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Motivations for sex have an impact on sexual desire, and relationship and sexual
satisfaction. However, it is not known whether motivations for pretending orgasm similarly
impact these constructs. In three studies, North American men and women (N = 525) in
committed relationships between the ages of 18 and 29 were recruited via Amazon Mechanical
Turk to complete an online survey. In Study 1, exploratory factor analysis revealed that motives
for feigning orgasm could be organized into six categories: Intoxication, Partner Self-Esteem,
Poor Sex/Partner, Desireless Sex, Timing, and Insecurity, which together comprise the Motives
for Feigning Orgasms Scale (MOFO). Motives were found to affect women’s satisfaction, but
not their desire, while motivations were not found to be impactful among men. In Study 2,
confirmatory factor analysis was performed on the MOFO and, in Study 3, its test-retest
reliability was assessed. The findings of this research support and inform current sexual scripts.
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Introduction
Sexuality is an important aspect of partnered relationships. Sex between committed
partners can function as a way to share pleasure, deepen and reinforce intimacy, reduce tension,
and help deal with the stresses of life and the commitments of monogamous relationships
(McCarthy, 1999). Additionally, having sex can serve as a tool for relationship maintenance or
as a way of circumventing relationship tension and conflict (Katz & Tirone, 2009; O’Sullivan &
Allgeier, 1998). It is understood that sexual satisfaction is important for couple cohesion, and
that dysfunctional sex or a non-sexual relationship has the potential to decrease relational
intimacy and a range of positive feelings (McCarthy, 1999). As such, desire for sex is often
considered a marker for a healthy sexual relationship and as a component of individual sexual
well-being. Given that low sexual desire is a common complaint among women with a
prevalence ranging from 10.2% of women between the ages of 16 and 44 (Mercer et al., 2003),
to 39.2% of women from 18 to 44 years old (Shifren, Monz, Russo, Segreti, & Johannes, 2008)
to report having low desire;), that low desire affects approximately one-third of couples (Rosen
& Leiblum, 1995), and that between 50 to 75% of couples seeking clinical help for their sex lives
are doing so for difficulties associated with low desire (Goldmeier, 2001; Rosen & Leiblum,
1995), it is clear that much is yet to be understood about sexual desire.
It is often assumed that sexual desire is a prerequisite for sexual activity to occur and that
a lack of it would impede on normal sexual functioning (e.g., Kaplan, 1979). However, research
has shown that desire does not always precede sex (e.g., Basson, 2000; 2001; Impett & Peplau,
2003; Katz & Tirone, 2009; O’Sullivan & Allgeier, 1998), and that desire may be triggered and
experienced differently for men and women (Basson, 2000; Baumeister, 2000). Consequently,
individuals’ motivations for engaging in sexual activity with a partner have been found to be
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diverse, multifaceted (e.g., Meston & Buss, 2007) and not always sexual in nature (e.g., I wanted
to please my partner; I wanted to express my love for the person, etc.), implying that on some
occasions, sexual desire might be feigned for a wide range of reasons. Similarly, men and
women have been found to feign orgasm for a variety of reasons (Muehlenhard & Shippee,
2010). Although research suggests that the nature of the underlying reasons and motivations
endorsed for having sex can affect levels of sexual desire (e.g., Muise, 2011), and sexual (e.g.,
Stephenson, Ahrold, and Meston, 2011) and relationship satisfaction (e.g., Impett, Peplau &
Gable, 2005; Katz & Tirone, 2009), virtually no research has examined whether the deceptive
performance of orgasm and the underlying motives for pretending orgasm similarly impacts
these constructs. The proposed study outlined below is designed to cast some light on these
issues.
Motivation and Human Sexuality
Human behaviour, including in the context of social and sexual relationships, is rarely
without motive. According to the American Psychological Association Dictionary of Psychology
(2007), a motive is “The impetus that gives purpose or direction to human or animal behaviour
and operates at a conscious or unconscious level” (p.594). Moreover, motives are further divided
into:
a) Physiological, primary, or organic motives, such as hunger, thirst, and need for sleep;
and b) personal, social, or secondary motives, such as affiliation, competition, and
individual interests and goals. An important distinction must also be drawn between
internal motivating forces and external factors, such as rewards or punishments, which
can encourage or discourage certain behaviors. (p.594).
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A notable theoretical contribution with regards to behavioural motivation includes the
distinction between pursuing positive experiences (appetitive behaviours), and avoiding negative
ones (aversely motivated behaviours; Gray, 1987). Gray (1987) hypothesized that these two
types of behaviours are regulated by two distinct neurological systems. The behaviour activation
system (BAS) regulates appetitive motivations and controls the experience of positive emotions,
and the behaviour inhibition system (BIS) regulates aversive motivations and controls the
experience of negative emotions. In order to come to a better understanding of the motives that
govern human behaviour, it is also important to consider the extent to which a goal is oriented
towards the self or towards others (Cooper, Shapiro, & Powers, 1998). By crossing these two
dimensions, Cooper et al. (1998) have created a model comprising of four categories of motives
(i.e., the schematic model of motive dimensions): 1) appetitive self-focused motivations, such as
pursuing sex to experience physical pleasure (i.e., enhancement motives); 2) aversive selffocused motives, such as engaging in sex to avoid feeling guilty (i.e., coping motives); 3)
appetitive social motives, such as having sex to promote feelings of closeness in a relationship
(i.e., intimacy motives); and 4) aversive social motives, such as pursuing sex to avoid having a
partner getting angry or upset (i.e., approval motives).
Grounded in Cooper et al.’s (1998) and Gray’s (1987) work, Impett and her colleagues
have more recently conducted research exploring the possible consequences of sexual
interactions as a function of the nature of the motives that guide individuals’ decisions to pursue
sexual activity (e.g., Impett et al., 2005; Impett, Strachman, Finkel, & Gable, 2008). These
researchers used an approach-avoidance theoretical framework to consider sexual motives,
where approach motives are adopted in order to gain something positive from an experience
(e.g., pursuing sex to gain emotional closeness with a partner), and where avoidance motives are
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endorsed in order to avoid a negative experience (e.g., engaging in sex to avoid losing a partner’s
interest).
Despite the complexity of sexual desire and the relevance of sexual activity to the lives of
couples and individuals, the very reasons people choose to engage in sexual activity have only
begun to be explored. One of the first exploratory studies on the subject, for which a sample of
university students were asked to list all the possible reasons why they or someone they knew
have engaged in sexual intercourse, revealed a total of 237 reasons to engage in sex (Meston &
Buss, 2007). These 237 items were then compiled to create the YSEX? questionnaire. Findings
yielded from Meston and Buss’s study have shown that the most frequently endorsed reasons for
engaging in sexual intercourse by both men and women were: attraction to their partner, the
desire to experience physical pleasure, the desire to express love, and to feel desired by their
partner. However, as men’s and women’s motivations for sex have previously been explored,
motivations for engaging in other types of sexual behaviour, such as feigning orgasm, have been
understudied.
Feigning Orgasm
Virtually all research on pretending orgasm has focused on women (e.g., Darling &
Davidson, 1986; Dove & Wiederman, 2000; Wiederman, 1997), and has examined the
prevalence of such a behaviour, as well as potential factors that may be associated with it such as
cognitive distraction during sexual activity (Dove & Wiederman, 2000), sexual experience,
sexual attitudes, and self-perceived physical attractiveness (Wiederman, 1997). Findings
regarding the prevalence of this behaviour among women have been relatively consistent.
Among a sample of 161 female university students, 55.6% reported having feigned orgasm
during penile-vaginal intercourse (Wiederman, 1997). Similarly, in another sample of female
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college students who had experienced oral sex, genital petting and penile-vaginal intercourse,
65% reported having feigned orgasm or given the impression that an orgasm had occurred when
it had not (Bryan, 2001; as cited in Muehlenhard and Shippee, 2010). However, studies
examining the prevalence of pretending orgasm among men are rare (e.g., Muehlenhard &
Shippee, 2010; Steiner, 1981), perhaps due to the assumption that since men’s orgasms are
usually accompanied by ejaculation, a physical indicator that orgasm has occurred, it is either
more difficult for men to pretend orgasm, or that it is impossible for them to do so (e.g., Braun,
Gavey, & McPhillips, 2003). Despite this assumption, some research indicates that some men do,
in fact, engage in this behaviour. In a sample of 281 university students, Muehlenhard and
Shippee (2010) found that approximately 25% of men and 50% of women had pretended
orgasm.
Although some research has explored possible factors leading women to feign orgasm,
very few studies have examined individuals’ reported reasons and motivations for pretending
orgasm. Individuals have been found to pretend orgasm for numerous reasons. In an interview
study involving 73 heterosexual college students, women reported pretending orgasm in order to
reassure their partners of their adequacy as lovers, or to avoid that their partners get upset
(Roberts, Kippax, Waldby, & Crawford, 1995). Other reported reasons include wanting the
sexual encounter to end (e.g., Bryan, 2001; as cited in Muehlenhard & Shippee, 2010),
reinforcing their partners for a behaviour that they liked (e.g., Hite, 1976; as cited in
Muehlenhard & Shippee, 2010), and to keep their partners from leaving them (e.g., Bryan, 2001;
Hite, 1976; as cited in Muehlenhard & Shippee, 2010). More recently, Muehlenhard and Shippee
(2010) have explored both men and women’s reasons for pretending orgasm, and have found
that, among the subsample of participants who reported having feigned orgasm, men and women
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had engaged in this behaviour because orgasm was unlikely or taking too long (84% of men;
71% of women), they wanted the sexual encounter to end (82% of men; 61% of women), they
desired to avoid a negative consequence (58% of men; 78% of women), or attain a positive
outcome (13% of men; 47% of women).
Individuals’ motives for feigning orgasm may be better understood if viewed through the
theoretical lens of sexual scripts. Script theory research has provided important contributions to
our understanding of why, when, and where a given human behaviour occurs by taking into
account relevant sociocultural factors. Scripts are prototypes of how events normally proceed
(Schank & Abelson, 1977). In the context of sexuality, scripts provide meaning and information
on how, when, and why sexual encounters occur. Sexual scripts are culturally determined, create
meaning, and enable individuals to interpret or understand their own and their partner’s
behaviour (Simon & Gagnon, 1984; 1986). On a broad level, sexual cultural scripts, or sexual
cultural scenarios, operate as guidelines on a collective social level, dictating an expected
sequence of events during which individuals enact specific roles (Parker, 2010), as well as
specifying appropriate sexual goals and objects (Irvine, 2003). Conversely, some researchers
propose that by examining the underlying reasons given by men and women as to why they
chose to feign orgasm, some light can be shed on existing cultural sexual scripts (e.g., Roberts et
al., 1995). For instance, having found that many women report pretending orgasm in order to
reassure their partners that their sexual ‘techniques’ are adequate, Roberts and her colleagues
(1995) argue that women’s orgasm is culturally constructed as difficult to achieve and that they
constitute proof of the adequacy of men’s ‘work’ or sexual ‘technique’ on women’s bodies.
Sexual scripts and culturally influenced sexual phenomena can therefore inform one another.
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On an intermediate level, interpersonal scripts operate as guidelines for context-specific
behaviours that have been influenced by relevant cultural scripts (Simon & Gagnon, 1986).
Findings yielded from Muehlenhard and Shippee’s (2010) study suggest that interpersonal sexual
scripts give individuals guidelines for what is considered a normal timeframe for a person to
experience an orgasm, that sexual activity is expected to end with an orgasm, and that people
“should” experience one during sex. Moreover, given that both men and women report having
pretended orgasm most often in the context of penile-vaginal intercourse (Muehlenhard &
Shippee, 2010), pretending orgasm could be interpreted as an indicator of men’s and women’s
belief that it is normal and therefore expected of both partners to experience orgasm during this
type of sexual activity. As clinical psychologist Barry Bass (2001) said to illustrate the
pharmaceutical industry’s current conceptualization of ‘optimal’ human sexual performance:
Good sex happens when a man inserts his rock-hard penis into a woman’s appropriately
lubricated vagina and moves it around in there for a suitable amount of time. Under ideal
circumstances this should continue until both the man and the woman experience orgasm
at exactly the same time. (p.337).
However, in relation to feigning orgasm, current cultural and interpersonal sexual scripts
covered in the literature are only helpful in explaining women’s motives for pretending, and not
men’s. According to current scripts, men tie their adequacy as a sexual partner to their skills,
their ability to read and respond to their partner’s sexual needs, and to their partner’s experience
of pleasure (e.g., Wiederman, 2005). This, however, is incongruent with men’s reported
experiences of occasionally feigning orgasm, and does not provide any insight into men’s
motivations to do so. The fact that men also occasionally feign orgasm is an indication that
current scripts are insufficient in explaining certain aspects of male sexuality. Consequently,
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current cultural and interpersonal sexual scripts would need to expand in order to be able to
elucidate the unspoken socio-cultural reasons men endorse for feigning orgasm.
Alternatively, the reciprocity discourse surrounding heterosexual encounters can also
shed light on men’s feigning behaviour. This discourse posits that ‘fair’ sexual encounters
involve pleasure and orgasm for both partners, and that a lack of reciprocity in these matters is
viewed as problematic or ‘unfair’ (Braun et al., 2003). It is possible that men and women pretend
orgasm in order to give their partner the semblance of equality in the sexual exchange (i.e., one
orgasm for another), thereby fulfilling their partner’s expectations and preventing him or her
from experiencing feelings of guilt from not having ‘given’ what was ‘deserved’.
The Impact of Motivations for Sex on Sexual Desire and Sexual and Relationship
Satisfaction
Exploring and understanding individuals’ reported reasons, motivations, and the nature of
such motivations for engaging in sexual activity is of great importance, as they have previously
been shown to impact levels of sexual desire, and sexual and relationship satisfaction.
Considering motivations for sex and their impact on sexual and relationship satisfaction may
provide some direction for understanding the relationship between motivations for feigning
orgasm and these same sexuality outcomes. Using an approach-avoidance theoretical framework,
Impett et al. (2005) suggested that people may experience different emotions depending on the
motives behind their decision to have sex. They argued that if an individual has sex for approach
motives such as to pursue physical pleasure or to promote emotional closeness, the experience
can be felt to be inherently rewarding and could lead to other positive outcomes such as
increased satisfaction. On the other hand, if an individual engages in sex for avoidance
motivations such as to avoid upsetting a partner, or to cope with one’s own negative emotions,
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they posited that it would at best provide some relief, and at worst lead to negative emotional and
relationship consequences. Research grounded in this model support these hypotheses. For
example, in a sample of 121 American university students, Impett et al. (2008) found that those
who adopt strong approach relationship goals were protected against declines in sexual desire
over time. In another sample of undergraduate students, approach motives have been found to be
positively related to relationship satisfaction, while avoidance motives were negatively
associated with relationship satisfaction and closeness between partners (Impett et al., 2005). On
the other hand, in a sample of 193 undergraduate women, Katz and Tirone (2009) have found an
association between engaging in undesired sex for avoidance motives and a decrease in
relationship satisfaction, but did not find any significant relationship between approach
motivations and relationship satisfaction. In a sample of 212 couples who have been in long-term
relationships (3 or more years), Muise (2011) found that engaging in sex more often for approach
goals was associated with an increase in sexual desire and sexual satisfaction, while avoidance
goals were associated with lower sexual desire and satisfaction. More specifically, partnerfocused approach goals were related to increased sexual desire and satisfaction, while selffocused approach goals were associated with increased sexual desire, but not with sexual
satisfaction. Finally, in a sample of 544 undergraduate students, Stephenson and colleagues
(2011) found that men and women who reported engaging in sex for love and commitment
motives tended to experience high levels of sexual satisfaction, while those who endorsed having
sex for resource or self-esteem motives tended to experience low levels of sexual satisfaction.
Sexual desire, and sexual and relationship satisfaction are perhaps three of the most
common outcome variables that have been examined in the field of relationships and human
sexuality. While some research has examined the impact of motivations to engage in sex on
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levels of sexual desire, and sexual and relationship satisfaction, studies investigating the
influence of women’s and men’s motives for engaging in other forms of sexual behaviour on
these three constructs, such as feigning orgasm, have yet to be conducted. Concordantly with
past research, it might be plausible that feigning orgasm for approach reasons (e.g., to make a
partner feel good about himself or herself) might lead to positive outcomes such as an increase in
sexual desire, and relationship and sexual satisfaction, whereas feigning orgasm for avoidance
reasons (e.g., to avoid appearing abnormal or inadequate) could result in a decrease in these three
constructs. Given that sexual and relationship satisfaction are understood to be important
contributing elements to couple cohesion and endurance, and that desire for sex is often
considered to be an essential aspect of healthy sexual relationships, it is important to study
potential factors that may influence these constructs. However, some factors have been widely
identified as exerting notable influence on these constructs, such as gender and relationship
duration.
Impact of Gender and Relationship Duration on Sexual Desire
Investigations of motivations for feigning orgasm and their impact on sexual desire and
sexual and relationship satisfaction should also incorporate other variables which have been
known to associate with these outcomes as potential covariates or predictors. For example,
gender has been shown to influence experiences of sexual desire. Although desire has been
conceptualized and understood differently between researchers, studies support a gender
difference in sexual desire. In general, men have been found to experience higher, and more
intense levels of sexual desire than women (see review by Baumeister et al., 2001). For example,
in a nationally representative sample of the American population, Laumann, Gagnon, Michael,
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and Michaels (1994; as cited in Baumeister et al., 2001) found that over half of the men in their
sample reported thinking about sex every day, compared to approximately one-fifth of women.
Relationship duration has also been identified as a significant influential factor in relation
to sexual desire. Past research has supported that as a relationship progresses over time, a
person’s level and intensity of sexual desire are subject to change (e.g., Basson, 2000). Over time
in a relationship, sexual desire tends to decrease, at least among women (e.g., Carvalheira et al.,
2010; Milhausen & Murray, 2012). For instance, in an online sample of 3687 Portuguese
women, Carvalheira et al. (2010) found that 42.2% of the women in longer-term relationships
(i.e., 10 or more years) reported to often or always engage in sexual activity with no desire at the
outset, compared with 22.4% of women in new or short-term relationships (i.e., less than one
year). More recently, Milhausen and Murray (2012) have investigated the effect of relationship
length on sexual desire in a Canadian sample of university students, controlling for other
influential factors such as age and relationship and sexual satisfaction. According to their results,
women’s sexual desire was significantly impacted by age and relationship duration, whereas
men’s was only influenced by their level of sexual satisfaction. However, some evidence
suggests that with some effort, sexual desire may increase, or at least remain constant, as
relationships increase in length (Kleinplatz et al., 2009). Other research suggests that levels of
desire in a relationship are amenable to intervention. For example, Impett et al. (2008) examined
the impact of adopting strong (rather than weak) approach goals in relationships on sexual desire.
Their findings suggest that adopting strong approach relationship goals prevented declines in
sexual desire over time (Impett et al., 2008). The fluctuation in sexual desire that has been
attributed to relationship duration may simply be a reflection of a broader pattern attributable to
life-stage factors (e.g., Sims & Meana, 2010). In any case, because relationship duration has
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been shown to be associated with sexual desire in most quantitative studies, at least among
women, it is useful to include this variable as a covariate in order to account for its effects.
Impact of Gender and Relationship Duration on Sexual and Relationship Satisfaction
Congruent with findings on sexual desire, sexual and relationship satisfaction have also
been found to be influenced by gender and partnership duration. In a study examining sexual
motivation and satisfaction in relation to partnership duration, Klusmann (2002) found that as a
relationship progresses, fewer participants considered themselves to be very satisfied with sex in
the partnership, to have had passionate sex within the last week and to report that sex with their
partner could not be better. Related to gender, a longitudinal study examining levels of sexual
satisfaction in a population-based sample of Norwegian young adults (ages 20 to 26) revealed
that women scored higher than men on measures of overall sexual satisfaction (Pedersen &
Blekesaune, 2003). In terms of relationship satisfaction, Heiman et al. (2011) found that
women’s relationship satisfaction was better predicted by relationship duration; from the first
year to the 15th, women experienced a decrease in relationship happiness, and beginning in the
20th year, it steadily increased. It is therefore important to include gender and relationship
duration as covariates when conducting research on sexual and relationship satisfaction.
Relationships between Sexual Desire, and Sexual and Relationship Satisfaction
Sexual desire, sexual satisfaction, and relationship satisfaction, though often considered
unique outcomes in sexuality research, have often (but not always) been shown to be related. For
example, Santtila et al., (2008) found that greater relationship satisfaction was associated with
greater desire and frequency of sexual activity among Finnish men and women. Further, research
examining the relationship between desire and sexual satisfaction among a sample of female
same-sex couples, found that women who experienced low desire were having less sexual
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activity and were less sexually satisfied than women whose level of desire was not experienced
as problematic in their relationships (Bridges, & Horne, 2007).
In contrast, other research has found that women can exhibit very little interest in sex,
while reporting being highly sexually satisfied (Hurlbert et al., 2005); a finding that supports
Basson’s (2000) model of female sexual response which posits that women with low desire may
be motivated to seek out sexual opportunities in order to gain certain rewards, such as feelings of
closeness and satisfaction. Moreover, some evidence suggests that relationship and sexual
satisfaction can be experienced discordantly, at least among women. Heiman et al. (2011) have
found that as a relationship progresses, women usually experience a decrease in relationship
satisfaction until approximately the 15th year, while simultaneously experiencing an increase in
sexual satisfaction. Men’s relationship and sexual satisfaction, however, were both found to
slowly yet steadily increase with relationship duration.
Certainly, the relationships between sexual desire, and sexual and relationship
satisfaction are complex. Given that they constitute outcome variables that have commonly been
examined in sexuality research in the past, and that they have often been shown to be
interconnected, it is important to observe them independent of each other when conducting
research. In this way, different patterns of relationships between predictors and these outcomes
can be seen and analysis is not limited by multicollinearity. While some research has examined
the impact of men’s and women’s motivations to engage in sex on levels of sexual desire, and
sexual and relationship satisfaction, studies investigating the influence of motives for engaging
in other forms of sexual behaviour on these three constructs, such as feigning orgasm, have yet to
be conducted.
Rationale for Current Study
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Given that the nature of men’s and women’s reasons and motivations for engaging in sexual
activity with a partner has been shown to have an impact on levels of sexual desire, and
relationship and sexual satisfaction (e.g., Impett et al., 2005; 2008; Katz & Tirone, 2009; Muise,
2011; Stephenson et al., 2011), it is plausible that men and women’s motives for feigning orgasm
may similarly influence these constructs. However, no research in this area has been conducted.
Pretending to have an orgasm for avoidance reasons (i.e., to avoid appearing abnormal; to avoid
upsetting a partner, etc.), for example, may be an indicator of a number of underlying individual
and interpersonal difficulties including discomfort with open and honest sexual communication
with a partner, endorsement of unrealistic cultural expectations derived from sexual scripts, or
relationship insecurity (i.e., fear of losing a partner), all of which could potentially impact levels
of sexual desire, and sexual and relationship satisfaction. Feigning orgasm for avoidance reasons
might also lead to a decrease in sexual desire because it might reinforce skills or techniques
employed by a sexual partner during the sexual encounter; techniques that may be experienced as
insufficient or less than satisfactory by the individual who feigned the orgasm. If an individual
often feigns orgasm, he or she might come to express less interest in sex compared to individuals
who do not pretend to have orgasms because they may come to perceive sex as an activity that is
perhaps pleasant overall, but nonetheless disappointing in terms of achieving an orgasm. On the
other hand, feigning orgasm for approach reasons (e.g., to make a partner feel good about
himself or herself, to bring additional excitement to the sexual encounter, etc.), might lead to an
increase in sexual desire, as it might be used to reinforce sexual techniques that are, albeit
unsuccessful in inducing an orgasm, experienced as pleasurable, or because the feigning
individual may come to associate the act of pretending orgasm with its consequential rewards
(e.g., a happy or excited partner).
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Given that men occasionally pretend orgasm and that current male sexual scripts are
unable to shed light on this behaviour, this study can contribute to this theory’s development by
exploring the underlying reasons men (and women) endorse for feigning orgasm, as well as the
type of sexual activity during which feigning occurs (i.e., oral/anal/vaginal sex, or during manual
genital stimulation or stimulation with a sex toy).
Finally, because of the assumption that men either have trouble feigning, or are unable to
feign orgasm, men have rarely been included in research exploring reasons for feigning orgasm,
or exploring contributing factors leading some individuals to feign orgasm. In fact, only two
existing studies include both men and women in their samples (Muehlenhard & Shippee, 2010;
Steiner, 1981, as cited in Muehlenhard & Shippee, 2010). Even though both of these studies have
explored men’s and women’s reasons and motives for pretending orgasm, neither have examined
if such a behaviour has any consequences on an individual’s overall levels of sexual desire,
relationship satisfaction, or sexual satisfaction. Furthermore, because the vast majority of
research regarding feigning orgasm has focused exclusively on women, a knowledge imbalance
with respect to gender similarities and differences in the field of human sexuality and
relationships exists. Men were therefore included in this study in order to narrow this knowledge
gap regarding men’s sexuality.
Since sexual satisfaction is understood to be an important element contributing to couple
cohesion (McCarthy, 1999), that relationship satisfaction is viewed as essential for couple
happiness and endurance, and that desire for sex is often considered a marker of healthy sexual
relationships and as a component of individual sexual well-being, it is important to study
potential factors that may influence these constructs. Therefore, the potential impact of men’s
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and women’s reasons and motivations for feigning orgasm on these constructs will be
investigated in the proposed study.
Objectives
The purpose of this research was threefold: 1) Explore the type of sexual activity during
which feigning orgasm occurs; 2) develop a scale measuring men’s and women’s reasons and
motivations for feigning orgasm, and; 3) investigate the relationship between individuals’
reasons and motivations for feigning orgasm, and levels of sexual desire, and relationship and
sexual satisfaction. The research questions that guided this research are as follows:
1. During which sexual activities do men and women feign orgasm?
2. What are men’s and women’s reasons and motivations for feigning orgasm?
3. Do reasons and motivations for feigning orgasm have an impact on levels of sexual
desire, and sexual and relationship satisfaction when age, relationship duration,
feigning frequency, and feigning duration are held constant?
4. Is there a significant gender difference in the ways that motives for feigning orgasm
impact levels of sexual desire, and sexual and relationship satisfaction when age,
relationship duration, feigning frequency, and feigning duration are held constant?
These research questions were addressed by conducting three separate studies:
1. The development of a scale measuring men’s and women’s reasons for feigning
orgasm and whether those reasons impact desire and satisfaction;
2. A confirmatory factory analysis of the scale developed in Study 1;
3. Evaluating the test-retest reliability of the scale developed in Study 1.
Study 1
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The purpose of this study was to a) determine men’s and women’s reasons and
motivations for feigning orgasm by developing the Motives for Feigning Orgasm Scale (MOFO),
b) determine the sexual activities during which men and women feign orgasm, c) describe
reasons men and women feign orgasm, d) observe whether reasons and motivations have an
impact on levels of sexual desire, and sexual and relationship satisfaction when age, relationship
duration, feigning frequency, and feigning duration are held constant, and e) determine whether
these relationships are different for men and for women.
Method
Participants
For the purpose of this study, participants were required to be between the ages of 18 and
29. Although this age range allowed for a relatively homogenous sample in terms of life stages,
the selected age range is wider than most research which has typically examined university
samples, allowing for slightly more variability in terms of relationship length and status. This
limited age range was selected in order to avoid the effect of other confounding variables such as
menopause, declining health, and having children. Eligibility criteria for the analyses also
included being in a committed relationship for a minimum of 4 weeks (one month), and being a
Canadian or American citizen. Lastly, participants were excluded from analyses if they reported
taking antidepressants. This exclusion criterion is founded in research suggesting that
antidepressants often negatively impact sexual desire and orgasmic function (Rosen et al., 1999;
Rothschild, 2000).
Participants were recruited via Amazon Mechanical Turk (MTurk), a crowdsourcing
Internet marketplace. MTurk is a place where, among other things, researchers (known as
Requesters) can post tasks known as Human Intelligence Tasks (HITs), such as questionnaires or
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measures, for MTurk users (known as Workers) to complete. Requesters are able to ask that
Workers fulfill certain qualifications before engaging in a task. Some research shows that MTurk
also meets acceptable psychometric standards, with mean alphas in the good to excellent range
(α = .73 to .93 across multiple scales and levels of participant compensation; Buhrmester,
Kwang, & Gosling, 2011). Test-retest reliability in a set of individual difference measures has
also been supported (r = .80 to .94; Buhrmester et al., 2011). In order to detect a medium effect
with a high level of power (Cohen’s coefficient of .8) with five predictors (the five broad
categories of motives for feigning orgasm; see Appendix F for details) using regression
modeling, Miles and Shelvin (2001) recommend working with a minimum of 90 cases of data.
However, given the large population size and relative heterogeneity of this study’s sample, a
minimum sample size of approximately 400 participants was sought at the outset of the study in
order to have a minimum of ± 5% sampling error at 95% confidence interval. Participants who
completed the proposed study were each compensated $0.50. Typical MTurk compensation
ranges anywhere between $0.05 and $0.10 for small tasks (approximately 5 to 10-minute tasks),
and awarding $0.50 for 30-minute tasks has been shown to have good response rates
(Buhrmester et al., 2011).
Procedure
Prior to completing any measures or questionnaires, interested individuals were informed
of the purpose of the study and that any information they provide for the study would remain
confidential and would not be used for purposes unrelated to the presented study. Informed
consent was acquired when participants selected “Yes” for the question, “Do you consent to
participate?” at the bottom of the page detailing the purpose and implications of the study.
Individuals were first required to answer a few screening questions to assure that they were
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eligible to participate. If they failed to meet any criterion (i.e., selected age range and
relationship length, American or Canadian citizenship, and currently not taking any antidepressants), they were prevented from answering further questions. Eligible participants then
filled out a series of measures and questions pertaining to their personal background, sexual
desire, sexual and relationship satisfaction, and feigning orgasm.
Measures
Descriptive variables.
Demographics. A demographic questionnaire was used to collect demographic
information from the participants, in order to describe the sample (Appendix A). Information
regarding the participants’ sex, sexual orientation, age, citizenship, ethnicity, relationship status,
relationship duration, parental status, number of children living at home, degree of religiosity,
education, and student and employment status, was collected. Forced choice and open-ended
questions were used to collect this information.
Feigning prevalence and associated sexual activity. In order to distinguish pretenders
from non-pretenders, participants were asked whether they occasionally pretend to have an
orgasm with their current partner. Pretenders were also asked to indicate the type of sexual
activity during which they usually feign orgasm (see Appendix E). This information can provide
additional insight into men’s and women’s sexual scripts.
Control variables.
Age, relationship duration, feigning frequency, and feigning duration. Given that
sexual desire, and sexual and relationship satisfaction have been shown to be influenced by age
and relationship duration, these variables were included as control variables in this study’s
analyses. Participants’ feigning duration and feigning frequency were also used as control
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variables. Feigning duration was measured in years and/or months during which pretenders have
feigned orgasm in their current relationship, and feigning frequency was measured with
participants’ estimated percentage (from 1 to 100) of sexual encounters during which they have
feigned orgasm in their current relationship (see Appendix E). Feigning duration and frequency
were hypothesized to play a potentially large role in influencing sexual desire, and sexual and
relationship satisfaction. For example, an individual who has been feigning orgasm for five years
in approximately 75% of sexual encounters might experience very different levels of sexual
desire and satisfaction than an individual who has only been pretending orgasm twice over the
course of five months.
Outcome variables.
Sexual desire. The SDI is a 14-item questionnaire measuring two dimensions of sexual
desire: dyadic sexual desire (the desire to behave sexually with a partner), and solitary sexual
desire (the desire to behave sexually by oneself), and has been initially developed by sexologists
and students. Internal consistency has been calculated in past research, resulting in .86 for the
dyadic subscale and .96 for the solitary subscale (Spector et al., 1996). Test-retest reliability has
also been shown to be relatively high at r = .76 calculated over a one-month period (Carey,
1995). In addition, past research demonstrated strong concurrent validity among a sample of 380
students, finding that scores obtained on the solitary subscale of the SDI correlated with the
frequency of solitary sexual behaviour (r = .80, p < .0001), and with erotophilia (r = -.28, p <
.0001; Spector, 1992). Similarly, scores obtained on the dyadic subscale of the SDI have been
shown to be correlated with the frequency of partnered sexual behaviour (Spector, 1992).
Sexual and relationship satisfaction. To measure sexual and relationship satisfaction, the
Global Measure of Sexual Satisfaction and the Global Measure of Relationship Satisfaction
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(GMSEX; GMREL; Lawrence, Byers & Cohen, 1998) was administered to participants. Both
measures are two of three self-report measures comprised in the Interpersonal Exchange Model
of Sexual Satisfaction Questionnaire (IEMSS), and were developed to measure individuals’
overall sexual and relationship satisfaction using five 7-point dimensions: Good-Bad, PleasantUnpleasant, Positive-Negative, Satisfying-Unsatisfying, and Valuable-Worthless (refer to
appendices C and D). Summed up scores range from 5 to 35, with higher scores indicating
greater sexual or relationship satisfaction. These measures have been initially developed using a
sample of university students (Lawrance & Byers, 1992), and have been shown to have high
internal consistency, with the GMSEX producing a coefficient ranging from .90 to .96, and the
GMREL, from .91 to .96 (Lawrance & Byers, 1992, 1995; Peck, Shaffer, & Williamson, 2004;
Renaud, Byers, & Pan, 1997). Coefficients for test-retest reliability are high as well, ranging
from .84 at two weeks, to .73 at 18 months for the GMSEX, and from .81 at two weeks, to .61 at
18 months for the GMREL (Byers & MacNeil, 2006; Lawrance & Byers, 1995). Some research
demonstrated good construct validity for both the GMSEX and the GMREL. For example, the
GMSEX has been shown to significantly correlate with scores on the Index of Sexual
Satisfaction (ISS; Hudson, Harrison, & Crosscup, 1981), and the GMREL was found to
significantly correlate with the Dyadic Adjustment Scale (Spanier, 1976). The GMSEX and
GMREL were chosen for their strong psychometric properties, and for their simplicity.
Predictor variables.
Motivations for feigning orgasm. Given that no questionnaire was available to measure
individuals’ motives for pretending orgasm, a questionnaire was created and validated for the
purpose of this study. Most motives for feigning orgasm were directly taken from findings
generated by Muehlenhard and Shippee’s (2010) study, which identified a total of six broad
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motives: 1) the orgasm was unlikely to happen, or it was taking too long; 2) I wanted the sex to
end, 3) my partner’s orgasm seemed imminent, 4) To avoid a negative consequence, 5) To get a
positive consequence, and 6) I did not want to have an orgasm. Given that the sixth motive was
extremely uncommon (i.e., I did not want to have an orgasm), it was not included in this study.
All items falling under the broad categories 1, 2, 4, as well as two items in category 5 (see
Appendix F) were directly based on Muehlenhard and Shippee’s (2010) findings. Three items
falling under the fifth category (i.e., I wanted to appear or feel sexy; I wanted to reinforce a
sexual technique employed by my partner; I wanted to excite my partner; I wanted to add a bit of
excitement to our lovemaking), were developed from Bryan’s (2001) and Hite’s (1976) findings
(as cited in Muehlenhard & Shippee, 2010). Together, 28 items were developed based on the
research of Muehlenhard and Shippee (2010), Bryan (2001), and Hite (1976). In order to have a
bigger pool of items for the process of scale validation, 32 additional items were developed in
keeping with the five overarching motives (e.g., the item “To avoid getting my partner angry”
was created based on the item “To avoid upsetting my partner”; refer to Appendix F for details).
From 1 – Not at all important to 7 – Extremely important, participants were required to rate how
important each of the listed reasons were in influencing their decision to pretend to have an
orgasm, from the first time, to the most recent time they have pretended to have an orgasm with
their current partner. Motives from different categories were dispersed throughout the
questionnaire in order to minimize respondent bias.
Analyses
Descriptive Analysis
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Descriptive statistics were calculated for all variables (predictors, covariates and
outcomes), and t-tests were conducted to determine whether scores on these variables were
different for men and women.
Research Question 1: During What Type of Sexual Activity do Men and Women Feign
Orgasm?
In order to determine the types of sexual activity during which men and women feign
orgasm, percentages were calculated for each of the listed activities (i.e., vaginal/oral/anal sex,
manual stimulation by a partner, and stimulation with a sex toy by a partner), for women and for
men.
Research Question 2: What Are Men’s and Women’s Reasons and Motivations for
Feigning Orgasm?
In order to determine men’s and women’s reasons and motivations for feigning orgasm,
means of scores obtained on each of the MOFO items, as well as percentages of participants who
endorsed each of the items, were calculated and reported for women, and for men.
In order to develop a scale measuring reasons and motivations for feigning orgasm, the
data were analyzed using maximum likelihood factor analysis with oblimin rotation. Maximum
likelihood factor analysis was selected because of the theoretical nature of the investigation.
Oblique rotation was considered to be appropriate because the items were based on a theoretical
model of independent overarching motives, with potentially correlated sub-motives within each.
Cronbach’s alphas were also computed for internal consistency evaluation.
Meeting assumptions for factor analysis. Given that the reliability of factor analysis
depends on sample size, a Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure of sampling adequacy test was
performed on all 60 items of the MOFO to assess for correlation coefficient stability. The
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resulting value of .869 falls within the range of what Hutcheson and Sofroniou (1999) qualify as
great (between 0.8 and 0.9). This indicates that patterns of correlations are relatively condensed,
suggesting that factor analysis should yield reliable factors. Missing data was minimal, and cases
with missing data were excluded listwise. Normal distribution of variables is not a requirement
for factor analysis; therefore no variables have been excluded on this premise. As participants
responded on a forced-choice 7-point scale, there were no outliers.
Development of the factor solution. In order to avoid introducing a source of error in
the dataset, one item was removed due to an error in its formulation on the survey (the item “I
wanted to avoid an awkward situation” read “I wanted to an awkward situation”), leaving a total
of 59 survey items. An initial factor analysis was run and communalities were examined. Given
that communalities were relatively high (> .50; Neill, 2013), no other items were removed prior
to conducting the first factor analysis. A communality of 1 implies that a variable has no specific
variance (i.e., random variance) while a communality of 0 indicates that a variable shares none of
its variance with others (Field, 2009). It is recommended that items with communalities lower
than .50 be removed (Neill, 2013). Following the initial factor analysis, communalities were not
examined. In the subsequent analyses, items were removed in a systematic fashion. Items that
had factor loadings lower than .32 and higher than 1.00 were removed. According to Comrey and
Lee (1992), loadings of .32 (10% overlapping variance) are poor, loadings of .45 (20%
overlapping variance) are fair, loadings of .55 (30% overlapping variance) are good, loadings of
.63 (40% overlapping variance) are very good, and loadings of .71 (50% overlapping variance)
are excellent. However, factor loadings greater than 1 may be indicative of multicollinearity
(Babakus, Ferguson, & Joreskog, 1987). Additionally, items that loaded on more than one factor
and two-item factors were removed. All items in the final factor structure meet the .32 criterion.
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Fourteen of the 25 items in the final factor structure have loadings that are “excellent”, 3 that are
considered “very good”, 2 that are “good”, 4 that are “fair”, and 2 that would be considered
“poor” according to Comrey and Lee’s (1992) standard. After the final factor analysis was
complete, three items were further removed due to their contribution to very high Cronbach’s
alphas. Although relatively high Cronbach’s alphas are considered to be good, very high alpha
coefficients are an indicator that a subscale is too narrow, or that its items are redundant (see
review by Boyle, 1991). After the removal of these items, factor analysis was performed once
again in order to verify the final factor solution’s stability. For a summary of item deletion and
rationale, see Appendix L.
Research Question 3: Do Reasons and Motivations for Feigning Orgasm Have an Impact
on Levels of Sexual Desire, and Sexual and Relationship Satisfaction When Age,
Relationship Duration, Feigning Frequency, and Feigning Duration are Held Constant?
In order to determine whether motives for feigning orgasm have an impact on levels of
sexual desire, and sexual and relationship satisfaction, several hierarchical multiple regressions
were computed. For each model, relationship duration, age, feigning duration and feigning
frequency were included as control variables in block one. In block two, reasons for feigning
orgasm were included as the predictor variable. The outcome variable was different for each
model. Given that three outcome variables were examined in the presented study, analysis was
conducted three times, each with a different dependent variable. In the first model, sexual desire
served as the dependant variable; in the second model sexual satisfaction was the outcome, and
in the third, relationship satisfaction was the outcome.
Research Question 4: Are Patterns in Which Motives for Feigning Orgasm Impact Levels
of Sexual Desire, and Sexual and Relationship Satisfaction When Age, Relationship
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Duration, Feigning Frequency, and Feigning Duration are Held Constant Different for
Men and Women?
In order to observe whether there were different patterns for men and for women in the
ways that motives for feigning orgasm impact levels of sexual desire, and sexual and relationship
satisfaction while all covariates were held constant, the same hierarchical multiple regressions as
for research question 2 were computed. However, they were each computed twice; once with the
male subsample, and once for the female subsample.
Testing of multiple linear regression assumptions. In order to test the assumptions for
multiple regression, specifically, that the relationships between each of the predictor variables
and the dependent variables are linear, that the error is normally distributed and uncorrelated
with the predictors, and that the predictor variables are not highly correlated (i.e., to make sure
that multicollinearity is not an issue), Pearson correlation coefficients and Durbin-Watson
statistics were computed, and standardized residual plots (P-P plots and histograms) were drafted
on SPSS.
Meeting assumptions for hierarchical regression. In order to assess multicollinearity,
correlation analyses were computed for covariates and predictor variables (Table 1). The
correlation analyses revealed several significant correlations between variables. Among
covariates (i.e., relationship length, age, feigning duration and feigning frequency), there are four
significant correlations, only one of which is strong (i.e. between relationship length and feigning
duration; r = .652, p < .001). However, given that this correlation coefficient is not very high,
these variables have the potential to account for a unique proportion of the variability of the
outcome variables. The other three correlations, although statistically significant, have
coefficients that range from low to moderate, indicating that there is an absence of collinearity
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between these variables. Among predictor variables (i.e., the MOFO’s six subscales), almost all
were significantly correlated with each other. However, as with the covariates, all coefficients
were relatively low, indicating an absence of collinearity. Conditions were similar for correlation
coefficients between covariates and predictor variables.
Table 1. Correlations among Covariates and Predictor Variables
Factor

Relationshi
p length

Relationship
length
Age
Feigning
duration
Feigning
frequency
Factor 1
Factor 2
Factor 3
Factor 4
Factor 5
Factor 6

Age

Feigning
duration

.331**
.652**

.314**

-.064

.077

.165**

-256**
.082
-.183**
.101
-.089
-.161**

-.015
.060
.031
.077
.154**
-.089

-.204**
.207**
-.048
.175**
.145**
-.010

Feigning
frequency

.026
.256**
.247**
.092
.323**
.343**

Factor 1

Factor 2

Factor 3

Factor 4

Factor 5

-.066
.491**
.344**
.269**
.446**

.131
.297**
.450**
.353**

.428**
.331**
.581**

.377**
.487**

.441**

Factor 6

*Note: Factor 1: Intoxication; Factor 2 Sympathy Orgasm; Factor 3: Poor Sex/Partner; Factor 4:
Did not Want to have Sex; Factor 5: Timing; Factor 6: Insecurity
Relationship satisfaction. Among men’s and women’s pooled data (n = 147), a visual
assessment of the overall model’s P-P plot and histogram revealed that in this case, the
assumption of independence of residuals has been broken; the residuals’ distribution was slightly
skewed. However, the overall model’s scatter plot suggested that the assumption of
homoscedasticity (that residuals at each level of the predictor have the same variance) was met,
as the cloud of residuals was evenly scattered. The scatter plot also suggested that the assumption
of linearity was met for the overall model. All predictor variables’ scatter plots also suggested
that the assumptions of homoscedasticity and linearity have been met.
However, when examining the female sample’s data only, the Partner Self-Esteem, the
Poor Sex/Partner, and the Insecurity subscales’ scatter plots suggest that the assumptions of
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homoscedasticity and linearity have been broken. Likewise, among the male sample’s data, the
Desireless Sex and the Timing subscales’ scatter plots depict non-normal distributions.
Sexual satisfaction. Among men’s and women’s pooled data (n = 147), a visual
assessment of the overall model’s P-P plot and histogram revealed that the residuals’ distribution
approached normality and was only slightly skewed. The overall model’s scatter plot also
suggested that the assumptions of homoscedasticity and linearity were met. All predictor
variables’ scatter plots also suggested that the assumptions of homoscedasticity and linearity
have been met.
However, when examining the female sample’s data only, the Partner Self-Esteem, the
Poor Sex/Partner, and the Insecurity subscales’ scatter plots suggest that the assumptions of
homoscedasticity and linearity have been broken. When examining the male sample’s data, a
visual assessment of the overall model’s P-P plot and histogram revealed that in this case, the
assumption of independence of residuals has been broken as the residuals’ distribution was
slightly skewed. However, the overall model’s scatter plot suggested that the assumptions of
homoscedasticity and linearity were met. However, some predictor variables’ scatter plots,
namely the Desireless Sex and the Insecurity subscales, suggest that the assumptions of
homoscedasticity and linearity have not been met.
Dyadic sexual desire. Among men’s and women’s pooled data (n = 147), a visual
assessment of the overall model’s P-P plot and histogram revealed that the residuals’ distribution
were relatively normal. In addition, the overall model’s scatter plot suggested that the
assumptions of homoscedasticity and linearity were met. In addition, all predictor variables’
scatter plots also suggested that the assumptions of homoscedasticity and linearity have been
met.
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However, when examining the female sample’s data only, the Intoxication and the
Partner Self-Esteem subscales’ scatter plots suggest that the assumptions of homoscedasticity
and linearity have been broken. Likewise, when examining the male sample’s data only, the Poor
Sex/Partner and the Timing subscales’ scatter plots suggest that these assumptions have also not
been met.
Results
Data Cleaning
Of the 841 participants who accessed the survey, 248 participants were removed because
they did not meet one or more of the inclusion criteria and therefore were directed out of the
survey website before completing any additional measures. An additional participant was
removed because they exited the survey after answering the eligibility questions. No
demographic information on this subset of participants is available. Five hundred and ninety-two
participants completed the demographic section of the survey. Given that one of the research
questions related to differences between men and women, any participant who identified as
neither male or female was excluded from analyses (3 genderqueer, 1 trans woman, 2 trans men,
and 2 who chose not to answer), reducing the sample size to 584. As participants needed to be
between the ages of 18 and 29 inclusively for homogeneity purposes, one participant was
excluded from analyses because they did not specify their age. Relationship length was a
covariate variable in this study; therefore, participants indicating being single (n=3) or who have
failed to specify the duration of their relationship (n=3) were excluded. Because participants
were required to be living in North America (i.e., Canada or the United States), those who did
not provide information on their citizenship have been excluded from analyses (n = 28). Given
that one of this study’s foci was to examine differences between individuals who feign orgasms
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and those who do not, participants who did not indicate whether or not they occasionally feign
orgasms with their current partner were also excluded from analyses (n = 17), as were
participants who reported feigning orgasms but failed to complete the section of the survey
pertaining to motives for feigning orgasms (MOFO; n = 5). One more participant was excluded
because they indicated occasionally feigning orgasms but later specified that they did not, and
another was removed after having contacted the primary researcher (L. J. S.), clarifying that
although they did not feign orgasms with their current partner, they completed the MOFO with
past relationships in mind. The final sample included a total of 525 participants. Table 2 displays
the detailed rationale for participant exclusion.
Table 2. Reasons for Participant Exclusion with Corresponding Numbers
Reason for exclusion
Did not meet one or more of the inclusion criteria
Exited prior to completing eligibility questions
Did not identify as either male or female
Did not specify their age
Indicated being single
Did not specify their relationship duration
Did not specify citizenship
Did not indicate whether or not they have ever feigned
an orgasm with their current partner
Reported feigning orgasm but did not complete the MOFO
Reported feigning but later indicated otherwise
Reported feigning but later specified that they had done
so in the context of a previous relationship (not with their
current partner)

n
248
1
8
1
3
3
28
17
5
1
1

Sample Characteristics
Demographic characteristics. Of the N = 525 sample, 307 identified as male (58.5%)
and 212 as female (41.5%). The mean age of the sample was 24.57 (SD = 3.04). The majority of
the sample was American (96.2%), and a small proportion was Canadian (3.8%). The sample
was also predominantly White/Caucasian (70.9%). The remaining identified as South (8.2%) or
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East Asian (6.1%), Latino/Latina (4.8%), Black (4.6%), or multiracial (2.5%; refer to Table 3 for
details). The majority of participants did not identify as a member of a religious group (64.4%),
and the majority of the sample was not religious in practice, with a mean of 2.91 (SD = 3.50) on
a scale ranging from 0 - Not at all religious, to 10 – Extremely religious.
The majority identified as heterosexual (86.9%), while the remaining participants
identified as bisexual (8%), gay/lesbian (2.1%), pansexual (2.1%), or uncertain/questioning
(.6%). The majority were seriously dating one partner (48.4%), married (23.4%), or living with
their partner but not married (18.5%). For this sample, relationship length ranged from 1 to 275
months, and the mean relationship length was 35.66 months (SD = 34.97). Most participants did
not have any children (81.7%). Of the 91 (17.3%) who indicated having children, only three
indicated that their child/children did not live with them. The sample was highly educated, with a
majority having either completed a Bachelor’s degree (34.3%) or some college education
(31.8%). A majority were not currently students (55.3%), while 27.8% indicated being full-time
students, and 12.6%, part-time students. Most participants indicated being employed (44.6%
working full-time, and 29.1% working part-time).
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Table 3. Study 1: Sample Characteristics
Characteristic
Gender
Men
Women
Citizenship
American
Canadian
Education
Some high school
High school diploma
Some college
College degree
Some university
Bachelors degree
Masters degree
Doctoral degree
Student Status
Full time student
Part time student
Already graduated
Never attended a post-secondary institution
Employment Status
Working full time
Working part time
Not working
Religious affiliation
Yes
No
Sexual orientation
Heterosexual
Bisexual
Gay/Lesbian
Pansexual
Uncertain/Questioning
Other
Relationship status
Casually dating one or more partners
Seriously dating one partner
In a polyamorous/multipartnered relationship
Living with a partner but not married
Married
Divorced/Separated
Children
Yes
No

n
307
212

%
58.5
41.5

505
20

96.2
3.8

5
32
167
56
24
180
53
6

1
6.1
31.8
10.7
4.6
34.3
10.1
1.1

146
66
267
23

27.8
12.6
50.9
4.4

234
153
130

44.6
29.1
24.8

179
338

34.1
64.4

456
42
11
11
3
1

86.9
8
2.1
2.1
.6
.2

41
254
8
97
123
1

7.8
48.4
1.5
18.5
23.4
.2

91
429

17.3
81.7

Sexual history. The vast majority of the N = 525 sample (94.5%) indicated having
engaged in both vaginal and oral sex at some point in their lives, with 18.17 years (SD = 2.99) as
the mean age for first vaginal intercourse, and 17.79 years (SD = 3.10) for first oral sex
experience. Over half of the sample (54.5%) indicated having engaged in anal sex, with 19.07
years (SD = 2.92) as the mean age for first anal intercourse. The mean number of lifetime sexual
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partners among those who disclosed this information (n = 523) was 8.03 (SD = 13.27), with
women having an average of 9.04 sexual partners (SD = 15.06), and men having an average of
7.31 sexual partners (SD = 11.82). However, after the exclusion of some extreme outliers (n =
11), to the average number of lifetime partners across this sample (n = 512) decreased to 6.52
(SD = 7.99), with women reporting an average of 7.25 partners (SD = 9.04), and men reporting
an average of 6 partners (SD = 7.14). However, over half of the sample (56.3%) indicated having
a total of 4 or fewer lifetime sexual partners.
Relationship satisfaction, sexual satisfaction, and sexual desire. In terms of outcome
variables for the entire sample (N = 525), the mean score for dyadic sexual desire was 43.81 (SD
= 9.56), 30.05 (SD = 4.97) for relationship satisfaction, and 29.12 (SD = 6.01) for sexual
satisfaction. Independent sample t-tests further revealed that there was a significant gender
difference in dyadic sexual desire scores (t(508) = -5.415, p < .001), with women scoring lower
than men. With regard to relationship satisfaction, women were found to score slightly higher
than men t(508) = 2.229, p = .026. No significant gender difference was found for levels of
sexual satisfaction. However, given that the sampling distribution was not normally distributed
among all outcome variables, these findings cannot be generalized to populations beyond this
sample. Table 4 displays these gender differences and similarities.
Frequency of feigning orgasm. Finally, among the subsample of men and women who
have feigned orgasm with their current partner (n = 147), the mean feigning frequency was
36.78% (SD = 30.34) of sexual encounters, 27.79 months (SD = 30.90) for feigning duration,
39.56 months (SD = 34.30) for relationship length, and 24.90 (SD = 2.81) for age. Independent
sample t-tests revealed significant gender differences in feigning frequency t(145) = 2.794, p =
.006 and feigning duration t(142.9) = 3.389, p = .001. More specifically, women were found to
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feign orgasm 1.5 times more often than men, and 1.8 times longer, in months, during their
relationship. No significant gender differences were found for age or relationship length (see
Table 4).
Table 4. Gender Differences on Age, Relationship Length, Feigning Duration, Feigning
Frequency, and Sexual Desire, and Sexual and Relationship Satisfaction
Women

*Relationship
satisfaction
*Sexual
satisfaction
*Dyadic sexual
desire
Age
Relationship length
Feigning duration
Feigning frequency

Men

t

sig

Mean

SD

Mean

SD

30.62

5.07

29.64

4.87

2.229

.026

29.53

6.16

28.83

5.89

1.305

.192

41.20

9.52

45.70

9.15

-5.415

.000

24.73
43.14
33.27
41.91

2.75
31.51
34.55
30.29

25.21
33.23
17.98
27.68

2.92
38.25
19.77
28.51

-.980
1.693
3.389
2.794

.329
.093
.001
.006

* Applies to N = 525; the rest of the table applies to the n = 147 that have feigned an orgasm with their current partner.

Research Question 1: During What Type of Sexual Activity do Men and Women Feign
Orgasm?
Of the entire sample of participants (N = 525), 28% have reported pretending to have an
orgasm with their current dating or marital partner. More specifically, 43.12% of women (n = 94)
and 17.26% (n = 53) of men indicated feigning orgasm with their current partner. When broken
down to the type of activity during which the feigning of orgasms usually occur, penile-vaginal
intercourse was the most common type of activity, followed by oral sex, manual stimulation by a
partner, anal intercourse, and stimulation with a sex toy by a partner (see Table 5 for frequencies
and percentages). Participants had the option of reporting more than one type of sexual activity.
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Table 5. Frequencies and Percentages of Types of Sexual Activity during which Individuals
Usually Feign Orgasms
Sexual Activity
Penile-vaginal sex
Oral sex
Manual stimulation
Anal sex
Stimulation with a
sex toy

Men
N
36
14
9
6
5

%
(67.9%)
(26.4%)
(17.0%)
(11.3%)
(9.4%)

Women
N
83
28
23
4
4

%
(88.3%)
(29.8%)
(24.5%)
(4.3%)
(4.3%)

Total
N
119
42
32
10
9

%
(81%)
(28.6%)
(21.8%)
(6.8%)
(6.1%)

Research Question 2: What Are Men’s and Women’s Reasons and Motivations for
Feigning Orgasm
The motivation for pretending orgasm that was most commonly endorsed by both men
and women was “I wanted to make my partner feel good about himself/herself” (83% of men,
and 94.7% of women). While men and women differ in the endorsement of the other reasons and
motivations, the most highly endorsed for both men and women are those that are partnerfocused approach reasons. The least endorsed reasons for pretending orgasm among both men
and women was “I regretted my choice of partner”. Table 6 displays means of scores obtained on
each MOFO item for men and women, as well as percentages of men and women who endorsed
the items.
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Table 6. Descriptive Statistics on Each MOFO Item for Men and Women
MOFO Item

Mean (SD)
Men
Women
3.64 (2.43)
2.23 (1.85)
3.38 (2.21)
2.28 (1.96)
3.51 (2.21)
2.20 (1.79)
5.53 (1.48)
6.19 (1.14)
5.74 (1.40)
6.39 (.99)

% Endorsed*
Men
Women
41.5
13.9
39.6
16.0
41.5
14.9
79.2
90.4
83.0
94.7

I had too much to drink
I was too drunk
I was too intoxicated
I wanted my partner to think s/he did a good job
I wanted to make my partner feel good about
himself/herself
I wanted to boost my partner’s self-esteem
5.47 (1.50)
5.87 (1.36)
83.0
85.2
I wanted to make my partner happy
5.25 (2.06)
5.90 (1.47)
71.7
86.2
I wanted to avoid hurting my partner’s feelings
4.60 (1.99)
5.28 (1.96)
58.5
72.4
I felt uncomfortable with my partner
2.98 (1.93)
2.27 (1.77)
32.1
14.9
The sex was awkward
3.34 (2.19)
2.34 (1.71)
34.0
15.9
I regretted my choice of partner
2.85 (1.96)
1.83 (1.48)
28.3
12.8
My partner was unskilled
3.40 (2.05)
2.74 (2.10)
35.8
23.4
I was not in the mood
3.94 (1.97)
4.32 (2.10)
49.1
53.2
I did not feel like having sex
3.70 (2.05)
3.59 (2.13)
43.2
40.5
I felt tired or wanted to sleep
4.13 (2.05)
4.24 (2.14)
52.9
55.3
I wanted to avoid discussing my not having an
3.87 (2.09)
3.86 (2.34)
47.2
49.0
orgasm
My partner seemed ready to have an orgasm
4.11 (2.04)
4.68 (2.25)
51.0
62.8
My partner was about to have an orgasm
3.74 (2.05)
4.70 (2.14)
33.9
64.9
My partner’s orgasm seemed imminent
3.83 (2.14)
4.33 (2.10)
51.0
58.5
I wanted to avoid appearing frigid
3.87 (2.01)
3.46 (2.21)
50.9
37.2
I wanted to feel or appear sexy
3.74 (2.06)
4.17 (2.28)
43.3
52.1
I wanted to avoid appearing abnormal or
4.06 (2.27)
3.43 (2.21)
49.0
39.4
inadequate
I wanted to add a bit of excitement to our
4.25 (2.36)
4.41 (2.13)
56.6
56.3
lovemaking
I wanted to avoid losing my partner
3.25 (2.09)
3.05 (2.02)
34.0
29.8
I wanted to reinforce a sexual technique that my
3.19 (1.97)
3.36 (2.20)
30.2
35.1
partner used
*The percentages displayed in this table include those who selected from a 5 to a 7 on a scale ranging from 1 – Not
at all important, to 7 – Extremely important.

The final factor solution. The exploratory factor analyses resulted in a 25-item 6-factor
solution that accounted for 63.23% of the variance (refer to Table 7). This 6-factor solution was
selected as the final solution because it was clean (no non-loading items, no double loading
items, and no single or two-item factors), and all eigenvalues were greater than 1. Eigenvalues
are an indicator of variance, and because the variance that each standardized variable contributes
to a principal components extraction is 1, factors with eigenvalues lower than 1 are not
considered to be significant (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001). Scree plots also indicated that a 6factor solution would sufficiently represent the MOFO data. Finally, the final factor solution was
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interpretable and theoretically meaningful. Communalities for the items ranged from .368 to
.976, and almost three-fourths (72%) of the communalities were higher than .500. The chi square
goodness-of-fit test was significant (chi square = 207.44, p = .014). However, this test is very
sensitive to sample size and may not be reliable with a dataset of this size (Tabachnick & Fidell,
2001). Five of the six factor scales fell within normal range for skewness (between 1 and -1), and
four of the six factor scales fell within normal range for kurtosis (between 2 and -1). The factor
scale that did not fall within normal range for both skewness and kurtosis is the Partner SelfEsteem subscale. The Desireless Sex subscale did not fall within normal range for kurtosis. The
factor scales were correlated from weak to moderate levels (see Table 8), suggesting that they are
distinct and independent factors. According to Cohen (1988), Pearson correlation values of ±.10
are considered weak, values of ±.30 are considered moderate, and ±.50 are considered to be
strong. Cronbach’s alphas for the final factor scales ranged from .822 to .936, and the mean
alpha for all six subscales was .858.
This six factor solution was used to divide the original questionnaire into 6 corresponding
subscales (i.e., Intoxication, Partner Self-Esteem, Poor Sex/Partner, Desireless Sex, Timing, and
Insecurity), with each subscale comprising of the items that loaded on to that particular factor. A
mean score was calculated for each subscale by averaging the scores obtained on each of the
factor’s items (see Table 7). For information about the MOFO’s construct validity, refer to
Appendix M.
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Table 7. Descriptive Data for the Total Sample (N = 147) Final Six-Factor Solution for the
MOFO
Factor

Mean

SD

Range** Skewness

Kurtosis

Intoxication
Partner Self-Esteem
Poor Sex/Partner
Desireless Sex
Timing
Insecurity

2.70
5.71
2.60
3.97
4.33
3.67

1.99
1.20
1.61
1.71
1.89
1.61

6
6
5.25
6
6
6

-.801
2.25
-.767
-1.04
-.986
-1.08

.788
-1.37
.715
-.189
-.455
.072

% of
Variance
22.39
18.85
8.31
5.45
4.59
3.65

Alpha
.936
.830
.863
.822
.853
.841

** 1 = Not at all important to 7 = Extremely important
Table 8. Correlations among the MOFO’s Factor Scores
Factor
Intoxication
Partner Self-Esteem
Poor Sex/Partner
Desireless Sex
Timing
Insecurity

Intoxication Partner
Self-Esteem

Poor
Sex/Partner

Desireless
Sex

-0.51
.488**
.331**
.273**
.453**

.434**
.324**
.569**

.361**
.460**

.120
.264**
.455**
.367**

Timing

Insecurity

.446**

* p < .005
** p < .001
Discussion of the subscales.
Subscale 1: Intoxication. The first factor consisted of 3 items and accounted for 22.39%
of the variance. Table 9 lists the items and their factor loadings.
Table 9. Factor 1: Intoxication
Item Number
MOFO 23
MOFO 17
MOFO 60

Item
I had too much to drink.
I was too drunk.
I was too intoxicated.

Factor Loading
.945
.900
.733

Reliability analysis yielded a Cronbach’s alpha of .936. Factor loadings ranged from .733
to .945. All items loading on Factor 1 pertain to alcohol and/or drug use that may lead some
individuals to feign orgasm. Scores on items ranged from 1 (not at all important) to 7 (extremely
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important). The mean score for this factor was 2.70 (SD = 1.99). High scores on this factor
indicate that high alcohol consumption and/or drug use was an influential reason in a person’s
decision to having feigned an orgasm with their current partner.
Subscale 2: Partner Self-Esteem. The second factor was comprised of 5 items and
accounted for 18.85% of the variance. Table 10 lists the items and their factor loadings.
Table 10. Factor 2: Partner Self-Esteem
Item Number
MOFO 5
MOFO 3
MOFO 7
MOFO 20
MOFO 54

Item
I wanted my partner to think s/he did a good job.
I wanted to make my partner feel good about himself/herself.
I wanted to boost my partner’s self-esteem.
I wanted to make my partner happy.
I wanted to avoid hurting my partner’s feelings.

Factor Loading
.900
.820
.786
.633
.343

Reliability analysis generated a Cronbach’s alpha of .830. Factor loadings ranged from .343 to
.900. Items loading on Factor 2 emphasized the importance of a partner’s happiness or selfesteem in influencing a person’s decision to pretend orgasm. Scores on items ranged from 1 (not
at all important) to 7 (extremely important). The mean score for this factor was 5.71 (SD = 1.20).
High scores on this factor indicate that feigning orgasm is more likely to occur if one perceives
that their partner’s happiness or self-esteem would be compromised by the absence of an orgasm.
Subscale 3: Poor Sex/Partner. The third factor was composed of 4 items and accounted
for 8.31% of the variance. Table 11 lists the items and their factor loadings.
Table 11. Factor 3: Poor Sex/Partner
Item Number
MOFO 29
MOFO 39
MOFO 44
MOFO 21

Item
I felt uncomfortable with my partner.
The sex was awkward.
I regretted my choice of partner.
My partner was unskilled.

Factor Loading
.906
.814
.654
.524
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Reliability analysis generated a Cronbach’s alpha of .863. Factor loadings ranged from .524 to
.906. Items loading on Factor 3 pertained to discomfort or disappointment attributable to the
sexual experience or to the sexual partner, both of which may hamper an individual’s willingness
or ability to reach orgasm. The mean score for this factor was 2.60 (SD = 1.61). High scores on
this subscale show that a person felt that discomfort with a sexual partner or a lack of pleasure
from the overall sexual experience were influential factors in his or her decision to feign an
orgasm with their partner.
Subscale 4: Desireless Sex. The fourth factor was made up of 4 items and accounted for
5.45% of the variance. Table 12 lists the items and their factor loadings.
Table 12. Factor 4: Desireless Sex
Item Number
MOFO 33
MOFO 46
MOFO 32
MOFO 59

Item
I was not in the mood.
I did not feel like having sex.
I felt tired or wanted to sleep.
I wanted to avoid discussing my not having an orgasm.

Factor Loading
-.906
-.778
-.732
-.353

Reliability analysis yielded a Cronbach’s alpha of .822. Factor loadings ranged from -.353 to .906. Three out of the four items loading on Factor 4 pertain to the importance of undesired sex
in one’s decision, or likelihood, or feigning an orgasm with their partner. The item with the
lowest factor loading (i.e., I wanted to avoid discussing my not having an orgasm) is more of an
indicator that a person might be motivated to pretend orgasm due to a lack of desire in discussing
sex. The mean score for this factor was 3.97 (SD = 1.71). Higher scores indicate that having sex
without desire is an important factor in the person’s decision to pretend orgasm.
Subscale 5: Timing. The fifth factor was made up of 3 items and accounted for 4.59% of
the variance. Table 13 lists the items and their factor loadings.
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Table 13. Factor 5: Timing
Item Number
MOFO 35
MOFO 58
MOFO 10

Item
My partner seemed ready to have an orgasm.
My partner was about to have an orgasm.
My partner’s orgasm seemed imminent.

Factor Loading
-.898
-.844
-.575

Reliability analysis produced a Cronbach’s alpha of .853. Factor loadings ranged from -.575 to .898. All items loading on Factor 3 emphasized the importance of having an orgasm at the same
time as one’s partner, or at the very least, of not having an orgasm after one’s partner. As such,
Factor 5 suggests an individual would like to create the impression that he or she is having an
orgasm when his or her partner is. The mean score for this factor was 4.33 (SD = 1.89), with
higher scores indicating that a person’s past decisions to feign an orgasm with a current partner
were related to his or her perception of the timing of his or her partner’s orgasm.
Subscale 6: Insecurity. The sixth factor was made up of 6 items and accounted for 3.68%
of the variance. Table 14 lists the items and their factor loadings.
Table 14. Factor 6: Insecurity
Item Number
MOFO 16
MOFO 34
MOFO 22
MOFO 24
MOFO 31
MOFO 50

Item
I wanted to avoid appearing frigid.
I wanted to feel or appear sexy.
I wanted to avoid appearing abnormal or
inadequate.
I wanted to add a bit of excitement to our
lovemaking.
I wanted to avoid losing my partner
I wanted to reinforce a sexual technique that my
partner used.

Factor Loading
.761
.644
.578
.538
.523
.519

Reliability analysis produced a Cronbach’s alpha of .841. Factor loadings ranged from .519 to
.761. The first 3 items are self-oriented and pertain to a desire to present an image of oneself as
sexy and sexually healthy or “normal”. The last 3 items are relationship-oriented, one concerned
with the maintenance of the relationship with the partner and two of which pertain to the
maintenance of a pleasant sexual activity. The mean score for this factor was 3.67 (SD = 1.61).
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Taken together, the majority of the items on this factor reflect insecurities related to the self or
relationship. Higher scores indicate that feelings of insecurity with regards to oneself or to the
relationship were influential in that person’s decision to pretend orgasm with his or her partner.
Gender differences on MOFO factors. Among the subsample of men and women who
have feigned orgasm with their current partner (n = 147), the mean score for Intoxication was
2.70 (SD = 1.98), 5.71 (SD = 1.20) for Partner Self-Esteem, 2.60 (SD = 1.61) for Poor
Sex/Partner, 3.97 (SD = 1.71) for Desireless Sex, 4.33 (SD = 1.89) for Timing, and 3.67 (SD =
1.61) for Insecurity. All subscale scores ranged from 1-Not at all important, to 7-Extremely
important. Independent sample t-tests further revealed that compared to their male counterparts,
women scored higher than men on the Partner Self-Esteem t(145) = 3.042, p = .003 and the
Timing t(145) = 2.109, p = .037 subscales of the MOFO (see Table 15). On the other hand,
men’s scores were found to be significantly higher than women’s on the Intoxication t(95.58) = 3.746, p < .001 and the Poor Sex/Partner t(145) = -3.149, p = .002 subscales. No significant
gender difference was found for the Desireless Sex (t(145) = .313, p > .05) and the Insecurity
(t(145) = -.274, p > .05) subscales. However, given that the sampling distribution was not
normally distributed among all predictor variables, and that the assumption of equality of
variance has been violated for the Intoxication subscale, these findings cannot be generalized to
populations beyond this sample.
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Table 15. Gender Differences on MOFO Subscales Scores
Women

Intoxication
Partner SelfEsteem
Poor Sex/Partner
Desireless Sex
Timing
Insecurity

Men

t

sig

Mean

SD

Mean

SD

2.24
5.93

1.79
1.12

3.51
5.32

2.07
1.26

-3.746
3.042

.000
.003

2.30
4.00
4.57
3.65

1.48
1.71
1.94
1.63

3.14
3.91
3.89
3.72

1.71
1.73
1.75
1.59

-3.149
.313
2.109
-.274

.002
.755
.037
.785

Research Question 3: Do Reasons and Motivations for Feigning Orgasm Have an Impact
on Levels of Sexual Desire, and Sexual and Relationship Satisfaction when Age,
Relationship Duration, Feigning Frequency, and Feigning Duration Are Held Constant?
Multiple regression analyses.
Relationship satisfaction. Given that few cases were missing from all outcome
variables (Relationship and sexual satisfaction, and sexual desire), cases were excluded listwise
for all regression analyses. In doing so, minimal sample size for conducting multiple regression
was still maintained, as Green (1991) recommends 50 + 8k, where k is the number of predictors
(in this case, k = 10) to test the overall model.
First, a multiple regression model for relationship satisfaction was computed for the
predictor variables (the MOFO’s six subscales; see Table 16), which was found to be significant
(F(6, 140) = 3.665, p = .002) and able to explain 13.6% of the total variance. With a value of
1.169, the Durbin-Watson statistic confirmed the assumption of independent errors, that is that
residual terms for any observation are uncorrelated (values under 1 and above 3 are a cause for
concern; Field, 2009). The model’s b coefficients indicated that two independent variables, Poor
Sex/Partner (β = -.377, t(140) = -3.655, p < .001) and Insecurity (β = .288, t(140) = 2.602, p =
.010) significantly contributed to the model. More specifically, feigning orgasms for reasons

44

related to a poor sexual experience or to a poor choice of partner were associated with a decrease
in one’s overall relationship satisfaction. On the other hand, feigning orgasms for reasons related
to personal or relationship insecurity was associated with an increase in one’s levels of
relationship satisfaction.
A multiple hierarchical regression model including control variables (age, relationship
length, feigning frequency and feigning duration) in block one, and predictor variables in block
2, was then computed. The first model, which only included the control variables, was found to
be non-significant, and therefore not able to adequately predict relationship satisfaction (F(4,
140) = 2.039, p = .092). The second model, which included control and predictor variables (see
Table 16) was found to be significant and accounted for 21.2% of the total variance in
relationship satisfaction. With a value of 1.149, the Durbin-Watson statistic confirmed the
assumption of independent errors. The omnibus test indicated that this regression model was
better at predicting relationship satisfaction than the mean (F(10, 134) = 3.613, p < .001). This
model’s b coefficients again indicated that predictor variables, Poor Sex/Partner (β = -.393,
t(134) = -3.828, p < .001) and Insecurity (β = .345, t(134) = 3.033, p = .003) significantly
contributed to the model. More specifically, feigning orgasms for reasons related to a poor sexual
experience or to a poor choice of partner was associated with lower levels of relationship
satisfaction. However, feigning orgasms for reasons related to feelings of personal or relationship
insecurity was associated with higher levels of relationship satisfaction. In this model, feigning
frequency (β = -.207, t(134) = -2.254, p = .020) and relationship length (β = -.219, t(134) = 1.984, p = .049) were also found to significantly contribute to the model’s variance. In other
words, a person’s relationship satisfaction score would decrease by .039 per 1 percent increase in
feigning frequency, and for every month of relationship duration, one’s relationship satisfaction
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score would also decrease by .037. Poor Sex/Partner, accounted for 8.5%, Insecurity accounted
for 5.4%, feigning frequency for 3.2%, and relationship length for 2.3% of the variance in
relationship satisfaction, adding up to a total unique variance of 19.4%. Subtracting this unique
variance from the model’s total variance of 21.2% left a total shared variance of 1.8%.
Table 16. Predictors of Relationship Satisfaction and Their b Coefficients.
Model
1
Intercept
Intoxication
Partner Self-Esteem
Poor Sex/Partner
Desireless Sex
Timing
Insecurity
2
Intercept
Age
Relationship length
Feigning duration
Feigning frequency
Intoxication
Partner Self-Esteem
Poor Sex/Partner
Desireless Sex
Timing
Insecurity
* p ≤ .05
* p ≤ .01

b
32.612**
-.129
-.368
-1.347**
-.476
.205
1.028**
35.272**
-.076
-.037*
.026
-.039*
-.226
-.174
-1.410**
-.584
.272
1.237**

t(df)
13.893(140)
-.458(140)
-.802(140)
-3.655(140)
-1.517(140)
.698(140)
2.602(140)
7.499(134)
-.438(134)
-1.984(134)
1.265(134)
-2.354(134)
-.787(134)
-.383(134)
-3.828(134)
-1.772(134)
.906(134)
3.033(134)

Sexual satisfaction. First, a multiple regression model for sexual satisfaction was
computed for the predictor variables (the MOFO’s six subscales; see Table 17), which was found
to be significant and accounted for 12.1% of the total variance in sexual satisfaction. With a
value of 1.108, the Durbin-Watson statistic confirmed the assumption of independent errors. The
omnibus test indicated that this regression model was better at predicting sexual satisfaction than
the mean (F(6, 140) = 3.216, p = .005). The model’s b coefficients further showed that two
independent variables, Poor Sex/Partner (β = -.344, t(140) = -3.309, p = .001) and Insecurity (β =
.264, t(140) = 2.363, p = .020) significantly contributed to the model. More specifically, feigning
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orgasms for reasons related to a poor sexual experience or to a poor choice of partner was found
to be associated with a decrease in one’s overall sexual satisfaction. On the other hand, feigning
orgasms for reasons related to feelings of personal or relationship insecurity was associated with
an increase in one’s levels of sexual satisfaction.
A multiple hierarchical regression model including control variables (age, relationship
length, feigning frequency and feigning duration) in block one, and predictor variables in block
2, was secondly computed. The first model, which only included the control variables, had a
significant omnibus test (F(4, 140) = 2.707, p = .033). However, the model’s b coefficients
revealed that none of the covariates significantly contributed to the model. Feigning frequency (β
= -.149, t(140) = -1.749, p = .082) and relationship length (β = -.194, t(140) = -1.729, p = .086)
were the only two variables that approached significance. The second model, which included
control and predictor variables (see Table 17), was found to be significant (F(10, 134) = 3.196, p
= .001) and accounted for 19.3% of the total variance in sexual satisfaction. With a value of
1.043, the Durbin-Watson statistic confirmed the assumption of independent errors. This model’s
b coefficients again indicated that two factors, Poor Sex/Partner (β = -.366, t(134) = -3.522, p =
.001) and Insecurity (β = .288, t(134) = 2.499, p = .014) significantly contributed to the model.
More specifically, feigning orgasms for reasons related to a poor sexual experience or to a poor
choice of partner was associated with lower levels of sexual satisfaction. On the other hand,
feigning orgasms for reasons related to feelings of personal or relationship insecurity was
associated with higher levels of sexual satisfaction. The Poor Sex/Partner factor accounted for
7.5%, and the Insecurity factor accounted for 3.8% of the variance in sexual satisfaction, making
up a total unique variance of 11.3%. Subtracting this unique variance from the model’s total
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variance of 19.3% left a total shared variance of 8%. In this model, none of the covariates made
significant predictive contributions to the overall model.
Table 17. Predictors of Sexual Satisfaction and Their b Coefficients.
Model
1
Intercept
Intoxication
Partner Self-Esteem
Poor Sex/Partner
Desireless Sex
Timing
Insecurity
2
Intercept
Age
Relationship length
Feigning duration
Feigning frequency
Intoxication
Partner Self-Esteem
Poor Sex/Partner
Desireless Sex
Timing
Insecurity
* p ≤ .05
* p ≤ .01

b
32.282**
.334
-.506
-1.458**
-.673
-.050
1.116*
38.433**
-.217
-.043
.026
-.032
.240
-.280
-1.556**
-.729
.029
1.223*

t(df)
11.502(140)
.991(140)
-.922(140)
-3.309(140)
-1.794(140)
-.144(140)
2.363(140)
6.812(134)
-1.307(134)
-1.919(134)
.1.047(134)
-1.613(134)
.695(134)
-.512(134)
-3.522(134)
-1.846(134)
.079(134)
2.499(134)

Dyadic sexual desire. First, a multiple regression model for dyadic sexual desire was
computed for the predictor variables (the MOFO’s six subscales; see Table 18), which was found
to be non-significant. The omnibus test indicated that this regression model was not better at
predicting dyadic sexual desire than the mean (F(6, 137) = 1.183, p = .319). Therefore, one’s
motives for feigning orgasms did not have a significant impact on one’s levels of dyadic sexual
desire.
A multiple hierarchical regression model including control variables (age, relationship
length, feigning frequency and feigning duration) in block one, and predictor variables in block
2, was then computed. The first model, which only included the control variables, had a
significant omnibus test (F(4, 137) = 3.248, p = .014), and accounted for 8.5% of the variance in
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dyadic sexual desire. The model’s b coefficients revealed that feigning frequency (β = -.263,
t(137) = -3.075, p = .003) was the only variable that significantly contributed to the model, while
age (β = .173, t(137) = 1.971, p = .051) was marginally significant. Alone, feigning frequency
accounted for 6.3% of the model’s total variance. The second model, which included control and
predictor variables (see Table 18), was found to be significant (F(10, 131) = 1.963, p = .042),
and accounted for 13% of the variance in dyadic sexual desire. All the MOFO variables
remained non-significant when age, relationship length, feigning frequency and feigning duration
were held constant. Feigning frequency remained the sole significant contributor to the model’s
variance (β = -.306, t(137) = -3.28,0 p = .001), accounting for 7.1% of the model’s total variance
in dyadic sexual desire. More specifically, a person’s sexual desire score would decrease by .091
per one percent increase in feigning frequency.
Table 18. Predictors of Dyadic Sexual Desire and Their b Coefficients.
Model
1
Intercept
Intoxication
Partner Self-Esteem
Poor Sex/Partner
Desireless Sex
Timing
Insecurity
2
Intercept
Age
Relationship length
Feigning duration
Feigning frequency
Intoxication
Partner Self-Esteem
Poor Sex/Partner
Desireless Sex
Timing
Insecurity
* p ≤ .05
* p ≤ .01

b
36.724**
.929*
.732
.423
.142
.087
-.815
27.341**
.457
-.018
-.003
-.091**
.537
.800
.493
.011
.285
-.225

t(df)
9.386(137)
1.977(137)
.957(137)
.687(137)
.271(137)
.177(137)
-1.229(137)
3.484(131)
1.559(131)
-.589(131)
-.093(131)
-3.280(131)
1.129(131)
1.063(131)
.809(131)
.019(131)
.565(131)
-.332(131)
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Research Question 4: Is There a Significant Gender Difference in the Ways that Motives
for Feigning Orgasm Impact Levels of Sexual Desire, and Sexual and Relationship
Satisfaction when Age, Relationship Duration, Feigning Frequency, and Feigning Duration
Are Held Constant?
Due to this sample’s small size, the statistical power of results yielded from multiple
hierarchical regressions would rest at approximately 0.8 with a medium anticipated effect size (f2
= .15), which was judged to be inadequate. Regardless, these regression analyses were computed
and were found to be non-significant for sexual desire, and relationship and sexual satisfaction.
In order to obtain greater statistical power (≥ 0.9), a larger sample size would have been required
(approximately n ≥ 179; Cohen, 1988). Therefore, instead of discerning significant gender
differences in relationship and sexual satisfaction and dyadic sexual desire in relation to motives
for feigning orgasm, patterns among men and women were observed and compared. In order to
do so, separate regression models were computed for the male and female subsamples. A total of
six models were computed (two for every outcome variable) with age, relationship duration,
feigning duration, and feigning frequency as control variables in block 1, and all six MOFO
factors in block 2. However, due to the male and female subsamples’ small sizes (53 men and 94
women), the following results should be interpreted with caution, and cannot be generalized to
other populations. In order to obtain results with a statistical power of ≥.9 with a medium
anticipated effect size, larger subsample sizes would have been required (n ≥ 147; Cohen, 1988).
However, it should be noted that given the notion that using small sample sizes amplifies the risk
of committing a Type II error (i.e., finding non-significant results when they are in reality
significant; Biau, Kernéis, & Porcher, 2008), some consideration should be directed to
significant results reported below.
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Multiple regression analyses.
Relationship satisfaction. For the female subsample, the first regression model, which
only included the predictor variables, was found to be significant, and accounted for 20.6% of
the variance in relationship satisfaction (F(6, 87) = 3.755, p = .002). The model’s b coefficients
indicated that two factors, Poor Sex/Partner (β = -.476, t(87) = -4.243, p < .001) and Insecurity (β
= .322, t(87) = 2.577, p = .012) significantly contributed to the model’s predictive value. The
second model, which included both control and predictor variables, was better at predicting
relationship satisfaction than the first model, accounting for 29.5% of the variance in relationship
satisfaction (F(10, 82) = 3.433, p = .001). However, with a value of .662, the Durbin-Watson
statistic suggests that the assumption of independent errors has been broken, therefore
compromising this model’s generalizability. This model’s b coefficients indicated that three
factors, feigning frequency (β = -.289, t(82) = -2.627, p = .010), Poor Sex/Partner (β = -.398,
t(82) = -3.398, p = .001) and Insecurity (β = .372, t(82) = 2.938, p = .004) significantly
contributed to the model. More specifically, feigning orgasms for reasons related to a poor sexual
experience or to a poor choice of partner was associated with lower levels of relationship
satisfaction, while feigning orgasms for reasons related to feelings of personal and relationship
insecurity was associated with higher levels of relationship satisfaction. In addition, the more a
woman feigned orgasm with her current partner, the lower her relationship satisfaction. Poor
Sex/Partner, accounted for 9.9%, Insecurity accounted for 7.4%, and feigning frequency, for
5.9% of the variance in relationship satisfaction, which added up to a total unique variance of
23.2%. Subtracting this unique variance from the model’s total variance of 29.5% left a total
shared variance of 6.3%.
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For the male subsample, the first regression model, which only included the predictor
variables, was found to be non-significant (F(6, 46) = 1.175, p = .336), and was therefore not
able to predict relationship satisfaction. The second model, which included both control and
predictor variables, was also non-significant (F(10, 41) = 1.823, p = .087). Table 19 displays
men’s and women’s b coefficients on all control and predictor variables in relation to all
dependent variables.
Sexual satisfaction. For the female subsample, the first regression model, which only
included the predictor variables, was found to be significant, and accounted for 19.7% of the
variance in sexual satisfaction (F(6, 87) = 3.557, p = .003). The model’s b coefficients indicated
that Poor Sex/Partner (β = -.450, t(87) = -3.986, p < .001) and Insecurity (β = .263, t(87) = 2.094,
p = .039) were the only variables that significantly contributed to the model’s predictive value.
The second model, which included both control and predictor variables, was better at predicting
sexual satisfaction than the first model, accounting for 28.6% of the variance (F(10, 82) = 3.290,
p = .001). With a value of 1.241, the Durbin-Watson statistic confirmed the assumption of
independent errors. This model’s b coefficients indicated that three factors, feigning frequency (β
= -.268, t(82) = -2.422, p = .018), Poor Sex/Partner (β = -.387, t(82) = -3.279, p = .002) and
Insecurity (β = .303, t(82) = 2.378, p = .020) significantly contributed to the model. More
specifically, feigning orgasms for reasons related to a poor sexual experience or to a poor choice
of partner was associated with lower levels of sexual satisfaction, while feigning orgasms for
reasons related to feelings of personal or relationship insecurity was associated with higher levels
of sexual satisfaction. In addition, the more a woman feigned orgasm with her current partner,
the lower her sexual satisfaction. Poor Sex/Partner, accounted for 9.4%, feigning frequency for
5.1%, and Insecurity accounted for 4.9% of the variance in sexual satisfaction, which added up
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to a total unique variance of 19.4%. Subtracting this unique variance from the model’s total
variance of 28.6% left a total shared variance of 9.2%.
For the male subsample, the first regression model, which only included the predictor
variables, was found to be non-significant (F(6, 46) = 1.052, p = .405). The second model,
which included both control and predictor variables, was found to be significant, accounting for
41% of the variance (F(10, 41) = 2.847, p = .009). With a value of 1.287, the Durbin-Watson
statistic confirmed the assumption of independent errors. In this model, however, none of the
MOFO factors were found to significantly predict sexual satisfaction. This model’s b coefficients
indicated that two factors, relationship duration (β = -.451, t(41) = -2.718, p = .010) and feigning
frequency (β = 307, t(41) = 2.258, p = .029), significantly contributed to the model. More
specifically, the longer the relationship, the lower the sexual satisfaction, whereas the higher the
feigning frequency, the higher the sexual satisfaction. Relationship duration accounted for 10.6%
of the variance, and feigning frequency, for 7.3% of the variance in sexual satisfaction, which
added up to a total unique variance of 17.9%. Subtracting this unique variance from the model’s
total variance of 41% left a total shared variance of 23.1%.
Dyadic sexual desire. For the female subsample, the first regression model, which only
included the predictor variables, was non-significant F(6, 87) = 1.291, p = .270. The model’s b
coefficients further revealed that none of the MOFO factors significantly predicted women’s
levels of dyadic sexual desire. The second model, which included both control and predictor
variables, was also found to be non-significant (F(10, 82) = 1.668, p = .102). With a value of
1.783, the Durbin-Watson statistic confirmed the assumption of independent errors.
For the male subsample, the first regression model, which only included the predictor
variables, was non-significant F(6, 43) = .377, p = .890. The model’s b coefficients further
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indicated that none of the predictor variables significantly contributed to the model’s predictive
value. The second model, which included both control and predictor variables, was also found to
be non-significant (F(10, 38) = .573, p = .825). As with the former model, this model’s b
coefficients indicated that none of the control or predictor variables was able to significantly
predict male dyadic sexual desire. In other words, men’s dyadic sexual desire remained
unaffected by feigning orgasm at all, as well as by relationship duration and age.
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Table 19. Comparison of b Coefficients between Men, Women, and the Total Sample on Sexual Desire, and Relationship and Sexual
Satisfaction

Age
Relationship duration
Feigning duration
Feigning frequency
Intoxication
Partner Self-Esteem
Poor Sex/Partner
Desireless Sex
Timing
Insecurity

* p < .05
** p ≤ .01

Relationship Satisfaction
Women
Men
Total
-.239
.002
-.076
.004
-.076
-.037*
.012
.016
.026
-.053**
.012
-.039*
.075
-.556
-.226
-.513
.558
-.174
-1.508**
.252
-1.410**
-.497
-.872
-.584
.395
.366
.272
1.283**
-.591
1.237**

Sexual Satisfaction
Women
Men
Total
-.394
-.196
-.217
-.004
-.075**
-.043
.024
-.026
.026
-.062*
.069*
-.032
.334
.010
.240
-.536
.748
-.280
-1.853**
.481
-1.556**
-.721
-.863
-.729
.248
-.077
.029
1.323*
-1.036
1.223*

Women
.149
-.034
.008
-.103
.667
2.434
.628
.300
.094
-.383

Sexual Desire
Men
.488
-.019
.090
-.073
.117
-.467
-.348
-.163
1.233
-.209

Total
.457
-.018
-.003
-.091**
.537
.800
.493
.011
.285
-.225
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Overall, motives for pretending orgasm was found to affect women’s relationship and
sexual satisfaction, but not their sexual desire, while motivation was found to have no impact on
all three constructs among men. In addition to motives for feigning orgasms, women’s
relationship and sexual satisfaction were shown to be impacted by feigning frequency. However,
among men, relationship duration and feigning frequency were found to only affect sexual
satisfaction.
Study 2
Method
The purpose of this study was to perform a confirmatory factor analysis on the Motives
for Feigning Orgasms Scale’s (MOFO).
Participants
For the purpose of this study, participants needed to be between 18 to 29 years of age, be
in a relationship of at least 4 weeks (i.e. one month), be either an American or a Canadian citizen
and not currently be taking any antidepressants. These inclusion criteria were selected in order to
match those that were previously used in Study 1. Given that the purpose of this study was to
assess the MOFO’s factor structure, it was crucial that similar samples be used. Again,
participants were recruited via Amazon Mechanical Turk (MTurk), and those who completed the
survey were each compensated $0.50.
Procedure
Prior to completing any measures or questionnaires, interested individuals were informed
of the purpose of the study and that any information they provide for the study would remain
confidential and would not be used for purposes unrelated to the presented study. Informed
consent was acquired when participants selected “Yes” for the question, “Do you consent to
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participate?” at the bottom of the page detailing the purpose and implications of the study.
Individuals were first required to answer a few screening questions to assure that they were
eligible to participate. If they failed to meet any criterion (i.e., selected age range and
relationship length, American or Canadian citizenship, and currently not taking any antidepressants), they were prevented from answering further questions. Eligible participants then
filled out a questionnaire pertaining to their personal background (Appendix A), as well as the
refined version of the MOFO scale (Appendix K).
Measures
Demographics. The same demographic questionnaire used in Study 1 was used in this
study to collect demographic information from the participants, in order to describe the sample
(Appendix A).
Motivations for Feigning Orgasms Scale (MOFO). The 25-item MOFO (see Appendix
K), comprised of six subscales developed based on the factor analysis in Study 1, was
administered for the purpose of conducting confirmatory factor analysis.
Analyses
In order to assess the MOFO’s factor structure, confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was
conducted. Models were tested using AMOS 7. Analyses were conducted on covariance matrices
with results of the final models reported as standardized estimates for ease of interpretation.
Factor scaling was conducted by setting one factor loading to 1.0 for each factor. The chi-square
difference test (Δχ²; Jöreskog & Sörbom, 1987) was used in order to determine whether model
modifications provided significant improvement at each step. The critical value used for all
comparisons was p < .01.
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Model fit was evaluated by examining the following fit indexes: model χ² and the ratio of
χ²/df (Bollen, 1989); Normed Fit Index (NFI; Bentler & Bonett, 1980); Tucker-Lewis Index
(TLI; Bentler & Bonett, 1980); Comparative Fit Index (CFI; Bentler, 1990); and Root Mean
Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA; Steiger, 1990). The model was determined to fit well
if a consensus measures met or exceeded generally accepted levels. It is assumed that model χ²
should be non-significant if the model fits well. Moreover, NFI, TLI, and CFI values were
consulted. These values should exceed .9 to indicate acceptable fit. RMSEA, which demonstrates
the amount of error variance per degree of freedom in the model and should result in values
smaller than .5, was also consulted.
Results
Data Cleaning
Of the 852 participants who accessed the survey, 246 participants were removed because
they did not meet one or more of the inclusion criteria. An additional 11 participants were
removed because they exited the survey after answering the eligibility questions. No
demographic information on this subset of participants is available. Two participants were
removed because they exited the survey after answering only a few demographic questions. Five
hundred and ninety-three participants completed the demographic section of the survey. Given
that the purpose of this study was to assess the MOFO’s factor structure, it was crucial that this
sample was as similar as possible to the one used in Study 1. Therefore, data cleaning procedures
implemented in this study were identical to those used in Study 1. Consequently, any participant
who identified as neither male nor female was excluded from analyses (one trans woman, one
trans man, and one who chose not to answer), reducing the sample size to 590. Three participants
were excluded from analyses because they did not specify their age, and participants indicating
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being single (n = 13) or who have failed to specify the duration of their relationship (n = 2) have
also been excluded. Because participants were required to be living in North America (i.e.,
Canada or the United States), those who did not provide information on their citizenship have
been excluded from analyses (n = 39). Finally, because this study focused on assessing the
MOFO’s factor structure, participants who have indicated never having feigned orgasm with
their current partner, were excluded from further analyses (n = 339). The final analytical sample
included a total of 194 participants. Table 20 displays the detailed rationale for participant
exclusion.
Table 20. Reasons for Participant Exclusion, with Corresponding Numbers
Reason for exclusion
Did not meet one or more of the inclusion criteria
Exited the survey after answering eligibility questions
Exited the survey after answering only a few demographics questions
Did not identify as either male or female
Did not specify their age
Indicated being single
Did not specify their relationship duration
Did not specify citizenship
Reported never having pretended orgasm with their current partner

n
246
11
2
3
3
13
2
39
339

Sample Characteristics
Of the N = 194 sample, 93 identified as male (47.9%) and 101 as female (52.1%). The
mean age of the sample was 25.07 (SD = 2.61). The majority of the sample was American
(99%), as well as White/Caucasian (51%). The remaining identified as South Asian (26.8%),
Black (5.7%), Latino/Latina (4.6%), East Asian (4.1%), or multiracial (3.1%). Approximately
half of participants did not identify as a member of a religious group (51%), and the majority of
the sample was not very religious in practice, with a mean of 4.11 (SD = 3.76) on a scale ranging
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from 0 - Not at all religious, to 10 – Extremely religious. Table 21 displays the sample’s
characteristics.
The majority identified as heterosexual (82%), while the remaining participants identified
as bisexual (13.9%), asexual (1%), pansexual (1%), or gay/lesbian (.5%), The majority were
seriously dating one partner (46.4%), married (23.2%), or living with their partner but not
married (16.5%). For this sample, relationship length ranged from 1 to 186 months, and the mean
relationship length was 45.94 months (SD = 30.09). Most participants did not have any children
(79.9%). The sample was highly educated, with a majority having either completed a Bachelor’s
degree (37.6%) or a Masters degree (19.6%). A majority were not currently students (65.4%),
and indicated working full-time (60.3%).
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Table 21. Study 2: Sample Characteristics
Characteristic
Gender
Men
Women
Citizenship
American
Canadian
Ethnicity
White/Caucasian
South Asian
Latino/Latina
East Asian
Black
Multiracial
Pacific Islander
First Nation
Other
Education
Some high school
High school diploma
Some college
College degree
Some university
Bachelors degree
Masters degree
Doctoral degree
Student Status
Full time student
Part time student
Already graduated
Never attended a post-secondary institution
Employment Status
Working full time
Working part time
Not working
Religious Affiliation
Yes
No
Sexual orientation
Heterosexual
Bisexual
Gay/Lesbian
Pansexual
Asexual
Relationship status
Casually dating one or more partners
Seriously dating one partner
In a polyamorous/multipartnered relationship
Living with a partner but not married
Married
Children
Yes
No

n

%

93
101
192
2

47.9
52.1
99
1

99
26.8
9
8
11
6
1
1
3

51
52
4.6
4.1
5.7
3.1
.5
.5
1.5

2
16
34
19
7
73
38
5

1
8.2
17.5
9.8
3.6
37.6
19.6
2.6

33
23
111
16

17
11.9
57.2
8.2

117
45
29

60.3
23.2
14.9

91
99

46.9
51

159
27
1
2
2

82
13.9
.5
1
1

21
90
4
32
45

10.8
46.4
2.1
16.5
23.2

37
155

19.1
79.9
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Confirmatory Factor Analysis
First, the possibility that a unidimensional model fit the MOFO’s items was assessed.
This model resulted in an unacceptable fit: χ² = 1717.51, df = 275, χ²/df = 6.25, p < .001, NFI =
.393, TLI = .377, CFI = .429, RMSEA = .165.
An analysis of the six factors defined by 25 MOFO items, including modeling
correlations among all factors, resulted in a better, yet still unacceptable fit: χ² = 1101.83, df =
275, χ²/df = 4.01, p < .001, NFI = .610, TLI = .643, CFI = .673, RMSEA = .125. Modification
indices indicated that by correlating the factors Poor Sex/Partner and Desireless Sex, Partner
Self-Esteem and Timing, and Intoxication and Insecurity, the overall model fit would improve by
up to 123.32. That these factors were associated was not surprising given the pattern of
relationships between these variables and between these variables and others elicited during the
convergent and discriminant validation phase (refer to Appendix M for the full study on the
MOFO’s validation). Additionally, these pairs of factors seemed to represent similar underlying
phenomena. Poor Sex/Partner and Desireless Sex seemed to reflect one’s desire for the sexual
encounter to end, Partner Self-Esteem and Timing seemed to reflect pro-social motives, and
Intoxication and Insecurity both appeared to reflect anxiety-reduction strategies. In addition to
factors correlations, modification indices indicated that by correlating the error terms of items “I
wanted to avoid appearing frigid” and “I wanted to avoid appearing abnormal or inadequate”,
and items “I wanted to avoid hurting my partner’s feelings” and “I wanted to avoid discussing
my not having an orgasm”, the overall model fit (χ²) would improve by a value of approximately
84.86. A second analysis of the six factors with the added three factor correlations and two
residuals correlations did yield a significantly better model fit (χ²diff = 242.65, dfdiff = 5, p < .000),
but model fit was still judged to be inadequate: χ² = 859.18, df = 270, χ²/df = 3.18, p < .001, NFI
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= .696, TLI = .741, CFI = .767, RMSEA = .106. Modification indices resulting from this analysis
indicated that by correlating residual terms of items “I wanted to avoid losing my partner” and “I
wanted to avoid hurting my partner’s feelings”, the overall model fit (χ²) would improve by
approximately 27.59. A third analysis of the six factors with the added three residuals
correlations produced, albeit significantly different (χ²diff = 33.06, dfdiff = 1, p < .000), only a
slightly better model fit: χ² = 826.12, df = 269, χ²/df = 3.07, p < .001, NFI = .708, TLI = .754,
CFI = .780, RMSEA = .104. Modification indices resulting from this analysis did not suggest
any further residuals correlations that would greatly improve the model fit. A six factor model
was therefore judged to be unable to accurately represent the MOFO’s 25 items. Consequently, a
different approach was sought, and three different two-factor models (Intoxication – Insecurity,
Partner-Self-Esteem – Timing, and Poor Sex/Partner – Desireless Sex) were tested. The six
factors were divided into three separate two-factor models, reflecting the pairs of factors which
were allowed to correlate in the previous analyses.
An analysis of the Intoxication – Insecurity two-factor model (the Anxiety Reduction
Model) in which both factors were correlated (r = .37), resulted in an fair model fit: χ² = 122.88,
df = 26, χ²/df = 4.73, p < .001, NFI = .86, TLI = .841, CFI = .885, RMSEA = .139. Modification
indices indicated that by correlating residuals of items “I wanted to avoid appearing frigid” and
“I wanted to avoid appearing abnormal or inadequate”, and of items “I wanted to add a bit of
excitement to our lovemaking” and “I wanted to appear or feel sexy”, the model’s overall fit
would improve by a value of 64.24. A second analysis of this two-factor model with two added
residuals correlations produced a significantly different (χ²diff = 64.64, dfdiff = 2, p < .000), and
acceptable model fit: χ² = 58.24, df = 24, χ²/df = 2.43, p < .001, NFI = .934, TLI = .939, CFI =
.959, RMSEA = .086 (see Appendix N, Figure 1). All factor loadings were statistically
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significant and ranged from .61 to .91, with an average standardized factor loading of .71.
Squared multiple correlations ranged from .38 to .83, with a mean SMC of .53 indicating that, on
average, 53% of the variance in observed variables was accounted for by the latent variables.
Next, an analysis of the Partner Self-Esteem – Timing two-factor model (the Pro-social
Model) in which both factors were correlated (r = .45), resulted in a good model fit: χ² = 47.99,
df = 19, χ²/df = 2.53, p < .001, NFI = .914, TLI = .919, CFI = .945, RMSEA = .089 (see
Appendix N, Figure 2). All factor loadings were statistically significant and ranged from .46 to
.89, with an average standardized factor loading of .68. Squared multiple correlations ranged
from .22 to .80, with a mean SMC of .48.
Finally, an analysis of the Poor Sex/Partner – Desireless Sex two-factor model (the Get it
Over with Model) in which both factors were correlated (r = .61), resulted in a good model fit: χ²
= 57.21, df = 19, χ²/df = 3.01, p < .001, NFI = .915, TLI = .912, CFI = .941, RMSEA = .102 (see
Appendix N, Figure 3). All factor loadings were statistically significant and ranged from .45 to
.81, with an average standardized factor loading of .72. Squared multiple correlations ranged
from .20 to .66, with a mean SMC of .53.
Consequently, the MOFO’s data was found to be better represented by three two-factor
models rather than by one six-factor model, even when allowing for these three sets of two
factors to correlate. This suggests that, although they all lead to the same behaviour, men’s and
women’s reasons for pretending orgasm may represent entirely different sexual strategies.
Accordingly, they cannot be grouped together in the same model given that they measure
different constructs. However, it may also suggest that there is not an overarching model
representing reasons and motives for pretending orgasm.
Study 3
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The purpose of this study was to evaluate the Motives for Feigning Orgasms Scale’s
(MOFO) test-retest reliability.
Method
Participants
For the purpose of this study, participants needed to be between 18 to 29 years of age, be
in a relationship of at least 4 weeks (i.e. one month), be either an American or a Canadian citizen
not currently be taking any antidepressants, and needed to have feigned an orgasm with their
current relationship partner. With the exception of the latter criterion, these inclusion criteria
were selected in order to match those that were previously used in Study 1 and 2. Due to the
nature of this study, it was important that similar samples be used in order to maintain a similar
degree of homogeneity between samples, increasing the likelihood of obtaining similar findings.
Participants were recruited via Amazon Mechanical Turk (MTurk), and those who completed the
survey were each compensated $0.50.
Procedure
Prior to completing any measures or questionnaires, interested individuals were informed
of the purpose of the study and that any information they provide for the study would remain
confidential and would not be used for purposes unrelated to the presented study. Informed
consent was acquired when participants selected “Yes” for the question, “Do you consent to
participate?” at the bottom of the page detailing the purpose and implications of the study.
Individuals were first required to answer a few screening questions to assure that they were
eligible to participate. If they failed to meet any criterion (i.e., selected age range and
relationship length, American or Canadian citizenship, currently not taking any anti-depressants,
and having feigned orgasm with their current partner), they were prevented from answering
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further questions. Eligible participants then filled out a questionnaire pertaining to their personal
background (Appendix A), as well as the refined version of the MOFO scale (Appendix K).
Participants were also asked at the very end of the survey if they wished to be further contacted
two weeks after having completed the MOFO in order to complete it a second time for test-retest
reliability assessment. Those who wished to be contacted were asked to provide their email
addresses. Two weeks after completing the survey, participants who have provided their email
addresses received an email detailing the purpose of the study and a link to the Time 2 survey.
The Time 2 survey was identical to the Time 1 survey.
Measures
Demographics. The same demographic questionnaire used in Study 1 was used in this
study to collect demographic information from the participants, in order to describe the sample
(Appendix A).
Motivations for Feigning Orgasms Scale (MOFO). The 25-item MOFO (see Appendix
K), comprised of six subscales developed based on the factor analysis in Study 1, was
administered for purposes of test-retest reliability assessment.
Analyses
Pearson correlation coefficients were used in order to assess the MOFO’s test-retest
reliability.
Results
Data Cleaning
A total of 149 participants accessed the Time 1 survey. Of these 149 participants, 9
participants were removed because they exited the survey after having consented to participate,
24 participants were removed because they did not meet one or more of the inclusion criteria,
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and an additional 12 participants were excluded because they exited the survey after answering
the eligibility questions. Two more participants were excluded from further analyses because
they exited the survey after having completed the demographics questionnaire. One hundred and
two participants completed the demographic section of the survey. Given that the purpose of this
study was to assess the MOFO’s test-retest reliability, it was important that this sample was as
similar as possible to the one used in Study 1 and 2. Therefore, data cleaning procedures
implemented in this study were identical to those used in Study 1 and 2. Consequently, any
participant who identified as neither male nor female was excluded from analyses (n = 1),
reducing the sample size to 101. Two participants were excluded from analyses because they did
not specify their age, and participants indicating being single (n = 2) or who have failed to
specify the duration of their relationship (n = 1) have also been excluded. Because participants
were required to be living in North America (i.e., Canada or the United States), those who did
not provide information on their citizenship have been excluded from analyses (n = 1). A total of
95 participants completed the Time 1 survey. Of these, 66 participants provided their emails in
order to be contacted to complete the Time 2 survey. Forty-six participants accessed the Time 2
survey two weeks after completing it the first time. Of these, six were dropped from the dataset
because they failed to provide an Amazon Mechanical Turk identification number, making it
impossible to match their Time 1 and Time 2 scores. One participant was excluded because they
did not identify as either male or female, and another was dropped from analyses because they
failed to specify the length of their relationship. The final sample consisted of a total of 38
participants. Table 22 displays the detailed rationale for participant exclusion.
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Table 22. Reasons for Participant Exclusion with Corresponding Numbers
Reason for exclusion
Exited the survey prior to completing eligibility questions
Did not meet one or more of the inclusion criteria
Exited the survey after answering the eligibility criteria
Exited the survey after answering the demographics questionnaire
Did not identify as either male or female
Did not specify their age
Indicated being single
Did not specify their relationship duration
Did not specify citizenship
Did not provide their email addresses
Did not complete the Time 2 survey
Did not provide their MTurk ID number

n
9
24
12
2
2
2
2
2
1
29
20
6

Test-Retest Reliability
Test-retest Pearson coefficients were .70 for Intoxication, .60 for Partner Self-Esteem, .66
for Poor Sex/Partner, .52 for Desireless Sex, .73 for Timing, and .61 for Insecurity. Mean factor
scores and correlations for both Time 1 and Time 2 completion are shown in Table 23.
Table 23. Test-Retest Reliability (N = 38)

Factor
Intoxication
Partner Self-Esteem
Poor Sex/Partner
Desireless Sex
Timing
Insecurity

Time 1
M
SD
2.53
2.08
5.93
.93
2.54
1.55
3.64
1.50
4.26
1.82
3.28
1.41

Time 2
M
SD
2.62
1.93
5.74
1.17
2.43
1.53
3.63
1.42
4.14
1.83
3.31
1.45

r
.70**
.60**
.66**
.52**
.73**
.61**

*p < .05.
**p < .01.
Discussion
The purpose of this study was fourfold: 1) to explore men’s and women’s reasons and
motives for pretending orgasm; 2) to examine the sexual activities during which feigning occurs;
3) to examine relationships between men’s and women’s motives for pretending orgasm and
levels of sexual desire, and relationship and sexual satisfaction; and 4) to discern whether the
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relationships between motives for pretending orgasm and sexual desire, relationship and sexual
satisfaction are different for men and women. The presented study found that approximately onethird of individuals (approximately one-fifth of men and just over 40% of women) occasionally
pretended orgasm with their current dating or marital partner, which is consistent with
Muehlenhard and Shippee’s (2010) findings. While feigning orgasm occurred during all types of
sexual activity, vaginal intercourse was by far the most commonly reported activity by both men
and women, followed by oral sex, manual stimulation, anal sex, and stimulation with a sex toy.
In addition, individuals were found to engage in this behaviour for a variety of reasons, which
exploratory factor analysis indicated could be organized into six categories: Intoxication, Partner
Self-Esteem, Poor Sex/Partner, Desireless Sex, Timing, and Insecurity. A person’s score on each
of the Motives for Feigning Orgasms (MOFO) subscales was obtained by calculating the mean
of all items loading on a factor. Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was also performed, and
supported three two-factor models. That CFA did not support a six-factor model but rather three
two-factor models suggests that, although they all result in the same act (i.e., pretending orgasm),
men’s and women’s reasons for pretending orgasm as illustrated by the 6 factors may represent
entirely different sexual strategies. Accordingly, they cannot be grouped together in the same
model given that they measure different constructs. However, it may also suggest that there is
not an overarching model representing reasons and motives for pretending orgasm. The MOFO’s
test-retest reliability was also assessed, and found to be only moderate, which suggests that
individuals’ motives for pretending orgasm may be event-specific. Men’s and women’s motives
for feigning orgasm might then vary from one sexual encounter to the next. While both men and
women were found to pretend orgasm for all reasons listed in the MOFO, women scored higher
on the Partner Self-Esteem and Timing subscales compared to men, and men scored higher than
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women on the Intoxication and Poor Sex/Partner subscales. No gender differences were found on
the Desireless Sex and Insecurity subscales. Among women, motives for feigning orgasm
impacted relationship and sexual satisfaction, but not sexual desire. However, men’s desire and
satisfaction were not found to be affected by their motives for feigning orgasm. Given that male
and female subsample sizes were small, non-significant findings yielded from multiple
regressions using these subsamples separately should be interpreted with caution.
Although past research has studied feigning orgasms (Darling & Davidson, 1986; Dove
& Wiederman, 2000; Muehlenhard & Shippee, 2010; Wiederman, 1997), the presented research
is the first to have examined feigning frequency and duration. This study found that although
both men and women feign frequently over extended periods of time during their relationships,
women pretend orgasm 1.5 times more often than men, and 1.8 times longer (in months),
compared to men. These findings can be interpreted in a number of ways. For instance, these
findings suggest that women may be more likely than their male counterparts to not get their
sexual needs met in terms of achieving orgasm due to a lack of sexual self-esteem, a lack of
feelings of entitlement to pleasure and orgasm, and/or a lack of sexual communication between
partners. These findings also illustrate Roberts et al.’s (1995) suggestion that women’s orgasm is
culturally constructed as difficult to achieve and that orgasms constitute proof of the adequacy of
men’s ‘work’ or sexual ‘technique’ on women’s bodies. Women may therefore be more likely to
‘fake one’ if they perceive that it takes them too long to reach orgasm, or do so to reinforce their
partners’ adequate ‘work’ or ‘technique’.
The finding that people feign orgasms, and that the most commonly reported sexual
activity during which both men and women reported pretending orgasm was vaginal intercourse
strongly support existing sexual scripts (e.g., Simon & Gagnon, 1986; Wiederman, 2005).
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Interpersonal scripts operate as guidelines for context-specific behaviours that have been
influenced by relevant cultural scripts (Simon & Gagnon, 1986). This study’s findings suggest
that interpersonal sexual scripts give individuals guidelines for what is considered a normal
timeframe for a person to experience an orgasm, that people “should” experience one during sex,
and that sexual activity is expected to end with an orgasm. The endorsement of these scripts
betrays men’s and women’s expectation of orgasm during sexual activity. In addition, this
study’s overall findings also support a discourse of reciprocity (Braun, et al., 2003). In the
context of partnered sex, this discourse translates to both partners experiencing pleasure and
orgasm during a sexual encounter (Braun et al., 2003). Reciprocally pleasurable or orgasmic sex
has been found to be perceived as desirable, and non-reciprocal sexual encounters (e.g., during
which only one partner experiences orgasm), as problematic or ‘unfair’ (Braun et al., 2003).
Although both men and women were found to endorse feigning orgasm for partnerfocused approach reasons (e.g., I wanted to boost my partner’s self-esteem; I wanted to make my
partner happy), women were found to be significantly more likely to do so. These results reflect
past research findings examining women’s reasons for feigning orgasm with their partners. For
example, Muehlenhard and Shippee (2010) found that women were more likely than men to
pretend orgasm to please their partner. In another study, Roberts and her colleagues (1995) found
that many women reported pretending orgasm in order to reassure their partners that they are
indeed sexually adequate; their orgasm serving as ‘proof’ of their male partners’ sexual prowess.
Moreover, Nicolson and Burr (2003) found that while women often did not expect to achieve
orgasm during intercourse with their male partners, nor did they feel that it was directly tied to
their sexual satisfaction, they indicated that achieving orgasm in this context was desired for
their partner’s sake. These findings suggest that women are aware and sensitive to their male
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partners’ need to perceive themselves as sexually skilled and desired partners, which supports
existing sexual script theory. One of the most prominent sexual scripts for men is the male
performance script (e.g., Sakaluk, Todd, Milhausen, & Lachowski, 2013). According to this
theory, men tie their adequacy as a sexual partner to their skills, their ability to read and respond
to their partner’s sexual needs, and to their partner’s experience of pleasure (e.g., Roberts et al.,
1995; Wiederman, 2005). It is therefore reasonable that women are more likely than men to feign
orgasm for their partner’s benefit, at least in the context of heterosexual sex. This said, it is
important to note that the most commonly endorsed reason to pretend orgasm by both men and
women at the item level was “I wanted to make my partner feel good about himself/herself”
(83% of men and 94.7% of women), which demonstrates that men also are sensitive to their
partners’ need to perceive themselves as good sexual partners (i.e., sexually attractive, sexually
skilled, exciting, desirable, etc.).
The present investigation also found women to score higher on the MOFO’s Timing
subscale (e.g., because my partner’s orgasm seemed imminent) compared to their male
counterparts. Again, this finding confirms Muehlenhard and Shippee’s results (2010), and further
supports the reciprocity discourse, as well as current sexual scripts which posit that heterosexual
sex ends with the male orgasm. If a woman endorses the assumption that sex is over after her
partner reaches orgasm, feels that her partner endorses the reciprocity discourse, and perceives
that her male partner will soon achieve orgasm, then it is reasonable to expect her to feign
orgasm shortly before, or during, her partner’s. Alternatively, as achieving orgasm is not
necessary for a woman to realize sexual satisfaction (Nicolson & Burr, 2003), she may already
feel satiated by the time her partner reaches orgasm, and therefore simulate orgasm in order to
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avoid the extra undesired “work” required by her partner for her to genuinely reach orgasm, as
well as fulfil her partner’s expectations of reciprocal pleasure.
The male performance script, along with the finding that the male orgasm is considered a
normative and imperative endpoint in the sequence of heterosexual sex (Braun et al., 2003) can
together explain feigning behaviour in men. For men, feigning orgasm can serve to ensure that
their partners perceive them as ‘normal’ or ‘adequate’ sexual partners. In addition, pretending
orgasm can offer men a certain degree of control during a sexual encounter in that it allows them
to put an end to it without running the risk of potentially offending their partner or of hurting his
or her feelings. Moreover, given that a woman’s perception of herself as a desirable sexual
partner is centered on being visually attractive (Weiderman, 2005), it is possible that some men
choose to feign orgasm as a way of reassuring their female partners that they find them attractive
and sexually desirable. By making their female partners feel attractive and sexually adequate,
men increase the probability of retaining them as mates. This conclusion further complements
other research on perceptions of male sexual performance which found that heterosexual men
attached great importance to being sexually competent and virile because they perceived it to be
tied to women’s sexual satisfaction, and that sexually dissatisfied women will eventually seek
other partners (Seal & Ehrhardt, 2003). On the other hand, the reciprocity discourse surrounding
heterosexual encounters can also shed light on men’s feigning behaviour. This discourse posits
that ‘fair’ sexual encounters involve pleasure and orgasm for both partners, and that a lack of
reciprocity in these matters is viewed as problematic or ‘unfair’ (Braun et al., 2003). Men (and
women) might then pretend orgasm in order to give their partner the semblance of equality in the
sexual exchange (i.e., one orgasm for another), thereby fulfilling their partner’s expectations and
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preventing him or her from experiencing feelings of guilt from not having ‘given’ what was
‘deserved’.
This study also found that men were significantly more likely than their female
counterparts to endorse feigning orgasm for reasons related to intoxication. This finding
corroborates Muehlenhard and Shippee’s (2010), in which 29% of the men in their sample
reported having feigned orgasm because they were too intoxicated, compared to only 4% of the
women. Indeed, at the item level, pretending due to intoxication ranked among lowest endorsed
reasons amongst women (from 13.9% to 16%), significantly contrasting men’s endorsement of
these reasons (from 39.6% to 41.5%). Men might be more likely to pretend orgasm due to
intoxication compared to women either because they are more likely to drink to intoxication
(Roberts, 2012), and/or because these substances impair men’s sexual functioning in a way that
make intercourse difficult or impossible.
This study also found that men were more likely than women to endorse pretending
orgasm for reasons related to a poor partner choice or a poor sexual experience. This finding
complements Muehlenhard and Shippee’s (2010) study which found that men were more likely
than women to pretend orgasm because they found their partner to be unattractive, regretted their
choice of partner, and because they were uncomfortable with a partner. In fact, at the item level,
the present investigation found that 28.3% of men reported pretending orgasm because they
regretted their choice of partner, compared to only 12.8% of women, and similarly, 32.1% of
men endorsed feigning orgasm because they felt uncomfortable with their partner in contrast to
only 14.9% of women. Men might be more likely than women to feign orgasm for these reasons
because they are more likely than women to find themselves engaging in sex with less than
optimally desired partners, or because they are less likely to turn down sex. For example, Clark
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and Hatfield (1989) found that most men were very receptive to sexual offers from a stranger,
compared to virtually none of the women. Similarly, in a sample of college students, Njus and
Bane (2009) found that compared with women, men reported being more willing to engage in
intercourse with partners they had only known for a short period of time.
Women’s relationship and sexual satisfaction were found to be influenced by feigning
frequency. Specifically, feigning frequency was found to consistently and negatively influence
these two constructs, in that the more often a woman reportedly feigned orgasm with her partner,
the lower were her reported levels of relationship and sexual satisfaction. This may be a
reflection of several plausible realities. For women, feigning orgasm may be an indicator that the
overall sexual encounter was, although pleasurable, unsatisfactory in terms of achieving orgasm.
Feigning may also be an indicator of personal discomfort in relation to communicating one’s
sexual needs to a sexual partner, either due to general discomfort with discussing these issues, or
due to the fear of a partner’s reaction. Together, one’s reluctance to communicate sexual needs
and experiencing less than adequate sexual encounters may be the underlying reason why
women who often feign orgasm are more likely to report lower levels of sexual and relationship
satisfaction. In other words, it is possible that pretending orgasm is a ‘symptom’ rather than a
‘cause’ of lower satisfaction.
Other than feigning frequency, certain motives for pretending orgasm significantly
influenced satisfaction among women. Feigning orgasm for reasons related to feelings of
insecurity and to unpleasant or unsatisfactory sexual experiences both influenced women’s
relationship and sexual satisfaction. More specifically, the more a woman endorsed pretending to
have orgasms due to unsatisfactory sexual experiences, the lower were her reported relationship
and sexual satisfaction. On the other hand, feigning orgasm for reasons stemming from feelings
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of insecurity was found to be associated with higher levels of relationship and sexual
satisfaction. This finding contradicts past research findings on reasons and motivations for
engaging in sexual activity which demonstrated that engaging in sex for avoidance reasons, most
of which stem from insecurity (e.g., to prevent my partner from losing interest in me; to avoid
conflict in my relationship), was negatively associated with relationship (Impett et al., 2005;
Katz & Tirone, 2009) and sexual satisfaction (Muise, 2011). These contradictory findings are
perhaps due to some ambiguity in the items on the MOFO’s Insecurity subscale; items that may
be interpreted as either approach motives or as motives stemming from feelings of insecurity.
For example, one individual may report feigning orgasms in order to feel or appear sexy because
they view it will amplify their sexual experience (approach motive; Impett et al., 2005), whereas
another may endorse the item similarly, but do so because they fear losing their partner’s sexual
interest (avoidance motive; Impett et al., 2005) if they are not sexually responsive. Alternatively,
it may suggest that individuals may choose to engage in sex for one reason, and feign orgasm for
another during the same encounter. In other words, one’s motives for engaging in sexual activity
may not be associated with one’s motives for pretending orgasm. For example, an individual
might choose to engage in sex to pursue his or her own pleasure, but feign an orgasm in order to
avoid appearing abnormal or inadequate.
Men’s endorsed motivations for pretending orgasm were found to be unrelated to their
reported levels of dyadic sexual desire, and relationship and sexual satisfaction. However,
relationship duration and feigning frequency were found to be significantly associated with
men’s reported levels of sexual satisfaction. The longer the relationship duration, the lower were
the reported levels of sexual satisfaction. This finding reflects past research examining the effect
of relationship length on sexual satisfaction. For example, Klusmann (2002) found that as a
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relationship progresses, fewer participants considered themselves to be very satisfied with sex in
the partnership, to have had passionate sex within the last week and to report that sex with their
partner could not be better. Conversely, the present investigation found that the more often a man
pretended orgasm with his current partner, the higher was his reported level of sexual
satisfaction. This starkly contrasts what was found among the female subsample, which was that
the more a woman feigns orgasm, the less sexually and relationally satisfied she will be. This
suggests that similarly to women (e.g., Nicolson & Burr, 2003), men do not require to reach
orgasm during every sexual encounter in order to achieve sexual satisfaction, but that contrary to
women, feigning orgasm (as opposed to simply not achieving one), contributes to an increase in
their sexual satisfaction.
Strengths and Limitations
By providing participants with a sense of privacy and anonymity, conducting an online
survey study helped to increase the probability of obtaining honest responses from participants,
thus increasing the accuracy of results. In addition, recruiting this sample online allowed for a
more heterogeneous sample in terms of ethnicity, education, and student and employment status
compared to past study samples which were predominantly comprised of American college or
university students. Furthermore, by restricting this study to emerging adults (individuals aged
between 18 and 29 years), the effect of other confounding variables on desire and satisfaction
such as menopause, declining health, and having children, has been diminished.
This study also included variables that have previously been shown to impact sexual
desire and sexual and relationship satisfaction such as age and relationship length, and
theoretically relevant variables such as feigning frequency and duration, therefore producing
clearer findings that perhaps better discern the effects of motivations for feigning orgasm on
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these three constructs. In fact, the present investigation is the first among its kind to have
included feigning frequency and duration as independent variables. While past research
examining sexual desire, or sexual and relationship satisfaction have often concurrently
examined the frequency of sexual activity (e.g., Bridges & Horne, 2007; Impett et al., 2008;
Klusmann, 2002), research examining feigning behaviour have not included frequency as a
dependent or independent variable until now.
In spite of its strengths, this study also presents limitations. The fact that feigning
orgasms is only practiced by a fraction of the population limited the size of the male and female
analytical subsamples which was problematic for computing multiple hierarchical regression
models with ten independent variables with a statistical power greater than .8 (Cohen, 1988).
Similarly, due to the small sample size of the overall sample of individuals who have feigned
orgasm with their current partner (n = 147), it was not possible to assess the effect of interactions
of gender and MOFO subscales on levels of sexual desire, and relationship and sexual
satisfaction with a statistical power greater than .8. These statistical limitations restrict this
study’s findings to the studied samples. Another limitation concerns the bias of self-selection. It
is possible that those who chose to participate in this study are not representative of the general
population in that they may generally be more sex-positive or feel more comfortable discussing
sex, relationships, and orgasms. In addition, MTurk workers might have taken the survey out of
curiosity, lying on some eligibility criteria and/or about whether they have indeed ever feigned
an orgasm with their current partner in order to access the portion of the survey pertaining to
reasons and motivations for pretending orgasm. Given that compensation was so low ($0.50),
dishonesty for the motive of obtaining compensation is improbable. Finally, the survey relied on
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participants’ retrospection of past instances of feigning orgasm in their current relationship,
which could span over several years, which may decrease the accuracy of results.
Implications
The present investigation complemented Muehlenhard and Shippee’s (2010) research
concerning the prevalence of pretending orgasm and men’s and women’s reasons and
motivations for engaging in this behaviour by not only confirming their findings, but also by
extending these findings to determine the relationships between motives for feigning orgasms
and outcomes relevant to sexual well-being, such as sexual desire, and sexual and relationship
satisfaction. Moreover, as a result of this study, more on men’s feigning behaviour is now
known; results suggest that pretending orgasm is not only a ‘female’ behaviour. Given that
between 17 (this study’s findings) and 25 percent of men (Muehlenhard & Shippee, 2010)
occasionally feign orgasm, researchers should continue to include men in research pertaining to
this type of behaviour. In addition, as elaborated above, the inclusion of men’s data in this study
further inform current cultural and interpersonal sexual scripts for both men and women.
This study has shown that although feigning frequency has a negative impact on
relationship and sexual satisfaction among women, motivations for pretending orgasm play a
larger, more impactful role on these constructs. In other words, the present investigation found
that pretending orgasm in and of itself is not necessarily detrimental to women’s satisfaction.
These findings have some therapeutic implications for women who may have low relationship
and/or sexual satisfaction in the context of a monogamous relationship. Therapists can work with
their female clients who indicate occasionally pretending orgasm in helping them better
understand their motives for doing so, and how such motives may impact their overall
relationship and sexual satisfaction. Furthermore, through this motivations framework, therapists
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gain an additional lens through which to explore and understand a female client’s relationship
quality, and in turn provide a better service.
Finally, this study produced a new measure that can be used in future research examining
men’s and/or women’s motivations for feigning orgasm. This scale can help enhance our
understanding of human motivation in the realm of sexuality.
Future Research
Future research on the relationships between feigning frequency, feigning duration, and
reasons and motivations for pretending orgasm on levels of sexual desire, and relationship and
sexual satisfaction, should take into account other potentially influential factors such as actual
frequency of orgasm during partnered sex. It might be important to explore, for example,
whether the men and women who do not pretend orgasm with their current partner orgasm more
often, on average, than men and women who occasionally pretend orgasm. A significant
difference in orgasm frequency could be an indication that pretenders are not getting their sexual
needs met. On the other hand, a lack of significant inter-group difference in orgasm frequency
could suggest that non-pretenders are more comfortable with either communicating to their
partners that they are not going to have an orgasm, or that they are more comfortable with the
idea of having a non-reciprocal sexual encounter. In other words, pretenders might simply be
more endorsing of the reciprocity discourse, leading them to feign an orgasm if they feel that one
is unlikely to occur in order to give their partner the semblance of reciprocity.
In addition, given that this study’s findings suggest that men and women may be
engaging in sex for one reason and feign orgasm for another during the same sexual encounter,
future research should concurrently examine men’s and women’s motives for engaging in both
types of behaviour during a given sexual encounter in order to discern whether or not they
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diverge. Another possible way of casting light on why this study’s results concerning the impact
of insecurity motives for pretending orgasm on sexual and relationship satisfaction contrasted
those of past research examining the impact of similar motives (i.e., avoidance motives) for
engaging in sex on these constructs, would be to ask participants, via additional survey questions
or by means of face-to-face interviews, how they interpreted the MOFO’s Insecurity subscale’s
items. For example, one individual may report feigning orgasms in order to feel or appear sexy
because they view it will amplify their sexual experience (approach motive), whereas another
may endorse the item similarly, but do so because they fear losing their partner’s sexual interest
(avoidance motive) if they are not sexually responsive.
Conclusion
Overall, this study has shed additional light on men’s and women’s orgasm-feigning
behaviour, and on the impact of the reasons and motivations to do so on sexual desire, and
relationship and sexual satisfaction. Findings yielded from this study also inform and support
current sexual scripts as well as the reciprocity discourse. Future research on this subject should
continue to include men, and among other things, should aim to examine reasons and
motivations for pretending orgasm in tandem with motives for engaging in sex.
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Appendix A
Demographics Questionnaire
1. Please indicate your age in years
__________
2. What is your current status?
a. Canadian citizen
b. American citizen
c. I choose not to answer
3. How do you identify?
a. Male
b. Female
c. Trans man
d. Trans woman
e. I choose not to answer
f. Other (please specify)
____________
4. What is your sexual orientation?
a. Bisexual
b. Heterosexual
c. Gay/Lesbian
d. Pansexual
e. Asexual
f. Uncertain/Questioning
g. I choose not to answer
h. Other (please specify)
____________
5. What is your current relationship status?
a. Single/Not dating anyone
b. Casually dating one or more partners
c. Seriously dating one partner
d. In a polyamorous/multi-partnered relationship
e. Living with partner, but not married
f. Married
g. Divorced/Separated
h. I choose not to answer
6. If you are currently in a relationship, how long have you been together? (If you are
polyamorous and have multiple ongoing relationships, please refer to your longest
ongoing relationship)
______ years and ______ months
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7. Do you have any children?
a. Yes
b. No
c. I choose not to answer
8. If yes, how many of your children live at home with you? (If none of your children are
living with you, indicate 0).
______
9. What is the highest level of education that you have accomplished?
a. Some high school
b. High school diploma
c. Some college
d. College degree
e. Some university
f. Bachelor’s degree
g. Master’s degree
h. Doctoral degree
i. I choose not to answer
j. Other:____________
10. Which of the following best describes your current student status?
a. Full-time student
b. Part-time student
c. I have already graduated
d. I have never been a student in a post-secondary institution
e. I choose not to answer
11. Which of the following best describes your current employment situation?
a. Working full-time
b. Working part-time
c. Not working
d. I choose not to answer
12. How do you identify?
a. Black
b. Latino/Latina
c. White/Caucasian
d. Middle Eastern/Arabic
e. South Asian
f. East Asian
g. First Nation
h. Pacific Islander
i. Multiracial
j. I choose not to answer
k. Other: _______________________________
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13. Do you identify yourself as a member of a religious group?
a. Yes
b. No
c. I choose not to answer
14. What is the degree of your religiosity (i.e., attendance of gatherings, prayer, following the
practices and teachings of the religion, etc.)?
0
1
Not at all religious

2

3

4

5

6

7

8
9
10
11
Extremely religious I choose not to answer
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Appendix B
Sexual Desire Inventory (SDI; Spector, Carey, & Steinberg, 1996)
1. During this last month, how often would you have liked to engage in sexual activity with a
partner (for example, touching each other’s genitals, giving or receiving oral stimulation,
intercourse, etc.)?
0) Not at all
1) Once a month
2) Once every two weeks
3) Once a week
4) Twice a week
5) 3 to 4 times a week
6) Once a day
7) More than once a day
8) I choose not to answer
2. During this last month, how often have you had sexual thoughts involving a partner?
0) Not at all
1) Once or twice a month
2) Once a week
3) Twice a week
4) 3 to 4 times a week
5) Once a day
6) A couple times a day
7) Many times a day
8) I choose not to answer
3. When you have sexual thoughts how strong is your desire to engage in sexual behavior with a
partner?
0
No desire

1

2

3

4

5

6
7
8
9
Strong desire I choose not to answer

4. When you first see an attractive person, how strong is your sexual desire?
0
No desire

1

2

3

4

5

6
7
8
9
Strong desire I choose not to answer

5. When you spend time with an attractive person (for example, at work or school), how strong is
your sexual desire?
0
No desire

1

2

3

4

5

6
7
8
9
Strong desire I choose not to answer
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6. When you are in romantic situations (such as a candle-lit dinner, a walk on the beach, etc.)
how strong is your sexual desire?
0
No desire

1

2

3

4

5

6
7
8
9
Strong desire I choose not to answer

7. How strong is your desire to engage in sexual activity with a partner?
0
No desire

1

2

3

4

5

6
7
8
9
Strong desire I choose not to answer

8. How important is it for you to fulfill your sexual desire through activity with a partner
0
Not at all important

1

2

3

4

5
6
7
8
9
Extremely important I choose not to answer

9. Compared to other people of your age and sex, how would you rate your desire to behave
sexually with a partner?
0
Much less desire

1

2

3

4

5
6
7
8
9
Much more desire I choose not to answer

10. During this last month, how often would you have liked to behave sexually by yourself (for
example, masturbating, touching you genitals, etc.)?
0) Not at all
1) Once a month
2) Once every two weeks
3) Once a week
4) Twice a week
5) 3 to 4 times a week
6) Once a day
7) More than once a day
8) I choose not to answer
11. How strong is your desire to engage in sexual behavior by yourself?
0
No desire

1

2

3

4

5

6
7
8
9
Strong desire I choose not to answer

12. How important is it for you to fulfill your desires to behave sexually by yourself?
0
Not at all important

1

2

3

4

5
6
7
8
9
Extremely important I choose not to answer
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13. Compared to other people of your age and sex, how would you rate your desire to behave
sexually by yourself?
0
Not at all important

1

2

3

4

5
6
7
8
9
Extremely important I choose not to answer

14. How long could you go comfortably without having sexual activity of some kind?
0) Forever
1) A year or two
2) Several months
3) A month
4) A few weeks
5) A week
6) A few days
7) One day
8) Less than one day
9) I choose not to answer
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Appendix C
The Global Measure of Relationship Satisfaction (GMREL; Lawrence & Byers, 1998)
1. In general, how would you describe your overall relationship with your partner?
Very Bad 2
3
4
5
6
Very
I choose
1
Good
not
to
7
answer 8
2. In general, how would you describe your overall relationship with your partner?
Very
2
3
4
5
6
Very
I choose
unpleasant
pleasant
not
to
1
7
answer 8
3. In general, how would you describe your overall relationship with your partner?
Very
2
3
4
5
6
Very
I choose
negative
positive
not
to
1
7
answer 8
4. In general, how would you describe your overall relationship with your partner?
Very
2
3
4
5
6
Very
I choose
unsatisfying
satisfying
not
to
1
7
answer 8
5. In general, how would you describe your overall relationship with your partner?
Worthless 2
3
4
5
6
Very
I choose
1
valuable
not
to
7
answer 8
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Appendix D
The Global Measure of Sexual Satisfaction (GMSEX; Lawrence & Byers, 1998)
1. In general, how would you describe your overall sexual relationship with your partner?
Very Bad 2
3
4
5
6
Very
I choose
1
Good
not
to
7
answer 8
2. In general, how would you describe your overall sexual relationship with your partner?
Very
2
3
4
5
6
Very
I choose
unpleasant
pleasant
not
to
1
7
answer 8
3. In general, how would you describe your overall sexual relationship with your partner?
Very
2
3
4
5
6
Very
I choose
negative
positive
not
to
1
7
answer 8
4. In general, how would you describe your overall sexual relationship with your partner?
Very
2
3
4
5
6
Very
I choose
unsatisfying
satisfying
not
to
1
7
answer 8
5. In general, how would you describe your overall sexual relationship with your partner?
Worthless 2
3
4
5
6
Very
I choose
1
valuable
not
to
7
answer 8
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Appendix E
Feigning Orgasm and Sexual History Descriptives
1. At what age did you first have vaginal sex with a partner (penis in vagina intercourse)?
________
2. At what age did you first have anal sex with a partner (penis in anus/rectum/butt
intercourse)?
________
3. At what age did you first have oral sex with a partner (given or received)?
________
4. How many sexual partners have you had throughout your life?
________
5. Do you occasionally pretend to have an orgasm during sexual activity with your current
partner?
a. Yes
b. No
c. I choose not to answer
6. If you are occasionally pretending orgasms with your current partner, roughly how long
ago in your relationship did you first start pretending orgasms? Please indicate your
answer in both years and months.
______ years ______ months
7. From the beginning of your relationship with your current partner, please indicate the
overall percentage (from 1 to 100%) of the sexual encounters during which you have
pretended to have an orgasm (e.g., if you think that you have pretended to have an
orgasm about half the time, then indicate ‘50’).
_________
8. During what type of sexual activity do you usually pretend to have an orgasm? (If you
usually pretend to have an orgasm during more than one type of activity, you may select
more than one of the following options)
a. Oral sex
b. Penile-vaginal sex
c. Anal sex
d. Manual stimulation by a partner
e. Stimulation with a sex toy by a partner
f. I choose not to answer
g. Other (please specify)
__________________________________

101

Appendix F
Motives for Feigning Orgasm Scale (Pilot)
From 1 (not at all important) to 7 (extremely important), please rate how important each of the
following reasons were in influencing your decision to pretend to have an orgasm with your
current partner (from the first time, to the most recent time you pretended to have an orgasm with
your current partner).
A. The orgasm was unlikely or taking too long
1. I was too intoxicated.
Not at all 2
3
4
5
6
important
1
2. I already had an orgasm that day
Not at all 2
3
4
5
6
important
1
3. I rarely or never had an orgasm from that type of sexual activity
Not at all 2
3
4
5
6
important
1
4. I had masturbated earlier that day
Not at all 2
3
4
5
6
important
1
5. It was taking me too long to have an orgasm
Not at all 2
3
4
5
6
important
1
6. I was not very attracted to my partner
Not at all 2
3
4
5
6
important
1
7. I did not feel comfortable or relaxed enough to have an orgasm
Not at all 2
3
4
5
6
important
1
8. My partner was not very good in bed
Not at all 2
3
4
5
6

Extremely
important
7

I choose
not
to
answer 8

Extremely
important
7

I choose
not
to
answer 8

Extremely
important
7

I choose
not
to
answer 8

Extremely
important
7

I choose
not
to
answer 8

Extremely
important
7

I choose
not
to
answer 8

Extremely
important
7

I choose
not
to
answer 8

Extremely
important
7

I choose
not
to
answer 8

Extremely

I choose
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important
1
9. I did not feel as though I was going to have an orgasm
Not at all 2
3
4
5
6
important
1
10. I was too drunk
Not at all 2
3
4
5
6
important
1
11. My partner was unattractive
Not at all 2
3
4
5
6
important
1
12. My partner was unskilled
Not at all 2
3
4
5
6
important
1
13. I had too much to drink
Not at all 2
3
4
5
6
important
1
14. My partner was inexperienced
Not at all 2
3
4
5
6
important
1
15. I was inexperienced
Not at all 2
3
4
5
6
important
1
16. I felt uncomfortable with my partner
Not at all 2
3
4
5
6
important
1
17. I seldom or never had an orgasm from that act
Not at all 2
3
4
5
6
important
1

important
7

not
to
answer 8

Extremely
important
7

I choose
not
to
answer 8

Extremely
important
7

I choose
not
to
answer 8

Extremely
important
7

I choose
not
to
answer 8

Extremely
important
7

I choose
not
to
answer 8

Extremely
important
7

I choose
not
to
answer 8

Extremely
important
7

I choose
not
to
answer 8

Extremely
important
7

I choose
not
to
answer 8

Extremely
important
7

I choose
not
to
answer 8

Extremely
important
7

I choose
not
to
answer 8
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B. I wanted the sex to end
18. I felt tired or wanted to sleep
Not at all 2
3
4
5
important
1
19. I was not in the mood
Not at all 2
3
4
5
important
1
20. I felt bored or lost interest
Not at all 2
3
4
5
important
1
21. I felt sore, or my partner felt sore
Not at all 2
3
4
5
important
1
22. The sex was awkward
Not at all 2
3
4
5
important
1
23. My partner would keep going until I had an orgasm
Not at all 2
3
4
5
important
1
24. I was exhausted and felt like sleeping
Not at all 2
3
4
5
important
1
25. I did not feel turned on anymore
Not at all 2
3
4
5
important
1
26. I regretted my choice of partner
Not at all 2
3
4
5
important
1
27. I did not feel like having sex
Not at all 2
3
4
5

6

Extremely
important
7

I choose
not
to
answer 8

6

Extremely
important
7

I choose
not
to
answer 8

6

Extremely
important
7

I choose
not
to
answer 8

6

Extremely
important
7

I choose
not
to
answer 8

6

Extremely
important
7

I choose
not
to
answer 8

6

Extremely
important
7

I choose
not
to
answer 8

6

Extremely
important
7

I choose
not
to
answer 8

6

Extremely
important
7

I choose
not
to
answer 8

6

Extremely
important
7

I choose
not
to
answer 8

6

Extremely

I choose
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important
1
28. The location where we were having sex was problematic
Not at all 2
3
4
5
6
important
1
29. The sex got boring
Not at all 2
3
4
5
6
important
1
30. I was losing my erection/My vagina was getting dry
Not at all 2
3
4
5
6
important
1
31. The sex was getting painful for me or for my partner
Not at all 2
3
4
5
6
important
1
32. I was not interested in having sex
Not at all 2
3
4
5
6
important
1
33. My partner would not stop until I had an orgasm
Not at all 2
3
4
5
6
important
1
C. Timing
34. My partner’s orgasm seemed imminent
Not at all 2
3
4
5
6
important
1
35. My partner was about to have an orgasm
Not at all 2
3
4
5
6
important
1
36. My partner seemed as though s/he was about to have an orgasm
Not at all 2
3
4
5
6
important

important
7

not
to
answer 8

Extremely
important
7

I choose
not
to
answer 8

Extremely
important
7

I choose
not
to
answer 8

Extremely
important
7

I choose
not
to
answer 8

Extremely
important
7

I choose
not
to
answer 8

Extremely
important
7

I choose
not
to
answer 8

Extremely
important
7

I choose
not
to
answer 8

Extremely
important
7

I choose
not
to
answer 8

Extremely
important
7

I choose
not
to
answer 8

Extremely
important

I choose
not
to
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1

7

answer 8

Extremely
important
7

I choose
not
to
answer 8

Extremely
important
7

I choose
not
to
answer 8

6

Extremely
important
7

I choose
not
to
answer 8

6

Extremely
important
7

I choose
not
to
answer 8

6

Extremely
important
7

I choose
not
to
answer 8

6

Extremely
important
7

I choose
not
to
answer 8

6

Extremely
important
7

I choose
not
to
answer 8

6

Extremely
important
7

I choose
not
to
answer 8

6

Extremely
important
7

I choose
not
to
answer 8

37. I wanted to have an orgasm at the same time as my partner
Not at all 2
3
4
5
6
important
1
38. My partner seemed ready to have an orgasm
Not at all 2
3
4
5
6
important
1
D. To avoid a negative consequence
39. I wanted to avoid hurting my partner’s feelings
Not at all 2
3
4
5
important
1
40. I wanted to avoid upsetting my partner
Not at all 2
3
4
5
important
1
41. I wanted to avoid an awkward situation
Not at all 2
3
4
5
important
1
42. I wanted to avoid arguing about it
Not at all 2
3
4
5
important
1
43. I wanted to avoid seeming inexperienced
Not at all 2
3
4
5
important
1
44. I wanted to avoid appearing abnormal or inadequate
Not at all 2
3
4
5
important
1
45. I wanted to avoid getting my partner angry
Not at all 2
3
4
5
important
1
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46. I wanted to avoid having to discuss it
Not at all 2
3
4
5
6
important
1
47. I wanted to avoid losing my partner
Not at all 2
3
4
5
6
important
1
48. I wanted to avoid appearing frigid
Not at all 2
3
4
5
6
important
1
49. I wanted to avoid discussing my not having an orgasm
Not at all 2
3
4
5
6
important
1
E. To get a positive consequence
50. I wanted to please my partner
Not at all 2
3
4
5
important
1
51. So that my partner thinks s/he did a good job
Not at all 2
3
4
5
important
1
52. I wanted to make my partner happy
Not at all 2
3
4
5
important
1
53. I wanted to appear or feel sexy
Not at all 2
3
4
5
important
1
54. I wanted to make sex more fun
Not at all 2
3
4
5
important
1
55. I wanted to boost my self-esteem

Extremely
important
7

I choose
not
to
answer 8

Extremely
important
7

I choose
not
to
answer 8

Extremely
important
7

I choose
not
to
answer 8

Extremely
important
7

I choose
not
to
answer 8

6

Extremely
important
7

I choose
not
to
answer 8

6

Extremely
important
7

I choose
not
to
answer 8

6

Extremely
important
7

I choose
not
to
answer 8

6

Extremely
important
7

I choose
not
to
answer 8

6

Extremely
important
7

I choose
not
to
answer 8
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Not at all 2
3
4
5
6
important
1
56. I wanted to reinforce a sexual technique that my partner used
Not at all 2
3
4
5
6
important
1
57. I wanted to excite my partner
Not at all 2
3
4
5
6
important
1
58. I wanted to boost my partner’s self-esteem
Not at all 2
3
4
5
6
important
1
59. I wanted to add a bit of excitement to our lovemaking
Not at all 2
3
4
5
6
important
1
60. I wanted to make my partner feel good about himself/herself
Not at all 2
3
4
5
6
important
1

Extremely
important
7

I choose
not
to
answer 8

Extremely
important
7

I choose
not
to
answer 8

Extremely
important
7

I choose
not
to
answer 8

Extremely
important
7

I choose
not
to
answer 8

Extremely
important
7

I choose
not
to
answer 8

Extremely
important
7

I choose
not
to
answer 8

108

Appendix G
Sexual Goals Questionnaire (Impett & Peplau, 2002)
On average, please rate how important each of the following reasons were in influencing your
decision to have sex with your current partner (from the first time, to the most recent time you
had sex with your current partner).
1. ... to pursue my own sexual pleasure
Not at all 2
important
1

3

4

5

6

Extremely
important
7

I choose
not
to
answer 8

4

5

6

Extremely
important
7

I choose
not
to
answer 8

4

5

6

Extremely
important
7

I choose
not
to
answer 8

5

6

Extremely
important
7

I choose
not
to
answer 8

5

6

Extremely
important
7

I choose
not
to
answer 8

5

6

Extremely
important
7

I choose
not
to
answer 8

6

Extremely
important
7

I choose
not
to
answer 8

6

Extremely
important
7

I choose
not
to
answer 8

6

Extremely
important
7

I choose
not
to
answer 8

2. ... to feel good about myself
Not at all 2
important
1

3

3. ... to please my partner
Not at all 2
important
1

3

4. ... to promote intimacy in my relationship
Not at all 2
important
1

3

4

5. ... to express love for my partner
Not at all 2
important
1

3

4

6. ... to avoid conflict in my relationship
Not at all 2
important
1

3

4

7. ... to prevent my partner from becoming upset
Not at all 2
important
1

3

4

5

8. ... to prevent my partner from getting angry at me
Not at all 2
important
1

3

4

5

9. ... to prevent my partner from losing interest in me
Not at all 2
important
1

3

4

5
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Appendix H
Behavioral Inhibition System/Behavioral Activation System Scale
(BIS/BAS; Carver & White, 1994)
1. A person's family is the most important thing in life.
1- Very true for 2- Somewhat true 3- Somewhat false 4-Very false for 5- I choose not
me
for me
for me
me
to answer
2. Even if something bad is about to happen to me, I rarely experience fear or nervousness.
1- Very true for 2- Somewhat true 3- Somewhat false 4-Very false for 5- I choose not
me
for me
for me
me
to answer
3. I go out of my way to get things I want.
1- Very true for 2- Somewhat true 3- Somewhat false 4-Very false for 5- I choose not
me
for me
for me
me
to answer
4. When I'm doing well at something I love to keep at it.
1- Very true for 2- Somewhat true 3- Somewhat false 4-Very false for 5- I choose not
me
for me
for me
me
to answer
5. I'm always willing to try something new if I think it will be fun.
1- Very true for 2- Somewhat true 3- Somewhat false 4-Very false for 5- I choose not
me
for me
for me
me
to answer
6. How I dress is important to me.
1- Very true for 2- Somewhat true 3- Somewhat false 4-Very false for 5- I choose not
me
for me
for me
me
to answer
7. When I get something I want, I feel excited and energized.
1- Very true for 2- Somewhat true 3- Somewhat false 4-Very false for 5- I choose not
me
for me
for me
me
to answer
8. Criticism or scolding hurts me quite a bit.
1- Very true for 2- Somewhat true 3- Somewhat false 4-Very false for 5- I choose not
me
for me
for me
me
to answer
9. When I want something I usually go all-out to get it.
1- Very true for 2- Somewhat true 3- Somewhat false 4-Very false for 5- I choose not
me
for me
for me
me
to answer
10. I will often do things for no other reason than that they might be fun.
1- Very true for 2- Somewhat true 3- Somewhat false 4-Very false for 5- I choose not
me
for me
for me
me
to answer
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11. It's hard for me to find the time to do things such as get a haircut.
1- Very true for 2- Somewhat true 3- Somewhat false 4-Very false for 5- I choose not
me
for me
for me
me
to answer
12. If I see a chance to get something I want I move on it right away.
1- Very true for 2- Somewhat true 3- Somewhat false 4-Very false for 5- I choose not
me
for me
for me
me
to answer
13. I feel pretty worried or upset when I think or know somebody is angry at me.
1- Very true for 2- Somewhat true 3- Somewhat false 4-Very false for 5- I choose not
me
for me
for me
me
to answer
14. When I see an opportunity for something I like I get excited right away.
1- Very true for 2- Somewhat true 3- Somewhat false 4-Very false for 5- I choose not
me
for me
for me
me
to answer
15. I often act on the spur of the moment.
1- Very true for 2- Somewhat true 3- Somewhat false 4-Very false for 5- I choose not
me
for me
for me
me
to answer
16. If I think something unpleasant is going to happen I usually get pretty "worked up."
1- Very true for 2- Somewhat true 3- Somewhat false 4-Very false for 5- I choose not
me
for me
for me
me
to answer
17. I often wonder why people act the way they do.
1- Very true for 2- Somewhat true 3- Somewhat false 4-Very false for 5- I choose not
me
for me
for me
me
to answer
18. When good things happen to me, it affects me strongly.
1- Very true for 2- Somewhat true 3- Somewhat false 4-Very false for 5- I choose not
me
for me
for me
me
to answer
19. I feel worried when I think I have done poorly at something important.
1- Very true for 2- Somewhat true 3- Somewhat false 4-Very false for 5- I choose not
me
for me
for me
me
to answer
20. I crave excitement and new sensations.
1- Very true for 2- Somewhat true 3- Somewhat false 4-Very false for 5- I choose not
me
for me
for me
me
to answer
21. When I go after something I use a "no holds barred" approach.
1- Very true for 2- Somewhat true 3- Somewhat false 4-Very false for 5- I choose not
me
for me
for me
me
to answer
22. I have very few fears compared to my friends.
1- Very true for 2- Somewhat true 3- Somewhat false 4-Very false for 5- I choose not

111

me

for me

for me

me

to answer

23. It would excite me to win a contest.
1- Very true for 2- Somewhat true 3- Somewhat false 4-Very false for 5- I choose not
me
for me
for me
me
to answer
24. I worry about making mistakes.
1- Very true for 2- Somewhat true 3- Somewhat false 4-Very false for 5- I choose not
me
for me
for me
me
to answer
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Appendix I
Experiences in Close Relationships-Relationship Structures Questionnaire
(ECR-RS; Fraley, Heffernan, Vicary, & Brumbaugh, 2011)
1. It helps to turn to this person in times of need.
strongly disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 strongly agree

8 – I choose not to answer

2. I usually discuss my problems and concerns with this person.
strongly disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 strongly agree
8 – I choose not to answer
3. I talk things over with this person.
strongly disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 strongly agree

8 – I choose not to answer

4. I find it easy to depend on this person.
strongly disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 strongly agree

8 – I choose not to answer

5. I don't feel comfortable opening up to this person.
strongly disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 strongly agree

8 – I choose not to answer

6. I prefer not to show this person how I feel deep down.
strongly disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 strongly agree
8 – I choose not to answer
7. I often worry that this person doesn't really care for me.
strongly disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 strongly agree
8 – I choose not to answer
8. I'm afraid that this person may abandon me.
strongly disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 strongly agree

8 – I choose not to answer

9. I worry that this person won't care about me as much as I care about him or her.
strongly disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 strongly agree
8 – I choose not to answer
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Appendix J
Sexual Compulsivity Scale (Kalichman et al., 1994)
A number of statements that some people have used to describe themselves are given below.
Read each statement and then circle the number to show how well you believe the statement
describes you.
1. My sexual appetite has gotten in the way of my relationships.
1- Not at all like 2- Slightly like me 3- Mainly like me 4-Very
me
like me

much 5- I choose not
to answer

2. My sexual thoughts and behaviors are causing problems in my life.
1- Not at all like 2- Slightly like me 3- Mainly like me 4-Very
much 5- I choose not
me
like me
to answer
3. My desires to have sex have disrupted my daily life.
1- Not at all like 2- Slightly like me 3- Mainly like me
me

4-Very
like me

much 5- I choose not
to answer

4. I sometimes fail to meet my commitments and responsibilities because of my sexual
behaviors.
1- Not at all like 2- Slightly like me 3- Mainly like me 4-Very
much 5- I choose not
me
like me
to answer
5. I sometimes get so horny I could lose control.
1- Not at all like 2- Slightly like me 3- Mainly like me
me

4-Very
like me

much 5- I choose not
to answer

6. I find myself thinking about sex while at work.
1- Not at all like 2- Slightly like me 3- Mainly like me
me

4-Very
like me

much 5- I choose not
to answer

7. I feel that my sexual thoughts and feelings are stronger than I am.
1- Not at all like 2- Slightly like me 3- Mainly like me 4-Very
much 5- I choose not
me
like me
to answer
8. I have to struggle to control my sexual thoughts and behavior.
1- Not at all like 2- Slightly like me 3- Mainly like me 4-Very
me
like me

much 5- I choose not
to answer

9. I think about sex more than I would like to.
1- Not at all like 2- Slightly like me 3- Mainly like me
me

much 5- I choose not
to answer

4-Very
like me

10. It has been difficult for me to find sex partners who desire having sex as much as I want
to.
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1- Not at all like 2- Slightly like me
me

3- Mainly like me

4-Very
like me

much 5- I choose not
to answer
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Appendix K
Motives for Feigning Orgasm Scale
From 1 (not at all important) to 7 (extremely important), please rate how important each of the
following reasons were in influencing your decision to pretend to have an orgasm with your
current partner (from the first time, to the most recent time you pretended to have an orgasm with
your current partner).
1. I wanted to make my partner feel good about himself/herself.
Not at all 2
3
4
5
6
important
1
2. I felt tired or wanted to sleep.
Not at all 2
3
4
5
6
important
1
3. I was too intoxicated.
Not at all 2
3
4
5
6
important
1
4. My partner was unskilled.
Not at all 2
3
4
5
6
important
1
5. My partner’s orgasm seemed imminent.
Not at all 2
3
4
5
6
important
1
6. I wanted to avoid appearing frigid.
Not at all 2
3
4
5
6
important
1
7. I had too much to drink.
Not at all 2
3
4
5
6
important
1
8. I wanted my partner to think s/he did a good job.
Not at all 2
3
4
5
6
important
1

Extremely
important
7

I choose
not
to
answer 8

Extremely
important
7

I choose
not
to
answer 8

Extremely
important
7

I choose
not
to
answer 8

Extremely
important
7

I choose
not
to
answer 8

Extremely
important
7

I choose
not
to
answer 8

Extremely
important
7

I choose
not
to
answer 8

Extremely
important
7

I choose
not
to
answer 8

Extremely
important
7

I choose
not
to
answer 8
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9. I felt uncomfortable with my partner.
Not at all 2
3
4
5
6
important
1
10. I was not in the mood.
Not at all 2
3
4
5
6
important
1
11. My partner seemed ready to have an orgasm.
Not at all 2
3
4
5
6
important
1
12. I wanted to avoid appearing abnormal or inadequate.
Not at all 2
3
4
5
6
important
1
13. I was too drunk.
Not at all 2
3
4
5
6
important
1
14. I wanted to boost my partner’s self-esteem.
Not at all 2
3
4
5
6
important
1
15. The sex was awkward.
Not at all 2
3
4
5
6
important
1
16. I wanted to avoid discussing my not having an orgasm.
Not at all 2
3
4
5
6
important
1
17. My partner was about to have an orgasm.
Not at all 2
3
4
5
6
important
1
18. I wanted to add a bit of excitement to out lovemaking.
Not at all 2
3
4
5
6
important
1

Extremely
important
7

I choose
not
to
answer 8

Extremely
important
7

I choose
not
to
answer 8

Extremely
important
7

I choose
not
to
answer 8

Extremely
important
7

I choose
not
to
answer 8

Extremely
important
7

I choose
not
to
answer 8

Extremely
important
7

I choose
not
to
answer 8

Extremely
important
7

I choose
not
to
answer 8

Extremely
important
7

I choose
not
to
answer 8

Extremely
important
7

I choose
not
to
answer 8

Extremely
important
7

I choose
not
to
answer 8
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19. I wanted to make my partner happy.
Not at all 2
3
4
5
6
important
1
20. I regretted my choice of partner.
Not at all 2
3
4
5
6
important
1
21. I wanted to avoid losing my partner.
Not at all 2
3
4
5
6
important
1
22. I wanted to avoid hurting my partner’s feelings.
Not at all 2
3
4
5
6
important
1
23. I wanted to feel or appear sexy.
Not at all 2
3
4
5
6
important
1
24. I did not feel like having sex.
Not at all 2
3
4
5
6
important
1
25. I wanted to reinforce a sexual technique that my partner used.
Not at all 2
3
4
5
6
important
1
Intoxication: 3, 7, & 13.
Partner Self-Esteem: 1, 8, 14, 19, & 22.
Poor Sex/Partner: 4, 9, 15, & 20.
Desireless Sex: 2, 10, 16, & 24.
Timing: 5, 11, & 17.
Insecurity: 6. 12. 18, 21, 23, & 25.

Extremely
important
7

I choose
not
to
answer 8

Extremely
important
7

I choose
not
to
answer 8

Extremely
important
7

I choose
not
to
answer 8

Extremely
important
7

I choose
not
to
answer 8

Extremely
important
7

I choose
not
to
answer 8

Extremely
important
7

I choose
not
to
answer 8

Extremely
important
7

I choose
not
to
answer 8
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Appendix L
Exploratory Factor Analysis: Summary of Item Deletion and Rationale
Factor Analysis Details
TOTAL SAMPLE
FA#1

Item
Number
MOFO8

Item
It was taking me too long to have an orgasm.

6 items removed for double- MOFO9
loadings
5 items removed with low MOFO11
variability (<10%)
MOFO12
48 items included

I was not very attracted to my partner.

12 factor solution accounting MOFO18
for 66.03% of variance
MOFO25
Converged in 28 iterations
MOFO26

I wanted to avoid upsetting my partner.

I wanted to make sex more fun.
I did not feel comfortable or relaxed enough to
have an orgasm.

My partner was inexperienced.
I was inexperienced.

MOFO30

I seldom or never had an orgasm from that act.

MOFO47

The location where we were having sex was
problematic.

MOFO49

The sex got boring.

MOFO51

I was losing my erection/My vagina was getting
dry.
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Factor Analysis Details
TOTAL SAMPLE
FA#2

Item
Number
MOFO13

Item
I wanted to excite my partner.

4 items removed for double- MOFO15
loadings
2 items removed for loadings
with extremely high variability MOFO28
1 item removed with low
variability (<10%)
MOFO43

I did not feel as though I was going to have an
orgasm.

41 items included

I was not interested in having sex.

MOFO55

I wanted to boost my self-esteem.
I did not feel turned on anymore.

10 factor solution accounting MOFO56
for 65.41% of variance

My partner would not stop until I had an
orgasm.

Converged in 16 iterations

MOFO57

I wanted to avoid arguing about it.

Factor Analysis Details
TOTAL SAMPLE
FA#3

Item
Number
MOFO4

Item

2 items removed for doubleloadings
MOFO19
1 item removed with low
variability (<10%)
MOFO40
38 items included
8 factor solution accounting
for 62.29% of variance
Converged in 11 iterations

I rarely or never had an orgasm from that type
of sexual activity.
My partner was unattractive.
My partner would keep going until I had an
orgasm.
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Factor Analysis Details
TOTAL SAMPLE
FA#4

Item
Number
MOFO36

2 items removed for double- MOFO45
loadings

Item
I felt bored or lost interest.
I wanted to avoid getting my partner angry.

36 items included
8 factor solution accounting
for 64.32% of variance
Converged in 10 iterations
Factor Analysis Details
TOTAL SAMPLE
FA#5

Item
Number
MOFO1

Item

Item
Number
MOFO2

Item

I wanted to have an orgasm at the same time as
my partner.

Removed 1 item for doubleloadings
35 items included
8 factor solution accounting
for 64.86% of variance
Converged in 9 iterations

Factor Analysis Details
TOTAL SAMPLE
FA#6

4 items removed because they
MOFO6
loaded on two-item factors

I already had an orgasm that day.
I had masturbated earlier that day.

31 items included
MOFO37

I felt sore, or my partner felt sore.

MOFO53

The sex was getting painful for me of for my
partner.

8 factor solution accounting
for 65.14% of variance
Converged in 11 iterations
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Factor Analysis Details
TOTAL SAMPLE
FA#7

Item
Number
MOFO48

Item

Item
Number
MOFO42

Item

Item
Number
MOFO52

Item

I wanted to avoid having to discuss it.

1 item removed for doubleloadings
30 items included
6 factor solution accounting
for 62.89% of variance
Converged in 10 iterations
Factor Analysis Details
TOTAL SAMPLE
FA#8

I wanted to avoid seeming inexperienced.

1 item removed for doubleloadings
29 items included
6 factor solution accounting
for 63.17% of variance
Converged in 8 iterations
Factor Analysis Details
TOTAL SAMPLE
FA#9
1 item removed for doubleloadings
28 items included
6 factor solution accounting
for 63.2% of variance
Converged in 9 iterations

I wanted to please my partner.
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Factor Analysis Details
TOTAL SAMPLE
FA#10

Item
Number
MOFO14

3
items
removed
for
redundancy and very high
MOFO41
Cronbach alphas.

Item
My partner was not very good in bed.

I was exhausted and felt like sleeping.

25 items included
6 factor solution accounting MOFO27
for 63.78% of variance
Converged in 9 iterations

My partner seemed as though s/he was about to
have an orgasm.
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Appendix M
Study 2: Validation of the Motives for Feigning Orgasms Scale (MOFO)
Study 2
The purpose of this study was to evaluate the Motives for Feigning Orgasms Scale’s
(MOFO) construct validity.
Method
Participants
For the purpose of this study, participants needed to be between 18 to 29 years of age, be
in a relationship of at least 4 weeks (i.e. one month), be either an American or a Canadian citizen
and not currently be taking any antidepressants. These inclusion criteria were selected in order to
match those that were previously used in Study 1. Given that part of the purpose of this study
was to assess the MOFO’s validity, it was crucial that similar samples be used. Again,
participants were recruited via Amazon Mechanical Turk (MTurk), and those who completed the
survey were each compensated $0.50.
Procedure
Prior to completing any measures or questionnaires, interested individuals were informed
of the purpose of the study and that any information they provide for the study would remain
confidential and would not be used for purposes unrelated to the presented study. Informed
consent was acquired when participants selected “Yes” for the question, “Do you consent to
participate?” at the bottom of the page detailing the purpose and implications of the study.
Individuals were first required to answer a few screening questions to assure that they were
eligible to participate. If they failed to meet any criterion (i.e., selected age range and
relationship length, American or Canadian citizenship, and currently not taking any anti-
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depressants), they were prevented from answering further questions. Eligible participants then
filled out a series of measures and questions pertaining to their personal background, motives for
feigning orgasm and engaging in sex, motivation, attachment, and sexual compulsivity.
Measures
Demographics. The same demographic questionnaire used in Study 1 was used in this
study to collect demographic information from the participants, in order to describe the sample
(Appendix A).
Motivations for Feigning Orgasms Scale (MOFO). The 25-item MOFO (see Appendix
K), comprised of six subscales developed based on the factor analysis in Study 1, was
administered for purposes of validation assessment.
Scale Validation
To evaluate the MOFO’s construct and discriminant validity, four questionnaires were
administered: the Sexual Goals questionnaire (Impett, et al., 2005), the Behavioral Inhibition
System/Behavioral Activation System Scale (BIS/BAS; Carver & White, 1994), the Experiences
in Close Relationships-Relationship Structures questionnaire (ECR-RS; Fraley, Heffernan,
Vicary, & Brumbaugh, 2011), and the Sexual Compulsivity Scale (SCS; Kalichman, et al.,
1994).
Sexual goals. Impett, et al.’s (2005) nine-item questionnaire of sexual goals, adapted
from Cooper et al.’s (1998) work (refer to Appendix G), measures five approach and four
avoidance goals that have been commonly endorsed by individuals in past research. Each given
approach and avoidance goal is rated on 7-point scales with answers ranging from 1 – not at all
important, to 7 – extremely important. Some research supports its reliability; over a 14-day
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study, the average within-person reliability coefficients were .71 for approach motives and .90
for avoidance motives (Impett et al., 2005, 2008).
Behavioral Inhibition System/Behavioral Activation System Scale (BIS/BAS). The
BIS/BAS (Carver & White, 1994) is a 24-item questionnaire measuring individuals’ affective
response to future rewards (BAS) and punishments (BIS). This questionnaire includes four
subscales; the BIS, the BAS Drive, the BAS Fun Seeking, and the BAS Reward Responsiveness.
Test-retest reliability has been evaluated during an 8-week span among a sample of 113 college
students, yielding a coefficient of .66 for the BIS, .66 for the BAS Drive, .59 for the BAS
Reward Responsiveness, and .69 for the BAS Fun Seeking (Carver & White, 1994). The BIS and
BAS have also been shown to be distinct constructs, with research demonstrating very low
correlation coefficients between the BIS and all BAS subscales (Carver & White, 1994).
Experiences in Close Relationships-Relationship Structures Questionnaire (ECRRS). The ECR-RS (Fraley, Heffernan, Vicary, & Brumbaugh, 2011) is a 9-item scale which can
be used to measure individuals’ attachment propensities in four relational domains, including
attachment towards romantic partners. Test-retest reliability over a 30-day period sits at
approximately .65 (Fraley, 2012).
Sexual Compulsivity Scale (SCS).
The Sexual Compulsivity Scale (SCS; Kalichman, et al., 1994) is a 10-item scale
designed to assess the insistent, intrusive, and uncontrolled sexual thoughts and behaviours, and
has demonstrated excellent internal consistency across different populations (e.g., α = .77 in
female college students, and α = .81 in male college students; Dodge, Reece, Cole, & Sandfort,
2004). Test-retest reliability over a period of two weeks sits at r = .95 (Kalichman & Rompa,
1995), and at r = .64 over a period of three months (Kalichman et al., 1994). This scale was
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chosen due to its briefness, its relatedness in terms of sexuality, but also because was
hypothesized to measure different constructs than the MOFO’s subscales.
Analyses
Pearson correlation coefficients were used in order to assess the MOFO’s convergent and
discriminant validity. It was hypothesized that, because they measure similar motives, scores
obtained on the Approach Motives subscale of the Sexual Goals questionnaire would positively
correlate with those obtained on the MOFO’s Partner Self-Esteem and Timing subscales, and
that they would not correlate with scores obtained on the Intoxication, Poor Sex/Partner, and
Desireless Sex subscales. Furthermore, it was hypothesized that, because they measure similar
motives, scores obtained on the Avoidance motives subscale of the Sexual Goals questionnaire
would correlate positively with those obtained on the Insecurity subscale of the MOFO, and not
correlate with scores obtained on the Partner Self-Esteem and Timing subscales.
Scores obtained on the BAS Drive were expected to positively correlate with the Poor
Sex/Partner and Desireless Sex subscales of the MOFO, given that feigning orgasm in these
situations is likely to function as a way of bringing the sexual encounter to an end. Put
differently, individuals high in drive might be motivated to ‘get it over with’ when the sex is
unpleasant or undesired. On the other hand, scores obtained on the BAS Fun-Seeking subscale
were hypothesized to be uncorrelated with any of the MOFO subscales, given that persons who
seek fun and excitement would be more likely to engage in behaviours that would enhance fun
and pleasure during sex rather than in behaviours that will only give semblance of it. Scores
obtained on the BAS Reward-Responsiveness were expected to correlate with the Intoxication,
Poor Sex/Partner, Desireless Sex, and Insecurity subscales of the MOFO because they measure
self-focused motives, all of which would lead to a desired result (i.e., the end of an unpleasant or
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undesired sexual encounter, or a desired perception of oneself on the part of their partners).
Similarly, the BAS Reward-Responsiveness subscale was thought not to correlate with the
Partner Self-Esteem or the Timing subscales because they measure pro-social motives. Lastly,
scores obtained on the BIS were expected to positively correlate with those obtained on the
Insecurity subscale of the MOFO given that it measures motives geared toward avoid negative
consequences (e.g., losing a partner, appearing frigid or inadequate, etc.). Scores obtained on the
BIS were therefore hypothesized to not correlate with the Partner Self-Esteem and the Timing
subscales, as both measure motives centered on the acquisition of positive outcomes.
High scores obtained on both the Anxious Attachment and the Avoidant Attachment
subscales of the ECR-RS, were hypothesized to positively correlate with scores obtained on the
Intoxication, Poor Sex/Partner, Desireless Sex, and Insecurity subscales of the MOFO.
Anxiously attached individuals might be more likely to engage in sex with a partner they did not
feel comfortable with, when they do not desire sex, and to preserve their relationship. More
specifically, anxiously attached persons might be more likely to perform sexual pleasure in order
to avoid distance in their relationships compared to their securely attached counterparts. On the
other hand, given that they tend to believe that attachment figures will not reliably meet their
needs, individuals high in avoidant attachment tend to avoid emotional closeness and
communication of their needs – situations that may render them vulnerable to rejection, neglect,
or ridicule – in order to protect their emotional wellbeing (e.g., David, Shaver & Vernon, 2004).
Feigning orgasm because the sex was awkward, a partner was sexually unskilled, or because one
was feeling uncomfortable with a partner may reflects one’s general discomfort with sexual
communication (i.e., communicating one’s sexual needs and preferences with a partner in view
of making the sexual experience more fulfilling and pleasurable). In addition, anxious and
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avoidant individuals may be more likely to get intoxicated before sex in order to pacify feelings
of anxiety or unease compared to those who are securely attached. Because persons high in
avoidant attachment tend to be more comfortable with emotional distance than those who are
securely attached, higher scores on the Avoidant Attachment subscale were expected to
negatively correlate with those obtained on the Partner Self-Esteem and the Timing subscales.
Finally, given that anxiously attached individuals tend to engage in behaviours that appease their
fear of distance and abandonment (avoidance-type motives), it was hypothesized that no
correlations would be found between the Anxious Attachment and the Partner-Self-Esteem and
the Timing subscales, both of which measure approach-type motives.
Scores obtained on the SCS were hypothesized to positively correlate with the MOFO’s
Intoxication and Poor Sex/Partner subscales, as sexually compulsive individuals might also be
theoretically likely to engage in other compulsive behaviours such as excessive drinking and/or
drug use before having sex, and to exhibit poor decision-making in terms of choosing a sexual
partner. In addition, scores obtained on the SCS were hypothesized to not correlate with the
Partner Self/Esteem or the Timing subscales, which underlie the desire to please a partner rather
than to compulsively satisfy one’s own needs and desires.
Results
Data Cleaning
Of the 852 participants who accessed the survey, 246 participants were removed because
they did not meet one or more of the inclusion criteria. An additional 11 participants were
removed because they exited the survey after answering the eligibility questions. No
demographic information on this subset of participants is available. Two participants were
removed because they exited the survey after answering only a few demographic questions. Five
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hundred and ninety-three participants completed the demographic section of the survey. Given
that the purpose of this study was to validate the MOFO scale, it was crucial that this sample was
as similar as possible to the one used in Study 1. Therefore, data cleaning procedures
implemented in this study were identical to those used in Study 1. Consequently, any participant
who identified as neither male nor female was excluded from analyses (one trans woman, one
trans man, and one who chose not to answer), reducing the sample size to 590. Three participants
were excluded from analyses because they did not specify their age, and participants indicating
being single (n=13) or who have failed to specify the duration of their relationship (n=2) have
also been excluded. Because participants were required to be living in North America (i.e.,
Canada or the United States), those who did not provide information on their citizenship have
been excluded from analyses (n = 39). Furthermore, participants who did not indicate whether or
not they occasionally feigned orgasms with their current partner were also excluded from
analyses (n = 12), as were participants who reported feigning orgasms but failed to complete the
section of the survey pertaining to motives for feigning orgasms (MOFO; n = 7). The final
sample included a total of 514 participants.
Sample Characteristics
Of the N = 514 sample, 323 identified as male (62.8%) and 191 as female (37.2%). The
mean age of the sample was 25 (SD = 2.75). The majority of the sample was American (95.7%),
and a small proportion was Canadian (4.3%). The sample was also predominantly
White/Caucasian (63.8%). The remaining identified as South Asian (16.3%), Latino/Latina
(5.1%), East Asian (4.1%), Black (4.1%), or multiracial (2.3%; refer to Table 1 for details). The
majority of participants did not identify as a member of a religious group (60.5%), and the
majority of the sample was not very religious in practice, with a mean of 3.30 (SD = 3.65) on a
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scale ranging from 0 - Not at all religious, to 10 – Extremely religious. Table 1 displays the
sample’s characteristics.
The majority identified as heterosexual (87%), while the remaining participants identified
as bisexual (8%), gay/lesbian (1.9%), pansexual (.8%), or uncertain/questioning (.4%). The
majority were seriously dating one partner (47.7%), married (23.2%), or living with their partner
but not married (17.9%). For this sample, relationship length ranged from 1 to 174 months, and
the mean relationship length was 35.7 months (SD = 32.55). Most participants did not have any
children (81.1%). Of the 92 (17.9%) who indicated having children, only two indicated that their
child/children did not live with them. The sample was highly educated, with a majority having
either completed a Bachelor’s degree (35.8%) or some college education (22%). A majority were
not currently students (61.7%), and indicated working full-time (56%).
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Table 1. Sample Characteristics
Characteristic
Gender
Men
Women
Citizenship
American
Canadian
Ethnicity
White/Caucasian
South Asian
Latino/Latina
East Asian
Black
Multiracial
Pacific Islander
First Nation
Middle-Eastern/Arabic
Other
Education
Some high school
High school diploma
Some college
College degree
Some university
Bachelors degree
Masters degree
Doctoral degree
Student Status
Full time student
Part time student
Already graduated
Never attended a post-secondary institution
Employment Status
Working full time
Working part time
Not working
Religious Affiliation
Yes
No
Sexual orientation
Heterosexual
Bisexual
Gay/Lesbian
Pansexual
Uncertain/Questioning
Other
Relationship status
Casually dating one or more partners
Seriously dating one partner
In a polyamorous/multipartnered relationship
Living with a partner but not married
Married
Divorced/Separated
Children
Yes
No

n
323
191

%
62.8
37.2

492
22

95.7
4.3

328
84
26
21
24
12
5
1
1
5

63.8
16.3
5.1
4.1
4.1
2.3
1
.2
.2
1

3
42
113
61
25
184
79
7

.6
8.2
22
11.9
4.9
35.8
15.4
1.4

101
67
279
38

19.6
13
54.3
7.4

288
127
93

56
24.7
18.1

195
311

37.9
60.5

447
41
10
4
2
1

87
8
1.9
.8
.4
.2

46
245
7
92
119
0

8.9
47.7
1.4
17.9
23.2
0

92
417

17.9
81.1
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Convergent and Discriminant Validity
Pearson correlation coefficients were used in order to assess the MOFO’s convergent and
discriminant validity.
Sexual Goals questionnaire. The expectations of positive correlations between the
Approach Motives subscale of the Sexual Goals questionnaire and the Partner Self-Esteem and
the Timing subscales of the MOFO were supported (see Table 2). Although the strength of these
relationships is only moderate, they nonetheless suggest that individuals who engage in sex with
their partners for approach reasons (e.g., to please my partner; to promote intimacy in my
relationship), tend to also be the ones to feign orgasm for reasons related to their partner’s
emotional wellbeing (e.g., to make my partner feel good about him/herself; I wanted to make my
partner happy), or for reasons related to the pursuit of intimate experiences with their partner
such as reaching orgasm simultaneously. However, contrary to expectations, the Approach
Motives subscale was also found to positively correlate with the Insecurity subscale of the
MOFO. Albeit this is a moderate relationship, it remains higher than the expected correlation
coefficients for other subscales. This is perhaps due to the fact that the Insecurity subscale
contains items that may be interpreted as either approach motives or as motives stemming from
feelings of insecurity. For example, one may indicate feigning orgasms to feel or appear sexy
because they view it as a beneficial perk to amplify the sexual experience (approach motive),
whereas another may indicate pretending orgasms for the same reason because they feel that they
do not feel or appear sexy at the onset of the sexual encounter, thus feigning orgasm for fear of
losing their partner’s sexual interest (avoidance motive). However, the fact that the correlation
between the Avoidance Motives and the Insecurity subscale is much stronger supports the notion
that the latter subscale contains items that measure motives that are more grounded in feelings of
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personal and relationship insecurity rather than positive approach motives. As expected, the
Approach Motives subscale was also found to not correlate with the Intoxication, Poor
Sex/Partner, and Desireless Sex subscales, providing additional supporting evidence for the
MOFO’s discriminant validity. The lack of correlation between the Approach Motives subscale
and the MOFO scales suggests that individuals who endorse having sex for approach reasons
(e.g., to pursue my own sexual pleasure; to feel good about myself) would be less likely to
consume alcohol and/or drugs before sex (at least for reasons stemming from anxiety), feign
orgasm because they are having an unsatisfying sexual experience (e.g., my partner was
unskilled; the sex was awkward), or because they had sex without desire.
Contrary to expectations, all of the MOFO subscales were correlated with the Avoidance
Motives subscale of the Sexual Goals questionnaire (see Table 2). However, though these
correlations are all statistically significant, most range from low to moderate, with the weakest
coefficients obtained for the Partner Self-Esteem and Timing subscales, providing good
supporting evidence for discriminant validity. As expected, strong correlations were found for
the Insecurity subscale, suggesting that the more a person endorses having sex for avoidance
reasons (e.g., to avoid conflict in my relationship; to prevent my partner from getting angry at
me), the more likely he or she is to feign orgasm for similar reasons (e.g., to avoid losing my
partner; I wanted to avoid appearing abnormal or inadequate) – both of which stem from feelings
of insecurity.
Behavioral Inhibition System/Behavioral Activation System Scale. As expected,
although relatively low, significant positive relationships have been found between the BAS
Drive subscale and the Poor Sex/Partner and Desireless Sex subscales of the MOFO, suggesting
that driven people are likely to feign orgasm in order to put an end to a sexual encounter they did
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not desire or that was unpleasant. No significant correlations were found for the BAS FunSeeking subscale, which supports the posited hypotheses, and provides supporting evidence of
the MOFO’s discriminant validity. The expectation of positive correlations between the BAS
Reward-Responsiveness subscale and the Intoxication, Poor Sex/Partner, Desireless Sex, and
Insecurity subscales of the MOFO was supported. However, contrary to expectations, BIS scores
were found to be uncorrelated with any of the MOFO’s subscales, suggesting that individuals
who tend to be motivated by feelings of anxiety are not necessarily motivated to feign orgasm for
reasons related to feelings of insecurity.
Experiences in Close Relationships – Relationship Structures questionnaire.
Congruent with hypotheses, moderate to strong positive correlations were found between the
Avoidant Attachment and the Intoxication, Poor Sex/Partner, Desireless Sex, and Insecurity
subscales, as was a low, albeit negative significant correlation between the Avoidant Attachment
and the Partner Self-Esteem subscales. However, no significant negative correlation was found
between the Avoidant Attachment and the Timing subscales. Nonetheless, these patterns of
results offer good supporting evidence of the MOFO’s convergent validity.
The hypothesis that significant positive correlations would be found between the Anxious
Attachment subscale and the Intoxication, Poor Sex/Partner, Desireless Sex, and Insecurity
subscales was also supported. The stronger correlations (i.e., the Poor Sex/Partner and Insecurity
subscales) further suggest that because anxiously attached individuals fear emotional distance
and/or abandon from their partners, they are more likely to feign orgasm as a way of maintaining
a degree of closeness and intimacy regardless of their partner’s sexual skills or of the quality of
the overall sexual experience, or as a way of maintaining their partner’s interest and therefore, as
a way of preserving the relationship compared to their securely attached counterparts. The

135

expectation that no significant correlations would be found between the Anxious Attachment
subscale and the Partner Self-Esteem and the Timing subscales of the MOFO was also
supported.
Sexual Compulsivity Scale. Consistent with hypotheses, the MOFO’s Intoxication and
Poor Sex/Partner subscales were found to positively correlate with scores on the Sexual
Compulsivity Scale. However, low and moderate positive correlations were also found between
SCS and Desireless Sex and Insecurity scores. Nonetheless, the stronger relationships (i.e.,
Intoxication and Poor Sex/Partner) reflect posited hypotheses and provide good supporting
evidence of the MOFO’s convergent validity. Moreover, as expected, scores obtained on the SCS
did not significantly correlate with the Partner Self/Esteem or the Timing subscales,
demonstrating good discriminant validity.
Table 2. Correlation Coefficients between the MOFO and Other Measures
MOFO Factors

Intoxication

Sexual

Sexual

BAS

BAS Fun-

BAS Reward

Goals

Goals

Drive

Seeking

Responsiveness

Approach

Avoidance

BIS

ECR-RS

ECR-RS

Sexual

Avoidance

Anxiety

Compuls
ivity

.025

.368**

.016

-.040

.289**

.090

.241**

.303**

.463**

.387**

.199**

-.021

-.050

-.078

-.020

-.187*

.053

.020

Poor Sex/Partner

-.077

.503**

.249**

.122

.443**

.041

.538**

.515**

.479**

Desireless Sex

-.14

.327**

.168*

.052

.367**

-.085

.291**

.350**

.192**

Timing

.243**

.168**

.072

.116

.072

-.038

-.028

.139

.120

Insecurity

.264**

.618**

.104

.127

.269**

.091

.251**

.464**

.397**

Partner Self-Esteem

*p < .05.
**p < .01.
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Appendix N
Confirmatory Factor Analysis: The Motives for Feigning Orgasms Scale (MOFO) Models

Figure 1. The Anxiety-Reduction Model (Intoxication – Insecurity)
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Figure 2. The Prosocial Model (Partner Self-Esteem – Timing)
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Figure 3. The Get it Over with Model (Poor Sex/Partner – Desireless Sex)

