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Abstract One prominent pathway to sexual intimacy among

college student populations is hooking up. Past research has

largely compared men and women, with limited attention given

to how men differ regarding involvement in hookups and their

hookup behaviors. This study used a sample of 412 college men

to examine the individual, social, relational, and family back-

groundcorrelatesof (1)hookingupduringasemesterand(2)pen-

etrative hookup encounters (e.g., oral sex, intercourse). Overall,

69% reported a hookup during the semester, with 73% of those

who hooked up reporting penetrative hookups. Using logistic

regression, men were more likely to hookup if they had an

extraverted personality, were consuming more alcohol, and

had previous hookup experience. They were less likely to

hookup if they were more thoughtful about their relationship

decisions and if they were in a stable, committed romantic

relationship. Men also were more likely to engage in penetrative

hookups only if they held more permissive attitudes towards sex

and if they had previous penetrative hookup experience. Impli-

cations for intervention and research are discussed.

Keywords Emerging adults � Hooking up �Men �
Sexual health � Casual sex

Introduction

College campuses offer multiple opportunities for the explo-

ration of sexual relationships. Sexual decision making among

college men and women is integral to their experiences during

emerging adulthood (Allen, Husser, Stone, & Jordal, 2008).

Among these decisions is whether to engage in sexual behaviors

that may increase exposure to health risks [e.g., sexually trans-

mitted infections (STIs)]. One prominent sexual behavior among

this population is hooking up (Fielder & Carey, 2010a; Owen,

Fincham, & Moore, 2011).

Although hooking up has been the focus of several studies

comparing men and women (e.g., Lambert, Kahn, & Apple,

2003; Paul & Hayes, 2002), much less attention has addressed

sexual behaviors specifically among college men (for excep-

tions, see Bancroft et al., 2004; Epstein, Calzo, Smiler, & Ward,

2009). Examining within-group variation among men might

yield valuable insight into their sexual behaviors and provide

specific points of intervention and prevention. The purpose of

this study was to (1) examine within-group variation in the corre-

lates of hooking up among a sample of college men and then (2)

focuson thosewhohookedupto identifycorrelatesofpenetrative

(e.g., oral sex and/or intercourse) hookups.

Hooking Up: Definition, Prevalence, and Exposure

to Health Risks

Hookinguphasafewimportantfeatures.Onefeature is itsambig-

uousnature.Anindividualcanreporthaving‘‘hookedup’’without

others knowing what types of behaviors occurred. Hookups

include intimateactivity, rangingfromdeepkissingto intercourse

(vaginal or anal). Most researchers include this ambiguity in their

definition of hooking up (e.g., Glenn & Marquardt, 2001; Owen,

Rhoades, Stanley, & Fincham, 2010). A second feature is there is

no (explicit) expectation for a future committed relationship
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(Bogle, 2008). Scholars report that hookup partners may be

an individual one has recently met, a friend, a previous partner or

an acquaintance (Fielder & Carey, 2010b; Gute & Eshbaugh,

2008).

The prevalence of college student hookups varies based on

the length of time studied, but all reports suggest it is a common

experience. Some report that 70–78% of college students have

hooked up in college (e.g.,Paul& Hayes,2002;Paul, McManus,

& Hayes, 2000) whereas others report that 52–57% have hooked

up in the past 12 months (e.g., Owen et al., 2010, 2011). Indi-

viduals tend to hook up more than once, with some reporting

averages of about 10 hookup partners (Paul & Hayes, 2002; Paul

et al., 2000) and many report multiple concurrent hookup part-

ners,potentially increasing theirexposure tohealth risks(Kelley,

Borawski, Flocke, & Keen, 2003). Specifically, penetrative

hookups (i.e., oral sex and/or intercourse) may result in greatest

exposure to STIs and unplanned pregnancy, and studies of con-

dom use during penetrative hookups report limited and incon-

sistentuse (see Downing-Matibag &Geisinger, 2009;Fielder&

Carey, 2010b).

Correlates of Hooking Up

Generally, four types of correlates are addressed in the litera-

ture: individual, social, relational, and family background (e.g.,

Fielder & Carey, 2010a; Owen et al., 2010; Paul et al., 2000).

When appropriate, we emphasize findings specific to men.

Individual Correlates

We attend to several individual factors: attitudes towards sex,

religiosity, relationship awareness, year in school, race/ethnicity,

personality, and previous hookup experience.

Attitudes towards sex. Compared to women, men generally

report more permissive attitudes towards casual and non-marital

sex (Petersen & Hyde, 2010). Two studies explicitly measured

the relationship between attitudes towards non-committed sex

and hooking up. Herold, Maticka-Tyndale, and Mewhinney

(1998) found that men who reported previous hookup experience

heldmorepermissiveattitudes towardssexandthatsuchattitudes

mediated the relationship between previous hookup experience

and intentions to engage in future hookups. Owen et al. (2010)

found that more permissive attitudes about sex were related to

hooking up among both men and women.

Religiosity. Research on the relationship between religiosity

and hooking up shows mixed results; some studies reported no

relationship (e.g., Fielder & Carey, 2010a; Owen et al., 2010,

2011) and others reported a relationship (e.g., Burdette, Ellison,

Hill, & Glenn, 2009; Penhollow, Young, & Bailey, 2007).

Amongmen, thosewhoreported lower levelsof religiosity were

more likely to report greater motivation to hookup (Levinson,

Jaccard, & Beamer, 1995).

Relationship awareness. Hookups are not typically planned

inadvance (Bogle,2008)andusually‘‘justhappen.’’Theconcept

of‘‘slidingversusdeciding’’suggests that someindividualsmove

through important relationship decisions (e.g., sex, childbearing,

marriage) without being deliberate in their choice to do so (Pear-

son, Stanley, & Kline, 2005; Stanley, Rhoades, & Markman,

2006). Owen and Fincham (2011) developed the Relationship

Awareness Scale (RAS) to examine individuals’ thoughtfulness

and planning with regards to important relationship decisions.

Owen et al. (2011) found that college students who reported

greater relationship thoughtfulness (asubscaleof theRAS)were

less likely to hookup (penetrative and otherwise). However, this

relationship was no longer significant after including additional

variables (e.g., depression, alcohol use, loneliness).

Year in school. Bogle (2008) suggested a trend towards hook-

ing up based on year in college wherein newer students (i.e.,

underclassmen) may be more susceptible to the campus hookup

culture and use hookups as a pathway to relationships formation.

Although a variety of motivations for hooking up are identified

(e.g., sexualdesire,spontaneousurges,partnerattractivenessand/

or willingness) (Fielder & Carey, 2010b), Bogle implied that,

over time,newerstudents learnthathookingupisnotaviablepath-

way to romantic relationships.

Race/ethnicity. Race or ethnic background has received lim-

ited attention in the hookup literature. This may be due to the use

of predominantly Caucasian samples. An exception is Owen

et al. (2010), who found that students identifying as White were

more likely to hookup than those identifying as African Amer-

ican, Asian American, and Hispanic.

Personality. Personality has the potential to influence a vari-

ety of behaviors, including sexual behaviors. Few studies have

attended to the role of personality in hooking up. One exception

is Paul et al. (2000), who found that those who hooked up

reported higher levels of exhibition, impulsivity, and autonomy

and lower levels of harm-avoidance and succorance. Gute and

Eshbaugh (2008) found that greater extraversion and neuroti-

cismincreasedthe likelihoodofengaginginnon-committedsex-

ual behavior (e.g., sex only once, having penetrative sex in less

than 24 h of knowing partner), but openness, conscientiousness,

and agreeableness buffered individuals from these behaviors.

Both included measures of alcohol use and found that person-

ality continued to be related to hooking up.

Previous hookup experience. Those who have hooked up in

the past are more likely to do so in the future (Fielder & Carey,

2010a; Herold et al., 1998; Maticka-Tyndale, Herold, & Me-

whinney1998;Owenetal.,2011).Heroldetal. (1998)foundthat

men who had hooked up in the past were also more accepting of

noncommitted sex.

Social Correlates

Alcohol use is the social correlate most frequently examined in

studies of hooking up among college students. We included it as
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a social correlate, because college students were found to drink

more in off campus social environments (Demers et al., 2002).

Social gatherings (e.g., parties) that include alcohol are a prom-

inent predictor of uncommitted sexual encounters (Bersamin,

Paschall, Saltz, & Zamboanga, 2011). Studies consistently show

a relationship between greater alcohol use and hookups whereas

alcohol use is not typically associated with sexual encounters in

committed romantic relationships (Fielder & Carey, 2010b).

Importantly, research has repeatedly found that, after controlling

for other key variables, alcohol use continues to predict hooking

up (e.g., Fielder & Carey, 2010a; Flack et al., 2007; Gute &

Eshbaugh, 2008; Owen et al., 2010).

Relational Correlates

Relationship experience, particularly formation and length, is in

constant flux among emerging adults (Arnett, 2004). Few stud-

ies have examined relationship status and hooking up (for an

exception, see Herold et al., 1998), largely because those in

romantic relationships are often excluded. Doing so may elim-

inate those with previous hookups who are now in a romantic

relationship. We included individuals who may have hooked up

outside their romantic relationship and those who were not in

romantic relationships, because both may experience increased

exposure to STIs and unplanned pregnancy. It may also be that

being inaself-identifiedcommittedromantic relationshipdeters

future hookups.

Family Background Correlates

Amongadolescents,scholarshavelinkedfamilybackgroundfac-

tors (e.g., divorce) and sexual behaviors, such as hooking up

(Manning, Longmore, & Giordano, 2005). Among emerging

adult populations, studies of this link are limited. Those that have

included such correlates report mixed results. For example, Lev-

inson et al. (1995) examined the influence of parental attitudes

about sex, casual sex, and number of sexual partners on hooking

up; they found no relationship. Fielder and Carey (2010a)

included parent’s marital status, attitudes towards hooking up,

anddiscouragementof relationships. In thiscase,noparentalcor-

relates influenced hooking up. Owen et al. (2010) examined the

potential influenceofperceivedmarital conflict, parental income,

and parent’s marital status (ever-divorced biological parents) on

hooking up. Only parental income was correlated with hooking

up; however, this effect was not significant after including other

variables (e.g., religiosity, psychological well-being, alcohol use,

attitudes about hooking up, gender, and ethnicity) in the analysis.

Glenn and Marquardt (2001) found a link between divorce and

reports of hooking up among college women.

Given the limited attention to family background influences

on hooking up, we examined two variables. We include parent’s

current marital status and perceived parental conflict to examine

the link to hooking up beyond family structure. That is, some

highconflict couples remainmarriedandsomelowconflictcou-

ples separate or divorce.

Hookup Behaviors

Hookups can include a variety of behaviors, such as kissing,

fondling, oral sex, and intercourse (vaginal and/or anal). A few

studies examined predictors of penetrative (i.e., oral sex and/or

intercourse) hookups. For example, Paul et al. (2000) found that

those who had penetrative hookups reported greater impulsivity,

lessharmavoidanceand succorance,weremore likely to have an

erotic, rather than a companionate, love style, and had more fears

of intimacy due to the potential loss of individuality. Fielder and

Carey (2010a) found that college students who had penetrative

hookups reported previous hookup encounters, higher levels of

alcohol intoxication, andhigher levelsof situational triggers (e.g.,

willingness to hook up with someone met at a bar or party) com-

pared to those who had non-penetrative hookups. Owen et al.

(2011) differentiated among no hookup, non-penetrative (e.g.,

kissingor fondling),andpenetrative (e.g.,oral sexor intercourse)

groups. Those who engaged in penetrative hookups reported

higher levels of alcohol use whereas those reporting non-pen-

etrative hookups were more likely to engage in similar hook-

ups in the future.

The Current Study

In the present study, we attempted to contribute to the literature

in several ways. Our focus was on college men’s sexual health.

A majority of studies on hooking up among college students

included samples of both men and women. Although they often

compare men and women, many have small samples of men.

Thus, findings that make gender comparisons may largely be

driven by female responses. Further, those comparing men and

women fail to address potentially important within-group vari-

ations. Such within-group variation is critical to prevention and

intervention programs and this study answered the call of

researchers to report specifically on the experiences of men who

are hooking up (Stinson, 2010). This study also adds to the liter-

ature differentiating among hookup behaviors. Given the limited

attention tocorrelatesofdifferent typesofhookups,weattempted

to identify the relative importance of each type of correlate (e.g.,

individual, social, etc.) in differentiating those who do and do not

hookup and, among those who do hookup, whether they engaged

in non-penetrative (i.e., kissing, fondling) or penetrative (i.e., oral

sex, intercourse) behaviors.
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Study Hypotheses

Correlates of Hooking Up (Hypothesis 1)

Basedontheextant literature,weexpectedmentohookupif they

had more permissive attitudes about sex, were less religious, had

lower levels of relationship awareness, were underclassmen,

Caucasian, more extroverted and open to experience, and were

less conscientious, agreeable, and emotionally stable. We

also expected that men would be more likely to hookup if they

hooked up in the past, reported more frequent alcohol consump-

tion, were not in a committed romantic relationship through-

out the semester, came from a non-intact family structure, and

reported more perceived parental conflict in the home.

Correlates of Penetrative Hookups (Hypothesis 2)

We expected men would be more likely to report a penetrative

hookupif theyhadmorepermissiveattitudesaboutsex,were less

religious, had lower relationship awareness, were underclass-

men, Caucasian, were more extroverted and open to experience,

and were less conscientious, agreeable, and emotionally stable.

We also expected men to report a penetrative hookup if they had

done so in the past, consumed greater amounts of alcohol, were

not inastablecommittedromantic relationshipduring thesemes-

ter, came from a non-intact family, and reported greater per-

ceived parental conflict.

Method

Participants

Participants consisted of undergraduate students enrolled in a

course on family relationships at a large southeastern university,

who ranged in age from 18 to 25 years. Data from two semesters

were combined. The first semester consisted of 235 men and the

second consisted of 296 men. Data were collected at three dif-

ferent times during each semester (T1 = Week 1, T2 = Week 8,

and T3 = Week 15).

Participantattrition isan issuefacingall studies thatconsistof

multipledatapoints.Of the 531men,44dropped outof thestudy

(21 between T1 and T2, 23 between T2 and T3) from the Fall

semesterand75droppedoutof thestudy(42betweenT1andT2,

33 between T2 and T3) from the Spring semester. These men

were not included in the final sample, because the dependent

variables were derived from responses on hooking up from T2

and T3.

From a demographic standpoint, men who dropped out of the

study were similar to those who completed all three waves.

Additional comparisons were made between completers and

non-completers on all T1 variables. Missing data for T1 vari-

ables were imputed using multiple imputation to compare men

who completed all three surveys (n = 412) and those who drop-

ped out of the study after completing T1 (n = 119). For these

analyses, several data sets were imputed and a pooled parameter

estimate was generated from them (Acock, 2005). Only one

difference was found: Men who dropped out had significantly

morehookuppartners in thepast4 months (M = 2.63,SE = .11)

compared to men who completed the study (M = 1.82, SE =

.09), t(529) = -3.43, p = .001. Given this difference, our

results may be more conservative findings of hooking up and

hookup behaviors among men.

Thefinalsampleofmen(N = 412)were,onaverage,19.4 year

of age (SD = 1.33). Most (73%) were White, followed by Latino

(12%), African American (10%), Asian (3%), and Other (2%).

Byyear incollege, thepercentageswere: freshmen = 36%,soph-

omores = 36%, juniors = 18%, and seniors = 9%. About 95%

self-reported as heterosexual, 2% as homosexual, 1% as bisex-

ual, and 1% did not respond to this item. The majority (70%)

reported their parents as married and living together, 22% had

parents who were separated ordivorced, 3%had one parentwho

was deceased, 3% reported their parents as having never mar-

ried, and 2% reported their family structure as Other.

Procedure

As part of an undergraduate course, participants completed an

online survey through a secure site three times during the semes-

ter in Fall 2009 (n = 191) or Spring 2010 (n = 221). Participants

gave informed consent at the beginning of the semester and

chose to complete the surveys for course credit or participate in

an alternative written exercise each time the survey was admin-

istered. The online surveys were completed outside of class at a

time that was convenient to participants.

Measures

Independent Variables: Individual Correlates

Participants reported their current year in school at T1, which

was recoded into two groups: 1 = freshmen/sophomores (under-

classmen) and 0 = juniors/seniors (upperclassmen).

Likeyear inschool,participant reportedtheirrace/ethnicityat

T1. For our purpose, race/ethnicity was coded as 1 (Caucasian)

and 0 (all other races/ethnicities).

Attitudes toward sex was measured at T3 using three items

from Simpson and Gangestad’s (1991) attitudinal measure of

sociosexuality. The items were: ‘‘Sex without love is okay,’’‘‘I

can imagine myself being comfortable and enjoying ‘casual’ sex

with different partners,’’and‘‘I would have to be closely attached

to someone (both emotionally and psychologically) before I can

feel comfortable and fully enjoy having sex with him or her’’
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(reverse coded). Responses ranged from 1 (strongly disagree) to

9 (strongly agree). Cronbach’s alpha was .81. Due to the high

correlation between the items (r = .48–.77), the items were aver-

aged, so higher scores indicated more permissive attitudes

towards sex.

Religiosity was measured at T1 using one item asking‘‘How

often do you attend religious services?’’Responses ranged from

0 (neveror almostnever) to 3 (oneor more timesper week), with

higher score reflecting greater religiosity.

Relationship awareness was measured using Owen and

Fincham’s (2011) RAS at T2. This measure consists of four sub-

scales: confidence about relationship skills measured one’s

perceived ability to successfully navigate relationship difficul-

ties and increase relationship longevity; awareness of relation-

ship risk factors measured one’s perceived ability to recognize

relationship problems and danger signs; thoughtful relationship

decisions measured intentional decision-making regarding

important aspects of the relationship (e.g., intimacy); long-term

vision measured clear expectations of a desired future partner

and relationship. Each subscale has four items with responses

ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). Alpha

levelswere:confidenceaboutrelationshipskills (.88),awareness

of relationship risk factors (.84), thoughtful relationship deci-

sions (.67), and long-term vision (.85). A composite score was

created for each subscale, with a possible range from 4 to 20 on

each.

Personality was measured at T1 using a brief measure of the

Big 5 (Gosling, Rentfrow, & Swann, 2003). The scale includes

10 items, with two items devoted to each Big 5 personality trait

(extraversion, agreeableness, conscientiousness, emotional sta-

bility, openness to experience). Responses ranged from 1 (dis-

agreestrongly) to7 (agreestrongly).Thepossible range foreach

personality type was 2-14; higher scores indicate more fit with a

personality trait.

PrevioushookupexperiencewasmeasuredatT1.For thefirst

hypothesis, participants were provided with the following def-

inition of hooking up:‘‘Some people say that a ‘hookup’ is when

two people get together for a physical encounter and don’t nec-

essarilyexpect anything further (e.g., noplanor intention to do it

again).’’This prompt was used in previous studies with similar

populations (see Owen et al., 2010). Participants then answered

the question, ‘‘Based on this definition, how many different

peopledidyou‘hookup’withover the last4 months?’’Responses

ranged from 0 to 6 or more. For our study, this was coded as (1)

Yes, I hooked up with one or more individuals in the past

4 months, and (0) No, I did not hookup in the past 4 months.

For the second hypothesis, participants reported their hookup

behaviors in the past 4 months, including kissing, petting, oral

sex, and intercourse (vaginal/anal). A dichotomous variable was

created to identify (1) penetrative hookup experience (oral sex

and/or intercourse) and (0) non-penetrative hookup experience

(no previous hookups, kissing, and/or petting).

Independent Variables: Social Correlates

Alcohol use was measured using two items at T1. Participants

were asked‘‘Within the last 30 days, on how many days did you

have a drink containing alcohol?’’ Responses ranged from 0

(never drank all 30 days) to 5 (20–29 days). Participants were

also asked ‘‘How often in the last 30 days did you have five or

more drinks on one occasion?’’Responses ranged from 0 (never

happened) to 8 (more than 10 times); this second item was

recoded to range from 0 to 5 (consistent with item 1). Items were

averaged due to the high correlation (r = .78), with higher scores

indicating more alcohol use. These items have been used else-

where to measure alcohol use (see Saunders, Aasland, Babor, de

la Fuente, & Grant, 1993).

Independent Variables: Relationship Correlates

At all three time points, participants indicated whether they were

in a romantic relationship and the type of relationship (nonex-

clusivedating,datingexclusively,engaged,married).At timeT2

and T3, participants indicated (1) if they had ended a romantic

relationship since completing the last survey and (2) if they had

begun a romantic relationship since completing the last survey.

In examining these items, we were able to determine if, at any

point,participantshadenteredandexiteda romantic relationship

and the typeof relationship. Adichotomousvariablewas created

to capture the stability of committed romantic relationships over

the semester (i.e., never exited or began a new exclusive roman-

tic relationship), with 1 (in a stable committed relationship over

the semester) and 0 (not in a stable committed relationship over

the semester).

Independent Variables: Family Background Correlates

Two family background correlates were used: family structure

and perceived parental conflict.At T1, participants reported their

parent’s current relationship status, resulting in a dichotomous

variablecodedas1(parentsaremarriedandliving together) and

0 (all other family structures). Perceived parental conflict was

measured at T1 using the Children’s Perception of Interparental

Conflict Scale (CPIC) (Grych, Seid, & Fincham, 1992). The

scale consists of 3 subscales (frequency, intensity, resolution)

with four items each. Item responses were 1 (true), 2 (sort of

true), and3(false)and itemsweresummedwithinsubscales fora

possible range of 4–12. Items were coded so that higher scores

indicate more perceived parental conflict. Alphas were .80 (fre-

quency), .84 (intensity), and .83 (resolution).

Dependent Variable

For the first hypothesis, the outcome variable was whether a

participant had hooked up during the course of the academic

Arch Sex Behav (2013) 42:573–583 577
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semester. At T2 and T3, participants were given a definition of

hooking up (described earlier) and asked to provide the number

of individuals with which they had hooked up since the last

survey. Responses to this item ranged from 0 to 6 or more.

Because the item was not a ratio level variable (i.e., the greatest

response option included‘‘or more’’), we were unable to sum the

items from both time points. Thus, we created a dichotomous

variable;participantsreported(1)oneormorehookuppartnersat

T2 and/or T3 and (0) no hookup partners at T2 and T3. Com-

bining T2 and T3 data reflect behavior over one academic

semester and indicates whether at any point during the semester

the participant hooked up.

The second hypothesis focused on only those men who

reported hooking up during the semester. For this subgroup of

men, the outcome variable was the type of hookup behavior in

whichtheyhadengaged.AtT2andT3,participants reportedkiss-

ing, petting, oral sex, and intercourse (vaginal/anal) in any com-

bination.Thosemenwho reportedhookups that includedoral sex

and/or intercourse (vaginal/anal) during the semester were coded

1(penetrativehookups),andthosewhoreportedonlykissingand/

or petting hookups were coded 0 (non-penetrative hookups).

Control Variables

Given the sensitive nature of the topic and the potential for some

participants to answer in a socially desirable manner, we inclu-

ded a measure of social desirability: the short version of the

Marlow-Crowne Social Desirability Scale (Strahan & Gerbasi,

1972). The measure consists of 10 items and participants indi-

cated whether each statement was true or false about them. The

items were summed for a score ranging from 0 to 10; higher

scores indicated more social desirability. Cronbach’s alpha for

this measure was .65.

We also included the semester of data collection as a control

variable because participants from Spring semester would have

potentiallybeenoncampuslonger thanthosefromFall semester,

particularly the freshmen. Participants from Spring semester

were coded 1 and those from Fall semester were coded as 0.

Results

Descriptive Statistics

Table 1 reports the frequency and percentages of participants

who reported one or more hookups at each time point, their asso-

ciated hookup behaviors, and the mean number of hookup part-

ners. A general pattern of hookup behavior can be seen across

times and semesters: as intimacy increased, fewer participants

reported engaging in these behaviors. That is, most hookups

included kissing and fewer included intercourse. However, the

majority of participants who hooked up reported engaging in

penetrative hookup behaviors (oral sex and/or intercourse).

Regarding number of hookup partners, another general pattern

emerged: participants consistently reported more than one hookup

partner at each time point.

Overall, through the course of the semester 69% of partici-

pants reported having at least one hookup encounter. Among

those that hooked up during the semester, 73% reported having

engaged in penetrative hookup behaviors. Only 23% reported a

stable committed romantic relationship throughout the semes-

ter. Among these men, 44% hooked up with someone outside of

their relationship; 67% of these hookups consisted of penetra-

tive behaviors.

Hypothesis 1: No Hookup Versus Hookup

Wefirstexamined thebivariatecorrelationsamongvariables for

the full sample (N = 412) (for descriptive characteristics, see

Table 2), with specific attention to those that were correlated

with the dependent variable (ever hooked up during the semes-

ter). We report only relationships with the dependent variables

(see Table 3).

Next, we conducted a hierarchical logistic regression with

hooking up during the semester as the dependent variable to

determine which group of correlates explained the greatest

amount of variance in hooking up. We included only those vari-

ables that were significant in the bivariate correlations. Multiple

imputation procedures were used to address missing data for

these and subsequent analyses. Several imputed data sets were

generated, the analyses were then run, and a pooled param-

eter estimate was generated from these imputed data sets. In

instances where a pooled statistic was not provided (model Chi-

square,NagelkerkeR2,percentcorrectlyclassified),wereport the

most conservative values from the imputed data sets.

In Block 1, the control variable semester was entered to

account for participants coming from two different points in the

academic year. This model was significant, v2(1, N = 412) =

10.48,p = .001.Approximately3%of thevariance inmenhook-

ing up over a semester (Nagelkerke R2) was explained.

The following individual variables were added in Block 2:

attitudes towards sex, religiosity, confidence about relationship

skills (RAS subscale), thoughtful relationship decisions (RAS

subscale), being an underclassman, having an extraverted per-

sonality, and previous hookup experience. This model was

significant, v2(8, N = 412) = 110.06, p B .001. Taken together,

33% of the variance in men hooking up over the semester

(Nagelkerke R2) was explained by these variables. Of the seven

correlates, attitudes towards sex, thoughtful relationship deci-

sions, having an extraverted personality, and previous hookup

experience were significant. The control variable (semester)

also remained significant.

In Block 3, alcohol use was added and the model remained

significant, v2(9, N = 412) = 114.91, p B .001. Alcohol use con-

tributedlittle to theoverallexplainedvariance inmenhookingup
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during the semester (1.2%). In this model, thoughtful relation-

ship decisions, previous hookup experience, alcohol use, and

semester were significant correlates of hooking up.

In the final Block, committed relationship status was added.

This final model was also significant, v2(10, N = 412) = 126.06,

p B .001. In addition, the Hosmer and Lemeshow test was non-

significant, suggesting good model-data fit, v2(8, N = 412) =

9.31. With all variables in the model, 37% of the variance (Nage-

lkerke R2) of men’s hookups during the semester was explained.

In the final model, significantcorrelates included thoughtful rela-

tionship decisions, having an extraverted personality, previous

hookup experience, alcohol use, and being in a stable committed

romantic relationship.

Overall, after controlling for semester and all other variables,

men were 10% more likely to hookup for every one unit increase

in extraverted personality type, 258% more likely to hookup if

they reported previous hookup experience, and 30% more likely

to hookup for every one unit increase in alcohol use. However,

men were 13% less likely to hookup for every one unit increase

in thoughtful relationship decisions and 63% less likely to

hookup if they were in a stable committed romantic relationship

throughout the semester. We also note that, although not sig-

nificant at p B .05, attitudes towards sex showed a trend towards

significance, OR = 1.13, p = .06 (see Table 4, upper panel, for

adjusted odds ratios in the final model). When including the

Table 1 Hookup behaviors

Fall

(N = 191)

Spring

(N = 221)

Full sample

(N = 412)

N (%) N (%) N (%)

4 Months prior to survey T1

Hook up in past 4 months—yes 117 (61) 147 (66) 264 (64)

Kissing 110 (94) 142 (97) 252 (95)

Petting 68 (58) 75 (51) 143 (54)

Oral sex 72 (61) 91 (62) 163 (62)

Intercourse (vaginal/anal) 65 (56) 88 (60) 153 (58)

Penetrative behaviors 85 (73) 112 (76) 197 (75)

Mean number of hookup

partners (SD)

3.30 (1.72) 2.70 (1.60) 2.84 (1.66)

Survey T1 to T2a

Hook up—yes 91 (48) 90 (41) 181 (44)

Kissing 84 (92) 85 (94) 169 (93)

Petting 61 (67) 66 (73) 127 (70)

Oral sex 49 (54) 40 (44) 89 (49)

Intercourse (vaginal/anal) 52 (57) 40 (44) 92 (51)

Penetrative behaviors 64 (70) 49 (54) 113 (62)

Mean number of hookup

partners (SD)

2.18 (1.44) 2.11 (1.37) 2.14 (1.40)

Survey T2 to T3a

Hook up—yes 94 (49) 125 (57) 219 (53)

Kissing 90 (96) 117 (94) 207 (94)

Petting 65 (69) 99 (79) 164 (75)

Oral sex 58 (62) 78 (62) 136 (62)

Intercourse (vaginal/anal) 51 (54) 86 (69) 151 (69)

Mean number of hookup

partners (SD)

2.21 (1.30) 2.18 (1.44) 2.19 (1.38)

Behaviors among men who reported one or more hookup partners
a Time between surveys = 7 weeks

Table 2 Descriptive information for hookup variables

Variables Mean (SD) Actual range

Individual correlates

Attitudes towards sex 5.61 (2.39) 1–9

Religiosity 1.14 (1.01) 0–3

Relationship Awareness Scale

Confidence about relationship skills 16.18 (3.24) 4–20

Awareness of relationship risk factors 14.36 (3.24) 4–20

Thoughtful relationship decisions 14.93 (2.81) 5–20

Long-term vision 15.03 (3.30) 4–20

Lower classman (% yes) 72.3%

Race—White 72.8%

Personality scale

Extraversion 9.54 (2.78) 2–14

Agreeableness 9.78 (2.29) 3–14

Conscientiousness 10.94 (2.22) 3–14

Emotional stability 10.56 (2.32) 3–14

Openness to experience 10.68 (2.25) 3–14

Previous hookup experience (% yes) 64.1%

Previous penetrative hookup

experience (% yes)a
74.6%

Social correlate

Alcohol use 2.09 (1.52) 0–5

Relationship correlate

Stable committed relationship (% yes) 23.5%

Family background correlate

Parents married and

living together (% yes)

69.9%

Perceived parental conflict scale

Frequency 6.62 (2.33) 4–12

Intensity 7.20 (2.47) 4–12

Resolutionb 6.41 (2.20) 4–12

Control variables

Social desirability 5.11 (2.24) 0–10

Semester (% Spring) 53.6%

Dependent variables

Hookup during semester (% yes) 69.2%

Penetrative hookup during

semester (% yes)a
73.3%

Missing data across all variables was B2.2%
a Sample limited to those who hooked up during the semester
b Coded in same direction as other subscales; higher scores means lower

levels of resolution
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individual, social, and relational correlates, 89% of those who

hooked up were correctly classified but only 57% of those who

did not hookup were correctly classified. Thus, the model did a

better job of identifying those who hooked up over the semester.

Hypothesis 2:Non-penetrative Versus Penetrative Hookups

We limited this analysis to those who hooked up during the

semester (n = 285) to compare those who reported a non-pene-

trative hookup to those who reported a penetrative hookup. Two

participants were lost because they did not report their hookup

behaviors during the semester, decreasing our analysis to 283

men.

We first examined the bivariate correlations. Only individual

and social correlates that were related to having a penetrative

hookup (see Table 3, second column) were included as corre-

lates in a binary logistic regression (i.e., attitudes towards sex,

having an agreeable personality, previous penetrative hookup

experience, alcohol use). This model was significant, v2(5, N =

283) = 29.14,p B .001. TheHosmerand Lemeshow testwas not

significant, v2(8, N = 283) = 7.91, and the overall model

explained 14% of the variance (Nagelkerke R2) in penetrative

hookup behavior. In this model, attitudes towards sex and pre-

vious penetrative hookup experience were significant. Overall,

after controlling for other variables in the model, men were 18%

more likely to have a penetrative hookup for every one unit

increase in permissive attitudes towards sex, and 184% more

likely to have a penetrative hookup if they had done so in the

past. The model correctly classified 95% of those who engaged

in penetrative hookup behaviors, but only 18% of those who did

not.

Table 3 Bivariate correlations with dependent variables

Variables Hookup—yes

(N = 412)

Penetrative

hookup—yes

(N = 283)

Individual correlates

Attitudes towards sex .26*** .22***

Religiosity -.11* -.11

Relationship Awareness Scale

Confidence about relationship skills -.12* -.05

Awareness of relationship

risk factors

-.07 -.02

Thoughtful relationship decisions -.16*** -.05

Long-term vision -.08 -.04

Lower classman (yes) .13** -.09

Race—White .04 -.04

Personality scale

Extraversion .15** .05

Agreeableness .01 -.12*

Conscientiousness -.05 -.11

Emotional stability -.01 -.03

Openness to experience .06 -.06

Previous hookup experience (yes) .42***

Previous penetrative hookup (yes) .27***

Social correlate

Alcohol use .24*** .13*

Relationship correlate

Stable committed relationship (yes) -.30*** -.05

Family background correlates

Parents married and

living together (yes)

.02 -.05

Perceive parental conflict scale

Frequency -.04 -.01

Intensity -.06 .01

Resolution -.02 -.02

Control variables

Social desirability .03 .01

Semester—Spring .16*** -.07

* p B .05, ** p B .01, *** p B .001

Table 4 Logistic regressions of hooking up and hookup behaviors

Variables B (SE) Exp(B)a,b 95% CI

No hook up vs. hook up (N = 412)

Control variable

Semester—Spring .95 (.27) 2.58*** 1.53–4.36

Individual correlates

Attitudes towards sex .12 (.07) 1.13� .99–1.29

Religiosity .14 (.15) 1.15 .86–1.53

Confidence about relationship

skillsc
.01 (.05) 1.00 .91–1.10

Thoughtful relationship

decisionsc
-.14 (.06) .87* .77–.97

Lower classman (yes) .45 (.29) 1.56 .88–2.77

Extraversiond .10 (.05) 1.10* 1.01–1.21

Previous hookup experience (yes) 1.27 (.29) 3.58*** 2.03–6.29

Social correlate

Alcohol use .26 (.09) 1.30** 1.07–1.57

Relational correlate

Stable committed romantic

relationship (yes)

-.99 (.31) .37*** .20–.67

Non-penetrative vs. penetrative

(N = 283)

Individual correlates

Attitudes towards sex .17 (.07) 1.18* 1.04–1.35

Agreeablenessd -.06 (.07) .95 .83–1.08

Previous penetrative hookup (yes) 1.04 (.30) 2.84*** 1.56–5.15

Social correlate

Alcohol use .02 (.11) 1.02 .83–1.25

� p\.10, * p B .05, ** p B .01, *** p B .001
a Adjusted odds ratios for Hypothesis 1
b Unadjusted odds ratios for Hypothesis 2
c Relationship Awareness Scale subscale
d Personality subscale
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Discussion

A hookup culture exists on many college campuses (Bogle,

2008), which departs from a traditional sequence of relationship

development where sexual activity follows the forming of com-

mitted relationships. Although hooking up has been the focus of

recent research, we attended to men’s experiences to examine

within-group variation and identify potential correlates of hook-

ing up. We found that a majority of men in our sample (69%)

reported hooking up during the semester and about 73% of these

reported a penetrative hookup. Thus, our study contributes to the

extant literature showing that hookups are a prevalent form of

physical intimacy among college students (Fielder & Carey,

2010b; Owen et al., 2010).

When we compared men who did and did not hookup, we

found that past hookup behavior was most influential, followed

by alcohol use, being in a stable committed relationship, and

thoughtful relationship decision making. The effect of past

hookup behavior confirms findings of other studies (e.g., Fielder

& Carey, 2010a; Owen et al., 2011). Similarly, alcohol use was

another important correlate among these men. Scholars consis-

tently link sex with a non-committed partner and alcohol con-

sumption (e.g., Bersamin et al., 2011; Fielder & Carey, 2010b),

primarilybecausealcoholdecreases inhibitionsandimpairsdeci-

sionmaking(Flacketal.,2007).Wealsofoundthatmeninstable,

committed relationships were less likely to hookup, confirming

findings of previous studies (e.g., Herold et al., 1998) and sup-

porting the need to include relationship status in such investi-

gations. Lastly, men who were more thoughtful about relation-

shiptransitionswerealsoless likely tohookup.Thisfitswithother

findings that relationship thoughtfulness is important todecreas-

ing sexual behaviors that potentially increase exposure to STIs

(see Owen & Fincham, 2011). Moreover, men who are thought-

ful are likely to be more intentional about important relation-

ship transitions (e.g., engaging in sexual behaviors with a part-

ner, making relationship commitments) and evidence shows

that intentional relationship commitment is linked with higher

relationship satisfaction (see Stanley et al., 2006).

Our findings were not consistent with Bogle (2008), who

suggested that being a freshmen/sophomore was linked to hook-

ing up. For men, it appears that year in school was not related to

having a greater likelihood of hooking up. It may be that prior to

coming to college they are already socialized into a hookup cul-

turefromtheirexperiences inhighschool(seeFortunato,Young,

Boyd, & Fons, 2010). This is consistent with findings from

Fielder and Carey (2010b), who reported that over half of their

sample of females who were freshmen in college had hooked up

in high school. Perhaps college students are motivated to hookup

for reasons other than romantic relationship formation early in

their college experiences, also consistent with Fielder and Carey

(2010b). However, future research should examine more closely

the motivations to hookup, especially amongfirst-year college

men.

Our second aim was to determine which variables differenti-

ated the typesofhookingupbehaviorsandidentifymenwhomay

have the greatest potential for exposure to STIs and unplanned

pregnancy. Unlike past studies (Fielder & Carey, 2010a; Owen

et al., 2011; Paul et al., 2000), we did not find a link between pen-

etrative hookups and alcohol use. This was likely due to the fact

that we used a more general measure of alcohol consumption

rather than measuring alcohol use during or just prior to hookup

encounters. However, we found two important correlates of pen-

etrative hookups among men: permissive sex attitudes and pre-

vious penetrative hookup experience. First, men who were more

accepting of non-committed sex were more likely to have pen-

etrative hookups. Although past research linked such attitudes

and hooking up (Herold et al., 1998; Owen et al., 2010), these

attitudes may also increase men’s willingness to engage in pen-

etrative sexual behaviors. That is, although permissive sex atti-

tudes play less of a role in deciding to hookup, once men are in a

hookup situation these attitudes may provide an impetus for men

to engage in oral sex and/or intercourse (vaginal/anal). Second,

men who had a penetrative hookup in the past were more willing

to do so in the future. They were 184% more likely to do so. Thus,

these men may hookup more frequently, as well as expose them-

selves more frequently to potential health risks because of having

multiple sequential and concurrent hookup partners (see Kelley

et al., 2003).

Limitations

The findings should be considered in light of several limitations.

The sample was not randomly selected, but consisted of men

who self-selected into a class on family relationships to satisfy a

campus wide liberal studies requirement. Also, we found an

important difference between those who dropped outof the study

and those who did not. Those who participated at T1, T2, and T3

had fewer previous hookup partners than those who dropped out.

However, theexperiencesof themenwhodroppedoutmaydiffer

in other ways not examined here.

Another important limitation was the limited number of

social, relational, and family background correlates included. It

may be that other indicators of these areas play a significant role

inhookingupamongcollegemen,butwerenotmeasured.Future

researchshouldexamineavarietyofsocial, relational,andfamily

background variables. The extant literature is limited in docu-

menting the influence of family environment on spontaneous

sexual encounters, because only parent’s attitudes about relation-

ships or sex and family structure are examined. Future research

should attend more fully to understanding the influence of one’s

family of origin.

Of importance to our findings is that we did not assess actual

use of prophylactics during hookups. It is possible that men

engaging in penetrative sexual behaviors are consistently using

condoms to protect against STIs and pregnancy. However, we

have reason to suspect that condom use is limited when engaging
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in spontaneous vaginal or anal intercourse and even less when

engaging in oral sex (see Downing-Matibag & Geisinger, 2009;

Fielder & Carey, 2010b). Future research should assess (1) the

frequency with which condoms or other prophylactics are used

during spontaneous sexual encounters, (2) whether contraception

is discussed during these encounters, (3) who initiates these

conversationsandwhat is theirnature,and(4)whether sexualhis-

tory and knowledge of having an STI is discussed among men.

Webelievethat thereareopportunities tolearnabouthookupsand

contraception during this phase of the life course.

Implications for Research and Practice

Our findings have important research implications for under-

standing hooking up among males and gaining a broader under-

standing of within-group variations among men. Some men are

hookingupprior tocomingtocollegeandresearchhasaddressed

this among adolescents (e.g., Fortunato et al., 2010; Manning,

Giordano, & Longmore, 2006); however, no study has focused

specifically on young men. Future research should include lon-

gitudinal designs that examine factors that influence hookup

trajectories over time, particularly as adolescent men make the

transition from high school to college.

In concert with findings from other studies, our findings

suggest important implications for intervention. Given the prev-

alence of hooking up on college campuses, college adminis-

trators should take steps to provide education for their students

regarding healthy and safer sex practices. For example, Down-

ing-Matibag and Geisinger (2009) found that most hookup part-

nersdidnotdiscusscontraceptionor the riskofSTI transmission.

Thus, an effort to increase awareness of these potential health

risks includes communication strategies for effectively broach-

ing the discussion of contraception. Efforts can be aimed at

integrating such education with first semester course content

relevant tosexuality.Anotheroptionmight includecollaborative

efforts with student health centers to increase overall awareness

of STIs and promote contraceptive use given the prevalent

hookup culture.

Relationship education targeting emerging adults should

include discussions about the importance of making deliberate

decisions (as opposed to‘‘sliding’’) (Pearson et al., 2005) regard-

ing relationship transitions. Such efforts are currently underway

(Fincham, Stanley, & Rhoades, 2011) and could benefit by tai-

loring curricula to directly address sexual behaviors prevalent

among college students. As our study demonstrated, increasing

relationship thoughtfulness among men may potentially help

them critically consider decisions to hookup or engage in pene-

trative hookups.

Last,becauseof theco-occurrenceofhookingupwithalcohol

use, we concur with the recommendations of others to address

alcohol and substance abuse among college populations as a

means to promote sexual health (Cooper, 2002). Intervention

also should be targeted by gender. We agree with Cho and Span

(2010), who suggest that interventions aimed at men should

focuson specific factorsassociatedwith non-committedsexand

drinking (as opposed to a more global approach), while empha-

sizing the importance of condom use during all sexual encoun-

ters, whether intoxicated or not.

References

Acock, A. C. (2005). Working with missing values. Journal of Marriage
and Family, 67, 1012–1028. doi:10.1111/j.1741-3737.2005.00191.x.

Allen, K. R., Husser, E. K., Stone, D. J., & Jordal, C. E. (2008). Agency and

error in young adults’ stories of sexual decision making. Family
Relations, 57, 517–529. doi:10.1111/j.1741-3729.2008.00519x.

Arnett, J. J. (2004). Emerging adulthood: The winding road from the late
teens through the twenties. New York: Oxford University Press.

Bancroft, J., Janssen, E., Carnes, L., Goodrich, D., Strong, D., & Long, J. S.

(2004). Sexual activity and risk taking in young heterosexual men:

The relevance of sexual arousability, mood, and sensation seeking.

Journal of Sex Research, 41, 181–192. doi:10.1080/0022449040955

2226.

Bersamin, M. M., Paschall, M. J., Saltz, R. F., & Zamboanga, B. L. (2011).

Youngadultsandcasual sex:Therelevanceofcollegedrinkingsetting.

Journal of Sex Research, doi:10:1080/00224499.2010.548012.

Bogle,K.A. (2008). Hookingup:Sex,dating,andrelationshipson campus.
New York: New York University Press.

Burdette, A. M., Ellison, C. G., Hill, T. D., & Glenn, N. D. (2009).‘‘Hooking

up’’at college: Does religion make a difference? Journal of the Scientific
Study of Religion, 48, 535–551. doi:10.1111/j.1468-5906.2009.0146

4.x.

Cho, Y., & Span, S. A. (2010). The effects of alcohol on sexual risk-taking

among young men and women. Addictive Behaviors, 35, 779–785.

doi:10.1016/j.addbeh.2010.03.007.

Cooper, M. L. (2002). Alcohol use and risky sexual behavior among college

students and youth: Evaluating the evidence. Journal of Studies on
Alcohol, 14, 101–117. Retrieved from http://www.collegedrinking

prevention.gov/media/Journal/101-Cooper.pdf.

Demers, A., Kairouz, S., Adlaf, E. M., Gliksman, L., Newton-Taylor, B., &

Marchand, A. (2002). Multi-level analysis of situational drinking

among Canadian undergraduates. Social Science and Medicine, 55,

415–424. doi:10.1016/S0277-9536(01)00258-1.

Downing-Matibag, T. M., & Geisinger, B. (2009). Hooking up and sexual

risk takingamong collegestudents:A healthbelief modelperspective.

Qualitative Health Research, 19, 1196–1209. doi:10.1177/10497323

09344206.

Epstein, M., Calzo, J. P., Smiler, A. P., & Ward, L. M. (2009). ‘‘Anything

from making out to having sex’’: Men’s negotiation of hooking up and

friends with benefits scripts. Journal of Sex Research, 46, 414–424.

doi:10.1080/00224490902775801.

Fielder,R.L.,&Carey,M.P. (2010a).Predictorsandconsequencesof sexual

‘‘hookups’’ among college students: A short-term prospective study.

ArchivesofSexualBehavior,39,1105–1119.doi:10.1007/s10508-008-

9448-4.

Fielder, R. L., & Carey, M. P. (2010b). Prevalence and characteristics of

sexualhookupsamongfirst-semester femalecollegestudents.Journal
of Sex and Marital Therapy, 36, 346–359. doi:10.1080/0092623X.

2010.488118.

Fincham, F. D., Stanley, S. M., & Rhoades, G. K. (2011). Relationship

education in emerging adulthood: Problems and prospects. In F.

D. Fincham & M. Cui (Eds.), Romantic relationships in emerging
adulthood (pp. 293–316). Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Flack, W. F., Daubman, K. A., Caron, M. L., Asadorian, J. A., D’Aureli, N.

R., Gigliotti, S. N., … Stine, E. R. (2007). Risk factors and conse-

quences of unwanted sex among university students: Hooking up,

582 Arch Sex Behav (2013) 42:573–583

123

http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1741-3737.2005.00191.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1741-3729.2008.00519x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/00224490409552226
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/00224490409552226
http://dx.doi.org/10:1080/00224499.2010.548012
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-5906.2009.01464.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-5906.2009.01464.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.addbeh.2010.03.007
http://www.collegedrinkingprevention.gov/media/Journal/101-Cooper.pdf
http://www.collegedrinkingprevention.gov/media/Journal/101-Cooper.pdf
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0277-9536(01)00258-1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1049732309344206
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1049732309344206
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/00224490902775801
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10508-008-9448-4
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10508-008-9448-4
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/0092623X.2010.488118
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/0092623X.2010.488118


alcohol, and stress response. Journal of Interpersonal Violence, 22,

139–157. doi:10.1177/0886260506295354.

Fortunato, L., Young, A. M., Boyd, C. J., & Fons, C. E. (2010). Hook-up

sexual experiences and problem behaviors among adolescents. Jour-
nal of Child & Adolescent Substance Abuse, 19, 261–278. doi:

10.1080/1067828X.2010.488965.

Glenn, N., & Marquardt, E. (2001). Hooking up, hanging out, and hoping
forMr.Right:Collegewomenondatingandmating today.NewYork:

Institute for American Values.

Gosling, S. D., Rentfrow, P. J., & Swann, W. B., Jr. (2003). A very brief

measure of the Big-Five personality domains. Journal of Research in
Personality, 37, 504–528. doi:10.1016/S0092-6566(03)000-46-1.

Grych, J. H., Seid, M., & Fincham, F. D. (1992). Assessing conflict from the

child’sperspective:TheChildren’sPerceptionof Interparental Conflict

Scale. Child Development, 63, 558–572. doi:10.1111/j.1467-8624.

1992.tb01646.x.

Gute, G., & Eshbaugh, E. M. (2008). Personality as a predictor of hooking

up among college students. Journal of Community Health Nursing,
25, 26–43. doi:10.1080/07370010701836385.

Herold, E. S., Maticka-Tyndale, E., & Mewhinney, D. (1998). Predicting

intentions to engage in casual sex. Journal of Social and Personal
Relationships, 15, 502–516. doi:10.1177/0265407598154004.

Kelley, S. S., Borawski, E. A., Flocke, S. A., & Keen, K. J. (2003). The role

ofsequentialandconcurrent sexual relationships in theriskofsexually

transmitteddiseaseamongadolescents.Journal ofAdolescent Health,
32, 296–305. doi:10.1016/S1054-139X(02)00710-3.

Lambert,T.A.,Kahn,A.S.,&Apple,K.J. (2003).Pluralistic ignoranceand

hooking up. Journal of Sex Research, 40, 129–133. doi:10.1080/

00224490309552174.

Levinson, R. A., Jaccard, J., & Beamer, L. (1995). Older adolescents’

engagement in casual sex: Impact of risk perception and psychosocial

motivations. Journal of Youth and Adolescence, 24, 349–364. doi:

10.1007/BF01537601.

Manning, W. D., Giordano, P. C., & Longmore, M. A. (2006). Hooking

up: The relationship contexts of ‘‘nonrelationship’’ sex. Journal of
AdolescentResearch,21, 459–483.doi:10.1177/0743558406291692.

Manning,W.D.,Longmore,M.A.,&Giordano,P.C. (2005).Adolescents’

involvement innon-romanticsexualactivity.SocialScienceResearch,
34, 384–407. doi:10.1016/j.ssresearch.2004.03.001.

Maticka-Tyndale, E., Herold, E. S., & Mewhinney, D. (1998). Casual sex

on spring break: Intentions and behaviors of Canadian students. Jour-
nal of Sex Research, 35, 254–264. doi:10.1080/00224499809551941.

Owen, J., & Fincham, F. D. (2011). Effects of gender and psychosocial

factors on ‘‘friends with benefits’’ relationships among young adults.

Archives of Sexual Behavior, 40, 311–320. doi:10.1007/s10508-010-

9611-6.

Owen, J., Fincham, F. D., & Moore, J. (2011). Short-term prospective study

of hooking up among college students. Archives of Sexual Behavior,
40, 331–341. doi:10.1007/s10508-010-9697-x.

Owen,J.,Rhoades,G.K.,Stanley,S.M.,&Fincham,F.F. (2010).‘‘Hooking

up’’ among college students: Demographic and psychosocial corre-

lates. Archives of Sexual Behavior, 39, 653–663. doi:10.1007/s10508-

008-9414-1.

Paul, E. L., & Hayes, K. A. (2002). The casualties of ‘casual sex’: A qual-

itativeexplorationof thephenomenologyofcollegestudents’hookups.

Journal of Social and Personal Relationships, 19, 639–661. doi:

10.1177/0265407502195006.

Paul, E. L., McManus, B., & Hayes, A. (2000).‘‘Hookups’’: Characteristics

and correlates of college students’ spontaneous and anonymous sexual

experience. Journal of Sex Research, 37, 76–88. doi:10.1080/002244

90009552023.

Pearson,M.,Stanley,S.M.,&Kline,G.H.(2005).Withinmyreach.Greenwood,

CO: PREP for Individuals Inc.

Penhollow, T., Young, M., & Bailey, W. (2007). Relationship between

religiosity and ‘‘hooking up’’ behavior. American Journal of Health
Education, 38, 338–345.

Petersen, J. L., & Hyde, J. S. (2010). A meta-analytic review of research on

gender differences in sexuality, 1993–2007. Psychological Bulletin,
136, 21–38. doi:10.1037/a0017504.

Saunders, J. B., Aasland, O. G.,Babor, T.F., de la Fuente, J. R., & Grant,M.

(1993). Development of the alcohol use disorders identification test

(AUDIT): WHO collaborative project on early detection of persons

with harmful alcohol consumption-II. Addiction, 88, 791–804. doi:

10.1111/j.1360-0443.1993.tb02093.x.

Simpson, J. A., & Gangestad, S. W. (1991). Individual differences in

sociosexuality: Evidence for convergent and discriminant validity.

Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 60, 870–883. doi:

10.1037/0022-3514.60.6.870.

Stanley, S. M., Rhoades, G. K., & Markman, H. J. (2006). Sliding versus

deciding: Inertia and the premarital cohabitation effect. Family Rela-
tions, 55, 499–509. doi:10.1111/j.1741-3729.2006.00418.x.

Stinson, R. D. (2010). Hooking up in young adulthood: A review of factors

influencing thesexualbehaviorofcollegestudents.JournalofCollege
Student Psychotherapy, 24, 98–115. doi:10.1080/875682209035585

96.

Strahan, R., & Gerbasi, K. C. (1972). Short, homogeneous versions of the

Marlowe-Crowne Social Desirability Scale. Journal of Clinical Psy-
chology, 28, 191–193. doi:10.1002/1097-4679.

Arch Sex Behav (2013) 42:573–583 583

123

http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0886260506295354
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/1067828X.2010.488965
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0092-6566(03)000-46-1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.1992.tb01646.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.1992.tb01646.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/07370010701836385
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0265407598154004
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S1054-139X(02)00710-3
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/00224490309552174
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/00224490309552174
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/BF01537601
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0743558406291692
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ssresearch.2004.03.001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/00224499809551941
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10508-010-9611-6
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10508-010-9611-6
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10508-010-9697-x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10508-008-9414-1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10508-008-9414-1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0265407502195006
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/00224490009552023
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/00224490009552023
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0017504
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1360-0443.1993.tb02093.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.60.6.870
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1741-3729.2006.00418.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/87568220903558596
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/87568220903558596
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/1097-4679

	Hooking Up and Penetrative Hookups: Correlates that Differentiate College Men
	Abstract
	Introduction
	Hooking Up: Definition, Prevalence, and Exposure to Health Risks
	Correlates of Hooking Up
	Individual Correlates
	Social Correlates
	Relational Correlates
	Family Background Correlates

	Hookup Behaviors
	The Current Study
	Study Hypotheses
	Correlates of Hooking Up (Hypothesis 1)
	Correlates of Penetrative Hookups (Hypothesis 2)


	Method
	Participants
	Procedure
	Measures
	Independent Variables: Individual Correlates
	Independent Variables: Social Correlates
	Independent Variables: Relationship Correlates
	Independent Variables: Family Background Correlates
	Dependent Variable
	Control Variables


	Results
	Descriptive Statistics
	Hypothesis 1: No Hookup Versus Hookup
	Hypothesis 2: Non-penetrative Versus Penetrative Hookups

	Discussion
	Limitations
	Implications for Research and Practice

	References


