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Research on heterosexual unwanted sex has focused on non-consensual
experiences involving male physical, verbal, or emotional coercion (Finkelhor and Yllo
1985). Social coercion, however, and its effect on women’s decision to consent to sex
has garnered little attention (Conroy, Krishnakumar, and Leone 2015; Finkelhor and Yllo
1985). Empirical research documents reasons why women in committed relationships
consent to unwanted sex in the absence of male partner pressure (Impett and Peplau
2003; Katz and Tirone 2009, 2010; Kennett, Humphreys, and Bramley 2013; O’Sullivan
and Allgeier 1998), but research on undesired consensual hookups is limited. This
dissertation explores the social pressures women experience during undesired
consensual (UC) hookups in the absence of implicit or explicit male partner verbal,
physical, and psychological pressure. Using 33 interviews and 1200 surveys of
heterosexual university women aged 18-25, this exploratory mixed-method study
suggests heterosexual women engage in UC hookups due to social pressure from
gendered sexual scripts, discourses on female empowerment, and the desire to fit in
with peers. The results further indicate that female sexual liberation and equity during
undesired consensual hookups may be hindered by gendered sexual scripts, a lack of
focus on female desire, and the stigma women feel being single. The ways in which

women’s beliefs regarding UC hookups could have implications for sexual education
and consent are discussed.
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1 INTRODUCTION
Critical psychologists Muehlenhard and Peterson (2005) contend that sexual
coercion research has conflated unwanted sex with coerced and non-consensual sex.
This conflation was evident in past research that defined rape as sexual intercourse the
woman did not want (Koss, Gidycz, and Wisniewski 1987; Muehlenhard and Linton
1987). For example, Koss et al.’s (1987) Sexual Experience Survey asked about
unwanted sex when trying to identify the prevalence of sexual assault on campus. This
research has been vitally important in identifying the prevalence, context, precursors,
and prevention of unwanted non-consensual sex and has been used to advocate for
sexual assault to be seen as a serious social problem (DeKeseredy and Kelly 1993;
Flack et al. 2008; Kimble et al. 2008; Larimer et al. 1999; Newton-Taylor, DeWit, and
Gliksman 1998; Senn et al. 2014, 2015). Nevertheless, the conflation of nonconsensual/unwanted sex ignores experiences that fall outside consensual/wanted and
non-consensual/unwanted sex binaries.
Several researchers have theorized and empirically examined experiences
outside the traditional consensual/wanted and non-consensual/unwanted sex binaries
(Morgan, Johnson, and Sigler 2006; Muehlenhard and Peterson 2005). In particular,
Muehlenhard and Peterson (2005: 17-18) were the first to deconstruct the binary
between consensual/wanted sex (not rape) and non-consensual/unwanted sex (rape),
proposing a framework for understanding the complexities of consent. They suggested
researchers examining young women’s sexual experiences needed to appreciate the
1

following: (1) there are “multiple dimensions along which sex can be wanted or
unwanted,” (2) there is a difference between “wanting a sexual activity and wanting its
outcome,” (3) there is a difference between “wanting sex and consenting to sex,” and
(4) the existence of “non-consensual, wanted sex.” According to Muehlenhard and
Peterson (2005), the definition of 'want' typically means having a physical, emotional,
and/or cognitive desire to engage in a sexual act while the definition of consent refers to
an individual’s agreement. In other words, there could be instances where sex is wanted
or desired but non-consensual (not agreed to), and situations where sex is unwanted or
not desired but consensual (agreed to). Further empirical research shows individuals in
committed relationships will consent to unwanted sexual activity in the absence of
partner pressure to, primarily, improve intimacy and closeness (Impett and Peplau 2003;
Katz and Tirone 2009, 2010; Kennett et al. 2013; O’Sullivan and Allgeier 1998; Sprecher
et al.1994; Vannier and O’Sullivan 2010). Missing from empirical research on unwanted
consensual sex are the social pressures experienced during these circumstances and
social pressures experienced during hookups (Conroy et al. 2015; Finkelhor and Yllo
1985). 1 This dissertation fills both of these gaps by examining the social pressures
young women experience during undesired consensual hookups.
Social coercion, according to Conroy et al. (2015) and Finkelhor and Yllo (1985),
forces individuals to participate in undesired sex when there is a lack of implicit or
explicit partner pressure. Other scholars further argue that social beliefs are the

1

Hookups, for the purpose of this dissertation, were defined as engaging in sexual acts
(manual stimulation and/or oral, anal, or vaginal sex) with someone whom one is not in
a committed relationship.
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undercurrents of rape culture and unwanted sex because they reinforce male
dominance over women, perpetuating the idea that women’s bodies are objects to be
used for men’s pleasure (Gavey 2005; Holland et al. 1998; Hollway 1984). Social
beliefs, such as the “male sexual drive discourse” which suggests men are always
biologically and enthusiastically primed for sex and a “coital imperative” where vaginal
intercourse is superior to other forms of sex, have been theorized to encourage
women’s participation in unwanted sex (Gavey 2005; Hollway 1984). Because the
majority of research to date has focused on unwanted nonconsensual sex or unwanted
consensual sex within committed relationships (Impett and Peplau 2003; Katz and
Tirone 2009, 2010; Kennett et al. 2013; O’Sullivan and Allgeier 1998; Sprecher et al.,
1994; Vannier and O’Sullivan 2010), few researchers have intentionally connected
social beliefs and pressures to engage in sex (such as patriarchy, heterosexuality,
gender norms and sexual scripts) to research on women’s experiences consenting to
unwanted hookups (Gavey 2005; Muehlenhard and Peterson 2005).

1.1 The Current Study
This study combines predominantly atheortical-empirical research on hookups
and unwanted sexual activity with critical feminist theorizing about sexual consent and
social and political beliefs to explore reasons why women consent to
undesired/unwanted hookups in the absence of implicit and explicit male partner
pressure. To add women’s undesired/unwanted consensual hookup experiences to the
literature on sexuality, consent, and hookups, this study is guided by two different, but
3

complementary approaches: feminist empiricism and standpoint feminism. Both
approaches will assist in exploring the following research question:
What are the social pressures that encourage women to consent to
undesired/unwanted hookups in the absence of implicit and explicit male
partner verbal, physical, and psychological pressure?
To address this question, I completed 33 face-to-face interviews and 1200 surveys with
heterosexual women aged 18-25 at a mid-sized, Canadian university. The data were
analysed using qualitative thematic and quantitative logistic regression analyses to
understand the social pressures experienced by heterosexual women.

1.2 Defining: Unwanted, Undesired, or Ambivalent Consensual
Hookups
Unwanted consensual sex has been used alongside similar terms, including
undesired consensual sex, sexual compliance, and sexual ambivalence (Impett and
Peplau 2003; Muehlenhard and Peterson 2005). All these terms have similar definitions,
specifically, they typically involve a situation where a person is either ambivalent (i.e.
unsure or does not care either way) or consents to sexual activities despite lacking the
desire to do so. According to Impett and Peplau (2003:88), sexual compliance occurs
when a “person indicates ‘yes’ to a sexually interested partner when, for any number of
reasons, he or she does not really want to engage in sex.” Thus, a lack of ‘want’ for sex
may come from a lack of sexual desire (e.g. physiological response and arousal) or a
variety of other reasons (e.g. wanting to do something else, fear of negative results like
4

pregnancy or sexually-transmitted diseases). Similarly, other scholars have defined
unwanted consensual sex to mean both a lack of sexual desire and a lack of
wantedness (Muehlenhard and Peterson 2005; O’Sullivan and Allgeier 1998).
For the purposes of this dissertation, I used the terms “undesired” and/or
“unwanted” when defining the type of hookup. Given the focus on the social pressures
experienced by women, the women participants themselves defined their experience as
undesired and/or unwanted. 2 For ease of writing throughout the dissertation, undesired
and/or unwanted consensual hookups will be referred to as UC hookups. In their
interviews, women discussed their lack of want and desire interchangeably and using
UC hookup does not imply a preference for one term over the other.
Definitions of “consensual” and “hooking up” were provided to the study
participants. In order to understand the social pressures women experienced in UC
hookups, the hookup needed to be voluntarily consensual. In other words, the women
needed to recognize or assume their partners’ desire for sex and consent to engaging
without experiencing explicit or implicit pressure from their male partner. Throughout the
screening process, consensual was defined as a situation where the male did not
implicitly or explicitly verbally, physically, or psychologically apply pressure and the
female was not too intoxicated to provide consent. The definition was important to

2

A future exploration may want to further explore women’s perceptions of the
differences between a lack of desire versus a lack of wantedness. For example,
researchers identified complexities with the term desire (see Buss 2016; Levine 2002;
Perel 2006) when using the term means more than an individual’s physiological arousal.
Instead desire can be defined as the “sum of forces that incline us towards and away
from sexual behaviour” (Levine 2002: 47).
5

prevent women from discussing situations where they felt male partner pressure or
were unable to consciously make the decision (i.e. too intoxicated).
Defining hooking up was also important because, despite the popularity of casual
sex in emerging adulthood and on university campuses, researchers struggle to find a
consistent definition for the term (Bogle 2008; Paul, McManus, and Hayes 2000). This
ambiguity in the term occurs because university-aged students’ definitions of hooking up
vary. Specifically, definitions vary around the type of sexual activities experienced (e.g.
kissing, oral sex, vaginal sex, etc.) and the individuals’ prior relationship status (e.g.
friend, acquaintance, or stranger) (England, Shafer, and Fogarty 2008; Fielder and
Carey 2010; Lewis et al. 2013). Consistent in most definitions are that hookups are a
casual, sometimes spontaneous, event involving a range of sexual activity (from kissing
to intercourse), typically without expectations of commitment, intimacy, or romance
(Bachtel 2013; Impett and Peplau 2003). While it is not an expectation of hooking up,
many emerging adults hope their experience leads to friendship, additional hookups, or
a committed relationship (Bogle 2008; England et al. 2008; Garcia and Reiber 2008;
Regan and Dreyer 1999; Paul and Hayes 2002; Shukusky and Wade 2012). For the
purposes of this study, hooking up was defined as consensually engaging in sexual acts
(manual stimulation, and/or, oral, anal, or vaginal sex) with someone with whom one is
not in a committed relationship.

6

1.3 The Social and Political Context
This study was launched in early 2018 when the #MeToo movement was at its
height and provided women with a platform to speak publicly about their experiences of
sexual assault and rape (see Gill and Orgad 2018). As a result, the movement brought
to light the pervasiveness of rape culture and the magnitude of sexual assault while also
exposing high profile men and challenging them to be accountable for their actions
against women (Farrow 2017; Kantor and Twohey 2017). It encouraged corporations to
change their sexual harassment policies (Gill and Orgad 2018), and provided an outlet
for individuals, companies, and politicians to publicly support women and their struggle
with sexual violence worldwide.
Further, the #MeToo movement prompted complicated discussions about
consent and wantedness and public examples emerged that depicted unwanted
consensual sex and the complexities of consent (Gill and Orgad 2018). For example,
Roupenian (2017) wrote Cat Person, a fictional story highlighting the confusing nature
of sexual experiences for women, further muddying the lines between
consensual/desired and non-consensual/undesired sex. In addition, Stephanie Clifford
(Stormy Daniels) went on 60 Minutes (2018), describing her unwanted but consensual
sexual experience with Donald Trump.
Stephanie Clifford: “You know, I was in there [the washroom] for a little bit
and came out and he [Donald Trump] was sitting, you know, on the edge of
the bed when I walked out.”
7

Anderson Cooper: “And when you saw that, what went through your
mind?”
Stephanie Clifford: “I realized exactly what I'd gotten myself into. And I was
like, 'Ugh, here we go.' [laugh] And I just felt like, maybe, [laugh] it was sort
of, I had it coming for making a bad decision for going to someone's room
alone and I just heard the voice in my head, 'Well, you put yourself in a bad
situation and bad things happen, so you deserve this.'”
Anderson Cooper: “And you had sex with him?”
Stephanie Clifford: “Yes.”
Anderson Cooper: “Did you want to have sex with him?”
Stephanie Clifford: “No. But I didn't . . . I didn't say no. I'm not a victim, I'm
not . . .”
Anderson Cooper: “It was entirely consensual.”
Stephanie Clifford: “Oh, yes, yes.”
Her interview, aired on national television, provided an example
undesired/unwanted sex because Stephanie Clifford did not identify as a victim and
stated she felt the act was consensual (60 minutes 2018).
In addition to conversations in the media, university campuses experience a high
prevalence of reported and unreported sexual assaults (Cimellaro and Do Santos
2019). Universities’ responses to sexual assault has often been reactive, typically after a
poorly handled incident of sexual violence is reported by the media (Quinlan et al.
2017). In 2015, the Ontario provincial government mandated in their “It’s Never Okay”
8

report that “stand-alone sexual violence policies would be required by all publiclyassisted colleges, universities and private career colleges in Ontario” (“It’s Never Okay”
2016: 25). Universities now understand their responsibility in addressing sexual assault
and most encourage the use of bystander intervention programs, resistance training for
women (Banyard et al. 2007; Coker et al. 2011; McMahon and Farmer 2009; Quinlan et
al. 2017), the improvement of reporting and support services (Lichty, Campbell, and
Schuiteman 2008), and “consent” education (Hirsch and Khan 2020). These
approaches often displace the responsibility of fixing gendered violence to women
which suggests women are responsible for preventing their own victimization. Moreover,
consent education has been conceptualized as straightforward (“no” means “no”) and
often ignores the complexity of young adult’s dating experiences and issues of desire or
wantedness (Fischel 2019; Gilbert 2018; Traister 2015). More recently, a select few
feminist writers have explored how education concerning women’s desire can support
decision-making during unwanted sex (Barmark 2016; Senn, Gee, and Thake 2011). 3
Overall, my study on women’s UC hookups began at a time when social and
political attention focused on unwanted sexual experiences and consent. During data
collection, it was apparent that women were keen to share their UC hookup experiences

3

Senn and colleagues at the SARE Centre have created the “enhanced” EAAA sexual
violence resistance-training program for women (Senn et al. 2015; Senn et al. 2017).
The enhanced program focuses on relationships and sexuality more generally,
encouraging women to know what they want and deserve in healthy relationships,
effectively broadening prevention efforts beyond sexual assault and rape (Senn et al.
2011).
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which, until the #MeToo moment, were often unrepresented in sexual education and
mainstream media. My dissertation connects women’s experiences with the literature to
better understand the social pressures felt by a group of heterosexual women at a midsized university. This dissertation is not representative of all women’s experiences or of
all hookups; rather their stories open up the possibility of further conversations
concerning undesired/unwanted sexual activity and consent.

1.4 Dissertation Overview
Chapter 2 describes relevant scholarship on gender imbalances in hookups,
undesired consensual (UC) sex, and social coercion during these events. It also details
social and psychological theories that are used to understand patriarchy,
heterosexuality, male dominance, gender, sexual scripts, the sexual double standard,
and the lack of discourse concerning female desire. These concepts and theories are
important to include given social coercion is undertheorized.
Chapter 3 describes the overarching feminist frameworks that explain the
ontological and epistemological assumptions of this research. In particular, feminist
empiricism and standpoint feminism are explained, and argued to be complementary
when studying UC hookups.
Chapter 4 describes an overview of exploratory sequential mixed methods and
general information about the samples used in the qualitative and quantitative analyses.

10

In addition, the chapter reviews the survey instrument employed for the quantitative
portion of the study.
Chapters 5 and 6 provide details about the method of analysis and the sample
for the qualitative analysis. In both chapters a thematic analysis was used to present
themes found in the 33 interviews. Chapter 5 uses a standpoint feminist approach to
present women’s perspectives regarding the pressures experienced during UC
hookups. In this chapter, the women’s explanations and reasons for engaging in the
undesired/unwanted consensual hook up are the focus. Chapter 6 further uses women’s
experiences to explore the implicit, often hidden gendered power dynamics of undesired
consensual hookups. This chapter helps explain why the women experience social
pressures and why the pressures are so powerful during undesired/unwanted
consensual hookups. Chapter conclusions take up these themes in relation to previous
literature and theorizing.
Chapter 7 tests the generalizability of the qualitative themes using heterosexual
women’s survey data. The survey data is used to explore which social pressures are
more likely to influence women who have previously engaged in UC hookups compared
to women who have only previously engaged in desired consensual (DC) hookups.
While connecting to the prior literature, chapter 7 closes with a discussion about the
strengths and limitations of the quantitative findings. Finally, chapter 8 summarizes key
findings, implications, and limitations of the study and identifies areas of future research.

11

2 LITERATURE REVIEW
In framing this project, scholarly articles from multiple disciplines (including
sociology, psychology, health and sexuality studies) were explored to examine the
research and the gaps related to social pressures in UC hookups. This chapter first
synthesizes the different bodies of literature before providing a more detailed
description of each relevant body of literature: research on hookups, unwanted
consensual experiences, and social coercion.

2.1 Literature Synthesis
Research on hookups has focused on prevalence rates, university students’
motivations, and the benefits and consequences of hooking up and has been largely
descriptive and positivistic (Garcia et al. 2012; Impett and Peplau 2003). Researchers
have examined the hookup culture from a variety of disciplines, including psychology
(Garcia et al. 2012; Katz and Schneider 2013; Paul et al. 2000; Paul and Hayes 2002),
sociology (Armstrong, England, and Fogarty 2012; Armstrong, Hamilton, and England
2010; Bogle 2007, 2008; England et al. 2008), sexuality studies (Fielder and Carey
2010), and health studies (Fielder, Carey, and Carey 2013). Despite this interdisciplinary
focus on the topic, explanations regarding hookups have been primarily atheoretical.
The research on unwanted consensual sex is more critical and describes the
challenges of defining consent through women’s sexual encounters (Muehlenhard and
Hollabaugh 1988; Muehlenhard and Rodgers 1998; Peterson and Muehlenhard 2007).
Psychologists Muehlenhard and Peterson (2005) proposed the term “unwanted
12

consensual” sex in order to understand women’s experiences with sexual activity they
did not desire but to which they consented nonetheless. Since this identification, the
majority of the literature has focused on UC sex in committed relationships (Impett and
Peplau 2003; Katz and Tirone 2009, 2010; Kennett et al. 2013; O’Sullivan and Allgeier
1998) rather than UC hookups. However, given the spontaneous and non-committal
nature of hookups, it could be argued that the reasons for participating in UC hookups
would differ from those previously identified by individuals in committed relationships.
These differences create a gap in the research on UC hookups and a need to study UC
sex outside of committed relationships.
Further, the research on unwanted sexual activity is extensive, but it primarily
explores male coercion and ignores the role of social coercion (Conroy et al. 2015;
Finkelhor and Yllo 1985). Social coercion can be defined as the pressures women
experienced during unwanted sex that are not related to implicit or explicit pressure
from the current male partner (Finkelhor and Yllo 1985). Conroy et al. (2015) argued
that UC sexual experiences, due to the absence of male partner pressure, provide
researchers with an opportunity to explore social coercion. With the exception of social
pressures experienced during UC sex in committed relationships, research on social
coercion is limited particularly in the context of UC hookups.
The literature on hookups, unwanted consensual sex, and social coercion are all
relevant when attempting to understand the pressures women experience in hookup
situations. Accordingly, my dissertation seeks to contribute to the empirical evidence in
all of these areas by inquiring about women’s experiences regarding social pressures in
13

UC hookups, and theorizing potential links between gender, heterosexuality, desire, and
patriarchy.

2.2 Hooking Up in Emerging Adulthood
Hookups are not a new phenomenon, but recent research has claimed they have
replaced traditional dating courtship on university and college campuses among
emerging adults (aged 18-25) (Bogle 2007; 2008). Following the sexual and gender
revolution of the 60's and 70's, researchers reported that the shift from dating to hooking
up was brought on by the availability of birth control pills, legalized abortion, and the
sexual revolution, which encouraged women to be sexually permissive and free (Bogle
2007, 2008; England et al., 2008; Heldman and Wade 2010). Arnett (2015) theorized
that young adults began delaying jobs, marriage, and parenthood when they moved
from their childhood homes and were free from parental control and adult
responsibilities. As a result, they chose to engage in sex earlier (Meschke et al. 2000),
before marriage (Finer 2007; Taylor et al. 2013), and outside committed romantic
relationships (Arnett 2000; Bogle 2008; Paul et al. 2000; Shulman and Connolly 2013).
This freedom encouraged emerging adults to experience sex and love in a noncommittal way (Arnett 2000; 2015) and resulted in young adults being viewed as a
distinct group with unique sexual patterns (Arnett 2000; Halpern and Kaestle 2014;
Meschke et al. 2000; Shulman and Connolly 2013). Further, Kalish and Kimmel
(2011:138) felt these shifts created a change in dating culture and they stated “hooking
up is all there is; relationships begin and end with sex. Hooking up has become the
14

alpha and omega of young adult romance.” Researchers also suggested most romantic
and sexual relationships emerged from hooking up, despite very few hookups ending in
relationships (England et al. 2008; England and Thomas 2006; Kalish and Kimmel
2011). In other words, individuals may feel forced into hooking up to find a romantic
partner and they may feel compelled to hook up many times before successfully finding
a committed partner.
Over the past few decades, research has explored the rates of hooking up
among emerging adults, primarily emerging adults on university campuses. Consistently
high hookup rates were found when studying emerging adults in university (Impett and
Peplau 2003). 4 Approximately 60%-80% of individuals aged 18-25 reported engaging in
at least one hookup (from kissing to intercourse) (Armstrong et al. 2010; Batchtel 2013;
England et al. 2008; Fielder and Carey 2010; Garcia and Reiber 2008; Lambert et al.
2003; Paul and Hayes 2002; Paul et al. 2000; Sutton and Simons 2014). A quantitative
analysis of over 4,000 U.S. students found they participated in an average of 6.9

4

A limitation and criticism regarding most research on hookups was that it focused on
white, privileged university students. Intersectional analyses on hooking up and hookup
culture have identified that queer individuals, and individuals of colour and of a lower
socio-economic status, are excluded from university hookup culture and often have
different perspectives on hooking up and relationships. For example, Black students
were more likely to use hookups as a stepping stone to relationships and “hookup” for
Black students was defined as meeting up for a date compared to a sexual encounter
(Glenn and Marquardt 2001; Paul et al. 2000). Indeed, some studies have reported
students of colour were less likely to hookup compared to white students (Bogle 2008;
Owen et al. 2010; Wade 2017). With regards to class, individuals with higher socioeconomic status were more likely to find hooking up appealing compared to individuals
with lower socio-economic status (Hamilton and Armstrong 2009; Owen et al. 2010;
Wade 2017). Finally, Rupp et al. (2014) found hookups were positive for women who
were exploring non-heterosexual identities.
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hookups by senior year in university (England et al. 2008). Based on these descriptive
studies and the high prevalence of hooking up among emerging adults, researchers
have attempted to better understand hookups.
Given the popularity of hookups among emerging adults, the predictors and
motivators have been a focus of scholarly inquiry (England et al. 2008; Eshbaugh and
Gute 2008; Fielder and Carey 2010; Garcia and Reiber 2008). Alcohol consumption
(England et al. 2008; Fielder and Carey 2010; Garcia and Reiber 2008; Grello, Welsh,
and Harper 2006; Owen and Fincham 2011a, 2011b), a dominant belief that sexual
permissiveness is experienced by everyone on campus (Lambert et al. 2003), larger
number of prior hookups (Fielder and Carey 2010), peer pressure (Garcia and Reiber
2008; Regan and Dreyer 1999), and lack of commitment to religion (Burdett et al. 2009;
Puentes, Knox, and Zusman 2008) have all predicted emerging adults' involvement in
hookups. In addition, researchers identified neuroticism (Eshbuagh and Gute 2008),
extroversion (Eshbuagh and Gute 2008), impulsivity (Walsh 1991; Zuckerman,
Bushbaum and Murphy 1980), lower levels of intimacy goals (Tracy et al. 2003), and
avoidant attachment (Schachner and Shaver 2004) as predictors of casual sexual
behavior. Researchers have also examined emerging adults' motivations for engaging in
hookups, including: physical gratification and sexual desirability (Fielder and Carey
2010; Garcia and Reiber 2008; Regan and Dreyer 1999), emotional gratification (Garcia
and Reiber 2008), peer pressure to improve popularity and social status (Regan and
Dreyer 1999), and romantic relationship attainment (Bogle 2008; England et al. 2008;
Regan and Dreyer 1999).
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More recently, Wade (2017) explored the cultural aspects of hooking up rather
than focusing on studying hookups as merely a sexual act. Her study on hookups in
America not only detailed the social act, but also: described the social norms associated
with hookup culture, detailed the individuals who opt in and out, outlined the positive
and negative implications of the culture, and clarified what happens after individuals
leave university and the hookup culture. The hookup culture, according to Wade
(2017:91), “is now a part of how students do higher education” and the culture dictates
specific gendered norms and beliefs about how one is to act before, during, and after a
hookup. For example, women’s social status can be based on their ability to hookup
and their ability to hookup with hot men. If women hookup with men not deemed
attractive, their social status can be negatively affected (Wade 2017). Essentially,
research on the hookup culture has concluded that there are right and wrong ways to
engage in the hookup culture (Bogle 2008; Wade 2017). Further, Wade (2017) and
other scholars have found gender imbalances in the hookup culture, as hooking up
appears to benefit young men more than young women (Armstrong et al. 2010; Bogle
2008; Kalish and Kimmel 2011). Research on the gendered and sexual norms in the
hookup culture found women engaged in “self-objectification” (i.e. awareness of one’s
body as an object) for male pleasure and this focus on being sexy versus sexual
hindered their ability to enjoy and garner pleasure from hookup experiences (Wade
2017:198). In addition, unequal gendered power dynamics may be further magnified by
the fact that all university campuses now have more girls than boys resulting in women
competing with one another for male attention (Wade 2017). Thus, the hookup culture is
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likely to encourage the existence of undesired consensual hookups and is likely to
contribute to the gendered social pressures felt by women during these experiences.

2.3 Gender Inequality in Hooking up
Hooking up is rife with gender inequality. Research has shown men received
more benefits from hooking up compared to women, and male privilege was more
evident during hookups compared to sexual activity in traditional courtship and
committed relationships (Armstrong et al. 2012; Backstrom, Armstrong and Puentes
2012; Claxton and Van Dulmen 2013; England et al. 2008; Flack et al. 2007; Garcia et
al. 2012; Kalish and Kimmel 2011; Owen et al. 2010; Wade and Heldman 2012; Wade
2017). These inequitable gender dynamics were made “evident by women’s relative
tendency, compared to men, to report negative experiences with hooking up” (Kettrey
2014:2). In particular, men were more likely to feel positive following a hookup while
women were more likely to feel negatively (Claxton and Van Dulmen 2013; Garcia et al.
2012; Owen et al. 2010). Women were more likely post-hookup to feel guilt, regret,
shame and anger compared to men (Campbell 2008; Fisher et al. 2012; Glenn and
Marquardt 2001; Paul et al. 2000; Paul and Hayes 2002; Townsend and Wasserman
2011).
In addition to negative psychological outcomes, women were less likely to expect
and experience physical pleasure compared to men (Bradshaw, Kahn, and Saville
2010; Paul and Hayes 2002; Shukusky and Wade 2012; Wade 2017). Armstrong and
colleagues found a consistent gendered orgasm gap (Armstrong et al. 2010, 2012;
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England et al. 2008; Wade 2017), with men climaxing 70% of the time and women 34%
of the time during college hookups (England et al. 2008: 562). The orgasm gap led
researchers to believe women put the sexual needs of men above their own (Kalish and
Kimmel 2011). Further, Kettrey (2018:685) found that women who prioritize their orgasm
equally with their male partner’s orgasm were less likely to engage in “undesired sexual
acts to please a partner.” Despite research showing women experienced fewer
orgasms, women rated their overall satisfaction with hookups as similar to men's
(England et al. 2008; Wade 2017). Researchers hypothesized the convergence of
overall satisfaction occurred because women learned to set more realistic expectations
about what is possible during a hookup experience (England et al. 2008; Wade 2017).
Women also experienced gender inequality in hookups due to added concerns
about their physical well-being (e.g., pregnancy, sexually transmitted diseases) and
sexual assault (Claxton and Van Dulmen 2013; Flack et al. 2007; Flack et al. 2008;
Flack et al. 2016; Sutton and Simons 2014). Research has shown approximately 50% of
emerging adult women experienced a nonconsensual sexual experience during
university (Sutton and Simons 2014) with the majority (75%-78%) having taken place
within the context of hookups (Flack et al. 2007; 2008; 2016). Further, hooking up was
significantly associated with an increase in sexual assault victimization (Sutton and
Simons 2014). Considering these psychological and physical concerns for women, it is
perhaps not surprising that gender inequality exists in hookup situations.
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2.4 Unwanted Consensual (UC) Experiences
Research has shown many young adults experience unwanted consensual (UC)
experiences and the literature has identified prevalence rates, correlates, and motives
for UC sex within committed emerging adult relationships (Impett and Peplau 2003;
Katz and Tirone 2009, 2010; Kennett et al., 2013; O’Sullivan and Allgeier 1998;
Sprecher et al. 1994; Vannier and O’Sullivan 2010). However, the majority of research
has focused on these experiences with young adults (aged 18-25) in committed
romantic relationships not casual sexual relationships (Impett and Peplau 2003; Katz
and Tirone 2009, 2010; Kennett et al. 2013; O’Sullivan and Allgeier 1998). The research
on UC sex in committed relationships has found that 30%-50% of emerging adult
couples participated in UC sex (Impett and Peplau 2003; Katz and Tirone 2009, 2010;
Kennett et al., 2013; O’Sullivan and Allgeier 1998; Sprecher et al. 1994; Vannier and
O’Sullivan 2010). Moreover, the literature on romantic couples suggested that UC sex
was more often experienced by women (Flack et al. 2007; O’Sullivan and Allgeier 1998,
Sprecher et al. 1994). Studies found women’s adherence to traditional gender norms
(Kennett et al. 2013), lack of sexual resourcefulness (Bay-Cheng and Eliseo-Arras
2008; Kennett et al. 2013), valuing of the ideal woman (Katz and Tirone 2009), and
greater numbers of previous sexual partners (Shotland and Hunter 1995) had a positive
association with sexual compliance.
Numerous qualitative analyses have focused on better understanding the context
of, and motivation to engage in, compliant sexual activities within committed
relationships (Bay-Cheng and Bruns 2016; Bay-Cheng and Eliseo-Arras 2008; Morgan
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et al. 2006; O’Sullivan and Allgeier 1998; Quinn-Nilas et al. 2018; Vannier and
O’Sullivan 2010). This research has suggested that couples primarily engaged in UC
sex because it improved partner intimacy and closeness (Impett and Peplau 2003;
O’Sullivan and Allgeier 1998; Quinn-Nilas et al. 2018); however, other popular reasons
included: (1) an unspoken agreement (Vannier and O’Sullivan 2010), (2) satisfying
partner needs (Morgan et al. 2006; O’Sullivan and Allgeier 1998), (3) avoiding tension
(O’Sullivan and Allgeier 1998), and (4) following gender norms (Bay-Cheng and EliseoArras 2008).
Despite the extensive empirical evidence of UC sex within committed
relationships, little is known about unwanted consensual sex in casual dating
relationships or hookups (Katz and Schneider 2015; O’Sullivan and Allgeier 1998;
Quinn-Nilas et al. 2018; Shotland and Hunter 1995). This gap is surprising given that
research has found that most unwanted (consensual and non-consensual) sex occurs in
the context of casual hookups (Flack et al. 2007; 2008). Researchers have theorized
that the motivations and pressures committed couples experienced may not be
generalizable to individuals engaged in casual sex (Impett and Peplau 2003; Katz and
Schnider 2015; O’Sullivan and Allgeier 1998; Quinn-Nilas et al. 2018). Said differently,
prior research has not only failed to include UC hookups, but current explanations are
unlikely to translate because unwanted consensual sex within committed relationships
often improves relationships with regards to feelings of closeness and intimacy. In
comparison, and as shown in the hookup literature, women who engage in hookups are
more likely to experience negative emotions and one could hypothesize that their
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negative emotions (regret, shame) could increase when the hookup was
undesired/unwanted.

2.5 Social Coercion and Unwanted Consensual Experiences
UC experiences provide a window into the phenomenon of social coercion
(Conroy et al. 2015). If sexual compliance can occur in the absence of implicit and
explicit partner pressure, social pressures compel an individual to have sex when the
sex is unwanted (Conroy et al. 2015). Finkelhor and Yllo (1985) were the first to identify
social coercion in their sociological analysis of rape in marriage. They recognized that
women might feel pressure to engage in sex, not only when faced with partner
pressure, but also due to social factors (Finkelhor and Yllo 1985). Finkelhor and Yllo
(1985) identified social coercion as the societal pressures encouraging women to
engage in sexual activity. They delineated four types of coercion in sexual relationships:
(1) physical use of force (physical coercion), (2) threats of physical force (threatened
physical coercion), (3) verbal manipulation and control (interpersonal coercion), and (4)
social coercion (social pressures forcing individuals to adhere to sexual and gender
norms). While prior literature focused on the first three forms of coercion, very little
research has examined the role of social coercion (a notable exception includes Conroy
et al. 2015).
One of the first empirical studies testing social coercion among emerging adult
women found that nearly 64% of university women agreed to unwanted sexual activity
and over 75% said they engaged in unwanted sex to promote partner pleasure (Conroy
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et al. 2015). 5 In addition, over 20% of women suggested they engaged in compliant sex
because they felt it was their duty (Conroy et al. 2015). Their study concluded that
partner pressure is not required for women to feel coerced into having unwanted sex.
Their preliminary results suggested that unwanted consensual sex and social coercion
“may be intimately linked constructs” (Conroy et al. 2015:1844).
Social coercion could be important when understanding the context of emerging
adult women and their experiences with casual unwanted sex. Conroy et al. (2015)
suggested studying women’s experiences with unwanted consensual sex would help
highlight experiences of social coercion. If a sexual act is unwanted, they theorize, it
could never be consensual. Additionally, when a partner’s verbal and physical pressure
is absent, social coercion is the remaining force compelling individuals to engage in an
unwanted sexual act (Conroy et al. 2015). In order to better understand the social
pressures and motivations in the context of casual sex, researchers need to analyse
unwanted consensual experiences (O’Sullivan and Allgeier 1998; Quinn-Nilas et al.
2018).

2.6 Summary of Literature
The review of literature outlined research on hookups, UC sex, and social
coercion. Prior literature on hookups has focused on the prevalence, motivators, and
predictors among young adults (England et al. 2008; Fielder and Carey 2010; Garcia

5

Conroy et al. (2015) studied 139 emerging adult women who were “currently in or had
been (in the past) in sexual relationships that they termed as either casual (dating) or
exclusive (committed).
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and Reiber 2008; Eshbaugh and Gute 2008). Research on hookups is extensive but
has largely neglected undesired or unwanted consensual hookups despite evidence
that hookups are rife with gender inequality (Armstrong et al. 2012; Backstrom et al.
2012; Claxton and Van Dulmen 2013; England et al. 2008; Flack et al. 2007; Garcia et
al. 2012; Kalish and Kimmel 2011; Owen et al. 2010; Wade and Heldman 2012). The
literature on UC sex has also focused almost exclusively on UC sex within committed
relationships despite researchers acknowledging the need to study UC hookups
separately from UC sex within committed relationships (Impett and Peplau 2003; Katz
and Schnider 2015; O’Sullivan and Allgeier 1998; Quinn-Nilas et al. 2018). Finally, while
the concept of social coercion was introduced in this field by Finkelhor and Yllo (1985),
there has been limited empirical research on the topic. Conroy and colleagues (2015)
suggested that UC sexual situations can help researchers identify social pressures
experienced by those engaging in undesired/unwanted sex in the absence of implicit or
explicit partner pressure, but despite this, few researchers have explored this topic. To
address these gaps, this dissertation seeks to understand emerging adult women’s
perspectives about the social pressures in UC hookups. The following section details
the overarching theoretical perspectives previously used to understand gendered sexual
experiences more generally.

2.7 Foundational Concepts and Theories
This section outlines the theoretical concepts and theories used to help
understand UC hookups. The majority of the theorizing has emerged from feminist
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scholars and, as the next chapter will discuss, this dissertation relies on a feminist
conceptual framework. In this section, I review theories and concepts of patriarchy,
heterosexuality and male dominance, gender, sex and sexual scripts, and the sexual
double standard. Finally, I end with a discussion about the lack of discourse around
female desire and the corresponding implications for women’s sexual experiences. All of
these primarily feminist theories and concepts can help to explain why UC hookups are
prevalent in many young women’s lives. Specifically, these theories and concepts
highlight the taken-for-granted assumptions we use to guide our daily interactions and
they unpack the social beliefs embedded in all sexual situations. Despite their
relevance, very few have been applied in the context of women’s engagement in UC
sex within committed relationships (see exceptions Bay-Cheng and Arras 2008; Impett
and Peplau 2003) or UC hookups. However, it is reasonable to expect these
perspectives could help explain UC hookups and provide a more holistic understanding
of the social pressures women experience to engage in them.

2.8 Patriarchy: A Breeding Ground for Heterosexuality and Male
Dominance
Patriarchy can be defined as a social system of control which, in its simplest
form, describes the invasive nature of male power over a woman’s body, space, and
movements (Lindsey 1997; Walby 1989). Although patriarchy is contested in its use and
conceptualization (see Fox 1988 for a review of the debates), some argue that it exists
in society as the main social rule of gendered relations (Lerner 1986; Walby 1989).
Moreover, patriarchal beliefs are embedded into political, economic, and family life,
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encouraging the dominance of men over women (Lerner 1986). Similar to other feminist
researchers, my intention is not to engage in debates about the arguably “undertheorized” concept of patriarchy (Kandiyoti 1988:274), but rather to introduce patriarchy
as a way of understanding our social world where heteronormativity and male
dominance flourish.
Heterosexuality. Heterosexuality has many different meanings (e.g. heterosex
as a “practice” and heterosexuality as an “identity” (Fahs and McClelland 2016; Jackson
2005)) but this section details heterosexuality as a social institution which encourages a
system of beliefs, assumptions, and behaviours that differ for men and women (Adam
1997; Ingraham 2005; Jackson 2005; Seidman 2009). A social institution is one way to
describe these gendered beliefs, because (similar to other institutions like family,
education and religion) heterosexuality as an institution governs behaviours and sets
expectations for men and women alike (Adams 1997; Seidman 2009). Jackson
(2005:18-19) explains that heterosexuality (in addition to gender, and sexuality) is
complex and exists at multiple levels of society (i.e. the structural level, the level of
meaning/interaction, the level of routine, and the level of subjectivity). Heterosexuality
has many intersections with gender and sexuality which perpetuate inequalities among
the sexes because women’s behaviours are more likely to be strictly policed than men’s
(Adams 1997), resulting in male dominance and female subordination in (hetero) sexual
situations.
Researchers of critical and institutionalized heterosexuality have recognized in
the past two decades that studies about heterosexuality focused more on “regulating
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homosexuality” rather than theorizing and critically exploring how heterosexuality affects
heterosexuals (Fahs and McClelland 2016; Ingraham 2005; Jackson 2005, 2006;
Richardson 1996; Seidman 2009). While the notion of heterosexuality as compulsory
has resulted in excluding other forms of sexuality (see Wilkinson and Kitzinger 1994;
Rich 1980), heterosexuality is more than a way to understand individual sexuality
(Jackson 1999, 2006). Thus, the term heteronormativity was introduced to capture the
idea that heterosexuality is “a normative sexual practice, but also a normal way of life”
(Jackson 2006: 105). 6 Beliefs about heterosexuality, sex, and gender all affect the way
individuals process social situations. The following sections detail how each can have
implications for men and women in social situations.
History of heterosexuality. During the 20th century, in an attempt to increase
closeness between husbands and wives, heterosexual norms were identified as the
“basis of successful marriages” (Adams 1997:166). These heterosexual norms shifted
women from their previous role of moral guideposts to sexual agents. When the shift
from moral guideposts to sexual agents occurred, women were deemed sexual beings
who were responsible for engaging in sex (Simmons 1979). Simmons (1979) claimed
women’s refusal of sex was seen as a disruption to a successful marriage and
“heterosexuality itself became synonymous with gender hierarchy” (Adams 1997:9).

6

More recently, critical sexuality studies have identified heteronormativity and
heterosexuality privilege as vital in challenging “the hidden and not-so-hidden
assumptions…that pervade sex research literature” (see Fahs and McClelland 2016:
394 for a review).
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Consequently, women in heterosexual relationships became subordinate to men
because to violate heterosexual norms was to violate their duty as a wife.
At the end of WWII, the values and beliefs of heterosexuality spilled from
marriages into dating life (Bailey 1988). Heterosexual sex was seen as something that
could be practiced outside the realm of marriage and was viewed as essential in the
passage from adolescence to adulthood (Adams 1997; Bailey 1988). Heterosexual
encounters during the 1950s-1960s included “necking and petting”, which would
typically occur on dates between couples who were “going steady” (Bailey 1988). Young
men were expected to initiate and pay for dates, whereas women had little agency in
the dating process. Women were viewed as “indebted” to men for their kindness on
dates and they were encouraged to repay male partners through “petting” (Bailey
1988:81). These gendered behaviours continued during courtship and, similar to
heterosexual beliefs within marriage, they identified women as responsible for men’s
sexual needs while not being allowed to experience sexual desires of their own.
After the sexual revolution in the 1960s, both sexes were seen as being able to
pursue heterosexual intercourse outside the realms of dating and marriage (Bailey
1988; Adams 1997). Despite this shift, heterosexuality continued to encourage male
dominance and female subordination in these casual sexual situations because,
arguably, the shift gave men more uninhibited access to women’s bodies (Bailey 1988;
Gavey 2005; Wade 2017). While women were provided with more sexual freedom, they
were also taught to be fearful of sex (Fine 1988). Young women learned, often through
sexual education, that intercourse produced negative consequences like sexually
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transmitted diseases, pregnancy, humiliation, and condemnation (Adams 1997). As a
byproduct of these concerns, researchers theorized women were, and still are, less
likely to garner pleasure from (hetero) sexual situations (Adams 1997; Tolman 2002).
Further, following the “sexual revolution”, many feminists claimed patriarchy was
mainly a “means of increasing and legitimating male right of sexual access to women”
(Dworkin 1983; Jackson 1987:52: and MacKinnon 2016). Despite some radical feminist
beliefs (e.g. Millett 2016) that the sexual revolution would overthrow patriarchy, the
sexual revolution was unsuccessful at changing gender inequality (MacKinnon 2016).
The sexual revolution provided women with the freedom to be more like men, but the
long history of patriarchal control over their sexual experience meant they continued to
have sex that primarily benefited men (Kimmel 2008; MacKinnon 2016).
Heterosexuality and male dominance. Theorizing about heterosexuality as a
social institution helps illuminate how gendered values govern individuals’ lives. Heteronormative practices and beliefs, existing due to social life occurring within a patriarchal
system, continue to exist in North American society creating a gendered hierarchy—with
men on top and women on the bottom—in marriage, dating, courtship, and hookups
(Adams 1997; Bailey 1988; Seidman 2009). Awareness of heterosexuality helps
critique sexual interactions between heterosexual individuals and exposes gender
inequalities. For example, Gavey (2005: 2) claims the “everyday taken-for-granted
normative forms of heterosexuality work as the cultural scaffolding of rape.”7 She points

7

Critics of Gavey (2005) claim her premise suggests that sex, within a heteronormative
society, can never be consensual. However, Cahill (2001) and Gavey (2005) argue not
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our attention to heterosexual values where gender norms create the preconditions for
rape (for example, women’s sexual passivity and men’s desire for urgent sexual
release) (Gavey 2005:3). Analysing situations that uncover “taken-for-granted”
heterosexual beliefs provide an opportunity to challenge oppressive assumptions that
keep women subordinate to men.

2.9 The Social Constructions of Gender and Sex
Both gender and sex are socially constructed (Lorber and Farrell 1991; Seidman
2009). While gender is more widely accepted as being created and recreated through
social and cultural contexts (Lorber and Farrell 1991), sex is often described as the
“chromosomal, anatomical, reproductive, hormonal” differences between men and
women (Lindsey 1997: 3). However, Seidman (2009) argues that sex is also socially
constructed by explaining how early sexologist researchers (e.g. Masters and Johnson),
under the guise of science, perpetuated male and female biological sex differences.
Sexologists focused their studies on biological and physiological responses of the
human body and through their findings embedded the scientific notions that sex drive is
a basic human instinct and that natural sexual instinct is heterosexual (Seidman 2009:34). Feminist scholars argue that sexologists (in their attempts to understand sexual
instinct), classified sexual behaviours which supported gendered norms about sexual
activity (e.g. male sex drive imperative and the coital imperative) (Hollway 1984;

all sex is rape and women are capable and should be provided with the agency to
distinguish between coercive sex and instances of “just sex”.
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Jackson 1987; Tiefer 2002). These sexual imperatives, presented as scientific “facts”
about men’s and women’s sexual needs, are another means of maintaining male
dominance over women (Gavey 2005).
Gender. Gender, not only an identification of one’s identity, is also theorized as a
social structure which provides guidance for individuals to understand, categorize, and
navigate social situations, including hookups (Basow 1992; Lorber 1994; Jackson 2005;
West and Zimmerman 1987). Gender, similar to heterosexuality as a structure, can be
seen as impacting individuals at three different levels: “(1) at the individual level, for the
development of gendered selves; (2) during interaction as men and women face
different cultural expectations…(3) in institutional domains where explicit regulations
regarding resource distribution and material goods are gender specific” (Risman 2004:
433).
Many theorists have focused on how gender appears at the level of interaction
(Eagly 1987; West and Zimmerman 1987). In studying interactions, scholars theorized
about gender roles and “doing gender” as a way to explain researchers’ scientific
documentation of sex differences and gender stereotypes (Eagly 1987; Eagly, Wood,
and Diekman 2000). 8 To help explain the sex differences being found in biological and
psychological studies, Eagly (1987) based gender differences on the distribution of roles
in labour and West and Zimmerman’s (1987:129) theorizing about “doing gender” lead
them to attribute sex differences to “the product of social doings.” More generally,

8

Sexual stereotypes can be defined as the “structured sets of beliefs about the
personal attributes of women and men” (Ashmore and Del Boca 1979: 222).
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interaction-based gender theories posit that men and women are not born with
biological gender differences but instead, learn their gender through social interactions
and experiences (Basow 1992; Lindsey 1997; Wiederman 2005; West and Zimmerman
1987). Specifically, everyone learns about gender norms and social and cultural
interactions, whereupon gender is then internalized, performed, and used to police
individuals’ actions and behaviours (West and Zimmerman 1987; Wiederman 2005).
Gender norms position men as the economic earners—strong, aggressive, and sexual.
Women, in contrast, are viewed as the caretakers of the family—nurturing, caring, weak,
less sexual and emotional (Basow 1992; Eagly et al. 2000). To violate the proscribed
rules means “risking social disapproval” and individuals seeking conformity and
acceptance from their peers often abide by gender roles making them a form of social
control (Lindsey, 1997:3). Eagly (1987: 23) suggests the gender norms “occupied by
men tend to be higher in hierarchies of status and authority than the roles occupied by
women.” In other words, gender norms uphold heteronormativity and male dominance
by encouraging men and women to perform in certain ways.
Sexual scripts. Gendered sexual scripts are a more specific form of gender
norm because they dictate specifically how heterosexual men and women should act in
sexual situations. In disagreeing with the idea that biology impacts sexual urges,
Gagnon and Simon (1986:5-6) suggested that “sociocultural processes play a
fundamental role in determining what we perceive to be ‘sexual’ and how we construct
and interpret our sexual fantasies and thoughts.” Sexual scripts advise individuals,
based on their local cultural beliefs, with whom, along with when, where, and how, they
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should engage in sex (Simon and Gagnon 1986). While Simon and Gagnon's (1986)
analysis ignored the power dynamics embedded in sexual scripts (Jackson 1999), their
work was influential in viewing sexuality and sexual urges as social rather than
biological.
Traditional gendered sexual scripts suggest women are sexually restricted while
men are sexually permissive (Greene and Faulkner 2005; Simon and Gagnon 1986).
Sexual scripts also suggest women need to be both gatekeepers and passive recipients
of sexual activity (Eaton and Rose 2011; Impett and Peplau 2003; Sanchez et al. 2011).
Further, sexual scripts perpetuate the idea that “good girls” are sexually innocent and
“bad girls” are sexually knowing (Kettrey 2014; Muehlenhard 1988). These sociallyembedded, gendered beliefs portray women as sexual objects that should be used to
pleasure men (Lorber 1994: 99; Holland et al. 1998). While researchers have argued
that sexual scripts are upheld differently for diverse groups of women (e.g. women of
colour, women with lower SES status, LGBTQ women, etc.), the majority of women are
discouraged from seeking sexual desire (Egan 2013; Fine 1988; Fine and McClelland
2006; Renold and Ringrose 2011; Tolman, Striepe, and Harmon 2003; Tolman 2006).
Gendered sexual scripts are one of the reasons why women’s needs are secondary to
men's in sexual situations (Flack et al. 2007; Wright, Norton, and Matusek 2010), with
the media, parents, friends, religion, and the education system explicitly and implicitly
endorsing gendered scripts and norms about sexual situations (Carpenter 2002;
Durham 1998; Fine and McClelland 2006; Gavey 1992; Garner, Sterk, and Adams
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1998; Holland et al. 1998; Hust, Brown, and L’Engle 2008; Kim et al. 2007; Kim and
Ward 2004; Schalet 2010).
Sexual double standard. Women’s desire to engage in sexual activity is
mediated by the traditional double standard that judges women more harshly than men
for engaging in sexual conduct (Crawford and Popp 2003; Hamilton and Armstrong
2009; Milhausen and Herold 2002; Kettrey 2016). While men can improve their social
status by engaging in sex, women are often judged more harshly than men (Armstrong
et al. 2010; Kettrey 2016; Regan and Dreyer 1999). 9 Further, Reid, Elliot, and Webber
(2011:558) found women engaged in “impression management” (i.e. avoiding sex) in
order to prevent being negatively labeled a “slut” or “whore.” In contrast to the traditional
double standard, women also felt pressured to please their partner in order to conform
with societal expectations and avoid being labeled a “prude” (Liebau 2007). This
delicate balance between “slut” and “prude” leaves women with internal conflict and little
power in sexual situations. On one hand, they feel pressured to be submissive to their
male partner’s sexual needs (Eaton and Rose 2011). On the other hand, they feel
pressured to say “no” in order to avoid negative social judgment (Masters et al. 2013;
Reid et al. 2011). In neither situation do women consider their own sexual desires,
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Research suggests that the sexual double standard may be more complex than
originally conceptualized. In a study of university students, it was found that men also
face harsh social judgment when they have sex with multiple casual partners
(Milhausen and Herold 2002; 1999). This finding resulted in Milhausen and Herold
(2002) articulating that a single standard exists and is being used to judge both men
and women.
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focusing instead on their partners’ needs, society's expectations, and the declining
status implications potentially inherent when disregarding the sexual double standard.
Ultimately, gender norms and beliefs, sexual scripts, and the sexual double
standard reinforce the social institution of heterosexuality and patriarchy that benefits
men at the expense of women (Holland et al. 1998). Holland et al. (1998:156) argue that
as women produce “themselves as feminine, they play an active role in constituting and
reproducing male dominance.” Until society can re-imagine heterosexual powerdynamics and masculine/feminine gender norms, women will continue to be regulated
by a belief system that benefits men.

2.10 Discourse of Desire, Sexual Subjectivities, and Sexual Agency
In the 1980s, Fine (1988) observed that a discourse of female desire was
missing from sexual education programs. This gap was due to a concern from policy
makers, parents, media, and educators that pleasure in sexual education would
promote female promiscuity. To counter these concerns, sexual education focused on
three discourses of sexuality for women: (1) sexuality as violence, (2) sexuality as
victimization, and (3) sexuality and individual morality (Fine 1988; Fine and McClelland
2006). According to Fine (1988), sexuality as violence portrays sex as something that is
dangerous to young women’s health (e.g. AIDS, incest), and this rhetoric is meant to
terrify women into remaining abstinent. Sexuality as victimization—the most common
discourse—presents the dangers of encounters with men and identifies the ways
females can personally defend “against disease, pregnancy, and ‘being used’” (Fine
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1988:32). Women are educated on how to “say no”, taught strategies to resist male
predators, and informed that abstinence until marriage is the only way to avoid
victimization. The final discourse concerns sexuality as individual morality, positioning
sex as something to be avoided by all moral and modest women until marriage. Fine
(1988) recognized that a fourth discourse was missing from young women’s sexual
education—one on desire.
According to Fine (1988), a discourse of desire included discussions about
women’s desire, pleasure, sexuality subjectivities, and sexual agency. A discourse on
desire would “enable an analysis of the dialectics of victimization and pleasure, posing
female adolescents as subjects of sexuality; initiators as well as negotiators”
(Fine1988:33). Fine realized that men’s sexual education included conversations about
desire, promoting the idea that men have access to pleasure and sexual agency but
women do not. 10 For Fine (1988) and other sexuality scholars, sexual agency can be
understood as women’s ability to initiate sexual acts (i.e. sexual conduct is selfdetermined and self-interested) and women’s ability to communicate sexual desires
(Bay-Cheng & Bruns 2015; Fetterolf and Sanchez 2015; Kettrey 2018). Since her
groundbreaking article, other researchers continue to proclaim that a discourse on
women’s desire, sexual subjectivity, and sexual agency is missing from sexual
education (Fine and McClelland 2006; Holland et al. 1998; Kettrey 2018; Tolman 2002,
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Critics have identified that discourses of desire are more often missing in the lives of
privileged white women, as Black girls are often stereotyped as hypersexualized and,
more generally, women of colour have a diversity of experience regarding their sexuality
(Collins 2000; Lamb, Roberts, and Plocha 2016).
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2006) the media (Kim et al. 2007; Kim and Ward 2004; Tolman 2002, 2006) and
conversations about consent (Fischel 2019; Gilbert 2018; Traister 2015).
Tolman (2002) argues that by avoiding women’s sexual subjectivity (i.e. their
ability to see themselves as “sexual beings who feel entitled to pleasure and sexual
safety”) and sexual agency, we prevent them from being able to make sexual decisions
for themselves. Tolman (2002:3) theorizes about women’s sexual acquiescence as
instances where sex “just happened” and women did not feel empowered to act on their
own sexual desire. She describes how women were portrayed as sexualized objects
and not taught about their sexual feelings and needs (Tolman 2002). Further, Wade
(2017:183) found that women are often taught to be “sexy” but not “sexual”. When
women are not cognizant of their sexual desires it puts them “at risk”, adding, “when a
girl does not know what her feelings are, when she disconnects the apprehending
psychic part of herself from what is happening in her own body, she then becomes
especially vulnerable to the power of other’s feelings, as well as to what others say she
does and does not want or feel” (Tolman 2002:21). Ultimately, not educating women
about their own sexual desire and subjectivity is unsafe and unhealthy because it puts
women in a situation where they can be used for someone else's needs rather than their
own. Indeed, women’s lack of education regarding desire, pleasure, and sexual agency
may be part of the reason they consent to UC hookups.
The topic of women’s desire is complicated by the sexualization of young women
and girls, particularly in the media (Egan 2013; Gill 2012). While discussions about
women’s desire and sexual feelings continue to be sidelined, the sexualization of young
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women has been identified as a major health and social concern (see Zurbriggen et al.
2007; Egan 2013; Egan and Hawkes 2008; Renold and Ringrose 2011). Sexualization,
according to the APA's task force, occurs when:
A person’s value comes from his or her sexual appeal or behavior, to the
exclusion of other characteristics; a person is held to a standard that equates
physical attractiveness with being sexy; a person is sexually objectified — that
is, made into a thing for other’s sexual use, rather than seen as a person with
the capacity of independent action and decision making; and/or sexuality is
inappropriately imposed on a person (Zurbriggen et al. 2007: 1).
Concerns about the sexualization of young girls remains rampant. Sexualization
is posed as a moral problem because it defiles “innocence” and promotes promiscuity
(Egan 2013: 2). In response to the moral panic around female sexualization, young
women’s clothing choices, bodies, and actions are further policed (Egan and Hawkes
2008; Lamb 2001). The messages women receive about sexualization results in them
feeling “bad” or “unfeminine” for having sexual desires (Lamb 2001) or suppressing their
desires altogether (Tolman 2002). In other words, women’s sexuality is ‘loudly’ on
display while their individual desires are being marginalized and silenced (Fine and
McClelland 2006). This dilemma means young women learn how to act sexually—often
to elicit male attention and affection—without feeling free to express their own needs
and desires.
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2.11 Summary of Foundational Concepts and Theories
Overall, theorizing about patriarchy, heterosexuality, sexual scripts, gender, and
women’s desire helps identify the social context where UC hookups might occur. UC
hookups do not occur in a vacuum and patriarchal culture, heterosexuality, and
gendered social norms influence how women navigate their circumstances. These
feminist theories and concepts will be useful in helping understand the social pressures
experienced by women in UC hookups since the majority of previous literature on UC
sex and hookups has been atheoretical. With a few exceptions (see Bay-Cheng and
Eliseo-Arras 2008; Kettrey 2016, 2018), most empirical studies exploring UC sex have
not explicitly connected empirical findings to theories about heterosexuality, gender, and
women’s desire. The connection of UC hookups to sociological and social-psychological
theories will be a contribution to the literature.
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3 CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORKS
This chapter describes the overarching feminist theoretical, epistemological, and
methodological approaches used in the current study. A feminist conceptual framework
is key in conducting this research since most disciplines, including sociology have been
focused on the concerns, knowledge, and beliefs of (white, middle-class) men (Witz and
Marshall 2004). The experiences of women have been largely misrepresented or
excluded from sociology’s history (Smith 1987; Sprague and Zimmerman 2004).
Feminist methodological and theoretical approaches emerged to understand and
recognize the unique lives of women, to reduce gender bias in science and social
sciences, and to advance research aimed at improving gender inequalities in the social,
political, and economic spheres (Intemann 2010; Tong 2009). This dissertation relies on
two such approaches, feminist empiricism and standpoint feminism, to uncover and
acknowledge young women’s experiences with UC hookups.
Feminist empiricism and standpoint feminism frameworks can be viewed as
being in epistemological conflict with one another. Feminist empiricism values objectivity
and “Facts” (Harding 1986), while standpoint feminism postulates facts are grounded in
women’s unique subjective experiences, and researchers are often encouraged to
highlight their subjective experiences to strengthen the research (Collins 1986, 1990). I
will argue that these two feminist frameworks, despite their differences in
epistemological assumptions, can complement each other to strengthen the study’s
findings. In addition, both approaches were developed to add women’s experiences into
the mainstream and remained focused on uncovering instances of injustice for women.
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3.1 Feminist Empiricism
Feminist empiricism is notable for including women in the sociological canon and
challenging androcentricism (Harding 1987). Empiricism, according to Jaggar (2008:
268), “is the epistemological theory that holds all knowledge is based on experience,
specifically the experience of our sense.” Feminist empiricists believe that experiences
of our social reality can be derived through objective and scientific methods. Similar to
mainstream positivism, feminist scholars began studying women to create “empirically
verifiable facts” (Smart 1995: 4). Despite the fact that feminist empiricists rely on many
of positivism’s main tenets, feminist empiricist researchers nevertheless traditionally
believed that sexism could be eliminated if (1) they added women to the studies, (2)
they (women) completed the research themselves, and (3) they completed more
rigorous positivistic research (Hesse-Biber et al. 2004; Jaggar 2008). 11 Harding (1987)
argues that women and other marginalized groups are better able to present objective
knowledge because their unique position make them more capable of detecting and
avoiding sexism (and other oppressive ‘isms’).
The acceptance and incorporation of traditional scientific methods makes it
easier for feminists’ research to be accepted by mainstream sociology. Feminists’ voices
are given authority when they use methods that claim to maintain objectivity because
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The “just add women and stir” approach has been widely criticized for it’s simplistic
approach to solving gender inequality. Adding women often helped to reproduce
oppressive gender binaries between men and women and the approach was insufficient
when targeting pervasive gendered power dynamics (e.g. it was unsuccessful at
undermining deep-rooted patriarchal practices) (Datzberger and Le Mat 2018; Harding
1995).
41

“feminist empiricism appears to leave intact much of scientists’ and philosophers’
conventional understanding of the principles of adequate scientific research” (Harding
1991:113). The use of empiricism allows feminists to challenge positivism’s sexist
assumptions and for their critiques to be more widely accepted. By garnering more
attention through a “science as usual framework,” feminist empiricists are able to
highlight the unique experiences and struggles of women (Jaggar 2008: 25). For this
reason, a feminist empiricist approach was vital to conducting this research. A clear
advantage of using traditional positivistic methods is to showcase the prevalence of
women’s experiences with UC hookups. For example, Gavey (2005) argued that prior to
Koss and colleague’s (1985; 1993) research on the prevalence and scope of rape,
sexual assault was considered a rare event. Victims were blamed and society and its
laws ignored women who had experienced sexual violence. Koss’ (1993) research
exposed rape and sexual assault as a widespread social problem. This is one example
of why feminist empirical approaches can be essential to putting a previously ignored
social issue on the political agenda. The infusion of women’s collective experiences into
the mainstream underscored the importance of women’s experiences and the benefit of
women’s perspectives.
While feminist empiricism is essential for adding women’s experiences to
mainstream sociology and for opening up the possibility for alternative, non-positivist
ways of knowing, there are some criticisms. Most notably, feminist empiricism continues
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the legacy of positivism which was created for men and by men. 12 In the words of Audre
Lorde (1984: 112), “the master’s tools will never dismantle the master’s house” and it is
possible positivism is incapable of supporting feminist causes. Specifically, the use of
traditional mainstream positivistic approaches (the master’s tools) may be more likely to
reproduce oppressive gender binaries that feminists are seeking to undermine (Harding
1995). In addition, perpetuating the use of a traditionally oppressive approaches
potentially strips feminists of their ability to challenge the inherent male bias in
sociology’s inner circle and results in feminists producing knowledge within a patriarchal
system that continues to prioritize men over women (Collins 1992).
Another criticism of feminist empiricism is its belief in objective and universal
findings. The ontological assumption that society is made up of social “Truths” decidedly
results in the creation of universal beliefs. False universalisms silence and marginalize
groups of individuals who are ignored from dominant and powerful groups (Collins 1990;
McLaughlin 2003). The creation of feminist “Truths” perpetuates the oppression felt by
mainstream feminists onto women in marginalized positions. In order to create an
inclusive, empiricist feminism, researchers must be cognizant of how they are utilizing
and applying social “Truths” about women.
As mentioned in the introduction, this research project uses women’s
experiences to encourage a broader discussion about hookups and consent. While the
quantitative findings present a particular “truth”, these findings are not universal to all
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Campbell (1994) is critical of Harding for conflating empiricism and positivism. They
instead claim that feminists should not avoid empirical studies, because it is possible to
combine “empiricist methodology” with “feminist political goals” (Campbell 1994: 90).
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women. Feminist empirical frameworks are important to get a sense of how many
women could be affected by a particular issue and what patterns may exist, but the
results from this study will not be used to identify a homogenous experience or solution
for all women.

3.2 Standpoint Feminism
Standpoint feminists believe women’s perspectives and experiences are the
ultimate source of knowledge and truth (Collins 1990; Harding 1986; Smith 1987). They
reject the objective and universal facts of positivism and instead believe that our
individual social locations shape our knowledge about the social world (McLaughlin
2003). Standpoint feminism is based on Hegel’s theory of the relationship between the
master and the slave and also on Marx and Engel’s concept of historical materialism
(Harding 1986; Hartstock 1998; Smith 1987). 13 Like the proletariat, women are seen as
occupying a place of epistemic privilege, which makes feminists more capable of
theorizing about socially and politically marginalized women and better positioned to
study their oppressors (Hartstock 1988, 2003). According to Harding (1986), standpoint
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Hegel believes that the “oppressed have a dual perspective: their personal
perspective developed through experiences and their perspective of their oppressors”
(Hesse-Biber et al. 2004: 15). The difference in the master and the slave’s social
locations creates a situation whereby slaves and masters have different perspectives
and beliefs. In The German Ideology Part 1 (1932), Marx and Engels identify historical
materialism as a political framework that is based in the material conditions of social life.
Historical materialism was used to critique many German theorists at the time, whose
theorizing existed primarily in the ivory tower removed from material life (McLaughlin
2003). Using Hegel’s master/slave relationship, Marx argued that the proletariat
provided a superior standpoint for understanding the social world than the bourgeoisie
(McLaughlin 2003).
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feminists value political activism and believe that social “Truths” are generated from
women’s experiences and struggles of the world. In this case, women are understood
as having a “distinct way of knowing different from that of men” (Intemann 2010: 783).
Standpoint feminism provides a strategy for including women’s everyday
experiences in the sociological canon (Smith 1987, 2008). According to Smith (1987:
98), standpoint epistemology is unique because it “begins not within the discourse but in
the actual daily social relations between individuals.” A standpoint provides a new way
for creating knowledge that does not rely on the epistemological assumptions of
positivism (Collins 1990; Harding 1986). Rather, standpoints emerge through the
collective recognition and acknowledgement of other women who occupy similar
standpoints and who experience similar struggles (Harstock 1998). Standpoint feminism
is vital to underscoring the importance of creating knowledge based on the material
realities of individuals (Smith 1987). In comparison to positivism and feminist
empiricism, which study women as objects, standpoint feminism realizes the importance
of going beyond the study of women as objects in order to understand their situated
perspectives by including their voices in the research (McLaughlin 2003; Jaggar 2008).
In addition to providing feminists with an epistemological approach worthy of
including women’s voices in the sociological canon, standpoint feminism underscores
the importance of politicizing objectivity (Harding 1987). It helps to overcome the
paradox between maintaining objectivity while also fulfilling feminism’s main purpose as
a “political movement for social change” (Harding 1988: 24). This epistemological
approach, together with the use of consciousness-raising, is important for developing
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arguments based on the realities of women’s oppression (Collins 1997). Because
feminism is political, the standpoint approach has been useful in raising awareness and
building support based on women’s common struggles (McLaughlin 2003). With the
ability to create real social change, many feminists believe standpoint feminism
produces better knowledge (McLaughlin 2003).
Another benefit of the standpoint feminist approach is the advantage of having a
double vision of a social problem as an outsider within (Collins 1986, 1990). Both
Collins (1986, 1990) and Smith (1987) explain how marginalized individuals hold a
unique position, one that enables them to understand and critique power relations while
also being able to derive experiences from their everyday lives. Smith (1987) identifies
this dual vision as “bifurcated consciousness”; Collins (1986) claims the dual vision
emerges when a person is an “outsider-within.” As an academic and a mother, Smith
(1987) identifies her unique ability to combine her experiences as a primary caregiver
with academic theorizing. She speaks of having a “double life” where she is able to see
the “relations of ruling” and how they apply to her everyday experiences (Smith 1987:
7). In a similar vein, Collins (1990, 2003) identifies how racially marginalized women can
use their unique experiences to generate a more holistic picture of society while also
providing an alternative understanding of dominant power structures. Smith and Collins
argue that the critical capabilities of a bifurcated consciousness make it more valuable
than traditional positivistic approaches (Mann and Kelley 1997).
I can be viewed as an “outsider within” because my experiences throughout
university sparked my intellectual curiosity about hooking up and dating. I seek to
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identify how academic literature and theorizing applies to a relatively common
experience among university women. I believe my personal experiences with undesired
consensual hookups enhanced my ability to understand the concept and ask effective
questions to elicit richer interviews. Moreover, with the exception of a few researchers
(Gavey 2005; Muehlenhard and Peterson 2005), the prior research typically adopts a
positivistic lens when looking at UC sex experience (Conroy et al. 2015). In order to
ground the dissertation in women’s voices, I began by speaking with women about their
experiences rather than identifying large-scale patterns or prevalence statistics.
One of the major criticisms of standpoint feminists is that they can speak in a
falsely universalizing voice (Harding 1987; Hesse-Biber et al. 2004). Similar to criticisms
of the second-wave women’s movement, standpoint feminism assumes “we” can be
unproblematically applied to all women. Inherent in a standpoint perspective is the idea
that a group of women has a similar essence, set of experiences, or oppressor. While
the majority of early standpoint feminists were white, middle-class academics,
standpoint feminism is now used by other marginalized communities (Collins; 1990).
However, postmodern feminist Jane Flax (1987) is even critical of Collins’ Black
women’s standpoint. According to Flax, “reality can have a structure only from the
falsely universalizing perspective of the dominant group” (in Nicholson 1990: 6). In
other words, Flax believes a Black women’s standpoint continues to employ
essentialism, an oppressive tool originally used by male positivists.
Collins (1990) and Haraway (2003) have responded to criticisms of standpoint
feminism by suggesting that there can be a plurality of standpoints. It has been argued
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that we can temporarily use standpoints in order to provide a framework for subjugated
groups to unite. For example, Collins’ (1990) believed a Black feminist standpoint
represents a “partial perspective” whereas multiple standpoints could be “constructed in
a quilt-like fashion whereby the many diverse social realities are interwoven for a more
complete fabric of the whole” (Mann and Kelley 1997: 398). In addition, Spivak (1978)
argued that a certain amount of essentialism is needed for a pragmatic solution to
gender inequalities. Thus, Spivak (1996) discusses the use of strategic essentialism.
Strategic essentialism “accepts that essentialist categories of human identity should be
criticised, but emphasises that one cannot avoid using such categories at times in order
to make sense of the social and political world” (Morton 2003: 75, emphasis added).
Strategic essentialism allows for groups of individuals (despite being highly different on
a variety of other social axes) to come together to achieve social and political objectives
(Eide 2010).
In order to understand the gendered power dynamics in UC hookup situations,
the use of women’s voices to create standpoints are important when highlighting the
commonalities amongst women. In this dissertation, the women’s voices provide unique
perspectives and have been “interwoven” together to provide a more holistic picture of
UC hookups. While this holistic picture may also hide some differences between
women, standpoint feminism provides the ability to unite women based on similar
experiences with gendered power imbalances. These temporary standpoints are
valuable because they create an opportunity for women to unite and generate social
and political change.
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3.3 Combining Positivism and Standpoint: The Current Study
While positivism and standpoint feminism appear to have ontological and
epistemological differences, they can be woven together to investigate topics of
relevance to women. Both seek to infuse women’s experiences and voices into
traditionally male-focused disciplines and both seek to advance knowledge that can
improve the lives of women (Liamputtong 2013). One way of combining the two
practically is through the use of a mixed methods approach and using both qualitative
and quantitative approaches. For the current study, the feminist standpoint will seek to
identify women’s unique experiences and recognize the value in subjective knowledge.
Through interviews with university women, I will explore their reasons for engaging in
UC hookups and explore their perceptions about the social pressures at play in these
situations. The quantitative portion of my study will build on the subjective experience to
test the women’s opinions empirically with the intention of showing patterns amongst a
larger population of university women. In many instances, researchers believe
combining the two feminist frameworks through mixed method approaches may prevent
shortcomings likely to emerge when using one approach in isolation (Driscoll et al.
2007). In both the qualitative and quantitative components of the study, a feminist lens
will guide the analysis by paying close attention and exposing instances where gender
inequity, heteronormativity, and male dominance exist in UC hookups. A standpoint
feminist framework is used in chapters 5 and 6 and a feminist empiricist framework is
used in chapter 7. Both frameworks support answering the research question and they
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strengthen this dissertation by presenting themes grounded in women’s experiences
and large-scale patterns at one medium-sized university.
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4 METHODS
This chapter provides a general overview of the methods used to examine the
social pressures women experience during unwanted consensual (UC) hookups.
Descriptions of the specific qualitative and quantitative analyses will be provided in the
subsequent results chapters. The primary purpose of the study is to explore the
following research question and subsequent sub-questions:
1. What are the social pressures encouraging women to consent to unwanted
hookups in the absence of male partner physical, emotional, and verbal
pressure?
a. In the absence of male partner pressure, what were the social
pressures women identified during their UC hookup(s)? (Chapter 5)
b. What are the implicit social pressures encouraging women’s
participation in UC hookups in the absence of male partner pressure?
(Chapter 6)
c. What social pressures predict women’s engagement in at least one UC
hookup compared to women who have never engaged in an UC
hookup? (Chapter 7)

The chapter starts by explaining the exploratory sequential mixed methods approach
and the reasons why it is appropriate when studying a topic with limited prior research.
Second, the chapter reviews the qualitative and quantitative sample, recruitment
methods, data collection methods, and research ethics. Last, I briefly review the survey
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instrument used in the quantitative methods portion of the study and outline the portion
of the instrument being used in this dissertation.

4.1 Exploratory Sequential Mixed Methods Approach
The purpose of this dissertation is to learn what social factors (pressures and
motivators) exist around UC hookups. As discussed in the literature review, there has
been limited research on UC hookups and the pressures women feel during these
situations. As such, this project uses an exploratory sequential data collection method
(Creswell and Plano Clark 2018). An exploratory sequential method design first collects
and analyses qualitative data and then uses the findings to develop a quantitative
instrument to further analyse the social phenomenon (Creswell and Plano Clark 2018;
Teddie and Tashakkori 2003, 2009). This approach is a good fit when research requires
qualitative methods to explore more about a social phenomenon that has been
previously understudied (Creswell and Plano Clark 2018). Specifically, qualitative
interviews were conducted first to hear from women about how they understand UC
hookups and the context surrounding them before trying to find patterns in a larger
population. In its truest form, a study using exploratory sequential data would conduct
the qualitative portion and fully analyse the qualitative data before creating any
quantitative instruments (Creswell et al. 2003). However, given the time constraints of
the project and the need to access student respondents prior to summer holidays, the
quantitative survey instrument was created after a preliminary analysis of the qualitative
interview data. The completed qualitative analysis informed which variables were
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included in the quantitative analyses rather than the survey instrument (see Chapter 7
for more details). This modification to the sequential data collection method resulted in a
survey instrument that was longer than required for the purposes of this dissertation.
Data not included in the dissertation may be used in future analyses (for a review of the
entire survey instrument see Appendices C-F).

4.2 The Sample
Participants were heterosexual women aged 18-25 from a mid-sized university.
This population is best suited for my research questions because as Arnett (2000)
suggested, adults aged 18-25 are a unique group who often engage in sexual
experiences for reasons that differ from other adults. I focused solely on the
experiences of heterosexual women given that prior researchers have identified
unequal gendered power relations during heterosexual hookups (Armstrong et al. 2010;
2012; Backstrom et al. 2012; Claxton and Van Dulmen 2013; England et al. 2008; Flack
et al. 2007; Garcia et al. 2012; Kalish and Kimmel 2011; Owen et al. 2010; Wade and
Heldman 2012).

4.3 Qualitative: Sample, Recruitment, and Data Collection
To obtain the sample for the interviews, a three-question online questionnaire
was used to screen for women with at least one UC hookup experience (see Appendix
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A). 14 More than 500 women completed the pre-screen questionnaire with 124 meeting
all inclusion criteria. Of those, the first 84 who completed the pre-screen questionnaire
were contacted and 39 volunteered to be interviewed. Four of the women cancelled
their interview in the days leading up to their scheduled date and two women did not
show-up for their scheduled time, resulting in 33 interviews which were conducted
between January 19 and February 15, 2018. Most interviews lasted between 30
minutes and one hour (range: 20-73 minutes). Participants were not asked to provide
demographic information prior to the one-on-one interview; however, one participant
was a visible woman of colour. Approximately half (16 participants) were selected from
the Psychology department's participant pool and earned two points in a psychology
course for their participation, and the remainder were students in other majors recruited
through email listservs who earned $20 for their participation.
The interviews were semi-structured and I asked participants to recall their most
recent hookup experience where they did not feel explicit or implicit verbal, physical, or
psychological pressure from their male partner. Semi-structured interviews were useful
for this dissertation because they allow the researcher to get in-depth understandings
about a social issue and they allow the researcher to freely follow-up about individuals’
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A “hookup” was defined to the participants as “consensual engagement in sexual acts
(manual stimulation, and/or, oral, anal, or vaginal sex) with someone you are not in a
committed relationship with.” A question in a Qualtrics pre-screen questionnaire helped
identify qualified women. The question asked, “in the past year, have you consented to
or initiated a hookup that you did not desire/want when your male partner did not
verbally or physically pressure, threaten, or force you?” If women responded ‘yes’, they
were asked to participate in a voluntary interview. If the women responded ‘no’ or
‘unsure’ they were not contacted for an interview.
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meanings of norms and opinions in a conversational style (Frey 2018; Namey and
Trotter 2017). During the semi-structured interviews, the women were instructed only to
discuss situations where the hookup was consensual, avoiding those in which they were
either intoxicated or unable to remember giving consent. The women were asked to
describe events preceding the hookup, the UC hookup itself, and events following the
hookup (see Appendix B). Further, participants were prompted throughout the interview
to describe their thoughts and feelings during each stage. Importantly, women were
asked to discuss when the experience became unwanted or undesired. Once the
moment was identified, the women were asked to explain why they continued engaging
in sexual activity. This question prompted them to think about their experience,
uncovering the social pressures associated with an UC hookup. One specific UC
hookup incident was explored with participants to mitigate some limitations of
retrospective data collection (i.e. forgetting details and telescoping). Previous
researchers have found that general questions about a topic often resulted in less
reliable findings in retrospective data compared to questions about specific events
(Leigh, Gillmore, and Morrison 1998).
Participants read the consent form prior to each interview. When the consent
form was reviewed and understood, I reminded participants their involvement was
voluntary, and that they would still receive compensation even if they left after signing
the consent form (either $20.00 or 2.0 credits towards their psychology class).
Participants were also provided with a list of on and off-campus counseling resources
prior to the interview. All participants consented to interviews being audio-recorded on
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an iPhone and a password-protected voice-recording application was used to store all
files.
The interviews were transcribed verbatim, but with superfluous words such as
“like” and “um” removed. For example, if a woman said, “Um . . . I was like, going to ask
him, but then like, just went to bed,” it was changed to, “I was going to ask him, but then
I just went to bed.” Extra words were only removed if they did not change the overall
meaning of the sentence. If the participant paused or made a sound that seemed
relevant to the analysis, I added the action or sound in squared brackets (e.g. [long
pause] or [laughter]).

4.4 Quantitative: Sample, Recruitment, and Data Collection
Participants were recruited for the survey through departmental listservs and
Facebook. To participate, women needed to identify as being heterosexual, 18 to 25
years, and enrolled at the mid-sized university. A 1-in-5 chance to win a $5.00 Starbucks
gift card was provided as incentive to participate in the study. A total of 1206 university
women volunteered to complete the survey and, given the convenience sampling
method, the sample was non-random. From these responses, 103 were removed
because they quit the survey before answering whether or not they had previously
engaged in an UC hookup, four were removed because their qualitative responses
made inappropriate comments and/or jokes, and 20 were removed because they
discussed committed relationships instead of a hookup partner. These omissions
resulted in a final data set of 1079 responses. At the time of the survey, there were
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approximately 15,000 women at the mid-sized university and not all of them would have
identified as heterosexual or been between the ages of 18 and 25. Therefore, the
sample of 1079 women included nearly 10% of the identified population. Once
participants who had never hooked up were removed, 769 respondents remained. Of
these, 373 had an UC hookup experience and 396 had hooked up but had never
previously engaged in an UC hookup.
Demographic statistics comparing women who have engaged in at least one UC
hookup to women who have never engaged in an UC hookup are presented in table 51. The mean age of the entire sample (N=769) was approximately 21 years and the
majority of respondents identified as being white or Caucasian. The majority of
participants were in their 2nd, 3rd, or 4th year of university and there was diverse
representation from all disciplinary colleges. In both categories, over half were raised in
a religion, but over 75% stated they were not currently practicing religion. 15

4.5 Survey Instrument
Large-scale online surveys are common when studying young adults sexual
experiences at university (e.g. Koss’ Sexual Experiences Survey; England’s Online

15

Measures for socio-economic status were not included in the survey. The primary
reason for the exclusion of a class-based measure was because Arnett (2016) identified
that most 4-year universities attract a relatively homogenous group of individuals who
typically enjoy a higher socio-economic status. Further, Rubin et al. (2014) identified
many complexities of effectively measuring SES for students in higher education. Given
the length of the survey, the complexity of class based-measures, and research
identifying that university students are typically from similar socio-economic statuses,
class was not prioritized in the current study.
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Table 4-1 Descriptive statistics comparing women who have previously hooked up by
undesired consensual (UC) hookups vs desired consensual (DC) hookups (N=769)
UC Hookup
N=373
n
%
20
5%
57
15%
80
21%
82
22%
68
18%
33
9%
11
3%
22
6%
21.0
1.75

DC Hookup
N=396
n
%
32
8%
67
17%
87
22%
78
20%
63
16%
32
8%
20
5%
17
4%
20.8
1.80

Age
Mean: 20.92
Std. Dev. 1.775
Min. 18, Max. 25

18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
Mean Age
Std. Dev

Race

White
Non-White

301
72

81%
19%

311
85

79%
21%

Education level

1st year
2nd year
3rd year
4th year
5th year or more
Graduate School or
Professional School

40
73
88
102
34
36

11%
20%
24%
27%
9%
10%

48
91
93
88
29
47

12%
23%
23%
22%
7%
12%

Discipline

Arts and Humanities
Biological Sciences
Business and
Economics
Physical and
Engineering
Sciences
Social and Applied
Human Sciences
Agriculture,
Food/Animal/Plant
Science, and
Environment
Veterinary College

84
101
29

23%
27%
8%

68
116
26

17%
29%
7%

24

6%

36

9%

94

25%

95

24%

24

6%

39

10%

4

1%

7

2%
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Other
Interdisciplinary
Programs

13

3%

9

2%

Raised in a religion

Yes
No

210
163

56%
44%

211
185

53%
47%

Currently practicing a
religion

Yes

62

17%

87

22%

No

311

83%

309

78%

College Social Life Survey). Online surveys are an inexpensive and effective way of
describing patterns of social phenomenon (Sue and Ritter 2012) and sexuality
researchers have found online questionnaires have higher response rates when asking
about sensitive behaviours (Schroder, Carey and Vanable 2003). The survey allowed for
three different types of respondents: women who had never engaged in a hookup,
women who had hooked up but never engaged in an UC hookup, and women who had
engaged in at least one UC hookup (see entire survey Appendix C-F). 16 Women who
had never engaged in a hookup answered the fewest questions in the survey and their
responses were not analysed for the purposes of this dissertation (see Appendix C and
F). 17 In addition to the questions given to the women who had never engaged in a

16

The same hookup definition used in the pre-screen survey was used in the online
survey: “consensually engaging in sexual acts (manual stimulation, and/or oral, anal, or
vaginal sex) with someone with whom you are not in a committed relationship.” The
definition for an UC hookup also remained the same. Women were asked to recall their
most recent UC hookup experience where there was no implicit or explicit verbal,
physical, or psychological pressure from their male partner and they were not so drunk
as to be incapacitated or unable to stop what was happening.
17 Women who had never hooked up were going to be included in the study to do a
three-way comparison between them, women who had previously hooked up and
women who had previously engaged in an UC hookup. However, women who had not
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hookup, women who had engaged in at least one previous hookup and women who
engaged in at least one UC hookup, were asked about perceived pressures, their ability
to communicate during a hookup, their past sexual history, their thoughts on media
influences, and if they had ever experienced an UC hookup (see Appendix C and D).
This section of questions was used in the logistic regression analysis and a detailed
explanation of questions included in the analysis is included in chapter 7. Finally, those
who responded “yes” to “have you ever consented to a hookup that you did not desire
or want?” answered the most questions (Appendix C, D, and E). These women were
asked an additional 23 situation-based questions focusing on their most recent UC
hookup (see Appendix E). The 23 situation-based questions asked about their
relationship with their hookup partner, their top three reasons for engaging in an UC
hookup, their alcohol and drug consumption, and their views on the positive and
negative aspects of the experience (for a description of some of the 23 situation-based
questions, see Appendix G). These situational survey questions will not be used in this
dissertation but will be analysed in future research.

4.6 Overview of Analytical Chapters
The focus of the analyses presented in the chapters that follow explore the social
pressures affecting young women who engage in UC hookups. In chapter 5, I use a
standpoint feminist lens to present the social pressures experienced during UC hookups

hooked up were not homogeneous, as many of them could have had UC sex within
their romantic dating relationships. A proper comparison would also have necessitated
questions about UC sexual activity within these relationships.
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according to the women themselves. As such, the data in chapter 5 is descriptive and I
detail women’s experiences with UC hookups in their own words. In chapter 6, I employ
a critical sociological feminist lens to uncover the implicit assumptions embedded in the
women’s UC hookup stories. Chapter 6 provides a more detailed and critical discussion
of the results presented in chapter 5 by connecting the findings to previous literature
and theorizing about gender, heterosexuality, and desire. In chapter 7, I used a
quantitative analysis to test the qualitative themes from chapter 5 and compare women
who have engaged in at least one UC hookup to women who have hooked up but who
have never engaged in an UC hookup.
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5 THE DISEASE TO PLEASE: SOCIAL PRESSURES IN UC
HOOKUPS
This chapter details the social pressures the women I heard from identify
throughout their UC hookup. Specifically, the qualitative analysis seeks to answer the
following question: In the absence of male partner pressure, what were the social
pressures women identified during their UC hookup(s)? As discussed in chapter 2,
existing qualitative studies have focused on the reasons women participated in UC sex
with romantic partners, but there has been limited research on the reasons for their
engagement in UC hookup situations (Katz and Schneider 2015; O’Sullivan and Allgeier
1998; Quinn-Nilas et al. 2018; Shotland and Hunter 1995). This chapter presents the
exploratory qualitative findings from a thematic analysis of 33 interviews with university
women aged 18-25. It begins by reviewing the analytical strategy used for this portion
of the study followed by contextual information about UC hookups and women’s
reasoning for their lack of desire/want. Next, qualitative themes are presented which
explore the social pressures the women perceived during their UC hookups. The
chapter concludes with a summary of the findings and connections to prior literature.

5.1 Analytic Strategy
I used Braun and Clarke’s (2006) thematic analysis guidelines to identify themes
in the data (see Table 6-1). Thematic analysis is “a method for identifying, analysing and
reporting patterns (themes) within the data and is perceived as a foundational method
for qualitative analysis” (Liamputtong 2013: 249).
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Table 5-1 Phases of a Thematic Analysis (Braun and Clarke 2006: 87)
Phase
Familiarizing yourself with Data:

Generating initial codes:

Searching for themes:

Reviewing themes:

Defining and naming themes:

Producing the report:

Description of the Process
Transcribing data (if necessary).
Reading and re-reading the data,
noting initial ideas.
Coding interesting features of the data
in a systematic fashion across the
entire dataset. Collating data relevant
to each code.
Collating codes into potential themes.
Gathering data relevant to each
potential theme.
Checking if the themes work in relation
to coded extracts and the entire
dataset.
Ongoing analysis to refine the specifics
of each theme and the overall story the
analysis tells. Generating clear
definitions and names for each theme.
The final opportunity for analysis.
Selection and final analysis of selected
extracts. Relating analysis to the
research question and literature.
Producing a scholarly report of the
analysis.

I identified five final themes by engaging in Braun and Clarke’s thematic analysis
phases. During phase one I read the transcripts and compiled a list of my interpretation
of women’s reasons for engaging in their UC hookup. I then organized these into eight
pressures women experienced leading up to the UC hookup, eight pressures during the
UC hookup, and five pressures post-hookup (codes=21). After a re-reading, I merged
some themes together and the list of codes decreased to 16. As is common for most
researchers, my first and second reading had a large number of codes which were
repetitive rather than explanatory (Liamputtong 2013: 243). For example, two women
said they engaged in the UC hookup for revenge and, initially, “revenge” was one of the
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codes. However, upon further analysis, I realized the women engaged in “revenge” by
receiving validation from another male. These two were re-coded under the theme “I
wanted the validation”. Using Nvivo for the third reading, I coded the transcripts
according to the 16 codes and organized the social pressures women felt temporally
(before, during, and after the hookup). During a fourth analysis, I reorganized the
temporal coding into five larger themes that fit the entire UC hookup scenario: “I felt
obligated”, “I wanted the validation”, I was looking for “the guy”, “Just do it to fit in”, and
“To fight the patriarch”. All of the women’s UC hookups fit into at least one of these five
themes.
During the thematic analysis, a standpoint feminist approach was employed to
“capture women’s lived experiences in a respectful manner that legitimates women’s
voices as the source of knowledge” (Campbell and Wasco 2000; 783; Liamputtong
2013). A standpoint feminist approach ensured I kept the women's experience at the
forefront of my analysis, with their words and opinions on social pressures used to
create the chapter's themes.

5.2 The Context: UC Hookups
Before presenting the five themes, this section provides details about the context
of the women’s UC hookup experiences. I collected contextual information by coding
and counting certain traits in the interview transcripts.
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Relationship type. The majority of women identified their UC hookup as an
acquaintance or friend-of-a-friend (N=14), or stranger (N=14). Of the 14 women who
met with a stranger, six of them were through dating apps (e.g. Bumble or Tinder). Less
common relationships included workplace colleagues (N=2) or ex-boyfriends (N=3).

Type of hookup and sexual activity. The majority of UC hookups were considered
one-night-stands (N=23). The other ten women engaged in multiple hook-ups with the
same partner and for three of these women subsequent or previous sexual encounters
were desired. Two women discussed losing their virginity during the UC hookup
experience and all but three experiences involved vaginal intercourse (N=30). Of these
three, one gave oral sex and the other two were vague about the sexual activity
involved. Despite follow-up questions (e.g. how the male treated them physically, what
they liked/disliked about the hookup) these respondents did not disclose the nature of
their sexual activity. I did not persist with questions about the sexual act because the
study's focus was social pressures, and I did not want to make participants
uncomfortable.

Alcohol and drug consumption. Almost half of the hookups did not involve drinking
(N=16) and five of the women mentioned having “drinks” with dinner. Twelve of the
women admitted to “drinking”, being “tipsy”, or getting “drunk”, but all of them recalled
consenting to the sexual activity. None of the women discussed using drugs prior to the
hookup.
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Location. Many of the UC hookups (N=16) occurred during a planned social event at
either the male hookup partner’s house or a friend’s house. A little over a third of the
women met their hookup partner at a party or a bar (N=13) and, while most of them
found a private place to hookup, one woman engaged in her UC hookup in front of
others at a party. Four of the women hooked up while on vacation, either in a hotel or
cottage.

5.3 Women’s Reasoning for Their Lack of Desire
This section details at what point and why the hookup was undesired. Temporally,
there were similarities regarding why the women lacked desire and I organized the 33
women into three groups: before the hookup began, at the beginning of the hookup, and
in the middle of the hookup. An explanation for the women’s lack of desire is explained
below.

Before the hookup began. Twelve of the women knew they did not desire the hookup
before any physical touching occurred. Of this group, two saw the hookup as
transactional. Specifically, they knew going into the hookup they were not interested in
sex but wanted something from the person (i.e. a date to the prom or a romantic
relationship). Three women stated they had no physical or emotional connection to their
partner, and this prevented them from feeling aroused or excited about the sexual act.
The majority of the women (N=7) felt the hookup was undesired because they knew
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from the beginning that they wanted to be doing something else. For example, one was
hungry and wanted to eat while the rest said they would have preferred to hang out with
their friends. Two of these seven women felt desire once the hookup started and both
felt positive about the experience due to their partner’s ability to focus on their physical
pleasure once the hookup began.

At the beginning of the hookup. Ten women realized the experience was not desired
as soon as the hookup began. Of this group, eight identified that penile insertion
signified the moment it became undesired. Often the women were not adequately
aroused to make vaginal intercourse pleasurable and two women stated the sex was
painful from the start. Others also claimed the quality of sex was poor and attributed it to
their partner’s focus on his own pleasure. In some instances, this lack of care for the
women’s needs resulted in “boring” sex and the women claimed it was the man’s sex
style (e.g. too aggressive) or lack of skill that made the hookup undesirable. For
example, Amelia stated “I think skill level…I think that probably made it [my desire] go
down too.” Two women also identified the men as bad kissers, turning them off from
wanting to engage in other activities.

In the middle of the hookup. Eleven women felt they wanted the hookup to end midway through the experience. Seven of these women were unable to silence their mind
and spent the hookup self-doubting rather than trying to enjoy the hookup. Liz, for
example, stated:
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“Do I really want to do this? Do I really want to hookup with someone that I
don’t really know, and don’t know where he's been? And do I really want to do
this with someone, for like, what [purpose]? Yeah, that's what was running
through my head.”
Four of the women felt their minds wandered because the sexual activity went on
for too long. When the hookup dragged on for too long, the women just wanted their
male partner to finish so they could stop. For example, Amy lost her desire mid-way
through and talked about being “good to go” because she mentioned losing arousal for
the sexual experience.
“He was on top and I was just lying there . . . it just seemed like it was taking
a while and I had checked out a little bit. I was good to go, but it [the sex] was
still going. It wasn’t like a, ‘What have I gotten myself into thing’. It was more
like, ‘I’m already here [done with sex] and it would be nice if you were here
too.’”
The purpose of this section was to identify situational characteristics and the
range of reasons why the hookup was undesired. The situational details help provide an
illustration of the UC hookup events experienced by the women. The typical UC hookup
involved an acquaintance or a stranger, a one-night stand, and vaginal intercourse. The
qualitative findings do not suggest alcohol plays a significant role in UC hookups, which
differs from previous research where students cited alcohol as the number one reason
for engaging unwanted (consensual and non-consensual) sexual experiences (Flack et
al. 2007). Further, the women’s explanations regarding their lack of desire helps foster
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an understanding about how women consent to, and participate in, a sexual experience
they did not want. The next section builds on these details by explaining why the
hookup was unwanted according to each woman.

5.4 Social Pressures
The following themes outline the pressures women faced in the absence of male
partner pressure. All 33 women’s UC experiences are represented in at least one of the
themes, with many of the women’s stories crossing multiple themes. I identified the
following themes as most prevalent:
1) “I felt obligated”
a. “He wants it”
b. “I didn’t want to be rude”
2) “I wanted the validation”
3) I was looking for “the guy”
4) “Just do[ing] it to fit in”
a. “Everyone else was doing it”: The media and hookup culture
b. “He was super hot”: Elevating social status
c. “You should do it”: Peer coercion
5) “To fight the patriarch”
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5.4.1 “I felt obligated”
Almost all of the women claimed their UC hookup felt like an obligation. When
asked why they engaged in the hookup, most quickly replied that they “had to”, they
believed it was “expected” of them, or that it was their “feminine duty” or “obligation”.
When pressed, their sense of obligation came from a belief about how men and women
should act during sexual situations. Since the gendered beliefs were so ingrained, most
of the women needed to be prompted with follow-up questions before they were able to
articulate the pressures underlying their sense of obligation. The two sub-themes
highlight the women’s social beliefs that made their UC hookup feel like an obligation
(i.e. men “want” sex and women want to avoid being labeled as “rude” or “unladylike”).
“He wants it”. The women felt men wanted to have sex and the women’s awareness of
their male partner’s sexual needs encouraged them to engage in a hookup they did not
desire. Further, the women cited peer interactions and the media as disseminators of
men’s need for sex which will be explored further in theme 4a. For example, Mary's
friends told her that men viewed “being physical” as very important and she reminded
herself of this “fact” during her hookup. Her internalized belief about men wanting to be
physical encouraged her to continue a hookup she did not desire. Pam also recalled
myths about men needing sex and felt she would be “a bitch” or “a tease” if she did not
provide her partner with sex.
“I led him on to this point, and we always [heard about] blue balls and stuff,
which is completely not a real thing. But I guess we just feel like we’ve gotten
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them to a certain point and we’d be like a tease or a bitch to not give it all.” –
Pam
Although Pam realized “blue balls” was a myth, she and other women still worried about
the negative social ramifications for denying the male an outlet for his sexual urges,
which encouraged them to continue. The women understood that violating the social
belief about men’s need for sex would result in them being negatively labeled.
The women also worried that turning down the male’s advances would negatively
affect his self-esteem. Jessica, for example, said she continued with her hookup for the
sole purpose of boosting her partner's confidence. Thus, some women felt that men
needed sex for more than satisfying a physiological urge; they also needed sex to boost
their confidence and reaffirm their manhood.
“When he started opening up about how badly he wanted that [sex] in his life
and the lengths he had gone in the past to get that [sex], that was kind of
alarming in a sense, whereas he really just needs this for his confidence. He
really just needs it for his validation. So subconsciously, I’m giving him that
validation. I disagree with that now, because when I look back on it, I don’t
want to do that to anyone else again. I shouldn’t just be with someone to
boost their confidence…Even during the sex, I was like, “should I be faking
it?”… I didn’t end up faking it because I just didn’t know how to [laughter], but
it did go through my head.” – Jessica
Similarly, Julia saw hooking up as her responsibility and her job to ensure her male
partner left feeling confident. While she understood that saying “no” was always an
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option, she also felt male confidence was based on the ability to engage and perform
sexually with women. Since the women believed men wanted sex to satisfy their sexual
urges, and because gender norms suggest men are defined by their ability to have sex,
turning them down meant they were impeding their male partner’s ability to feel like a
man.

“I didn’t want to be rude or unladylike”. Compounded with the belief that men need
sex, the women felt pressure to be submissive when faced with their sexually-excited
hookup partners. Feminine gender roles felt accentuated during their UC hookups,
pressuring them to be “nice” by tending to their partner's urges and self-esteem. To
deny men sex would be rude, violating their feminine duty to be “submissive” and
“caring”. Stephanie felt that submitting to men’s sexual needs was necessary to avoid
being “rude” and to be seen as a “lady”.
“You don’t want to be rude. You want to look like a lady. But I think society
and, once again, the media, portray women as submissive. It's almost like we
have to be that way in order to please the man. And that's why I couldn’t tell
him he was awkward and like, sloppy, because I think that would really affect
him and I didn’t want to be rude that way.” – Stephanie
Women were also worried about stating their sexual needs during hookups
because it could result in them being negatively labeled as unfeminine. Being seen as
“horny” or “too into” sex was something many of the women were trying to avoid.
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Engaging in sex they desired or asking for their male-partner to pleasure them a certain
way suggested they had too much experience and were “dirty”.
“No, I definitely wouldn’t have felt comfortable…I don’t know why because
guys are always comfortable to move your head when you are ‘down there.’ I
guess I just wouldn’t feel comfortable…I guess it is, if I move him or [say] do
this, he is probably thinking like, ‘Oh well, she is maybe getting too into this’
or, ‘Wow she is really horny’ or something. I didn’t want him to think that I
was too into it, even though I wasn’t really into it [laughter].” – Amelia
The irony, as stated by Amelia, is that in trying to avoid being perceived as “too into it”,
the women were not enjoying the sexual situation at all. Amelia's second comment also
reveals how women continue to struggle with societal expectations that suggest they
are not allowed to have sexual agency. There was a fear of being seen as sexual
because it meant they could be labeled as “dirty” or “not a good girl.”
“Oh, you know. Men masturbating? 'Whatever.' But women masturbating?
'Wow, that's dirty.” It shouldn’t be that way. If he wants to guide me because
he wants to enjoy his time better, which is understandable, then it should be
okay for a woman to do the same thing. It's almost like, 'She’s not a good
girl.' 'She's dirty.' 'She's probably done this before.' 'She's probably gotten
around.' And even if I had gotten around, there's nothing wrong with that.
Girls are just trying to have fun. But I still don’t [direct him]. I just wouldn't
want him to think that.” -- Amelia
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Amelia struggled with societal beliefs that implied she should silence her sexual desires.
Despite recognizing she should have “fun” during the hookup, she did not feel able to
overcome societal messages that state there was something wrong with overt female
desire. Barbara agreed, feeling women are allowed to use their body as a “sexual
object”, but once they attempt to feel pleasure, they have to worry about being viewed
negatively. In fact, the majority of women realized social pressures were mediating their
experiences and they discussed how gendered beliefs were at play. Despite this
realization, they continued with the activity because they still felt the need to follow
socially acceptable feminine behaviour.

Overall, societal beliefs about male and female roles encouraged women to
begin or continue with an UC hookup. These beliefs made the women feel like the
hookup was an obligation and policed their behaviour to act in a certain way (i.e. not
“too into it”). The women feared being negatively labeled if they denied the men’s sexual
needs or expressed their own. The challenge with women’s sense of obligation was that
it often meant men’s needs and physical pleasure was prioritized over their own. Many
of the women were unable to recognize the gender inequality during their hookup
promoting the need for chapter 6 which will use the women’s interviews to expose
gender inequity and male dominance in the UC hookups.
5.4.2 “I wanted the validation”
Approximately half of the women felt pressure to engage in their hookup because
they wanted to feel desired and validated. They explained how attracting a man’s
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attention made them feel better about themselves because it validated their beauty and
self-concept. Barbara stated women are socialized to believe that “our value is in our
bodies and in our appearance and what we can do for other people.” By internalizing
this belief, many of the women engaged in hookups to validate their beauty and
physique.
“If I hooked up with the guy, it validated what I did. It validated the new outfit I
bought for the time we went out [or] how I worked my ass off and didn’t eat
carbs for a month.” – Rose
The hookup provided the women with an opportunity to feel better about themselves
and their sacrifices to maintain their beauty. Further, a few women who were recently
single said they sought out a new man to provide them with a self-esteem boost,
explaining attention from another man proved they were still worthy. For example, Amy
claimed that hooking up provided validation after her breakup.
“I think it's also about looking for that approval and getting that verification.
Getting that, ‘Oh yeah! You're still hot and someone still wants you.' Just not
that person.” – Amy
The women often felt more validation from early-evening flirtations with their male
partners because the hookup often left them with more negative feelings and regrets.
For example, Megan preferred the “casual arm touches” and being “flirty” at the bar.
“I would’ve liked to continue [at the bar], 'cause I like the casual talking and
flirting. It was harmless and felt good . . . It was really casual arm touches
and flirts. So that felt good and wasn’t a big deal to me. But I definitely
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could’ve just stayed at that point and avoided the whole [negative hookup]
scenario.” – Megan
While Megan clarified that flirting and male attention allowed her to feel good about
herself, the hookup did not. She felt “good” when getting his attention at the bar but felt
unable to “cut him off” when it got to what she assumed “he wanted” to feel good.
Receiving male validation meant the women got something from the UC experience, but
once the interaction felt unbalanced (i.e. they received validation, but the male had not
received sex) it felt wrong not to provide their male partner with something he wanted.
The women believed that long-term male validation was maintained by finding a
committed male partner. The following quote demonstrates the connection between
male validation and the next theme, finding “the guy”. The potential of permanent
validation from a boyfriend was sometimes a goal of an UC hookup. However, if a
partner ended up not being “the guy”, the validation and self-esteem boost they
originally received “dissolved” when the hookup ended.
“Many times where I would hook up with a guy and I wouldn’t like it but would
just do it, I was seeking for something. I was seeking to be loved and liked, but
with every guy . . . it was only a glimpse, for like eight hours, and then the next
day it would totally dissolve. Because I never felt like the guy was ever going to
stick, I was constantly searching. I was constantly out and always looking for like,
‘the guy.’” – Stephanie
As the next theme details, finding a committed partner is one way of prolonging the
validation “boosts” the women received from their UC hookup partners.
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5.4.3 I was looking for “the guy”
Many of the women admitted they participated in their UC hookup with the hope
their partner would want to date them. Many of these women realized hookups do not
traditionally end in romantic relationships, but they were willing to engage in the UC
hookup for the possibility of finding a romantic partner. In these cases, men were not
explicitly pressuring them to have sex, but due to the women’s assumptions that men
want sex (see theme 1a), many women felt like they had to comply in order to maintain
their partner’s interest. Accordingly, the women were willing to subject themselves to
undesired sexual experiences for the possibility of finding “the guy”. For example,
Megan discusses how her male partner likely wanted sex and saying “no” meant there
was a chance he would not want to see her again.
“I just feel like the first thing on your mind is like, ‘They probably want sex.
They would rather skip dinner and rush right to sex.' I don’t know if it's
necessarily true, but it's hard to get past it. And then it's hard if someone
says, ‘Why don’t we go back to my place?’ Like, what do you do in that
situation? Obviously, you know what they're thinking. Do you say ‘no’ and
then risk the chance of not seeing them again or do you go? It’s a balance.” –
Megan
Liz’s statement further emphasizes women’s perception that sex is a bargaining chip
that may be used to help secure a romantic relationship. Liz mentioned most women
believe attracting a male involves giving him what he wants – sex.
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“We give them sex because the guy wants sex. Then hopefully, the guy will
stay with us in a relationship after that. The girl is usually hoping for that but
it’s usually not what happens.” – Liz
Both Megan and Liz wanted a relationship with a heterosexual male and they believe
the male partner wanted sex. The balancing of men’s need for sex with their own desire
for a relationship can result in women using their bodies sexually for men in exchange
for the chance of having a relationship despite that not being the typical outcome.
Similarly, Morgan explained that she engaged in her UC hookup because she
wanted it to turn into a romantic relationship. Morgan stated sex is better in a committed
relationship, adding she was unable to relax and be “fully pleasured” during her hookup.
The potential of better sex in a dating relationship was another reason to continue.
“[During a casual hookup] I’m not going to be relaxed enough to be fully
pleasured, but I think you hope, 'Maybe this time will work,' or, 'Maybe this
time it will turn in to more of a relationship. It will turn into a relationship and
then it will work.'” – Morgan
Based on the interviews, it was clear that many women were willing to engage in
UC sex for the chance of finding a romantic partner. A few women even reported the
ultimate reason for engaging in UC hookups was a fear of being alone, and they wanted
to avoid ending up single.
“Even if they don’t like the feeling, it's still nice to get attention. And even if it's
from some sloppy, gross guy at a party, a lot of girls would be like, ‘At least
it's something. At least some guy is showing interest, clearly thinks I’m
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attractive and wants to get with me.’ So I think it's more about the fear of
being alone more than actually enjoying being with the person [during the
hookup].” – Amelia
A committed romantic partner also meant the women were no longer burdened by the
task of searching for men and, in connection to the next theme, finding a committed
partner meant that their sexual actions were no longer scrutinized by peers. For
example, Barbara explained that the only way to avoid being called a “prude” or a “slut”
was to have sex within a committed relationship. Having sex within a committed
relationship provided the women with a safer space to explore sexual activity, a space
where they would not be as heavily judged by their peers.
“You call someone a prude if they are not doing anything, and people slut
shame if they are doing things…but people who are in the middle, without
stigma, are in relationships and having sex.” – Barbara
Overall, many conversations highlighted the women’s preference for a romantic
relationship. For a third of the women, finding a stable relationship was the ideal
outcome for UC hookups, even though the majority of them recognized it was not a
typical outcome. The women also said they were willing to have an undesired hookup
for the chance of dating. Based on the women’s assumptions regarding their gendered
role, the women felt an obligation to perform sexually for a chance of dating their male
partner. Further, dating was the ultimate goal because committed relationships were
seen to involve better sex, silenced their fear of being alone, and helped them avoid
stigma from peers.
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5.4.4 “Just do[ing] it to fit in”
In order for the women to fit in with their peers and avoid being isolated from
friends' conversations, they needed to have at least one sexual experience. The women
felt that in university, compared to high school, there was more pressure to hookup and
be sexually active. The pressure to hookup came from the media and a belief in the
hookup culture. Due to the proliferation of the hookup culture, they believed hookups
provided a method for fitting in with their friends, especially when they hooked up with
an attractive male. Without hookup experiences to discuss, they often felt left out and
isolated from their group.
“If you're the only one without a crazy hookup story you might feel left out. I
went to my friend’s 19th birthday party and there was a bunch of us, like 20
girls, and we were playing Never Have I Ever, and it was all sex-related. I
couldn’t imagine sitting there and not having anything and being like, ‘Oh
guys, I am a virgin,’ so I think it [pressure] comes a lot from friends.” – Audrey
The women also believed that “fitting in” meant they had to abide by social
beliefs about sexual situations. Margaret felt she would be “stigmatized” if she put
herself into a sexual situation then pulled out, meaning word would get around she was
a “tease”. Similarly, Erin said she continued a hookup in order to be viewed favorably by
her partner and peers.

“I basically didn’t want the guy to not like me. I wanted to seem cool with my
friends and the guy. I didn’t want to seem almost like a prude. That's the word
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that came to mind. If he wanted it then I was like, ‘Okay, whatever.’ I didn’t
want to seem uncool.” – Erin

Overwhelmingly the women felt they needed to engage in hookups to fit in
effectively with their university peers. The examples emphasize women’s beliefs about
the connection between hooking up and fitting in. The sub-themes will demonstrate how
women felt they were viewed more favourably by their peers if they followed the
gendered expectations of hookups and hooked up with an individual who was attractive.

“Everyone else was doing it”: The media and hookup culture. When asked how
they knew it was expected they should hook up, the women said they felt pressure from
the media and the university hook up culture. Women described the media as
“pervasive” in perpetuating the idea that all young people need to be sexually active.
The media emphasizes the idea that everyone is having sex and that everyone needs to
have sex to find a romantic partner. Linda recognized sex was important after being
inundated by sex scenes on TV shows.
“Like, if I were to put on a Netflix show, there's a 90% chance there's going to
be a sex scene. Like Stranger Things, she loses her virginity to a guy she
didn't really know that well and it was totally okay. And That 70's Show, with
Jackie and Michael, she wanted to lose her virginity to him. I guess it puts an
importance on sex. It’s important, not that you have to do it but as we grow
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up and watch these things; it 's in the back of our head that sex is important.”
– Linda
Women also felt they should hook up because “everyone” was doing it and
because you are "expected” to do it in university. Whatever term was used, be it
hookup, university or party culture, the women understood there was pressure from
university norms to engage in certain casual sex behaviour. Some women, like Evelyn,
were not sure where the pervasive message about hookup culture emerged, but they
were cognizant of the pressure to engage in hookups.
“It's not necessarily like, ‘You are in university, you are going to have sex,’ but
[pause] I think it’s this culture where you go out and you go to the bar and if
you go home with someone, you are going to hook up with them. I don’t even
know where it comes from. I just know that it's there. And I know that unless
you find someone who is oblivious, that pressure is there. Whether or not you
fall into it, it's still there. I think that it just comes with our age, and with the
binge drinking culture, and the university culture. I don’t know where it comes
from to be honest, but I just think it's there and, to be honest, everyone
knows about it.” – Evelyn
Further, Linda recognized that having casual sex with multiple partners was
normalized in university and she acknowledged that to be part of the “normal” hookup
culture it was expected that you were not a virgin.
“In high school it's kind of normal to not have sex because you are awkward
and have braces, but once you are in first year it's normalized to have sex
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with a bunch of people. It's almost expected. I mean, they hand out free
condoms in the student centre, so it is happening. I think it's almost expected
that you aren’t a virgin.” - Linda
Ignoring the expectations to engage in hookups meant you were not considered
“normal” and would subsequently have a difficult time fitting in with certain peers. The
pressure to engage in casual sex, according to the women, was ever-present either
through media’s messages or university culture. Through both of these avenues, the
women recognized they had been inundated with messages that being cool equates to
having sex, and that to “fit in” it was important to hook up in college.

“He was super hot”: Elevating social status. In order to fit in, the hookup could not
be with any man. Instead, the women viewed their hookup more favourably if the male
partner was attractive. Further, an attractive partner meant the women felt their peers
were also more impressed and perceived them as more favourably too. The women
described how they felt more pressure to engage in the UC hookup if their male partner
was attractive. Often their friends would put more pressure on them if he was attractive
and the women were aware of the positive social benefits resulting from hooking up with
a “hot” male. For example, Kristen discusses her peer’s reactions to hooking up with
someone attractive.
“It's like, 'Oh wow, you did it! You hooked up with this really attractive guy,
that’s so cool!' You gain a bit depending on who the person is. You're a notch
cooler, I guess.” – Kristen
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The women felt hooking up with an attractive partner was a way to boost their social
status among friends and acquaintances, and a mechanism for fitting in with their peers.
Hooking up also helped the women feel better about themselves. Erin discussed
how hooking up with someone who is good looking validated that she was also good
looking and it helped improve her social status amongst her peer group.
“I know for me, it’s been like, 'I'm going to hook up with this guy because he
is good-looking and it's going to make me look better if I can show people
that I can get guys like this'. So, I feel like it's definitely that kind of motivation
where you want to hook up with people that are going to ‘up’ your status.
That's obviously not a good thing, but it's the mindset that a lot of people
have these days, because they want to look better within their group.” – Erin
Hooking up with an attractive male often made the women feel better about their status
in the group and allowed them to be viewed more favourably by their friends. In addition
to getting this boost, the women also felt hooking up with an attractive male partner
gave them tangible benefits. For example, Stephanie mentioned that women would
often gain entrance into better parties and events if they were able to hook up with an
attractive male. It was important to hook up in order to be invited into spaces with the “in
crowd”.
If women hooked up with a less attractive partner, their friends looked upon it
negatively. Erin claimed, “You have to hook up with someone who is attractive or you
are not going to be that accepted and people are going to judge you.” Stephanie
compared the dynamics of hooking up to Brave New World and social status in India.
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“The book is about a socially constructed world of alphas and betas, like the
caste system in India. It relates to people in different levels looks-wise in this
society that we live in. In this reality we are basically rated on looks. Meaning,
if he's hot, it's better to have sex with him, but if he's ugly, it's like, 'Oh, now
you're a slut because you're just fucking guys to fuck.'” – Stephanie
Connecting to the overarching theme of “fitting in”, the women clarified that hooking up
only helped them “fit in” if they hooked up with an attractive man. If they were heading
home with an attractive male, it also meant their friends placed more pressure on them
to hook up and they felt more inclined to engage in the undesired hookup knowing it
would be fun to celebrate with their peers the next day.
“You should do it”: Peer coercion. Fitting in ultimately required peer approval and, in
many circumstances, the women’s friends significantly influenced their decisions to
engage in an UC hookup. Peer coercion appeared in three forms: implicit, explicit, and
anticipated pressure. As described in Kristen’s quote, the normalization of casual sex in
the women’s peer groups provided implicit pressure to engage in the hookup.
“I guess it was from seeing everyone else, like my friends doing that [hooking
up] and I kind of felt like the last one to hook up with somebody in university.
So I felt [pause] 'Well, this may not be the ideal situation, I don’t have to tell
anybody it isn’t the ideal situation, I just need to tell them that I did this.'
Looking back now, that’s really stupid. It doesn’t matter now, but just seeing
everyone else doing it, I felt pressure to do it.” – Kristen
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As indicated, Kristen was willing to hide details about not enjoying the hookup in
order be able to tell her friends she hooked up. Kristen’s friends were not directly
pressuring her to hookup; rather she hooked due to the internalized social pressure that
everyone was “doing it”.
For other women, their friends explicitly pressured them to engage in the hookup.
In many of these scenarios, the peer pressure was so intense, the women hooked up
just to appease their friends.
“She [my friend] just kept saying, ‘You should do it, you should do it. You just
broke up, and he just broke up and you should just do it.' And it was kind of
convincing. At the same time, I just said 'yes' to please her and get her to
stop, kind of.” – Adrianne
Adrianne engaged in the undesired sexual activity because her friend would not stop
verbally pressuring her to participate in the hookup. Importantly, most women who
experienced explicit pressure from their friends clarified they felt no pressure from their
partner. The women chose to engage in the hookup to silence their friends.
In addition, a couple of women said they consented to undesired hookups
because they were worried about what they would tell their friends if they decided not to
hook up. Women who anticipated a negative conversation felt more pressure to hook
up, viewing participation in UC sex as a better option than defending their choice to not
hookup to their friends. For example, Jean stated, “I thought if I didn’t do it, it would be
like, ‘Oh, you turned down an opportunity to have sex with whoever,’ from my friends.”
Similarly, Barbara claimed she anticipated pressure from her friends because of her
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past memories of her friends post-hookup. When Barbara’s friend previously decided
not to hookup with someone, her friends questioned her and made her feel like she had
to explain her reason for saying “no” to the hookup. When Barbara was hooking up she
did not believe her reasons for saying “no” were strong enough to convince both her
male partner and her friends. When faced with anticipated peer pressure, some women
preferred to abide by group norms and hookup and doing so allowed them to fit in with
their peers rather than being questioned for saying “no”.
Implicit, explicit, and anticipated peer pressure was one of the most significant
social pressures identified by women prior to the hookup. Peer influences defined for
the women how they should partake in their hookup. For many of the women, the desire
to fit in with their peers was the reason they initially entertained the idea of hooking up;
they recognized that in order for them to be part of the social circle, they needed to have
stories about hooking up with attractive men to share with their friends. These sexual
experiences not only allowed them to fit in, but they had the potential to boost their
status amongst their friends. Given that hooking up was considered the norm in most
peer groups, it is not surprising some women felt pressure to hookup even when the
experience was undesired. In fact, as the next theme conveys, some women felt that
fitting in meant proving to their female friends that they were sexually liberated, and,
thus, a “strong woman”. Engaging in hookups and casual sex for many of the women
was a way for them to bond with their female peers and “fight the patriarch”.
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5.4.5 “To fight the patriarch”
A third of the women interviewed said they engaged in their UC hookup in the
name of “feminism”, “female empowerment”, and to “fight the patriarch”. They viewed
hooking up as a privilege of the women’s rights movement and felt being sexually liberal
was expected in order to become a woman. Further, the women felt their engagement in
UC hookups provided a way to challenge traditional gender roles and undermine
oppressive gender stereotypes. For example, Scarlett felt that sex initiated girls into
womanhood, believing strong women hooked up as a way to advance their rights and
fight patriarchy.
“A lot of my friends decided to experiment sexually and saw [sexual
experimentation] as becoming a woman, as being feminist, as being strong.
And they didn’t necessarily hook up with guys that they wanted to hook up
with. They hooked up for the sake of being able to say, ‘I hooked up,' or being
able to say, ‘I’ve slept with so many guys,' or being able to say, like almost in
a rebellious way, ‘To stick it to the man, to fight the patriarchy.’” – Scarlett
Jean felt hooking up gave her an opportunity to prove she was a feminist. She and her
friends use feminism as tool to pump each other up and encourage one another to
engage in a hookup. While Jean did not desire the sexual experience, her story shows
that hooking up was essential to showing her friends that she was a woman.
“It is mostly like, me and most of my friends are pretty liberal and feminists.
So we are like, ‘Do what you want and get the guy.' So when you are in your
girl group they kind of hype you up and, like, not push you to hook up, but
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they are like, ‘Have sex with him and do what you want.' So in a way, it is not
really because we are turned on or that we want to have sex. It can be, but
most of the time it is to prove that, ‘I am a woman and I can do this! I’m a
feminist,' you know what I mean?” – Jean
Brittney felt being a feminist “pushed” her to hook up. She felt modern feminism
is synonymous with being able to “experiment” with casual sex. Her quote illustrates
how a belief in “modern” feminism encouraged participation in UC hookups, and being
more liberated, like men. She viewed hooking up as an opportunity previously afforded
only to men and saw it akin to a responsibility in the effort to achieve equality with men.
“I think the new modern feminism is pushing women to experiment, even if
they don’t think so. Even, I think, some might not have support from friends
and family. They might just do it because that is what modern feminism is.
But I don’t think they always understand the risks or certain things like that.
So, I think they do it to have the same rights as men, even if it is undesired,
like, ‘I can still hook up like guys can.' So men sometimes look at it like, 'She
is good-looking,' or whatever, and ‘I’m going to go for it,' while women kind of
think of it as almost like, ‘Another number to add to females’ rights,' if that
makes sense?” – Brittney
Brittney’s question at the end illustrates her uncertainty with “modern feminism’s”
belief that hooking up is a method for seeking equality with men. Other women
struggled with rectifying their desire to feel empowered sexually with their negative
perceptions of themselves post-UC hookup. For example, Mary’s lack of clarity about
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her UC hookup experience showcases how many women struggled with balancing a
desire to “fight the patriarch” while engaging in sex they did not desire. Mary states, “I
can’t say it wasn’t empowering at all, part of it was for sure, but I can’t say if it was really
worth it, probably not.” Upon reflection, Mary felt engaging in undesired hookups often
left her feeling less empowered, because, in the end, the hookup situation never gave
her anything she personally needed (i.e. sexual pleasure, or a romantic partner who
cared about her). Finally, the majority of women were unable to use hookups as a way
to “fight the patriarch”, given most UC hookups resulted in them engaging in activities
that promoted gender inequality through the prioritization of male sexual needs and
pleasure over their own. The next chapter discusses this tension in more detail and
helps uncover the implicit assumptions which ultimately benefitted the women’s male
partners at the expense of their own sexual liberation.

5.5 Summary and Discussion
The five overarching themes explain the main social pressures women
experienced during their UC hookup. Based on the themes, it appears UC hookups
continue to occur in a society which simultaneously promotes gender norms and sexual
scripts (“I felt obligated”), heteronormative beliefs (“I wanted the validation” and I was
looking for “the guy”), improved peer relations via sexual activity (“Just do it to fit in”),
and female sexual empowerment (“To fight the patriarch”). All of these pressures
encouraged the women in this study to continue with a hookup in the absence of desire
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or male physical or verbal pressure. This discussion section connects the themes to
previous literature and theoretical perspectives.
“I felt obligated”: Gender norms and sexual scripts
Based on the women’s stories it was evident that some felt obliged to engage in
the UC hookup. While these women did not describe their obligations using sociological
and psychological terminology, they nevertheless relayed social myths, rules, and
expectations about what they expected men needed during hookups and how they
themselves needed to act in a hookup situation. The social myths, rules, and
expectations defined by the women as “he wants it” and “I didn’t want to be rude” can
be linked to the literature on gender norms and sexual scripts in dating and hookups
(Bay-Cheng and Elise-Arras 2008; Eaton and Rose 2011; Green and Faulkner 2005;
Muehlenhard 1988; Simon and Gagnon 1986). The women’s stories show how gender
norms continue to shape women’s experiences and how gender norms encourage the
belief that men need sex and women are responsible for being “nice” and “submissive”
to men’s sexual needs. The women recognized violating gender roles would result in
them being called “rude” or negatively labeled a “tease” or “prude.” In addition, the
women feared being stigmatized if they violated their gender roles by satisfying their
own sexual desires and asking the male to support their pleasure.
In some instances, the findings here replicate those found in previous studies
that have identified gender norms as the foundation for unwanted consensual sex within
committed relationships (Bay-Cheng and Eliseo-Arras 2008:391). For example, Cheng
and Eliseo-Arras identified the gender norm themes “good girlfriends say yes” and
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“once yes, always yes” after interviewing young women. Similar to this study, the
women interviewed believed a “good” female partner did not have sexual desires of her
own and was expected to passively submit to men’s sexual needs. The women also felt
obligated to participate in the hookup once it started, reinforcing the idea that once they
said “yes” they felt they were required to say “yes” to all sexual activity desired by the
male during the hookup.
The themes “he wants it” and “I didn’t want to be rude” have been discussed by
sociologists studying unequal gender power relations, rape, and male domination.
These scholars have also relayed the prevalence of the male sex drive imperative and
women’s responsibility to please men first during heterosexual interactions (Gavey
2005; Hollway 1984; Jackson 1987; Phillips 2000; Tiefer 2002). Most women in the
current study were still influenced by the male sex drive imperative despite being
skeptical about its legitimacy. Further, the belief that they had to succumb to men’s
needs while avoiding appearing “too into it” meant the women were often in situations
where they were prioritizing male sexual pleasure over their own. Researchers who
have studied male dominance in heterosexual sex practices have articulated how
gender beliefs and sexual scripts continue to promote a system of beliefs that put
women’s sexual needs as secondary to men’s. While the prevalence of sexual scripts
and gender norms are not new to the study of women’s sexual experiences, the findings
from this study reinforce the importance of being critical of everyday interactions
emphasizing male dominance over women. When prompted, the qualitative interviews
show that women are able to identify gender norms and sexual scripts (“he wants it” and
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“I didn’t want to be rude”). Some women also recognize that these pressures are unfair
and that myths about the male sex drive (i.e. blue balls) are not true. Despite this
recognition, they felt they had limited agency to advocate for their own needs. The next
chapter uses a critical feminist lens to expose instances in the women’s stories where
male dominance and unequal gender relations were evident.
“I wanted the validation” and “the guy”: Heteronormative beliefs
Coupled with the proliferation of gender norms in sexual situations, women
explained how they engaged in UC hookups to get male validation or find a committed
partner. For example, half of the women felt pressure to participate in UC hookups to
garner male attention, subsequently validating their worth and, in turn, their selfperception. Further, a third of the women felt pressure to engage in UC hookups for the
chance of securing a committed romantic partner. These findings are consistent with
prior research on hooking up which has also found women engage in hookups to find a
committed male partner (despite women’s recognition that committed relationships are
not the goal of hooking up) (Bogle 2008). In addition, a committed relationship,
according to Bogle (2008), is ideal because it frees women from the burdens of hookup
culture. In this study, the women prioritized finding a male partner because they felt they
would be less likely to be judged by their peers and they would be free from the burden
of trying to seek validation from men.
According to the literature, women in committed relationships are free from the
stigma of being single (“single stigma”), whereas single women feel the constant
pressure to find someone (DePaulo 2006; Taylor 2012). As shown in this study, some
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women were searching for, and willing to engage in, hookups they did not desire to
boost their self-concept and their possibility of finding a man who would save them from
the lesser status of being alone. Women’s willingness to engage in UC hookups may
stem from hetero-patriarchal norms which suggest (1) women are valued for their ability
to attract men (Wade 2017; Wolf 1991), (2) coupling with a heterosexual male is a
societal imperative (Taylor 2012), (3) finding a male and getting married is a “social
victory” (Geller 2001:104), and (4) getting married, despite rising divorce rates, is still
the most privileged social status for women (Koropeckyj-Cox 2005). Further, media
images often typify single males as “hyper-sexual” with a “man-like pursuit of pleasure”,
while being a single (white) heterosexual female is deemed relatively acceptable only
for a short period of time (Taylor 2012:18). Eventually, single women are pressured to
find a male partner, and women who do so are “congratulated” for their “efforts to
remedy” their singleness (Taylor 2012: 2). Consistent with the prior literature, the
women in the current study felt their self-worth and happiness was linked to seeking
male attention and finding a committed male partner.
“Just do it to fit in”: Improved peer relations via sexual activity
The women felt pressure to hookup from their peers, the media, and hookup
culture. Indeed, women described feeling explicitly and implicitly compelled to consent
to an undesired hook up by their friends, especially if the male was attractive. Many felt
the need to engage in UC hookups to participate in conversations with their peers about
hooking up; and having hookup experience, especially with attractive men, meant they
were viewed more favourably. These findings reinforce existing research, which has
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found peer pressure (Garcia and Reiber 2008; Regan and Dreyer 1999) and young
adult’s belief in the hookup culture (Lambert et al. 2003; Paul et al. 2000) motivates
engagement in hookups. Further, women’s belief that the media encourages them to
have UC hookups is consistent with exploratory analyses of social coercion predicting
UC sex (Conroy et al. 2015).
Traditionally, men have often been seen as being able to improve their status by
engaging in hookups while women were often judged harshly; encouraging them to
engage in impression management (Armstrong et al. 2010; Regan and Dreyer 1999).
However, these interviews suggest some women value UC hookups as a way to
improve status and engaging in a hookup with an attractive guy did not result in
impression management, as previously assumed (Reid et al. 2011). With that being
said, the women were not free to choose any male partner because only attractive men
provided a social boost, and they often felt added pressure to participate when
presented with an opportunity to hook up with an attractive male. The struggle the
women felt to “fit in” with their peers will be further discussed in the subsequent chapter.
“To fight the Patriarch”: Female sexual empowerment
A significant number of women commented that they engaged in a hookup to
advance women’s rights and prove, often to themselves, that they were sexually
liberated women. Participating in casual sexual experiences was viewed as a rite of
passage into womanhood. The women also felt that acting more sexually promiscuous
(like men) meant they were fighting patriarchal structures. Wade and Heldman (2012:
141) also found women cited the “women’s movement” as an inherited “right to express
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their sexuality.” However, the challenge for women is that hooking up is not always
empowering (Wade and Heldman 2012). The women struggled to feel sexually liberated
after engaging in an UC hookup, despite feeling like their friends and feminism
promoted casual sex as a way to “fight the patriarch”. As the next chapter will explore,
many feminists have criticized the sexual revolution as increasing men’s access to
women’s bodies rather than helping women advance their own sexual and pleasure
needs (MacKinnon 2016).
Overall, this chapter illustrated the five social pressures the women personally
identified during their UC hookups. The themes reveal women’s understandings of, and
reasons for, engaging in UC hookups. While the women were thoughtful and honest
about their UC experiences, they were sometimes unable to articulate their experiences
in relation to male dominance, unequal gendered power relations, heteronormativity,
and patriarchal beliefs. The following chapter exposes some of the implicit assumptions
in their stories and unpacks why social pressures are such powerful forces encouraging
women’s engagement in UC hookups in the absence of male partner pressure.
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6 IT’S STILL A MAN’S WORLD
UC hookups provide a unique opportunity to explore women’s thoughts and
feelings about a sexual experience falling somewhere between wanted sex and sexual
assault. This chapter seeks to answer the question: What are the implicit social
pressures encouraging women’s participation in UC hookups in the absence of male
partner pressure? While the previous qualitative results chapter described the social
pressures identified by the women themselves, this chapter reflects critically on the
interviews to expose the underlying social beliefs behind UC hookups. Accordingly, this
chapter delves deeper to explore the embedded and often overlooked social beliefs that
encourage behaviours from women and men in sexual situations.

6.1 Analytical Strategy
This chapter used a critical sociological feminist lens to unpack the role of gender
inequality and male dominance in UC hookups. Feminist analytical approaches are
committed to using methodology that uncovers previously silenced experiences that
challenge sexual and social inequalities (Liamputtong 2013). This chapter will expand
on the interviewed women’s responses by identifying the social pressures implicit in
their stories to expose instances of gender inequality in UC hookups. In some
instances, the women were critical and articulated how their UC experience perpetuated
male domination and unequal power relations. In these cases, the women’s quotes will
be descriptive and will be used to provide further evidence for the themes. In other
instances, I will provide a critique of women’s quotes to highlight underlying gendered
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assumptions making it difficult for women to say “no” to UC hookups. Overall, this
chapter blends women’s voices and my own interpretation to explore the following
themes:
1. Making the Invisible, Visible: It’s a Man’s (Hookup) World
a. Female liberation undermined by patriarchy
b. It’s only over when he’s done: The coital imperative
c. Underlying fear of male sexual violence
2. Burdens Disguised as Benefits
a. Fitting in: A burdensome task
b. Competing for male validation
3. Social Pressures Trump Women’s Sexual Agency
a. Missing discourse of desire
b. NO! Means NO! Women’s lack of sexual agency with “nice” guys

6.2 Making the Invisible, Visible: It's a Man’s (Hookup) World
“We live in a world that is so male dominant. We still feel obligated to do the
things they want us to do. Even if we feel zero pressure, even if we are into it,
it's still almost always about them . . . which is why we feel 'if they want to do
it [hookup], then I have to do it.' Whether there is pressure or not, whether it
is in your head or not, there's still something. There is still an outside factor
that pushes you to do something that you don’t really want to do.” – Amelia
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Amelia’s quote identifies the struggle some women felt in finding the words to
describe the social pressures experienced during UC hookups. The “outside factor”
Amelia discussed the heterosexual social structure and the gender norms that prioritize
male sexual needs and dominance over women. Women’s experiences with UC
hookups provided the opportunity to uncover these social pressures in the absence of in
the moment male-partner pressure. Amelia’s comment echoes other participants’
sentiments: there is always pressure. While the women identified the unfairness of UC
hookups, they were not able to articulate the inequity in social structures and society
undermining their needs in UC hookups. A feminist sociological lens reveals how
women are burdened by a hetero-patriarchal society that causes them to perform
sexually for men while stigmatizing those who advocate for their own pleasure and
desire. Put another way, women are unable to “win” in the hookup arena. The following
subsections describe how our social structures set women up for failure in UC hookups.
6.2.1 Female liberation undermined by unequal gender norms
The current theme explores how female liberation is inhibited and undermined
by gender norms, patriarchal practices, and heterosexuality, when engaging in UC
hookups. In the 1960s, the sexual revolution made it acceptable for women to have
heterosexual sex outside of marriage and for reasons other than child-rearing (Bogle
2008; England et al. 2008; Liebau 2007). The sexual revolution was a pivotal first step
towards freeing women from oppressive social norms and the stigma they felt regarding
casual sex. One would expect, given the goals of the sexual revolution, oppressive
gender norms and sexual scripts aimed at keeping women subordinate to men would
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have changed. However, the women's UC hookups expose how sexual experiences are
still rife with inequity and male dominance.
While a third of the women interviewed for this study indicated sexual liberation
and female rights as a reason why they engaged in UC hookups, it became evident they
were not actually sexually free, but rather remained burdened by oppressive sexual
scripts. The struggle between “fighting the patriarch” and unequal gendered power
relations in UC hookups often resulted in oppressive practices. Very few women were
able to identify how their desire for liberation was not entirely realized through UC
hookups even if they engaged in the hookup with that intention. For example, Mary’s
retrospective analysis helps illustrate how she pursued sexual liberation, and identified
the experience as empowering at the time, but ultimately felt disempowered.
“For some reason, there's something empowering about [hooking up]. You
are empowering yourself and your peers. Even if you don’t really want to
do it, it makes you feel more powerful. I had this guy I was hooking up with
and I would text him and it made me feel powerful. I wanted to be able to
text a guy and say, “I want to do this right now, come to my room.” It made
me feel powerful as a woman instead of being the other way around,
where he was like, 'Bitch, come here.' Ordering a guy to come to you, that
was an empowering thing. But when I think about desire, there wasn’t
even a strong desire, it was just sort of the principle.
Interviewer: How did that situation make you feel?
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“It was stupid, I never wanted to be with any of the guys. The guy I hooked
up with consistently in first year, he showed an interest in me and I thought
he actually liked me. I didn’t know he just wanted to hook up. When he
realized [my intention], he said, 'I don’t want anything,' and I was like,
'Well, we can just keep doing this friends-with-benefits thing because it
makes me feel empowered’, but looking back at it now, I don’t think I
would have done the same thing. I don’t have any serious regrets because
everything has been such a good learning experience. Even though I
thought I was empowering myself, it probably lowered my self-worth a little
because there were definitely times in those hookups where I didn’t really
want to do it. Now I feel like that was sort of disrespecting myself.
Interviewer: So you thought it was empowering, but now how do you feel?
“You know back then, I think I was in denial. I feel like I was trying to
convince myself it was empowering, but I felt like shit. I was just trying to
convince myself it was a good thing. [I told myself] 'This will make me
powerful.' I wanted to feel I was on top and in control but looking back, I
don’t know what I really achieved. I can’t say it wasn’t empowering at all.
Part of it was for sure, but I can’t say if it was really worth it . . . probably
not? It is such a conflict . . .”
Mary’s quote typifies the struggle I detected in women’s UC hookup experiences.
Mary attempted to feel sexually liberated in a society that promotes male sexuality and
female submissiveness; however, she felt a disconnect between what she was
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supposed to be doing in the name of female empowerment and how poorly UC hookups
made her feel. Mary’s participation in an UC hookup within a patriarchal,
heteronormative structure was arguably one of the reasons her experiences were not
empowering. When considering Mary’s disconnect and the patriarchal structure, I
reflected on Lorde’s (1984:112) quote, “The master’s tools will never dismantle the
master’s house.” For Mary and for many of the other women, they attempted to feel
individually empowered sexually without a significant change in our patriarchal social
structure. Instead they engaged in an UC hookup within a culture that seeks to keep
women’s needs subordinate to men’s needs. They were using male “tools” (i.e. casual
sex) in order to feel liberated. Imposing this male-standard of liberation and freedom is
often oppressive and, based on their experiences with UC hookups, burdens women
with an additional pressure.
Feminist writings during and shortly after the sexual revolution in the 1960's-70's
also highlight the failings of the sexual revolution for women’s liberation. In particular,
radical feminist scholar MacKinnon (2016:xiii) claims the sexual revolution “was actually
directed by men toward further freeing their sexual access to women on demand and
without consequences.” Other second-wave feminists agreed having sex is not the way
to freedom and women who engage in this behaviour are often playing more into the
sexual needs and desires of men (Dworkin 1983; Jackson 1987; MacKinnon 2016;
Millett 2016). Therefore, in addition to worrying about how they are perceived for
engaging in sexual activity, women now also have to worry about how they are
perceived for not engaging. In fact, Liebau (2007: 1) claims “prude” is the “new scarlet
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letter” and says while it was previously used to “denote honor and virtue”, it has now
“almost become a badge of shame”. The findings from this study underline the
arguments made by these second-wave feminists after the sexual revolution. Despite
the participants wanting to feel like they are further ahead sexually, the pressure they
felt during UC hookups to follow sexual scripts and silence their own desire ultimately
resulted in them feeling dis-empowered rather than empowered.
6.2.2 It’s only over when he’s done: The coital imperative
Underlying the women’s stories is the coital imperative, which “constructs penisin-vagina penetration as ‘real’ sex, the quintessential form of hetero(sex), with male
ejaculation inside the vagina marking the end of “sex” (Jackson 1984; McPhillips, Braun,
and Gavey 2001; Opperman, Braun and Clarke 2014: 504). In fact, almost all the
women engaged in vaginal intercourse (N=30) with most (N=28) continuing until the
male ejaculated. For example, Kristen felt weak and in pain during intercourse,
explaining she should have said no “once it began hurting”, but continued until it was
“over” (i.e. until the male climaxed). The end of sex, according to Kristen, did not involve
her needs, pleasure, or climax, and the end could only occur once the male had
ejaculated. If sex were defined based on female and male pleasure and climax, the
experience would have ended once Kristen felt pain.
Similarly, Amy stated, “The sex wasn’t very good. There was a point when we
were having sex . . . and he was on top and I was just lying there [thinking], ‘When will
this be over?’ I had checked out a little bit.” Unspoken is that “over” meant male
ejaculation or, at the very least, the male signifying the sex was complete. Despite her
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lack of enjoyment or pleasure, Amy assumed the male’s biological response was
necessary to signify the end of sex. For both Kristen and Amy, sex revolved around the
physiological response of men and Evelyn agreed.
“I think there's this big idea of sex portrayed in movies, that sex lasts until
the guy finishes and then you're done. It goes this way because the girl
can sometimes finish and then keep going and the guy can’t. If he finishes
he's done. I think sex for a lot of people is that. If he hasn’t finished then
the sex just isn’t done.” – Evelyn
Evelyn recognized that heterosexual intercourse is embedded in male
dominance—based on his biological functions, dictated by his time frame. Her
statement also underlines the “coital imperative” equating sex to vaginal penetration;
suggesting men are incapable of “sex” after ejaculation (Jackson 1984). However, if sex
was defined more broadly, women could expect to continue (i.e. through oral or manual
stimulation) until she was able to peak (or reach multiple peaks). Almost all of the
women felt a societal burden during UC hookups to perform according to their male
partners’ sexual “needs”. As discussed in chapter 6, the women experienced this social
burden to perform for men while rarely questioning why this burden existed. Instead,
their answers highlighted a vague feeling of discomfort and unfairness.
This burden felt by the women is problematic because scientific “facts” are, in
many instances, biased, perpetuating a biological imperative which frames men’s
sexual desires as “needs” (Jackson 1984; Martin 1991). These “facts” help privilege
male’s sexual needs over women’s by stating they are objective and scientific, often
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(perhaps unintentionally), describing them in a way that imposes certain beliefs about
women and men. For example, Martin’s (1991) research describes how women’s sexual
organs are characterized as weaker and inferior to men’s organs.
“It is remarkable how 'femininely' the egg behaves and how 'masculinely'
the sperm. The egg is seen as large and passive. It does not move or
journey, but passively 'is transported', 'is swept,' or even 'drifts' along the
Fallopian tube. In utter contrast, sperm are small, 'streamlined,' and
invariably active. They 'deliver' their genes to the egg, 'activate the
development program of the egg', and have a 'velocity' that is often
remarked upon” (Martin 1991: 489).
She poignantly argues how the scientific description of sexual biological processes (i.e.
the egg and the sperm) perpetuate gendered beliefs about the biological nature of men
and women. Further, Masters and Johnson’s groundbreaking work on female orgasm
was also full of errors and falsely universalized “facts” (Tiefer 2002). Jackson (1984: 45)
claims their scientific findings concerning “vaginal barrel” lubrication reinforced the role
of the vagina for intercourse and their findings emphasized the penis as “indispensable
in the release of female sexual tension.” To complicate matters further, primarily malecreated and defined sex research identifies “natural” sex as heterosexual sex that
involves vaginal intercourse (Jackson 1984). Since then, researchers have sought to
understand the clitoris, map the anatomy of the clitoris, and have identified it as the
main source of women’s pleasure (Nagoski 2015). Regardless, these findings about
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women’s source of sexual pleasure are less frequently articulated to young women and
they continue to be influenced by biased scientific “facts”.
Overall, the scientific and societal construction of heterosexual sex perpetuates
gendered scripts that prioritize vaginal intercourse and men’s sexual release over
women’s bodies. Given this, it is not surprising that the women in my study believed sex
meant vaginal intercourse ending in male ejaculation and that they felt pressured to
“finish” the hookup according to this socially constructed male-biological standard; one
that neglects women’s physical, social, psychological and/or emotional needs.
6.2.3 Underlying fear of male sexual violence
While many participants felt they were hooking up with a “nice guy”, there was
still an underlying feeling about how vulnerable they were in UC hookup situations with
some citing the ever-present fear of rape or male violence. It was evident that societal
expectations not only taught the women to recognize the role they should play in sexual
situations, but also how men are expected to act, or more importantly, react, when
denied sex. According to MacKinnon (1989:31), sex occurs within a “hetero-patriarchal”
society where women are taught to believe that “sexuality equals heterosexuality”,
which “equals (male) dominance and (female) submission”. Under these conditions,
MacKinnon (1989:177) suggests women have learned to cater to male desire because
“it beats being forced”. Gavey (2005) also theorizes about how society reproduces
gender inequality during sexual experiences, describing it as “the cultural scaffolding of
rape”, while Burkett and Hamilton (2012: 828) describe heterosexual sex and consent
as “gendered and unequal processes.”
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This power imbalance was evident in my interviews, with a few women stating
how their partner had the “power” to turn their UC hookup into something violent. For
example, when I inquired with Amy as to why she did not ask to stop when she was
done having sex, she claimed, “You don’t know how they're going to react. Not that
when you say [stop] that everyone will turn into a crazy person, but it's something to be
cognizant of if it's a total stranger.” Unspoken in Amy’s quote is fear of a “male” reaction,
as individuals would rarely fear a female reacting poorly if denied sex. Further, Amy
mentioned her best friend had been “stalking” her on the Snapchat app to ensure she
was alive. Implicit in her friends stalking is a deep-rooted fear among women that men
can become violent when women are left alone with them in vulnerable situations.
While women’s safety during hookups was only mentioned in a few interviews,
the power differential between the sexes was nevertheless evident.
“The power differential between how women feel with the hookup and how
men feel with the hookup feels drastically different to me. Women go into it
being like, ‘Oh, I have to text my friend to let them know this is the guy’s
picture. If something happens to me, please call the police.’ Dudes are just
like, ‘Yeah, I’m going to hit it.’ That’s it. Men aren’t worried about their safety
[but] I 100% am.” – Erica
Erica's concern emphasizes how rape and/or violence is always a potential outcome in
casual hookups, and fear of a negative reaction is not far from their minds when women
are in a vulnerable situation with a stranger. Erica was successful at recognizing the
power imbalance, but many women did not recognize the gender inequality linked to
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fears about safety. The lack of recognition meant a fear of male violence is the third
implicit belief that often causes women to conform to gendered expectations during an
UC hookup and situates men as the primary beneficiaries of UC hookups.

6.3 Burdens Disguised as Benefits
Previous literature on UC sex within committed romantic relationships has found
that both partners often benefit from the experience (Impett and Peplau; O’Sullivan and
Allgeier 1998; Quinn-Nilas et al. 2018). In committed relationships, it seems possible
that the benefits (e.g. improved intimacy) are more likely to outweigh the drawbacks of
participating in UC sex compared to UC hookups. In a healthy committed relationship
partners care for each other and support each other’s needs, but in a hookup the
shared caring may be, or at least feel, absent. Thus, unlike romantic couples, one could
assume that feeling connected would not be a characteristic of hookups which, by
definition, are not expected to end with romantic involvement. However, throughout the
interviews and surveys, it became clear that some women did feel they derived benefits
from these undesired experiences. When asked about “benefits” or “positives” of UC
hookups, all but two women could express some kind of benefit. In particular, the two
most common were that they received (1) social recognition from their peers when the
male was “super hot” (N=18) and (2) validation from their male partner (N=15). While
these two “benefits” were described in the previous chapter, this section highlights how
they can be re-framed as additional burdens women must overcome if they want to
refuse an undesired hookup.
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6.3.1 Fitting in: A burdensome task
Status can be defined as “an individual’s prominence, respect, and influence in
the eyes of others” (Anderson and Kilduff 2009: 295). Further, status theorists Berger,
Cohen, and Zelditch (1972), claimed that one’s status in face-to-face groups is based
on the extent to which an individual has certain characteristics and engages in actions
that are respected by the group. In fact, for many of the interviewed women, being
sexual and hooking up with an attractive male was viewed as important to fit in and
receive group admiration. While many participants described hooking up to obtain
elevated social status, they also described the negative outcomes that were avoided by
engaging in hookups. Their discussions made visible the underlying burden of engaging
in UC hookups to avoid negative status implications.
“Ummm . . . not being called a prude, or cold or frigid. There are so many
words . . . Tease. Yeah, there are a few situations where they actually gain
things. I don’t know how often that happens, but women sleeping to get a
position [achieve a certain status], I think a lot of times it's to avoid the
negative rather than getting the positive.” – Pam
Further, locating the “sweet spot” concerning friends' validation is also a burden,
and the women were careful to cultivate sexual experiences that brought social benefits,
not scorn. For example, Kara explains how women struggled to avoid being made fun of
for not engaging in sexual activity by a certain age. Her answer also exposes her lack of
certainty around locating what “number” of sexual hookup partners is acceptable for the
“middle ground”.
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“People would start making fun of you if you ha[dn’t]. They would start
making fun of you like ‘oh she is just a baby’. There is stigma around the age
where you should start having sex. Early in life [having sex] is bad and too
late is like ‘what is wrong with you?’. Finding a sweet spot between 17 and 23
or 25 is definitely hard. People don’t accept [your decision] if you don’t want
to have sex…I think a lot of people talk about their [hookup] numbers...a lot
of people find it scary if you have slept with 12 people, which is really high for
some people…but some people are in the 40s and I am like ‘oh, that’s a lot.’
[laughter]…there is a middle ground between 1 to 8 or, maybe, 9?” – Kara
Kara’s quote shows how she felt it was difficult to fit in and all of the women highlighted
the fine line between being called a “slut” or a “prude” based on their number of
hookups.
The labels given to women who engaged in or did not engage in hookups was
rampant in the interviews. When I asked if the labels could be avoided, the recurrent
response was that it was impossible to avoid being judged. Most women found it
extremely difficult when trying to fit in because the “middle ground” between slut/prude
was constantly changing. For example, two women lamented how there was no “happy
medium” when trying to avoid the stigma associated with their sexual actions.
“If I said, ‘Oh, let's not do this’, I'd be seen as a prude and they'd be turned off
and probably not want to pursue me. You don’t want to be a whore or a prude
so it's like, 'What do you want me to be?' You can’t just be yourself, so it's
either/or. The worst one is probably to be more . . . I don’t know, being
110

actually slutty? But I feel like that's just bad to say. Also, the other side of the
spectrum is what they haven’t done. I watch a YouTube channel where they
do interviews and one of the questions they ask is, ‘How many sexual
partners have you had?’ And when they say the number—some people say 2
or 25 or even 100 people—the comments are always like, ‘I would never stick
my dick in her if I knew this was her number.’ So that's really bad, but you will
also see comments where they say, ‘Oh, I’ve only had sex with one person,’
and the comments will say, ‘Oh, she's too much of a virgin for me.’ I feel like
you can’t have the happy medium.” – Allison
Allison highlights the mixed feelings most of the women felt navigating peer group
norms and sexual experiences, constantly aware that lacking “enough” hookup
experience meant they were viewed negatively while having “too much” was negative
as well. The line was highly ambiguous and the women were unable to suggest a
“sweet spot” where they could avoid stigma and still reap the social benefits. Moreover,
elevating social status in one group often meant you could be perceived worse in
another, making fitting in a burden the women had to face while trying to meet the
impossible “middle” ground. While the women were happy about the “benefit” certain
hookups provided them with their friends, the struggle for social acceptance emerged
from their stories as another burden they faced when deciding when, how often, and
with whom to engage in UC hookups.
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6.3.2 Competing for male validation
As mentioned in the previous chapter, the women stated that validation from
(attractive) males helped boost their self-esteem and encouraged positive self-image.
Embedded in their search for male validation is the reality that women continue to
define their worth based on the ability to compete with other women and attract male
attention. This relates to Wolf’s (1991:12) theory about beauty norms.
“Beauty is a currency system like the gold standard. Like any economy, it is
determined by politics, and in the modern age in the West, it is the last, best
belief system that keeps male dominance intact. In assigning value to women
in a vertical hierarchy according to a culturally imposed physical standard, it
is an expression of power relations in which women must unnaturally
compete . . . ”
The women’s explanations concerning why hooking up with an attractive male mattered
underlined the prevalence of Wolf’s (1991) theorizing about beauty, male dominance,
and value assignment. The women sought attractive and popular men as a source of
capital to help validate their status, beauty, and self-worth, and competed against other
women to obtain it.
“I think we really put the emphasis on making them feel good because we
want to feel wanted. So if you make them feel good, they want you; and if
you’re wanted they won’t leave you and find someone else to make them feel
good.” – Charlotte
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Charlotte's statement about “someone else” implies the competition she is in with other
women to find a man. Further, her desire to “feel good” underlines how important it is to
compete to attract male attention. Unfortunately, this desire to feel validated highlights
how our society continues to encourage and perpetuate the idea that women’s worth is
based on physical appearance and the ability to attract the male gaze (away from other
women). It places a burden on women because they are expected to compete against
one another in order to secure their self-worth. Further, another woman, Morgan,
emphasized how uncomfortable it was for her to feel confident when a new more
attractive girl came into her peer group directing the male gaze away from her.
“A lot of girls struggle with [self-esteem], including myself. If we don’t have
attention from guys we feel not wanted, or not desired, or not needed…there
is this new girl to our friend group and all the guys are so obsessed with her.
It is kind of uncomfortable for me and for a couple of my friends who are just
chilling off to the side. We all feel like shit because this girl pops in and
everyone loves her. Without some kind of male attention you feel less than.”
– Morgan
Morgan felt “less than” when required to compete with the “new girl” and she claimed
her and her friends would seek out undesired consensual hookups to make themselves
“feel more important”. Morgan’s undesired hookup experiences were related to her
desire to receive male validation and often emerged in situations where she felt
insecure compared to other women.
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As shown through Morgan and Charlotte’s stories, the women’s UC experiences
underline how male attention can influence women’s self-worth and force female
competition. This finding was also identified in Wade’s (2017) study on the hookup
culture where she claimed women were forced to compete with one another to secure
the male gaze. Specifically, Wade (2017:201) concluded that “the cost of losing is high
and the rewards of winning are real. Sometimes they’re willing to take down the women
around them to ensure that they come out on top. Sometimes they are just fighting to
avoid the existential fear that they are ‘nothing.’” As with the women in this study, about
half felt male validation and social status boosts were a worthy reward of UC hookups.
Upon examination of the competition, Wade (2017) identified men as enjoying the most
power in this female beauty competition because they had the power to withhold their
gaze. The inability to attract the male gaze resulted in women being denied access to
better parties and, ultimately, it impacted women’s status among their peers (Wade
2017). Thus, the perceived “benefits” of these UC experiences can actually be
experienced as a burden pushing women to compete for male attention.

6.4 Social Pressures Trump Women’s Sexual Agency
When faced with all the social pressures outlined in chapter 5, women are also
more likely to engage in an UC hookup due to their lack of education about desire,
pleasure, and consent. In particular, it is unsurprising women engage in UC hookups
when you consider the limited amount of education they receive regarding their own
desire, pleasure, and sexual anatomy (Fine 1988; Fine and McClelland 2006). Instead
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women learn about sexual victimization, sex resulting in pregnancy, and sexual consent
education (e.g. “No Means No”) (Fine 1988; Fine and McClelland 2006; Tolman 2002,
2006). When faced with an UC hookup entrenched in social pressures, the participants
found it near impossible to communicate their own sexual needs and desire. In other
words, women engage in UC hookups because their lack of sexual agency hinders their
ability to “just say no” when they do not desire the hookup.
6.4.1 Missing discourse of desire
The missing discourse of desire, according to feminist researchers, is part of the
reason women lack subjective agency during sexual activity (Fine 1988; Fine and
McClelland 2006; Holland et al. 1998; Tolman 2002, 2006). Conversations about desire
and pleasure are neglected for young women but attended to for young men (Fine
1988), suggesting women are not allowed to feel desire and pleasure but men are.
Moreover, women are taught to feel shame and fear during sexual experiences,
encouraging them to focus on negative sexual feelings rather than the positive.
Unsurprisingly, the overt focus of worry, fear, and morality during UC hookups was
evident in the interviews.
“I was nervous. I wasn't exactly prepared for it. Nervous and worried about
how it was going to go and everything. I did consent to it and I was okay with
it happening, but it was just kind of . . . before and during it . . . I thought, 'Is
this really happening? Do I really want this to be happening? Is this the right
time and situation?' I was questioning the whole thing. My mom was also at
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the hotel so I thought, 'What if she finds out? How is she going to react?' So I
was just worried.” – Erin
Similar to Liz in chapter 5, Erin was not able to enjoy her hookup experience because
she was so focused on all the reasons it could be negative. Specifically, she worried
about how her mother, a moral figure, would perceive her actions, questioning herself
through the entire experience. According to Tolman (2002), when women are focused
on negative thoughts and moral issues about hooking up it becomes incredibly hard for
them to fully engage and feel pleasure.
Arguably, when young women are presented with the negative aspects of sexual
experience it becomes challenging for them to focus on enhancing their own pleasure
and desire. Costa (2018) performed a TEDx talk on women reclaiming their sexual
desire through sharing circles. Her motivation for studying the topic came as a result of
her own struggles with sexual desire, where she realized as a pre-teen and teenager
that sex was for someone else’s pleasure and sex was “dirty and dangerous” resulting
in pregnancy and disease. In this study, it was evident that the majority of young women
had never been encouraged to speak openly about their sexual experiences and
desires, and similar to Costa (2018), internalized messages about sex being dangerous
or dirty were evident in how women described their UC hookups. For example, in some
instances the negative messages about sex were so embedded it was second nature
for them to talk negatively about their experiences. For example:
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“I was pretty excited to not be a virgin anymore. It [the hookup] did feel a little
dirty; like, morally not the greatest thing ever in the world. But I was more like,
excited.” – Pam
In one sentence, Pam switches from being excited to describing how the hookup made
her feel poorly. I was struck by her need to downplay the experience, as though it was a
prerequisite that needed to be stated before she could emphasize her excitement.
When women are not informed about their own pleasure and desire, they often perform
sexually for the men’s needs rather than their own (Tolman 2002). In addition, to avoid
feeling dirty or too promiscuous, women spoke about downplaying their desires and not
asking their male partners to do things that felt more pleasurable. As described in the
previous chapter, women often felt they would be seen as “dirty” or “not a good girl” if
they sexually communicated their needs to increase their pleasure.
As Tolman (2002) describes, women's inability to have the sexual agency to
request their needs results in them engaging in sex for everyone but themselves, an
idea further supported by Megan and her lack of education on the topic.
“I didn’t even have a sex class until high school and it was not spoken about
in elementary school and junior high school. So I wasn’t aware of any of it
[sex knowledge] until my first year of high school, which is really late. [I was]
A 16-year-old who had not experienced or [been] exposed to condoms or oral
sex. There was nothing talked about. So education is needed, absolutely. But
women need to realize that you need to figure out yourself before engaging
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with anyone [else]. They need to learn who they are before they can
experience other people.”
Megan was able to identify that part of the problem for women is that they do not know
what brings them physical pleasure. This lack of knowledge means that when faced with
an UC hookup, women do not feel they have a “good reason” to say “no” because they
are unaware about what feels good. Megan felt women would be better prepared for
hookups if they had learned more about sex in school and learned about what felt
pleasurable prior to engaging in sex with a partner. Other women did not recognize the
lack of education around their own pleasure and sexual agency. Charlotte struggled with
finding a good enough reason to say “no”.
“I didn’t really have a straight reason. So if he had asked me what it was, I
wouldn’t have been able to say “it is because of this” or “because of this”. I
would have to say, “I just don’t feel like it”. – Charlotte
Unspoken in Charlotte’s comment is that her lack of desire and pleasure is not a
sufficient reason to end or avoid the hookup, a feeling evident in the other transcripts. In
fact, the majority of women never mentioned their lack of sexual desire and pleasure as
a reason to say “no”, making refusal virtually impossible when faced with all the societal
pressures and implications described in the previous chapter.
6.4.2 NO! Means NO! Women’s lack of sexual agency with “nice” guys
Women also felt especially stripped of their sexual agency when engaging with a
“nice” guy. When their male-partner was nice, the women experienced amplified gender
role expectations, resulting in the feeling they had less of a reason to say “no”. Scarlett
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understood that when faced with the option of hooking up with a nice, attractive male,
the expectation to perform sex, internalized from the media, sex education classes, and
interactions with peers and family, became challenging to overcome.
“Especially since this guy isn’t unattractive. He isn’t rude. He isn’t mean. I just
felt like there was an expectation for me to do it, even though there wasn’t.
There wasn’t any pressure. There wasn’t any expectation except for the
perceived social expectation.” – Scarlett
Similar to Scarlett, many other women’s UC hookups also involved “nice” guys
and in these scenarios a different set of social rules were at play. If the male was rude,
the women felt empowered to assertively decline, but when the male was kind they felt
pressure to be kind and submit to their male partner’s sexual needs.
“I think I am more likely to sleep with someone if they are not pressuring me.
As soon as they start pressuring me I’m like “goodbye. I’m leaving and you
are a dirtbag.”…but when someone is being really nice and we are having a
nice time, I’m like “I guess I should” because I had a nice time and this is
what happens when you have a nice time with someone.” - Kelsey
Kelsey’s description of a “nice guy” situation shows how the weight of social
expectations increases and women's sexual agency and assertiveness subsequently
decreases. Kelsey and Scarlett were not alone, most of the women discussed how the
situation would have been so much easier if a man was unkind to them. Further, Kristen
discussed how despite being taught they can say “no” if they aren’t enjoying sex, in
reality the situation is “much more complicated…than just a simple yes or no”.
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Sexual consent education may be part of the reason women lack agency in “nice
guy” scenarios. For example, No Means No sexual violence campaigns encourage
women to simply decline unwanted sexual experiences (Burkett and Hamilton 2012;
Traister 2015). Aside from previous criticisms that No Means No encourages women to
be risk adverse and responsible for unwanted sexual activity (Burkett and Hamilton
2012; Carmody 2009), the campaign’s message perpetuates discourses of violence and
victimization rather than ones of desire. We teach women what they should not want,
rather than teaching them how to know when they do want sex. This focus on the
negative makes “no” a tool to be used solely against aggressive and coercive men.
Accordingly, interviewed participants stated they would have preferred their male
partner to be mean, mad or violent, where “no” was an automatic, and more importantly,
a socially acceptable response. Instead, internalized social expectations made Charlotte
and others feel that “no” was not an appropriate option in the absence of violence and
her experience left her critical of sexual education. Charlotte was able to articulate her
frustration with sexual education, but most of the other women just felt ill equipped to
handle these unclear situations where “no” was not an obvious response.
“They don’t teach us how to handle [UC situations] at all. We’ve been told all the
time you can say ‘no’ if you don’t want to do it, and I think that gets
characterized as something that you really don’t want, like a dangerous thing or
somebody you hate. We never really get taught or talked to about where you’re
unsure. How do you say 'no' without hurting anyone’s feelings or making things
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too awkward, or making yourself seem like, ‘Oh, I’m too good'. I’m not doing
that.” – Charlotte
While No Means No campaigns give women the confidence and sexual agency to say
“no” in violent, abusive or coercive situations, they may indirectly be hindering women’s
assertiveness when hookups are undesired but lack violent or unkind male pressure or
coercion.
Women’s lack of education about their own sexual desire and pleasure could be
preventing them from making decisions based on their own sexual needs. The women
interviewed did not appear to engage in the UC hookup based on their internal desires,
rather they were basing their decisions on external pressures. As found by Fine (1988)
and Hirsch and Khan (2020), women’s quotes in this section show how discourses of
morality, victimization, worry, and fear are more prevalent than discourses of desire.
Further, sexual consent education campaigns like No Means No may be simplifying
consent making it unclear about how to act and communicate in situations involving
“nice guys”. In addition to challenging the social pressure experienced in UC hookups,
women and men may need more education about “grey” areas of consent so both are
able to navigate these complex social situations to more equally benefit the sexual
needs of both partners.

6.5 Summary
This chapter exposed the implicit assumptions imbedded in the young women’s
UC hookups scenarios while also expanding on and critiquing some of the social
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pressures identified by women in chapter 5. Compared to chapter 5 where I described
the pressures according to the women, this chapter revealed instances of gender
inequality and male dominance, and it critiqued women’s understanding of “benefits”
derived from UC hookups. The chapter also exposed instances where women’s UC
experiences reinforced literature on the missing discourse of desire and “grey” areas of
consent. Important critiques were discussed in this chapter to uncover the gendered
tensions and struggles women faced during their UC hookup. These struggles provide a
more holistic picture of the challenges women continue to face when engaging in sexual
activity and they reveal how little has changed for women since the sexual revolution. In
particular during UC hookup situations, the women’s actions were rarely based on
internal desire and pleasure. Instead the women were dictated by social pressures and
burdens (or benefits), patriarchal beliefs, and gender roles. Further, the pressure to
conform was heightened because women were rarely encouraged to have sexual
agency.
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7 COMPARING SOCIAL PRESSURES IN UNDESIRED
CONSENSUAL HOOKUPS VERSUS DESIRED
CONSENSUAL HOOKUPS
The purpose of the final results chapter is to discover which, if any, of the
qualitative findings from chapter 5 can be generalized to a larger sample of young
women. Since few studies have examined the social pressures of UC hookups, it is
important to identify if patterns found in the qualitative analysis are relevant in a larger
sample. In this chapter, I used logistic regression analyses to identify which social
pressures help predict women’s engagement in UC hookups compared to women who
have only experienced desired/wanted hookups. 18

7.1 Analytic Strategy
A logistic regression was employed to answer this chapter’s research question:
What social pressures predict women’s engagement in at least one UC hookup
compared to women who have never engaged in an UC hookup? To answer this
question the logistic regression analysis compared women with at least one UC hookup
to those without the experience. Logistic regression is an appropriate analytic strategy
when the dependent variable is dichotomous (Menard 2002). The sample used in the
logistic regression included all respondents with at least one hookup experience since

18

The survey did not inquire about nonconsensual hookup experiences. It is likely that
some women who experienced undesired/unwanted consensual (UC) hookups and
desired/wanted consensual (DC) hookups also experienced one or more
nonconsensual hookups. The relationship between nonconsensual hookups and UC or
DC hookups was not explored.
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the age of 18. Of the respondents who answered that they had previously hooked up,
approximately 25 did not fully complete the survey. Accordingly, list-wise deletion was
used to remove respondents who had incomplete surveys. List-wise deletion is the best
method to use if the researcher maintains a sufficient sample size to run the model after
all partial responses are deleted (Allison 2002). With the list-wise deletions, the final
logistic regression model included 743 respondents.
The qualitative findings directly influenced what independent variables were
included in the logistic regression model. All of the themes from chapter 5 were
operationalized using questions from a portion of the survey (see survey questions in
Appendix C and D). These variables were then included in the logistic regression
models as the independent variables. Based on prior research, a select few individual
factors were used as control variables. A description of the operationalized measures is
provided below (see Table 8-1 and 8-2).

7.2 Key Measures
Dependent variable. The dependent variable was coded as a binary categorical
variable based on whether or not each woman had experienced an UC hookup. The
women were asked, “Have you ever consented to a hookup where you participated in,
gave, or received manual genital stimulation, oral sex, vaginal sex, or anal sex that you
did not desire or want?” In order for the hookup to be consensual, their male partner
must not have implicitly or explicitly verbally, physically, or psychologically pressured
them, nor could the women have been too drunk or incapacitated to stop the hookup.
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The women were coded “1” if they had an UC hookup and “0” if they had never
experienced an UC hookup. Of those participants included in the regression analysis
(N=743), 49% of respondents (N=365) had at least one experience with an UC hookup
while 51% (N=378) had not experienced an UC hookup (from this point on this group
will be called the DC hookup group) (see Table 8-1).

Independent variables. Almost all of the themes in chapter 5 were operationalized into
at least one quantitative variable for the logistic regression analysis. Table 8-2 outlines
the social pressures identified in the qualitative interviews alongside how the theme was
operationalized in this chapter (see Table 8-2).

Sexual double standard (SDS) scale. The qualitative theme “I felt obligated” and the
subthemes “He wants it” and “I didn’t want to be rude” were operationalized by using the
sexual double standard (SDS) scale (Muehlenhard and Quackenbush 1998). There are
26 questions in the SDS scale that examine perceptions about traditional sexual scripts
and sexual stereotypes. For example, the SDS scale asks respondents to rate their
agreement (disagree strongly to agree strongly) with statements like “a woman who
initiates sex is too aggressive.” Muehlenhard’s and Quackenbush’s (1998) SDS scale
analysis found women with a higher score (i.e. greater acceptance of the sexual double
standard) also had greater acceptance of traditional gender roles according to the
Attitudes Towards Women Scale, Short Form (Spence, Helmreich and Stapp 1973).
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In this sample, the mean sexual double standard score was 5.3 and scores ranged from
-6 to 33. Negative scores (-30 to -1) indicate “greater sexual freedom for women”, and
positive scores (1 to 48) indicate acceptance of the traditional double standard that
grant men greater sexual freedom (Muehlenhard and Quackenbush 1998; 187). Scores
approximating 0 indicate identical sexual standards for men and women (Muehlenhard
and Quckenbush 1998). The sample had a mean of 5, indicating a fairly equal standard,
while Cronbach’s alpha showed a good level of internal consistency with a score of
0.87.
Flattered when men want to hookup. The qualitative theme “I wanted the validation”
was operationalized by a survey question asking women to state whether or not they
agreed to the following statement: “I feel flattered when a male is interested in hooking
up with me.” This variable was kept as a continuous variable in the regression model.
Women rated whether or not they strongly agreed (1) to strongly disagreed (5) with the
statement. The average score for all women who had hooked up was 2.4 and 52% of
the women said, “somewhat agree”.

Hooking Up to Find A Dating Relationship. The theme ‘I was looking for “the guy”’
was operationalized using a survey question which asked respondents to state either
“yes” or “no” to the question: “Have you ever hooked up before you were ready because
you hoped it would increase the possibility of romantically dating your male hookup
partner in the future?”. Of the women who had hooked up, 43% said “yes” and were
coded as “1”.
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Table 7-1 Descriptive statistics of DV, IVs and control variables for all women who have
engaged in a hookup (N=743).
Frequency

Percent

Mean Std.
Dev.

Min. Max.

365
378

49%
51%

5.3

4.428

-6

33

2.4

.944

1

5

Continuous

11.4

4.901

3

21

Continuous

6.8

7.326

0

100

Continuous
Yes (1)

20.9

1.782

18

25

Dependent
Variable
UC hookup
Independent
Variables
SDS
Flattered

Yes (1)
No (0)

Continuous
Strongly agree
Somewhat agree
Neither agree
nor disagree
Somewhat
disagree
Strongly
disagree

81
386
162

11%
52%
22%

92

12%

22

3%

Wanted to date

Yes (1)

321

43%

Expected in
university

Agree (1)

383

52%

Media encourages
sex

Agree (1)

488

66%

% Friends hooked
up

0-75% of them
(0)

272

37%

Identify as feminist

Yes (1)

573

77%

Control Variables
Sexual
Communication
# male sexual
partners
Age
Currently practicing
religion

141

19%
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Table 7-2 Quantitative operationalization
Qualitative theme
“I felt obligated” (sub themes: “He wants
it” and “I didn’t want to be rude”)
“I wanted the validation”

I was looking for “the guy”

“Just do[ing] it to fit in” (sub theme:
“Everyone else was doing it”: the media
and hookup culture)

“Just do[ing] it to fit in” (sub theme: “He
was super hot”)
“Just do[ing] it to fit in” (sub theme: “You
shoul do it”: Peer coercion
“To fight the patriarch”

Operationalized by researcher
Sexual double standard scale (26-items,
Muehlenhard’s and Quackenbush (1998))
I feel flattered when a male is interested
in hooking up with me (1-item, created by
the researcher)
I’ve hooked up before I was ready in
order to find a romantic relationship (1item, created by researcher)
University students are expected to hook
up (1-item, created by the researcher)
Popular and social media encourage me
to be sexually active (1-item, Conroy et
al. 2015)
Not operationalized in the regression
model
Percentage of friends who have hooked
up (1-item, created by the researcher)
Identify as a feminist (1-item, created by
the researcher)

The theme “just do[ing] it to fit in” was operationalized with three survey
questions that captured aspects of hookup culture, media influence, and peer
engagement in hookups.
Hookup culture. The first question inquired about the hookup culture by asking women
to rate the following statement: “University students are expected to hook up”. Due to
the skewness of the variable, the ordinal variable was converted to a binary dummy
variable. Coded as “1”, 52% of women who had hooked up “Strongly Agreed” or
“Agreed” that university students are expected to hook up.
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Media influence. Media influence was operationalized with a question asking the
respondents to rate the following statement, “Popular and social media encourage me
to be sexually active” (1 = Strongly agree to 4 = Strongly disagree). Coded as “1”, 65%
of women said they “Strongly agree” or “Somewhat agree”. 19

Percentage of friends who have hooked up. Peer coercion was operationalized by
asking women to identify the percentage of their friends who have hooked up. Due to
skewness, this ordinal level variable was converted into a binary variable in order to
compare women who had a majority of friends with a hook up experience (over 75%), to
those who had less than 75% of their friends who have hooked up. 20 Respondents who
indicated more than 75% were coded as “1” (64% of the sample). 21 There were not any

19

Alternatively, I could have used the survey question “Popular media and social media
have taught me that it’s normal for women to engage in undesired sexual activity for the
sake of male pleasure.” However, women in the interviews were more likely to claim that
the media put pressure on them to engage in sex. They were not specific about the
media telling them that they should engage for the sake of male pleasure. Given this
distinction in the interviews, I decided to include the variable about media influences on
being sexually active. It should be noted both were statistically significant when included
in the logistic regression model at the p<.05 level.
20 Seventy-five percent was determined as the cutoff because individuals with over 75%
of friends hooking up would be in the minority with a greater chance of feeling left out of
the experience. This variable was re-coded several ways (e.g. it was coded by splitting
50% vs. 50%, and as a continuous variable) but the variable never ended up significant
in any of the models.
21 The survey respondents were also asked about how often their closest girlfriends’
hookup. When this variable was included in the logistic regression model it also was not
statistically significant at the p<.05 level.
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relevant survey questions to operationalize the qualitative sub theme about
attractiveness and social status. 22

Feminist identity. The qualitative theme “To fight the patriarch” was operationalized
using a five-point scale and respondents were ask to rate if they identified as a feminist.
Due to the skewness of the scale, I created a categorical variable to compare women
who identify as a feminist to women who responded otherwise. “Definitely yes” or
“Sometimes yes” were coded as “1”, and women who responded, “Might or Might not”,
“Probably not”, and “Definitely not” were coded as “0”. Of the women who hooked up,
77% stated that they identified as a feminist (i.e. they responded, “Definitely yes” or
“Sometimes yes”).

Control variables. The logistic regression included four control variables previously
theorized to influence sexual attitudes and behaviors.

Communication during sexual activity scale. This scale was used to identify how
comfortable women were when communicating during their hookup. Communication
during sexual activity was included to control for individual differences in sexual
communication and as a proxy for individual differences in sexual agency. This control

22

Only survey respondents who answered that they previously engaged in an UC
hookup were asked questions about attractiveness of their male partner (see Appendix
E). Given the qualitative analyses were not fully completed at the time of survey
instrument creation, a question was not given to all survey respondents about social
status and/or male partner attractiveness.
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variable was included due to extensive research which has found women’s comfort with
sexual communication is associated with increased physical and sexual satisfaction
(Byers and Demmons 1999; Cupach and Comstock 1990; Davis et al. 2006; MacNeil
and Byers 2005). Thus, women who are less able to communicate their sexual needs
would be more likely to experience a hookup they did not physically desire. Six
questions were asked about their ease and frequency of communication during hookups
(McIntyre-Smith and Fisher 2011:134-136). The first three questions measured how
easy it would be to “tell”, “show”, or “ask” a sexual partner to stimulate them during sex,
while the last three questions measured frequency of communication (how often they
“tell”, “show”, or “ask” their partner to stimulate them during sex). I added the word
“hookup” to each question so that the women would answer based on their comfort
during a hookup situation only. 23 Reliability estimates showed a good level of internal
consistency with a Cronbach’s alpha of 0.87 for the whole scale, 0.86 for the ease of
sexual communication sub-scale, and 0.75 for frequency of sexual communication subscale. The ease of sexual communication sub-scale was used for the logistic regression
because the ease of being able to communicate during a hookup was more important
than frequency. Frequency of sexual communication measure is less relevant because
hookups are often one-night stands. According to McIntyre-Smith and Fisher (2011),
women who felt comfortable communicating would score closer to 3 and women who

23

For example, the original text said, “Telling my partner what to do to stimulate me
during intercourse would be (rate: very difficult to very easy)” and the survey text said,
“Telling my hookup partner what to do to stimulate me during intercourse would be (rate:
very difficult to very easy)”. I contacted the original author to ensure this change was
acceptable prior to switching the language in the current study.
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felt very uncomfortable would score closer to 21. The sample had a mean of 11.4 (Std.
Dev. 4.9) and ranged from 3 to 21.

Number of different sexual partners. The number of different male sexual partners
was included as a proxy for number of hookups. The more hookups an individual
participates in, the more likely they are to have experienced an UC hookup. In this
sample, the average number of sexual male partners was slightly less than 7 (Std. Dev.
7.3). This control variable was included as a continuous measure.

Age. The age of respondents was included because studies indicated that older
individuals place more emphasis on their own pleasure and older individuals seek
romantic relationships rather than casual hookups (Bogle 2008; Wade and Heldman
2012). The average age of this sample was 20.9 with a range from 18 to 25.

Religious involvement. One’s religious involvement has been linked to lower
participation in hookups (Burdett et al. 2009). Due to this research finding, respondents’
commitment to their religion was included in the model as a control. Nineteen percent
said they were currently practicing religion (coded as “1”) and 81% said they were not
practicing (coded as “0”).
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7.3 Hypotheses
To determine the generalizability of the qualitative themes (Chapter 5),
quantitative hypotheses were created:
1. Women with a stronger belief in the traditional sexual double standard will be
more likely to engage in an UC hookup compared to women who engaged in DC
hookups.
2. Women who feel flattered when a male is interested in hooking up with them will
be more likely to engage in an UC hookup compared to women who engaged in
DC hookups.
3. Women who have previously hooked up before they were ready in order to
increase the possibility of dating their male hookup partner will be more likely to
engage in an UC hookup compared to women who engaged in DC hookups.
4. Women who believe university students are expected to hookup will be more
likely to engage in an UC hookup compared to women who engaged in DC
hookups.
5. Women who believe the media encourages them to be sexually active will be
more likely to engage in an UC hookup compared to women who engaged in DC
hookups.
6. Women with a large percentage (over 75%) of friends who are hooking up will
more likely engage in an UC hookup compared to women who engaged in DC
hookups.
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7. Women who identify as a feminist will be more likely to engage in an UC hookup
compared to women who engaged in DC hookups.

7.4 Bivariate Results
Table 8-3 displays the results from the bivariate analysis, highlighting the
differences between women who have engaged in desired consensual (DC) hookups
with women who have engaged in at least one UC hookup. As shown in table 8-3, five
independent variables were correlated to the dependent variable. Specifically, 54% of
women who had at least one UC hookup (compared to 33% of women with DC
hookups) stated they hooked up before they were ready for a chance of dating their
partner. Women who had an UC hookup were significantly more likely to say hooking up
is expected in university and that popular media encourages them to have sex. Sixty
percent of women experiencing DC hookups stated that over 75% of their friends were
hooking up, compared to 67% of women who experienced UC hookups. Last, women
who engaged in at least one UC hookup were more likely to identify as a feminist (81%)
compared to women who never engaged in an UC hookup (73%).
Regarding the control variables, women who experienced an UC hookup had a
significantly lower average on the sexual communication scale, meaning they felt it was
more difficult to communicate about their needs during hookups. In addition, women
with UC hookup experience had significantly more male partners since age 18.
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7.5 Logistic Regression
The regression models examined the effect of independent variables and control
variables on women’s participation in an UC hookup (see Table 8-4). 24 Regression
models are useful in order to discover how relevant the independent variables and the
direction of their association while managing for other relevant factors (i.e. other
independent and control variables). Three logistical regressoin models were used to
explore the qualitative themes in chapter 5. Model 1 displays the results from the
logistical regression model with all the operationalized independent and control
variables.
Model 1. Model 1 included all independent variables, including both
operationalized variables for the qualitative theme “everyone else was doing it”, and the
control variables. After controlling for sexual communication, number of sexual partners,
age, and religion, three independent variables were statistically significant (p<.05 level).
This model found respondents who “hooked up before they were ready in order to date
their hookup partner” (p<.001) and respondents who “identified as a feminist” (p<.01) to
be statistically significant.

24

For all three models, the variables were entered into the logistic regression
simultaneously. However, when each model was run without the control variables, there
was no change in statistical significance or direction for any of the independent
variables. Further, logistic regression assumptions were met in all three models. First,
the outcome was a binary/dichotomous variable (Menard 2002). Second, continuous
variables with significant outliers were not included in this regression analysis
(Kassambara 2018). Third, the independent and control variables were not highly
correlated with each other. When tested, the variance inflation factor (VIF) was low (less
than 2 for all independent and control variables) showing no signs of multicollinearity
(Menard 2002; Kassambara 2018).
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Table 7-3 Bivariate relationships: social pressures and controls by women’s types of
hookup (desired consensual vs. undesired consensual) (N=743)

Independent
Variables
SDS
Flattered
Wanted to date
Expected in university
Media encourages
sex
% Friends hooked up
Identify as feminist
Control Variables
Sexual
communication
# male sexual
partners
Age

Women
who have
experienced
DC hookups
% (N=378)

Women
X2 or t p
who have
experienced
at least one
UC hookup
% (N=365)

Continuous
variable, mean
Continuous
variable, mean
Yes (1)
Agree (1)
Agree (1)

5.16

5.53

-1.13

.258

2.46

2.43

0.43

.664

33
46
61

54
57
71

33.91
10.29
8.87

.000***
.001**
.003**

76-100% of
them (1)
Yes (1)

60

67

4.31

.038*

73

81

6.43

.011*

Continuous
variable, mean
Continuous
variable, mean
Continuous
variable, mean
Yes (1)

11.91

10.92

2.76

.006**

5.05

8.58

-6.75

.000***

20.86

20.99

-0.97

.332

21

16

3.00

.083

Currently practicing
religion
* p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001
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In addition, the independent variable “popular media encouraged me to be sexually
active” was also statistically significant (p<.05). Respondents who said popular media
encouraged them to be sexually active were more likely to engage in an UC hookup
compared to women who engaged in DC hookups. 25 Despite one operationalized
measure of the theme “everyone else was doing it” (i.e. “media encourages sex”) was
statistically significant, the other measure “expected in university” was not statistically
significant. Due to this difference, regression Model 2 and 3 were used to analyse the
effect of the two independent variables separately.

Model 2. In model 2, the independent variables with only the variable “popular and
social media encourage me to be sexually active”, was included in the logistic
regression model with the control variables. Similar to model 1, model 3 found the same
three independent variables remained statistically significant in direction and strength.

25

Said differently, the odds a woman engaged in a UC hookup compared to a DC
hookup was 2 times greater if they had previously hooked up for the possibility of dating
their partner, 1.7 times greater if they identified as a feminist, and about 1.5 times
greater if they believed the media encouraged them to be sexually active. The odds
ratio remained almost identical for Model 2.
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Table 7-4 Logistic regression results predicting women’s participation in UC hookups (N=743)
Model 1
Coefficient

Independent Variables
SDS
Flattered
Wanted to date
Expected in university
Media encourages sex
% Friends hooked up
Identify as feminist

.014
.033
Yes (1)
.715***
Agree (1)
.266
Agree (1)
.371*
76-100% of .205
them (1)
Yes (1)
.548**

Control Variables
Sexual communication
# male sexual partners
Age
Currently practicing
Yes (1)
religion
Log likelihood
LR Chi2
Pseudo R2
* p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001

-.036*
.102***
-.026
-.256

Odds
Ratio
1.014
1.034
2.044***
1.305
1.449*
1.227

Std.
Err.
.019
.085
.164
.163
.171
.166

Model 2
Coefficient

Odds
Ratio
.016
1.016
.031
1.031
.741***
2.097***
Not included -.414*
1.513*
.230
1.258

Std.
Err.
.019
.085
.163
-.169
.165

Model 3
Coefficient

Odds
Ratio
.015
1.015
.017
1.017
.727***
2.069***
.321*
1.378*
Not included -.206
1.229

Std.
Err.
.019
.085
.164
.160
-.166

1.730** .201

.574**

1.775** .200 .586**

1.796** .200

.965*
1.108***
.974
.774

-.036*
.102***
-.031
-.264

0.964*
1.108***
.970
.768

0.965*
1.105***
.972
.772

.017
.017
.046
.204

-459.423
110.94***
0.1077

-460.759
108.27***
0.1051
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.017
.017
.046
.204

-.036*
.100***
-.029
-.259
-461.780
106.23***
0.1032

.016
.017
.046
.203

Model 3. This model was comprised of the independent variables and control variables
with only the variable “university students are expected to hook up” included. After
controlling for sexual communication, number of sexual partners, age, and religion,
three independent variables were statistically significant (p<.05 level). In model 2,
respondents who hooked up before they were ready because they wanted to date their
partner (p<.001), respondents who identified as a feminist (p<.01), and respondents
who believed university students were expected to hookup (p<.05), were more likely to
engage in an UC hookup compared to women who have engaged in DC hookups. This
model helps explain that when “media encourages sex” is removed, the measure
“expected in university” becomes statistically significant (at p<.05). 26 Given the variables
“university students are expected to hook up” and “popular and social media encourage
me to be sexually active” were not highly correlated with one another (i.e. no signs of
multicolleanarity), the loss of statistical significance in the full model (Model 1) may be a
result of the two variables measuring the same qualitative pressure (“everyone else was
doing it”). Other reasons for the lack of significance will be explored in the summary
section.

7.6 Summary
The results presented in this chapter support the generalizability of half of the
qualitative findings. First, consistent with the qualitative findings, it appears women may

26

In other words, the odds a woman engaged in a UC hookup compared to a DC
hookup was 1.3 times greater if they had believed hooking up was expected in
university.
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be engaging in UC hookups to increase their possibility of dating or finding a romantic
male partner. Prior research has also found that women, while not expecting to date
post-hookup, are still hopeful the hookup will provide a pathway to a romantic
relationship (Bogle 2008). This finding indicates more research is needed around “single
stigma” and women’s fear of being alone and without a heterosexual male partner
(DePaulo, 2006; Taylor, 2012).
Second, this chapter found women who identify as a feminist were more likely to
engage in UC hookups, which provides support for the qualitative theme “to fight the
patriarch”. Further, this finding around feminist identity and its connection to UC
hookups supports feminists who were critical of the sexual revolution. Specifically, many
suggested the sexual revolution was mainly a “means of increasing and legitimating
male’s right of sexual access to women” (Jackson 1987:52). Implications about this
finding will be discussed in the final conclusion chapter.
Finally, some evidence was provided in this chapter to support the generalization
of the theme ““Everyone else was doing it”: The media and hookup culture. Specifically,
there was a significant relationship between women’s belief that the media encourages
them to have sex and UC hookups. This finding is consistent with Conroy et al. (2015)
who also found the media encouraged women to engage in “unwanted sexual activity
without protest.” Moreover, there was some evidence that the belief “hooking up is
expected in university” is a predictor for engaging in UC hookups. However, this
variable was only statistically significant in model 1 when the variable measuring the
belief in popular media was not included. While the two variables were not correlated
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and there was no evidence of multi-collinearity, the final model found that popular media
was a stronger predictor of UC hookups compared to women’s belief that hooking up
was expected in university.
Half of the independent variables were not statistically significant despite being
included to operationalize the themes in the qualitative analysis from chapter 5. The
reasons for their lack of significance is explored. First, I hypothesized women’s belief in
the sexual double standard (SDS) would correlate with women’s engagement in UC
hookups, but it was not statically significant at the p<.05 level. One potential reason is
because beliefs about the sexual double standard may be present in all hookup
situations, including DC hookups. In other words, belief in the SDS does not differ
based on the amount of desire or wantedness in a hookup situation. This reasoning is
consistent with the hookup literature which has found sexual double standards and
sexual scripts impact all college hookups (Armstrong et al. 2012; Bogle 2008). For
example, Bogle (2008) found, when compared to men, women may gain a negative
reputation if they hook up too often. Second, the SDS score may not be the best way of
measuring the qualitative theme “I felt obligated.” Another scale focused on one’s belief
in traditional gender roles or femininity, may have been better at operationalizing this
theme.
Second, the variable measuring the effect of male validation, operationalized by
women’s feelings of flattery when a man wants to hookup with them, was not
statistically significant in either the bivariate or the regression analysis. This finding
provides some preliminary evidence that seeking validation is not specific to women in
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UC hookup situations. Further, similar to above, another reason for the lack of
significance could be due to the operationalized variable used in the regression model.
A better single question may ask participants if they have previously hooked up before
they were ready because they were enjoying the attention/validation of their male
partner.
Third, peer coercion, operationalized as the percentage of the women’s friends
who hookup, was not statistically significant despite the qualitative findings emphasizing
the relevance. As could be true with the variables previously discussed, one potential
reason for the lack of significance could be how the qualitative theme was
operationalized in the survey. For example, a more direct question asking about
pressure from any friend, rather than simply how many also hookup, may have elicited a
different response since women in the qualitative interviews were very aware of peer
coercion and the pressure to fit in. Further, research has shown that young adults are
more likely to engage in hookups when they feel peer pressure (Garcia and Reiber
2008; Regan and Dreyer 1999) which underlines the value in having a survey question
inquiring more intentionally about peer pressure in hookups. Kenney et al. (2014)
created a hookup motives questionnaire including a sub-scales measures on conformity
and peer coercion. I chose not to use Kenney et al.’s (2014) questionnaire because the
other sub-scales lacked relevance with regards to the early coding in my qualitative UC
hookup findings; however, the conformity sub-scale may be a more effective measure in
future research.
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Finally, the lack of significance of “expected in hookups” from Model 1 may be
improved by using a validated scale versus a single item researcher-created variable.
There may be a more effective way at capturing pressure from the hookup culture and
the media in one scale rather than having the two variables compete for statistical
significance in the same model. Another reason for lack of statistical significance may
be due to the fact that hookup culture is a pressure for all hookups, not just for UC
hookups. In fact, a landmark study on hooking up found most women felt pressure from
the ever-present “hookup culture” (Bogle 2008). It is possible that women who
experience UC and DC hookups both sense equal pressure from the university hookup
culture.
Quantitative strengths and limitations
Overall, the quantitative survey provided evidence that many university women,
approximately 50% of those surveyed who had previously hooked up, have experienced
an UC hookup. This result is helpful in advocating that more research is needed to
explore sexual situations that do not fit into the traditional categorization of
desired/wanted/consensual and undesired/unwanted/nonconsensual. Second, the
logistic regression provided initial findings that some social pressures may differ for
women involved UC hookups compared to DC hookups. Prior research has not
attempted to explore the differences between UC and DC hookups and the findings
about feminist identity, beliefs about popular media, and pressures related to women’s
desire to date their male hookup partner provide some interesting results. Despite the
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strengths of the quantitative analyses, there are some limitations that need to be
discussed.
First, as mentioned above in the methods chapter, the survey was created prior
to the completion of the final qualitative analysis. Had the final qualitative themes been
identified prior to survey dissemination, better survey questions could have been
included in the instrument. Given the constraints of the school year, it was imperative
that the survey be sent out prior to the qualitative analysis being completed. Second,
there are always limitations in having a complex qualitative theme captured in a single
quantitative variable. The quantitative regression model is more of an exploratory
quantitative analysis and a future study could explore creating validated scales or more
dynamic measures for each of the themes. Finally, the survey was a one-time crosssectional analysis of women at one university, but hookups occur throughout the
women’s university experience. If the same women were surveyed again, some from
the DC group may have experienced an UC hookup. Repeated or longitudinal testing
would help provide more accurate findings.
This chapter compared women who had engaged in at least one UC hookup to
women who had never experienced an UC hookup. Findings indicate that some of the
themes found in chapter 5 were generalizable to a larger population. About half of the
themes from chapter 5 were not significant and lack of significance could be due to the
operationalization of themes or because the pressures are felt equally by women who
engage in DC hookups. In the hookup literature, similar pressures (e.g. hookup culture,
peers, gender norms) are discussed as motivators for individuals to engage in hooking
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up during university (Bogle 2008). The final chapter will discuss overarching implications
of these findings and limitations of the entire study.
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8 CONCLUSION
This dissertation examined women’s experiences with UC hookups. Up until this
point research has focused on motives and pressures surrounding hookups for young
adults (England et al. 2008; Eshbaugh and Gute 2008; Fielder and Carey 2010; Garcia
and Reiber 2008; Grello et al. 2006; Owen and Fincham 2011a, 2011b),
unwanted/undesired sex within committed relationships (Impett and Peplau 2003; Katz
and Tirone 2009, 2010; Kennett et al., 2013; O’Sullivan and Allgeier 1998; Sprecher et
al. 1994; Vannier and O’Sullivan 2010), and prevention of non-consensual sex on
campus (Dagle, Fisher, Cullen 2008; It’s Never Okay 2016; Senn et al. 2014, 2017;
Student Voices on Sexual Violence 2019). Few, however, have attempted to deeply
analyse sexual situations that do not fit the typical wanted/unwanted consent binary (for
a critique of this binary review Muehlenhard and Peterson 2005). Following feminist
standpoint and empiricist goals, this study sought to uncover women’s voices and
identify patterns based on their beliefs about social pressures during UC hookup
experiences. Further, the dissertation exposed the often-implicit social pressures that
exist in UC hookup experiences and reinforced Conroy et al.’s (2015) claim that UC
experiences provide scholars an avenue for studying social coercion due to their
absence of in the moment male partner pressure. Last, this dissertation tested the
generalizability of qualitative themes in a larger sample comparing women who had at
least one experience with an UC hookup to women who have never experienced an UC
hookup. The purpose of this final chapter is to integrate the findings from the three
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analytical chapters and to consider the finding’s implications in light of the study’s
limitations.
Undesired consensual hookups are real and recognized by women
Prior to starting this research, individuals unfamiliar with the topic wanted to
know, “how can sex be unwanted and consensual?” However, this research not only
found UC hookups exist, but that university women can and do recognize this
phenomenon, despite a lack of education on the topic. Further, UC hookups were
experienced by a large portion of young women at one mid-sized university
(approximately 50% of women who had previously hooked up experienced an UC
hookup). These findings underline the need for more research on non-traditional sexual
experiences that fall outside the traditional consensual/nonconsensual and
wanted/unwanted binary.
The interviewed and surveyed women were all keen to share their stories about
their UC hookup experiences. In particular, many women felt the interview was a useful
exercise in allowing them the space to discuss a topic that is often at the margins. For
one woman, providing her UC hookup experience with a label allowed her to feel more
confident in expressing her feelings about these situations to her friends and casual
male partners. This identification of women’s personal and political struggles is a
strength of feminist empiricist and standpoint feminist methodology (Harstock 1998;
McLaughlin 2003; Jaggar 2008). In particular, feminist research can help to identify
common patterns and experiences in women’s lives and provide data to support
movements for social change (Harding 1988). Supporting women to understand UC
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hookups is a benefit of this study and the identification and classification of UC hookup
experiences improves women’s ability to advocate for themselves in situations they do
not desire. More broadly, the research findings from this study can help position UC
hookups as a distinct phenomenon needing further research.
The generalizability of UC hookup findings to all women
Given the lack of research on UC hookups, this research focused on the
phenomenon of UC hookups only and did not also explore instances of social coercion
in DC hookups. Thus, it is likely that some of the pressures identified in the qualitative
findings are not unique to UC hookups but could be social pressures experienced in all
types of consensual hookups (desired and undesired). In fact, research on hookups
similarly found that the hookup culture (Lambert et al. 2003), peer pressure (Garcia and
Reiber 2008; Regan and Dreyer 1999), emotional gratification/validation (Garcia and
Reiber 2008), improved social status (Regan and Dreyer 1999), commitment to gender
norms (Bogle 2008), and romantic relationship attainment (Bogle 2008; England et al.
2008) helped predict young adults involvement in hookups. While the quantitative
analysis showed preliminary evidence that some social pressures were unique to UC
hookups (i.e. feminist identity, desire to date, and pressure from the media), half of the
social pressures identified in the qualitative portion were not statistically significant. This
lack of significance means that some social pressures identified may be experienced by
all women participating in consensual hookups. Future research should attempt to
qualitatively compare the social coercion experienced by women who have had UC
hookups to women who have only experienced DC hookups. This additional research
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could help further our understanding about social coercion in hookups and identify the
social burdens experienced during hookups in university.
In addition, it is important to note that these findings are based on a relatively
homogeneous sample of women at one four-year institution. Arnett (2016) and Wade
(2017) suggest the majority of emerging adults engaged in hookups are privileged,
white, middle/upper class students who, due to their social locations, have the ability to
explore sex within the hookup culture. The findings should be interpreted within the
context of the homogeneous sample, meaning that many social locations are not
represented. Research has shown that women of colour and women of lower socioeconomic statuses are often excluded from the hookup culture (Bogle 2008; Hamilton
and Armstrong 2009; Owen et al. 2010; Wade 2017). Women of colour have not
“embraced the logic of sexual liberation” as historically women of colour were often
“hypersexualized” and engaging in hookups may “reaffirm stereotypes about their race”
(Wade 2017:95). Further, individuals of lower socio-economic status may have less
opportunity or time to engage in the party culture and research has found many rely
more on committed relationships for material and financial support (Hamilton and
Armstrong 2009; Wade 2017).
The privileged position of many women in the sample may result in some of the
findings not being generalizable to women in other social locations. For example, BayCheng et al. (2016) found that women with lower socio-economic status were more
likely to problematize their unwanted sexual experiences compared to individuals with
higher socio-economic statuses who were more likely to normalize their unwanted
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sexual experiences. One potential reason for the difference was that women of lower
socio-economic status may be more likely to have experienced past sexual victimization
and increased pressure to avoid negative stigma. In this study, while some women were
fearful of male victimization, most never discussed this concern. This lack of discussion
is one example of how women’s unique social locations may have shaped the findings
in this study. A future intersectional study is required to better understand how race,
class, and other social locations affect the social pressures of UC hookups. Given the
majority of the findings from this study can only be generalized to women who have
experienced or continue to experience UC hookups, the next few sections identify key
implications for women experiencing UC hookups. Some of these implications are likely
relevant for many women engaging in hookups, but more research is required to better
understand the effects of social pressures and social coercion more generally.
Re-framing sexual liberation and promoting female desire
One implication from this research was that women who engaged in UC hookups
were more likely to identify as a feminist and were more likely to claim they engaged in
the hookup to advance female empowerment. In chapter 6, I outlined how women’s
perception of feminism and sexual liberation is an additional social burden for young
women in UC hookups. In the 1960s, sexual liberation was intimately linked to female
empowerment and today young women feel it is their right and duty to participate in
sexual activity. The ‘duty’ to be sexually liberated comes at a cost because it appears to
result in women engaging in undesirable sexual activity, primarily for the benefit of men,
as a means of advancing feminism (Dworkin 1983; Jackson 1987; MacKinnon 2016).
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Further, sexual liberation encourages sexual freedom without challenging our (white)
hetero-patriarchal social structure. Until women are free from sexual scripts, gendered
beliefs, and norms of heterosexuality, providing them with more sexual freedom will not
equate to sexual liberation (MacKinnon 2016; Millett 2016). Instead, women continued
to be confined by a system that now expects them to be sexually active, while still
prioritizing men’s needs over their own. Barmark (2016) argues that we need to rethink
what is considered “normal” sexual practices since traditionally “normal” has been
described by men for men. In order to support a sexual liberation that benefits all
women, women’s sexuality should be theorized and understood with the goal of creating
flexible and inclusive norms for women about what it means to be sexually liberated
(Barmark 2016).
In addition to reframing what it means to be sexually liberated for women,
researchers advocated in the 1980s for better education and promotion of female
sexual desire and pleasure (Barak 2016; Fine 1988; Fine and McClelland 2006; Tolman
2002). Tolman (2002) argues that when education avoids women’s sexual subjectivity it
prevents confident decision-making during sexual encounters. It is imperative for
women to have a better sense of what they need from sex and women need to
understand their own sexuality separate from men’s needs. As previously stated, sexual
education currently focuses on consent and rhetoric about sex as violence,
victimization, and sinful (Fine 1988; Fischel 2019; Gilbert 2018; Tolman, 2002; Traister
2015) and these discourses are propagated through the media (Kim et al. 2007; Kim
and Ward 2004; Tolman 2002, 2006). By silencing the discourse of women’s desire,
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women are left without sexual agency and subjectivity in heterosexual situations. Their
lack of sexual agency poses more of a problem because, as this research has shown,
women continue to be encouraged to participate in sex they do not desire in order to
satisfy the sexual urges and expectations of men and a patriarchal culture.
Individually and collectively, women can begin discussing their sexual
experiences, pleasure, and desire. By making sexual desire and pleasure-seeking
feminine traits, women can feel more entitled to advocate for themselves and their
needs in sexual situations without feeling like a “bad girl”, “dirty”, “slutty”, or a “prude.”
Educators should teach curriculum that is diverse, representative, and beneficial for
women. Women’s sexuality should be applauded and personal self-exploration
encouraged. Sex authors Barmark (2016) and Nagoski (2015) identify how traditional
scientific discovery about sex organs has prioritized knowledge about men’s sexual
body parts while excluding conversations about women’s clitoris. For example, many
women grow up knowing very little about the location and purpose of their clitoris
(Nagoski 2015). With more research into women’s sexuality, Nagoski (2015) has been
able to show how women’s desire and pleasure has more variations than similarities,
and she has depicted the beauty and diversity of female sexual organs. Shifting
knowledge in sexual education classes to properly inform women about their own
unique bodies would be one way of showing encouragement rather than shame for
women’s sexual bodies and pleasure.
It should also be noted that without the qualitative findings from this study, a
purely quantitative analysis might have concluded that individuals who identify as
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feminists are more likely to have undesired sex. The interviews provided an important
contextual lens into UC hookups. While the women felt encouraged to engage in
hookups because they believed, similar to Millett (2016), that sexual freedom equates to
female empowerment and gender equality, many of the women, upon reflection, felt that
their experience was not empowering. One reason for this lack of empowerment is likely
due to the social and political climate around them prioritizing men’s sexual needs over
their own. It is also possible that individuals who identify as feminists were more likely to
identify their hookup as UC vs. DC because they may be more aware of the
complexities of their own sexuality and grey areas of consent. These findings underline
the importance of utilizing both qualitative and quantitative data to understand social
contexts.
Changing the contexts and conversations about consent
One of the most noteworthy findings from this work was how the women’s sexual
agency and assertiveness disappeared in situations when their male partner was not
violent, rude, or coercive. When the male was relatively nice, the women did not feel
that saying “no” was an option, even when the sex was undesired or painful. In their
minds, their lack of desire was not a good enough reason to say “no”. Given these
results, consent conversations may want to start with female sexuality, desire, and
pleasure, while acknowledging that these elements look vastly different for every
woman. By framing consent on what the women’s body needs and wants instead of on
‘typical’ examples of what healthy and unhealthy sexual situations look like, women will
have a better sense of what looks and feels healthy to them. Understanding their own
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boundaries, as advocated for in the SARE (Sexual Assault Resistance Education)
program, will help women identify for themselves when they desire sex and when they
want to say “yes” to sexual activity (Senn et al. 2011). In order for women to know what
feels good for them, they need to be encouraged to explore their sexuality, to explore
what feels pleasurable, and to embrace themselves as sexually desiring beings.
Nagoski (2015) posits that all women’s sexual needs and desires (or lack of sexual
needs/desire) are completely normal. Instead of comparing themselves to a
hypersexual male-standard, women should understand and love their unique sexuality,
needs, and desires. Knowledge about their own needs is power and has the potential to
make women and men better equipped to navigate oppressive social structures that
maintain male dominance. Further, conversations about consent should discuss
situations beyond those involving rape, sexual assault, and male coercion. Sexual
education and the media could also help by providing women and men with more
diverse examples of “no” being used as an acceptable response to men’s sexual
advances despite the challenges for women to say “no” in a hetero-patriarchal society
(e.g. social repercussions from peers from saying “no”, fear of male reaction, and
pressure to be dating vs. single). Scholars who research consent are aware of these
oppressive social expectations placed on women and have identified sexual consent as
a “gendered and unequal process” (Burkett and Hamilton 2012: 828; Gavey 2005).
More education about consent as an “unequal process” should continue to aid the
sexual decision making of young men and women.
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Consider removing “sex” from sexual education
Sex education’s focus on anatomy and physical health means SexEd is taught in
health and physical education classes. The findings from this study highlight the
importance of moving beyond science, anatomy, and sexual function to include
discussions about the social realities of hookups. As articulated by Finkelhor and Yllo
(1985), social coercion in sexual situations has traditionally been ignored. Instead
education about coercion has focused on male coercion/violence, and women’s
victimization (Fine 1988; Fine and McClelland 2006; Hirsch and Khan 2020; Tolman,
2002, 2006). Sexual education should consider not only including conversations about
male coercion, pregnancy, and diseases. Instead, sexual education could also focus on
the social elements of sex. For example, Senn et al. (2011) examined the benefits of
including education about gender norms, sexual scripts, and male dominance in their
sexual assault resistance education program. The findings from the current study
similarly underline the importance of educating young women about the embedded
assumptions, which maintain male power and dominance over women. Providing
outlets for young women (and men) to understand their social world can equip them
with the knowledge to think critically about what they watch and see on television
shows, movies, and social media sites and how this impacts situations around them.
Promote women’s worth beyond male desire and attraction
For too long women’s worth has been tied to their ability to attract male attention.
In addition, the hetero-patriarchal structure rewards women who attract men and get
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married (DePaulo 2006; Taylor 2012; Wolf 1991). Results from this study underline
these pervasive messages about women’s worth, because many of the women were
willing to use their bodies for the mere possibility of winning their male partner’s
affection. The quantitative results uncovered that “women who had previously had sex
before they were ready in order to date their male partner” was a predictor of women’s
engagement in an UC hookup. In addition, the interviews highlighted women’s
willingness to put up with sex-driven men in order to find “the guy” and that women
sought male validation to improve their self-worth. These findings suggest many women
continue to believe their worth is linked to their ability to attract male attention. Since
analysing the data, I began to note the large number of movies, television shows, social
media advertisements, and Instagram posts that highlight happiness as (white)
heterosexual coupling and marriage. The messages promote compulsory
heterosexuality and women are praised and celebrated for finding a heterosexual
partner and pitied for being single (DePaulo 2006; Taylor 2012). Future research should
explore the relationship between UC hookups, types of media consumption, and
feelings of single stigma.

8.1 Limitations and Next Steps
A key strength of this research project was the enthusiastic interviewees. As
mentioned in the introduction, the response to participate was met with overwhelming
support and it was evident that the subject of UC hookups mattered to women. Most
study participants felt something needs to change around UC hookups, either by
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cultivating hookups they desire or communicating “no” when lacking desire. In addition
to the enthusiastic interview participants, the survey attracted over 1200 heterosexual
women. While the response rate and enthusiasm were both high, there were some
limitations to note.
First, the sample of women respondents was relatively homogeneous. This lack
of diversity is primarily due to the population at the mid-sized university, which tends to
receive students who are from rural or small urban cities, white, and come from middleclass families. In the interviews, only one participant was a person of colour, and 80% of
the survey respondents identified as white. This means the findings are not
generalizable to all women. This limitation is important to note because standpoint
feminists are often criticized for speaking in a “falsely universalizing voice”, and while it
was important to find common themes among the women and present them as such,
not all women are represented in the findings (Nicholson 1990: 6). One strength of
feminist standpoint and empiricist approaches is that they can recommend areas for
change. Moreover, given the similarities amongst the women’s experiences with UC
hookups, the commonalities are important to highlight. With that being said, future
research should explore the differences in UC hookups amongst women and seek ways
to engage with populations that are more diverse.
In addition, future analyses should consider men’s perception of
undesired/unwanted consensual hookups, the social pressures they experience, and
their understandings of women’s engagement in undesired/unwanted consensual
hookups. I purposely decided not to include men in this study because we live in a
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patriarchal world plagued by heterosexual norms, which encourage male dominance in
sexual situations. I felt it was important to study women’s unique experiences separately
from their heterosexual counterparts to fully understand their unique needs and stories.
Many of the young women discussed feeling worried about their male partner’s feelings
and it is important to get a better sense of how men feel during hookup situations. Their
perception may help debunk some of the taken-for-granted assumptions women are
making in undesired hookup experiences.
Another limitation is that the results can only apply to UC hookup situations for
women in university. A future qualitative study should investigate if women at diverse
ages feel similar or different social pressures during desired and wanted hookup
experiences. These findings could help clarify the lack of significance of some of the key
variables in the quantitative results chapter. A final limitation is the use of retrospective
self-reported reflections and experiences as a source of data. The use of retrospective
data has been shown to skew some results since the reflections can be biased by one’s
memory and what is socially desirable.

8.2 Concluding Thoughts
The goal of this research was to understand why women would consent to an
undesired or unwanted hookup. These unique experiences help expand our notion of
consent and help to uncover the social pressure felt by women. Given the interest in the
topic and the significant number of self-reported experiences with UC hookups, this
research suggests UC hookups are a relatively common phenomenon experienced by
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many women. The study of women’s UC hookups helps expose some of the social
beliefs that underline heterosexual hookups and encourage women to participate in the
absence of implicit or explicit male partner pressure. I am hopeful this and future
research can be used to encourage positive discussions about female desire and
diversity within conversations about consent.
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APPENDICES
Appendix A. Prescreen Questionnaire
1. In order to participate in this study you must meet the following criteria:
- I am heterosexual
- I am a woman
- I am a University of ***** student
- I am between 18 and 25 years of age.
Please select ‘yes’ if all of the above statements are true. Select ‘no’ if one or more of
the statements are false.
◊ Yes
◊ No
◊ Withdraw from Prescreen Questionnaire
If the participants select ‘yes’, they will be directed to question 2.
If participants select ‘no’ or ‘Withdraw from Prescreen Questionnaire’, they will be
directed to the following message:
Thank you for your interest in this study. Unfortunately, you do not meet the
requirements for participation. Please contact the primary researcher, Sarah Cahill, if
you have any questions or concerns. To support us in keeping your identity confidential,
I would encourage you to go into your browser history and delete your browser history
for this questionnaire.
[INSERT list of on campus and after-hour resources]
Information for Question 2:
Definition of a Hookup:
A hookup can be defined as consensually engaging in, initiating, giving, or receiving
sexual acts (manual stimulation, and/or, oral, anal, or vaginal sex) with someone with
whom you are not in a committed relationship.
2. According to the definition above, have you engaged in at least one hookup with a
male in the past year?
a. Yes
b. No
c. Withdraw from Prescreen Questionnaire
If they answer yes, they continue on to question 3.
If participants select ‘no’ or ‘Withdraw from Prescreen Questionnaire’, they will be
directed to the following message:
Thank you for your interest in this study. Unfortunately, you do not meet the
requirements for participation. Please contact the primary researcher, Sarah Cahill, if
you have any questions or concerns. To support us in keeping your identity confidential,
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I would encourage you to go into your browser history and delete your browser history
for this questionnaire.
[INSERT list of on campus and after-hour resources]
3. In the past year, have you ever consented to or initiated a hookup that you did not
desire/want even though your male partner did NOT verbally or physically pressure,
threaten, or force you?
A hookup can be defined as consensually engaging in, initiating, giving, or receiving
sexual acts (manual stimulation, and/or, oral, anal, or vaginal sex) with someone
with whom you are not in a committed relationship.
a. Yes
b. No
c. Unsure
d. Withdraw from Prescreen Questionnaire
If participants select ‘no’ or ‘Withdraw from Prescreen Questionnaire’ to the
question they will be directed to the following message:
Thank you for your interest in this study. Unfortunately, you do not meet the
requirements for participation. Please contact the primary researcher, Sarah Cahill, if
you have any questions or concerns. To support us in keeping your identity confidential,
I would encourage you to go into your browser history and delete your browser history
for this questionnaire.
[INSERT list of on campus and after-hour resources]
If they answer ‘yes’ or ‘unsure’ to the question, they will be directed to a page
where they have the option of inputting their email to be contacted for an
interview. See script below:
Thank you for participating in the prescreen questionnaire. We would like to invite you to
a one-on-one semi-structured interview to learn more about your positive and negative
consensual hookup experience(s). The purpose of the interview is to gain insight into
university women's experiences with consensual hookups. These interviews will
contribute to the student researcher’s Doctoral dissertation.
Participation in the interview is completely voluntary. Please do not fill out your email
address if you do not want to be contacted for an interview or if you do not want more
information about the study.
If you do fill out your email address, Sarah Cahill will contact you to set up an interview
time. If you fill out your name and contact information, you can still choose to withdraw
or decline the interview invitation.
Participants who consent to the interview will receive compensation. Participants
recruited from the psychology participant pool will receive 2.0 credits. All other
participants will receive 20 dollars cash.
Would you like to hear more about the study and/or participate in an interview with the
Doctoral Student Researcher, Sarah Cahill.
a. Yes: Email______________
b. No
c. Withdraw from Prescreen Questionnaire
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If participants select ‘no’, ‘Withdraw from Prescreen Questionnaire’, or if they
leave the email section blank, they will be directed to the following message:
Thank you for your interest in this study. Unfortunately, you do not meet the
requirements for participation. Please contact the primary researcher, Sarah Cahill, if
you have any questions or concerns. To support us in keeping your identity confidential,
I would encourage you to go into your browser history and delete your browser history
for this questionnaire.
[INSERT the list of on campus and after-hour resources]
If participants answer ‘yes’ and an email is input, they will be directed to the
following message:
Thank you for participating. To support us in keeping your identity confidential, I would
encourage you to go into your browser history and delete your browser history for this
questionnaire.
[INSERT list of on campus and after-hour resources]
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Appendix B. Interview Schedule
As I stated in the consent form, this interview will be focused on your experience with an
unwanted or undesired consensual hookup experience.
If you have had multiple unwanted or undesired consensual hookup experiences, I
would like you to think of the most recent experience.
In particular, the most recent experience where you did not feel any “in the moment”
explicit or implicit, verbal or physical pressure from the male partner to engage in the
sexual act. In particular, please only discuss scenarios where the sexual hookup was
consensual and you were not too intoxicated that you do not remember consenting to
the hookup.
This interview is going to get you to walk me through your undesired but consensual
experience.
1. To begin, can you describe your male hookup partner and your “relationship” with
this hookup partner?
a. Probes:
i. Prior relationship?
ii. Appearance?
iii. How interested were you in your partner?
iv. Did your friends meet him?
v. Were you interested in this partner beyond engaging in sexual
activity?
2. Can you describe the events leading up to the unwanted consensual hookup?
a. Probes:
i. Where did you meet?
ii. Was the event planned?
iii. How did your male partner treat you leading up to the hookup?
iv. Did your friends have an opinion on you hooking up?
3. Was there a specific moment when you decided that you were going to hookup
with this man?
a. Probe:
i. Can you describe what you were feeling and thinking at this point?
ii. What influenced you to hookup?
4. Can you describe the consensual undesired hookup?
a. Probes:
i. Where did you go to hookup?
ii. What happened during your hookup?
iii. How did your male partner treat you during the hookup event?
iv. Was there anything you enjoyed about the hookup?
v. What there anything you disliked about the hookup?
5. Can you describe your thoughts and feelings during the consensual undesired
hookup?
a. Probes:
i. At any point did you feel more desire to engage in the sexual act?
ii. Did you feel any less desire to engage in the sexual act?
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1. What were your motivations to continue?
iii. What motivated you to engage in the unwanted consensual
hookup?
iv. If you could go back again, would you do anything differently?
6. Can you describe what you were thinking and feelings immediately after the
consensual undesired hookup?
7. Can you describe your post-hookup thoughts and feelings?
a. Probes:
i. How much time did you spend thinking about the hookup?
ii. Did you have any conversations about the hookup with anyone?
iii. How did your conversations make you think or feel differently about
the hookup?
iv. Have your thoughts or feelings changed over time? If yes, how so?
8. Have you had any other experiences with unwanted and/or undesired
consensual hookups?
a. Probes:
i. Were there any different social pressures you felt during these
consensual hookup experiences that differed from the one you
explained above?
9. Thinking more generally, can you think of any reasons why your friends may
engage in an undesired but consensual hookup? What do you believe their
pressures are to engage?
10. The research suggests that the majority of women don’t elicit much physical
pleasure from hooking up when compared to men. Can you think of any reasons
why women continue to hookup?
11. The purpose of this research is to better understand the social pressure women
feel that encourage them, in the absence of male partner pressure, to engage in
unwanted consensual hookups. Given that is the areas of interest; can you think
of anything else to add that we haven’t already spoken about?
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Appendix C. Survey Questions on Demographic, Dating, Identity, and
Hookup Perceptions
(EVERYONE)
The purpose of this study is to gain insight into university women’s thoughts about
hookups. This is an online survey and should take between 10-20 minutes to complete.
The survey will contribute to the student investigator’s doctoral dissertation. Participants
must satisfy all of the following criteria:
 Identify as a Heterosexual
 Identify as a Woman
 18-25 years old
 University of ***** student
What is your age?
o 18
o 19
o 20
o 21
o 22
o 23
o 24
o 25
What is your current year of schooling?
o First year undergraduate
o Second year undergraduate
o Third year undergraduate
o Fourth year undergraduate
o Fifth year or more (undergraduate)
o Graduate student or Veterinary student (Master's, PhD, or professional school)
o Other ________________________________________________
What is your area of study?
o Arts and Humanities
o Biological Sciences
o Business and Economics
o Physical and Engineering Sciences
o Social and Applied Human Sciences
o Agriculture
o Veterinary
o Other ________________________________________________
What is your racial and/or ethnic identity Please select all that apply.
o White (Caucasian)
o Indigenous (First Nation, Inuit, Metis)
o Chinese
o South Asian (e.g. East Indian, Pakistani, Sri Lankan)
o Black (e.g., African, Haitian, Jamaican, Somali)
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Filipino
Latin American
Southeast Asian (e.g. Vietnamese, Cambodian, Malaysian)
Arab/West Asian (e.g., Armenian, Egyptian, Iranian, Lebanese, Moroccan,
Afgan)
o Japanese
o Korean
o Not listed: ________________________________________________
Where do you live while at university?
o Dorm/Residence
o Sorority Housing
o Apartment/House off campus
o With parents or family
o Other: ________________________________________________
Were you raised in a particular religion?
o Yes
o No
What religion were you raised in? Select all that apply.
o Muslim
o Hindu
o Sikh
o Buddhism
o Jewish
o Roman Catholic
o Christian Orthodox
o Protestant
o Other Christian: ________________________________________________
o Not listed: ________________________________________________
Are you currently practicing a religion?
o Yes
o No
What is your current religious affiliation? Select all that apply.
o Muslim
o Hindu
o Sikh
o Buddhism
o Jewish
o Roman Catholic
o Christian Orthodox
o Protestant
o Other Christian: ________________________________________________
o Not listed: ________________________________________________
In the past year, how often did you attend religious services? (For spiritual purposes,
not for special occasions - i.e., funeral or wedding).
o
o
o
o
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o Never (0)
o A few times this past year (Less than 12)
o Once per month (12-23)
o Almost every week (24-51)
o At least once per week (52+)
Do you identify as a feminist?
o Definitely yes
o Sometimes yes
o Might or might not
o Probably not
o Definitely not
What is your current relationship status?
o Single
o Committed relationship
o Other: ________________________________________________
Please rate the following statement: If I met the right person now, I’d like to be in an
exclusive relationship,
o Definitely yes
o Probably yes
o Might or might not
o Probably not
o Definitely not
Please rate the following statements:
a. I feel flattered when a male is interested in dating me.
b. I feel flattered when a male is interested in hooking up with me.
o Strongly agree
o Somewhat agree
o Neither agree nor disagree
o Somewhat disagree
o Strongly disagree
Please rate the following statements.
a) University students are expected to hookup.
b) Women enjoy hooking up.
c) Men enjoy hooking up.
d) Women prefer sexual activity with a committed romantic partner compared to a
hookup partner.
e) Men prefer sexual activity with a committed romantic partner compared to a
hookup partner.
a. Strongly agree
b. Somewhat agree
c. Neither agree nor disagree
d. Somewhat disagree
e. Strongly disagree
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Approximately what percentage of your close friends have hooked up at least once
since turning 18?
o 0% of them
o 1-25% of them
o 26-50% of them
o 51-75% of them
o 76-99% of them
o 100% of them
On average, how often do your closest girl friends hookup?
o Never
o Once a year
o A couple of times per year
o Once a month
o Once a week
o More than once per week
Which statement best represents how your parent(s) or guardian(s) feel about
hookups?
o Hooking up is bad or wrong -- sexual activity should only exist in committed
romantic relationships or during marriage.
o There are some problems with hooking up (e.g. pregnancy, loss of respect,
emotional difficulties)
o Hooking up is okay
o Hooking up is pleasurable or fun
o I don't know
o My parent(s)/guardian(s) have expressed differing opinions about hookups (e.g.
my mother feels hooking up is bad or wrong, but my father thinks hooking up is
okay).
Please rate the following statements about popular media and social media. Popular
media and social media....
a. ...portray ideal sexual relationships and people would be lucky to have such
relationships
b. ...inform some of my personal decision making in sexual relationships.
c. ...encourage me to be sexually active.
d. ...have taught me that it's normal for women to engage in undesired sexual
activity for the sake of male pleasure.
o Strongly disagree
o Somewhat disagree
o Somewhat agree
o Strongly agree
Please rate the following statements.
a. It's worse for a woman to sleep around than it is for a man.
b. It's best for a guy to lose his virginity before he's out of his teens (before 19).
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c. It's okay for a woman to have more than one sexual relationship at the same
time.
d. It is just as important for a man to be a virgin when he marries as it is for a
woman.
e. I approve of a 16-year-old girl having sex just as much as a 16-year-old boy
having sex.
f. I kind of admire a girl who has sex with a lot of guys.
g. I kind of feel sorry for a 21-year-old woman who is still a virgin.
h. A woman having casual sex is just as acceptable to me as a man having casual
sex.
i. It's okay for a man to have sex with a woman he is not in love with.
j. I kind of admire a guy who has sex with a lot of girls.
k. A woman who initiates sex is too aggressive.
l. It's okay for a man to have more than one sexual relationship at the same time.
m. I question the character of a woman who has had a lot of sexual partners.
n. I admire a man who is a virgin when he gets married.
o. A man should be more sexually experienced than his wife.
p. A girl who has sex on the first date is "easy."
q. I kind of feel sorry for a 21-year-old man who is still a virgin.
r. I question the character of a man who has had a lot of sexual partners.
s. Woman are naturally more monogamous (inclined to stick with one partner) than
men.
t. A man should be sexually experienced when he gets married.
u. A guy who has sex on the first date is "easy."
v. It's okay for a woman to have sex with a man she is not in love with.
w. A woman should be sexually inexperienced when she gets married.
x. It's best for a girl to lose her virginity before she's out of her teens (before 19).
y. I admire a woman who is a virgin when she gets married.
z. A man who initiates sex is too aggressive.
o Disagree strongly
o Disagree mildly
o Agree mildly
o Agree strongly
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Appendix D. Survey Questions on Hooking up
(ONLY INDIVIDUALS WHO HAD PREVIOUSLY HOOKED UP)
Have you ever hooked up before you were ready because you hoped it would increase
the possibility of romantically dating your male hookup partner in the future?
o Yes
o No
What percentage of your hookups have resulted in you experiencing an orgasm?
o 0%
o 1-25%
o 26-50%
o 51-75%
o 76-99%
o 100%
What percentage of your hookups have resulted in your male partner reaching climax?
o 0%
o 1-25%
o 26-50%
o 51-75%
o 76-99%
o 100%
Please rate the following statement. When hooking up, I expect the sexual activity to
be very good.
o Strongly agree
o Somewhat agree
o Neither agree nor disagree
o Somewhat disagree
o Strongly disagree
Have you ever consented to a hookup where you participated in, gave, or received
manual genital stimulation, oral sex, vaginal sex, or anal sex that you did not desire or
want? Please answer all the questions based on your hookup experiences after the age
of 18. In order for the hookup to be consensual, your male partner must NOT have
implicitly or explicitly verbally, physically, or psychologically pressured you and you must
NOT have been too drunk that you were incapacitated and/or unable to stop what was
happening.
o Yes
o No
The following questions ask about your thoughts and feelings concerning sexual
activities with a male hookup partner and your sexual experiences. Please rate each
statement based on all your experiences with hooking up.
a. Telling a male hookup partner what to do to stimulate me during intercourse
would be:
b. Showing a male hookup partner what to do to stimulate me during intercourse
would be:
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c. Asking a male hookup partner to stimulate me to orgasm (i.e. by massaging my
genitals/clitoris) would be:
o Very difficult
o Moderately difficult
o Slightly difficult
o Neither easy nor difficult
o Slightly easy
o Moderately easy
o Very easy
a. When having sex with a male hookup partner, how often do you tell your partner
what feels good?
b. When having sex with a male hookup partner, how often do you show your
partner what feels good?
c. When having sex with a male hookup partner, how often do you ask your partner
to stimulate your clitoris to orgasm?
o 0% of the time
o 1-25% of the time
o 26-50% of the time
o 51-75% of the time
o 76-99% of the time
o 100% of the time
How many different male sexual partners (hookups or committed relationships) have
you had since you were 18? A sexual partner can be defined as anyone with whom you
engaged in sexual acts (manual stimulation, and/or oral, anal, or vaginal sex).
________________________________________________________________
At what age did you lose your virginity?
o Age: ________________________________________________
o I have not lost my virginity
Since the age of 18, have you engaged in a hookup with a man? A hookup is defined as
consensually engaging in sexual acts (manual stimulation, and/or, oral, anal, or vaginal
sex) with someone with whom you are not in a committed relationship.
o Yes
o No
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Appendix E. Survey Questions on Undesired/Unwanted Consensual
Hookups
(ONLY INDIVIDUALS WHO HAD PREVIOUSLY ENGAGED IN AN UC HOOKUP)
Please recall your most recent experience with an undesired/unwanted consensual
hookup where there was NO implicit or explicit verbal, physical, or psychological
pressure from your male partner and you were NOT too drunk that you were
incapacitated or were unable to stop what was happening. Please answer the next set
of questions recalling this undesired but consensual hookup.
When did this undesired but consensual hookup occur?
o Within the last 6 months
o 6 months to 1 year ago
o More than 1 year ago
Before the undesired but consensual hookup, had you already engaged in sexual
activities with this person?
o Yes. If yes, how many times had you previously hooked up?
________________________________________________
o No
Please continue answering this question recalling your most recent undesired but
consensual hookup. What was your relationship with this male partner prior to the
hookup?
o Stranger
o Acquaintance
o Friend
o Ex-boyfriend
o Friend with benefit
o Other: ________________________________________________
Please continue answering this question recalling your most recent undesired but
consensual hookup. Before you hooked up, were you interested in having a romantic
relationship?
o No, I wasn't interested at all
o Possibly, I didn't know yet
o Maybe, He had some appeal
o Yes, I was definitely interested
Please continue answering this question recalling your most recent undesired but
consensual hookup. Given that the hookup was unwanted or undesired, what motivated
you to participate in the sexual activities?
Please select all that apply.
o I wanted to experience physical pleasure
o I felt inexperienced compared to people I knew and I wanted to gain experience
o My friends encouraged me
o I wanted to relate more to my friends who were hooking up
o He was attractive and/or popular
o To get revenge on a past male partner
o To feel desired and validated (e.g. he picked me)
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o I wanted to date him
o To keep him interested in me
o To satisfy my partner's needs (e.g. I knew he really wanted to hookup)
o He made the first move, and I didn't want him to feel rejected
o I made the first move, and then I didn't want to be called a tease or a prude
o To avoid an awkward situation
o I felt obligated
o I was curious
o I wanted to have fun
o I was too drunk to stop what was happening
o I didn't feel like I could say no
o I was worried he would become violent
o I was worried he would become angry
o Other: ________________________________________________
What were your top three reasons for participating in your most recent undesired but
consensual hookup?
o I wanted to experience physical pleasure
o I felt inexperienced compared to people I knew and I wanted to gain experience
o My friends encouraged me
o I wanted to relate more to my friends who were hooking up
o He was attractive and/or popular
o To get revenge on a past male partner
o To feel desired and validated (e.g. he picked me)
o I wanted to date him
o To keep him interested in me
o To satisfy my partner's needs (e.g. I knew he really wanted to hookup)
o He made the first move, and I didn't want him to feel rejected
o I made the first move, and then I didn't want to be called a tease or a prude
o To avoid an awkward situation
o I felt obligated
o I was curious
o I wanted to have fun
o I was too drunk to stop what was happening
o I didn't feel like I could say no
o I was worried he would become violent
o I was worried he would become angry
o Other: ________________________________________________
Please continue answering this question recalling your most recent undesired but
consensual hookup. Did you consume alcohol prior to the undesired but consensual
hookup?
o Yes
o No
Approximately how many drinks did you have prior to the hookup? Note: A standard
drink is considered to be: a 10–12 oz. can or bottle of 4–5%-alcohol beer, a 4-oz. glass
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of 12%-alcohol table wine, a 12-oz. bottle or can of wine cooler, or a 1.25-oz. shot of
80-proof liquor either straight or in a mixed drink.
o 1
o 2
o 3
o 4
o 5 or more
Please continue answering this question recalling your most recent undesired but
consensual hookup. Did you consume drugs prior to the hookup?
o Yes
o No
Please continue answering these questions recalling most recent undesired but
consensual hookup. During this undesired but consensual hookup, did you experience
an orgasm?
o Yes
o Maybe
o No
During this undesired but consensual hookup, do you believe your male partner
climaxed?
o Yes
o Maybe
o No
Please continue answering this question recalling your most recent undesired but
consensual hookup. Which of the following sexual behaviours did you engage in during
the undesired but consensual hookup? Select all that apply.
o You stimulated your partner's genitals with your hand
o You had your genitals stimulated by your partner's hand
o You performed oral sex on your partner
o Your partner performed oral sex on you
o You had vaginal sex
o You had anal sex
o You stimulated your own genitals
o Your partner stimulated his genitals
o Other: ________________________________________________
Please continue answering this question recalling your most recent undesired but
consensual hookup. Were there positive aspects of the undesired but consensual
hookup? Please check all that apply to your experience.
o I experienced physical pleasure
o I experienced an orgasm
o My male partner was kind and respectful
o I felt desired and validated by my male partner
o My friends were excited I hooked up
o It was a good story to tell my friends
o I got revenge on a past male partner
194

o I gained sexual experience
o He was attractive
o We went on a date
o My male partner was sexually satisfied
o Other: ________________________________________________
o There were not any positive aspects
Please continue answering this question recalling your most recent undesired but
consensual hookup. What were the negative aspects of the undesired but consensual
hookup? Please check all that apply to your experience.
o Worrying about pregnancy
o Worrying about getting a sexually transmitted infection or disease
o Worrying about others' perceptions of me
o Worrying about my male partner's perceptions of me
o Lack of physical pleasure
o I felt physical pain
o Other: ________________________________________________
o There were not any negative aspects
Please continue answering this question recalling your most recent undesired but
consensual hookup. If you could go back in time, would you still engage in the
undesired but consensual hookup with this partner?
o Definitely yes
o Probably yes
o Might or might not
o Probably not
o Definitely not
Please continue answering this question recalling your most recent undesired but
consensual hookup. If a similar situation came about (i.e. you had the opportunity to
hookup with a new male partner), would you engage in another undesired but
consensual hookup?
o Definitely yes
o Probably yes
o Might or might not
o Probably not
o Definitely not

195

Appendix F. Survey Question on Motivations for Not Hooking Up
(ONLY INDIVIDUALS WHO HAD NEVER HOOKEDUP)
What are your motivations for not engaging in hookups? Check all options that apply.
o I've never met the right person
o Concerns about sexually transmitted infections
o Concerns about pregnancy
o Religious commitment
o My parents wouldn't approve
o My friends wouldn't approve
o My living situation is not conducive to hooking up
o Other: ________________________________________________
o I've always been in a committed relationship
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Appendix G. Descriptive Situational Statistics of Women who Have
Previously Engaged in an UC Hookup (N=373)

Alcohol consumed
Drugs consumed
Female orgasm

Male orgasm

Furthest sexual act

Previous relationship

Previously hooked up
Interested in partner romantically

Redo the UC hookup

Yes
No
Yes
No
Yes
Maybe
No
Yes
Maybe
No
Self-stimulation
Manual
stimulation
Oral sex
Vaginal sex
Anal sex
Stranger
Acquaintance
Friend
Ex-boyfriend
Friend with
benefits
Yes
No
No
Possibly
Maybe
Yes
Definitely yes
Probably yes
Might or might
not
Probably not
Definitely not
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Frequency
208
165
24
349
33
23
317
274
42
57
2
28

Percentage
56%
44%
6%
94%
9%
6%
85%
74%
11%
15%
1%
8%

90
236
17
82
119
89
16
67

24%
63%
5%
22%
32%
24%
4%
18%

139
234
120
132
85
36
15
56
54

37%
63%
32%
35%
23%
10%
4%
15%
15%

101
147

27%
39%

