined the role of constraint commitment in the 

transition to having sex with a new partner. If having sex with one’s partner does not 

increase feelings of constraint commitment, such as for people who have more casual sex 

attitudes, then those individuals are not more likely to feel confined to unsatisfying 

relationships—undermining this proposed mechanism of inertia theory. Extant studies 

have only relied on retrospective reports of sexual timing; no study has assessed changes 

in constraint commitment or personal dedication from before first sex to after first sex 

with a partner that are described in inertia theory. Consequently, it is unclear whether 

changes in commitment after initiating a sexual relationship might predict subsequent 

relationship satisfaction or stability. 

Sexual Scripting Theory. Gagnon and Simon’s (2005) sexual scripting theory, 

which has roots in symbolic interactionism, describes how individuals construct meaning 

and scripts for sexual behaviors from social context. Sexual scripts are useful for (1) 

knowing what to expect in sexual situations; (2) identifying a situation as sexual based on 

symbols, behavior, and context; (3) reacting in socially appropriate ways to sexual 
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situations; (4) entering and exiting sexual roles; and (5) ascribing meaning and assessing 

one’s own and others’ sexual behavior (Gagnon & Simon, 2005). Sexual scripting theory 

assumes that sexual meanings and behaviors (e.g., what is “normal” or “good”) are not 

innate but learned from social context and revised throughout the life course (Gagnon, 

1990; Laumann, Gagnon, Michael, & Michaels, 1994). Sexual scripting theory also 

assumes that sexual scripts are different according to gender and learned through 

socialization (Gagnon, 1990). Sexual scripts are continually formed, revised, and 

expressed at three interdependent levels: (a) cultural scenarios are the guidelines for 

sexual behavior that exist at the collective level of society that are (b) rehearsed, 

personalized, and interpreted through intrapsychic scripting, and (c) enacted, improvised, 

and revised during interpersonal interactions (Simon & Gagnon, 1986). 

Sexual scripting theory has found support in research regarding the timing of first 

sex in relationships. First, the salience of the passion turning point (i.e., having sex for the 

first time) suggests that timing of first sex in a relationship is an important part of sexual 

scripts (Baxter & Bullis, 1986). Second, consistent with the three levels of scripting, 

cultural scenarios (e.g., religious affiliations, demographic characteristics), intrapsychic 

scripting (e.g., attitudes), and interpersonal interactions (e.g., sexual histories) predict 

how quickly an individual has sex in a relationship (Busby et al., 2010; Peplau et al., 

1977). Third, intrapsychic scripts and interpersonal interactions may influence how 

positively or negatively individuals evaluate when first sex occurred in a given 

relationship (Cate et al., 1993). Sexual attitudes can have an important influence on how 

one evaluates the influence of first sex on relationship quality (Cate et al., 1993). For 

example, Ackerman, Griskevicus, and Li (2011) found that those with a more restricted 
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sociosexual orientation reacted more positively to being told, “I love you,” after the onset 

of sex in a romantic relationship than those who were less restricted. Fourth, those who 

behave consistently with normative sexual scripts experience less regret and are more 

likely to see first sex as a positive turning point in their relationship, which in turn 

predicts more relationship satisfaction and commitment (Metts, 2004). Collectively, this 

evidence suggests that one’s sexual scripts influence both the timing of sex in a romantic 

relationship and how one evaluates the timing of sex, which could also influence the 

person’s assessment of the relationship itself.  

Sexual scripting theory has several useful applications for research on the timing 

of first sex in relationships. First, sexual scripting theory provides a framework for 

studying selection effects. Sociocultural milieus, personal values, and interpersonal 

experiences work together to formulate scripts for sexual and relationship development 

that could independently influence both the timing of sex and relationship quality. For 

example, one’s gender, race/ethnicity, socioeconomic status, and religious affiliation are 

likely to influence one’s sexual scripts and one’s attitudes regarding romantic 

relationships, such as attitudes on marriage and divorce (Ahrold, Farmer, Trapnell, & 

Meston, 2011; Berntson, Hoffman, & Luff, 2014; Ellison, Wolfinger, & Ramos-Wada, 

2013). As such, sources of sexual and relationship scripts, which precede both the 

romantic relationship and the timing of first sex in that relationship, may produce 

selection effects. That is, sociocultural contexts, interpersonal experiences, and individual 

cognitions that promote rapidly progressing sexual scripts may also independently foster 

relationship attitudes that are not conducive to satisfying, long-term relationships.  
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Second, traditional gendered sexual scripts, wherein men pursue sex and women 

resist, still seem to persist in modern relationships (Brotto & Smith, 2014; DeLamater, 

1989; Gilbert, Walker, McKinney, & Snell, 1999; Peplau et al., 1977; Wiederman, 2005). 

Although men are often unprepared to wait indefinitely for sex, they general perceive 

women that have sex with them too quickly as unfit for long-term romantic relationships 

(Seal & Ehrhardt, 2003). Thus, partners’ conflicting scripts could cause distress in 

heterosexual relationships as partners negotiate the escalation of sexual activity 

(Christopher & Cate, 1985). However, the role of gender-based sexual scripts raises the 

question of whether similar dynamics exist in same-sex or queer couples when they make 

decisions regarding the timing of sex (Metts, 2004). Unfortunately, extant studies on the 

timing of sex and relationship quality have exclusively investigated heterosexual couples, 

so the sexual scripts of couples with other gender configurations are not well-understood.  

Causation, Selection Effects, and Mediation  

The central question of the current study was (Research Question 1, RQ1): Does 

the timing of first sex in relationships have a direct, temporally precedent effect on the 

development of relationship outcomes? Overall, research on the timing of sex has most 

consistently supported the sexual restraint model. Therefore, it was expected that 

(Hypothesis 1, H1) the later sex occurred with one’s partner, the higher relationship 

outcomes would be at the beginning of the study (i.e., Wave 1) and the less dramatic the 

declines4 in relationship outcomes would be across the observation period.5 However, 

                                                
4 Willoughby et al.’s (2014) study observed that relationships generally experienced a decline in satisfaction 

and perceived stability over the first few years of dating. Therefore, hypotheses regarding slopes and change over time 
are worded with the assumption that relationship outcomes (i.e., relationship satisfaction, sexual satisfaction, perceived 
relationship stability, and actual relationship stability) would decline over time. 

5 The current study primarily used latent growth curve modeling. Therefore, the wording of hypotheses used 
language that referenced slopes (i.e., the average change in the variable over the observation period or “over time”) and 
intercepts (i.e., the value of the variable at Wave 1), when pertinent.  
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what remains unclear is to what extent causation, selection effects, or mediation best 

explain why delaying sex with a partner has predicted more positive relationship 

outcomes. In addition to previous research, sexual scripting theory provides a framework 

for organizing selection variables, whereas inertia theory provides a framework for 

hypothesizing mediating variables. 

Causation. There is a possibility that the timing of sex in a relationship has a 

direct, causal influence upon relationship quality. To determine whether this causal 

relationship exists, one must establish correlation and temporal precedence, and rule out 

confounding variables (Field, 2009). Most studies have provided support for the criterion 

of correlation (e.g., Busby et al., 2010; Sassler et al., 2012; Willoughby et al., 2014). 

Typically, studies have found that delayed sex is associated with some kind of positive 

relationship outcome, at least in preliminary analyses. Regarding temporal precedence, 

only Peplau et al.’s (1977) study has used longitudinal data to assess whether sex-timing 

predicted later relationship satisfaction and stability (at a two-year follow-up), but they 

did not find support for longitudinal effects. However, a single study is not conclusive; 

testing temporal precedence using a different sample and methodology may yield 

different results. Ideally, experimental methods would be used to test the criterion of 

eliminating all confounding variables, but randomly assigning the timing of sex would be 

difficult and unethical, which makes establishing causality elusive. Still, using statistical 

modeling, some studies have found evidence for potential confounding variables, often 

called selection effects, which are discussed at length below.  

Selection effects. If Hypothesis 1 was supported and the timing of sex predicted 

subsequent relationship quality, then elimination of confounding variables would be 
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necessary to establish a direct, causal relationship. Therefore, the second research 

question was (RQ2): What, if any, selection variables explain the association between the 

timing of first sex and relationship outcomes? In the sex-timing literature, Paik (2010) 

was the first to propose selectivity as a possible explanation for the associations between 

the timing of sex and relationship quality. Selectivity occurs when the same traits that 

make people more likely to have sex early in a relationship also may make them more 

prone to poor relationship outcomes (Paik, 2010). Therefore, selection variables (1) exist 

prior to the timing of sex and subsequent relationship quality, (2) predict both the timing 

of sex and relationship outcomes, and (3) account for the variance in relationship 

outcomes that is explained by the timing of first sex. At least two studies have found 

support for selection effects, but neither could identify what specific variables were 

accounting for the association between the timing of sexual activity and relationship 

quality or stability (Kahn & London, 1991; Paik, 2010). Other studies have found that 

those who had sex later in their relationship reported better communication, sexual 

quality, relationship satisfaction, sexual satisfaction, commitment, intimacy, emotional 

support, and perceived relationship stability beyond the influence of potential selection 

variables, such as socioeconomic status, education, race, parental divorce, religiosity, 

religious attendance, number of sexual partners, and relationship length (Busby et al., 

2010; Sassler et al., 2012; Willoughby et al., 2014). Given these conflicting results, more 

research is necessary to identify what selection variables could account for the correlation 

between the timing of sex and relationship satisfaction and stability. As previously 

discussed, sexual scripting theory is a useful framework for organizing potential selection 

variables into three levels of scripting: contextual scripting, interpersonal scripting, and 
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intrapsychic scripting. Several variables at each scripting level could influence people’s 

sexual attitudes and behaviors as well as their likelihood of having happy and stable 

relationships.   

Cultural scenarios. Cultural scenarios are elements of sexual scripts that are 

derived from societal messages regarding behavior norms (Simon & Gagnon, 1986). 

Demographic characteristics should be useful indicators of which cultural scenarios 

people might have been exposed to and, in turn, had an influence on their sexual behavior 

and relationship functioning. Specifically, age, education, race/ethnicity, and religious 

affiliation could independently influence one’s sexual scripts and relationship success 

(Ahrold et al., 2011; Berntson et al., 2014; Ellison et al., 2013; Johnson, 2012; Johnson & 

Loscocco, 2015; LaPierre & Hill, 2013; Seal & Ehrhardt, 2003). 

Age. The age of participants could act as a selection effect on the timing of sex 

and relationship quality. First, sex is happening earlier in relationships, even compared to 

just seven to ten years ago (Sasser et al., 2010). Second, casual dating and sex are more 

common during the early stages of emerging adulthood, particularly for men, such that 

sex occurs much earlier in relationships (Seal & Ehrhardt, 2003). However, as people 

age, they begin to seek out more stable, committed, and long-term partnerships (Rainie & 

Madden, 2006) and are more likely to delay sex with those they consider to be more 

serious partners (Seal & Ehrhardt, 2003). When men and women are looking for long-

term mates, they tend to be more selective than they are of short-term partners (Buunk, 

Dijkstra, Fetchenhauer, & Kenrick, 2002; Stewart, Stinnett, & Rosenfeld, 2000), which 

may result in selecting into more satisfying and stable relationships. Therefore, it was 

expected that:  
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H2a: Age would attenuate the association between the timing of sex and 

relationship outcomes. The older participants were, the later they would have sex 

in their relationship and the less dramatic their declines in relationship outcomes 

would be. 

Education. Those with lower education and socioeconomic status may be more 

likely to have sex quickly in a relationship and have poorer relationship outcomes. 

Individuals from lower socioeconomic strata move more rapidly into sex and 

cohabitation with their partners (especially women; Sassler, Addo, & Hartmann, 2010) 

and are also at risk for relationship instability and lower relationship quality (e.g., more 

conflict and divorce, and less affection, satisfaction, and commitment) (Busby et al., 

2010; Hardie & Lucas, 2010; Teachman, 2003). Additionally, parental education and 

socioeconomic status may act as selection variables. One’s parents (especially mothers) 

having less education is associated with an early sexual debut and more rapid transition to 

sex in relationships (Paik, 2011; Sassler et al., 2010). Moreover, being reared in families 

and neighborhoods with low socioeconomic status increases one’s exposure to 

cohabitation, family instability, distress, and divorce (Amato, Johnson, Booth, & Rogers, 

2003; Bramlett & Mosher, 2002; Teachman, 2003; Zito, 2015). Although socioeconomic 

status has not been a significant selection variable in previous studies on the timing of sex 

in relationships, the connection between socioeconomic status and relationship quality is 

complex (Johnson, 2012; LaPierre & Hill, 2013). Given the methodological 

improvements of the current study, different results may occur. Therefore, it was 

hypothesized that: 
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H2b: Education would attenuate the association between the timing of sex and 

relationship outcomes. The higher education participants and their parents had, 

the later they would have sex in their relationship and the less dramatic their 

declines in relationship outcomes would be. 

Race/ethnicity. Likewise, sexual behaviors and relationship development may 

differ according to race and ethnicity.6 Compared to White adolescents, Asians were less 

likely, and Black adolescents more likely, to have had intercourse with a dating partner 

(O’Sullivan, Cheng, Harris, & Brooks-Gunn, 2007). Black adolescents and emerging 

adults, particularly men, tend to have more permissive sexual attitudes and practice more 

liberal sexual behaviors (e.g., earlier sexual debut, more lifetime sexual partners, and 

engaging in casual sex; Barkan, 2006; Cooksey, Mott, & Neubauer, 2002; Davidson, 

Moore, Earle, & Davis, 2008; Uecker, 2008). In Latinx cultures, men’s adventurous 

sexual behavior is encouraged, whereas as women are expected to be chaste (Edwards, 

Fehring, Jarrett, & Haglund, 2008; Fernandez-Esquer, Diamond, & Atkinson, 2010; 

Upchurch, Lillard, Aneshensel, & Li, 2002), but the more U.S.-acculturated Latinas are 

more sexually active than their more traditional peers (Afable-Munsuz & Brindis, 2006). 

Other studies, however, have not found differences between White, Hispanic, and Black 

participants in how quickly they would have sex with their partner (Sassler et al., 2010).  

Additionally, relationship development can differ according to race and ethnicity. 

Although Latinx, Black, and White couples are equally likely to cohabit, Black couples 

are less likely to marry (Manning, 1995) and tend to transition into cohabiting 

                                                
6 Most research on the timing of sex has relied upon samples with little racial diversity; therefore, 

literature on sexual debut is used here to make inferences regarding potential racial differences regarding 
the timing of sex in relationships. 
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relationships more slowly than White couples (Sassler et al., 2012). Moreover, minority 

couples experience additional stressors, such as racial discrimination (Bryant, Wickrama, 

Boland, Bryant, Cutrona, & Stanik, 2010), which may contribute to their higher levels of 

conflict, dissatisfaction, and divorce (Hardie & Lucas, 2010; Johnson, 2012; Johnson & 

Loscocco, 2015; LaPierre & Hill, 2013). However, most available research has been 

focused on married couples, leaving the development of dating relationships among non-

White couples less well-understood. Given existing literature, it was expected that: 

H2c: Race would attenuate the association between the timing of sex and 

relationship outcomes. Black participants would have sex earlier in their 

relationships than other races and ethnicities and would also have the sharpest 

declines in relationship outcomes. 

Religion variables. How religion influences sexual behavior and relationship 

quality depends upon whether religious affiliation, religious attendance, or religiosity is 

under consideration. These three commonly researched aspects of religion correspond to 

the different levels of sexual scripting theory. Religious affiliation is one’s identification 

with a distinct sociocultural group, which influences the sexual cultural scenarios to 

which one is exposed, whereas religiosity and religious attendance influence sexuality at 

a more personal, intrapsychic level (Simon & Gagnon, 1987). Generally, those who 

identify with certain Christian denominations (e.g., Southern Baptists, Jehovah’s 

Witnesses, Mormons) tend to hold conservative attitudes toward premarital sex and may 

be more likely to delay sexual debut (Bearman & Brückner, 2001) and be virgins at 

marriage (Kahn & London, 1991) than other Christians or Jews (Regnerus & Uecker, 

2007), particularly when they have a literalist interpretation of the Bible (Ahrold et al., 
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2011; Ogland & Bartkowski, 2014; for exception see Uecker, 2008). Globally, Muslims 

and Hindus have more conservative sexual attitudes than Christians (Finke & Adamczyk, 

2008). Buddhists have not exhibited consistent sex-related attitudes in existing research 

(Burdette, Hill, & Myers, 2015). Although some research has observed differences 

according to religious affiliation, other studies have found no difference between 

religious affiliations in sexual behavior (Jones, Darroch, & Singh, 2005; Weis, 1983). 

Other times, there are conflicting results across the literature. For example, different 

studies have found that Catholic women are more likely to be abstinent (Peplau et al., 

1977) and less likely to be abstinent (Kahn & London, 1991) than Protestant and 

unaffiliated women. Perhaps these inconsistent findings are a reflection of the decreasing 

impact that religion has on sexual behavior and marital quality (Edwards, Haglund, 

Fehring, & Pruszynski, 2011; Myers, 2006). 

Unfortunately, there is a dearth of research regarding influence of religion on 

relationship quality during courtship (Henderson, Ellison, & Glenn, 2018). Although 

Conservative Protestants tend to hold more traditional views on marriage, divorce, and 

cohabitation (Ellison et al., 2013), studies have seen that the content of religious beliefs 

and sharing the same beliefs with one’s partner may be more important for relationship 

satisfaction than religious affiliation, per se (Ellison et al., 2010; Henderson et al., 2018; 

Lichter & Carmalt, 2009). Moreover, one study found that fundamentalist Protestants are 

actually more likely to divorce than other religious affiliations, above and beyond 

community economic factors and increased likelihood of marriage over cohabitation 

(Glass & Levchak, 2014). Perhaps the association between religious affiliation and 

relationship outcomes is complex because religious affiliation influences sexual and 
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relationship behaviors more distally than interpersonal or intrapsychic scripting variables. 

Therefore, the current study hypothesized: 

H2d: Religious affiliation and fundamentalism would NOT attenuate the 

association between the timing of sex and relationship outcomes. The evangelical 

Protestants and Muslims who had more fundamentalist views would have sex 

later in their relationships than other religious affiliations or those who were less 

fundamentalist. However, religious affiliation and fundamentalism would not 

predict relationship outcomes.7 

Interpersonal interactions. To be useful for large groups of people, cultural 

scenarios are often abstract, generalized scripts for sexual behavior and role enactment. 

As such, cultural scenarios are often adapted to accommodate the uniqueness of a given 

interaction via interpersonal scripting (Simon & Gagnon, 1986). These improvised 

enactments can have a reciprocal influence on societal cultural scenarios and the actor’s 

own intrapsychic scripts. Therefore, people’s history of interpersonal experiences can 

have a lasting influence on how they approach sex and romantic relationships. Two 

interpersonal experiences that could influence sexual and relationship scripts are parental 

marital status and one’s own sexual history. 

Parental marriage and divorce. One form of interpersonal interaction that could 

have an effect on sexual and relationship scripts is individuals’ experience of their 

parents’ marriage. Those whose parents have been divorced or have never been married 

to one another tend to have more casual attitudes regarding sexual activity and enter into 

                                                
7 Conventionally, predicting null effects has been discouraged in scientific practice. Cortina and 

Folger (1998) suggested alternative analytic methods for testing theoretically derived null hypotheses. 
However, these methods are beyond the scope of this particular study. 
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sexual relationship more rapidly than those whose parents were married and stayed 

married to each other (Martin, Martin, & Martin, 2001; Sassler et al., 2010). Furthermore, 

parents’ negative marital quality and divorce is associated with adult children having less 

positive views of marriage and less satisfying, less stable relationships (Amato, 1996; 

Busby, Gardner, and Taniguchi, 2005; Sassler et al., 2012). Therefore, it was expected 

that:  

H2e: Parents’ marital status would attenuate the association between the timing of 

sex and relationship outcomes. Participants whose parents were married to each 

other and never divorced would have sex later in their relationships and would 

also have less dramatic declines in relationship outcomes than those whose 

parents divorced or were never married. 

Sexual history. Previous sexual experience could also influence sexual scripts and 

behaviors. Peplau et al. (1977) observed that women’s level of sexual experience was a 

strong predictor of whether sex would occur in a given relationship. Having a higher 

number of previous sexual partners is also associated with having sex earlier in 

relationships (Busby et al., 2010). Previous sexual experience may also have implications 

for relationship quality. Having fewer previous sexual partners has been associated with a 

reduced likelihood of divorce (Teachman, 2003) and better sexual quality, 

communication, and relationship stability in marriage (Busby, Willoughby, & Carroll, 

2013). Therefore, it was hypothesized that:  

H2f: The number of previous sexual partners would attenuate the association 

between the timing of sex and relationship outcomes. The more numerous 
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previous sexual partners individuals had, the earlier in their relationships sex 

would occur and the more dramatic declines in relationship outcomes would be. 

Intrapsychic scripts. According to Simon and Gagnon (1986), the internalization, 

rehearsal, and revision of cultural scenarios and interpersonal interactions generate 

intrapsychic scripts, which include one’s fantasies, desires, attitudes, and expectations for 

oneself and others. In turn, these intrapsychic scripts inform sexual behavior during 

interpersonal interactions, which influences broader cultural scenarios. To some extent, 

intrapsychic sexual scripts are entangled with scripts for romantic relationship 

development. Therefore, attitudes and expectations for sexual behavior or relationship 

development may predict both the timing of sex and relationship outcomes.  

Religiosity and religious attendance. Unlike religious affiliation, which provides 

cultural scenarios for sexual behavior, the internalization of religious teachings and 

participation in religious activities construct intrapsychic scripts at the individual-level 

(Simon & Gagnon, 1987). Being a more localized source of personal sexual scripts, 

religiosity and religious practice may more accurately predict sexual behavior than would 

one’s religious affiliation (Henderson et al., 2018; Uecker, 2008). Scholarship suggests 

that the more religious young adults are, and the more often they attend religious 

services, the more likely they are to delay their sexual debut or abstain from premarital 

sex, the less likely they are to participate in hookups, and the fewer sexual partners they 

have (Barkan, 2006; Davidson et al., 2008; Olmstead, Anders, & Conrad, 2017; Uecker, 

2008; Vazsonyi & Jenkins, 2010). Furthermore, religious involvement seems to have a 

beneficial effect on marriages, though the mechanisms of its influence are not well-

understood (Fincham & Beach, 2010). Some research has found that more frequent 
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religious attendance and practice are correlated with practicing more relationship 

maintenance behaviors and higher marital satisfaction and stability (Call & Heaton, 1997; 

Ellison et al., 2010; Wilcox & Wolfinger, 2008). Therefore, it was expected that: 

H2g: Religiosity and frequency of religious attendance would attenuate the 

association between the timing of sex and relationship outcomes. The more 

religious participants were and the more frequently they attended religious 

services, the later in their relationships sex would occur and the less dramatic 

declines in relationship outcomes would be. 

Sociosexuality. The more willing individuals are to have sex in uncommitted 

relationships, the more unrestricted their sociosexual orientation is (as opposed to 

restricted; Simpson & Gangestad, 1991). Sociosexuality is a multi-dimensional trait that 

characterizes one’s casual sex behaviors (e.g., having a higher number of sexual 

partners), attitudes (e.g., endorsing casual sex as an acceptable behavior), and desire (e.g., 

experiencing attraction toward non-romantic partners; Penke & Asendorpf, 2008). Those 

with an unrestricted sociosexual orientation tend to have sex earlier in their relationships, 

have more casual sexual partners, and are more likely to be involved in extradyadic sex 

(Simpson & Gangestad, 1991). Those with an unrestricted sociosexual orientation also 

tend to select into more short-term relationships where there is less love, investment, 

commitment, and dependency (Penke & Asendorpf, 2008; Simpson & Gangestad, 1991). 

Thus, it was hypothesized that:  

H2h: Sociosexual orientation would attenuate the association between the timing 

of sex and relationship outcomes. The more unrestricted sociosexual orientation 
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was, the earlier sex would occur in relationships and the more dramatic declines 

in relationship outcomes would be.  

Mediation. If after accounting for potential selection effects, there remains 

significant associations between the timing of sex and relationship outcomes, the next 

research question was (RQ3): What, if any, processes mediate the association between the 

timing of first sex and relationship outcomes? Baron and Kenny (1986) define mediation 

as, “the generative mechanism through which the focal independent variable is able to 

influence the dependent variable of interest” (p. 1173). In the current study, the timing of 

sex in a relationship was the focal independent variable and relationship satisfaction, 

sexual satisfaction, perceived relationship stability, and actual relationship stability were 

the dependent variables of interest. Inertia theory and extant research in this area 

highlight several potentially mediating mechanisms that could explain why the timing of 

sex would predict subsequent relationship satisfaction and stability.  

Passionate and companionate love. The extent to which sex affects feelings of 

love toward one’s partner could mediate the association between the timing of sex and 

relationship outcomes. Previous studies have found both positive and negative 

associations between delaying sex and feeling love for one’s partner (Christopher & Cate, 

1985; Peplau et al., 1977). One possibility for these discrepant findings is that the 

measures of love that were used in these studies did not distinguish between passionate 

and companionate love. Passionate love has several defining characteristics including 

physiological arousal (both anxious and sexual), idealization of love object, obsessive 

thinking, and an intense craving for emotional union (Hatfield & Sprecher, 1986; Fisher, 

2000). Companionate love is characterized by the stable attachment and affection 
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commonly found in friendship and long-term romantic relationships (Hatfield & Rapson, 

1993). According to inertia theory, one would expect that having sex with a partner 

would induce feelings of constraint without necessarily increasing personal dedication. 

However, neurobiological research on love suggests that other reactions to sex are 

possible. The neurological systems that generate feelings of lust, love, and attachment are 

interdependent, such that having sex with someone, particularly if it includes orgasm, 

could spur the production of dopamine and oxytocin, which may promote feelings of 

passion and long-term attachment, respectively (Fisher, 2006; Zeki, 2007). Therefore, 

whereas sex may increase constraint commitment, it may simultaneously boost personal 

dedication in the form of passionate or companionate love.  

Moreover, although having sex quickly in a relationship could spur on feelings of 

passion or companionate love, it is also possible that experiencing high levels of passion 

or attachment before sex could accelerate the timing of sex in the relationship (Fisher, 

2006; Zeki, 2007). Longitudinal assessment of the changes in passionate and 

companionate love from before to after first sex could elucidate the time-order of effects; 

that is, measuring love before and after first sex would also help determine whether 

feelings of love predict the timing of sex or the timing of sex predicts subsequent feelings 

of love. Rapid sexual activity is expected to be associated with higher levels of passionate 

love at Wave 1—indicating that passion precedes sexual activity, rather than early sex 

fueling feelings of passion. Nevertheless, given the interdependency of these neurological 

systems, having passion-fueled sex early in a relationship could also have a cyclical 

effect and reciprocally boost levels of passionate love over time. 
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Passionate and companionate love have different implications for relationship 

development. Companionate love is strongly and positively associated with long-term 

relationship satisfaction (Acevedo & Aron, 2009). In contrast, a sharp increase in 

passionate love may not necessarily be beneficial for the relationship in the long-term. 

Although companionate and passionate love have both been associated with relationship 

satisfaction and commitment (Sprecher & Regan, 1998), partners in passionate courtships 

that progress quickly tend to have sex earlier, experience high levels of idealization, and 

experience sharp declines in affection in early marriage (Niehuis et al., 2016). In one 

study, passionate love had a negative correlation with satisfaction in long-term 

relationships (Acevedo & Aron, 2009). To the extent that sex fuels passionate love early 

in the relationship, it could focus the relationship on physical aspects rather than the 

development of communication and commitment (Busby et al., 2010). Moreover, when 

experiencing feelings of passionate love or sexual arousal, the frontal cortex, a region of 

the brain used in making judgements, is deactivated. This may explain why people who 

are passionately in love or sexually aroused seem irrational and tend to make decisions 

they later regret (Zeki, 2007), such as moving rapidly or rashly through major 

relationship transitions or being unaware of problems in their relationship. Therefore, 

regarding passionate love, it was expected that: 

H3a: Changes in passionate love would mediate the association between the 

timing of sex and relationship outcomes. The earlier sex occurred, the higher 

levels of passionate love would be at Wave 1 and the less dramatic the declines in 

passionate love would be over time. This result, in turn, would be associated with 
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lower relationship outcomes at Wave 1 and more dramatic declines in 

relationship outcomes over time. 

Those who delay sex may already experience stable levels of companionate love 

by the time that sex occurs (and, also, at Wave 1 of the study). Therefore, those who have 

sex early in the relationship, when companionate love is less-developed, might 

experience less dramatic declines in companionate love after having sex than those who 

delay it. Due to the positive associations companionate love has with relationship 

satisfaction and stability (Acevedo & Aron, 2009), this should, in turn, predict less 

dramatic declines in relationship outcomes. However, if Hypothesis 1 was correct that 

delaying sex is associated with better outcomes (i.e., a positive correlation), and if less 

dramatic declines in companionate love also predicted relationship outcomes (i.e., a 

positive correlation), then delaying sex should predict less dramatic declines in 

companionate love (i.e., a positive correlation) for mediation to occur. As was 

hypothesized, this is not the case—having sex earlier was expected to predict less 

dramatic declines in companionate love (i.e., a negative association). Therefore, 

companionate love was not expected to mediate the association between the timing of sex 

and relationship outcomes. Therefore, it is hypothesized that: 

H3b: Changes in companionate love will NOT mediate the association between the 

timing of sex and relationship outcomes. The earlier that sex occurs, the lower 

levels of companionate love will be at Wave 1 and less dramatic declines in 

companionate love will be over time, which in turn, will be associated with lower 
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relationship outcomes at Wave 1 and less dramatic declines in relationship 

outcomes over time.8 

Constraint commitment and personal dedication. Some studies that have found 

that delaying sex predicts better relationship outcomes have used inertia theory to explain 

their results (Busby et al., 2010; Sassler et al., 2012). These applications of inertia theory 

assume that the timing of first sex is an approximate measure of the degree to which 

participants were sliding through the transition to sex. Specifically, the idea is that those 

who had sex early were more likely to have slid through the transition without much 

deliberation, whereas those who had sex later were likely to have given some thought to 

when first sex would occur with their partner. According to inertia theory, sliding through 

relationship transitions can cause increases in constraint commitment without increasing 

personal dedication, which could lead to partners staying in unsatisfying relationships 

(Stanley et al., 2006). In summary, these authors speculated that those with early 

occurrence of first sex in a relationship (which is assumed to be a manifestation of 

sliding) might have experienced more constraint commitment, but not more personal 

dedication, and this mediating process ultimately led to lower-quality relationships. Thus, 

if inertia theory is an appropriate explanation for the correlation between delaying sex 

and better relationship outcomes, then having sex early should increase constraint 

commitment, which in turn, should lead to more negative relationship quality.  

Research regarding how the timing of sex is related to commitment and 

relationship stability is mixed. Some studies have found evidence that delaying sex is 

associated with more relationship stability. Peplau et al. (1977) found that couples who 

                                                
8 See footnote 7. 
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were waiting to have sex reported a higher likelihood of marrying their partner, and 

Busby et al. (2010) found that delaying sex was associated with more perceived 

relationship stability. Other findings undermine the association between delaying sex and 

relationship stability. Peplau et al. (1977) found at a two-year follow-up that there was no 

difference between various sex-timing groups in whether they had broken up, stayed 

together, or gotten married. Additionally, Metts (2004) observed that waiting to have sex 

until after expressions of love and commitment was not directly associated with how 

much commitment participants reported, and that men reported feeling more commitment 

to their partners the less time they waited to have sex with them. Contradictory findings 

across these studies could be a product of differing methodologies: using cross-sectional 

versus longitudinal data, measuring commitment/perceived stability versus actual 

stability, or using different operationalizations of sex-timing. Moreover, no study has 

directly tested whether the timing of first sex predicts changes in personal and constraint 

commitment and whether those changes predict relationship outcomes. More research is 

needed to clarify the associations between the timing of sex, different types of 

commitment, and relationship stability and satisfaction. Consistent with inertia theory, it 

was expected that:    

H3c: Changes in constraint commitment would mediate the association between 

the timing of sex and relationship outcomes. The earlier sex occurred, the steeper 

increases in constraint commitment would be over time, which in turn, would 

predict more dramatic declines in relationship and sexual satisfaction but less 

dramatic declines in perceived and actual relationship stability over time. 

Moreover, it was expected that: 
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H3d: Changes in personal dedication would mediate the association between the 

timing of sex and relationship outcomes. The earlier sex occurred, the less 

dramatic declines in personal dedication would be over time, which in turn, 

would predict less dramatic declines in relationship outcomes over time. 

Conflict. There is some evidence that conflict could mediate the relationship 

between the timing of sex and relationship outcomes. Frequent conflict in dating 

relationships can undermine relationship satisfaction and commitment (Lloyd, 1987). 

Moreover, conflict specifically regarding sexual activity is positively associated with 

general conflict and negatively predicts subsequent relationship satisfaction in dating 

couples (Long, Cate, Fehsenfeld, & Williams, 1996). Christopher and Cate (1985) found 

that the progression of sexual intimacy in the early stages of dating was consistently 

correlated with increased conflict. Moreover, couples who engaged in high levels of 

sexual intimacy on their first date maintained high levels of conflict throughout other 

relationship stages compared to couples whose sexual intimacy increased at slower paces. 

Importantly, conflict and sexual intimacy were uncorrelated at the couple stage of dating, 

which suggests that delaying sexual activity until after commitment may make the 

transition to sex less conflictual. The authors speculated that their results were capturing 

partners negotiating the sexual boundaries of their relationship; specifically, the divergent 

sexual scripts that prescribe men to pursue sex and women to reject sex and pursue 

commitment (Wiederman, 2005). If they are correct, then delaying sexual activity may be 

associated with positive relationship outcomes because the transition to sex is less 

conflictual at later stages of dating. Therefore, it was hypothesized that: 



Texas Tech University, C. Rebecca Oldham, May 2019 
 

 

43 

H3e: Changes in conflict would mediate the association between the timing of sex 

and relationship outcomes. The later sex occurred with one’s partner, the less 

dramatic the increase in conflict would be over time, which in turn, would predict 

less dramatic declines in relationship outcomes. 

Alternatively, correlations between sex and conflict could be an artifact of couples 

using sex to settle arguments. Christopher and Cate (1985) did not ask participants to 

report the topic of their conflict, thus, their speculations have remained untested. 

Moreover, they used retrospective reports of when sex occurred and how much conflict 

occurred at each of the four relationship stages. Thus, participants’ current feelings 

surrounding their relationship might have altered their memories of previous conflict. 

Therefore, the current study asked participants to indicate the level of disagreement 

regarding sexual relations and used concurrent reports of conflict and sexual behavior 

from multiple time points in order to determine whether escalating sexual behavior 

contributed to increasing conflict and subsequent relationship satisfaction and stability. 

Communication quality. The quality of communication may also mediate the 

relationship between the timing of sex and later relationship quality. Communication is 

an important facet of early relationship development due to its role in building intimacy 

(Reis & Shaver, 1988). Furthermore, couples that exhibit substantially more positive than 

negative communication behaviors, even when in conflict, have more satisfying and 

stable relationships (Gottman, 1994). Some research on the timing of sex and 

communication indicates that delaying first sex with a partner is associated with better 

communication (i.e., more positive, empathetic, clear, and open communication; less 

defensive and critical; Busby et al., 2010; Sassler et al., 2012; Willoughby et al., 2014). 
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Perhaps having sex early in the relationship detracts from the development of 

communication in favor of physical aspects of the relationship. Huston and Vangelisti 

(1991) found that affectionate communication and less negativity were concurrently 

associated with both spouses’ marital satisfaction, and that, over a two-year period, 

negativity predicted declines in women’s satisfaction. Therefore, negative forms of 

communication may have a particularly detrimental effect on couples’ relationship 

satisfaction over time. If having sex early in a relationship increases negative 

communication or hinders positive communication, those processes could dampen 

relationship satisfaction. Thus, it was expected that: 

H3f: Changes in communication would mediate the association between the timing 

of sex and relationship outcomes. The later sex occurred with one’s partner, the 

less dramatic the increase in negativity and the less dramatic the decline in 

affectionate communication would be in over time, which in turn, would predict 

less dramatic declines in relationship outcomes. 

Cohabitation. A wealth of literature has documented the cohabitation effect, 

whereby couples who live together before committing to marriage tend to report more 

negative communication, less marital satisfaction, and a greater likelihood of divorce 

(Stanley et al., 2006). Inertia theory has been widely used to explain how moving in with 

one’s partner without deliberation or unambiguous commitment could result in increased 

constraints, making it difficult to leave unsatisfying relationships. The timing of sex in 

relationships is also associated with how likely a couple is to live together before they are 

married. Those delaying sex with their partner for at least six months are much less likely 

to live with their partner before getting married (Sassler et al., 2010). Moreover, although 
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having sex later in relationship was associated with various metrics of better relationship 

quality, one study found that cohabitation mediated all of these correlations, except for 

sexual satisfaction (Sassler et al., 2012). Therefore, having sex early in a relationship may 

act as a “stepping stone” to cohabiting with one’s partner before there is clear 

commitment, which may add constraints to leaving unhappy relationships. However, no 

study has directly tested whether having sex subsequently increases the likelihood of 

living with a partner. Unlike previous studies, which measure relationship outcomes 

years after first sex and cohabitation have occurred, in the current study, an attempt was 

made to observe the transition to sex and immediate relationship changes, such as 

cohabitation. Thus, it was hypothesized that:   

H3g: Changes in the likelihood of cohabitation would mediate the association 

between the timing of sex and relationship outcomes. The earlier sex occurred, 

the more dramatically the likelihood of cohabitation would increase over time, 

which in turn, would predict more dramatic declines in relationship outcomes.  

Control variables. Individuals can have a wide variety of positive (e.g., 

satisfaction, excitement) or negative emotional reactions (e.g., guilt, confusion, regret) 

regarding the first sexual experience with their partner. In previous research, these 

reactions have been correlated with when sex occurs in the relationship. The more time 

that elapsed between the first date and first coitus, the more pleasure and the less guilt 

and anxiety women reported feeling regarding first sex (Weis, 1983). Moreover, women 

who had sex with a loving partner and in more serious relationships were more likely to 

have a positive reaction to first sex (Sprecher, Barbee, & Schwartz, 1995). This suggests 

that having sex later in a relationship may increase positive feelings and decrease 
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negative feelings regarding first sex, especially for women. These initial emotional 

responses to first sex with one’s partner could have an impact on one’s evaluations of the 

event and relationship. For example, when sex occurs after expressing love and 

commitment, the more positively women perceive the event and the less regret men feel 

regarding their first sexual experience with their partner. Moreover, such reactions to first 

sex predict later relationship satisfaction and commitment better than the timing of sex 

itself (Cate et al., 1983; Metts, 2004). Therefore, studies testing whether the timing of sex 

is associated with relationship quality should control for emotional reactions to first sex.  

Moreover, several variables could influence emotional reactions to first sexual 

involvement.9 First, gender has been an important predictor of affective response to 

sexual debut. Men generally have more positive reactions to first intercourse than 

women, such as experiencing more pleasure and less guilt (Barnett, Melugin, & Cruze, 

2016; Sprecher et al., 1995; Sprecher, 2014). There is also more variability among 

women than men in their emotional reactions to first sex, including both very positive 

and very negative feelings (Weis, 1983). Second, whether orgasm occurs and how 

satisfied individuals are with orgasm could influence how they feel regarding their first 

sexual experience. Positive feelings regarding first intercourse are partly attributed to 

whether one experiences an orgasm (Sprecher et al. 1995; Weis, 1983). Given that 

orgasms are more likely to occur, especially for women, in more serious relationships 

(Armstrong, England, & Fogarty, 2012), delaying sex may increase the possibility that 

orgasm will occur and that those experiencing orgasm will have more positive emotional 

responses to first sex. Moreover, the more enjoyable the sex is, the less regret people tend 

                                                
9 The studies cited in this paragraph refer to sexual debut, the first time an individual has sex in 

their lifetime, rather than the first time an individual has sex with a new partner. 
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to feel regarding sexual experiences in uncommitted relationships (Fisher, Worth, Garcia, 

& Meredith, 2012). Third, when first sex occurs in casual relationship, contraception is 

less likely to be used than when it occurs in serious relationships (Manning, Longmore, & 

Giordano, 2000), which could increase feelings of guilt and regret regarding sex (Oswalt, 

Cameron, & Koob, 2005; Sprecher et al. 1995; Vasilenko, Lefkowitz, & Maggs, 2012; 

for exceptions: Schwartz, 1993; Weis, 1983). Fourth, using drugs reduces the pleasure 

experienced at first sex (Weis, 1983), and the use of alcohol is associated with feelings of 

guilt and regret (Oswalt et al., 2005). Because each of these variables can have an impact 

on how one experiences his or her first sexual encounter with a partner, they were used as 

control variables when evaluating how affective reactions to first sex may be associated 

with relationship outcomes. 

Limitations of Extant Research 

Research regarding the timing of first sex and relationship outcomes suffers from 

several limitations. Most limitations stem from a nearly exclusive reliance on large 

secondary datasets in which participants retrospectively self-reported their timing of first 

sex (or if they were virgins at marriage) (RELATE: Busby et al., 2012; Willoughby et al., 

2014; MARS: Sassler et al., 2012; NSFG: Kahn & London, 1991; CHSLS: Paik, 2010; 

for exceptions see Peplau et al., 1977). This large-scale survey methodology has had 

some advantages. For example, such large samples allow comparison across several sex-

timing subgroups (e.g., Busby et al., 2010; Willoughby et al., 2014). However, reliance 

on secondary datasets to study the timing of sex has contributed to the following 

limitations: (1) cross-sectional and retrospective data, rather than longitudinal data; (2) 

inability to test theory-driven hypotheses; (3) being limited to questions in the datasets, 
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rather than being able to use optimal measures and operationalizations; and (4) 

underrepresentation of various identities and couples types, which limits the 

generalizability of results.  

Cross-sectional, retrospective reports. Arguably the most important limitation 

in this body of research is that all studies have used cross-sectional, retrospective reports 

of the timing of first sex. Even samples that included participants who had not yet had 

sex with their partner did not track participants to obtain concurrent (and more precise) 

data regarding when first sex occurred (Peplau et al., 1977; Willoughby et al., 2014). 

Relying on participant memory could have produced inaccurate estimates of when first 

sex occurred. Moreover, studies vary on whether they used concurrent (e.g., Sassler et al., 

2012) and retrospective (e.g., Christopher & Cate, 1985) reports of potential predictor 

variables and relationship quality. The cross-sectional nature of these studies precludes 

testing temporal precedence, especially regarding variables that may have changed since 

first sexual involvement occurred—or changed possibly because of sexual involvement, 

such as sexual attitudes or relationship satisfaction.10 Moreover, participants’ current 

relationship quality could influence retrospective reports of their relationship quality and 

sexual behaviors. Unfortunately, the only study to collect longitudinal data regarding 

relationship satisfaction and stability was conducted decades ago and, thus, the 

conclusions may be outdated (Peplau et al., 1977). Given these limitations, several 

authors have mentioned the need for a longitudinal study on this topic (Busby et al., 

2010; Christopher & Cate, 1985; Metts, 2004).  

                                                
10 A similar phenomenon has been observed in longitudinal studies of cohabitation and marital 

attitudes (McGinnis, 2003). 
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Lack of theory-driven hypothesis testing. An important weakness of studies 

that have used secondary datasets has been the inability of researchers to customize study 

design to address theory or allow comparison across studies. For example, studies have 

been unable to directly test inertia theory’s assumptions regarding whether having sex 

actually influences constraint commitment or personal dedication. Moreover, the 

disadvantage of using secondary data is apparent in the inconsistent measurements of 

relationship outcomes, varying sample characteristics, and different operationalizations of 

the timing of sex across studies. Sassler et al. (2012) and Busby et al. (2010) were 

interested in similar relationship outcomes but their variables were operationalized 

differently across the MARS and RELATE surveys. Studies that used the NSFG were 

limited to measuring virginity at marriage and divorce outcomes, because the dataset did 

not include other relationship quality measures (Kahn & London, 1991; Teachman, 

2003). Christopher and Cate (1985) did not have a measure that assessed the content of 

relationship conflict to observe whether the escalation of sexual activity was responsible 

for an increase in conflict. 

Defining sex. A central objective of this study was determining the timing of sex. 

However, determining what behaviors participants “count” as sex can be complicated. 

Previous studies on the timing of sex have operationalized “sex” in a variety of ways. The 

timing of sex has been measured using categories of absolute timing based on number of 

weeks/months (Sassler et al., 2012) and timing relative to seriousness of the relationship 

(Paik, 2010) or to important relationship events (Metts, 2004). Across studies, 

participants have been asked to report when they first had engaged in “coitus” (Peplau, et 

al., 1977), “significant sexual involvement” (Metts, 2004), “sexual contact” (Paik, 2010), 
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“sexual relations” (Busby et al., 2010), “sex” (Sassler et al., 2012), and “sexual 

intercourse” (Willoughby et al., 2014) with a given partner. A Centers for Disease 

Control report indicated that whereas 93% of adolescents considered vaginal intercourse 

to be “sexual intercourse,” 62% felt that anal sex and 22% felt that oral sex also fell under 

that term (Brener, Billy, & Grady, 2003). If participants could interpret “sexual 

intercourse” with that degree of breadth, it is not surprising that inconsistent survey 

terminology (including phrases as vague as “sexual contact”) would yield contradictory 

findings. Collectively, these inconsistencies across studies make comparing results 

complicated.  

Operationalizing sex according to specific activities (i.e., coitus, vaginal 

intercourse) versus very general descriptions (i.e., “significant sexual involvement”) have 

both advantages and disadvantages. Asking participants about “coitus” has the benefit of 

being behaviorally specific but reinforces heteronormative assumptions that vaginal 

intercourse is the essence of sexual behavior (the “coital imperative”; Opperman, Braun, 

Clark, & Rogers, 2014). Research focusing on a specific sexual behavior, such as vaginal 

intercourse, is only as useful as survey participants or research consumers impart 

meaning on that same sexual behavior. Consequently, conclusions based on this 

operationalization do not generalize well to LGBTQ persons and individuals for whom 

vaginal intercourse is not particularly meaningful (Diorio, 2016; McPhillips, Braun, & 

Gavey, 2001).  

 In contrast, more nebulous operationalizations, such as “significant sexual 

involvement,” have the advantages of emphasizing behaviors that are subjectively 

significant and being more inclusive of more genders and sexualities. However, this 
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terminology lacks clarity and precision. Although penile-vaginal intercourse is commonly 

considered “sex,” there is a great deal of variability as to whether other common sexual 

activities, such as oral and anal sex, are considered as “having sex” with a partner 

(Bogart, Cecil, Wagstaff, Pinkerton, & Abramson, 2000; Sanders & Reinisch, 1999). 

With the exception of kissing and coitus, heterosexual and non-heterosexual individuals 

tend to disagree regarding whether most sexual behaviors are considered “sex” (Wildey 

& Barnhart, 2018). Participant responses could vary widely according to what specific 

sexual behaviors these phrasings call to mind and how they interpret which of those 

behaviors are “significant.” Consequently, conclusions based on broad 

operationalizations of sex may be too imprecise to offer clear generalizations or practical 

suggestions.  

This study attempted to overcome these limitations in two ways. First, the study 

was designed to be inclusive of any gender or sexual orientation. Second, “first sex” was 

measured in both broad and subjective terms but also in terms of specific sexual 

behaviors. Unfortunately, no established measure of this nature exists, therefore this 

study used its own series of questions to fulfill this purpose. Participants were asked to 

indicate whether they “had sex” with their partner. Then, they selected from a checklist, 

which behaviors they had in mind when they answered the previous question. In case this 

checklist was not exhaustive, an option for a written response was also included.  

Generalizability. Although some of these studies used essentially nationally 

representative datasets, the overall literature still has limitations in generalizability. The 

RELATE project recruited people through a variety of convenience methods, in which 

participants were referred by a professor, therapist, clergy, advertisements, or a web 
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search, and opted to participate in the online survey. Therefore, certain types of 

relationship may be oversampled in this study (e.g., those in counseling who were 

referred by clergy or a therapist) compared to datasets that used more random sampling 

techniques to be representative of the U.S. population, such as MARS and NSFG. The 

RELATE survey, although the largest in size, was not nationally representative in terms 

of race (White, non-Hispanic persons overrepresented), education (more educated than 

average), or religious affiliation (a large proportion of Mormons) (Busby et al., 2010). 

The MARS data are representative only of those married or cohabiting couples in the 

United States with household incomes under $50,000 per year, coresident minor children, 

and a female partner under 45 years old (Sassler et al., 2012). The CHSLS is only 

representative of Chicago residents (Paik, 2010). Kahn and London (1991) only studied 

white women in their first marriages in the otherwise nationally representative National 

Survey on Family Growth. Moreover, studies also varied in terms of what kinds of 

samples were available: just dating, married, cohabiting, only women, couples or 

individuals, etc. Most of these studies surveyed relationships that had survived to the 

point of seriously dating, cohabitation, or marriage, which means the impact of the timing 

of sex in shorter-lived, less-successful relationships, has been underrepresented in extant 

research. Results may be different if relationships that never reached the serious stage of 

dating (or marriage) were included in the sample. Specifically, partners’ negotiations 

regarding timing and development of sexual intimacy may have a stronger influence on 

the quality and stability of relationships with ambiguous levels of commitment than those 

in committed partnerships. Conflicting sexual scripts for men and women could cause 

distress in heterosexual relationships as partners negotiate the escalation of sexual 
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activity (Christopher & Cate, 1985), which also raises the question regarding whether 

these dynamics also exist in same-sex or queer couples when they make decisions 

regarding the timing of sex (Metts, 2004). Unfortunately, extant studies on the timing of 

sex and relationship quality have exclusively studied heterosexual couples; the sexual 

scripts of couples with other partner gender configurations regarding the timing of sex are 

less understood. 

Current Study 

 In the current study, an attempt was made to observe the transition that 

individuals make into first having sex with their partner by sampling participants in 

relationships that have not yet had sex and asking them to participate in a five-wave 

longitudinal survey over the course of three months. Latent growth curve modeling was 

primarily used to address three questions in the literature regarding the timing of first sex 

and relationship quality.  

RQ1: Does the timing of first sex in relationships have a direct, temporally 

precedent effect on the development of relationships outcomes? 

To answer this question, first a correlation between the timing of sex and relationship 

quality must be established. Moreover, the use of longitudinal data and modeling 

provided a test of temporal precedence. Given that most studies have found support for 

the sexual restraint model, the first hypothesis was: 

H1: The later sex occurred with one’s partner, the higher relationship outcomes 

will be at Wave 1 and the less dramatic the declines in relationship outcomes will 

be across time.  



Texas Tech University, C. Rebecca Oldham, May 2019 
 

 

54 

 If Hypothesis 1 was supported and the timing of sex predicted subsequent 

relationship quality, then elimination of confounding variables would be necessary to 

establish a direct, causal relationship. Therefore, the second research question is:  

RQ2: What, if any, selection variables explain the association between the timing 

of first sex and relationship outcomes? 

Previous research has found some evidence that selection effects explain the association 

between casual sexual behavior and poor relationship outcomes (Kahn & London, 1991; 

Paik, 2010), though the statistical methods used in these studies failed to identify what 

specific variables were responsible for these selection effects. The three levels of sexual 

scripting theory offer a useful framework for hypothesizing sources of sexual and 

relationship scripts that could independently predict both the timing of sex and 

relationship outcomes, including cultural scenarios (e.g., demographics, religious 

affiliation), interpersonal scripting (e.g., parents’ marital status, sexual history), and 

intrapsychic scripting (e.g., religiosity, sociosexual orientation). Thus far, a few studies 

have failed to find support for selection effects using variables including age, 

socioeconomic status, education, race, parental divorce, religiosity, religious attendance, 

and number of sexual partners (Busby et al., 2010; Metts, 2004; Sassler et al., 2012; 

Teachman, 2003; Willoughby et al., 2014). However, given the substantial 

methodological improvements of the current study, these variables may warrant further 

testing. Moreover, most of these selection variables are at the level of cultural scenarios 

and interpersonal interaction, which may have less direct and potent influence on 

individual sexual behavior than intrapsychic scripting. Therefore, the current study tested 

other potential selection variables that are influential at the intrapsychic level (e.g., 
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attitudes, expectations) and, thus, may have a more direct impact on sexual and 

relationship behaviors. Hypotheses 2a through 2h could be summarized as: 

H2: Age, education, parents’ education, race/ethnicity, parents’ marital status, 

number of previous sexual partners, sociosexuality, religiosity, religious 

attendance, but not religious affiliation, will attenuate the association between the 

timing of sex and relationship outcomes.  

If the timing of first sex in a relationship continued to significantly predict 

relationship outcomes, above and beyond potential selection effects, then the third 

research question aimed to test whether there were any indirect effects between the 

timing of sex and relationship outcomes: 

RQ3: What, if any, processes mediate the association between the timing of first 

sex and relationship outcomes? 

The current study investigated several potential indirect effects based on previous 

research and inertia theory: passionate and companionate love (Peplau et al., 1977), 

constraint commitment (Busby et al., 2010; Stanley et al., 2006), conflict frequency 

(Christopher & Cate, 1985), positive and negative communication (Busby et al., 2010; 

Willoughby et al., 2014), and likelihood of cohabitation (Sassler et al., 2012). Hypotheses 

3a through 3h could be summarized as: 

H3: Changes in passionate love, constraint commitment, personal dedication, 

conflict, affection, negativity, and likelihood of cohabitation will mediate the 

association between the timing of sex and relationship outcomes, but 

companionate love will not. 
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The current study offered several methodological improvements over previous 

studies. Every study to date has used retrospective reports of the timing of sex. Only 

Peplau et al. (1977) collected data regarding relationship satisfaction and commitment at 

multiple time points. Therefore, a primary contribution of the current study was the 

collection of relationship quality data both before first sex and after first sex occurred in a 

relationship, which enabled testing of temporal precedence, something that was not done 

in previous studies due to the retrospective, cross-sectional nature of the data. 

Additionally, sampling was designed to include a wide range of types of relationships, 

including those that may have been underrepresented in previous research, such as short-

lived, less-successful relationships and those with partners intending to be abstinent until 

marriage. Moreover, this study was the first to include gay, lesbian, or queer relationships 

or gender non-conforming participants in its analyses. 

This study also included several improvements in measurement. Rather than using 

vague terms such as “sexual contact,” participants identified what behaviors they 

considered to “count” as sexual activity according to a checklist of various sexual 

behaviors and specific terminology (e.g., kissing, oral sex, vaginal intercourse). 

Furthermore, the timing of sex was measured using multiple variables that included both 

absolute time and relationship context: (1) whether first sex occurred during the study 

observation period, (2) the absolute time in the relationship (weeks/months) that sex 

occurred from when the relationship began, (3) the seriousness of the relationship at the 

time of first sex (e.g., casually dating, seriously dating, engaged), (4) whether participants 

had already expressed love to their partner by the time of first sex, (5) whether their 

partner had expressed love to the participant by the time of first sex, and (6) the degree of 



Texas Tech University, C. Rebecca Oldham, May 2019 
 

 

57 

intimacy experienced in the relationship at the time of first sex. These different 

measurements were combined to generate homogeneous sex-timing groups according to 

participant sexual behavior. This operationalization of the timing of first sex was more 

comprehensive and descriptive than the unidimensional measures of sexual timing that 

have been used in previous studies. 

Measurement improvements for mediators were intended to clarify findings from 

previous studies. First, if the current study found, as did Christopher and Cate (1985), that 

conflict increased as a result of sexual activity, then an additional measure would be able 

assess how much participants disagreed with their partner on sexual relations to 

determine whether the increase in conflict was related to sex. Additionally, passionate 

and companionate love were measured separately to determine whether these different 

types of love mediated the timing of sex and relationship outcomes differently and 

explained discrepant findings in previous studies. The current study also included scales 

that measured personal dedication and constraint commitment, plus a new item that 

assessed whether levels of physical intimacy contributed directly to feeling constrained to 

a relationship. Finally, this study included an item that measured one’s certainty that they 

would live with their partner, which was used to determine if the timing of sex increased 

the likelihood of cohabitation. Collectively, these improvements in measurement 

extended and clarified previous findings regarding indirect effects between the timing of 

sex and relationship outcomes. 
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CHAPTER III 

METHODS 

 This study used self-report online survey data to examine how the timing of first 

sex with a new dating partner was related to relationship outcomes. The following section 

describes sample characteristics, data collection procedures, and measures. 

Sample 

The population of interest for the current study was childfree, never-married, 

emerging adults (18-30 years old). A screening questionnaire filtered potential 

participants according to these criteria. Furthermore, sampling aimed to recruit 

individuals who were in romantic relationships but had not yet had sex with their current 

partner. This restriction permitted collecting information on relationships before and after 

first sex for longitudinal analysis. Therefore, participants were not eligible to participate 

if they had had sex with their current partner or if they were not in a relationship at all. 

Thus, individuals in relationships that were likely to be sexually active (i.e., married or 

cohabiting relationships) were not eligible to participate.  

Many studies regarding the timing of sex and relationship quality have only 

sampled married and/or cohabiting couples (Busby et al., 2010; Kahn & London, 1991; 

Sassler et al., 2012; Teachman, 2003) or individuals in ongoing relationships (Peplau et 

al., 1977; Willoughby et al., 2014) (for exceptions see Metts, 2004, and Paik, 2010). Less 

successful and short-lived romantic relationships likely have been underrepresented in 

samples to date. Therefore, in addition to the recruitment of those who were in “casual or 

serious dating relationships,” individuals who were “talking” were targeted. Potential 

partners who are “talking” do not yet consider their relationship to be romantic or sexual; 
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rather, they are determining whether they are interested in having a “real” relationship 

with each other (Banker, Kaestle, & Allen, 2010, p. 181). The essence of this stage is its 

rejection of labels; yet, vernacular referring to the “talking” stage has emerged, such as 

“hanging out,” “seeing each other,” and “casually dating.” Given the ambiguity of 

“talking,” individuals in such tentative relationships may not consider a study on couples 

who are “dating” as referring to them. Therefore, two versions of advertisements were 

circulated—one advertisement for those in “casual or serious dating relationships” and 

another advertisement specifically targeting those who were “talking” with someone. The 

“talking” version of the advertisement used language widely-recognized among emerging 

adults (i.e., “talking,” “hanging out,” or “seeing someone”) to recruit participants in this 

type of relationship (Banker et al., 2010). Copies of recruitment material for the first 

wave of the study are provided in Appendix A. However, participants who were merely 

“talking” with a potential romantic partner were at risk of not developing a formal 

relationship during the twelve-week data collection window, which would have made 

their data less useful for the purposes of this study. Therefore, the screening questionnaire 

only accepted those who were “talking” with someone with whom they believed they 

were “somewhat likely” or “extremely likely” “to develop a romantic relationship in the 

next month or two.”  

Given the difficulty and cost of obtaining a random sample of individuals in 

informal or casual dating relationships, convenience sampling was used to recruit 

participants (Paik, 2015). Because few people were likely to qualify for the survey, a 

broad reach in recruitment was essential. Because social media are widely used among 

emerging adults, potential participants were recruited through Facebook, Twitter, 
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Instagram, and other platforms. On Facebook, paid advertisements were used to reach a 

large number of people. Moreover, Facebook targeted ads toward those who met some of 

the inclusion criteria (e.g., not married). Additionally, students at Texas Tech were 

recruited via daily university-wide email announcements, email messages asking 

instructors to make announcements in their classes, flyers, and Sona (a recruitment 

system through which students may receive extra credit in certain courses for 

participating in research studies). Finally, email announcements via professional research 

organizations (e.g., International Association for Relationship Research, National Council 

on Family Relations) were also used to recruit participants across the United States.  

Approximately 2,600 participants completed the screening survey. Of those 

participants, only 340 (13%) met eligibility criteria to participate in the full study. Forty-

five cases were excluded from analyses for various reasons, including (1) taking the 

survey at a location outside of the U.S. (n = 5), (2) not passing attention-check items (n = 

10), (3) having already had sex at Wave 1 (n = 28), (4) missing data for key dating length 

variables (n = 4), and/or (5) falling outside of age requirements (n = 1).11 Given the 

current study was focused on the change of relationship satisfaction and stability over 

time, any participant with only Wave 1 data (n = 115) was excluded from the sample. 

Therefore, the final sample at Waves 1 and 2 included 180 never-married, childfree, 

emerging adults, residing in the U.S., who had not yet had sex with their current partner 

and whose relationships ranged from “talking” to engaged. Sample sizes decreased over 

the course of the study as follows: Wave 3, N = 118 (66% of Wave 1); Wave 4, N = 87 

(48% of Wave 1); and Wave 5, N = 71 (40% of Wave 1).  

                                                
11 Some participants were excluded for more than one reason, so the sum of participants for each 

reason exceeds n = 45. 
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Although previous research indicates a sample of over 1,000 would be ideal for 

detecting small effect-sizes, financial limitations of the current study precluded such a 

large sample (Soper, 2018). An affordable target sample was 300 individuals, meaning 

approximately 150 of those participants would be “talking”/casually dating and another 

150 would be in a serious relationship. Individuals in serious dating relationships may 

have not had sex at the time of recruitment for various reasons; for example, (a) they may 

have skipped “talking”/casual dating, (b) they may have waited to have sex until after 

becoming serious with a partner, or (c) they may have intended to be abstinent until 

marriage. Moreover, this target sample exceeds or is equal to that of other studies in this 

area that have detected significant results (e.g., Cate et al., 1983; Metts, 2004; Peplau et 

al., 1977). The Wave 1 sample consisted of 110 participants (61%) who were “talking” or 

casually dating, 61 (34%) who were seriously dating, and 9 (5%) who were engaged or 

committed to marriage. Figure 1 displays attrition across waves according to relationship 

stage, whereas Figure 2 shows what proportion of attrition was accounted for by 

participants who had reported breaking up with their partner in the previous stage. 

The characteristics of the sample at each wave are described in Table 2, including 

significant changes in demographic characteristics across waves. At Wave 1, the sample 

consisted of women (72%), men (19%), non-binary individuals (7%), and trans-men 

(2%). Chi-square tests between sexual orientation identity and attraction revealed a great 

deal of overlap (e.g., 82 out of 91 heterosexual women reported only being attracted to 

men). Over half of participants (55%) reported never having had sexual contact with 

anyone (n = 99).  Approximately 62% identified as heterosexual, 5% as gay, 5% as 

lesbian, 16% as bisexual, and 6% as asexual. Additionally, 5% preferred to self-describe  
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Figure 1. Proportion of attrition by relationship stage and break-up. 

 

Figure 2. Proportion of attrition accounted for by break-ups. 
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how they identified (e.g., pansexual, heteroflexible, demisexual) and 1% were not sure. 

The largest gender-sexual identity groups in the sample were heterosexual women (51%), 

with the next largest group being heterosexual men (12%), then bisexual women (12%), 

gay men (4%), lesbian women (4%), asexual women (3%), women with a self-described 

orientation (2%), bisexual men (2%), and self-described non-binary gender (2%). The 

remaining 8% of the sample was a collection of other identities, each comprising less 

than 2% of the total sample. 

Ages ranged from 18 to 29 years with a median age of 20 (M = 21.0, SD = 2.8) in 

the first wave of the study. Participant education was consistent with what would be 

expected from an emerging adult sample: 15% had a high school degree or less; 

approximately 59% had either some college, an Associate’s degree, or technical/trade 

school; 19% had a Bachelor’s degree; and 7% had a graduate degree. Mother’s and 

father’s education were very similar: 18% of mothers and 22% of fathers had a high 

school degree or less; 27% of mothers and 21% of fathers had either some college, an 

Associate’s degree, or technical/trade school; 30% of mothers and 31% of fathers had a 

Bachelor’s degree; and 24% of mothers and 23% of fathers had a graduate degree. Less 

than 1% of participants said they did not have a mother figure, and 2% of participants 

said they did not have a father figure. The sample was also primarily White (73%), 

followed by Hispanic (11%), Asian (5%), Black (1%), and multi-ethnic or unlisted 

racial/ethnic identities (e.g., Jewish was a written response; 9%). 

The sample had a diverse cross-section of religious affiliations, including 

Protestant (33%), atheist/agnostic (25%), spiritual with no affiliation (14%), Catholic 

(17%), Mormon (3%), and other religious identities (e.g., paganism; 8%). Thirty-five  
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Table 2  

Sample Characteristics at Each Wave (N = 180) 

M (SD) or n (%) 
Waves 1 & 2  

N = 180 
Wave 3 
N = 118 

Wave 4 
N = 87 

Wave 5 
N = 71 

Age 20.9 (2.8) 20.7 (2.6) 20.8 (2.5) 20.9 (2.5) 
Gender     
   Women 129 (72%) 84 (74%) 63 (74%) 52 (74%) 
   Men 35 (19%) 22 (19%) 15 (18%) 13 (19%) 
   Trans-men 4 (2%) 2 (2%) 2 (2%) 2 (3%) 
   Non-binary 12 (7%) 6 (5%) 5 (6%) 3 (4%) 
Sexual Identity     
   Heterosexual 112 (62%) 74 (65%) 57 (67%) 48 (69%) 
   Gay 9 (5%) 6 (5%) 5 (6%) 4 (6%) 
   Lesbian 9 (5%) 3 (3%) 1 (1%) 1 (1%) 
   Bisexual 29 (16%) 19 (17%) 14 (17%) 11 (16%) 
   Asexual 11 (6%) 7 (6%) 5 (6%) 4 (6%) 
   Not sure 1 (1%) 1 (1%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 
   Prefer to self-describe 9 (5%) 4 (4%) 3 (4%) 2 (3%) 
Education     
   High school degree or less 26 (15%) 15 (13%) 10 (12%) 7 (10%) 
   Some college, trade school,    
     Associate’s 

106 (59%) 69 (61%) 50 (59%) 44 (63%) 

   Bachelor’s degree 35 (19%) 22 (19%) 17 (20%) 11 (16%) 
   Graduate degree 13 (7%) 8 (7%) 8 (9%) 8 (11%) 
Father’s Education     
   High school degree or less 40 (22%) 20 (17%) 15 (18%) 13 (20%) 
   Some college, trade school,    
     Associate’s  

38 (21%) 23 (20%) 15 (18%) 15 (21%) 

   Bachelor’s degree 53 (31%) 45 (40%) 35 (41%) 26 (37%) 
   Graduate degree 42 (23%) 23 (20%) 19 (22%) 15 (21%) 
   No father figure 4 (2%) 3 (3%) 1 (1%) 1 (1%) 
Mother’s Education     
   High school degree or less 32 (18%) 18 (16%) 12 (14%) 11 (15%) 
   Some college, trade  
      school, Associate’s 

48 (27%) 30 (26%) 24 (28%) 19 (27%) 

   Bachelor’s degree 54 (30%) 38 (33%) 38 (33%) 20 (29%) 
   Graduate degree 44 (24%) 28 (25%) 21 (25%) 20 (29%) 
   No mother figure 1 (1%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 
Parents’ Marital Status     
   Never Married 9 (5%) 4 (3.5%) 4 (5%) 3 (4%) 
   Married 170 (94%) 109 (95.5%) 80 (94%) 66 (94%) 
   Not sure 1 (1%) 1 (1%) 1 (1%) 1 (1%) 
Parents’ Divorce Status     
   Never Divorced 135 (75%) 88 (77%) 69 (81%)* 55 (79%) 
   Divorced 44 (24%) 25 (23%) 15 (18%)* 14 (20%) 
   Not sure 1 (1%) 1 (1%) 1 (1%)* 1 (1%) 
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Table 2 (continued) 

M (SD) or n (%) 
Waves 1 & 2  

N = 180 
Wave 3 
N = 118 

Wave 4 
N = 87 

Wave 5 
N = 71 

Race/Ethnicity     
   White 132 (73%) 86 (75%) 68 (80%) 54 (77%) 
   Hispanic 19 (11%) 10 (9%) 7 (8%) 6 (9%) 
   Asian 9 (5%) 3 (3.5%) 3 (3.5%) 3 (4%) 
   Black 2 (1%) 1 (1%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 
   Multi-ethnic/Unlisted 17 (9%) 12 (10.5%) 6 (7%) 6 (9%) 
Religious Affiliation     
   Protestant 60 (33%) 40 (35%) 33 (39%) 28 (40%) 
   Atheist/Agnostic 45 (25%) 25 (22%) 18 (21%) 13 (19%) 
   Spiritual, No Affiliation 26 (14%) 13 (11.5%) 9 (11%) 6 (9%) 
   Catholic 30 (17%) 24 (21%) 19 (22%) 17 (24%) 
   Morman 5 (3%) 4 (3.5%) 3 (3.5%) 3 (4%) 
   Other Affiliations 14 (8%) 8 (7%) 3 (3.5%) 3 (4%) 
      - Evangelical  35 (19%) 19 (17%) 14 (17%) 13 (19%) 
Religiosity (1-4) 2.7 (1.2) 2.8 (1.1) 2.9 (1.1)† 2.9 (1.1)* 
Religious Attendance (1-6) 3.3 (1.8) 3.5 (1.8)† 3.6 (1.7)† 3.7 (1.6)* 
Fundamentalism (1-6) 3.4 (1.7) 3.4 (1.7) 3.5 (1.7) 3.7 (1.6) 
Relationship Length     
   2 months or less 47 (26%) 14 (12%)*** 6 (7%)*** 3 (4%)*** 
   3 to 6 months 61 (34%) 49 (43%)* 38 (45%) 28 (40%) 
   7 months to 2 years 59 (33%) 42 (37%) 35 (41%) 34 (49%)* 
   More than 2 years 13 (7%) 9 (8%) 6 (7%) 5 (7%) 
Relationship Stage     
   Broken-up  -- 33 

(18%) 
16  

(14%) 
12  

(14%) 
7  

(10%) 
   “Talking”/Casual Dating 110 

(61%) 
70 

(39%) 
31  

(26%) 
18  

(21%) 
9 

 (13%)* 
   Serious Dating 61  

(34%) 
68 

(38%) 
62  

(53%) 
51  

(58%) 
49  

(69%)* 
   Engaged/Committed 9  

(5%) 
9  

(5%) 
9  

(8%) 
6  

(7%) 
6  

(8%) 
Note. Significance notations indicate a significant difference from Wave 1 values. 
†p < .10. *p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001. 
 
participants identified as evangelical, and almost all of them were Protestant (n = 32), 

though two were spiritual but unaffiliated and one was Catholic. The sample skewed 

slightly more religious. Approximately 36% said religion was “very important,” 21% 

said, “somewhat important,” 23% said, “not too important,” and 21% said, “not important 

at all.” Additionally, 38% attended religious services at least once a week, 26% never 
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attended services, with the other 36% somewhere in between. On a scale of one to seven, 

the mean and median of fundamentalism was 3.4 (SD = 1.7).  

The length of relationship at Wave 1 ranged from one day to fifteen years, with 

34% having had a relationship lasting two months or less, another 29% lasting between 

three and six months, another 28% lasting between seven months and two years, and 9% 

lasting more than two years. The median relationship length was between four and six 

months.  

Independent samples t-tests and chi-square tests were used to compare 

demographic variables between those who completed each wave and those who did not. 

The mean of religiosity and frequency of religious attendance climbed slightly over the 

course of the study. However, although those who completed Wave 5 were more 

religious (M = 2.9, SD = 1.1) and attended services more (M = 3.7, SD = 1.6) at Wave 1 

than those who did not complete Wave 5 (M = 2.6, SD = 1.2, religiosity; M = 3.1, SD = 

1.9, attendance), the practical difference between these average scores was negligible 

[t(178) = −2.0, p = .05, religiosity; t(178) = −2.4, p = .01, attendance]. An attrition bias 

was found with regard to parental marital status such that those whose parents divorced 

were slightly underpresented (18%), but only at Wave 4 [standardized residual = −1.2, p 

= .23; χ2(1, N = 179) = 3.9, p = .05]. 

The relationship lengths and stages that were represented also changed over the 

course of the study. Those who had been dating for two months or less at Wave 1 were 

less likely to remain in the study. These participants made up 26% of the sample at Wave 

1 but only 4% of the sample by Wave 5 (standardized residual = −3.6, p < .001). 

Conversely, those whose relationship length ranged from seven months to two years at 
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Wave 1 (33%) were disproportionately represented in Wave 5 (49%) [standardized 

residual = 2.3, p = .02; χ2(3, N = 180) = 30.9, p < .001]. Moreover, couples who had 

dated between three to six months at the beginning of the study (34%) were less likely to 

drop out of the study by Wave 3 [43%, standardized residual = −2.2, p = .03; χ2(3, N = 

180) = 32.1, p < .001]. Similarly, those who began the study in a “talking” or casual 

dating relationship were less likely to complete Wave 5 of the study than those who 

began the study in serious relationships [standardized residual = −2.0, p = .05 χ2(2, N = 

180) = 16.5, p < .001]. This pattern of attrition is likely the result of newer relationships 

being less serious and less stable than more established relationships. 

Procedures 

Screening. Participants were recruited using the methods described above. 

Recruitment materials included URLs or QR codes that directed participants to an 

informed consent and online survey (1-2 minutes) screening them for the aforementioned 

eligibility criteria. Only those who fulfilled these criteria were permitted to participate. 

After passing the online screening survey, participants were immediately directed to the 

first full online survey. A flowchart of the study design is displayed in Figure 3. 

Appendix B outlines what measures appeared in each wave. Appendix C provides the 

informed consent, screening questionnaire, and Wave 1 survey. Given the limited 

financial resources for this study, the gift card drawing pool for Wave 1 was limited to 

only those recruited through methods other than Sona (e.g., social media, announcements, 

flyers). Participants recruited through methods other than Sona who completed the first 

survey were entered into a drawing for a gift card. After completing the survey, 

participants were asked if they wanted to opt into the longitudinal study, and 
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Figure 3. Flowchart of study design 

*These elements of study design are irrelevant to the current study.  
**Gift card drawings occur after 30 participants have provided non-Sona emails for 
Wave 1. 
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if so, to provide their email address for follow-up recruitment emails. Additionally, 

participants who opted in indicated whether they wanted to receive text message 

reminders to complete future surveys and were asked to provide their phone number. In 

contrast, participants recruited through Sona were compensated through extra credit in 

their courses for the first wave of the study.  

Online Surveys. Participants who met eligibility criteria were asked to complete 

five online surveys—one survey every three weeks for twelve weeks. The first survey of 

the study took around twenty minutes and gathered information regarding demographics, 

attitudes, current relationship history, sexual history, and relationship quality. After 

completing the first survey, participants were sent an email thanking them for their 

participation and including further instructions; the contents of which varied according to 

how they were recruited and whether they opted in to receive recruitment emails for 

future surveys (Appendix D).  

Participants were recruited via email (Appendix E) to participate in each of the 

four follow-up surveys (Waves 2 through 5; Appendix F). These surveys took five to 

fifteen minutes to complete, depending on how the relationship had changed since the 

most recent survey. Participants were asked to report on their current relationship status 

(including whether the couple broke up), recent sexual behaviors and relationship events, 

evaluations of recent sexual behaviors, and relationship quality. Those who broke up with 

their partner responded to similar questions that were re-worded to reference their ex-

partner; they were also asked questions regarding the break-up itself. A table of 

measurements for each wave is provided in Appendix B. Given the short amount of time 

between each wave (i.e., three weeks), participants were only given four days (Thursday 
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morning to Sunday night) to complete each survey. They were sent a reminder email on 

Friday afternoon and, for those who requested it, a text message on the weekend to 

remind them of the upcoming deadline (Appendix E). After completing each follow-up 

survey, participants were sent a similar version of the follow-up email that they received 

after Wave 1 (Appendix D). 

Confidential and anonymous surveys produce less social desirability bias in 

responses than interviews when measuring sexual behaviors (Krumpal, 2013; Schick, 

Calabrese, & Herbenick, 2014). Computer-assisted self-interviewing (CASI) does not 

produce significantly different results from self-administered paper-and-pencil 

questionnaires when measuring conventional sexual activity (Brener et al., 2003). 

Therefore, the current study used online surveys to avoid social desirability bias in self-

reports. Participants were only identifiable according to their email address, which aided 

longitudinal data collection. Participants were notified that their email would be stored 

separately from their responses to anonymize the data.  

Compensation. Participants recruited through methods other than Sona were 

entered into drawings for Amazon gift cards at the first wave of the study. All students 

recruited through Sona received course credit for completing the first wave of the study. 

In later waves, any participant who completed the survey were entered into gift card 

drawings, regardless of how they were recruited. To encourage continued participation in 

future waves of the study, the odds of winning and/or the amount of the gift card 

improved at each wave. Table 3 presents the amount of compensation and the odds of 
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winning at each wave, including 10% attrition12 for each wave. Furthermore, all 

participants who finished the study (i.e., completed the break-up questionnaire or finished 

all five surveys) were paid $5. Except for the first survey, Sona participants who qualified 

for the longitudinal study were entered into the drawings for gift cards after each 

completed wave. Participant emails were used to email Amazon gift cards to winners and 

to recruit for future waves of the study.  

Table 3  

Participant Compensation 

Wave N Odds Award Total 
1 300 1:30 0.033 $         5.00 $     50.00  
2 270 1:25 0.040 $         5.00 $     54.00  
3 243 1:20 0.050 $       10.00 $   121.50  
4 219 1:15 0.067 $       10.00 $   145.80  
5 197 1:10 0.100 $       25.00 $   492.08  

     $   863.38  
Bonus 197   $              5  $   984.15  
Total Cost     $1,847.53  

      
Measures 

 To keep each survey under twenty minutes, not all items from established multi-

item measures were used. Items were selected from such measures based on a 

combination of their theoretical relevance to the study and high factor-loadings in the 

studies demonstrating their reliability and validity. Additionally, each survey included 

three attention-check items, evenly spaced throughout the survey, to ensure that  

                                                
12 A 10% attrition rate was optimistic, considering other studies have found that participation 

beyond the first wave can be as low as 36% (Hiskey & Troop, 2002). However, given that attrition rates 
could vary greatly between studies according to survey length or content, recruitment methods, and 
compensation, estimating this rate for any given study is difficult. An optimistic rate of attrition was used in 
Table 3 calculations primarily as a budgetary precaution. That is, the amount of funds required for 
participant payment was overestimated to budget the total cost of the project under ideal circumstances. 
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Figure 4. Organizational diagram of variable categories.
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participants were reading the questions, such as, “If you are reading this survey, please 

select strongly disagree.” Figure 4 displays an organizational chart of variables that are 

most central to this study’s hypotheses and analyses. 

Screening survey. The questions in the screening survey filtered participants 

according to their eligibility criteria. Exclusion criteria were currently being married, 

divorced/separated, currently living/cohabiting with a romantic partner, or having 

children. Each question was presented with 1 = Yes or 0 = No answer choices. 

Participants who selected Yes for any one of these questions were considered ineligible 

for participation. Responses also provided information regarding what relationship stage 

a participant was in at the beginning of the study and whether they had had sex with their 

partner. Participants only completed the screening survey once, immediately before the 

first wave of the study. 

Age. Participants indicated how old they were by entering their age in years. Only 

participants 18 years or older were eligible to continue participation. Participants who 

were over 30 were not considered eligible for the study.  

Relationship stage. Participants were asked to indicate their current relationship 

stage through a series of questions, all with 1 = Yes or 0 = No response options. First, 

they were asked, “Are you engaged or committed to marrying someone?” The wording of 

this question was meant to capture those couples who both had a formal engagement, as 

well as those who had come to an understanding with their partner that they would get 

married eventually, even if this decision had not been formalized. Those who chose Yes 

were considered as engaged/committed to marrying their partner at the beginning of the 

study. Participants who selected No were asked, “Do you have a boyfriend, girlfriend, or 
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other serious romantic partner?” This question was designed to describe romantic 

relationships that were formal, intimate, and stable but were not necessarily committed to 

marriage. Given the rising prevalence of non-monogamous relationships, “exclusivity” 

with a partner was not included as a descriptor of this type of relationship (Barker & 

Landridge, 2010). A selection of Yes categorized the participant as starting the study in a 

serious (though not necessarily exclusive) dating relationship. Those who selected No 

were asked, “Are you casually dating someone?” with the same answer choices. Those 

who selected Yes were categorized as “talking”/casually dating at the beginning of the 

study. Casual daters include individuals who have been on dates with one another on 

occasion, but do not yet consider themselves a romantic couple. If they indicated that 

they were not casually dating anyone, they saw the following question: “Are you 

‘talking’ with, ‘seeing,’ or ‘hanging out’ with anyone that you believe shares your 

interest in having a romantic relationship?” Those who indicated they were “talking” with 

someone then indicated the likelihood that they would “begin casually or seriously dating 

this person in the next month or two?” on a scale from 1 = Extremely unlikely to 5 = 

Extremely likely. Those who selected 5 or 4 (Somewhat likely) were permitted to 

participate in the study and were also categorized as starting the study in a 

“talking”/casually dating relationship stage. According to Banker and colleagues (2010) 

those who are “talking” may have been flirting, talking on the phone, or sending 

messages, but never actually been on a date with one another. Therefore, some 

individuals in “talking” relationships may have found the term “casual dating” too formal 

and been incorrectly screened out of the study if this terminology had been used in the 

question. However, for many emerging adults these stages are synonymous, or at least 
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very similar, in that both are not yet romantic nor sexual relationships. Therefore, 

although casual dating and “talking” were assessed using separate questions in the 

screening survey, they were collapsed into a single category to simplify the future 

surveys and analyses. Participants were not eligible to participate if they selected No for 

all of the above relationship types or if they were in a talking relationship that was not 

either 4 (Somewhat likely) or 5 (Extremely likely) to develop into a formal relationship 

soon.  

Sexually active with partner? To determine whether participants had ever had sex 

with their current partner, they were asked to respond to the following prompt: “‘Sex’ can 

have different meanings for different people. According to your own definition, have you 

had sex with this person?” with response options of 1 = Yes and 0 = No. Respondents 

were not eligible for participation if they indicated that they had had sex with their 

current partner. This question repeated at the beginning of each follow-up survey to 

determine whether first sex with their partner had occurred since the last survey. 

Participant demographics and background. The measures in this section 

provided information on each participant’s demographic characteristics (e.g., gender, 

race/ethnicity) and personal background (e.g., parents’ marital status, respondents’ own 

sexual history). Unless otherwise noted, these questions appeared for all participants, but 

only in the first wave of the study. 

Gender. Participants indicated their own and their partner’s gender identity by 

answering the following questions, “With what gender do you identify?” and “With what 

gender does your partner identify?” 1 = Man, 2 = Woman, 3 = Trans-woman, 4 = Trans-

man, 5 = Non-binary, or 6 = Prefer to self-describe.  
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Sexual orientation. Sexual identity is a multi-faceted concept, and, thus, is best 

measured using more than one question (Sell, 2007). This study used modified versions 

of Sell’s (2007) three recommended items, which assess sexual identity, attraction, and 

behavior. The first item, adopted from the National Center for Health Statistics, measured 

sexual identity and asked participants to indicate what best described them: 1 = 

Heterosexual/Straight, 2 = Gay, 3 = Lesbian, 4 = Bisexual, 5 = Asexual, 6 = Not sure, or 

7 = Prefer to self-describe. The final three response choices were added for this study to 

be more inclusive, based on previous research at the current university (Koehl, Weiser, & 

Talley, 2018). The second item was taken from the National Survey of Family Growth to 

measure sexual attraction. This question asked: “People are different in their sexual 

attraction to other people. Which best describes your feelings? Are you:” 1 = Only 

attracted to men, 2 = Mostly attracted to men, 3 = Equally attracted to men and women, 4 

= Mostly attracted to women, 5 = Only attracted to women, 6 = I have never been 

romantically or sexually interested in someone, or 7 = Not sure. The third item assessed 

sexual behavior and was modified from the Massachusetts and Vermont Behavioral Risk 

Factor Surveillance Survey. Response options were expanded from the original version to 

align with the choices from the previous question on sexual attraction. Participants 

indicated with whom they had had sex over the course of their life, with options 

including: 1 = Only men, 2 = Mostly men, 3 = Equally men and women, 4 = Mostly 

women, 5 = Only women, or 6 = I have not had sexual contact with anyone. The original 

question asked about sexual behavior in the past year. This version queried participants’ 

entire sexual history because they may have been in a monogamous relationship or no 
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relationship in the past year, which would limit their response in a way that would not 

accurately reflect the breadth of their sexual behaviors or fluidity (Diamond, 2008). 

Race/ethnicity. Respondents were asked, “What is your race/ethnicity?” Response 

options were guided by the U.S. Census Bureau (2015) recommendations for measuring 

race/ethnicity. Participants were provided with the following options: 1 = White (Non-

Hispanic), 2 = Hispanic/Latino, 3 = Black/African American (Non-Hispanic), 4 = 

Black/African American (Hispanic/Latino), 5 = Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander, 6 = 

Native American/American Indian/Alaska Native, 7 = Asian/Asian American, 8 = 

Multiracial/Multiethnic (describe), 9 = Unlisted Race/Ethnicity (describe).  

Education. Respondents identified their own and each of their parents’ highest 

level of education. Response options provided on the U.S. Census (2017) were collapsed 

into the following choices: 1 = Less than a high school diploma, 2 = High school 

diploma/GED, 3 = Some college, no degree, 4 = Associate’s degree/Technical or trade 

school, 5 = Bachelor’s degree, 6 = Master’s degree/Law degree, 7 = Ph.D./M.D. When 

asked about their father’s and mother’s highest education level, they were also provided 

with the option 8 = I do not have anyone I would consider a father/mother, which was 

counted as missing data when selected. 

Religious affiliation. Religious affiliation was determined using two questions. 

First, participants were asked, “What is your religious affiliation (if any)? Please choose 

the affiliation that best describes you.” Available response choices, based on a Pew 

Research Center (2015) report of the U.S. religious landscape, included: 1 = 

Atheist/Agnostic, 2 = Spiritual, No Affiliation, 3 = Catholic Christian, 4 = Protestant 

Christian (e.g., Baptist, Methodist, Pentecostal, Lutheran, Presbyterian, 
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Episcopalian/Anglican, Restorationist, nondenominational, Churches of Christ, Church 

of God, Disciples of Christ, and others), 4 = Jewish, 5 = Muslim, 6 = Buddhist, 7 = 

Hindu, 8 = Unlisted Religious Affiliation (specify). Given established differences in 

sexual attitudes and behaviors between Mainline and Evangelical Protestants (Burdette et 

al., 2015), participants who indicated they were Protestant, Catholic, or Spiritual, No 

Affiliation were asked a follow-up question (Pew Research Center, 2017): “Would you 

describe yourself as a ‘born again’ or evangelical Christian?” with response choices of 1 

= Yes and 0 = No. 

Religious fundamentalism. The extent to which religious respondents privileged 

their sacred text as the foundation for objective truth over other potential sources of truth 

(e.g., science, scholarly work, history) was measured using the five-item version of the 

Intratextual Fundamentalism Scale (IFS; Williamson, Hood, Ahmad, Sadiq, & Hill, 

2010). This scale has been validated across U.S. Christian and Pakistani Muslim13 

samples. The twelve-item version of this measure demonstrated content validity through 

its confirmed five-factor structure and lack of religious content bias. Of six attitudes 

characterizing fundamentalism, five are assessed in this scale (one item for each concept). 

The attitudes measured in the IFS include that the “Sacred Writing” of one’s religion is 

(1) inerrant (“absolutely true, without question”), (2) authoritative (“should never be 

doubted, even when scientific or historical evidence disagrees”), (3) divine (“NOT really 

the words of God, but the words of man,” reverse-coded), (4) unchanging (“will never be 

outdated…always apply equally well to all generations”), and (5) privileged (“only one 

                                                
13 The questionnaire was administered in English to 220 Pakistani university students in Peshawar. 

Although their first languages were Urdu and Pushto, they were “proficient in speaking and reading 
English, the language in which the university classes are taught” (Williamson et al., 2010, p. 732). 
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that is true above all Holy Books”). Only the self-interpretive14 attitude toward scripture 

did not have its own item in the final scale, though this concept seemingly overlaps with 

that of authority. This scale also demonstrated convergent validity with other validated 

measurements of religious fundamentalism, religiosity, and right-wing authoritarianism 

in both U.S. Christian and Pakistani Muslim samples. The internal reliability of the five-

item measure was substantially lower in the Muslim sample (α = .65) than it was in the 

Christian sample (α = .83) but still had better internal consistency than other 

fundamentalism scales. In the current study, this scale demonstrated high internal 

reliability (α = .92). The IFS also had discriminant validity from all Big 5 personality 

traits except agreeableness (but this was only tested in the U.S. sample). However, test-

retest reliability was not assessed. Nevertheless, this scale has the overall best 

psychometric properties of existing measures of fundamentalism across international 

samples, while also having the advantage of being a short, easily-administered scale. 

Participants indicated their agreement with each item on a scale from 1 = Strongly 

disagree to 6 = Strongly agree. An average was computed from these five items for 

which higher values indicated more religious fundamentalism. 

Religiosity. Respondents’ religiosity was measured using one item (Pew Research 

Center, 2015): “How important is religion in your life?” on a scale from 1 = Not at all 

important to 4 = Very important.  

Religious attendance. Participants indicated how often they attended religious 

services in the past year on a single item (Pew Research Center, 2015): “In the last 12 

                                                
14 Example item: “To understand the true interpretation of the Sacred Writing, you should NOT 

give final say to outside sources like science and history, but you should rely mainly on studying the Sacred 
Writing itself and seeking God to find its true meaning.” 
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MONTHS, how often have you attended religious services, NOT including weddings, 

baptisms, and funerals?” 1 = Never, 2 = Seldom, 3 = A few times a year (less than once a 

month), 4 = Once or twice a month, 5 = Once a week, 6 = More than once a week. 

Parental marriage and divorce. Whether a respondent’s parents were ever 

married or divorced was assessed by asking, “Were your biological or adoptive parents 

ever married to each other?” and “Did your biological or adoptive parents ever divorce 

each other?” with answer choices of 1 = Yes, 0 = No, 99 = N/A; I’m not sure (coded as 

missing). These items were adapted from the RELATE questionnaire (Busby, Holman, & 

Taniguchi, 2001). Wording was expanded to include adoptive parents, and the phrase, 

“each other” was added to the question to add more clarity. Additionally, an option was 

added for those who may have not known their parents and/or been raised outside a two-

parent household (e.g., foster care). 

Sexual history. Participants’ sexual history was measured in the first wave of the 

survey using two variables. First, prior sexual experience included the three-item 

behavior subscale from the Revised Sociosexual Orientation Inventory (SOI-R; Penke & 

Asendorpf, 2008). The other two SOI-R subscales were used as separate variables in this 

study. These questions were preceded with the statement, “‘Sex’ can have different 

meanings for different people. Please answer the following questions according to your 

own definition of sex.” The questions included: (1) “With how many different partners 

have you had sex within the past 12 months?” (2) “With how many different partners 

have you had sex on one and only one occasion?” and (3) “With how many different 

partners have you had sex without having an interest in a long-term committed 

relationship with this person?” Participants were provided the following answer choices: 
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1 = 0 partners, 2 = 1 partner, 3 = 2 partners, 4 = 3 partners, 5 = 4 partners, 6 = 5-6 

partners, 7 = 7-9 partners, 8 = 10-19 partners, 9 = 20 or more partners. These questions 

demonstrated high internal consistency (α = .90). A higher mean score indicated more 

past experience with casual sexual activity.  

Defining “sex”. Participants were asked, “You indicated earlier that, according to 

your own definition, you have NOT had sex with your partner. Which of the following 

behavior(s) did you have in mind when you answered the question about whether or not 

you had sex with your partner? Please check all that apply.” Participants were presented 

with a checklist, created specifically for this study, that included twelve different sexual 

behaviors such as kissing, stimulating genitals with hands, rubbing bodies together (dry 

humping, tribadism), stimulating partner’s genitals with mouth (oral sex, cunnilingus, 

fellatio), vaginal penetration with penis, anal penetration with hand or sex toy, among 

others, including a write-in option. This information was useful for determining what 

sexual behaviors participants included in their definition of sex. Additionally, in follow-

up waves, participants indicated which of these sexual behaviors had occurred since the 

most recent wave of the study. This information was used in combination with a question 

on whether they had had sex with their partner (described below) to determine what 

behaviors actually occurred when they had sex for the first time. 

Sociosexual orientation attitudes. Participants’ attitudes regarding uncommitted 

sex (i.e., sociosexuality) were measured using three items from the attitudes subscale of 

the Revised Sociosexual Orientation Inventory (SOI-R; Penke & Asendorpf, 2008). 

Participants were asked to indicate their level of agreement from 1 = Strongly disagree to 

9 = Strongly agree with items such as, “Sex without love is OK.” Scores were aggregated 
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such that a higher value indicated a more unrestricted sociosexual orientation, that is, 

more favorable attitudes toward uncommitted sexual behavior. The revised version of the 

SOI (SOI-R) measures sociosexuality as a multi-dimensional construct. Despite its 

convergence with the original SOI (r = .64-.68, overall and subscales), confirmatory 

factory analyses favor the SOI-R’s new three-factor structure—demonstrating improved 

content validity. The SOI-R’s attitude subscale also had good internal reliability (α = .78) 

for men and women. This scale also has demonstrated concurrent validity through 

subscale correlations with related constructs such as singleness, relationship length, sex 

drive, short-term mating, and masturbation (desire facet), sexual behavior history 

(behavior facet), and religiosity (attitudes facet). The SOI-R also has predicted flirting 

behavior and breaking up with one’s partner over the course of one year. However, its 

test-retest reliability has not been reported. Overall, this scale has strong psychometric 

properties for measuring sociosexuality. 

Sociosexual desire. The desire subscale of the SOI-R was used to measure how 

often a participant fantasizes about casual sexual encounters, using three items (e.g., 

“having sex with someone you have just met”) on a scale from 1 = Never to 9 = At least 

once a day. In previous studies (Penke & Asendorpf, 2008), the desire subscale has had 

good reliability for men and women (α = .83-.86). In the current study, the internal 

reliability was also high (α = .85). Higher aggregate values indicated more sexual 

attraction targeted at potential mates with whom there was no committed romantic 

relationship. 

Timing of relationship events and first sex. The following measures were used 

for several purposes. First, they identified the length/timing of relationship stages (e.g., 
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casually dating, seriously dating), events (“I love you,” cohabitation), and sexual 

behaviors. Second, they determined the relative timing of any such events that occurred 

at a given wave. These measures were reassessed at each wave to determine whether the 

relationship had changed, whether new events had occurred, and when those new events 

had occurred. 

Relationship stage change or break-up. The screening survey was used to 

determine participants’ relationship stage at the first wave of the study. In each follow-up 

wave, a series of questions was used to determine whether their stage had changed since 

the most recent survey, what their present relationship stage was, and when any 

relationship stage change might have occurred. First, participants were reminded of their 

relationship stage on the most recent survey and asked, “Are you still [relationship 

stage]?” All participants indicated their current relationship stage using response options 

adapted from the RELATE questionnaire: “How would you currently describe your 

relationship with the person that you referenced on the last survey?” 1 = One/both of us 

has lost interest. It is unlikely that our relationship will progress any further, 2 = We 

were dating but broke-up/stopped seeing each other, 3 = We’re “talking”/casually 

dating, but not seriously dating, 4 = We’re seriously dating ("boyfriend"/"girlfriend"), 5 

= We’re engaged/committed to marrying each other, 6 = We’re married. Given the 

longitudinal nature of this project, an option was added for participants who were 

“talking” in the first wave, but whose relationships had since petered out. These 

participants completed the version of the survey for dissolved relationships, as did those 

who selected the “broke-up” response option. Those who indicated that their relationship 
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had changed stages or broken-up indicated when that change occurred: 1 = Less than one 

week ago, 2 = 1 week ago, 3 = 2 weeks ago, 4 = 3 weeks ago.  

Relationship history and stage length. The length of each stage of relationship 

development was assessed at the first wave of the study using a series of questions. First 

participants were asked to, “immerse [themselves] in memories about when your 

relationship changed from one relationship stage to the next.” This was to help 

participants get into a reflective mindset to aid in recall. They were asked to consider 

each relationship stage along with a definition of that stage. Second, respondents chose 

from a checklist of stages, “ANY of the following phases that your CURRENT 

relationship has EVER experienced.” Response choices were adapted from categories in 

the RELATE questionnaire (Busby et al., 2001): 1 = Acquaintances (not friends), 2 = 

Friends, 3 = Casual dating/“Talking”/“Seeing each other”/“Hanging out,” 4 = 

Seriously Dating, 5 = Engaged/Committed to Marriage, 6 = Break-up/Getting back 

together (If so, how many times?).  

For each selected stage, participants were asked to indicate, “How long has it 

been since you FIRST became/started [STAGE] with your partner?” The wording of this 

question was taken from the RELATE questionnaire with an important change. Given 

that this study was especially interested in the timing of sex and relationship events, fine-

grained options were provided to optimize precision. Timing categories were collapsed 

during the analysis stage as needed. Participants were provided with the following 

response choices: 1 = 1 day, 2 = A few days (less than a week), 3 = 1 week, 4 = 2 weeks, 5 

= 3 weeks, 6 = 1 month, 7 = 2 months, 8 = 3 months, 9 = 4-6 months, 10 = 7-11 months, 

11 = 1 year, 12 = 2 years, 13 = More than 2 years (text entry provided to specify number 
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of years). Follow-up waves wherein participants indicated their relationship stage had 

changed from the most recent wave were asked the same questions but, because follow-

up surveys were spaced three weeks apart, were provided with the following options: 1 = 

Less than 1 week ago, 2 = 1 week ago, 3 = 2 weeks ago, 4 = 3 weeks ago. A single 

relationship length variable was created. Because not every relationship experienced 

every relationship stage (e.g., casual dating, seriously dating), relationship length 

represented the time since they started casually dating their partner (for n = 268 

participants). If they did not casually date their partner, the time since they started 

seriously dating was used (n = 9). If they did not seriously date their partner, then 

friendship length was used (n = 8), then acquaintance length (n = 5), and finally 

engagement length (n = 1). 

Timing of saying “I love you.” Whether and when participants and their partner 

had expressed their love to each other were assessed using a series of questions 

developed for this study. First, participants indicated who had said, “I love you” 

according to the following options: 1 = Yes, we have both said, "I love you," to each 

other, 2 = My partner has told me, "I love you," but I have not said it to my partner, 3 = I 

have told my partner, "I love you," but my partner has not said it to me, or 4 = No, 

neither of us has said, "I love you." If they selected options 1 or 2, they were also asked 

to indicate how long ago their partner first had said, “I love you,” to them. If they 

selected options 1 or 3, they were also asked when they had first said, “I love you,” to 

their partner. Both questions had the same response options used to assess relationship 

stage length (i.e., 1 = 1 day to 13 = More than 2 years).  
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Participants who selected any response other than that they had both confessed 

love were asked this question again in follow-up waves of the study. Their response from 

the most recent survey was carried over into the next survey, “The last time you 

completed our survey you said [who had said “I love you” on most recent survey]. Have 

[you/your partner] said I love you since the last time you took the survey?” If, in a 

follow-up wave, they responded that they and/or their partner had recently said, “I love 

you,” a follow-up question asked them to select when that event occurred on a scale from 

1 = Less than 1 week ago, 2 = 1 week ago, 3 = 2 weeks ago, 4 = 3 weeks ago. 

Timing of cohabitation. According to inclusion criteria, participants were not 

living with their partners at the first wave but may have come to cohabit with their 

partner during the course of the longitudinal study. At each wave they were asked two 

questions, “The last time you completed our survey you said you were [NOT] living with 

your partner. Are you living with your partner now?” Those who indicated a change in 

cohabitation status, were asked a follow-up question, “When did you and your partner 

start/stop living with each other?” with response choices ranging from 1 = Less than a 

week ago to 4 = 3 weeks ago.  

Timing of first sex. According to inclusion criteria, participants were able only to 

indicate that they had had sex in one of the follow-up surveys. Responses from their most 

recent survey were displayed in each follow-up survey, “The last time you completed our 

survey you said you had [NOT] had sex with your partner. Have you had sex with your 

partner now?” If participants indicated that they had recently had sex with their partner, 

they were asked, “How long has it been since you FIRST had sex with your partner?” 

Because follow-up surveys were spaced three weeks apart, following options were 
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limited to: 1 = Less than 1 week ago, 2 = 1 week ago, 3 = 2 weeks ago, 4 = 3 weeks ago. 

This information was combined with responses to variables described below to create 

multiple measurements of timing to sex (e.g., absolute timing from the beginning of 

various relationship stages, relative timing with relationship stages or events).  

Relative timing of sex and relationship events. One item determined the relative 

timing of various relationship stages, sexual behaviors, cohabitation, and saying “I love 

you.” Previous questions asked participants to indicate which relationship stages, sexual 

behaviors, and expressions of love that had occurred in their relationship were used to 

compile a list of events. This list only included stages, sexual behaviors, cohabitation, or 

declarations of love that had occurred for that particular relationship. Then, respondents 

were asked to put those events in chronological order: 1 = Happened first, 2 = Happened 

second, etc. Participants were asked to do this at follow-up waves, but only for any new 

events that had occurred since the most recent wave of the survey. This information was 

be used to create variables regarding what relationship contexts existed when first sex 

and various sexual behaviors occurred, such as what relationship stage the couple was in, 

whether they were living together, and whether there were declarations of love. 

First sex experience. The following measures provided information regarding the 

first time a participant had sex with their partner. These measures were used as control 

variables in analyses (Figure 4). Participants only saw these questions if first sex occurred 

during the course of the study, and they were only presented in the wave immediately 

following first sex.  

Contraceptive usage at first sex. An item was created for this study to assess 

whether participants used any form of contraceptives or sexually transmitted infection 



Texas Tech University, C. Rebecca Oldham, May 2019 
 

 

88 

protection the first time they had sex. Respondents were asked, “What forms (if any) of 

contraception or protection from sexually transmitted infections (STIs) did you/your 

partner use when you first had sex with each other? Please check ALL that apply.” 

Options provided included: 1 = I am SURE neither one of us used any contraceptives, 2 = 

I did not use any contraceptives, but I’m not sure if my partner used any, 3 = Condom, 4 

= Contraceptive medication (e.g., intrauterine device (IUD), injections/shot, implant, 

vaginal ring, hormonal patch, daily contraceptive pill, emergency contraceptive pill), 5 = 

Contraceptive barriers (e.g., cervical cap, diaphragm, contraceptive sponge, 

spermicide), 6 = Family planning, rhythm, calendar methods, 7 = Tubal 

ligation/Hysterectomy (e.g., vasectomy, “tied tubes”), 8 = Other (describe).  

Substance use at first sex. Participants’ and/or partners’ use of alcohol or drugs 

when they first had sex were assessed with four items (Cooper, Peirce, & Huselid, 1994): 

“Did you consume alcohol before or during first sex with your partner?” and “Did you 

use drugs before or during first sex with your partner?” with response choices of 0 = No 

or 1 = Yes. Questions for partner’s use of alcohol and drugs was also assessed.  

Orgasm at first sex. The presence and quality of orgasmic experience at first sex 

was measured using items adapted from the Female Orgasm Scale (FOS; McIntyre-Smith 

& Fisher, 2011). Participants were asked, “When you first had sex with your partner, did 

you orgasm?” with choices of 0 = No and 1 = Yes. Participants who select “yes” were 

asked, “How satisfied…unsatisfied were you with the quality or experience of orgasm 

that you had during first sex with your partner?” on a scale from 1 = Very unsatisfied to 7 

= Very satisfied. Because these items were taken from a scale intended to measure female 

orgasm experiences, the samples used to validate them did not include men, nor did they 
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include lesbian women. However, on its face, these items do not exclude either of these 

populations. The wording of these items was altered, as its authors indicated it could be, 

to refer to a specific time frame (i.e., first sex) and relationship (i.e., current partner). As a 

whole, this scale demonstrated convergent validity with the orgasm and satisfaction 

subscales from the Female Sexual Function Index (Rosen et al., 2000). Furthermore, the 

FOS was uncorrelated with social desirability or measures of anxiety and depression, 

providing evidence of discriminant validity. Predictive validity, concurrent validity, and 

test-retest reliability metrics were not reported. 

Affective reactions to first sex. Participants’ emotional reactions to first sex were 

measured using the First Coital Affective Reaction Scale (FCARS; Schwartz, 1993) and a 

separate measure of regret. On the FCARS, respondents rated their first experience with 

sexual intercourse on various aspects, such as satisfaction, guilt, pleasure, and 

exploitation, on a Likert-scale of 1 to 7. Positive aspects were reverse-coded so that 1 = 

Positive response and 7 = Negative response. Items may be used separately or aggregated 

(α = .85-.89; U.S. and Swedish samples). In addition to ten sexuality experts reviewing 

the FCARS’s face validity, participants were interviewed to improve clarity and reduce 

bias. In a study using the final version of the scale, American participants’ more dramatic 

deviation from sexual norms and more negative emotional reactions to first sex than 

Swedish participants confirmed hypotheses and lent support to the scale’s construct 

validity. However, other indicators of validity and re-test reliability were not reported. 

Additionally, a single item of regret was included in the aggregate scores of the FCARS. 

Of existing measures of regret, the one with the most face validity for the purposes of the 

current study were items that Metts (2004) used to assess regret regarding first sex with 



Texas Tech University, C. Rebecca Oldham, May 2019 
 

 

90 

one’s partner; one of these items was adapted for the current study. Participants were 

asked to indicate their agreement with the following statement: “I regret the first sex I 

had with my partner,” on a scale from 1 = Strongly disagree to 5 = Strongly agree. The z-

scores for all items were computed and demonstrated a high degree of internal 

consistency (α = .88). Thus, the z-scores were averaged so that a higher score indicated a 

more negative affective reaction to first sex. 

Relationship quality. The following measures appeared in every wave of the 

study. Some of the questions were used as mediators and others as relationship outcomes 

in analyses (Figure 4). Respondents who remained in their relationship over the course of 

the study completed these measures with regard to their current partner. Those whose 

relationship ended during the study were asked to answer these questions with regard to 

that relationship in general and questions were reworded in the past tense (e.g., “In 

general, how much did you love your ex-partner?”). 

Intimacy. How close participants were with their partner was measured at each 

wave of the study using the three-item intimacy subscale from the Perceived Relationship 

Quality Components Scale (PRQC; Fletcher, Simpson, & Thomas, 2000). Respondents 

were asked questions such as, “How close is your relationship?” on a scale from 1 = Not 

at all to 7 = Extremely. A higher mean of these three items indicated more intimacy. 

Participants were also asked how intimate their relationship was just prior to the first time 

that they had sex with their partner, which was used as an indicator for the timing of sex. 

Alpha reliabilities were computed for each wave intimacy was measured and for those 

who reported intimacy at first sex and all were at acceptable levels (α = .76-96). 
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Each subscale of the PQRC has been significantly correlated with an established 

scale measuring the same concept, providing support for the PQRC’s convergent validity. 

Moreover, the scale’s construct validity has been supported through multiple 

confirmatory factor analyses with samples of both fairly long-term (2 years) and short-

term (less than 1 month) relationships. The relationship component subscales 

demonstrated discriminant validity from each other. However, the authors note that other 

components of relationship quality may not be included in this scale (e.g., romance), 

which limits confidence in its content validity as an aggregated scale for relationship 

quality. Furthermore, test-rest reliability and concurrent and predictive validity were not 

reported.  

Passionate love. Feelings of passionate love for one’s partner were measured 

using one item from the three-item passionate love subscale in the PQRC (Fletcher et al., 

2000). Items within each PRQC subscale are redundant, therefore the authors 

recommended using specific single items from each subscale. Therefore, passionate love 

in this study was assessed using a single question, “How passionate is your relationship?” 

with responses ranging from 1 = Not at all to 7 = Extremely.  

Companionate love. A single question from the PQRC was also used to assess 

how much companionate love respondents felt toward their partner (Fletcher et al., 2000). 

The selected item was recommended by the authors of this scale to measure this 

particular construct. Respondents were asked to answer the question, “How much do you 

love your partner?” on a Likert scale ranging from 1 = Not at all to 7 = Extremely. In 

PQRC confirmatory factor analyses, this construct loaded separately onto relationship 
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quality than the subscale for passionate love, and this distinction was particularly acute 

for short-term relationships, which made up a large portion of the sample in this study. 

Conflict. Participants’ conflict with their partner was assessed using two 

subscales. The first subscale assessed the degree of conflict and negativity present in the 

relationship using Braiker and Kelley’s (1979) Conflict-Negativity subscale. Five items 

assessed how frequently arguments occurred, how much the participant tried to change 

things about their partner, how often the participant felt angry or resentful toward their 

partner, how serious problems and arguments were, and to what extent negative feelings 

were communicated toward one’s partner. Participants were asked to respond using a 

rating scale from 1 to 9, in which high scores indicated more conflict and negativity in 

the relationship. The internal consistency for this scale was computed for each of the five 

waves for those who broke-up and for those who were in intact relationships. All 

reliability coefficients were acceptable (α = .70-.90). 

The second subscale was the Dyadic Cohesion subscale from the Dyadic 

Adjustment Scale (Spanier, 1976), which was used to assess the level of agreement 

between partners on fifteen different topics, such as “handling finances,” “religious 

matters,” “friends,” and “sexual relations.” Participants were asked to indicate the degree 

of agreement with their partner on these topics on a scale from 0 = Always disagree to 5 

= Always agree. Because many of the participants recruited in this sample were in very 

early stages of their relationship, it was likely that they had not discussed several of the 

topics with their partner; therefore, “We have never discussed this topic,” was included as 

an additional response option and coded as missing data. 
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Constraint commitment. Constraint commitment was measured using seven items 

from the Revised Commitment Inventory. This inventory measures six different types of 

constraint commitment, each type with its own subscale (Owen, Rhoades, Stanley, & 

Markman, 2011). Two items (one for friends, one for family) were used to measure how 

much social pressure one felt to stay in the relationship. One item each was used to 

measure how much concern for partner’s welfare the participant would have should they 

break-up, whether the participant had financial alternatives if they were to break-up, the 

number of barriers there would be in terminating the relationship, whether alternative 

partners would be available, and the amount of tangible investments one had in a 

relationship. For the purposes of this study, an item was created to measure the extent to 

which sexual investments in the relationship might act as a source of constraint 

commitment: “When I think about how sexually intimate I have been with my partner, I 

hesitate to leave him/her.” Respondents indicated to what extent they agreed with items 

on a scale from 1 = Strongly disagree to 7 = Strongly agree. Higher scores indicated 

more constraint commitment. This scale demonstrated acceptable reliability at each wave 

(α = .76-.84). 

The Revised Commitment Inventory has strong psychometric properties. At 

different points in its development, this scale has been validated in married, engaged, 

cohabiting, and dating couples (Owen et al., 2011; Stanley & Markman, 1992). Using 

dyadic confirmatory factor analysis, the structure of this scale was confirmed (one 

personal dedication subscale and six different types of constraint commitment, which 

each had a subscale) for both men and women. Subscales were correlated as expected 

with other constructs such as relationship adjustment, communication, and religiosity, 
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which lends support to the inventory’s concurrent validity. Test-retest reliability and 

predictive validity for this scale, however, were not tested. 

Personal dedication. Personal dedication to the relationship was measured using 

three items from the Revised Commitment Inventory’s dedication subscale (Owen et al., 

2011). This scale was based on Stanley and Markman’s (1992) Commitment Inventory 

but revised and validated for premarital and cohabiting couples. Participants were asked 

the extent to which they agreed with the following items on a scale from 1 = Strongly 

disagree to 7 = Strongly agree: “I want this relationship to stay strong no matter what 

rough times we encounter,” “My relationship with my partner is clearly part of my future 

life plans,” and “I may not want to be with my partner a few years from now” (reverse-

coded). These three items were selected from the original eight-item subscale (α = .81-.86 

in the original study) because of their strong face validity and highest summed factor-

loadings across both men and women (Owen et al., 2011). In the current study they also 

demonstrated high internal reliability (α = .82-.90). A higher mean score indicated more 

personal dedication to one’s partner.  

Communication behaviors. Communication behaviors between partners were 

assessed using thirteen items from the Affectional Expression and Negativity Scale 

(Huston & Vangelisti, 1991). This scale asked respondents to write in how many times in 

the past 24 hours different affectionate (e.g., your partner did or said something to make 

you laugh; 9 items; α = .78-.84) or negative behaviors (e.g., your partner did something 

knowing it annoyed you; 7 items; α = .78-.91) occurred in their relationship. However, 

one item regarding the frequency of saying, “I love you” was reworded to read, 

“expressed how much they like or love you” so that it would better apply to the casual 
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dating relationships in this sample. Items that referenced initiating sex, having sex, or 

turning down sexual advances were removed. According to my previous experience using 

this scale, participants tend to exaggerate the frequency of behaviors (e.g., He made me 

laugh 1,000,000 times) which complicates data analysis. Therefore, write-in responses 

were restricted to an upper limit of 50. Even still, responses on most items at all waves 

included extreme outliers. These outliers tended to occur in the top 1 to 3 percent of the 

sample and were winsorized based on analysis of frequency tables and visual inspections 

of histograms. The internal reliability for items measuring positive communication (α = 

.79-.83) and negative communication (α = .71-.80) were acceptable at all waves. The 

responses to these items were added together to create an aggregate score for the 

affection and negativity subscales. A final item in the scale asked participants to indicate 

how typical the past 24-hours had been in terms of these behaviors on a scale from 1 = 

Not typical at all to 3 = Extremely typical. 

Likelihood of cohabitation. The likelihood of respondents living with their 

partner was measured using a single item created for this study. Given that several 

participants in this study were in very new and casual dating relationships, they may have 

been unsure of the likelihood, therefore the question was framed in terms of certainty. 

“How certain are you that you will move in/live with your partner at some point in the 

future?” 1 = Very certain that we will NOT live together, 2 = Somewhat certain that we 

will NOT live together, 3 = Not certain whether we will live together or not, 4 = 

Somewhat certain that we WILL live together, 5 = Very certain that we WILL live 

together. This question appeared in every wave of the study. The option 6 = We are 

already living together was available in future waves of the study. 
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Relationship satisfaction. Satisfaction with one’s relationship was measured 

using two scales. One measure was the three-item satisfaction subscale from the PQRC 

(α = .91; Fletcher et al., 2000). Participants responded using a scale from 1 = Not at all to 

7 = Extremely. The internal consistency for those in intact and dissolved relationships at 

each wave was high (α = .86-.97). Responses across the three items were averaged, such 

that a higher score indicated more satisfaction.  

The second measurement of relationship satisfaction was the Marital Opinion 

Questionnaire (Huston, McHale, & Crouter, 1986). This eleven-item scale asked 

participants to rate how they experienced their relationship on a scale from 1 to 7 using a 

series of bipolar descriptive words (e.g., Miserable-Enjoyable). The first ten items were 

summed such that a higher score indicated more relationship satisfaction (α = .88-.94, 

Huston & Vangelisti, 1991; α = .87-.95, current study). The final item (Satisfying-

Dissatisfying) served as a single-item indicator of satisfaction, which has been highly 

correlated with the ten-item scale (r = .63-.80, Huston & Vangelisti, 1991; r = .82-.90, p 

< .001, current study).   

Sexual satisfaction. Participants’ sexual satisfaction in their relationship was 

measured using the five-item Global Measure of Sexual Satisfaction (GMSEX; Lawrance 

& Byers, 1995). Participants rated their sexual relationship on five seven-point bipolar 

scales: good-bad, pleasant-unpleasant, satisfying-unsatisfying, positive-negative, 

valuable-worthless. Additionally, because at different points in the study participants had 

not yet had sex with their partners, there was a “Not applicable” option. Scores were 

averaged so that a higher score indicated more sexual satisfaction. The GMSEX has 

demonstrated convergent validity with other sexual satisfaction scales and single-item 
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measures (Lawrance & Byers, 1992; Mark, Herbenick, Fortenberry, Sanders, & Reece, 

2014). This scale has also demonstrated test-retest reliability at two-week (r = .84) and 

three-month (r = .72-.78) intervals. The GMSEX has high internal reliability (α = .90) 

and a confirmed unidimensional factor structure. This short measure has superior 

psychometric properties to both existing scales and single-item measures of sexual 

satisfaction (Mark et al., 2014). At all five waves, this scale also demonstrated high 

internal reliability in the current study for those in on-going relationships and for those 

whose relationships had broken up (α = .91-.98). 

Perceived relationship stability. The perceived stability of the relationship was 

measured using three items from Busby et al.’s (2001) RELATE questionnaire. Items 

were modified so response choices were still relevant for those in “talking”/casually 

dating relationships. Respondents were asked to indicate how often they (1) had 

discussed ending their relationship with their partner, (2) had considered breaking up or 

not “talking” with their partner anymore, and (3) had thought their relationship was in 

trouble or would not work out. Each item was measured on a scale of 1 = Never to 5 = 

Very often. These items demonstrated high internal consistency at all five waves (α = .70-

.87). A higher mean score indicated the participant perceived more instability in their 

relationship.  

Actual relationship stability. At each survey wave participants were asked to 

report their relationship stage. The relationship stage for each wave was compared to the 

previous wave and was coded as 1 = if their relationship escalated, 0 = if their 

relationship stayed at the same stage, –1 = if their relationship stage declined, or -2 = if 

they broke-up.  
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Relationship dissolution. Participants were asked to answer the following 

questions in the wave immediately following a break-up.  

Timing of break-up. Participants indicated when they broke-up with their partner 

using the following choices: 1 = Less than 1 week ago, 2 = 1 week ago, 3 = 2 weeks ago, 

4 = 3 weeks ago. 

Total relationship length. Participants were asked how long the relationship 

lasted using two questions. “Starting from when you began CASUALLY dating until 

your most recent break-up, how long did your relationship last in total?” and “Starting 

from when you began SERIOUSLY dating until your most recent break-up, how long did 

your relationship last in total?” Both questions had the following response options: 0 = 

We never experienced this stage, 1 = Less than 1 week, 2 = Less than a month, 3 = 1-3 

months, 4 = 4-6 months, 5 = 7-11 months, 6 = 1-2 years, 7 = 2 years or more (how many 

years?).  
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CHAPTER IV 

RESULTS 

 There were five major categories of variables in the current study: (1) timing of 

first sex indicators, (2) relationship outcomes, (3) mediators, (4) selection variables, and 

(5) control variables. Lists of these variables are displayed in Figure 4. Analyses 

consisted of five different stages, which are described in the flowchart in Figure 5. First, 

descriptive statistics and attrition analyses were run for all five variable groups. Second, 

latent class analysis used a variety of indicator variables to create homogeneous groups 

(i.e., sex-timing groups) according to when participants first had sex in their relationship. 

Third, preliminary analyses were run to identify variables that met basic criteria for 

selection and mediation effects. Those that did not meet stringent criteria for significance 

were excluded from future analyses to reduce the number of subsequent models and 

variables in each model. Fourth, significant variables identified in the previous step were 

entered into a series of latent growth curve models to test direct, selection, and mediation 

effects. 

Descriptive Statistics and Attrition 

Table 4 presents descriptive statistics regarding the timing of first sex at Wave 1. 

Forty-three participants (24%) had sex for the first time with their current partner during 

the course of the study. First sex occurred anywhere from one week to more than two 

years into the relationship, with the median being between two and three months. First 

sex in the context of casual dating and serious dating occurred equally often. The level of 

intimacy that existed when first sex occurred was normally distributed. Nearly 

two-thirds of participants had sex after they and/or their partner said, “I love you.” 



Texas Tech University, C. Rebecca Oldham, May 2019 

 

100 

 

Figure 5. Flowchart of statistical analyses

Descriptive Statistics
Sample size at each wave.
Descriptive Statistics
• Demographics (e.g., age, sex, sexual 
orientation, race/ethnicity, etc.).

• Relationship variables (e.g., length, 
stage, dissolution).

• Sexual behavior (e.g., experienced 
first sex during data collection, 
timing of first sex, what behaviors 
count as "sex").

• Means at each time point for 
selection variables, mediators ,and 
relationship outcomes.

Attrition Analyses
• For each wave, t-tests comparing 
those who completed that wave with 
those who did not on measurements 
for each previous wave.

Latent Class Analysis

Latent Class Analysis of 
timing of first sex indicator 
variables to create sex-
timing groups.

Preliminary Analyses
Hypothesis 1
• ANOVAs between sex-timing groups 

and relationship outcomes.
Hypothesis 2
• ANOVAs between selection variables 

and sex-timing groups.
• Pearson correlations between selection 

variables and relationship outcomes.
Hypothesis 3
• ANOVAs between sex-timing groups 

and mediation variables.
• Pearson correlations beween mediation 

variables and relationship outcomes.
Control Variables
Signficant paths retained for 
future analyses.

Latent Growth Curve 
Modeling

Hypothesis 1: Test association 
between timing of sex groups 
(via dummy variables) and 
relationship outcome intercept 
and slope
Hypothesis 2: Test whether 
selection effects explain H1
associations.
Hypothesis 3: Test whether 
LGCM of mediators explain 
remaining associations 
between sex-timing groups and 
relationship outcomes.
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Table 4 

Description of Timing of First Sex Indicators 

Sex-Timing Indicator M (SD) or n (%) 
First Sex Occurred in Study 43 (24%) 
Time to First Sex  
    1 month or less 12 (25%) 
    2 to 3 months 14 (32%) 
    4 to 11 months 10 (23%) 
    More than 1 year 7 (16%) 
Relationship Stage at First Sex  
   Talking/Casually Dating 24 (56%) 
   Seriously Dating 19 (44%) 
Intimacy at First Sex (1-7) M = 5.3, SD  = 1.3 
Participant Said, “I Love You” After First Sex 27 (63%) 
Partner Said, “I Love You” After First Sex 26 (61%) 

 
Most participants’ (n = 171, 95%) definition of “sex” included penile-vaginal 

intercourse (PVI), anal sex (n = 147, 82%), and giving or receiving oral sex (n = 100, 

56%).  Other behaviors commonly considered “sex” were vaginal (n = 82, 46%) or anal 

(n = 85, 47%) penetration with a hand or sex toy and interfemoral sex (n = 59, 33%). For 

all other sexual behaviors presented, less than one-third of participants endorsed the 

behavior as “sex.” Notably, three participants had already engaged in behaviors they 

considered “sex” when they participated in the Wave 1 survey (immediately after 

completing the screening survey in which they had indicated they had not yet had sex 

with their partner). These participants did not report having had sex on later surveys until 

after PVI had occurred. This suggests that, although other behaviors may be considered 

“sex,” PVI still retains a special meaning in the hierarchy of sexual behaviors, at least for 

some people. 

Descriptive statistics for variables at each wave are displayed in Table 5. 

Mediation variables and relationship outcomes were measured at multiple time points;  
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Table 5 

Means, Standard Deviations, and Average Slopes for Selection, Mediation, and Relationship Outcome Variables at Each Wave 
 Wave 1 Wave 2 Wave 3 Wave 4 Wave 5  Mean Slope 
 M SD M SD M SD M SD M SD M SD 
Sex-Timing Indicators             

First Sex Occurred in Study -- -- n = 43 24% n = 36 32% n = 32 38% n = 26 37% -- -- 
Absolute Time to First Sex -- -- 8.91 2.2 9.25** 2.2 9.24† 2.2 9.60** 2.0 -- -- 
Relationship Stage at First Sex -- -- 1.89 1.3 2.32*** 1.2 2.42*** 1.0 2.63*** .85 -- -- 
Intimacy at First Sex (1-7) -- -- 4.78 1.7 5.27*** 1.4 5.43*** 1.3 5.58*** 1.2 -- -- 
Participant Said, “I Love You”  
   to Partner After First Sex 

-- -- .31 .72 .35 .78 .33 .84 .44† .81 -- -- 

Partner Said, “I Love You” to  
   Participant After First Sex 

-- -- .37 .73 .43 .78 .42 .82 .51 .79 -- -- 

Selection Variables             
Past Sexual Experience 1.70 1.3 1.70 1.3 1.60** 1.2 1.64*** 1.3 1.55*** 1.2 -- -- 
Sociosexual Attitudes 3.80 2.3 3.80 2.3 3.70 2.3 3.69 2.3 3.45 2.2 -- -- 
Sociosexual Desire 3.00 1.9 3.00 1.9 2.82 1.8 2.67* 1.7 2.47** 1.5 -- -- 

Mediation Variables             
Certainty of Cohabitation 3.37 1.2 3.55 1.2 3.73** 1.2 3.8*** 1.3 3.91*** 1.3 −.02 .58 
Companionate Love 4.70 2.1 4.66 1.1 5.34*** 1.9 5.53** 1.8 5.93*** 1.6 −.03*** .83 
Passionate Love 4.64 1.8 4.64 1.8 5.08** 1.7 5.47*** 1.5 5.44*** 1.5 .13 .59 
Personal Dedication 5.15 1.6 4.98 1.8 5.37** 1.5 5.56** 1.4 5.54*** 1.4 −.11† .87 
Constraint Commitment 3.09 1.3 3.14 1.2 3.35** 1.1 3.48** 1.3 3.67*** 1.2 .03 .56 
Conflict Frequency 2.65 1.4 2.42 1.4 2.46 1.3 2.44* 1.3 2.41 1.3 .03 .79 
Negative Communication 3.10 5.3 3.96 5.7 3.30* 4.5 2.75** 4.0 3.10† 4.5 .83** 3.84 
Positive Communication 24.0 18.1 21.0 16.2 24.0** 18.5 26.0** 19.5 25.3** 18.0 −1.65* 10.4 

Relationship Outcomes             
PQRC Satisfaction 5.32 1.6 4.96 1.8 5.23*** 1.7 5.61*** 1.6 4.77*** 1.3 −.36*** .94 
MOQ Mean Satisfaction 5.67 1.1 5.47 1.3 5.35*** 1.2 5.60*** 1.2 5.16*** 1.1 −.34* .98 
MOQ Single-Item  
   Satisfaction 

5.77 1.5 5.50 1.7 4.94*** 1.4 5.05*** 1.4 4.94*** 1.5 −.53* 1.3 

Sexual Satisfaction 5.52 1.4 5.33 1.6 5.33*** 1.5 4.82*** 1.2 4.52*** 1.1 −.56** 1.1 
Perceived Instability 1.56 .73 1.77 .88 1.69*** .96 1.62*** .86 1.56*** .82 .26***  .66 
Actual Stability -- -- −.30 .85 −.21*** .76 −.23*** .74 −.17*** .65 −.42*** .75 

Note. Significance values are for t-tests comparing those who completed a given wave versus those who did not. Values for other selection variables are 
found in Table 2. Mediation variables and relationship outcomes were measured at multiple time points, so slopes for each participant were computed, 
and the means and standard deviations of those slopes are presented in the last two columns. †p < .10; *p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001.  
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therefore, slopes for each participant on these variables were computed. For each variable 

measured at multiple waves, participants’ slopes across waves were individually 

computed using the “SLOPE” formula in Microsoft Excel and transferred into SPSS. The 

means and standard deviations of those slopes are also reported in the two right-most 

columns of the table. To test systematic attrition, several t-tests were run comparing those 

who completed a given wave15 with those who did not on measurements for each 

previous wave (and when relevant, the slope of that measurement). For example, personal 

dedication scores at Waves 1, 2, and 3 were compared between those participants who 

completed Wave 4 and those who did not. The most significant of those three p-values is 

represented in the cell for personal dedication for Wave 4. People who completed Wave 4 

had significantly higher levels of personal dedication than those who dropped out of the 

study at an earlier point. Moreover, because personal dedication was measured at 

multiple time points, the mean slope of personal dedication was compared between those 

who did and did not complete Waves 3, 4, and 5. The most significant finding of those 

three tests (marginal significance) is represented in the cell for the personal dedication 

mean slope. Generally, those who waited longer to have sex, had a more restricted 

sociosexual orientation, had better quality relationships, and were more likely to 

complete later phases of the study. This is because participants with poorer quality 

relationships broke up and did not return for future waves of the study. 

Latent Class Analysis 

 This study improved on previous research by combining several measurements 

for the timing of first sex into sex-timing groups via latent class analysis (LCA). LCA is 

                                                
15 To assess change in variables over time, participants who did not have data for both Waves 1 

and 2 were excluded from analyses. Therefore, attrition analyses only pertained to Waves 3, 4, and 5. 
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an exploratory statistical method using a set of observed characteristics to categorize 

individuals into the optimal number of latent homogeneous and mutually exclusive 

groups (i.e., “classes”) (Amato, King, & Thorson, 2016; Lanza & Cooper, 2016). Six 

categorical/ordinal indicators for when sex first occurred in the relationship were used to 

create latent classes (LC) of sex-timing. Combining multiple indicators to create latent 

classes provided a more comprehensive and descriptive measure of the timing of first sex 

than the unidimensional measures that have been used in previous studies. 

One variable entered into the LCA was a dichotomous “censor” variable, 

assessing whether participants had had sex with their partner by the end of the three-

month data collection period. A second variable measured the timing of sex in absolute 

time; that is, in the number of weeks/months since participants first started casually or 

seriously dating their current partner (whichever stage came first for the relationship) 

until they first had sex. For those who had not had sex with their partner by the end of the 

observation period, the total length of the relationship at the end of the study was used 

instead. A third variable was the relationship stage at the time of first sex (e.g., casually 

dating, seriously dating, engaged, etc.) or, for those who had not had sex by the end of the 

study, the most serious relationship stage that the relationship had reached during the 

course of the study. The fourth and fifth dichotomous variables entered into the LCA 

assessed whether the participants and/or their partner had expressed love before sex (or 

before the end of the study, for those who had not had sex). The sixth variable was 

participants’ level of intimacy with their partner at the time of sex or, for those who had 

not had sex by the end of the study, the highest level of intimacy reported over the course 

of the study. However, because only categorical indicators can be used to create latent 
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classes (Lanza & Cooper, 2016), individuals’ means of intimacy were grouped into high, 

medium, and low categories based on the distribution of scores.  

In LCA, the item response probabilities describe the likelihood of responding in a 

certain way on indicators given class membership (Lanza & Cooper, 2016). This 

information was used to describe the distinct characteristics of each class—that is, the 

nature of when sex occurred in the relationship for each sex-timing group. For example, 

one class might be characterized by those who had sex in the first few weeks of a 

relationship, when they were “talking” or casually dating, before either partner expressed 

love, and without experiencing much intimacy. Because LCA is an exploratory analysis, 

the characteristics of these groups are difficult to hypothesize in advance (Amato et al., 

2016).  

One benefit of using LCA over other person-centered methods is that it provides 

individuals’ probability of membership in each class, rather than assigning them 

categorically a single group (e.g., cluster analysis). Although there are statistical software 

packages that can model covariates and distal outcomes with latent classes (Lanza, Tan, 

& Bray, 2013), these programs cannot accommodate more than one distal outcome 

variable at a time, which precludes their use for testing mediation effects—an important 

purpose of the current study. Therefore, other modeling techniques were used to test 

hypotheses (e.g., structural equation modeling, latent growth curve analysis). To fully 

utilize the benefits of the LCA, each individual was (1) assigned to their most likely class 

and (2) weighted in analyses according to membership probabilities in their most likely 

class (e.g., someone with a 90% probability was given greater weight than someone with 
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a 72% probability). Classes were dummy-coded, and a referent class was chosen 

according to which group would offer the most theoretically informative comparisons.  

 First, the optimal number of latent classes was identified. Using Mplus, the six 

sex-timing indicators (Figure 4) were run in a mixture model with 500 random start 

values in the first step of optimization and 50 random starts in the second optimization. 

Results for 2-, 3-, 4-, and 5-class solutions and model fit indices are displayed in Table 6. 

Because the Akaike Information Criterion (AIC), Bayesian Information Criterion (BIC), 

and Adjusted Bayesian Information Criterion (ABIC) are tests for goodness-of-fit, 

smaller values are preferred. Moreover, significant p-values for the Lo-Mendell-Rubin 

(LMR) test and the bootstrap likelihood ratio test (LRT) indicate that a model with one 

more class fits better than the previous model (Geiser, 2010). When model fit indices 

conflict, the BIC is considered more accurate than the AIC and ABIC, and the bootstrap 

LRT is more accurate than the LMR (Nylund, Asparouhov, & Muthen, 2007). Because 

the three-class solution had the lower BIC and the only significant LMR test, it was 

selected as the best class solution. 

Table 6 

Latent Class Analysis Model Selection 

No. 
Cat AIC BIC ABIC LMR LRT Bootstrap LRT Selected 
2 2086.261 2191.629 2087.118 0.5187 0.0000 X 
3 1856.263 2015.911 1857.561 0.0018 0.0000 ✓ 
4 1848.030 2061.958 1849.769 0.9192 0.0000 X 
5 1852.891 2121.100 1855.071 0.9187 0.0200 X 

Note. AIC = Akaike Information Criterion, BIC = Bayesian Information Criterion, ABIC 
= Adjusted BIC, LMR LRT = Lo-Mendell-Rubin Likelihood Ratio Test, Bootstrap LRT 
= Bootstrap Likelihood Ratio Test. 
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 Second, the conditional response probabilities and assigned class memberships 

were transferred to SPSS 25. Using the assigned class memberships, the three latent 

classes were compared on the six sex-timing indicator variables using a series of one-way 

ANOVAs. Every class was significantly different from one another (at least marginal 

significance) on the six sex-timing variables. A summary description of each latent class 

is provided in Table 7. Figure 6 displays the attrition of each class over the course of the 

study. The first, and smallest, class (n = 32) was labeled Early-sex relationships. All of 

the members in this class had sex at some point during the course of the study. The 

average amount of time into the relationship sex occurred for the first time was around 

two months, typically in the context of “talking” or casual dating, before either partner 

said, “I love you,” and only at moderate levels of intimacy. The second class was dubbed 

Delayed-sex relationships (n = 80). Only eleven (14%) participants in this class had sex 

with their partner during the course of the study. For these eleven participants, the 

average time until first sex was seven to eleven months (seven participants waited at least 

one year to have sex). Sex occurred in the context of a serious relationship, with 

moderate to high levels of intimacy, and only after partners had said “I love you” to each 

other. The other participants in this group who did not have sex during the study had 

passed the same relationship markers as those who had had sex. Therefore, participants in 

these relationships were highly intimate and serious about one another but either had not 

had sex yet or waited until reaching these levels of intimacy and seriousness before 

having sex. The final class was named New relationships. Partipants in this group were in 

relatively young (an average of two months) relationships and never had sex during the  
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Table 7 

Description of Sex-Timing Latent Classes 

  Latent Class Analysis Sex-Timing Indicator Variables 

Class 
# (N) 

Class 
Description 

Sex 
Censor 

Absolute 
Time  

Relationship 
Stage 

Participant/ 
Partner 
Expressed Love Intimacy 

1 (32) Early-sex 
relationships 

Had 
sex 

<6 
months 
(~2 
months) 

“Talking”/ 
casual 
dating 

Sex happened 
before saying, 
“I love you” 

Medium  

2 (80) Delayed-sex 
relationships 

Very 
few 
had 
sex 

>6 
months 
(~7-11 
months) 

Primarily 
serious 
dating 

Sex happened 
after saying, “I 
love you” 

High  

3 (68) New 
relationships 
(too soon for sex 
or terminated 
before sex) 

Did 
not 
have 
sex 

<6 
months 
(~2 
months) 

“Talking”/ 
casual 
dating or 
broken-up 
before sex 

Neither sex nor 
love were 
observed 

Low  

Note. The participants’ response at the time when first sex occurred was prioritized for all 
sex-timing indicator variables. If sex never occurred during the study, then the 
participants’ response at the time of break-up was used. If the participant never had sex 
nor broke up, then their response at their last wave of the study was used.  
 

 

Figure 6. Rate of attrition according to latent class membership. 
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course of the study. They were either “talking,” casually dating, or broken-up in their last 

wave of participation. Levels of intimacy were low for this group and neither partner 

said, “I love you” before the end of the study. This class represents new, unstable, low-

intimacy relationships that did not last long enough for sex or intimacy to develop. 

Participants in this class had the highest rate of attrition (Figure 6). For the purposes of 

this study, the differences between the early-sex and delayed-sex classes were 

theoretically relevant. 

Preliminary Analyses 

Latent growth curve models would be cumbersome and difficult to interpret if all 

proposed variables (Figure 4) were included in a single model. Therefore, to reduce the 

total number of variables retained for latent growth curve modeling, preliminary analyses 

identified which proposed variables met all three criteria for selection and mediation 

effects. Variables could only act as mediators or selection effects if (1) the timing of sex 

and relationship outcomes were correlated (H1), (2) if the selection/mediation variable 

was associated with both the timing of sex and relationship outcomes, and (3) if including 

the selection/mediation variable explained all or some of the variance between the timing 

of sex and the relationship outcomes (H2 and H3; Holmbeck, 1997; Paik, 2010). The goal 

of preliminary analyses was to identify which variables should be included in more 

advanced statistical models based on these criteria. Given the multiplicity of inferential 

tests, there was a possibility that some tests would be significant at the α = .05 level due 

to random error. To reduce the likelihood of Type 1 errors, a Bonferroni correction was 

used to determine a more stringent alpha. For each set of hypotheses (Figure 4), α = .05 

was divided by the number of tests to compute the more conservative alpha. For example, 
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for Hypothesis 1 there were 35 ANOVAs; therefore, .05 divided by 35 would set a more 

stringent alpha criterion of .001 for any test using a mediator variable (Benjamini & 

Hochberg, 1995; Simes, 1986). Cases were weighted according to latent class 

membership probability for all preliminary analyses. 

Hypothesis 1. The first hypothesis was that the later sex occurred with a partner, 

the higher relationship outcomes would be at the beginning of the study (i.e., Wave 1) 

and the less dramatic the decline in relationship outcomes would be across the 

observation period. The mean slopes presented in Table 5 confirm that particpants’ 

reports of relationship satisfaction and actual stability generally declined and perceptions 

of instability increased over the course of the study. Six series of ANOVAs (one for each 

relationship outcome variable) tested whether the three latent classes differed from each 

other on relationship outcomes.16 Each ANOVA series compared the sex-timing latent 

classes at each wave, in addition to the average slope for the given relationship outcome 

variable, for a total of 35 ANOVAs (one fewer wave for actual stability, which could not 

be assessed until Wave 2; Table 8); thus, the Bonferroni correction was α = .001 (α = .05 

divided by 35 tests). Bonferroni post-hoc tests were used to determine whether delayed-

sex and early-sex groups were significantly different from each other.   

For Hypothesis 1 to be supported, the delayed-sex latent class would need to have 

significantly-higher means than the early-sex latent class on relationship outcome 

variables, except for perceived instability, for which it should have lower means. Of the  

                                                
16 Previous studies in this area have used various measures of relationships outcomes. Paik (2010) 

combined several disparate measures of relationship quality, which muddled the interpretability of the 
study’s findings. This study did not combine relationship outcome measures using methods such as 
MANOVAs. That predictor variables could have differing associations with the various measures of 
relationship outcomes could elucidate conflicting findings from previous studies. However, future studies 
could use MANOVA as an alternative approach to address the present research questions. 
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Table 8 

Mean Comparisons of Sex-Timing Latent Classes on Relationship Outcomes 
 

 Relationship 
Satisfaction 

(PQRC) 

Relationship 
Satisfaction  

(MOQ Mean) 

Relationship 
Satisfaction 
(MOQ SI) 

Sexual 
Satisfaction 

Perceived 
Instability Actual Stability 

 M SD M SD M SD M SD M SD M SD 
Wave 1             

Early Sex 5.26a 0.98 5.78ab 0.81 5.92ab 1.03 5.59ab 1.25 1.41a 0.58 -- -- 
Delayed Sex 6.18b 1.27 5.93a 1.16 6.14a 1.53 5.87a 1.47 1.47a 0.64 -- -- 
New Relationships 4.35c 1.62 5.33b 1.10 5.28b 1.55 5.10b 1.26 1.74a 0.85 -- -- 

Wave 2             
Early Sex 5.55a 1.21 6.00a 0.75 6.08a 1.40 5.99a 1.18 1.48a 0.69 0.06a 0.67 
Delayed Sex 5.88a 1.27 5.91a 1.16 6.06a 1.45 5.88a 1.44 1.52a 0.68 −0.12a 0.61 
New Relationships 3.64b 1.67 4.71b 1.22 4.56b 1.65 4.27b 1.58 2.21b 1.01 −0.68b 1.00 

Wave 3             
Early Sex 5.28a 1.45 5.57a 0.98 4.92a 1.34 5.83a 1.06 1.41a 0.72 0.01a 0.56 
Delayed Sex 5.91a 1.22 5.72a 0.92 5.48a 0.94 5.65a 1.18 1.48a 0.80 −0.05a 0.50 
New Relationships 3.87b  1.90 4.47b 1.43 3.90b 1.52 4.26b 1.79 2.33b 1.14 −0.69b 1.06 

Wave 4             
Early Sex 5.33a 1.68 5.59a 1.13 5.20a 1.19 5.03a 0.95 1.87a 1.00 −0.30ab 0.93 
Delayed Sex 6.27b 1.02 6.00a 0.99 5.40a 1.01 5.11a 1.04 1.31b 0.45 −0.08a 0.40 
New Relationships 3.99c 2.02 4.39b 1.29 3.73b 1.97 3.58b 1.58 2.21a 1.17 −0.62b 1.07 

Wave 5             
Early Sex 5.71a 1.14 5.15a 0.95 5.16a 1.40 4.66a 1.10 1.49ab 0.77 −0.01a 0.59 
Delayed Sex 6.12a 0.97 5.42a 0.85 5.17a 1.22 4.65a 0.98 1.42a 0.68 −0.09a 0.47 
New Relationships 4.45b 2.06 4.13b 1.55 3.66b 1.97 3.75a 1.62 2.19b 1.13 −0.77b 1.03 

Mean Slope             
Early Sex −0.09a 0.65 −0.14ab 0.66 −0.25a 0.90 −0.34a 0.70 0.20ab 0.54 −0.37a 0.61 
Delayed Sex −0.22a 0.69 −0.19a 0.92 −0.42a 1.18 −0.41a 1.01 0.09a 0.49 −0.17a 0.48 
New Relationships −0.64b 1.20 −0.61b 1.12 −0.79a 1.49 −0.86a 1.39 0.49b 0.81 −0.95b 0.99 

Note. PQRC = Perceived Relationship Quality Components Scale, MOQ = Marital Opinion Questionnaire, SI = Single item. 
For each wave, means in the same column with different superscripts are significantly different from one another at p < .05. 
Differences between early-sex and delayed-sex classes, which are pertinent to Hypothesis 1, are in bold font.
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35 ANOVAs conducted, this was only the case three times. For the PQRC measure of 

satisfaction, those in the delayed-sex class reported higher satisfaction at Wave 1 (M = 

6.18, SD = 1.27) than those in the early-sex class [M = 5.26, SD = 0.98, p = .005; F(2, 

174) = 32.1, p < .001]17, which is consistent with Hypothesis 1 that those who delayed 

sex would be more satisfied at Wave 1. At Wave 4, members of the delayed-sex class (M 

= 6.27, SD = 1.02) also reported more satisfaction than those in the early-sex class [M = 

5.33, SD = 1.68, p = .03; F(2, 174) = 14.8, p < .001]. Also at Wave 4, participants in 

delayed-sex relationships (M = 1.31, SD = .45) reported less perceived instability than 

those in early-sex relationships [M = 1.87, SD = 1.00, p = .02; F(2, 80) = 8.64, p < .001]. 

Although no findings met the Bonferroni correction criterion for significance, the Wave 1 

result for the PQRC measure of satisfaction was very close (p =.005) and was 

accompanied by a significant finding at Wave 4. Therefore, only the PQRC satisfaction 

mean was retained for follow-up models. Although differences between delayed-sex and 

early-sex latent classes were generally in the expected direction, they were not large 

enough to be significant. Most of the significant differences in the ANOVAs were 

between those in new relationships and those who delayed sex, such that those in new 

relationships tended to be less satisfied and more unstable. However, these findings did 

not pertain to the hypotheses put forth in this study. 

Hypothesis 2. Selection effects occur when a pre-existing characteristic 

independently influences both the timing of sex and relationship outcomes in such a way 

that the timing of sex and relationship outcomes are significantly correlated with each 

other as a by-product of their shared association with the selection variable (i.e., selection 

                                                
17 For all ANOVAs reported, the first p-value refers to the Bonferroni post-hoc test and the second 

p-value refers to the ANOVA F-test. 
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variables are a type of confounding variable) (Paik, 2010). As such, the selection variable 

must be associated with both the timing of sex (Table 9) and relationship outcomes 

(Table 10). There would be evidence for selection effects if a significant association 

between the timing of sex and a relationship outcome was attenuated or made non-

significant after adding a selection variable into a statistical model.  

However, early sex and delayed sex relationships were not significantly different 

from each other on any relationship outcome at the level of the Bonferroni correction 

criterion. Based on this more stringent criterion, no associations between the timing of 

sex and relationship outcomes were significant enough to be retained to test whether 

selection variables would attenuate the correlation. However, because findings for the 

PQRC satisfaction mean exceeded more conventional cut-offs for statistical significance 

(p < .01) and came close to meeting the Bonferroni correction criterion, selection effects 

were tested for the associations between the timing of sex and the PQRC measures of 

satisfaction. Moreover, selection variables’ associations with sex-timing latent class 

membership and relationship outcomes were run in the case that significant findings 

would suggest potential selection variables for future studies. Twelve ANOVAS were run 

to compare sex-timing classes on selection variables; thus, the Bonferroni correction 

criterion for these tests was a = .004. There were 72 correlations between the six 

relationship outcomes and twelve selection variables, so the Bonferroni correction for 

these tests was a = .0007 (effectively, p < .001).  

Four selection variables were significantly associated with sex-timing and at least 

one relationship outcome. The first two were religiosity and religious fundamentalism. 

Those in the delayed-sex class were more religious (M = 3.15, SD = 1.13) and  
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Table 9  

Mean Comparisons of Sex-Timing Latent Classes on Selection and Mediation Variables 

 Early-Sex Class Delayed-Sex Class New Relationships 
 M SD M SD M SD 

Selection Variables       
Age      21.40a 2.55 20.6a 2.81  20.9a 2.61 
Education 4.01a 1.23 3.33ab 1.17 3.58b 1.18 
Father’s Education 4.08a 1.83 4.03a 1.59 4.55a 1.63 
Mother’s Education 4.37a 1.59 4.06a 1.63 4.44a 1.56 
Past Sexual Experience 2.32a 1.47 1.35b 1.01 1.81ab 1.48 
Religiosity 2.26a 0.88 3.15b 1.13 2.44a 1.13 
Religious Attendance 2.88ab 1.63 3.79a 1.78 2.98b 1.86 
Fundamentalism 2.84a 1.49 4.08b 1.67 2.92a 1.69 
Sociosexual Attitudes 4.96a 2.06 2.93b 2.06 4.27a 2.43 
Sociosexual Desire 3.55a 1.49 2.16b 1.70 3.63a 1.94 
Parents Ever Married 0.90a 0.30 0.95a 0.22 0.97a 0.17 
Parents Ever Divorced 0.22a 0.42 0.24a 0.43 0.27a 0.45 

Mediation Variables       
Certainty of Cohabitation 0.15a 0.49 −0.02a 0.56 −0.13a 0.65 
Companionate Love 0.15a 0.69 −0.05a 0.74 −0.10a 0.97 
Passionate Love 0.35a 0.54 −0.04b 0.46 0.21a 0.68 
Personal Dedication −0.02a 0.93 −0.01a 0.62 −0.27a 1.06 
Constraint Commitment 0.16a 0.60 0.03a 0.40 −0.03a 0.68 
Conflict Frequency 0.02ab 0.36 −0.18a 0.70 0.29b 0.96 
Negative Communication 0.12a 2.24 0.51a 4.37 1.56a 3.53 
Positive Communication −0.23a 5.45 −2.57a 12.50 −1.07a 9.08 

Note. N = 180. Means in the same row with different superscripts are significantly different from one another at p < .05. 
Values in bold font indicate that this selection or mediation variable was significant for both sex-timing classes and the PQRC 
satisfaction mean.  
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Table 10  

Bivariate Correlations for Relationship Outcome Slopes with Selection and Mediation Variables 

 PQRC 
Satisfaction 

MOQ Mean 
Satisfaction 

MOQ SI 
Satisfaction 

Sexual 
Satisfaction 

Perceived 
Instability 

Actual 
Instability 

Selection Variables       
Age .03 −.05 −.10 −.06 −.05 .05 
Education .03 −.11 −.12 −.09 −.09 .04 
Father’s Education −.02 .06 .09 .16* −.16* .00 
Mother’s Education .00 .10 .13 .20* −.11 .04 
Past Sexual Experience −.07 −.03 −.10 −.04 .07 −.07 
Religiosity −.07 .03 .02 .06 −.15 .20* 
Religious Attendance −.09 .06 .05 .05 −.07 .09 
Fundamentalism −.06 .04 −.01 −.08 −.07 .26** 
Sociosexual Attitudes −.02 −.07 −.09 −.08 .06 −.25** 
Sociosexual Desire −.23** −.13 −.12 −.09 .11 −.43** 
Parents Ever Married .09 .07 .07 .06 −.05 −.06 
Parents Ever Divorced −.04 −.05 −.06 −.06 .16* .02 

Mediation Variable Slopes       
Certainty of Cohabitation .27** .05 .05 .19* −.24** .02 
Companionate Love .54*** .30*** .30*** .33*** −.27*** .14 
Passionate Love .22** .20** .15† .08 −.08 −.25** 
Personal Dedication .42*** .33*** .23** .29*** −.33*** .04 
Constraint Commitment .25** .23** .15* .17* −.13† .02 
Conflict Frequency −.18* −.13† −.08 −.27** .51*** −.33*** 
Negative Communication −.30*** −.39*** −.30*** −.39*** .22** −.36*** 
Positive Communication .31*** .21** .24** .34*** −.23** .12 

Note. N = 180. Values in bold font indicate that this selection or mediation variable was significant for both sex-timing classes 
and the PQRC satisfaction mean. 
†p < .10; *p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001. 



Texas Tech University, C. Rebecca Oldham, May 2019 

 

116 

fundamentalist (M = 4.08, SD = 1.67) than those in the early-sex (M = 2.26, SD = .88, p = 

.001, religiosity; M = 2.84, SD = 1.49, p = .004, fundamentalism) or new-relationship 

classes (M = 2.44, SD = 1.13, p < .001, religiosity; M = 2.92, SD = 1.69, p = .001, 

fundamentalism) [F(2, 174) = 11.00, p < .001, religiosity; F(2, 174) = 9.34, p = .001, 

fundamentalism]. Those who were more religious (r = .20, p = .03) and fundamentalist (r 

= .26, p = .007) also had relationships that were more stable over the course of the study. 

However, to test these religion variables for selection effects, there would need to be a 

significant association between the timing of sex and relationship stability (since this is 

the relationship outcome variable with which the religion variables were significantly 

associated). Because the early sex and delayed sex relationships did not differ from each 

other in actual stability (Table 8), selection effects for these two religion variables could 

not be tested. Therefore, religiosity and religious fundamentalism were not retained for 

future models. 

The second two potential selection variables were sociosexual attitudes and 

desires. Participants who delayed sex had less unrestricted sociosexual attitudes (M = 

2.93, SD = 2.06) and fantasized less about uncommitted sexual encounters (M = 2.16, SD 

= 1.70) than those who had sex early (M = 4.96, SD = 2.06, p < .001, attitudes; M = 3.55, 

SD = 1.49, p = .001, desires) or those in new relationships (M = 4.27, SD = 2.43, p = 

.001, attitudes; M = 3.63, SD = 1.94, p < .001, desires) [F(2, 174) = 12.00, p < .001, 

attitudes; F(2, 174) = 14.61, p < .001, desires]. Moreover, having unrestricted sociosexual 

attitudes (r = −.25, p = .007) and desires (r = −.43, p < .001) was associated with less 

relationship stability. Also, the stronger one’s desire for uncommitted sexual encounters, 

the sharper the decline in the PQRC measure of relationship satisfaction (r = −.23, p = 
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.003). Sociosexual desire did not meet the Bonferroni correction criterion for its 

correlation with satisfaction (i.e., a = .0007). Because this was the only selection variable 

correlated with both sex-timing and the PQRC measure of relationship satisfaction, 

however, it was retained for follow-up models. 

Hypothesis 3. On a theoretical level, mediating variables are the intervening 

processes that explain why an indepedendent variable predicts a dependent variable. 

Holmbeck (1997) describes mediation in the following terms:  

Although one may argue that the relationships among independent variable, 
mediator, and outcome may not necessarily be “causal,” the nature of the 
mediated relationship is such that the independent variable influences the 
mediator which, in turn, influences the outcome. (p. 600) 
 

Therefore, much like selection effects, it is essential that there exists a significant 

association between the focal independent and dependent variables before mediation 

effects can be tested. However, early sex and delayed sex relationships did not 

significantly differ on relationship outcomes at the level of the Bonferroni correction 

criterion, meaning mediation effects could not be tested in the conventional sense. 

Nevertheless, identifying which proposed mediation variables had a significant 

association with both the sex-timing latent classes and relationship outcomes could still 

suggest processes and be useful for future studies on the timing of first sex. There were 

eight ANOVAs to compare means for mediation variables across sex-timing classes, so 

the Bonferroni corrected alpha was .006. For relationship outcomes, there were 48 

correlations so the corrected alpha was .001.  

Although several of the mediator variables were significantly related to multiple 

measures of relationship satisfaction and stability (Table 10), only passionate love 

significantly differed between those who delayed sex and those who had sex early in their 
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relationship (Table 9). Participants who had delayed sex reported a decline in passionate 

love over the course of the study (M = −.04, SD = .46), which was significantly different 

from the positive incline in passionate love for those who had sex early in their 

relationship (M = .35, SD = .54, p = .004) or those in new relationships (M = .21, SD = 

.68, p = .03) [F(2, 174) = 6.45, p = .002]. Moreover, increases in passionate love over the 

course of the study were associated with increases in the PQRC measure of satisfaction (r 

= .22, p = .003), but decreased stability (r = −.25, p = .006). Although passionate love did 

not meet the Bonferroni correction criterion in its association with sex-timing class 

membership nor in its correlation with satisfaction (i.e., a = .001), both came very close. 

Further, because this was the only mediation variable correlated with both the timing of 

sex and the PQRC measure of relationship satisfaction, it was retained for follow-up 

models. 

 Control variables. Table 11 displays the means and standard deviations for 

control variables. It also provides control variables’ mean comparisons by sex-timing 

latent classes and correlations with all relationship outcomes and with selection and 

mediation variables that were significant in preliminary analyses. Only two control 

variables were significantly related to at least one of the retained variables (i.e., sex-

timing classes, PQRC satisfaction, sociosexual desire, or passionate love); these were 

included as control variables in latent growth curve modeling. The first of these variables 

was relationship length. Not surprisingly, those in the delayed-sex class (M = 10.5, SD = 

1.8) tended to have longer relationships at the time of the study than those who had sex 

early (M = 8.05, SD = 2.1, p < .001) and those in new relationships (M = 7.94, SD = 1.6,  

p < .001) [F(2, 174) = 41.9, p < .001]. The longer participants had been in their current 
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Table 11  

Descriptive Statistics for Control Variables and Mean Comparison between Sex-Timing Classes and Correlations with 
Relationship Outcomes, Selection Variables, and Mediation Variables 

 

Gender 

Relation-
ship 

Length 

Negative 
Reactions 
to 1st Sex Orgasm 

Orgasm 
Satisfac-

tion 
Alcohol 

(self) 
Alcohol 
(partner) Drugs 

Condom 
Use 

Contra-  
ceptive 

Use 
Sex-Timing Class Mean Comparisons, M (SD)        
   Early Sex .76 (.43)a 8.05 (2.1)a −.02 (.60)a .31 (.47)a 6.22 (.91)a .22 (.42)a .19 (.40)a .03 (.18)a .66 (.48)a .88 (.33)a 
   Delayed Sex .74 (.44)a 10.45 (1.8)b .01 (.71)a .60 (.52)a 5.33 (1.6)a .19 (.42)a .19 (.42)a .10 (.32)a .70 (.48)a .80 (.42)a 
   New Relationship .68 (.47)a 7.94 (1.6)a -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
PQRC Satisfaction .03 .18* −.10 .27 −.08 −.01 .04 .09 .08 .02 
SOI Desire −.25** −.31*** −.19 −.13 .45† .06 .12 −.18 .06 .18 
Passionate Love 
Slope 

−.11 −.12 .03 .10 −.08 .03 .11 −.05 .01 −.14 

M 9.07 .72 −.01 .38 5.88 .21 .19 .05 .67 .86 
SD 2.15 .45 .64 .49 1.26 .42 .4 .22 .48 .35 

Note. N = 180. Means in the same row with different superscripts are significantly different from one another at p < .05. Gender was coded 
1 = women and 0 = other genders. Alcohol, drug, condom, and contraceptive use were coded 1 = used and 0 = did not use. Contraceptive 
use includes condom use. Drug use was perfectly correlated between partners and, therefore, is represented as a single variable. Pearson 
correlation coefficients are in italics. 
†p < .10; *p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001.  
  



Texas Tech University, C. Rebecca Oldham, May 2019 

 

120 

relationship, the more satisfied (PQRC) they were (r = .18, p = .02) and the more 

restricted their sociosexual orientation (r = −.31, p < .001). The second variable was 

gender. Women reported less desire for uncommitted sexual interactions than did 

participants of other genders (r = −.25, p = .001). 

Latent Growth Curve Modeling 

Respondents were asked to participate in a five-wave study, generating a dataset 

wherein most participants had at least three waves of data, which permitted latent growth 

curve modeling (LGCM; Curran, Obeidat, & Losardo, 2010). LGCM is an application of 

structural equation modeling (SEM) that allows the examination of intraindividual 

change over time as well as of interindividual variability in within-person change 

(Preacher, Wichman, McCallum, & Briggs, 2008). Measurement observations at three or 

more time points are nested within individuals to compute within-person intercepts and 

slopes (Little, 2013). This is accomplished by regressing each time point onto latent slope 

and intercept variables and fixing the factor loadings for each time point to reflect the 

relative spacing of observations in time (Preacher et al., 2008). This information can be 

averaged to describe change in the entire sample over time, or covariates can be modeled 

to explore differences between individual slopes and intercepts (Little, 2013).  

Table 12  

Latent Growth Curve Model Fit Indicators 

Model Description/Variables χ2 df CFI TLI RMSEA 
1 PQRC LGC Measurement Model 16.961 7 0.979 0.954 0.090 
2 +Sex-timing dummy variables 28.321 13 0.973 0.943 0.081 
3 +Control Variables (length, gender) 29.902 19 0.983 0.960 0.057 
4 +Selection variable (SOI desire) 30.783 22 0.987 0.968 0.047 
5 +Mediation LGCM (passion) 136.071 72 0.953 0.922 0.071 

***p < .001. 
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In the current study, SPSS 25.0 and AMOS (Arbuckle, 2014) were used to run 

LGCMs testing whether the timing of sex (a covariate) predicted changes in relationship 

outcomes (LCG; H1) and whether selection effects (covariates; H2) or changes in the 

mediation variables (LCG; H3) accounted for this association.18 One limitation of the 

current longitudinal study was that, due to time constraints, participants could only be 

followed for up to three months. Such a short observation window does not provide a 

strong basis to make inferences regarding long-term relationship outcomes. However, 

latent growth curve modeling provides estimates of slopes (i.e., trends in how 

relationship outcomes change over time). Understanding the direction of relationship 

outcome trajectories provide some suggestion as to how these relationships might 

continue to change past the three-month observation window. Therefore, LGCMs were 

used to mitigate the limitations of having a such short time to follow-up with participants. 

Because the PQRC measurement of relationship satisfaction was the only 

outcome that differed significantly beyond the Bonferroni corrected alpha between those 

who had sex early versus later in their relationship (and only at Wave 1), only a single 

series of LGCMs were run to test whether selection (i.e., sociosexual desire) and 

mediation (i.e., passionate love) effects accounted for this association while controlling 

for relationship length and gender. All models used maximum likelihood estimation to 

handle missing data. Model fit indices are reported and compared in Table 12. No 

comparative model testing was done because models were not nested. 

                                                
18 AMOS would not accommodate the weighting of cases according to latent class membership; 

however, compared to a separate set of preliminary analyes that did not use weighting by class 
probabilities, results were not substantively different from weighted analyses. Most likely, this lack of 
difference resulted because the vast majority of cases (over 98%) had a high probability for being in their 
assigned class (>80%). 
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Before hypotheses could be tested, the first latent growth curve model without 

predictors had to be specified (Figure  7). This model had good fit, suggesting that it 

could be used to test hypotheses by adding predictor variables [χ2(7) = 17.0, CFI = .98, 

TLI = .95, RMSEA = .09]. The intercept for satisfaction was 5.9 [SE = .12, p < .001, 95% 

CI (5.66, 6.14)] and the slope was −.40 [SE = .11, p < .001, 95% CI (−.62, −.18)], 

suggesting that satisfaction generally declined over time. 

 

Figure 7. Latent growth curve model for PQRC satisfaction. Unstandardized coefficients 
are presented for unidirectional paths. Correlations are presented for bidirectional paths. 

Hypothesis 1. The first hypothesis was that delayed sex would predict more 

satisfaction at Wave 1 and less dramatic the declines in relationship satisfaction across 
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time. The second LGCM tested Hypothesis 1 without control variables (Figure  8). The 

sex-timing classes were dummy-coded. The dummy-coded variables for early-sex and 

new relationship members were entered into LGCMs, but not for the delayed-sex class, 

making it the referent group. This model demonstrated a good fit to the data [χ2(13) = 

28.3, CFI = .97, TLI = .94, RMSEA = .08]. Consistent with preliminary analyses, those 

in the early-sex class reported less satisfaction at Wave 1 (PQRC intercept) than those in 

the delayed-sex class [B = −.83, SE = .28, p = .003, 95% CI (−1.38, −.28)], supporting the 

first part of Hypothesis 1. However, those who had sex early did not differ from those 

who delayed sex with regard to their relationship satisfaction trajectory [B = .22, SE = 

.28, p = .45, 95% CI (−.33, .77)], thus not supporting the second part of Hypothesis 1.  

 

Figure 8. Latent growth curve model for PQRC satisfaction with dummy-coded sex-
timing latent class predictors. Unstandardized coefficients are presented for unidirectional 
paths. Correlations are presented for bidirectional paths. 

A third LGC model included relationship length and gender (dummy coded with 1 

= women and 0 = other genders; Figure 9). This model also demonstrated goodness-of-fit 
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[χ2(19) = 29.9, CFI = .98, TLI = .96, RMSEA = .06]. Although the difference between 

early-sex class members and delayed-sex class members for satisfaction at Wave 1 was 

slightly less strong in this model, it remained significant [B = −.67, SE = .31, p = .03, 

95% CI (−1.28, −.06)] and difference in the satisfaction slope remained non-significant 

[B = .33, SE = .32, p = .29, 95% CI (−.30, .96)]. Relationship length was not significantly 

associated with the intercept or slope of relationship satisfaction, but it was negatively 

correlated with both early-sex (r = −.22, p = .004) and new-relationship class 

membership (r = −.41, p < .001). Women were not significantly more likely to be found 

in one or the other sex-timing group, but they did report a marginally lower level of 

satisfaction at Wave 1 than other genders (B = −.39, SE = .22, p = .08, 95% CI (−.82, 

.04)].  

 

Figure 9. Latent growth curve model for PQRC satisfaction with dummy-coded sex-
timing latent class predictors and control variables. Unstandardized coefficients are 
presented for unidirectional paths. Correlations are presented for bidirectional paths. 
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Hypothesis 2. The second hypothesis was that sociosexuality would attenuate the 

association between the timing of sex and relationship outcomes, such that having a more 

unrestricted sociosexual orientation would predict earlier sex and more dramatic declines 

in relationship satisfaction. The fourth LGC model tested Hypothesis 2 – whether a 

tendency to desire more casual sexual encounters explained the difference in Wave 1 

satisfaction between those in early-sex relationships and those in delayed-sex 

relationships (Figure  10). This model also had good fit indices [χ2(22) = 30.8, CFI = .99, 

TLI = .97, RMSEA = .05]. The difference in Wave 1 satisfaction between those who had 

sex early versus later was essentially the same as the previous model [B = −.63, SE = .31, 

p = .046, 95% CI (−1.24, −.02)]. However, surprisingly, the difference between these two 

groups in the satisfaction slope became marginally significant in this model, such that 

those who had sex earlier in their relationship reported a less dramatic decline in 

satisfaction than those who waited longer to have sex [B = .53, SE = .31, p = .081, 95% 

CI (−.08, 1.14)]. This finding is in the opposite direction of what was predicted in 

Hypothesis 1.  

Having strong desires for uncommitted sexual activity predicted a steeper decline 

in satisfaction [B = −.23, SE = .06, p < .001, 95% CI (−.35, −.11)] but was not 

significantly related to satisfaction at Wave 1 [B = −.01, SE = .06, p = .87, 95% CI (−.13, 

.11)]. Those with an unrestricted sociosexual desire also had shorter relationships (r = 

−.31, p < .001), were less likely to be women (r = −.25, p = .001), and were more likely 

to be in the early-sex (r = .14, p = .07) and new-relationship classes (r = .27, p < .001). 

Given the strength of these correlations, a linear regression was run with the PQRC 

satisfaction slope as the dependent variable and including sociosexual desire, gender, sex-
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timing dummy variables, and relationship length to ensure that the suppression effect for 

the timing of sex was not an artifact of multicollinearity [F(5, 174) = 4.16, p = .001, R2  = 

.11]. However, none of the tolerance levels for these predictors exceeded .58 and the 

variance inflation factors (VIFs) were all below 2, indicating there were no problems with 

multicollinearity. Overall, this model did not lend support to Hypothesis 2.  

 

 

Figure 10. Latent growth curve model for PQRC satisfaction with dummy-coded sex-
timing latent class predictors, control variables, and selection variable (sociosexuality 
desires). Unstandardized coefficients are presented for unidirectional paths. Correlations 
are presented for bidirectional paths. 

Hypothesis 3. The third hypothesis was that passionate love would explain the 

association between the timing of sex and relationship satisfaction. Specifically, having 

sex earlier would be associated with higher levels of passionate love at Wave 1 and the 

less dramatic the declines in passionate love over time; this, in turn, would be associated 

with lower relationship satisfaction at Wave 1 and more dramatic declines in relationship 
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satisfaction over time. The fifth LGCM tested Hypothesis 3 – whether passionate love 

mediated the association between sex timing class membership and relationship 

satisfaction (Figure  11). This analysis included a latent growth curve model of passionate 

love with paths from sex-timing dummy variables to passionate love slope and intercept-

latent variables and then paths to satisfaction’s slope and intercept; it had an acceptable 

goodness-of-fit. [χ2(72) = 136.0, CFI = .95, TLI = .92, RMSEA = .07].  

In this model, the early-sex relationships were no longer significantly different 

from delayed-sex relationships regarding either Wave 1 satisfaction [B = .15, SE = .33, p 

= .66, 95% CI (−.50, .80)] or slope of satisfaction [B = -.53, SE = .38, p = .17, 95% CI 

(−1.27, .21)]. Having sex early predicted lower levels of passion at Wave 1 [B = -1.49, 

SE = .30, p < .001, 95% CI (−2.08, −.90)] and less steep declines in passionate love over 

time [B = 1.50, SE = .36, p < .001, 95% CI (.79, 2.21)]. In turn, feeling more passionate 

love at Wave 1 was associated with experiencing more satisfaction at Wave 1 [B = .74, 

SE = .08, p < .001, 95% CI (.58, .90)]. Also, having a more positive change in passionate 

love over time predicted a more positive change in satisfaction over time [B = .71, SE = 

.14, p < .001, 95% CI (.44, .98)]. These findings suggest that passionate love mediated 

the association between sex-timing and relationship satisfaction, lending support to 

Hypothesis 3. 
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Figure 11. Latent growth curve model for PQRC satisfaction with dummy-coded sex-timing latent class predictors, control variables, 
selection variable (sociosexuality desires), and passionate love mediating latent growth curve model. Unstandardized coefficients are 
presented for unidirectional paths. Correlations are presented for bidirectional paths.



Texas Tech University, C. Rebecca Oldham, May 2019 

 

129 

CHAPTER V 

DISCUSSION 

The current study used five waves of online survey data collected over three 

months to explore whether there was an association between when individuals first had 

sex with a new romantic partner and how satisfied and stable that relationship was. This 

study also tested whether selection or mediation effects accounted for this association. 

Participants included those in relationships wherein partners had not yet had sex with 

each other so that the occurrence of first sex could be documented during the study for at 

least some participants. This longitudinal design permitted the measurement of selection 

variables, mediator variables, and relationship quality both before and after sex and 

allowed latent growth curve modeling. 

 Latent class analyses used multiple indicators for the timing of first sex to 

generate a more comprehensive measure of sex-timing than have been used in previous 

studies. Previous studies have measured the timing of first sex by using the number of 

days, weeks, or months into the relationship in which first sex occurred (e.g., Busby et 

al., 2010; Sassler et al., 2012; Willoughby et al., 2014), whereas others have used various 

indicators of relationship seriousness at first sex, such as dating stage (Christopher & 

Cate, 1985; Paik, 2010) or whether love and commitment had been expressed yet (Metts, 

2004). The current study combined all of these methods using latent class analysis to 

measure sex in a comprehensive and descriptive way.  

Ultimately, three different classes were observed. One class, which was not 

relevant for the purposes of hypothesis testing, included individuals in new, very casual 

relationships, which were likely to break up during the study before the partners had sex. 
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The other two latent classes were compared in hypothesis testing. Those in the early-sex 

class all had sex during the study, during casual stages of dating, typically around two 

months into the relationship, and always before saying, “I love you” to their partner. 

They reported more intimacy than those in new relationships but less than those in the 

delayed-sex class. The delayed-sex class consisted mostly of individuals who were in 

more mature relationships at the last wave of their participation in the study but had not 

had sex. Other individuals in this group had sex during the study, but later in the 

relationship than those in the early-sex group. Thus, typically, they either finished the 

study or had first sex at between seven and eleven months into the relationship, when 

they were seriously dating, after having said, “I love you,” and with high levels of 

intimacy. These latter two classes were compared under the hypotheses.  

The way sex was measured “sex” also was an attempt to overcome the limitations 

of past studies by allowing participants to self-define what behaviors counted as “sex.” 

Consistent with hegemonic narratives that penile-vaginal intercourse (PVI) is “real sex,” 

also know as the “coital imperative,” (Opperman et al., 2014), the vast majority of 

participants identified PVI as “sex,” though some (but not all) gay and lesbian 

participants did not count it as such. Interestingly, in a few cases, participants did not 

indicate that they had had sex with their partner until PVI occurred, although they had 

engaged in other behaviors with their partner that they said counted as sex. Collectively, 

these findings suggest that PVI still retains a special significance in cultural narratives. 

However, a majority of participants said that penile-anal penetration counted as sex and 

approximately half considered oral sex as sex. 
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Based on inertia theory and findings from previous studies, the first hypothesis 

was that those who delayed having sex for the first time in their relationship would have 

more satisfying and stable relationships over time. However, this hypothesis was largely 

unsupported. Out of 35 ANOVAs, only three found that those who had sex early in their 

relationship were significantly different from those who waited to have sex. One finding 

was that those who had sex early perceived more instability in their relationship than 

those who delayed sex. However, this finding only occurred at Wave 4, which may 

indicate that it could be due to random error. Applying a more stringent alpha for 

accepting significant results via a Bonferroni correction meant that this finding was not 

used in follow-up models. The two other significant findings pertained to Waves 1 and 4 

of the PQRC measure of satisfaction in the expected direction. Although neither of these 

findings met the Bonferroni correction criterion, they were more significant and applied 

to the same measure of satisfaction and, therefore, were retained for further testing. 

Nevertheless, Hypothesis 1 remained largely unsupported, meaning that delaying having 

sex with one’s romantic partner was not associated with more relationship satisfaction or 

stability. 

The lack of support for Hypothesis 1 contradicts much of the research on this 

subject. There are a few potential explanations for this surprising finding. First, the 

compared sex-timing classes had sample sizes of 32 and 80, which may not have 

provided enough power to detect significant effects. Even in Willoughby and colleages’ 

(2014) study, which had a sample of 11,000 participants, effect sizes were small. 

Therefore, the present findings could also be a Type II error due to a small sample size.  
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Second, relationships were observed for a maximum of five waves over the 

course of three months. Perhaps this timeframe was not long enough to observe 

substantial changes in relationship quality. However, the only other study that did not 

find a difference between sex-timing groups was by Peplau et al. (1977), which also was 

the only study to collect longitudinal data on satisfaction and stability and did so two 

years after the initial assessment. Alternatively, attrition analyses indicated that those 

who were more likely to delay sex and those who had more satisfying and stable 

relationships were more likely to return for future waves. Perhaps the loss in variability in 

longitudinal samples reduces the effect size and is more likely to produce null findings 

than retrospective studies, particularly studies that include reports on previous failed 

relationships. 

Third, the timing of sex may not be as important a predictor of relationship 

outcomes as whether the timing of sex is consistent with one’s sexual script. Inertia 

theory is limited in that it is well-suited to explain findings that support the sexual 

restraint model (i.e., delaying sex predicts positive relationship outcomes), which has 

been supported in most of the extant research. However, when the sexual restraint model 

is unsupported, sexual scripting theory may be a helpful supplement to inertia theory. 

Specifically, those who abide by traditional sexual scripts may see sex as a more 

significant relationship turning point than those with permissive scripts. Thus, for those 

with traditional scripts having had sex with a partner may make them feel more 

constrained to the relationship. Moreover, when romantic partners violate expectations 

for social interaction in negative ways, this can undermine relationship satisfaction and 

commitment (Bachman & Guerrero, 2006). If the timing of first sex is incongruent with 
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one’s own sexual script, this may create doubts surrounding the relationship. For 

someone with a traditional sexual script, early sex might elicit feelings of constraint 

commitment, regret, and negative evaluations of its impact on the relationship (Ackerman 

et al., 2011; Cate et al., 1983; Metts, 2004). Conversely, those who expect to have sex 

with a partner within a certain timeframe of dating or after reaching some level of 

seriousness, but continue to experience sexual rejection from their partner, may feel 

disappointed with their relationship (Bevan, 2003). Therefore, the extent to which first 

sex is consistent with one’s expectations may moderate the degree to which its timing 

predicts relationship outcomes. However, very large samples would be necessary to test 

this possibility. 

The second hypothesis was that selection variables would account for the 

association between the timing of sex and relationship outcomes. The only proposed 

selection variable that was significantly associated with both sex-timing class 

membership and the PQRC measure of satisfaction was sociosexual desires. Those who 

desired more casual sexual encounters were more likely to be in the early-sex group and 

reported less satisfaction than those with a more restricted sociosexual desire. After 

adding this variable into the LGCM, the association between sex-timing groups and 

satisfaction at Wave 1 did not change but, surprisingly, the early-sex class had a more 

positive satisfaction slope than the delayed-sex class, though this finding was only 

marginally significant. Likewise, those with more unrestricted sociosexual desires were 

more likely to be in the early-sex than the delayed-sex group, but only marginally so. 

Given that these effects were only marginally significant, they should be interpreted with 

caution. That those with an unrestricted sociosexual orientation would have sex earlier in 
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their relationships and experience steeper declines in satisfaction is consistent with 

previous research (Penke & Asendorpf, 2008; Simpson & Gangestad, 1991). However, it 

is difficult to explain why adding sociosexual desire to the model would reveal a 

suppression effect such that early sex would be associated with a more positive 

satisfaction slope, which is in the opposite direction expected in Hypothesis 1. Perhaps, 

after controlling for sociosexual desires, the positive association between early sex and 

satisfaction indicates that having sex early in a relationship has an initially positive 

influence on satisfaction, even if its long-term effects may be less positive (see future 

discussion regarding Hypothesis 3 below for further explication).  

Hypothesis 3 predicted that any association between the timing of sex and 

relationship satisfaction or stability would be explained by mediating processes. Of the 

proposed mediating variables, passionate love was the only variable that was significantly 

associated with both the timing of sex and the PQRC measure of satisfaction. Although 

these two associations did not meet the Bonferroni correction criterion, they were fairly 

close to having done so and, therefore, passionate love was included as a mediating latent 

growth curve model. Including passionate love as a mediation variable made the 

significant associations between the timing of sex and satisfaction intercept and slope 

non-significant, which would lend partial support to Hypothesis 3. Specifically, having 

sex early was associated with a lower level of passion at Wave 1 (which was the opposite 

of Hypothesis 3), but a less steep decline in passionate love over time (which was 

consistent with Hypothesis 3). Moreover, having more passionate love at Wave 1 was 

associated with more satisfaction at Wave 1 and increases in passionate love also 

predicted increases in satisfaction over time. 



Texas Tech University, C. Rebecca Oldham, May 2019 
 

 

135 

These findings suggest that rather than high levels of passion fueling early sex, 

early sex boosted feelings of passionate love. This finding is plausible given reseach 

regarding the interdependent neurobiology of sex and love; namely, that having sex can 

fuel romantic feelings (Fisher, 2006; Zeki, 2007). This has implications for how inertia 

theory may be applied to findings regarding the timing of sex and relationship 

development. Inertia theory posits that having sex early in a relationship could increase 

constraint commitment without necessarily increasing personal dedication, which could 

make leaving an unsatisfying relationship more difficult (Stanley et al., 2006). However, 

these findings suggest that having sex also may increase feelings of personal dedication 

in the form of passionate love. At least in the short-term, this seems to predict more 

satisfied relationships. However, although passionate love does seem to encourage very 

positive perceptions in the early stages of relationships, it does not often support long-

term relationship quality. Feelings of passionate love typically do not last more than six 

to eighteen months (Marazziti, Akiskal, Rossi, & Cassano, 1999) and are associated with 

high levels of idealization during courtship, but sharp declines in affection in the early 

years of marriage and relationship dissatisfaction in the long-term (Acevedo & Aron, 

2009; Niehuis et al., 2016). This could explain why the findings in the current three-

month study differ from those in previous studies in which a longer time had elapsed 

since first sex. 

Strengths and Limitations 

The current study had several strengths that permitted the testing of hypotheses in 

novel ways. First, the longitudinal design of the study utilized concurrent reports of 

predictors, selection variables, mediators, and relationship outcomes rather than 
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retrospective reports. Most importantly, participants were asked to report demographics, 

attitudes, and relationship quality before and after first sex occurred, which lends support 

to time-ordered inference and makes reports less subject to memory bias than 

retrospective reporting. This was particularly informative regarding the relative timing of 

first sex and the development of passionate love.  

The sample of this study was more inclusive as well. Unlike previous studies 

which largely studied ongoing relationships, the current study recruited participants in 

various stages of relationships, even the earliest-stage relationships, so that selection bias 

of studying mostly successful relationships was less likely to influence results. Latent 

class analysis was able to distinguish between very new relationships in which partners 

were not sexually active, new relationships in which partners had sex early, and more 

mature relationships in which partners delayed sexual activity. Moreover, this study was 

designed to be inclusive of individuals with various sexual orientations and gender 

identities. Although sexual minorities still made up a relatively small portion of the 

sample, these methods could be incorporated in future studies to expand understanding of 

how sexual behaviors develop in a variety of romantic relationships.  

 Another important feature of this study was that the measures and sampling were 

specifically designed to answer outstanding theoretical and substantive issues related to 

the timing of first sex in romantic relationships. Almost all studies on this topic to date 

have used large-scale secondary datasets that were not primarily collected to address 

questions regarding the timing of first sex in relationships. Thus, previous studies often 

suffered from poor measurement quality or inability to directly address pertinent 

theoretical questions. The current study, however, was able to include multiple measures 
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for the timing of first sex, clarification regarding specific sexual behaviors, assessments 

of personal dedication and constraint commitment (which had not been assessed in 

previous sex-timing studies), and more well-defined measures for love, relationship 

satisfaction, and relationship stability. 

Nevertheless, this study also had several important limitations. First, it was not 

experimental so controlling for all potential confounding variables was not possible. 

Therefore, although attempts were made to test temporal precedence, the lack of control 

for all extraneous variables prohibits making causal inferences from the results in this 

study. Moreover, even though a goal of the study was to recruit a variety of relationships 

at various stages in which partners had not yet had sex, random sampling was not feasible 

(Paik, 2015). Because most people have sex in the first few months of a relationship, it 

was expected that a very small percentage of participants in relationships who completed 

the screener survey would qualify for the study. Therefore, broad scale convenience 

sampling was utilized to recruit as many people as possible to complete the screener 

survey. Given this limitation, white, heterosexual women were over-represented, 

restricting the generalizability of findings. 

Second, given the limited financial resources, only 300 initial individuals were 

recruited and paid to participate in the study. If higher compensation were possible, both 

a larger initial sample size and lower attrition would have increased the power of 

statistical tests, likely yielding more significant results. There remains a possibility that 

the lack of significant findings in the current study is the result of a Type II error 

(Hertzog, Lindenberg, Ghisletta, & von Oertzen, 2006). Notably, studies with samples 

over 1,000 are most likely to find significant results (e.g., Busby et al., 2010; Sassler et 
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al., 2012; Willoughby et al., 2014), suggesting the effect size for sex-timing on 

relationship development is relatively small. However, there is also a possibility that 

published findings overstate the magnitude of sex-timing effects, if there is publication 

bias. More financial resources would have also permitted the collection of partner-reports 

and allowed dyadic data analysis. Finally, being able to provide more compensation 

would have permitted the use of all items from validated measures rather than truncating 

them to keep the survey to fewer than twenty minutes.  

Third, restrictions on time available to collect longitudinal data limited the 

maximum follow-up time to be no more than three months after the first survey. This 

limits the conclusions that can be drawn from the current study in two ways. First, if first 

sex did occur during the course of the study, it corresponded very closely to the total 

relationship length reported at the end of the study. If there had been enough time to 

follow up with participants years later, the absolute timing of sex would have more 

variability and be more distinct from total relationship length. More importantly, these 

findings mostly reflect the immediate effects of first sex in a relationship, rather than 

long-term effects. This could be an important reason why results differed from previous 

studies on this topic. Ultimately, this study captured a small snapshot in the course of 

relationship development. There is a possibility that the relatively random three months 

reflected in the study were not indicative of any given relationship’s overall development, 

particularly for those relationships that were more than a year old. For example, 

Willoughby et al. (2014) did not notice differences between sex-timing groups until they 

had been dating for two years. In contrast, Peplau et al. (1977) noticed differences in their 

first survey but found no differences at the two-year follow-up. Nevertheless, having a 
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follow-up that occurs at least two years later would allow for inference regarding long-

term development of relationships.  

Future Directions 

 There are several potential future directions for research in this area. First, there 

are several methodological improvements that could be implemented. Expanding the 

sample size of the current study could yield different results and reduce the likelihood 

that the lack of significant findings were merely a Type II error. Also, following up with 

participants for years, rather than a few months, would provide valuable information on 

the long-term, time-ordered effects of the timing of sex in romantic relationships. Finally, 

collecting self- and partner-reports from both members of the relationship would also 

provide very valuable information. Dyadic data would be particularly helpful regarding 

racial and religious homogamy, which has been found to be a stronger predictor of 

relationship quality than individual race or religious affiliation (David & Stafford, 2015; 

Sassler & Joyner, 2011). However, this particular methodology would be difficult to 

implement in a study that also assessed relationship outcomes (or other variables) before 

first sex occurred, particularly for those participants who were merely “talking” to a 

relationship partner. Given that many paired individuals have sex during “talking” and 

casual phases, obtaining partner reports before sex would be very challenging. 

 Second, sexual scripting theory and a wealth of research have identified the 

importance of gender dynamics when enacting sexual scripts (Ackerman et al., 2011; 

Bogle, 2008; Cohen & Shotland, 1996; Gagnon & Simon, 2005; Peplau et al., 1977). 

Future studies should investigate whether gender moderates the associations between the 

timing of sex and relationship outcomes, along with relationships with potential selection 
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and mediation variables. Moreover, although this study attempted to include more 

diversity with regard to gender identity and sexual orientation, there was not enough 

representation to make meaningful statistical comparisons by gender and sexual 

orientation (i.e., women comprised nearly three-quarters of respondents), nor to make 

generalizations for these populations at large. Future research could explore how the 

gender dynamics may function differently in queer relationships.  

 Third, the current study made attempts to include individuals who were “talking” 

or casually dating, but primarily focused on recruiting those in relationships that had a 

potential for romance. However, casual sexual relationships and experiences (CSREs), 

such as hook-ups, friends with benefits, one-night stands, also have the potential to 

develop into serious romantic relationships, though research has been mixed as to 

whether beginning a relationship with casual sex negatively impacts relationship 

development (Bogle, 2008; Claxton & van Dulmen, 2013). Although Paik (2010) 

distinguished between casual and serious relationship contexts, more fine-grained 

distinctions between various types of casual sexual relationships could be used in future 

studies.  

Fourth, future studies could assess whether the extent to which one’s sexual 

behavior is consistent with one’s own sexual scripts could influence whether the timing 

of sex has a positive or negative impact on relationships (Ackerman et al., 2011; Cate et 

al., 1983; Metts, 2004; Schwartz, 1993). Those with permissive sexual scripts would be 

more likely to have sex early in the relationship but may not perceive sex as an important 

relationship event. Therefore, although individuals who have sex early may be more 

likely to slide through the transition, this may not translate to their feeling more 
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constraint commitment. If there is not a feeling of constraint, then they would feel free to 

leave unhappy relationships. Conversely, individuals who have traditional sexual scripts 

place more significance on sex than those with permissive scripts, and thus, would be 

more likely to be deliberate about delaying first sex. These individuals may feel more 

constraint commitment after having had sex with a partner. In fact, if it occurs earlier 

than their moral scripts would prescribe, they may regret the event (Oswalt et al., 2005). 

Such individuals may be more likely to stay in unhappy relationships because they have 

already had sex with their partner. To summarize, the permissive/traditional nature of 

one’s sexual scripts could moderate the extent to which constraint commitment predicts 

relationship outcomes. 

Conclusions 

 Contrary to previous research, the current study did not find that delaying first sex 

with a new relationship partner predicted more relationship satisfaction or stability in the 

weeks and months following that event. However, the lack of findings could be attributed 

to this study’s relatively small sample size and short observation period. Nevertheless, 

some findings suggest that, at least initially, having sex early increases feelings of 

passionate love, and subsequently, relationship satisfaction; whether these patterns persist 

for years after first sex could not be examined in this study. First sex with one’s partner is 

a salient turning point in relationships, and sexuality plays an important role in both 

individual and relationship well-being. Therefore, future research should continue 

seeking to understand how predictors and mediating processes influence sexual behavior 

and its associations with the short- and long-term development of romantic relationships.  

 

  



Texas Tech University, C. Rebecca Oldham, May 2019 
 

 

142 

REFERENCES 

Acevedo, B. P., & Aron, A. (2009). Does a long-term relationship kill romantic love? 
Review of General Psychology, 13(1), 59-65. doi:10.1037/a0014226 

Ackerman, J. M., Griskevicius, V., & Li, N. P. (2011). Let's get serious: Communicating 
commitment in romantic relationships. Journal of Personality and Social 
Psychology, 100(6), 1079-1094. doi:10.1037/a0022412 

Afable, A., & Brindis, C. (2007). Acculturation and the sexual and reproductive health of 
Latino youth in the United States: A literature review. Perspectives on Sexual and 
Reproductive Health, 38(4), 208-219. doi:10.1363/psrh.38.208.06 

Ahrold, T. K., Farmer, M. A., Trapnell, P. D., & Meston, C. M. (2011). The relationship 
among sexual attitudes, sexual fantasy, and religiosity. Archives of Sexual 
Behavior, 40(3), 619-630. doi:10.1007/s10508-010-9621-4 

Amato, P. R. (1996). Explaining the intergenerational transmission of divorce. Journal of 
Marriage and the Family, 58(3), 628-640. doi:10.2307/353723 

Amato, P. R., Johnson, D. R., Booth, A., & Rogers, S. J. (2003). Continuity and change 
in marital quality between 1980 and 2000. Journal of Marriage and Family, 
65(1), 1-22. doi:10.1111/j.1741-3737.2003.00001.x 

Amato, P. R., King, V., & Thorsen, M. L. (2016). Parent–child relationships in stepfather 
families and adolescent adjustment: A latent class analysis. Journal of Marriage 
and Family, 78(2), 482-497. doi:10.1111/jomf.12267 

Arbuckle, J. L. (2014). Amos (25.0) [Computer Program]. Chicago, IL: IBM SPSS. 

Armstrong, E. A., England, P., & Fogarty, A. C. (2012). Accounting for women's orgasm 
and sexual enjoyment in college hookups and relationships. American 
Sociological Review, 77(3), 435-462. doi:10.1177/0003122412445802 

Bachman, G. F., & Guerrero, L. K. (2006). Relational quality and communicative 
responses following hurtful events in dating relationships: An expectancy 
violations analysis. Journal of Social and Personal Relationships, 23(6), 943-963. 
doi:10.11770265407506070476 

Banker, J. E., Kaestle, C. E., & Allen, K. R. (2010). Dating is hard work: A narrative 
approach to understanding sexual and romantic relationships in young adulthood. 
Contemporary Family Therapy, 32(2), 173-191. doi:10.1007/s10591-009-9111-9 

Barkan, S. E. (2006). Religiosity and premarital sex in adulthood. Journal for the 
Scientific Study of Religion, 45(3), 407-417. doi:10.1111/j.1468-
5906.2006.00315.x 



Texas Tech University, C. Rebecca Oldham, May 2019 
 

 

143 

Barker, M., & Langdridge, D. (2010). Whatever happened to non-monogamies? Critical 
reflections on recent research and theory. Sexualities, 13(6), 748-772. 
doi:10.1177/1363460710384645 

Barnett, M. D., Melugin, P. R., & Cruze, R. M. (2016). Was it (or will it be) good for 
you? Expectations and experiences of first coitus among emerging adults. 
Personality and Individual Differences, 97, 25-29. doi:10.1016/j.paid.2016.03.008 

Baron, R. M., & Kenny, D. A. (1986). The moderator-mediator variable distinction in 
social psychological research: Conceptual, strategic, and statistical considerations. 
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 51(6), 1173-1182. 
doi:10.1037/0022-3514.51.6.1173 

Baxter, L., & Bullis, C. (1986). Turning points in developing romantic relationships. 
Human Communication Research, 12(4), 469-493. doi:10.1111/j.1468-
2958.1986.tb00088.x 

Bearman, P. S., & Brückner, H. (2001). Promising the future: Virginity pledges and first 
intercourse. American Journal of Sociology, 106(4), 859-912. doi:10.1086/320295 

Benjamini, Y., & Hochberg, Y. (1995). Controlling the false discovery rate: A practical 
and powerful approach to multiple testing. Journal of the Royal Statistical 
Society, 57(7), 289-300. doi:10.2307/2346101 

Berntson, M., Hoffman, K. L., & Luff, T. (2014). College as context: Influences on 
interpersonal sexual scripts. Sexuality and Culture, 18(1), 149-165. 
doi:10.1007/s12119-013-9180-7 

Bevan, J. (2003). Expectancy violation theory and sexual resistance in close, cross-sex 
friendships. Communication Monographs, 70(1), 68-82. 
doi:10.1080/0363775032000104603 

Bogart, L., Cecil, H., Wagstaff, D. A., Pinkerton, S. D., & Abramson, P. R. (2000). Is it 
“sex”?: College students' interpretations of sexual behavior terminology. The 
Journal of Sex Research, 37(2), 108-116. doi:10.1080/00224490009552027 

Bogle, K. (2008). Hooking up: Sex, dating, and relationships on campus. New York, NY: 
New York University Press. 

Braiker, H. B., & Kelley, H. H. (1979). Conflict in the development of close 
relationships. In R. L. Burgess & T. L. Huston  (Eds.), Social exchange in 
development relationships (pp. 135-168). New York, NY: Academic Press. 
doi:10.1016/C2013-0-10443-6 

Braithwaite, S. R., Delevi, R., & Fincham, F. D. (2010). Romantic relationships and the 
physical and mental health of college students. Personal Relationships, 17(1), 1-
12. doi:10.1111/j.1475-6811.2010.01248.x 



Texas Tech University, C. Rebecca Oldham, May 2019 
 

 

144 

Bramlett, M. D., & Mosher, W. D. (2002). Cohabitation, marriage, divorce, and 
remarriage in the United States. Vital and Health Statistics, 23(22), 1-93. 
doi:10.1.1.629.1602 

Brener, N. D., Billy, J. O., & Grady, W. R. (2003). Assessment of factors affecting the 
validity of self-reported health-risk behavior among adolescents: evidence from 
the scientific literature. Journal of Adolescent Health, 33(6), 436-457. 
doi:10.1016/S1054-139X(03)00052-1 

Brooks-Gunn, J. (2007). I wanna hold your hand: The progression of social, romantic and 
sexual events in adolescent relationships. Perspectives on Sexual and 
Reproductive Health, 39(2), 100-107. doi:10.1363/3910007 

Brotto, L. A., & Smith, K. B. (2014). Sexual desire and pleasure. In D. L. Tolman, L. M. 
Diamond, J. A. Bauermeister, W. H. George, J. G. Pfaus, & L. M. Ward (Eds.), 
APA handbook of sexuality and psychology (Vol. 1, pp. 205-244). Washington, 
D.C.: American Psychological Association. doi:10.103 7 /14193-008 

Bryant, C. M., Wickrama, K., Bolland, J., Bryant, B. M., Cutrona, C. E., & Stanik, C. E. 
(2010). Race matters, even in marriage: Identifying factors linked to marital 
outcomes for African Americans. Journal of Family Theory & Review, 2(3), 157-
174. doi:10.1111/j.1756-2589.2010.00051.x 

Burdette, A. M., Hill, T. D., & Myers, K. (2015). Understanding religious variations in 
sexuality and sexual health. In J. DeLamater & R. F. Plante (Eds.), Handbook of 
the sociology of sexualities (pp. 349-370). New York, NY: Springer. 

Busby, D. M., Carroll, J. S., & Willoughby, B. J. (2010). Compatibility or restraint? The 
effects of sexual timing on marriage relationships. Journal of Family Psychology, 
24(6), 766-774. doi:10.1037/a0021690 

Busby, D. M., Gardner, B. C., & Taniguchi, N. (2005). The family of origin parachute 
model: Landing safely in adult romantic relationships. Family Relations, 54(2), 
254-264. doi:10.1111/j.0197-6664.2005.00020.x 

Busby, D. M., Holman, T. B., & Taniguchi, N. (2001). RELATE: Relationship evaluation 
of the individual, family, cultural, and couple contexts. Family Relations, 50(4), 
308-316. doi:10.1111/j.1741-3729.2001.00308.x 

Busby, D. M., Willoughby, B. J., & Carroll, J. S. (2013). Sowing wild oats: Valuable 
experience or a field full of weeds? Personal Relationships, 20(4), 1-13. 
doi:10.1177/0265407505056438 

Buunk, B. P., Dijkstra, P., Fetchenhauer, D., & Kenrick, D. T. (2002). Age and gender 
differences in mate selection criteria for various involvement levels. Personal 
Relationships, 9, 271-278. doi:10.1111/1475-6811.00018 



Texas Tech University, C. Rebecca Oldham, May 2019 
 

 

145 

Call, V. R., & Heaton, T. B. (1997). Religious influence on marital stability. Journal for 
the Scientific Study of Religion, 36(3), 382-392. doi:10.2307/1387856 

Cassell, C. (2008). Put passion first: Why sexual chemistry is the seret to finding and 
keeping lasting love. New York, NY: McGraw-Hill. 

Cate, R. M., Long, E., Angera, J. J., & Draper, K. K. (1993). Sexual intercourse and 
relationship development. Family Relations, 42(2), 158-163. doi:10.2307/585449 

Christopher, S., & Cate, R. (1985). Premarital sexual pathways and relationship 
development. Journal of Social and Personal Relationships, 2(3), 271-288. 
doi:10.1177/0265407585023003 

Claxton, S. E., & van Dulmen, M. H. (2013). Casual sexual relationships and experiences 
in emerging adulthood. Emerging Adulthood, 1(2), 138-150. 
doi:10.1177/2167696813487181 

Cohen, L. L., & Shotland, R. L. (1996). Timing of first sexual intercourse in a 
relationship: Expectations, experiences, and perceptions of others. The Journal of 
Sex Research, 33(4), 291-299. doi:10.1080/00224499609551846 

Cooksey, E. C., Mott, F. L., & Neubauer, S. A. (2002). Friendships and early 
relationships: Links to sexual initiation among American adolescents born to 
young mothers. Perspectives on Sexual and Reproductive Health, 34(3), 118-126. 
doi:10.2307/3097710  

Cooper, M. L., Peirce, R. S., & Huselid, R. F. (1994). Substance use and sexual risk 
taking among Black adolescents and White adolescents. Health Psychology, 
13(3), 251-262. 

Cortina, J. M., & Folger, R. G. (1998). When is it acceptable to accept a null hypothesis: 
No way, Jose? Organizational Research Methods, 1(3), 334-350. 
doi:10.1177/109442819813004 

Curran, P. J., Obeidat, K., & Losardo, D. (2010). Twelve frequently asked questions 
about growth curve modeling. Journal of Cognitive Development, 11(2), 121-136. 
doi:10.1080/15248371003699969 

David, P., & Stafford, L. (2015). A relational approach to religion and spirituality in 
marriage: The role of couples' religious communication in marital satisfaction. 
Journal of Family Issues, 36(2), 232-249. doi:10.1177/0192513X13485922 

Davidson, J., Moore, N. B., Earle, J. R., & Davis, R. (2008). Sexual attitudes and 
behavior at four universities: Do region, race, and/or religion matter? 
Adolescence, 43(170), 189-220. 



Texas Tech University, C. Rebecca Oldham, May 2019 
 

 

146 

DeLamater, J. D. (1989). The social control of human sexuality. In K. McKinney & S. 
Sprecher (Eds.), Human sexuality: The societal and interpersonal context (pp. 30-
62). Westport, CT: Ablex Publishing. 

Diamond, L. M. (2008). Sexual fluidity. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press. 

Diorio, J. A. (2016). Changing discourse, learning sex, and non-coital heterosexuality. 
Sexuality & Culture, 20(4), 841-561. doi:10.1007/s12119-016-9359-9 

Edwards, L. M., Fehring, R. J., Jarrett, K. M., & Haglund, K. A. (2008). The influence of 
religiosity, gender, and language preference acculturation on sexual activity 
among latino/a adolescents. Hispanic Journal of Behavioral Sciences, 30(4), 447-
462. doi:10.1177/0739986308322912 

Edwards, L. M., Haglund, K., Fehring, R. J., & Pruszynski, J. (2011). Religiosity and 
sexual risk behaviors among Latina adolescents: Trends from 1995 to 2008. 
Journal of Women's Health, 20(6), 871-877. doi:10.1089/jwh.2010.1949 

Ellison, C. G., Wolfinger, N. H., & Ramos-Wada, A. I. (2013). Attitudes toward 
marriage, divorce, cohabitation, and casual sex among working-age Latinos: Does 
religion matter? Journal of Family Issues, 34(3), 295-322. 
doi:10.1177/0192513X12445458 

Fernandez-Esquer, M. E., Diamond, P., & Atkinson, J. (2010). Lazos que atan: The 
influence of normative gender beliefs on sexual risk behaviors of latino men and 
women. Journal of Applied Social Psychology, 40(12), 2969-2994. 
doi:10.1111/j.1559-1816.2010.00689.x 

Field, A. (2009). Discovering statistics using SPSS (3rd ed.). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage 
Publications. 

Fincham, F. D., & Beach, S. R. (2010). Marriage in the new millennium: A decade in 
review. Journal of Marriage and Family, 72(3), 630-649. doi:10.1111/j.1741-
3737.2010.00722.x 

Finke, R., & Adamczyk, A. (2008). Explaining morality: Using international data to 
reestablish the macro/micro link. Sociological Quarterly, 49(4), 617-652. 

Fisher, H. (2000). Lust, attraction, attachment: Biology and evolution of the three 
primary emotion systems of mating, reproduction, and parenting. Journal of Sex 
Education and Therapy, 25(1), 96-104. doi:10.1080/01614576.2000.11074334 

Fisher, H. (2006). The drive to love: The neural mechanism for mate selection. In R. J. 
Sternberg & K. Weis (Eds.), The new psychology of love (pp. 87-115). New 
Haven, CT: Yale University Press. 



Texas Tech University, C. Rebecca Oldham, May 2019 
 

 

147 

Fisher, M. L., Worth, K., Garcia, J. R., & Meredith, T. (2012). Feelings of regret 
following uncommitted sexual encounters in Canadian university students. 
Culture, Health & Sexuality, 14(1), 45–57. doi:10.1080/13691058.2011.619579 

Fletcher, G. O., Simpson, J. A., & Thomas, G. (2000). The measurement of Perceived 
Relationship Quality Components: A confirmatory factor analytic approach. 
Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 26(3), 340-354. 
doi:10.1177/014616720026500 

Gagnon, J. H. (1990). The explicit and implicit use of the scripting perspective in sex 
research. Annual Review of Sex Research, 1(1), 1-45. 
doi:10.1080/10532528.1990.10559854 

Gagnon, J. H., & Simon, W. (2005). Sexual conduct (2nd ed.). New Brunswick, NJ: 
Aldine Transaction. 

Geiser, C. (2010). Data analysis with Mplus. New York, NY: Guilford Press. 

Gilbert, L. A., Walker, S. J., McKinney, S., & Snell, J. L. (1999). Challenging discourse 
themes reproducing gender in heterosexual dating: An analog study. Sex Roles, 
41(9-10), 753-774. doi:10.1023/A:1018872110966 

Glass, J., & Levchak, P. (2014). Red states, blue states, and divorce: Understanding the 
impact of conservative protestantism on regional variation in divorce rates. 
American Journal of Sociology, 119(4), 1002-1046. doi:10.1086/674703 

Glenn, N. D. (2002). A plea for greater concern about the quality of marital matching. In 
A. J. Hawkins & D. O. Coolidge (Eds.), Revitalizing the institution of marriage 
for the twenty-first century: An agenda for strengthening marriage (pp. 45-58). 
Westport, CT: Praeger. 

Gottman, J. M. (1994). What predicts divorce? Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum. 

Hardie, J. H., & Lucas, A. (2010). Economic factors and relationship quality among 
young couples: Comparing cohabitation and marriage. Journal of Marriage and 
Family, 72, 1141-1154. doi:10.1111/j.1741-3737.2010.00755.x 

Hatfield, E., & Rapson, R. L. (1993). Love and attachment processes. In M. Lewis & J. 
M. Haviland (Eds.), Handbook of emotions (pp. 595-604). New York, NY: 
Guilford Press. 

Hatfield, E., & Sprecher, S. (1986). Measuring passionate love in intimate relationships. 
Journal of Adolescence, 9(4), 383-410. doi:10.1016/S0140-1971(86)80043-4 

Henderson, A. K., Ellison, C. G., & Glenn, N. D. (2018). Religion and relationship 
quality among cohabiting and dating couples. Journal of Family Issues, 39(7), 
1904-1932. doi:10.1177/0192513X17728982 



Texas Tech University, C. Rebecca Oldham, May 2019 
 

 

148 

Hertzog, C., Lindenberger, U., Ghisletta, P., & von Oertzen, T. (2006). On the power of 
latent growth curve models to detect correlated change. Psychological Methods, 
11(3), 244-252. doi:10.1037/182-989X.11.3.244 

Hiskey, S., & Troop, N. A. (2002). Online longitudinal survey research: Viability and 
participation. Social Science Computer Review, 20(3), 250-259. 
doi:10.1177/089443930202000303 

Holmbeck, G. N. (1997). Toward terminological, conceptual, and statistical clarity in the 
study of mediators and moderators: Examples from the child-clinical and pediatric 
psychology literatures. Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 65(4), 
599-610. doi:10.1037//0022-006X.65.4.599 

Huston, T. L., & Vangelisti, A. L. (1991). Socioemotional behavior and satisfaction in 
marital relationships: A longitudinal study. Interpersonal Relations and Group 
Processes, 61(5), 721-733. doi:10.1037/0022-3514.61.5.721  

Huston, T. L., McHale, S. M., & Crouter, A. C. (1986). When the honeymoon's over: 
Changes in the marriage relationship over the first year. In R. Gilmour & S. Duck 
(Eds.), The emerging field of personal relationships (pp. 109-132). Hillsdale, NJ: 
Lawrence Erlbaum Associates. 

Johnson, K. R., & Loscocco, K. (2015). Black marriage through the prism of gender, 
race, and class. Journal of Black Studies, 46(2), 142-171. 
doi:10.1177/0021934714562644 

Johnson, M. D. (2012). Healthy marriage initiatives: On the need for empiricism in 
policy implementation. American Psychologist, 67(4), 296-308. 
doi:10.1037/a0027743 

Johnson, M. P., Caughlin, J. P., & Huston, T. L. (1999). The tripartite nature of marital 
commitment: Personal. moral, and structural reasons to stay married. Journal of 
Marriage and the Family, 61(1), 160-177. doi:10.2307/353891 

Jones, R. K., Darroch, J. E., & Singh, S. (2005). Religious differentials in the sexual and 
reproductive behaviors of young women in the United States. Journal of 
Adolescent Health, 36(4), 279-288. doi:10.1016/j.jadohealth.2004.02.036 

Kahn, J. R., & London, K. A. (1991). Premarital sex and the risk of divorce. Journal of 
Marriage and Family, 53(4), 845-855. doi:10.2307/352992 

Kamp Dush, C. M., & Amato, P. (2005). Consequences of relationship status and quality 
for subjective well-being. Journal of Social and Personal Relationships, 22(5), 
607-628. doi:10.1177/0265407505056438 

 



Texas Tech University, C. Rebecca Oldham, May 2019 
 

 

149 

Koehl, M., Weiser, D., & Talley, A. (2018, November). Assessing campus climate: 
Implications for mental health and well-being of LGBTQ+ students, faculty, and 
staff. Presented at the National Council on Family Relations Annual Conference. 
San Diego, CA. 

Krumpal, I. (2013). Determinants of social desirability bias in sensitive surveys: A 
literature review. Quality and Quantity, 47(4), 2025-2047. doi:10.1007/s11135-
011-9640-9 

Lanza, S. T., & Cooper, B. R. (2016). Latent class analysis for developmental research. 
Child Development Perspectives, 10(1), 59-64. doi:10.1111/cdep.12163 

Lanza, S. T., Tan, X., & Bray, B. C. (2013). Latent class analysis with distal outcomes: A 
flexible model-based approach. Structural Equation Modeling: A 
Multidisciplinary Journal, 20(1), 1-26. doi:10.1080/10705511.2013.742377 

LaPierre, T. A., & Hill, S. A. (2013). Examining status discrepant marriages and marital 
quality at the intersections of gender, race, and class. In M. H. Kohlman, D. B. 
Krieg, & B. Dickerson (Eds.), Notions of family: Intersectional perspectives 
(advances in gender research) (1st ed., Vol. 17, pp. 113-136). Bingley, West 
Yorkshire, England: Emerald Group Publishing. doi:10.1108/S1529-
2126(2013)0000017009 

Laumann, E. O., Gagnon, J. H., Michael, R. T., & Michaels, S. (1994). The social 
organization of sexuality: Sexual practices in the United States. Chicago: The 
University of Chicago Press. 

Lawrance, K., & Byers, E. S. (1995). Sexual satisfaction in long-term heterosexual 
relationships: The interpersonal exchange model of sexual satisfaction. Personal 
Relationships, 2(4), 267-285. doi:10.1111/j.1475-6811.1995.tb00092.x 

Lichter, D. T., & Carmalt, J. H. (2009). Religion and marital quality among low-income 
couples. Social Science Research, 38(1), 168-187. 
doi:10.1016/j.ssresearch.2008.07.003 

Little, T. D. (2013). Longitudinal structural equation modeling. New York, NY: The 
Guilford Press. 

Lloyd, S. A. (1987). Conflict in premarital relationships: Differential perceptions of 
males and females. Family Relations, 36(3), 290-294. doi:10.2307/583542 

Long, E. C., Cate, R. M., Fehsenfeld, D. A., & Williams, K. M. (1996). A longitudinal 
assessment of a measure of premarital sexual conflict. Family Relations, 45(3), 
302-308. doi:10.2307/585502 

Manning, W. D. (1995). Cohabitation, marriage, and entry into motherhood. Journal of 
Marriage and the Family, 57(1), 191-200. doi:10.2307/353827 



Texas Tech University, C. Rebecca Oldham, May 2019 
 

 

150 

Manning, W. D., Longmore, M. A., & Giordano, P. C. (2000). The relationship context 
of contraceptive use at first intercourse. Family Planning Perspectives, 32(3), 
104-110. doi:10.1363/3210400 

Marazziti, D., Akiskal, H. S., Rossi, A., & Cassano, G. B. (1999). Alteration of the 
platelet serotonin transporter in romantic love. Psychological Medicine, 29(3), 
741-745. doi:10.1017/S0033291798007946 

Mark, K. P., Herbenick, D., Fortenberry, J. D., Sanders, S., & Reece, M. (2014). A 
psychometric comparison of three scales and a single-item measure to assess 
sexual satisfaction. Journal of Sex Research, 51(2), 159-169. 
doi:10.1080/00224499.2013.816261 

Martin, P. D., Martin, D., & Martin, M. (2001). Adolescent premarital sexual activity, 
cohabitation, and attitudes toward marriage. Adolescence, 36(143), 601-609. 

McGinnis, S. L. (2003). Cohabitating, dating, and perceived costs of marriage: A model 
of marriage entry. Journal of Marriage and the Family, 65(1), 105-116. 
doi:10.1111/j.1741-3737.2003.00105.x  

McIntyre-Smith, A., & Fisher, W. A. (2011). Female Orgasm Scale. In T. D. Fisher, C. 
M. Davis, W. L. Yarber, & S. L. Davis (Eds.), Handbook of sexuality-related 
measures (pp. 503-505). New York, NY: Routledge/Taylor & Francis. 

McPhillips, K., Braun, V., & Gavey, N. (2001). Defining (hetero) sex: How imperative is 
the "coital imperative"? Women's Studies International Forum, 24(2), 229-240. 
doi:10.1016/S0277-5395(01)00160-1 

Metts, S. (2004). First sexual involvement in romantic relationships: An empirical 
investigation of communicative framing, romantic beliefs, and attachment 
orientation in the passion turning point. In J. H. Harvey, A. Wenzel, & S. 
Sprecher (Eds.), The handbook of sexuality and close relationships (pp. 135-158). 
Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum. 

Myers, S. M. (2006). Religious homogamy and marital quality: Historical and 
generational patterns, 1980-1997. Journal of Marriage and Family, 68(2), 292-
304. doi:10.1111/j.1741-3737.2006.00253.x 

Niehuis, S., Reifman, A., Feng, D., & Huston, T. L. (2016). Courtship progression rate 
and declines in expressed affection early in marriage: A test of the disillusionment 
model. Journal of Family Issues, 37(8), 1-27. doi:10.1177/0192513X14540159 

Nylund, K. L., Asparouhov, T., & Muthén, B. O. (2007). Deciding on the number of 
classes in latent class analysis and growth mixture modeling: A Monte Carlo 
simulation study. Structural Equation Modeling, 14(4), 535-569. 
doi:10.1080/10705510701575396 



Texas Tech University, C. Rebecca Oldham, May 2019 
 

 

151 

Ogland, C. P., & Bartkowski, J. P. (2014). Biblical literalism and sexual morality in 
comparative perspective: Testing the transposability of a conservative religious 
schema. Socioloy of Religion, 75(1), 3-24. doi:10.1093/socrel/srt056 

Olmstead, S. B., Anders, K. M., & Conrad, K. A. (2017). Meanings for sex and 
commitment among first semester college men and women: A mixed-methods 
analysis. Archives of Sexual Behavior, 46(6), 1831-1842. doi:10.1007/s10508-
016-0777-4 

Opperman, E., Braun, V., Clarke, V., & Rogers, C. (2014). It feels so good it almost 
hurts: Young adults experiences of orgasm and sexual pleasure. Journal of Sex 
Research, 51(5), 503-515. doi:10.1080/00224499.2012.753982 

O’Sullivan, L. F., Cheng, M. M., Harris, K. M., & Brooks-Gunn, J. (2007). I wanna hold 
your hand: The progression of social, romantic and sexual events in adolescent 
relationships. Perspectives on Sexual and Reproductive Health, 39(2), 100-107. 

Oswalt, S. B., Cameron, K. A., & Koob, J. J. (2005). Sexual regret in college students. 
Archives of Sexual Behavior, 34(6), 663-669. doi:10.1007/s10508-005-7920-y 

Owen, J., Rhoades, G. K., & Stanley, S. M. (2013). Sliding versus deciding in 
relationships: Associations with relationship quality, commitment, and infidelity. 
Journal of Relationship Therapy, 12(2), 135-149. 
doi:10.1080/15332691.2013.779097 

Owen, J., Rhoades, G. K., Stanley, S. M., & Markman, H. J. (2011). The Revised 
Commitment Inventory: Psychometrics and use with unmarried couples. Journal 
of Family Issues, 32(6), 820-841. doi:10.1177/0192513X10385788 

Paik, A. (2010). "Hookups," dating, and relationship quality: Does the type of sexual 
involvement matter? Social Science Research, 39(5), 739-753. 
doi:10.1016/j.ssresearch.2010.03.011 

Paik, A. (2011). Adolescent sexuality and the risk of marital dissolution. Journal of 
Marriage and Family, 73(2), 472-485. doi:10.1111/j.1741-3737.2010.00819.x 

Paik, A. (2015). Surveying sexualities: Minimizing survey error in study of sexuality. In 
J. DeLamater & R. F. Plante (Eds.), Handbook of the sociology of sexualities (pp. 
93-107). New York, NY: Springer. 

Penke, L., & Asendorpf, J. B. (2008). Beyond global sociosexual orientations: A more 
differentiated look at sociosexuality and its effects on courtship and romantic 
relationships. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 95(5), 1113-1135. 
doi:10.1037/0022-3514.95.5.1113 

Peplau, L. A., Rubin, Z., & Hill, C. T. (1977). Sexual intimacy in dating relationships. 
Journal of Social Issues, 33(2), 86-109. doi:10.1111/j.1540-4560.1977.tb02007.x 



Texas Tech University, C. Rebecca Oldham, May 2019 
 

 

152 

Pew Research Center. (2015, May 15). America's changing religious landscape. 
Retrieved from Pew Research Center: http://assets.pewresearch.org/wp-
content/uploads/sites/11/2015/05/RLS-08-26-full-report.pdf 

Pew Research Center. (2017, June 4). 2017 American trends panel-panel refresh survey 
final questionnaire. Retrieved from Pew Research Center: 
http://assets.pewresearch.org/wp-
content/uploads/sites/12/2017/09/06130743/ATP-2017-Refresh-Questionnaire-
for-release-NUMBER-CHECKED.pdf 

Preacher, K. J., Wichman, A. L., MacCallum, R. C., & Briggs, N. E. (2008). Latent 
growth curve modeling. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications. 

Rainie, H., & Madden, M. (2006). Not looking for love: The state of romance in America. 
Pew Internet & American Life Project. 

Regnerus, M. D., & Uecker, J. E. (2007). Religious influences on sensitive self-reported 
behaviors: The product of social desirability, deceit, or embarrassment? Sociology 
of Religion, 68(2), 145-163. doi:10.1093/socrel/68.2.145 

Reis, H. T., & Shaver, P. (1988). Intimacy as an interpersonal process. In S. W. Duck, D. 
F. Hay, S. E. Hobfoll, W. Ickes, & B. M. Montgomery (Eds.), Handbook of 
personal relationships: Theory, research, and interventions (pp. 367-389). 
Oxford, England: John Wiley & Sons. 

Robles, T. F. (2014). Marital quality and health: Implications for marriage in the 21st 
century. Current Directions in Psychological Science, 23(6), 427-432. 
doi:10.1177/0963721414549043 

Rosen, R., Brown, C., Heimen, J., Leiblum, S., Meston, C., Shabsigh, R., . . . D'Agostino, 
R. (2000). The Female Sexual Function Index (FSFI): a multidimensional self-
report instrument for the assessment of female sexual function. Journal of Sex and 
Marital Therapy, 26(2), 191-208. doi:10.1080/009262300278597 

Rusbult, C. E., & Buunk, B. P. (1993). Commitment processes in close relationships: An 
interdependence analysis. Journal of Social and Personal Relationships, 10(2), 
175-204. doi:10.1177/026540759301000202 

Sánchez-Fuentes, M., Santos-Iglesias, P., & Sierra, J. C. (2014). A systematic review of 
sexual satisfaction. International Journal of Clinical and Health Psychology, 
14(1), 67-75. doi:10.1016/S1697-2600(14)70038-9 

Sanders, S. A., & Reinisch, J. M. (1999). Would you say you "had sex" if...? Journal of 
the American Medical Association, 281(3), 275-277. doi:10.1001/jama.281.3.275 

Sassler, S. (2010). Partnering across the life course: Sex, relationships, and mate 
selection. Journal of Marriage and Family, 72(3), 557-575. doi:10.1111/j.1741-
3737.2010.00718.x 



Texas Tech University, C. Rebecca Oldham, May 2019 
 

 

153 

Sassler, S., & Joyner, K. (2011). Social exchange and the progression of sexual 
relationships in emerging adulthood. Social Forces, 90(1), 223-245. 
doi:10.1093/sf/90.1.223 

Sassler, S., Addo, F. R., & Lichter, D. T. (2012). The tempo of sexual activity and later 
relationship quality. Journal of Marriage and Family, 74(4), 708-725. 
doi:10.1111/j.1741-3737.2012.00996.x 

Sassler, S., Addo, F., & Hartmann, E. (2010). The tempo of relationship progression 
among low-income couples. Social Science Research, 5(39), 831-844. 
doi:10.1016/j.ssresearch.2010.06.001 

Schick, V., Calabrese, S. K., & Herbenick, D. (2014). Survey methods in sexuality 
research. In D. L. Tolman, L. M. Diamond, J. A. Bauermeister, W. H. George, J. 
G. Pfaus, & L. Ward (Eds.), APA handbook of sexuality and psychology (Vol. 1, 
pp. 79-98). Washington, D. C.: American Psychological Assocation. 

Schwartz, I. M. (1993). Affective reactions of American and Swedish women to their 
first premarital coitus: A cross-cultural comparison. The Journal of Sex Research, 
30(1), 18-26. doi:10.1080/00224499309551674 

Seal, D. W., & Ehrhardt, A. A. (2003). Masculinity and urban men: Perceived scripts for 
courtship, romantic, and sexual interactions with women. Culture, Health & 
Sexuality, 5(4), 295-319. doi:10.1080/136910501171698 

Sell, R. L. (2007). Defining and measuring sexual orientation for research. In I. H. Meyer 
& M. E. Northridge (Eds.), The health of sexual minorities (pp. 355-374). Boston, 
MA: Springer. doi:10.1007/978-0-387-31334-4_14 

Simes, R. J. (1986). An improved Bonferroni procedure for multiple tests of signficance. 
Biometrika, 73(3), 751-754. doi:10.1093/biomet/73.3.751 

Simon, W., & Gagnon, J. H. (1986). Sexual scripts: Permanence and change. Archives of 
Sexual Behavior, 15(2), 97-120. doi:10.1007/BF01542219 

Simon, W., & Gagnon, J. H. (1987). A sexual scripts approach. In J. H. Greer & T. O. 
O'Donohue (Eds.), Theories of human sexuality (pp. 363-383). New York, NY: 
Plenum. 

Simpson, J. A., & Gangestad, S. W. (1991). Individual differences in sociosexuality: 
Evidence for convergent and discriminant validity. Journal of Personality and 
Social Psychology, 60(6), 870-883. doi:10.1037/0022-3514.60.6.870  

Soper, D. (2018). A-priori sample size calculator for structural equation models. 
Retrieved from Free Statistics Calculators: https://www.danielsoper.com/statcalc/ 



Texas Tech University, C. Rebecca Oldham, May 2019 
 

 

154 

Spanier, G. B. (1976). Measuring dyadic adjustment: New scales for assessing the quality 
of marriage and similar dyads. Journal of Marriage and Family, 38(1), 15-28. 
doi:10.2307/350547 

Sprecher, S. (2002). Sexual satisfaction in premarital relationships: Associations with 
satisfaction, love, commitment, and stability. The Journal of Sex Research, 39(3), 
190-196. doi:10.1080/00224490209552141 

Sprecher, S. (2014). Evidence of change in men's versus women's emotional reactions to 
first sexual intercourse: A 23-year study in a human sexuality course at a 
midwestern university. Journal of Sex Research, 51(4), 466-472. 
doi:10.1080/00224499.2013.867923 

Sprecher, S., & Cate, R. M. (2004). Sexual satisfaction and sexual expression as 
predictors of relationship satisfaction and stability. In J. H. Harvey, A. Wenzel, & 
S. Sprecher (Eds.), The handbook of sexuality in close relationships (pp. 235-
256). Mawah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum. 

Sprecher, S., & Regan, P. C. (1998). Passionate and companionate love in courting and 
young married couples. Sociological Inquiry, 68(2), 163-185. doi:10.1111/j.1475-
682X.1998.tb00459.x 

Sprecher, S., Barbee, A., & Schwartz, P. (1995). "Was it good for you, too?": Gender 
differences in first sexual intercourse experiences. The Journal of Sex Research, 
32(1), 3-15. doi:10.1080/00224499509551769 

Stanik, C. E., & Bryant, C. M. (2012). Sexual satisfaction, perceived availability of 
alternative partners, and marital quality in newlywed african american couples. 
Journal of Sex Research, 49(4), 400-4007. doi:10.1080/00224499.2011.568127  

Stanley, S. M., & Markman, H. J. (1992). Assessing commitment in personal 
relationships. Journal of Marriage and the Family, 54(3), 595-608. 
doi:10.2307/353245  

Stanley, S. M., Rhoades, G. K., & Markman, H. J. (2006). Sliding versus deciding: 
Inertia and the premarital cohabitation effect. Family Relations, 55(4), 499-509. 
doi:10.1111/j.1741-3729.2006.00418.x 

Stanley, S. M., Rhoades, G. K., & Whitton, S. W. (2010). Commitment: Functions, 
formation, and the securing of romantic attachment. Journal of Family Theory 
and Review, 243–257. doi:10.1111/j.1756-2589.2010.00060.x 

Stewart, S., Stinnett, H., & Rosenfeld, L. B. (2000). Sex differences in desired 
characteristics of short-term and long-term relationship partners. Journal of Social 
and Personal Relationships, 17(6), 843-853. doi:10.1177/0265407500176008 



Texas Tech University, C. Rebecca Oldham, May 2019 
 

 

155 

Teachman, J. (2003). Premarital sex, premarital cohabitation, and the risk of subsequent 
marital dissolution among women. Journal of Marriage and Family, 65(2), 444-
455. doi:10.1111/j.1741-3737.2003.00444.x 

U.S. Census Bureau. (2015, April 1). Update on the U.S. Census Bureau's Race and 
Ethnic Research for the 2020 Census. Retrieved from United States Census 
Bureau: https://www.census.gov/people/news/issues/vol3issue6.html#3 

U.S. Census Bureau. (2017, December 14). Educational attainment in the United States: 
2017. Retrieved from U.S. Census Bureau: 
https://census.gov/data/tables/2017/demo/education-attainment/cps-detailed-
tables.html 

Uecker, J. E. (2008). Religion, pledging, and the premarital sexual behavior of married 
young adults. Journal of Marriage and Family, 70(3), 728-744. 
doi:10.1111/j.1741-3737.2008.00517.x 

Upchurch, D. M., Lillard, L. A., Aneshensel, C. S., & Fang Li, N. (2002). Inconsistencies 
in reporting the occurence and timing of first intercourse among adolescents. 
Journal of Sex Research, 39(3), 197-206. doi:10.1080/00224490209552142 

Vasilenko, S. A., Lefkowitz, E. S., & Maggs, J. L. (2012). Short-term positive and 
negative consequences of sex based on daily reports among college students. 
Journal of Sex Research, 49(6), 558-569. doi:10.1080/00224499.2011.589101 

Vazsonyi, A. T., & Jenkins, D. D. (2010). Religiosity, self-control, and virginity status in 
college students from the "bible belt": A research note. Journal for the Scientific 
Study of Religion, 49(3), 561-568. doi:10.2307/40959037  

Weis, D. L. (1983). Affective reactions of women to their initial experience of coitus. The 
Journal of Sex Research, 19(3), 209-237. doi:10.1080/00224498309551184 

Wiederman, M. W. (2005). The gendered nature of sexual scripts. Sex Therapy, 13(4), 
496-502. doi:10.1177/1066480705278729 

Wilcox, B. W., & Wolfinger, N. H. (2008). Living and loving "decent": Religion and 
relationship quality among urban parents. Social Science Research, 37(3), 828-
843. doi:10.1016/j.ssresearch.2007.11.001 

Wildey, M. N., & Barnhart, K. J. (2018). How do college students identify as 
heterosexual vs. non-heterosexual differ in their definitions of "had sex" and 
"hooking up?". Poster presented at the International Association for Relationship 
Research Biennial Conference. Fort Collins, CO. 

Williamson, W. P., Hood, R. W., Ahmad, A., Sadiq, M., & Hill, P. C. (2010). The 
Intratextual Fundamentalism Scale: Cross-cultural application, validity evidence, 
and relationship with religious orientation and the Big 5 factor markers. Mental 
Health, Religion, & Culture, 13(7-8), 721-747. doi:10.1080/13674670802643047 



Texas Tech University, C. Rebecca Oldham, May 2019 
 

 

156 

Willoughby, B. J., Carroll, J. S., & Busby, D. M. (2014). Differing relationship outcomes 
when sex happens before, on, or after first dates. Journal of Sex Research, 51(1), 
1-10. doi:10.1080/00224499.2012.714012 

Zeki, S. (2007). The neurobiology of love. Federation of European Biochemical Societies 
Letters, 581, 2575-2579. doi:10.1016/j.febslet.2007.03.094 

Zito, R. C. (2015). Family structure history and teenage cohabitation: Instability, 
socioeconomic, disadvantage, or transmission? Journal of Family Issues, 36(3), 
299-325. doi:10.1177/0192513X13490933 

 

  



Texas Tech University, C. Rebecca Oldham, May 2019 
 

 

157 

APPENDIX A 

WAVE 1 RECRUITMENT MATERIALS 

Social Media Posts & Distribution Cards 

The following image will appear on various social media sites (e.g., Facebook, Twitter, 
Instagram, Linkedin, Google+, Pinterest) with a link to the screening survey. 
 
This image will also be printed onto cards to be distributed by hand. The back of the card 
will present the study URL and researcher contact information. 
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Texas Tech University Online Announcements 

 “Dating” Advertisements 

Title/Subject: CHANCE TO WIN AMAZON GIFT CARDS FOR ONLINE DATING 
STUDY! 
 
Synopsis: Are you currently casually or seriously dating someone? Participate in a short 
online survey for a chance to win an Amazon gift card. 
 
Detailed Description:  
 
WHAT IS THIS STUDY ABOUT? 
This online study is interested in the development of romantic relationships.  
 
It can be difficult to study these early relationship stages because people may feel that 
participating in a study about their relationship makes it seem too serious or committed. 
 
We hope that you will NOT feel that way about participating this study.  
 
Even if you are NOT officially dating someone yet, we hope you will complete the 
screening survey, which will help determine whether or not you are eligible to participate 
in our study. 
 
HOW LONG WILL THE STUDY TAKE? 
The screening survey only takes 1-2 minutes. 
 
Those who qualify may participate in up to five survey waves. Participants will complete 
a short survey every 3 weeks, for 12 weeks. The first survey takes about 15-20 minutes. 
Follow-up surveys will take 5-10 minutes. 
 
Each wave has a gift card drawing. The amount of the gift card and odds of winning 
increase for each survey wave. Participants who complete every wave are guaranteed $5. 
 
SCREENING SURVEY LINK  
https://ttuhumansciences.qualtrics.com/jfe/form/SV_24ZV5gEgMJUcHel  
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“Talking” Advertisements 

Title/Subject: ARE YOU “TALKING” WITH SOMEONE? CHANCE TO WIN GIFT 
CARDS FOR ONLINE STUDY! 
 
Synopsis: Are you currently “talking” with, “hanging out” with, or “seeing” someone? 
Participate in a short online survey for a chance to win an Amazon gift card. 
 
Detailed Description:  
 
WHAT IS THIS STUDY ABOUT? 
This online study is interested in the earliest stages of romantic relationships.  
 
It can be difficult to study these early relationship stages because people may feel that 
participating in a study about their relationship makes it seem too serious or committed. 
 
We hope that you will NOT feel that way about participating this study.  
 
Even if you are NOT officially dating someone yet, we hope you will complete the 
screening survey, which will help determine whether or not you are eligible to participate 
in our study. 
 
HOW LONG WILL THE STUDY TAKE? 
The screening survey only takes 1-2 minutes. 
 
Those who qualify may participate in up to five survey waves. Participants will complete 
a short survey every 3 weeks, for 12 weeks. The first survey takes about 15-20 minutes. 
Follow-up surveys will take 5-10 minutes. 
 
Each wave has a gift card drawing. The amount of the gift card and odds of winning 
increase for each survey wave. Participants who complete every wave are guaranteed $5. 
 
SCREENING SURVEY LINK  
https://ttuhumansciences.qualtrics.com/jfe/form/SV_24ZV5gEgMJUcHel 
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Instructor Emails 
Hello [name of instructor], 

I am recruiting participants for my dissertation study on young adult dating relationships. 
I was hoping you could help me find participants.  
 
Could you please forward the following information about my study to the students in 
your course? Also, if you are familiar with other course instructors who would be willing 
to forward it to their students, could you send it to them too?  
 
[The following would only be included in emails to local instructors:] 
Alternatively, I could schedule a time to come to your classroom to make a short 5-
minute announcement and pass out flyers. If you would be willing for me to do this, 
please respond with your classroom building/room number and preferred announcement 
date and time.  
 
[The following would only be included in emails to Texas Tech instructors:] 
Anyone over 18-years-old (even students who are not dating) may take this survey 
through the TTU College of Media and Communication’s Sona system for extra credit! 
However, participants interested in obtaining extra credit through Sona should use the 
link provided on the Sona website. They should NOT use the link below. 
 
ARE YOU “TALKING” with, CASUALLY DATING, or SERIOUSLY DATING 
SOMEONE?  
 
If so, please complete this 1-minute screening survey to see if you qualify for an 
online study about dating relationships. (Note: If you want course credit through 
Sona, DO NOT USE THIS LINK. Use the link on the Sona website.) 
https://ttuhumansciences.qualtrics.com/jfe/form/SV_24ZV5gEgMJUcHel 
 

Even if you are NOT officially dating someone yet, we hope you will 
complete the screening survey, which will help determine whether 
or not you are eligible to participate in our study. 
 
Qualifying participants will be presented with multiple 
opportunities to be entered into Amazon gift card drawings.  

 
Questions about this study may be directed to Rebecca Oldham 
(rebecca.oldham@ttu.edu) or her advisor, Dr. Sylvia Niehuis 
(sylvia.niehuis@ttu.edu, 806-834-7382).  
 
Thank you so much for your time and help! 
C. Rebecca Oldham 
HDFS Doctoral Candidate 
Texas Tech Unversity 
rebecca.oldham@ttu.edu / 806-834-6489 
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Course Announcements 

Thank you for letting me use a few minutes of time in this class to tell you about an 
opportunity to participate in my dissertation study about dating relationships! 
 
My study is a survey that is completely online, which makes it pretty convenient. I am 
interested in the how dating relationships develop, including their earliest stages. So, if 
you are seriously dating, casually dating, or even just “talking” to someone, I hope you 
will complete the screening survey to see if you are eligible to participate in my study.  
 
There is a web address and a QR code on the cards on these cards that I will hand out in a 
minute. You can enter the web address into a browser or use a QR code reader on your 
phone to be directed to a short, 1-minute screening survey. If you qualify, a new webpage 
will give you more information about how to continue participating in the full study. If 
you do not qualify, I would ask that you please give your card to a friend that you think 
may be eligible to participate. This will give your friend the opportunity to be entered 
into our gift card drawings, and I would greatly appreciate it! 
 
If you qualify, you will have the opportunity to participate in five survey waves. The first 
survey is 15 to 20 minutes, but all of the follow-up surveys are only 5 to 10 minutes. 
Each wave occurs three weeks apart over the course of twelve weeks. After each survey 
wave there will be a drawing for an Amazon gift card. The amount of the gift card 
increases and the odds of winning improve with each successive wave of the study. 
Anyone who completes the entire study will be paid $5. 
 
Does anyone have questions about this study? 
If you have any questions at a later point, you can contact me using the information 
provided on the back of these cards. 
 
Thank you very much for your time! 
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Sona 

Study Name Development of Dating Relationships 

Study Type 
Online Survey. This is an online survey. To participate, complete 
the screening and online survey. 

Duration 45 minutes 
Credits 0.75 Credit 

Abstract This is an ONLINE SURVEY about attitudes/expectations and the 
development of dating relationships. 

Description 

The study is interested in how romantic relationships develop, 
especially in the earliest stages of dating. 
 
Anyone older than 18 may participate in this online study, 
regardless of relationship history or status. 
  
The survey takes approximately 45 minutes and is worth 0.75 study 
credits. 
  
If you would like to participate but object to the study procedures or 
cannot participate at the available times, you may earn alternate 
study credit while the study is active. Please contact Dr. Glenn 
Cummins, associate dean for research, at glenn.cummins@ttu.edu.  
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Professional Organization E-bulletins 

Participants Needed for Study about Dating Relationships 
Members are invited to share the following information about a study opportunity 
offering drawings for Amazon gift cards through emailing students and colleagues or via 
social media. 
 
ARE YOU “TALKING” with, CASUALLY DATING, or SERIOUSLY DATING 
SOMEONE?  
 
If so, please complete this 1-minute screening survey to see if you qualify for an online 
study about dating relationships.  
https://ttuhumansciences.qualtrics.com/jfe/form/SV_24ZV5gEgMJUcHel  
 
Even if you are NOT officially dating someone yet, we hope you will complete the 
screening survey, which will help determine whether or not you are eligible to participate 
in our study. 
 
Qualifying participants will be presented with multiple opportunities to be entered into 
Amazon gift card drawings.  
 
Questions about this study may be directed to Rebecca Oldham 
(rebecca.oldham@ttu.edu) or her advisor, Dr. Sylvia Niehuis (sylvia.niehuis@ttu.edu, 
806-834-7382). 
[For bulletins or listservs that allow attachments, images for social media will be 
attached.] 
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APPENDIX B 

MEASUREMENTS IN EACH STUDY WAVE 

Table 13 

Measurements on Survey at Each Wave of the Study 

 Measures 

Screening 
Survey 

- Informed Consent 
- Age 
- Married 
- Divorced/Separated 
- Cohabiting 
- Children 
- Relationship Stage 

> Likelihood of “talking” becoming formal 
relationship 

> Ever had sex with current partner 

Wave 1 
*Only 
qualified 
participants 

Demographics 
- Gender 
- Partner Gender 
- Sexual Orientation 
- Race/Ethnicity 
- Education 
- Parents’ Education 
- Religious Affiliation 
- Religiosity 
- Religious Fundamentalism 
- Parental Marriage/Divorce 
- Sexual History 

Attitudes 
- Defining “Sex” 
- Sociosexual Orientation Casual Sex 

Attitudes & Fantasies 

Timing of Relationship Events & First 
Sex 
- Relationship History and Stage Length 
- “I love you” Timing 
- Relative Timing of Relationship Stages 

and Events 

Mediators 
- Passionate Love 
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- Companionate Love 
- Constraint Commitment 
- Personal Dedication 
- Communication Quality 
- Likelihood of Cohabitation 

Relationship Quality 
- Intimacy 
- Relationship Satisfaction (PQRC & MOQ) 
- Sexual Satisfaction 
- Perceived Relationship Stability 

Contact Information 
- Email Entry 
- Opt-in/out Future Emails 
- Opt-in/out Text Reminders 
- Phone Entry 

Waves 2-5 - Informed Consent 
- Opt-in/out Future Emails 
- Opt-in/out Text Reminders 

Updated Relationship Events 
- Relationship Stage Change/Break-up 

> Timing of Relationship Change/Break-up 
- Whether Cohabitation Began Since Last Survey 

> Timing of Cohabitation 
- Whether Sex Occurred Since Last Survey 

> Timing of Sex 
- Whether “I love you” Occurred Since Last Survey 

> Timing of telling partner “I love you” and/or being told “I love you” 
by partner 

- Relative Timing of Recent Relationship Events 

Still Together Broke-up/Stopped Seeing Partner 
*Only appears in waves in which 
first sex has recently happened 
 
First Sex Experience* 
- Intimacy Just Before First Sex 
- Contraceptive Use at First Sex 
- Substance Use at First Sex 
- Orgasm Satisfaction at First 

Sex 
- Affective Reactions to First 

Sex 

*Only appears in waves in which first 
sex has recently happened 
 
First Sex Experience* 
- Intimacy Just Before First Sex 
- Contraceptive Use at First Sex 
- Substance Use at First Sex 
- Orgasm Satisfaction at First Sex 
- Affective Reactions to First Sex 

Relationship Dissolution 
- Break-up Timing 
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Mediators 
- Passionate Love 
- Companionate Love 
- Constraint Commitment 
- Personal Dedication 
- Communication Quality 
- Likelihood of Cohabitation 

Relationship Quality 
- Relationship Satisfaction 
- Sexual Satisfaction 
- Perceived Relationship 

Stability 
- Actual Relationship Stability 

- Total Relationship Length 

Mediators 
Participants will be asked to rate the 
relationship, “in general” 
- Passionate Love 
- Companionate Love 
- Constraint Commitment 
- Personal Dedication 
- Communication Quality 
- Cohabitation 

Relationship Quality 
Participants will be asked to rate the 
relationship, “in general” 
- Relationship Satisfaction 
- Sexual Satisfaction 
- Perceived Relationship Stability 
- Actual Relationship Stability 
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APPENDIX C 

INFORMED CONSENT, SCREENING SURVEY, AND WAVE 1 SURVEY 

EARLY RELATIONSHIP DEVELOPMENT STUDY 

INFORMED CONSENT 

  

What is this project studying?  

In this research study, we are interested in understanding how romantic relationships 
develop, starting from their earliest stages. We hope the information from this study 
will help us better understand how early behaviors influence later relationship quality. 
 
It can be difficult to study these early relationship stages because people may feel 
that participating in a study about their relationship makes it seem to serious or 
committed.  
We hope that you will NOT feel that way about participating in this study 
 
Even if you are NOT officially dating someone yet, we hope you will answer the 
following questions. These questions will help determine whether you are eligible to 
participate in our study.  
  
What would I do if I participated?  

Participation involves three parts. 
  
First, you would take a short screening survey to see if you were qualified to 
participate in the study. 
  
Second, if you were qualified, you would be provided the opportunity to complete an 
online survey. 
  
Third, if you completed the first survey, you might opt to participate in follow-up 
online surveys. There are 5 follow-up surveys that will be made available once every 
3 weeks. You would be contacted via email once every 3 weeks with a link to the 
next survey, which you would have 4 days to complete. 
 
How long would participation take? 

The screening survey only takes a minute or two. 
  
The first full survey takes about 20 minutes. All follow-up surveys should only take 5-
15 minutes, depending on what happens in your life between each wave. 
  
If you decided to participate in all of the follow-up studies, the entire study would take 
place over a period of 12 weeks (2.5 months).  
  
How will I benefit from participating?  
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If you complete all of the surveys, you are guaranteed $5. Additionally, there will be 
drawings for Amazon e-gift cards for each survey in which you participate. To 
encourage participation in future surveys, the odds of winning improve and the 
amount of the prize money increases at each wave.  
 
For participating in the first survey, you will be entered in a drawing for a $5 Amazon 
e-gift card (odds of winning are 1 in 30).  
  
The following table describes the odds of winning and the amount of the Amazon e-
gift card at each wave. If you passed the screening survey, you would participate in 
the first wave today, which is highlighted in grey.   
 

Wave Odds Amount 

1 1 in 30 $5 
2 1 in 25 $5 
3 1 in 20 $10 
4 1 in 15 $10 
5 1 in 10 $25 

Final Everyone $5 
  
Drawings will be held as each odds quotient is fulfilled (e.g., 1 in 30 means that with 
every 30 people that participate in that wave, there will be a drawing). Plus, a final 
drawing will take place by January of 2019 when the study is expected to end, 
regardless of whether odds quotients have been fulfilled. 
  
One Person Per Couple  

It is important that only ONE PERSON per couple participates. That is, only you OR 
your partner may participate--not both of you. 
  
What if we break-up?  

If the relationship (or potential relationship) with your partner ends during the course 
of the study, we are very interested to know what happened. Therefore, we would 
request that you participate in at least ONE more survey asking about how and why 
your relationship ended. This would be the end of your participation, and therefore 
you would be paid $5 for completing the entire study. You would also be entered into 
the drawing for the wave that marks the end of your participation in the study. 
 
Can I quit if I become uncomfortable? 
Yes, absolutely. Your participation is completely voluntary.  
  
Some of the questions in this survey are about your private life and sexual 
behaviors, which may cause some participants discomfort. Otherwise, there are no 
foreseeable risks to participating in this study. 
The researcher and the Institutional Review Board have reviewed the questions and 
think you can answer them comfortably. You may skip any question you do not feel 
comfortable answering. You can also stop answering questions at any time. You are 
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free to leave any time you wish. You can keep all the benefits of participating even if 
you stop. Participation is your choice. However, we do appreciate any help you are 
able to provide.  
  
If you decide for any reason that you would like to have your data deleted from the 
project, you should contact Rebecca using the contact information below. 
 
How are you protecting privacy? 
In order to link your responses across different follow-up surveys, we will use your 
email address. After all data is collected, you will be assigned a random participant 
ID number and all identifying information (e.g., email) will be deleted from the data 
file. 
 
Your name will not be linked to any documentation and any use of this material in 
reports, publications or presentations will never be associated with individual 
participants in this study without permission. It is possible that this data may be used 
in the future for projects with other researchers that are not part of the current 
research team. In this case, only data that does NOT include identifying information 
(e.g., email, phone number) would be used for such projects. All related 
documentation will be stored either in a locked file cabinet in the researcher’s office 
or on a password-protected computer.  
  
I have some questions about this study. Whom can I ask?  

The study is conducted by Rebecca Oldham, a doctoral candidate from the 
Department of Human Development and Family Studies at Texas Tech University 
under the supervision of Dr. Sylvia Niehuis (sylvia.niehuis@ttu.edu, 806-834-7382; 
Principal Investigator). If you have questions, you can call Rebecca at 806-834-6489 
or email her at rebecca.oldham@ttu.edu.  
 
TTU also has a Board that protects the rights of people who participate in research. 
You can ask them questions at 806-742-2064. You can also mail your questions to 
the Human Research Protection Program, Office of the Vice President for Research, 
Texas Tech University, Lubbock, Texas 79409 or email them at hrpp@ttu.edu.  
  
This consent form is not valid after June 30, 2019. 
  
Would you like to continue to participate in the FIRST survey of this study 
(about 20 minutes) for a chance to win a $5 Amazon gift card?  

o Yes 

o No 
Skip To: End of Survey If consent = No 
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What is your age (in years)? 
________________________________________________________________ 
 
Skip To: End of Block If age (in years) < 18 
Skip To: End of Block If age (in years) > 30 
 
Are you MARRIED? 

o Yes  

o No  
 
Are you DIVORCED or SEPARATED? 

o Yes  

o No  
 
Are you currently LIVING WITH/COHABITING with a romantic partner? 

o Yes  

o No  
 
Do you have any CHILDREN? 

o Yes  

o No  
 
Are you currently engaged or committed to marrying someone? 

o Yes  

o No  
 
Skip To: hadsex1 If Are you currently engaged or committed to marrying someone? = Yes 
 
Do you currently have a boyfriend, girlfriend, or other serious romantic 
partner? 

o Yes  

o No  
 
Skip To: hadsex1 If Do you currently have a boyfriend, girlfriend, or other serious romantic 
partner? = Yes 
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Are you currently casually dating someone? 

o Yes  

o No  
 
Skip To: hadsex1 If Are you casually dating someone? = Yes 
 
Are you currently "talking" with, "seeing," or "hanging out" with anyone that you 
believe shares your interest in having a romantic relationship? 

o Yes  

o No  
 

Display This Question: 
If Are you "talking" with, "seeing," or "hanging out" with anyone? = Yes 
 

How likely do you think it is that you will begin casually dating or seriously 

dating this person in the next month or two? 

o Extremely likely  

o Somewhat likely  

o Neither likely nor unlikely  

o Somewhat unlikely  

o Extremely unlikely  
 

Display This Question: 
If Do you currently have a boyfriend, girlfriend, or other serious romantic partner? = Yes 
Or Are you currently engaged or committed to marrying  someone? = Yes 
Or Are you casually dating someone? = Yes 

Or If 
Are you "talking" with, "seeing," or "hanging out" with anyone? = Yes 
And How likely do you think it is that you will begin casually dating or seriously dating this 

person? = Extremely likely 
Or How likely do you think it is that you will begin casually dating or seriously dating this 

person? = Somewhat likely 
"Sex" can have different meanings for different people. 
 
According to your own definition, have you had sex with this person? 

o Yes  

o No  
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With what gender do YOU identify? 

o Man  

o Woman  

o Trans-woman  

o Trans-man  

o Non-binary  

o Prefer to self-describe 
________________________________________________ 

 
 

With what gender does YOUR PARTNER identify? 

o Man  

o Woman  

o Trans-woman  

o Trans-man  

o Non-binary  

o Prefer to self-describe 
________________________________________________ 
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Which of the following best describes you? 

o Heterosexual/Straight  

o Gay  

o Lesbian  

o Bisexual  

o Asexual  

o Not sure  

o Prefer to self-describe 
________________________________________________ 

 
 

People are different in their sexual attraction to other people. Which 

best describes your feelings? Are you: 

o Only attracted to men  

o Mostly attracted to men  

o Equally attracted to men and women  

o Mostly attracted to women  

o Only attracted to women  

o I have never been romantically or sexually interested in anyone  

o Not sure  
 
 

Over the course of your life, who have you had sex with? 

o Only men  

o Mostly men  

o Equally men and women  

o Mostly women  

o Only women  

o I have not had sexual contact with anyone.  
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What is your race/ethnicity? 
Please choose the identity that best describes you.  

o White (Non-Hispanic)  

o Hispanic/Latino  

o Black/African American (Non-Hispanic)  

o Black/African American (Hispanic/Latino)  

o Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander  

o Native American/American Indian/Alaska Native  

o Asian/Asian American  

o Multiracial/Multiethnic 
________________________________________________ 

o Other race/ethnicity not listed above. (Please describe.) 
________________________________________________ 

 
 

What is YOUR highest education level? 

o Less than a high school diploma  

o High school diploma/GED  

o Some college, no degree  

o Associate's degree/Technical or trade school  

o Bachelor's degree  

o Master's degree/Law degree  

o Ph.D./M.D.  
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What is YOUR FATHER'S highest education level? 

o Less than a high school diploma  

o High school diploma/GED  

o Some college, no degree  

o Associate's degree/Technical or trade school  

o Bachelor's degree  

o Master's degree/Law degree  

o Ph.D./M.D.  

o I don't have anyone that I consider a father.  
 
 

What is YOUR MOTHER'S highest education level? 

o Less than a high school diploma  

o High school diploma/GED  

o Some college, no degree  

o Associate's degree/Technical or trade school  

o Bachelor's degree  

o Master's degree/Law degree  

o Ph.D./M.D.  

o I don't have anyone that I consider a mother.  
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What is your religious affiliation (if any)? 
 

Please choose the affiliation that best describes you. 

o Atheist/Agnostic  

o Spiritual, No Affiliation  

o Catholic Christian  

o Protestant Christian (e.g., Baptist, Methodist, Pentecostal, Lutheran, 
Presbyterian, Episcopalian/Anglican, Restorationist, nondenominational, churches 
of Christ, Church of God, Disciples of Christ, and others)  

o Jewish  

o Muslim  

o Buddhist  

o Hindu  

o Other religious affiliation not listed above. (Please describe.) 
________________________________________________ 
 

Display This Question: 
If religious affiliation = Protestant Christian <em>(e.g., Baptist, Methodist, Pentecostal, 

Lutheran, Presbyterian, Episcopalian/Anglican, Restorationist, nondenominational, churches of 
Christ, Church of God, Disciples of Christ, and others)</em> 

Or religious affiliation = Catholic Christian 
Or religious affiliation = Spiritual, No Affiliation 

Would you describe yourself as a "born again" or evangelical Christian? 

o Yes  

o No  
 
 

How important is religion in your life? 

o Very Important  

o Somewhat important  

o Not too important  

o Not at all important  
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In the last 12 MONTHS, how often have you attended religious services, 

NOT including weddings, baptisms, and funerals? 

o Never  

o Seldom  

o A few times a year (less than once a month)  

o Once or twice a month  

o Once a week  

o More than once a week  
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Below is a list of statements about possible attitudes or beliefs you may 

have toward the Sacred Writing of your religion.      Please consider the 

words ‘‘Sacred Writing’’ to be the Book or Scriptures that are most Holy in 

your own religion(e.g., the Bible, Qur’an, Bhagavad Gita, etc.).      As you 

carefully read each statement below, please rate your disagreement or 

agreement with it. 

 Strongly 
Disagree 

Moderately 
Disagree 

Slightly 
Disagree 

Slightly 
Agree 

Moderately 
Agree 

Strongly 
Agree N/A 

Everything in the 
Sacred Writing is 
absolutely true 

without question.  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

The Sacred 
Writing should 

never be doubted, 
even when 
scientific or 

historic evidence 
outright disagrees 

with it.  

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

The Sacred 
Writing is NOT 

really the words of 
God, but the 

words of man.  
o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

If you are reading 
this survey, 

please select 
Moderately 
Disagree.  

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

The truths of the 
Sacred Writing 
will never be 

outdated, but will 
always apply 

equally well to all 
generations.  

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

The Sacred 
Writing is the only 

one that is true 
above all Holy 

Books or sacred 
texts of other 

religions.  

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
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Were your biological or adoptive parents ever married to each other? 

o Yes  

o No  

o N/A; I'm not sure  
 
 

Did your biological or adoptive parents ever divorce each other? 

o Yes  

o No  

o N/A; I'm not sure  
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Please respond honestly to the following questions: 

 0 1 2 3 4 5-6 7-9 10-
19 

20 or 
more 

With how 
many 

different 
partners 
have you 
had sex 

within the 
past 12 
months?  

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

With how 
many 

different 
partners 
have you 

had sexual 
intercourse 
on one and 

only one 
occasion?  

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

With how 
many 

different 
partners 
have you 

had sexual 
intercourse 
WITHOUT 
having an 
interest in 

a long-term 
committed 
relationship 

with this 
person?  

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
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Display This Question: 
If Are you "talking" with, "seeing," or "hanging out" with anyone? = Yes 
 

You have already responded to the following question, "'Sex' can have different 
meanings for different people. According to your own definition, have you 
had sex with this person?" and you said, "No." 
 
   
Which of the following behavior(s) did you have in mind when you 

answered this question? That is, what behaviors do you think “count” as 

being “sex”? 
    
Please CHECK ALL that apply.  

▢ Kissing  

▢ Touching breasts/stimulating nipples  

▢ Stimulating genitals with hands  

▢ Stimulating YOUR PARTNER's genitals with YOUR mouth (oral sex, 
cunnilingus, fellatio)  

▢ YOUR PARTNER stimulating YOUR genitals with his/her mouth (oral sex, 
cunnilingus, fellatio)  

▢ Rubbing penis between partners thighs (interfemoral/intercrural sex)  

▢ Rubbing bodies together (dry humping, tribadism)  

▢ Vaginal penetration with penis  

▢ Vaginal penetration with hand or sex toy  

▢ Anal penetration with penis  

▢ Anal penetration with hand or sex toy  

▢ Sexual behavior not listed above (please describe) 
________________________________________________ 
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Please respond honestly to the following questions: 

 
1 = 

Strongly 
disagree 

2 3 4 5 6 7 8 
9 = 

Strongly 
agree 

Sex without 
love is OK.  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

I can 
imagine 
myself 
being 

comfortable 
and 

enjoying 
“casual” sex 

with 
different 
partners.  

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

I do not 
want to 

have sex 
with a 

person until 
I am sure 

that we will 
have a 

long-term, 
serious 

relationship.  

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
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Please respond honestly to the following questions: 
  

How often do you have fantasies 
about having sex with someone with 
whom you do not have a committed 

romantic relationship?  

▼ Never ... 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 ... 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 ... At least once a day 
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The following questions will try to get a picture of how the relationship between 
you and your partner developed. Take a minute to immerse yourself in memories 
about when your relationship changed from one relationship stage to the next.  
 
Consider whether you experienced any of the following stages… 
 

Acquaintance: You and your partner knew each other but were not necessarily 
friends. 
 
Friends: You and your partner were friends; not just acquaintances, but not 
romantically involved. 
 
"Talking"/Casually Dating: You and your partner were flirting, talking on the 
phone, or sending messages, maybe you had even been on a few dates, but you 
were not really serious about dating each other. 
 
Seriously Dating: You and your partner had a formal, intimate, and stable dating 
relationship, without having a lifelong commitment or a commitment to marriage. 
 
Engaged/Committed to Marriage: You and your partner came to an 
understanding between the two of you that you were committed to getting 
married to each other (either formally engaged or even if no one else knew of 
these plans). 
 
Break-up/Getting Back Together: You stopped dating or seeing each other, but 
eventually started dating/seeing each other again. 
 
Please select ANY of the following stages that your CURRENT relationship 

has EVER experienced. 
 

If you skipped one of these stages, leave it unchecked. 
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▢ Acquaintances (not friends)  

▢ Friends  

▢ Casually Dating/"Talking"/"Seeing each other"/"Hanging out"  

▢ Seriously Dating  

▢ Engaged/Committed to Marriage  

▢ Break-up/Getting back together (If so, how many times?) 
________________________________________________ 

 
Sometimes relationships become more or less serious and may even break-
up. When this happens, you might experience the same stage of a relationship 
more than once. 
  
 For example, you may seriously date someone, then break-up, and then 
seriously date them again later.  
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We are interested in the FIRST time that you experienced each stage with your 
current partner 
 
Display This Question: 

If experienced relationship stages = Acquaintances (not friends) 
 
How long has it been since you FIRST became ACQUAINTANCES with your 

current partner? 

o 1 day  

o A few days (less than a week)  

o 1 week  

o 2 weeks  

o 3 weeks  

o 1 month  

o 2 months  

o 3 months  

o 4-6 months  

o 7-11 months  

o 1 year  

o 2 years  

o More than 2 years (How many years?) 
________________________________________________ 
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o  
Display This Question: 

If experienced relationship stages = Friends 
 

How long has it been since you FIRST became FRIENDS with your current 

partner? 

o 1 day  

o A few days (less than a week)  

o 1 week  

o 2 weeks  

o 3 weeks  

o 1 month  

o 2 months  

o 3 months  

o 4-6 months  

o 7-11 months  

o 1 year  

o 2 years  

o More than 2 years (How many years?) 
________________________________________________ 
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Display This Question: 
If experienced relationship stages = Casually Dating/"Talking"/"Seeing each other"/"Hanging 

out" 
 
For the purposes of this study, "talking" and casually dating and will be 
considered the same stage. 
 
How long has it been since you FIRST started "TALKING" with/CASUALLY 

DATING your current partner? 

o 1 day  

o A few days (less than a week)  

o 1 week  

o 2 weeks  

o 3 weeks  

o 1 month  

o 2 months  

o 3 months  

o 4-6 months  

o 7-11 months  

o 1 year  

o 2 years  

o More than 2 years (How many years?) 
________________________________________________ 
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Display This Question: 
If experienced relationship stages = Seriously Dating 

 
How long has it been since you FIRST started SERIOUSLY DATING your 

current partner? 

o 1 day  

o A few days (less than a week)  

o 1 week  

o 2 weeks  

o 3 weeks  

o 1 month  

o 2 months  

o 3 months  

o 4-6 months  

o 7-11 months  

o 1 year  

o 2 years  

o More than 2 years (How many years?) 
________________________________________________ 
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Display This Question: 
If experienced relationship stages = Engaged/Committed to Marriage 

 
How has it been since you and your current 

parter FIRST became ENGAGED TO/COMMITTED TO MARRYING each 

other? 

o 1 day  

o A few days (less than a week)  

o 1 week  

o 2 weeks  

o 3 weeks  

o 1 month  

o 2 months  

o 3 months  

o 4-6 months  

o 7-11 months  

o 1 year  

o 2 years  

o More than 2 years (How many years?) 
________________________________________________ 

 
  



Texas Tech University, C. Rebecca Oldham, May 2019 
 

 

191 

Display This Question: 
If If experienced relationship stages Break-up/Getting back together (If so, how many times?) 

Is Equal to  1 
 
How long did your break-up last? 

o One week or less  

o A few weeks  

o About 1 month  

o A few months  

o Several months  

o About 1 year  

o More than 1 year (how many years?) 
________________________________________________ 
 

Display This Question: 
If If experienced relationship stages Break-up/Getting back together (If so, how many times?) 

Is Greater Than  1 
 
Over the course of your entire relationship, how long were you and your 

partner broken up? 

o One week or less  

o A few weeks  

o About 1 month  

o A few months  

o Several months  

o About 1 year  

o More than 1 year (how many years?) 
________________________________________________ 
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How long ago did YOU first say "I love you" to your partner? 

o I have not said, "I love you," to my partner.  

o 1 day  

o A few days (less than a week)  

o 1 week  

o 2 weeks  

o 3 weeks  

o 1 month  

o 2 months  

o 3 months  

o 4-6 months  

o 7-11 months  

o 1 year  

o 2 years  

o More than 2 years (How many years?) 
________________________________________________ 
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How long ago did YOUR PARTNER first say "I love you" to you? 

o My partner has not said, "I love you," to me.  

o 1 day  

o A few days (less than a week)  

o 1 week  

o 2 weeks  

o 3 weeks  

o 1 month  

o 2 months  

o 3 months  

o 4-6 months  

o 7-11 months  

o 1 year  

o 2 years  

o More than 2 years (How many years?) 
________________________________________________ 
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Carry Forward Selected Choices from "Which of the following sexual behaviors have you 
participated in with your CURRENT partner?      Please CHECK ALL that apply. " 
 

Drag and drop each of the events so that they are in order of when they 

first occurred. 
 
1 = Happened first 
2 = Happened second 
3 = Happened third 
and so on...  
 
How long ago did YOUR PARTNER first say "I love you" to you? != My partner has not said, "I 
love you," to me. 

______ My partner said "I love you" to me. 
 

How long ago did YOU first say "I love you" to your partner? != I have not said, "I love you," to my 
partner. 

______ I said "I love you" to my partner. 
 

experienced relationship stages = Acquaintances (not friends) 
______ Became acquaintances 
 

experienced relationship stages = Friends 
______ Became friends 
 

experienced relationship stages = Casually Dating/"Talking"/"Seeing each other"/"Hanging out" 
______ Began "talking"/casually dating 
 

experienced relationship stages = Seriously Dating 
______ Began seriously dating 
 

experienced relationship stages = Engaged/Committed to Marriage 
______ Became engaged/committed to marriage 
 
______ Kissing 
______ Touching breasts/stimulating nipples 
______ Stimulating genitals with hands 
______ Stimulating YOUR PARTNER's genitals with YOUR mouth (oral sex, 

cunnilingus, fellatio) 
______ YOUR PARTNER stimulating YOUR genitals with his/her mouth (oral 

sex, cunnilingus, fellatio) 
______ Rubbing penis between partners thighs (interfemoral/intercrural sex) 
______ Rubbing bodies together (dry humping, tribadism) 
______ Vaginal penetration with penis 
______ Vaginal penetration with hand or sex toy 
______ Anal penetration with penis 
______ Anal penetration with hand or sex toy 
______ Sexual behavior not listed above (please describe) 
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Please rate your current partner and relationship on each item. 

 1 = Not 
at all 2 3 4 5 6 7 = 

Extremely 

How 
passionate 

is your 
relationship?  

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

How much 
do you love 

your 
partner?  

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

How 
satisfied are 

you with 
your 

relationship?  

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

How content 
are you with 

your 
relationship?  

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

How happy 
are you with 

your 
relationship?  

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

How much 
do you trust 

your 
partner?  

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

How 
intimate is 

your 
relationship?  

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

How close is 
your 

relationship?  
o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

How 
connected 
are you to 

your 
partner?  

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
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How strongly do you agree or disagree with the following statements? 

 
1 = 

Strongly 
disagree 

2 3 

4 = 
Neither 

agree nor 
disagree 

5 6 
7 = 

Strongly 
agree 

My friends would 
not mind if my 

partner and I broke 
up.  

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

If we ended this 
relationship, I 
would feel fine 

about my financial 
status.  

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

I could not bear the 
pain it would cause 
my partner to leave 
him or her even if I 
really wanted to.  

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

I have put a 
number of tangible, 
valuable resources 

into this 
relationship.  

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

If you are reading 
this survey, select 

3  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

Though it might 
take a while, I 

could find another 
desirable partner if 
I wanted or needed 

to.  

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

The process of 
ending this 

relationship would 
require many 
difficult steps.  

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

My family would 
not care if I ended 
this relationship.  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

When I think about 
how sexually 

intimate I have 
been with my 

partner, I hesitate 
to leave him/her.  

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
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How strongly do you agree or disagree with the following statements? 

 
1 = 

Strongly 
disagree 

2 3 

4 = 
Neither 
agree 
nor 

disagree 

5 6 
7 = 

Strongly 
agree 

I want this 
relationship to 
stay strong no 
matter what 

rough times we 
encounter.  

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

My relationship 
with my partner is 
clearly part of my 
future life plans.  

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

I may not want to 
be with my 

partner a few 
years from now.  

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

 
 
Most persons have disagreements in their relationships.  
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Please indicate below the approximate extent of agreement ordisagreement 

between you and your partner for each item on the following list.  

 Always 
Disagree 

Almost 
Always 

Disagree 
Frequently 
Disagree 

Occasionally 
Agree 

Almost 
Always 
Agree 

Always 
Agree 

N/A; We 
have 
never 

discussed 
this topic. 

Handling 
finances  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

Matters of 
recreation  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

Religious 
matters  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

Demonstrations 
of affection  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

Friends  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

Sex relations  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

Conventionality 
(correct or 

proper 
behavior)  

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

Philosophy of 
life  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

Ways of 
dealing with 

parents  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

Aims, goals, 
and things 
believed 
important  

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

Amount of time 
spent together  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

Making major 
decisions  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

Household 
tasks  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

Leisure time 
interests and 

activities  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

Career 
decisions  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
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Please answer the following questions. 

 1 = 
Never 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

9 = 
All the 
time 

How 
often do 
you and 

your 
partner 
argue 
with 
each 

other?  

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

How 
often do 
you feel 
angry or 
resentful 
toward 
your 

partner?  

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

 

 
1 = 
Not 

at all 
2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

9 = 
Very 
much 

To what extent 
do you try to 

change things 
about your 
partner that 
bother you, 

such as 
behaviors, 

attitudes, and 
things like 

that?  

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

To what extent 
do you 

communicate 
negative 
feelings 

toward your 
partner, such 

as anger, 
dissatisfaction, 

frustration?  

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
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1 = 
Not at 

all 
serious 

2 3 4 5 6 7 8 
9 = 

Very 
serious 

When you 
and your 
partner 

argue, how 
serious 

were the 
problems or 
arguments?  

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
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Here we are interested in how affectionately or negatively your partner 

behaved toward you over the past 24 hours.      Please provide as 
ACCURATE an answer as possible. If necessary, provide your best guess. 
 
Please use numbers and DO NOT EXAGGERATE.     Over the past 24 

hours... 

o How often did your partner express approval of you or  complimented you 
about something you did? 
________________________________________________ 

o How often did your partner do or say something to make you laugh? 
________________________________________________ 

o How often did your partner seem bored or uninterested while you were 
talking? ________________________________________________ 

o How often did your partner express how much they like or love you? 
________________________________________________ 

o How often did your partner dominate a conversation with you, such as by 
interrupting you or not giving you a chance to talk? 
________________________________________________ 

o How often did your partner show anger or impatience by yelling, 
snapping, or raising his/her voice? 
________________________________________________ 

o How often did your partner do something nice for you that you didn’t 
expect? ________________________________________________ 

o How often did your partner criticize or complain about something you did 
or didn’t do? ________________________________________________ 

o How often did your partner fail to do something you asked him/her to do, 
or that you expected to get done (such as not running an errand, meeting you 
late, etc.)? ________________________________________________ 

o How often did you talk together about things that happened to each of 
you during the day, while you were apart? 
________________________________________________ 

o How often did your partner do something knowing that it annoyed you? 
________________________________________________ 

o How often did you express physical affection with your partner, such as 
kissing, hugging, or cuddling, but not as part of sexual intercourse? 
________________________________________________ 

o How often did you share your emotions, feelings, or problems with each 
other? ________________________________________________ 
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How certain are you that you will move in/live with your partner AT SOME 

POINT in the future? 

o Very certain that we will NOT live together  

o Somewhat certain that we will NOT live together  

o Not certain whether we will live together  

o Somewhat certain that we WILL live together  

o Very certain that we WILL live together  
 
How do you experience your relationship?    
    
Below is a list of bipolar (opposite) words. Please indicate how you experience your 

relationship for each of the matched words.    
For example, if you experience your relationship as miserable, you would select “1”. If you 
experienced it as enjoyable, you would select “7”. If you experienced it as somewhere in 
between, you would select the number that most closely represents your experience. 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

Miserable o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

Enjoyable 

Hopeful o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

Discouraging 

Free o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

Tied Down 

Empty o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

Full 

Interesting o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

Boring 

Rewarding o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

Disappointing 

Doesn't 
give me a 
chance o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

Brings out 
the best in 

me 

Lonely o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

Friendly 

Hard o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

Easy 

Worthwhile o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

Useless 

Satisfying o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

Dissatisfying 
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How do you experience your SEXUAL relationship?     
    
Below is a list of bipolar (opposite) words. Please indicate how you 

experience your SEXUAL relationship for each of the matched words.    
 
For example, if you experience your relationship as good, you would select “1”. If 
you experienced it as bad, you would select “7”. If you experienced it as 
somewhere in between, you would select the number that most closely 
represents your experience. 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

Good o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
Bad 

Pleasant o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
Unpleasant 

Positive o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
Negative 

Satisfying o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
Unsatisfying 

Valuable o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
Worthless 
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How often each of the following happened in the last THREE WEEKS? 

 1 = Never 2 3 4 5 = Very 
often 

How often 
have you 
and your 
partner 

discussed 
ending your 
relationship?  

o  o  o  o  o  

How often 
have you 

considered 
breaking up 

(or not 
“talking”) 
with your 
partner 

anymore?  

o  o  o  o  o  

How often 
have you 

thought that 
your 

relationship 
was in 

trouble or 
wouldn’t 

work out?  

o  o  o  o  o  
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CONGRATULATIONS!    
  You are eligible to participate in this study!    

    
If you would like to be entered into a drawing for a $5 Amazon e-gift card, please 

enter your email below.   
    

Please provide an email that you check frequently so that you will be aware if you 
won the drawing! 

________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
May we use this email to notify you of follow-up surveys? 
 
(You may opt-out of receiving emails at any time. We will NOT give your email to 
other people/entities.) 

o Yes  

o No  
 

Display This Question: 
If email opt-in = Yes 

 
You will only have 4 days to complete the follow-up survey. We will send you one 
email to remind you to complete the survey before the Sunday, 11:59pm 
deadline. 
 
However, we realize that some people may not check their emails on some days 
of the week and may miss this reminder.  
 
Would you also like to receive a SINGLE text message reminder about the 

deadline to finish follow-up surveys? 
 
(We will not send you multiple reminders; just one. You may opt-out of receiving 
text messages at any time. We will NOT give your phone number to other 
people/entities.) 

o Yes  

o No  
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Display This Question: 
If You will only have 4 days to complete the follow-up survey. We will send you one email to 

remind... = Yes 
 
phone Please enter your phone number below. 
 
(We will only use your phone number for the service(s) that you have consented 
to above.) 

 
______________________________________________________ 
 
 

Display This Question: 
If email opt-in = Yes 

 
Please select your current relationship status to make future surveys 

proceed smoothly. 

o "Talking"/Casually Dating  

o Seriously Dating  

o Engaged/Committed to Marriage  
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APPENDIX D 

SURVEY FOLLOW-UP EMAILS 

Text that is underlined only appears in emails to participants who were eligible for the 
longitudinal study and opted-in to received emails for follow-up surveys. 

Text that is in bold only appears in emails to participants who were recruited through 
non-Sona methods for Wave 1, and therefore were entered into a drawing for a gift 
card. However, this text appears for all participants for Waves 2-5. 

Text that is in italics only appears in emails to participants who were eligible for the 
longitudinal study but opted-out of receiving emails for follow-up surveys. 

 

Your survey responses have been successfully recorded! 
 
We GREATLY APPRECIATE your time and effort to complete this wave of the 
study! We really hope that you will return for the next phase. Your continued 
participation is very important for this study. 
 
In about three weeks, you will receive an email inviting you to participate in the next 
survey for this study. This email will contain a personalized link that will be active for 4 
days (from Wednesday to Sunday).  
 
This survey (and all future surveys) will be much shorter (only 5-15 minutes), but you will 
have better odds to win the drawing. Remember, with each wave, the prize increases 
and/or the odds improve. Plus, participants who complete the entire study are guaranteed 
$5!  
 
If you decide that you would like to participate in future surveys, please email or call 
Rebecca Oldham within 2 weeks so that you can be added to the contact list.   
 
We will email you within a few weeks if you are selected to win the Amazon e-gift 
card.  
 
If you would like to contact us with questions or concerns, please 
email rebecca.oldham@ttu.edu or call 806-834-6489 or her advisor, Dr. Sylvia Niehuis 
(sylvia.niehuis@ttu.edu, 806-834-7382).. 
 
Thank you! 
C. Rebecca Oldham 
Ph.D. Candidate 
Human Development & Family Studies 
Texas Tech University 
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APPENDIX E 

WAVES 2-5 RECRUITMENT EMAILS AND REMINDER EMAILS 

Recruitment Email 

Greetings participant! 
 
Thank you for your participation in the online survey for the Early Relationship 
Development Study a few weeks ago! 
 
It is time to participate in the next online survey for this study.  
 
 Depending on what has happened in your relationship since the last time you took the 
survey, this survey should take between 5-15 minutes.  
 
Your participation in this survey will enter you in another gift 
card drawing! Please reference the table to see the odds and 
Amazon e-gift card amount for your current wave. 
 
Remember, anyone who completes the entire study is 
guaranteed $5! 
 
The hyperlink below was specifically generated for you to 
use for this survey, so do not use another person’s link and 
do not use a link in a previous email. 
 
Click on this hyperlink to participate: Take the survey 
 
This link will be active from Wednesday, [Month] [Day], [Year] at 12am until Sunday, 
[Month] [Day], [Year] at 11:59pm (CST; 96 hours). After Sunday at 11:59pm (CST), 
the link will expire and no longer work. Please participate in the survey during this 
4-day period. 
 
We will send a reminder email and/or text message as a friendly reminder to complete the 
survey. 
 
As always, thank you very, very much for participating in this study. Your information is 
very valuable to us!  
 
Click here to opt-out of future emails. 
 
Please email or call Rebecca Oldham (or her advisor, Dr. Sylvia Niehuis, 
sylvia.niehuis@ttu.edu, 806-834-7382) if you have any questions, technical issues, or 
concerns! 
 

Wave Odds Amount 

2 1 in 25 $5 

3 1 in 20 $10 

4 1 in 15 $10 

5 1 in 10 $25 

Final Everyone $5 
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C. Rebecca Oldham 
rebecca.oldham@ttu.edu 
806-834-6489 
Ph.D. Candidate 
Human Development & Family Studies 
Texas Tech University 

 

Email Reminder Message 

This message is a friendly reminder that your hyperlink to participate in the online survey 
will expire on Sunday at 11:59pm (CST). 
 
We hope that you will take 5-15 minutes to complete this survey so that you can remain 
eligible for the Amazon e-gift card drawing! 
 
If you are experiencing difficulties, have questions, or comments, please contact Rebecca 
at rebecca.oldham@ttu.edu or 806-834-6489 or her advisor, Dr. Sylvia Niehuis 
(sylvia.niehuis@ttu.edu, 806-834-7382). 
 
Thank you so much for your continued participation in this study. 

 

Text Reminder Message 

This message is a friendly reminder that your hyperlink to participate in the online survey 
will expire Sunday at 11:59pm (CST).  
 
We hope that you will take 5-15 minutes to complete this survey so that you can remain 
eligible for the Amazon e-gift card drawing!  
 
Please check your email to access your personalized hyperlink to the survey.  
 
Thank you so much for your continued participation in this study!  
 
If you are experiencing difficulties, have questions, or comments, please contact Rebecca 
at rebecca.oldham@ttu.edu or 806-834-6489 or her advisor, Dr. Sylvia Niehuis 
(sylvia.niehuis@ttu.edu, 806-834-7382).  
 
If you would no longer like to receive text message reminders, please reply 'STOP'.  
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APPENDIX F 

WAVES 2-5 SURVEYS 

The following survey is a Wave 2 survey but is essentially identical to Wave 5. 

 

EARLY RELATIONSHIP DEVELOPMENT STUDY - WAVE 2 

INFORMED CONSENT 

  
Welcome back! Thank you for considering returning for the second phase of this 

study!   
  
What is this project studying? 

In this study, we are interested in understanding how romantic relationships 
develop, starting from their earliest stages. We hope the information from this 
study will help us better understand how early behaviors influence later 
relationship quality. 
  
What would I do if I participated?  

You would complete an online survey about your current or recent romantic 
relationship. 
  
The entire study has 5 online surveys. If you so choose, you would be 
completing the SECOND of those five surveys today. You may also elect to 
complete 3 more short online surveys; one survey every 3 weeks.  
 

How long would participation take?  

This survey (and the rest of the follow-up surveys) should only take 5-15 minutes, 
depending on what has happened in your life since the last survey.  
  
The entire study takes place over 12 weeks (2.5 months). At this point, there are 
9 weeks left. 
  
This and future surveys are open for participation from Thursday to 

Sunday once every 3 weeks. If you would like, we will send you email with links 
to participate each time they are open. 
  
How will I benefit from participating?  

If you complete all of the surveys, you are guaranteed $5. Additionally, there will 
be drawings for Amazon e-gift cards for each survey in which you participate. To 
encourage participation in future surveys, the odds of winning improve and the 
amount of the prize money increases at each wave.  
 
For participating in this survey, you will be entered in a drawing for a $5 Amazon 

e-gift card (odds of winning are 1 in 25).  
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The following table describes the odds of winning and the amount of the Amazon 
e-gift card at each wave. The drawing for the following survey is highlighted in 
grey.  
  

Wave Odds Amount 

1 1 in 30 $5 
2 1 in 25 $5 
3 1 in 20 $10 
4 1 in 15 $10 
5 1 in 10 $25 

Final Everyone $5 
  
One Person Per Couple  

It is important that only ONE PERSON per couple participates. That is, only you 
OR your partner can participate--not both of you. 
  
What if we break-up?  

If the relationship (or potential relationship) with your partner ends during the 
course of the study, we are very interested to know what happened. Therefore, 
we would request that you participate in at least ONE more survey asking about 
how and why your relationship ended. This would be the end of your 
participation, and you would be paid $5 for completing the entire study.  
 

Can I quit if I become uncomfortable?  

Yes, absolutely. Your participation is completely voluntary.  
  
Some of the questions in this survey are about your private life and sexual 
behaviors. 
  
The researcher and the Institutional Review Board have reviewed the questions 
and think you can answer them comfortably. You may skip any question you do 
not feel comfortable answering. You can also stop answering questions at any 
time. You are free to leave any time you wish. You can keep all the benefits of 
participating even if you stop. Participation is your choice. However, we do 
appreciate any help you are able to provide.  
  
If you decide for any reason that you would like to have your data deleted from 
the project, you should contact Rebecca using the contact information below. 
 

How are you protecting privacy?  

You will be assigned a random participant ID number. Any information that might 
be used to identify you (example: email) will be stored separately from your 
survey responses.  
 
Your name will not be linked to any documentation and any use of this material in 
reports, publications or presentations will never be associated with individual 
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participants in this study without permission. It is possible that this data may be 
used in the future for projects with other researchers that are not part of the 
current research team. In this case, only data that does NOT include identifying 
information (e.g., email, phone number) would be used for such projects. All 
related documentation will be stored either in a locked file cabinet in the 
researcher’s office or on a password-protected computer.  
  
I have some questions about this study. Whom can I ask?  

The study is conducted by Rebecca Oldham, a doctoral candidate from the 
Department of Human Development and Family Studies at Texas Tech 
University under the supervision of Dr. Sylvia Niehuis. If you have questions, you 
can call Rebecca at 806-834-6489 or email her at rebecca.oldham@ttu.edu. 
  
TTU also has a Board that protects the rights of people who participate in 
research. You can ask them questions at 806-742-2064. You can also mail your 
questions to the Human Research Protection Program, Office of the Vice 
President for Research, Texas Tech University, Lubbock, Texas 79409 or email 
them at hrpp@ttu.edu. 
  
Would you like to continue to participate in the SECOND survey of this 
study (about 5-15 minutes) for a chance to win a $5 Amazon gift card?  

o Yes 

o No 
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May we continue emailing you at this address (${m://Email1}) to notify you of 

follow-up surveys?   
    
(You may opt-out of receiving emails at any time.) 

o Yes  

o No  

o Please use this email instead: 
________________________________________________ 

Display This Question: 

If TextRemind1 Contains Yes 

Would you like to continue receiving reminders at this phone number 

(${e://Field/Phone1}) to complete follow-up surveys? 
  
(You may opt-out of receiving text messages at any time.)  

o Yes  

o No  

o Please use this phone instead: 
________________________________________________ 

 
 

 

The last time you completed our survey described your relationship status as 

${e://Field/Status1}   
    
Are you still ${e://Field/Status1}? 

o Yes  

o No  
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How would you currently describe your relationship with the person that you 

referenced on the last survey? 

o One/both of us has lost interest. It is unlikely that our relationship will 
progress any further.  

o We were dating but broke-up/stopped seeing each other.  

o We're "talking"/casually dating.  

o We're seriously dating (e.g., "boyfriend"/"girlfriend").  

o We're engaged/committed to getting married.  

o We're married.  
 

Display This Question: 

If W2 relationship status change = No 

When did your relationship change 

to "${status2/ChoiceGroup/SelectedChoices}"? 

o Less than 1 week ago  

o 1 week ago  

o 2 weeks ago  

o 3 weeks ago  
 

Display This Question: 

If W2 relationship status = One/both of us has lost interest. It is unlikely that our relationship 
will progress any further. 

Or W2 relationship status = We were dating but broke-up/stopped seeing each other. 

 
You have indicated that you are no longer dating or "talking" to the person that 
you referenced in the previous survey. 
 
The following questions will ask about "your partner." Please answer these 
questions with regard to the person you have recently stopped dating, even 
though they are not your "partner" anymore. 
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The last time you completed our survey, you were NOT living with your partner. 
 

Are you living with your partner now? 

o Yes, we are living together  

o No, we are not living together  
 

Display This Question: 

If Are you living with your partner now? = Yes, we are living together 

You have indicated that you and your partner have started living together since 

the last survey.  
 

When did you and your partner start living with each other? 

o Less than 1 week ago  

o 1 week ago  

o 2 weeks ago  

o 3 weeks ago  
 
 
 
"Sex" can have different meanings for different people.   
    
The last time you complete our survey, you indicated that you had NOT had sex with 
current partner. 
     
 According to your own definition, have you had sex with your partner now? 

o Yes  

o No  
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Display This Question: 

If According to your own definition, have you had sex with your partner now? = Yes 

You have indicated that you and your partner had sex for the first time since the 

last survey.  
 
When did you and your partner first have sex with each other? 

o Less than 1 week ago  

o 1 week ago  

o 2 weeks ago  

o 3 weeks ago  
 

Display This Question: 

If LovePart1 Contains not 

The last time you completed our survey you had not yet told your partner that you loved 
them. 
    
Have you said "I love you" to your partner since the last time you took the survey? 

o Yes  

o No  
 

Display This Question: 

If PartLove1 Contains not 

The last time you completed our survey your partner had not yet told you that they loved 
you. 
    
Has your partner said "I love you" to you since the last time you took the survey? 

o Yes  

o No  
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Display This Question: 

If Have you said "I love you" to your partner since the last time you took the survey? = Yes 

You have indicated that you have said, "I love you" to your partner for the first 

time since the last survey.  
 

When did you first say, "I love you" to your partner? 

o Less than 1 week ago  

o 1 week ago  

o 2 weeks ago  

o 3 weeks ago  
 

Display This Question: 

If Has your partner said "I love you" to you since the last time you took the survey? = Yes 

You have indicated that your partner has said, "I love you" to you for the first time 

since the last survey.  
 

When did your partner first say, "I love you" to you? 

o Less than 1 week ago  

o 1 week ago  

o 2 weeks ago  

o 3 weeks ago  
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Carry Forward Selected Choices from "The last time you took this survey, you indicated that you 
had engaged in the following behaviors with your partner: ${e://Field/SexBehav1} Which of the 
following sexual behaviors (if any) have you participated in with your partner FOR THE FIRST 

TIME since the last time you took the survey?      Please CHECK ALL that apply. If you have not 
participated in any of these behaviors, leave all boxes unchecked. " 

Since the last survey, you have indicated that the following events have occurred.  
 
Drag and drop each of the activities so that they are in order of when they 

occurred for the first time. 
 
1 = Happened first 
2 = Happened second 
3 = Happened third 
and so on...  

 

W2 relationship status change = No 

And W2 relationship status = One/both of us has lost interest. It is unlikely that our relationship 
will progress any further. 

Or W2 relationship status = We were dating but broke-up/stopped seeing each other. 

______ We lost interest/Broke-up/Stopped seeing each other 

 

W2 relationship status change = No 

And W2 relationship status = We're "talking"/casually dating. 

______ We began casually dating. 

 

W2 relationship status change = No 

And W2 relationship status = We're seriously dating (e.g., "boyfriend"/"girlfriend"). 

______ We began seriously dating 

 

W2 relationship status change = No 

And W2 relationship status = We're engaged/committed to getting married. 

______ We got engaged/became committed to marriage. 

 

W2 relationship status change = No 

And W2 relationship status = We're married. 

______ We got married. 
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According to your own definition, have you had sex with your partner now? = Yes 

______ We had sex for the first time. 

 

Have you said "I love you" to your partner since the last time you took the survey? = Yes 

Or Have you or your partner said "I love you" since the last time you took the survey? = Yes, I 
have 

Or Have you or your partner said "I love you" since the last time you took the survey? = Yes, we 
both have 

______ I said, "I love you" to my partner. 

 

Has your partner said "I love you" to you since the last time you took the survey? = Yes 

Or Have you or your partner said "I love you" since the last time you took the survey? = Yes, my 
partner has 

Or Have you or your partner said "I love you" since the last time you took the survey? = Yes, we 
both have 

______ My partner said, "I love you" to me. 

 

Are you living with your partner now? = Yes, we are living together 

______ We started living together. 

 

SexBehav1 Does Not Contain Kiss 

______ Kissing 

 

SexBehav1 Does Not Contain breasts 

______ Touching breasts/stimulating nipples 

 

SexBehav1 Does Not Contain genitals with hands 

______ Stimulating genitals with hands 

 

SexBehav1 Does Not Contain Stimulating YOUR PARTNER's genitals 

______ Stimulating YOUR PARTNER's genitals with YOUR mouth (oral sex, 
cunnilingus, fellatio) 

 

SexBehav1 Does Not Contain YOUR PARTNER stimulating YOUR genitals 

______ YOUR PARTNER stimulating YOUR genitals with his/her mouth (oral sex, 
cunnilingus, fellatio) 
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SexBehav1 Does Not Contain penis between partners thighs 

______ Rubbing penis between partners thighs (interfemoral/intercrural sex) 

 

SexBehav1 Does Not Contain tribadism 

______ Rubbing bodies together (dry humping, tribadism) 

 

SexBehav1 Does Not Contain Vaginal penetration with penis 

______ Vaginal penetration with penis 

 

SexBehav1 Does Not Contain Vaginal penetration with hand or sex toy 

______ Vaginal penetration with hand or sex toy 

 

SexBehav1 Does Not Contain Anal penetration with penis 

______ Anal penetration with penis 

 

SexBehav1 Does Not Contain Anal penetration with hand or sex toy 

______ Anal penetration with hand or sex toy 
 
______ Sexual behavior not listed above. (Please describe.) 
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Think back to the what your relationship was like with your current partner right 

before you had sex for the first time. Please answer the following questions with 

reference to what your relationship was like at that time. 
 
In the time just BEFORE you and your current partner first had sex... 

 

 1 = Not 
at all 2 3 4 5 6 7 = 

Extremely 

How 
intimate was 

your 
relationship?  

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

How close 
was your 

relationship?  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

How 
connected 
were you to 

your 
partner?  

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
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What forms of contraception or protection from sexually transmitted infections 

(STIs) (if any) did you/your partner use when you first had sex with each other?  
 Please check ALL that apply.  

▢ I am SURE neither one of us used any contraceptives.  

▢ I did not use any contraceptives, but I am not sure if my partner used 
any.  

▢ Condom  

▢ Contraceptive Medication (e.g., intrauterine device/IUD, daily 
contraceptive pill, emergency contraceptive pill, injections/shot, implant, vaginal 
ring, hormonal patch)  

▢ Contraceptive Device (e.g., cervical cap, diaphragm, contraceptive 
sponge, spermicide)  

▢ Family Planning/Calendar/Rhythm Methods  

▢ Tubal Ligation/Hysterectomy (e.g., vasectomy, "tied tubes")  

▢ Other (describe) 
________________________________________________ 
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Did YOU consume alcohol before or during first sex with your partner? 

o No  

o Yes  
 

Did YOUR PARTNER consume alcohol before or during first sex with you? 

o No  

o Yes  
 
 

Did YOU use drugs before or during first sex with your partner? 

o No  

o Yes  
 
 

Did YOUR PARTNER use drugs before or during first sex with you? 

o No  

o Yes  
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When you first had sex with your partner, did you orgasm? 

o Yes  

o No  
 

Display This Question: 

If When you first had sex with your partner, did you orgasm? = Yes 

How satisfied…unsatisfied were you with the quality or experience of orgasm that 

you had during first sex with your partner? 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

Very 
Unsatisfied o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

Very 
Satisfied 
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What were your reactions to the first time you had sex with your partner? 
 
For example, if you experienced first sex as confusing, you would select “7”. If you 
experienced it as not at all confusing, you would select “1”. If you experienced it as 
somewhere in between, you would select the number that most closely represents your 
experience. 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

Not at all 
Confused o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

Very 
Confused 

Not at all 
Satisfied o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

Very 
Satisfied 

Not at all 
Anxious o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

Very Anxious 

Not at all 
Guilty o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

Very Guilty 

Not at all 
Romantic o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

Very 
Romantic 

Not at all 
Sorry o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

Very Sorry 

Not at all 
Relieved o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

Very 
Relieved 

Not at all 
Exploited o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

Very 
Exploited 

Not at all 
Happy o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

Very Happy 

Not at all 
Embarrassed o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

Very 
Embarrassed 

Not at all 
Excited o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

Very Excited 

Not at all 
Fearful o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

Very Fearful 

 
 

I regret the first sex I had with my partner. 
 1 2 3 4 5  

Strongly 
disagree o  o  o  o  o  

Strongly 
agree 
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You have indicated that you are no longer dating or "talking" to the person that 
you referenced in the first survey. This person will be referred to as your "ex-
partner." 
 
The following questions will ask about when and how that relationship ended. 
Then you will be asked questions about the quality of the relationship. 
 
 

How long has it been since you and your ex-parter BROKE-UP? 

o Less than a week ago  

o 1 week ago  

o 2 weeks ago  

o 3 weeks ago  
 
 

Starting from when you began "TALKING"/CASUALLY dating until your break-up, 

how long did your most recent relationship last in total? 

o We skipped "talking"/casual dating.  

o Less than a week  

o Less than a month  

o 1-3 months  

o 4-6 months  

o 7-11 months  

o 1-2 years  

o More than 2 years (how many years?) 
________________________________________________ 
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Starting from when you began SERIOUSLY dating until your break-up, how long 

did your most recent relationship last in total? 

o We never reached a stage of serious dating.  

o Less than a week  

o Less than a month  

o 1-3 months  

o 4-6 months  

o 7-11 months  

o 1-2 years  

o More than 2 years (how many years?) 
________________________________________________ 
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Please rate how your relationship with your ex-partner was in general.   
 

 
1 = 

Not at 
all 

2 3 4 5 6 7 = 
Extremely 

How passionate 
was your most 

recent 
relationship?  

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

How much did you 
love your ex-

partner?  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

How satisfied 
were you with 

your most recent 
relationship?  

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

How content were 
you with your 
most recent 
relationship?  

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

How happy were 
you with your 
most recent 
relationship?  

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

How much did you 
trust your ex-

partner?  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

How intimate was 
your most recent 

relationship?  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

How close was 
your relationship?  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

How connected 
were you to your 

ex-partner?  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
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Please indicate the extent to which you would have agreed with each statement at 

the time that you were dating your ex-partner. 

 
1 = 

Strongly 
disagree 

2 3 
4 = Neither 
agree nor 
disagree 

5 6 7 = Strongly 
agree 

I thought that my 
friends would not 
have minded if 

my partner and I 
broke up.  

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

If we ended that 
relationship, I 

would have felt 
fine about my 

financial status.  
o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

I thought that I 
could not bear 

the pain it would 
have caused my 
former partner to 
leave him or her 
even if I really 

wanted to.  

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

I had put a 
number of 
tangible, 
valuable 

resources into 
that relationship.  

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

Though it might 
have taken a 

while, I believed 
that I could find 

another 
desirable partner 

if I wanted or 
needed to.  

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

I thought the 
process of 
ending that 
relationship 
would have 

required many 
difficult steps.  

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

I thought that my 
family would not 
care if I ended 

that relationship.  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

When I thought 
about sexually 
intimate I had 
been with my 

partner, I 
hesitated to 

leave him/her.  

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
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Please indicate the extent to which you would have agreed with each statement at 

the time that you were dating your ex-partner. 

 
1 = 

Strongly 
disagree 

2 3 

4 = 
Neither 
agree 
nor 

disagree 

5 6 
7 = 

Strongly 
agree 

I wanted 
that 

relationship 
to stay 

strong no 
matter 

what rough 
times we 

would 
encounter.  

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

My most 
recent 

relationship 
with my 
partner 

was clearly 
part of my 
future life 

plans.  

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

I thought 
that I may 
NOT want 
to be with 

that partner 
within a 

few years.  

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
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Please indicate below the approximate extent of agreement or disagreement 

between you and your ex-partner IN THE PAST THREE WEEKS for each item on 

the following list. 

 Always 
Disagreed 

Almost 
Always 

Disagreed 

Frequently 
Disagreed 

Occasionally 
Agreed 

Almost 
Always 
Agreed 

Always 
Agreed 

N/A; We 
never 

discussed 
this topic. 

Handling 
finances  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

Matters of 
recreation  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

Religious matters  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

Demonstrations 
of affection  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

Friends  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

Sex relations  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

Conventionality 
(correct or proper 

behavior)  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

Philosophy of life  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

Ways of dealing 
with parents  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

Aims, goals, and 
things believed 

important  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

Amount of time 
spent together  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

Making major 
decisions  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

Household tasks  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

Leisure time 
interests and 

activities  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

Career decisions  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  



Texas Tech University, C. Rebecca Oldham, May 2019 
 

 

232 

Please answer the following questions. 
 
IN THE PAST THREE WEEKS... 

 1 = 
Never 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

9 = All 
the 
time 

How 
often did 
you and 
your ex-
partner 
argue 

with each 
other?  

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

How 
often did 
you feel 
angry or 
resentful 
toward 

your ex-
partner?  

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
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IN THE PAST THREE WEEKS... 

 
1 = 

Not at 
all 

2 3 4 5 6 7 8 
9 = 

Very 
much 

To what extent 
did you try to 
change things 
about your ex-

partner that 
bothered you, 

such as 
behaviors, 

attitudes, and 
things like 

that?  

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

To what extent 
did you 

communicate 
negative 
feelings 

toward your 
ex-partner, 

such as 
anger, 

dissatisfaction, 
frustration?  

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

 
 
 
IN THE PAST THREE WEEKS... 

 
1 = Not 

at all 
serious 

2 3 4 5 6 7 8 
9 = 

Very 
serious 

When you 
and your 

ex-partner 
argued, 

how 
serious 

were the 
problems or 
arguments?  

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
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Here we are interested in how affectionately or negatively your most recent 

partner behaved toward you in a TYPICAL 24-hour period.  

 

Please provide as ACCURATE an answer as possible. If necessary, provide your best 
guess. Please use numbers and DO NOT EXAGGERATE. 
 
In a TYPICAL 24-hour period... 

How often did your ex-partner express approval of you or  complimented you about something 
you did? ________________________________________________ 

How often did your ex-partner do or say something to make you laugh? 
________________________________________________ 

How often did your ex-partner seem bored or uninterested while you were talking? 
________________________________________________ 

How often did your ex-partner say, “I love you”? 
________________________________________________ 

How often did your ex-partner dominate a conversation with you, such as by interrupting you or 
not giving you a chance to talk? ________________________________________________ 

How often did your ex-partner initiate sex with you, that is, made the first move? 
________________________________________________ 

How often did your ex-partner show anger or impatience by yelling, snapping, or raising his/her 
voice? ________________________________________________ 

How often did your ex-partner do something nice for you that you didn’t expect? 
________________________________________________ 

How often did your ex-partner criticize or complain about something you did or didn’t do? 
________________________________________________ 

How often did your ex-partner turn down or avoid your sexual advances? 
________________________________________________ 

How often did your ex-partner fail to do something you asked him/her to do, or that you expected 
to get done (such as not running an errand, meeting you late, etc.)? 
________________________________________________ 

How often did you talk together about things that happened to each of you during the day, while 
you were apart? ________________________________________________ 

How often did you have sexual intercourse? 
________________________________________________ 

How often did your ex-partner do something knowing that it annoyed you? 
________________________________________________ 

If you are reading this survey, enter the value -71 
________________________________________________ 

How often did you express physical affection with your ex-partner, such as kissing, hugging, or 
cuddling, but not as part of sexual intercourse? 
________________________________________________ 

How often did you share your emotions, feelings, or problems with each other? 
________________________________________________ 
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Did you and your ex-partner live together/cohabit? 

o No, we DID NOT live together.  

o Yes, we DID live together.  
 
 
How did you experience your relationship with your ex-partner, in general?  
 
Below is a list of bipolar (opposite) words. Please indicate how you experienced 

your most recent relationship in general for each of the matched words.  
 
For example, if you experienced your relationship as miserable, you would select “1”. If 
you experienced it as enjoyable, you would select “7”. If you experienced it as 
somewhere in between, you would select the number that most closely represents your 
experience. 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

Miserable o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
Enjoyable 

Hopeful o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
Discouraging 

Free o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
Tied Down 

Empty o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
Full 

Interesting o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
Boring 

Rewarding o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
Disappointing 

Doesn't 
give me a 
chance o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

Brings out 
the best in 

me 

Lonely o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
Friendly 

Hard o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
Easy 

Worthwhile o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
Useless 

Satisfying o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
Dissatisfying 
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How did you experience your SEXUAL relationship with your ex-partner, in 

general?    
    
Below is a list of bipolar (opposite) words. Please indicate how you experienced 

your SEXUAL relationship with your most recent partner (in general) for each of the 
matched words. 
 
For example, if you experienced your relationship as good, you would select “1”. If you 
experienced it as bad, you would select “7”. If you experienced it as somewhere in 
between, you would select the number that most closely represents your experience.   

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

Good o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
Bad 

Pleasant o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
Unpleasant 

Positive o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
Negative 

Satisfying o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
Unsatisfying 

Valuable o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
Worthless 
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How often each of the following happened in the last THREE WEEKS? 

 1 = Never 2 3 4 5 = Very 
often 

How often 
did you and 
your partner 

discuss 
ending your 
relationship?  

o  o  o  o  o  

How often 
did you 
consider 

breaking up 
(or not 

“talking”) with 
your partner 
anymore?  

o  o  o  o  o  

How often 
did you think 

that your 
relationship 

was in 
trouble or 

wouldn’t work 
out?  

o  o  o  o  o  
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Please rate your current partner and relationship on each item. 

 1 = Not 
at all 2 3 4 5 6 7 = 

Extremely 

How 
passionate 

is your 
relationship?  

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

How much 
do you love 

your 
partner?  

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

How 
satisfied are 

you with 
your 

relationship?  
o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

How content 
are you with 

your 
relationship?  

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

How happy 
are you with 

your 
relationship?  

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

If you are 
reading this 

survey, 
select 

extremely.  
o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

How much 
do you trust 

your 
partner?  

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

How 
intimate is 

your 
relationship?  

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

How close is 
your 

relationship?  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

How 
connected 
are you to 

your 
partner?  

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
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How strongly do you agree or disagree with the following statements? 

 1 = Strongly 
disagree 2 3 

4 = Neither 
agree nor 
disagree 

5 6 7 = Strongly 
agree 

My friends 
would not 
mind if my 

partner and I 
broke up.  

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

If we ended 
this 

relationship, I 
would feel 

fine about my 
financial 
status.  

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

I could not 
bear the pain 

it would 
cause my 
partner to 

leave him or 
her even if I 

really wanted 
to.  

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

I have put a 
number of 
tangible, 
valuable 

resources 
into this 

relationship.  

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

Though it 
might take a 
while, I could 
find another 

desirable 
partner if I 
wanted or 
needed to.  

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

The process 
of ending this 
relationship 

would require 
many difficult 

steps.  
o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

My family 
would not 
care if I 

ended this 
relationship.  

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

When I think 
about how 
sexually 
intimate I 

have been 
with my 

partner, I 
hesitate to 

leave 
him/her.  

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
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How strongly do you agree or disagree with the following statements? 

 
1 = 

Strongly 
disagree 

2 3 

4 = 
Neither 
agree 
nor 

disagree 

5 6 
7 = 

Strongly 
agree 

I want this 
relationship 

to stay 
strong no 

matter 
what rough 
times we 

encounter.  

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

My 
relationship 

with my 
partner is 

clearly part 
of my 

future life 
plans.  

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

I may not 
want to be 

with my 
partner a 
few years 
from now.  

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
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Most persons have disagreements in their relationships. Please indicate below the 

approximate extent of agreement or disagreement between you and your partner 

for each item on the following list IN THE PAST THREE WEEKS. 

 Always 
Disagree 

Almost 
Always 

Disagree 

Frequently 
Disagree 

Occasionally 
Agree 

Almost 
Always 
Agree 

Always 
Agree 

N/A; We 
have 
never 

discussed 
this topic. 

Handling 
finances  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

Matters of 
recreation  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

Religious 
matters  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

Demonstrations 
of affection  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

Friends  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

Sex relations  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

Conventionality 
(correct or 

proper 
behavior)  

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

Philosophy of 
life  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

Ways of 
dealing with 

parents  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

Aims, goals, 
and things 
believed 
important  

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

Amount of time 
spent together  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

Making major 
decisions  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

Household 
tasks  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

Leisure time 
interests and 

activities  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

Career 
decisions  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
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Please answer the following questions. 
 

IN THE PAST THREE WEEKS... 

 1 = 
Never 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

9 = All 
the 
time 

How often 
did you and 

your 
partner 

argue with 
each other?  

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

How often 
did you feel 

angry or 
resentful 

toward your 
partner?  

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

 
IN THE PAST THREE WEEKS... 

 
1 = 

Not at 
all 

2 3 4 5 6 7 8 
9 = 

Very 
much 

To what extent 
did you try to 
change things 

about your 
partner that 
bother you, 

such as 
behaviors, 

attitudes, and 
things like 

that?  

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

To what extent 
did you 

communicate 
negative 
feelings 

toward your 
partner, such 

as anger, 
dissatisfaction, 

frustration?  

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
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IN THE PAST THREE WEEKS... 

 
1 = Not 

at all 
serious 

2 3 4 5 6 7 8 
9 = 

Very 
serious 

When you 
and your 
partner 
argued, 

how 
serious 

were the 
problems or 
arguments?  

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
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Here we are interested in how affectionately or negatively your partner behaved 

toward you over the past 24 hours. 

 

Please provide as ACCURATE an answer as possible. If necessary, provide your best 
guess. Please use numbers and DO NOT EXAGGERATE. 
 
Over the past 24 hours... 

How often did your partner express approval of you or  complimented you about something you 
did? ________________________________________________ 

How often did your partner do or say something to make you laugh? 
________________________________________________ 

How often did your partner seem bored or uninterested while you were talking? 
________________________________________________ 

How often did your partner say, “I love you”? 
________________________________________________ 

How often did your partner dominate a conversation with you, such as by interrupting you or not 
giving you a chance to talk? ________________________________________________ 

How often did your partner initiate sex with you, that is, made the first move? 
________________________________________________ 

How often did your partner show anger or impatience by yelling, snapping, or raising his/her 
voice? ________________________________________________ 

How often did your partner do something nice for you that you didn’t expect? 
________________________________________________ 

How often did your partner criticize or complain about something you did or didn’t do? 
________________________________________________ 

How often did your partner turn down or avoid your sexual advances? 
________________________________________________ 

How often did your partner fail to do something you asked him/her to do, or that you expected to 
get done (such as not running an errand, meeting you late, etc.)? 
________________________________________________ 

How often did you talk together about things that happened to each of you during the day, while 
you were apart? ________________________________________________ 

How often did you have sexual intercourse? 
________________________________________________ 

How often did your partner do something knowing that it annoyed you? 
________________________________________________ 

If you are reading this survey, enter the value -71. 
________________________________________________ 

How often did you express physical affection with your partner, such as kissing, hugging, or 
cuddling, but not as part of sexual intercourse? 
________________________________________________ 

How often did you share your emotions, feelings, or problems with each other? 
________________________________________________ 
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How certain are you that you will move in/live with your partner AT SOME POINT 

in the future? 

o Very certain that we will NOT live together  

o Somewhat certain that we will NOT live together  

o Not certain whether we will live together  

o Somewhat certain that we WILL live together  

o Very certain that we WILL live together  

o We are already living together.  
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How do you experience your relationship?  
 
Below is a list of bipolar (opposite) words. Please indicate how you experience your 

relationship for each of the matched words.  
 
For example, if you experience your relationship as miserable, you would select “1”. If 
you experience it as enjoyable, you would select “7”. If you experience it as somewhere 
in between, you would select the number that most closely represents your experience. 
 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

Miserable o  o  o  o  o  o  o  Enjoyable 

Hopeful o  o  o  o  o  o  o  Discouraging 

Free o  o  o  o  o  o  o  Tied Down 

Empty o  o  o  o  o  o  o  Full 

Interesting o  o  o  o  o  o  o  Boring 

Rewarding o  o  o  o  o  o  o  Disappointing 

Doesn't 
give me a 
chance o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

Brings out 
the best in 

me 

Lonely o  o  o  o  o  o  o  Friendly 

Hard o  o  o  o  o  o  o  Easy 

Worthwhile o  o  o  o  o  o  o  Useless 

Satisfying o  o  o  o  o  o  o  Dissatisfying 

 
  



Texas Tech University, C. Rebecca Oldham, May 2019 
 

 

247 

How do you experience your SEXUAL relationship?    
    
Below is a list of bipolar (opposite) words. Please indicate how you experience your 

SEXUAL relationship for each of the matched words.  
 
For example, if you experience your relationship as good, you would select “1”. If you 
experience it as bad, you would select “7”. If you experience it as somewhere in 
between, you would select the number that most closely represents your experience.  
 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

Good o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
Bad 

Pleasant o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
Unpleasant 

Positive o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
Negative 

Satisfying o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
Unsatisfying 

Valuable o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
Worthless 

 



Texas Tech University, C. Rebecca Oldham, May 2019 
 

 

248 

How often each of the following happened in the last THREE WEEKS? 

 1 = Never 2 3 4 5 = Very 
often 

How often 
have you and 
your partner 
discussed 

ending your 
relationship?  

o  o  o  o  o  

How often 
have you 

considered 
breaking up 

(or not 
“talking”) with 
your partner 
anymore?  

o  o  o  o  o  

How often 
have you 

thought that 
your 

relationship 
was in 

trouble or 
wouldn’t work 

out?  

o  o  o  o  o  

 


