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Abstract

Scholars of adolescent and emerging adult sexuality have recently begun to study how diverse 

patterns of sexual behaviors contribute to development and well-being. A person-oriented 

approach to studying sexual behaviors provides a nuanced understanding of sexual repertoires. 

The goals of this paper were to document patterns of sexual behaviors ranging from kissing to 

penetrative sex, and to examine how latent classes of behaviors, gender, and partner type (romantic 

vs. nonromantic) predict intra- and interpersonal consequences of sexual behaviors. Latent class 

analysis of a stratified random sample of U.S. college students revealed four classes of sexual 

behaviors: Kissing Only, Kissing and Touching, All Behaviors, and Oral and Penetrative Only. 

Compared to individuals in the All Behaviors class, individuals in the Kissing Only class were less 

likely to experience a positive or a negative intrapersonal consequence of sexual behaviors. Men 

were less likely to report a negative intrapersonal consequence than women were. Partner type 

predicted negative interpersonal consequences for the All Behaviors class. Implications are 

discussed in terms of normative sexual development, prevention, and sexual and relationship 

education.
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Although the majority of research on the consequences of sexual behavior has focused on 

the physical health consequences of penetrative sex, social and emotional consequences also 

represent key components of sexual health (Edwards & Coleman, 2004). Young adults 

engage in a range of sexual behaviors from kissing to penetrative sex that vary in their 

implications for social and emotional well-being. For example, young adults report fewer 

positive and negative emotional consequences for oral sex than vaginal sex (Lefkowitz, 
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Vasilenko, & Leavitt, 2016). Additionally, romantic and nonromantic sexual partnerships 

confer different benefits and risks for emotional well-being (Furman & Collibee, 2014). In 

this paper, we aim to advance understanding of how young adults’ sexual behaviors and 

partner types are associated with consequences of sexual behavior. We use a person-oriented 

approach, latent class analysis (LCA), to identify what patterns of sexual behaviors exist, 

and thus provide a complex view of sexual activity. We also examine how behavior patterns 

differ by partner type (romantic versus nonromantic), and how behavior patterns and partner 

type correspond to perceived consequences of sexual experiences. Using a person-oriented 

approach to answer these questions helps to explain the emotional and practical significance 

of a range of sexual behaviors.

The Value of a Person-oriented Approach

The majority of research on adolescent and young adult sexual behaviors has used variable-

oriented approaches (for a review, see Diamond & Savin-Williams, 2009). In these methods, 

the associations between each isolated sexual behavior and outcomes of interest are averaged 

across participants. Variable-oriented approaches have demonstrated the diversity in 

adolescents’ and young adults’ sexual repertoires, and have also demonstrated that 

individuals evaluate different sexual behaviors in distinct ways. For example, adolescents 

who have never had penetrative sex but have engaged in other genital sexual behaviors (e.g. 

oral sex or sexual touching) report more positive feelings about their sexual behaviors than 

adolescents who have had penetrative sex, most of whom have also engaged in other genital 

behaviors (Woody, Russel, D’Souza, & Woody, 2000).

Variable-oriented approaches, however, are limited in their ability to document the 

multidimensional nature of sexual behaviors because of their focus on single variables 

pooled across participants. Understanding human behavior and development necessitates a 

more holistic perspective, which focuses on the person, not the variable, as the unit of 

analysis (Bergman & Magnusson, 1997; Cairns, 1983; Magnusson, 1985). Person-oriented 

approaches emphasize that behavior may involve many factors interacting at multiple levels, 

and that processes are often organized as patterns, where each factor derives meaning from 

its relation to the other factors (Bergman & Magnusson, 1997). A person-oriented approach 

is well-suited for studying sexual behaviors because of their complex, multidimensional 

nature. Because each sexual behavior has unique meaning, and this meaning differs in the 

presence or absence of other behaviors, each pattern of sexual behaviors may differ with 

respect to its consequences. For example, oral and penetrative sex together may be 

experienced more positively than either behavior alone, as research has found this behavior 

combination to be associated with partner support and positive mood (Hensel, Fortenberry, 

& Orr, 2008). Thus, analyzing how behavior patterns, rather than individual behaviors, 

correspond to consequences of sexual behaviors can bring additional insight into the 

emotional impact of sexual behaviors.

Studies using LCA, latent profile analysis, and cluster analysis have demonstrated the utility 

of person-oriented approaches for understanding adolescent and young adult sexual 

behaviors (e.g., Haydon, Herring, & Halpern, 2012; Hipwell, Stepp, Keenan, Chung, & 

Loeber, 2011; Vasilenko, Kugler, Butera, & Lanza, 2015). By identifying patterns of 
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behaviors that tend to co-occur (also called classes or profiles), these studies demonstrate the 

multidimensional nature of sexual behaviors in adolescence and young adulthood. Classes of 

sexual behaviors identified in prior work include postponement of sexual intercourse, 

normative timing and sequencing of oral and vaginal sex, and early initiation of sexual 

behaviors (Haydon, Herring, & Halpern, 2012; Haydon, Herring, Prinstein, & Halpern, 

2012; Hipwell et al., 2011; Vasilenko et al., 2015). Profiles of risky sexual behaviors (e.g. 

condom use, number of partners) have also emerged, demonstrating that adolescents use a 

variety of strategies to reduce risk of sexually transmitted infections (STIs) and pregnancy 

(Beadnell et al., 2005; Newman & Zimmerman, 2000). In addition, classes marked by 

different sexual behavior patterns are differentially associated with health outcomes such as 

number of sexual partnerships, STI diagnosis, depression, and substance use (Haydon, 

Herring, & Halpern, 2012; Haydon, Herring, Prinstein et al., 2012; Hipwell et al., 2011; 

Vasilenko et al., 2014).

Although extant person-oriented studies of sexual behaviors demonstrate the value of this 

approach for understanding sexual behaviors, their focus on oral and penetrative sex limits 

the conclusions we can draw about how sexual behavior patterns may influence sexual 

health. In order to understand the role of sexual behavior patterns in emotional health, it is 

necessary to assess additional sexual behaviors. Although oral and penetrative sex are 

important to study, kissing and touching are also key to understanding relational outcomes 

because of their associations with affection and relationship maintenance (Hughes, Harrison, 

& Gallup, 2007; Wlodarski & Dunbar, 2013). One person-oriented study of adolescent girls 

found variation in the likelihood of kissing and touching in different latent classes (Hipwell 

et al., 2011), but it is unknown how these behaviors factor into sexual repertoires for boys or 

beyond mid-adolescence. The current paper builds on past person-oriented research on 

sexual behaviors by using a range of sexual behaviors in a sample of U.S. college students.

Emotional Consequences of Sexual Behaviors

Additionally, although past research has focused on physical health consequences of sexual 

behaviors, emotional consequences represent another domain of sexual health that may 

differ according to sexual behavior pattern. Research on emotional consequences of different 

sexual behaviors often focuses on short-term consequences, which may be a mechanism 

through which behaviors influence longer term mental health and well-being (Strokoff, 

Owen, & Fincham, 2014; Vasilenko, Lefkowitz, & Welsh, 2014). Research on short-term 

consequences of sexual behavior distinguishes between the valence of consequences 

(positive versus negative), and whether consequences are intrapersonal or interpersonal 

(Campbell, 2008; Vasilenko et al., 2012). Intrapersonal consequences include health, guilt/

regret, or physical satisfaction (Vasilenko et al., 2012). Interpersonal consequences include 

feelings about one’s partner or peers, such as feeling used, feeling disappointed that the 

relationship did not further develop, or hoping that friends do not find out about the 

encounter (Vasilenko et al., 2012).

Research has found that specific sexual behaviors may be associated with different positive 

and negative consequences. For example, young adults may experience anal sex and 

performing oral sex as less positive than vaginal sex (Lefkowitz et al., 2016; Malacad & 
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Hess, 2010; Vasilenko, Maas, Lefkowitz, & Maggs, 2014). In contrast, young adults may 

perceive kissing or touching as less negative than vaginal sex, at least among women 

(Vasilenko et al., 2014).

Although research has distinguished how specific sexual behaviors relate to positive and 

negative consequences, research has not explored how different sexual behaviors relate to 

intrapersonal and interpersonal consequences. Examining intrapersonal and interpersonal 

consequences separately is important because the types of consequences associated with 

behavior patterns suggest the mechanisms by which behavior patterns influence emotional 

well-being. For example, a pattern characterized by oral and penetrative sex may be more 

emotionally risky than just kissing due to either differences in interpersonal (e.g., 

relationship concerns) or intrapersonal (e.g., sexual regret) consequences, or both. These 

differences can inform prevention and sexual education programs, whose content may 

specifically address the types of concerns that are most relevant to individuals engaging in 

specific behavior patterns. In this paper, we aim to understand how sexual behavior patterns 

are associated with positive and negative intrapersonal and interpersonal short-term 

consequences of sexual activity.

The Role of Partner Type

We are also interested in the role of sexual partner type (romantic versus nonromantic) in 

predicting sexual behavior patterns and their consequences, given that sexual behaviors 

differ between individuals with romantic and nonromantic partners. Nonromantic sexual 

experiences, such as friends with benefits, one-night stands, and booty calls, are normative 

among college students (Claxton & van Dulmen, 2013). Variable-oriented studies have 

found that individuals are less likely to engage in oral and vaginal sex, and engage in all 

sexual behaviors less frequently, with nonromantic partners than romantic partners 

(Armstrong, England, & Fogarty, 2009; Fielder, Carey, & Carey, 2013; Furman & Shaffer, 

2011). These behavior differences make it important to account for partner type in person-

oriented studies of sexual behaviors. However, we know of no person-oriented study that has 

examined how latent classes of sexual behaviors differ by partner type.

Specific sexual behavior patterns may also differentially predict perceived outcomes of 

sexual activity for people with romantic versus nonromantic partners. Various factors 

associated with nonromantic sexual encounters, such as not knowing a partner well, alcohol 

intoxication, and a lack of communication about sexual topics may mean that more intimate 

behaviors such as penetrative sex are associated with worse outcomes for individuals with 

nonromantic partners, but not for individuals with romantic partners. Past variable-oriented 

research has found that, compared to other behaviors, penetrative sex with a nonromantic 

partner may be associated with greater regret for women (Eshbaugh & Gute, 2008; Fielder 

& Carey, 2010). In contrast, penetrative sex does not appear to be detrimental to adolescents 

in romantic relationships (Welsh, Haugen, Widman, Darling, & Grello, 2005).

Although past research suggests that specific sexual behaviors may have different 

consequences for people with romantic versus nonromantic partners, using a person-oriented 

approach will further elucidate how sexual behavior patterns correspond to different 
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outcomes for these two groups. For example, kissing and touching a romantic partner may 

be associated with similar outcomes as just kissing a romantic partner; in contrast, kissing 

and touching a nonromantic partner may be associated with different consequences than 

kissing alone. Adopting a person-oriented approach will account for the interrelated 

meanings of sexual behaviors. Therefore, we examine the interaction of sexual behavior 

patterns and partner type in predicting perceived consequences of sexual experiences.

The Role of Gender

Some person-oriented studies have demonstrated gender differences in sexual behavior 

patterns. Women may be more likely than men to have a sexual behavior pattern 

characterized by fewer partners but inconsistent condom use; in contrast, a profile 

characterized by more partners and inconsistent condom use is more common among men 

(Beadnell et al, 2005; Newman & Zimmerman, 2000). Variable-oriented studies have found 

that men report more sexual experience and a higher likelihood of having casual sex partners 

than women (for reviews, see Petersen & Hyde, 2010; Santelli, Lindberg, Abma, McNeely, 

& Resnick, 2000). Although differences in reporting may account for some of these gender 

differences, the presence of gender differences in self-reported sexual behaviors 

demonstrates the need to include gender in person-oriented analyses of sexual behavior. 

Therefore, we examine whether the latent class structure is defined similarly for men and 

women, and if so, whether the distribution of latent classes is similar across gender.

Additionally, past variable-oriented research has found gender differences in the emotional 

consequences of sex. Some of this research suggests that women may react more negatively 

to sexual behaviors than men (Bradshaw, Kahn, & Seville, 2010; Meier, 2007; Vasilenko, 

Lefkowitz, & Maggs, 2012). Additional research suggests that the type of sexual behavior 

performed may influence gender differences in emotional consequences; for example, 

women may feel more positively about vaginal sex than oral sex, whereas men find both 

behaviors similarly rewarding (Lefkowitz et al., 2016). These findings demonstrate the need 

to account for gender in understanding between-person differences in the consequences of 

sexual behaviors. Therefore, we examine the interaction of sexual behavior patterns and 

gender in predicting perceived consequences of sexual experiences.

The Present Research

The present paper explores patterns of recent sexual behaviors in a college sample using 

LCA (Collins & Lanza, 2013). The analyses expand on past work by incorporating a range 

of sexual behaviors from kissing to penetrative sex, predicting both intrapersonal and 

interpersonal short-term consequences of sexual encounters from behavior patterns, and 

assessing the roles of gender and partner type in predicting sexual behavior patterns and 

consequences. In contrast to prior person-oriented work, which focuses on lifetime, yearly, 

or monthly occurrences of sexual behaviors, we use daily reports of sexual behaviors and 

consequences aggregated across two weeks. This strategy limits recall bias, given that 

relationship changes (e.g., break-up) that occur between a sexual event and data collection 

may influence memories of the event. Time passed since an event can also impede memory, 
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and therefore, daily measurement may be especially useful for behaviors with nonromantic 

partners, whom a participant may only see once.

Specifically, we addressed the following research questions:

1. What latent classes of sexual behaviors exist in a college sample, using a wide 

variety of sexual behaviors as indicators?

2. Are the latent classes defined the same way across gender and partner type?

3. If the classes are similarly defined, is the distribution of classes similar across 

gender and partner type?

4. How do latent classes of sexual behaviors, partner type, and the interaction of 

latent class by partner type predict consequences of sexual behaviors?

Method

Participants and Procedure

The current paper used data from [identifying information deleted], a longitudinal, web-

based study of college students at a large public university in the United States [identifying 

reference deleted]. Eligible participants (first-year, first-time students who were under 21 

years of age, U.S. citizens or permanent residents, and living within 25 miles of campus) 

were recruited from registrar lists using a stratified random sampling procedure designed to 

achieve a sample that was diverse with respect to gender and race/ethnicity. Selected 

students received a letter containing a description of the study, a pen, and a $5 cash 

incentive. Five days later, students received an email with a personal, secure link to the 

Semester 1 (S1) baseline survey. After the baseline survey, students were invited by email to 

begin 14 consecutive daily web-based surveys. At S1, participants were compensated $20 

for completing the baseline survey and $3 per day for each of the 14 days of the daily 

survey, plus a bonus of $8 for completing all 14 days. In total, 744 students provided 

informed consent and completed the S1 baseline survey (65.6% initial response rate). The 

majority of participants who completed the baseline survey completed at least 12 of the 14 

daily surveys (86%).

In the baseline survey, participants answered demographic questions. On each of the 14 

daily surveys, participants responded to questions about their activities on the previous day, 

including sexual behaviors. This paper focused on the 269 participants who reported at least 

one sexual behavior during the two weeks of S1 daily data collection. Participants who did 

not report any partnered sexual behaviors in the daily surveys (N=413) were excluded. An 

additional 36 participants who reported both romantic and nonromantic partners in the daily 

surveys were also excluded. Because the LCA used data aggregated across days, it would 

not be clear which behaviors occurred with which type of partner.

The final sample was 57% female and predominantly heterosexual (98%). The sample was 

diverse with respect to race/ethnicity; 26% were Hispanic/Latino [HL]—of non-HL, 43% 

were White, 21% African American, 21% Asian/Hawaiian-Pacific Islander, and 14% 

multiracial. The average age was 18.44 years (SD = 0.41; range 17.58 to 20.75). We 

Wesche et al. Page 6

Sex Res Social Policy. Author manuscript; available in PMC 2018 March 01.

A
uthor M

anuscript
A

uthor M
anuscript

A
uthor M

anuscript
A

uthor M
anuscript



compared the demographic information of the 269 participants in the current sample to those 

who participated in S1 data collection but were excluded from the current sample using a 

series of six X2 tests and one t-test. Participants in the final sample were more likely to be 

female (X2 = 5.35, p < .05) and less likely to be Asian (X2 = 13.46, p < .001). The final and 

overall samples did not differ in likelihood of belonging to other racial/ethnic groups (X2 = 

0.01 to 1.62, ps > .05) or in age (t (741) < 1, p > .05), and there was not enough variation in 

sexual orientation to test differences.

Measures

Indicators of sexual behavior latent class membership—Each day of the study, 

participants answered questions about their sexual behaviors the previous day. From these 

items, we used five indicators of latent class membership, which were dichotomous 

measurements of whether or not the participant kissed a partner on the lips, touched a 

partner under clothing or with no clothing on, performed oral sex, received oral sex, or had 

penetrative sex (vaginal or anal) on any of the 14 survey days. Although separate items 

asked about vaginal and anal sex, these items were collapsed into one because anal sex 

occurred infrequently and everyone who reported having anal sex also reported vaginal sex.

Predictors of latent class membership—Gender and sexual partner type were used to 

predict class membership. In the baseline survey, participants reported their gender (coded as 

1 = male or 2 = female for LCA analyses, and as 1 = male or 0 = female for ANOVA 

analyses). Each day that participants reported engaging in any sexual behaviors, they 

selected one of seven options to describe their relationship to their partner. Partners were 

categorized as nonromantic (stranger or friend, coded as 0) or romantic (casual dating 

partner, regular dating partner, someone the participant lived with, a fiancé, or a spouse, 

coded as 1).

Perceived consequences of sexual behavior—On days they reported any sexual 

behavior, participants also responded to the question, “As a result of all your sexual 

experiences (including kissing and touching, as well as oral, vaginal or anal sex) on [day], 

did you…” assessing whether they experienced each of 19 consequences of their sexual 

encounter on the prior day (For the complete list of items, see Vasilenko et al., 2012). These 

consequences were either intrapersonal (referring to health, guilt/regret, or physical 

satisfaction) or interpersonal (referring to thoughts about one’s relationship with one’s 

partner or peers), and either positive or negative.

We created four dichotomous variables indicating whether a participant experienced at least 

one positive intrapersonal (four items, e.g., “feel a thrill or rush” or “feel physically 

satisfied,” reported by 84% of participants), negative intrapersonal (eight items, e.g., “not 

enjoy it” or “wish you had not had sex” reported by 31% of participants), positive 

interpersonal (three items, e.g., “feel intimate or closer to your partner” or “feel you 

enhanced your reputation,” reported by 88% of participants) or negative interpersonal (four 

items, e.g., “worry your partner wants more commitment” or “feel like things moved too 

fast,” reported by 39% of participants) consequence of sexual behavior at any point during 

the 14 days of data collection. We dichotomized reported consequences within each category 
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for two reasons. First, the data were positively skewed, with most participants reporting zero 

or one consequence of each type. Second, the count of consequences reported is likely to 

correspond to number of days of sexual activity; using a dichotomous measure makes it less 

likely that consequences are confounded with number of days of sexual activity.

Results

Data Analysis

We used PROC LCA in SAS (Lanza, Collins, Lemmon, & Schafer, 2007) to uncover 

multidimensional patterns of sexual behaviors. LCA categorizes individuals into mutually 

exclusive subgroups (or latent classes) based on an unobserved latent variable, which is 

measured by several categorical indicators (Collins & Lanza, 2013). In this analysis, the 

latent classes represent groups of individuals with similar response patterns across the five 

sexual behavior indicators. LCA uses the response patterns in the sample to estimate types 

of latent classes of behavior patterns that would be present in the population, as well as the 

prevalence of each latent class. These latent classes are characterized by differing 

probabilities of engaging in each of the sexual behaviors measured.

In latent class analysis, the user specifies the number of latent classes for the model to use 

and uses fit criteria and interpretability to select the optimal model. To determine the optimal 

latent class solution, we compared models with one through five latent classes. The AIC and 

BIC fit indices indicate relative model fit using a penalized log-likelihood strategy. Lower 

AIC and BIC values indicate better fit, and the model with the lowest AIC and BIC values 

shows the best balance between fit and parsimony. The lowest AIC value was found in the 

four-class model, indicating that a four-class solution was optimal. The lowest BIC 

suggested a three-class model (see Table 1 for model fit statistics). Whereas the three-class 

model only included one class of participants who did not engage in any genital sexual 

behaviors, the addition of a fourth class resulted in a class structure that separated those who 

only kissed from those who kissed and touched. The distinction between these two classes is 

theoretically significant because sexual touching is unique—although it may include genital 

stimulation, it confers little health risk. Also of note, the Kissing and Touching class 

comprised an estimated 25% of the sample. Therefore, we selected the four-class model.

Latent Classes of Sexual Behaviors

All Behaviors was the largest class, containing an estimated 42% of participants. Kissing 

Only and Kissing and Touching contained an estimated 26% and 30% of participants, 

respectively. Item-response probabilities were used to interpret the classes produced by LCA 

(see Table 2). LCA groups individuals based on similar probabilities across behavioral 

indicators, resulting in latent classes of individuals with differing probabilities of engaging 

in each behavior. The item-response probabilities indicate the likelihood that individuals in 

each latent class engaged in a particular behavior. For example, individuals in the Kissing 

Only class had a high probability of kissing, but a very low probability of performing any 

other sexual behaviors. Individuals in the Kissing and Touching class had a very high 

probability of kissing and touching, a very low probability of performing or receiving oral 

sex, and about 1/3 chance of engaging in sexual intercourse in the past two weeks. 
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Individuals in the All Behaviors class had a probability of .7 or higher of engaging in each 

sexual behavior in the past two weeks.

The smallest class, Oral and Penetrative Sex Only, contained only an estimated 2% of the 

sample (an estimated 5% of men and 0% of women). Although this class was small, it was 

present in both three- and four-class models, indicating that it was a distinct group. 

Individuals in this class had high probabilities of engaging in oral and penetrative sex and 

low probabilities of engaging in other sexual behaviors.

Class Structure and Class Distribution by Gender

We examined measurement invariance in the class structure (1) to determine if the same 

classes were found for men and women, and if so, (2) to examine class distribution to 

determine if the likelihood of belonging to each class was the same for men and women. 

LCA with grouping variables tested measurement invariance in the latent class structure 

across gender. This statistical procedure consisted of two steps. First, we produced a four-

class model with gender as a grouping variable and parameters estimated freely. Second, we 

produced a four-class model with gender as a grouping variable and measurement invariance 

imposed across groups (Lanza et al., 2007). Comparing the G2 statistics of the unconstrained 

and constrained models allowed us to determine whether the same types of classes existed 

for men and women. The difference in G2 was not significant, meaning that the latent class 

structure did not vary by gender (χ2 (20) = 12.04, p > .05).

A chi-square test assessed the distribution of class membership by gender. Because the Oral 

and Penetrative Only class was small and consisted of only males, it violated the cell size 

requirements of the test. Therefore, for subsequent analyses making comparisons between 

classes, we used the classify-analyze approach to assign individuals to latent classes based 

on posterior probabilities of class membership (e.g., individuals were assigned to the class 

they were estimated to have the highest probability of belonging to). Then we conducted a 

chi-square test using the three larger classes. The test did not reach statistical significance 

(χ2 (2) < 1, p > .05), meaning that there was no significant gender difference in the 

likelihood of belonging to each of the three latent classes. See Table 3 for distributions of 

latent class membership by gender.

Class Structure and Class Distribution by Partner Type

As with tests of gender differences, we used LCA with grouping variables to examine 

measurement invariance in the latent class structure across partner type. Comparing the G2 

statistics of the unconstrained and constrained models determined that the latent class 

structure did not vary by partner type (χ2 (20) = 12.78, p > .05). That is, the same four 

classes existed for participants with nonromantic partners and those with romantic partners.

A chi-square test assessed the distribution of class membership by relationship status. There 

was a significant difference in the likelihood of class membership by partner type (χ2 (3) = 

29.40, p < .001; see Table 4). Follow-up pairwise chi-square tests indicated that individuals 

in the All Behaviors class were more likely to engage in sexual behaviors with romantic 

partners during the 14 days of daily data collection than individuals in the Kissing Only (χ2 
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(1) = 24.15, p < .001), Kissing and Touching (χ2 (1) = 21.89, p < .001), and Oral and 

Penetrative Only (χ2 (1) = 7.03, p < .01) classes were.

Predicting Perceived Consequences of Sexual Behaviors From Latent Class

A series of four logistic regressions used latent class membership to predict whether 

participants experienced a positive intrapersonal, positive interpersonal, negative 

intrapersonal, or negative interpersonal consequence of sexual behaviors. Because of its 

small size, the Oral and Penetrative Only class was excluded from the model. The All 

Behaviors class served as a comparison group because prior research on consequences of 

sexual activity focuses on penetrative sex (Campbell, 2008; Vasilenko et al., 2012). The 

(centered) variables in the model were gender, partner type, Kissing Only, Kissing and 

Touching, and two-way interactions of each latent class with gender and partner type.

Results of logistic regressions are presented here by predictor. Gender was a significant 

predictor in one of the four regressions. Men reported fewer negative intrapersonal 

consequences than women did (see Table 5). Partner type was significant in three of the four 

regressions. Individuals with romantic partners were more likely to report a positive 

intrapersonal and positive interpersonal consequence, and less likely to report a negative 

interpersonal consequence than individuals with nonromantic partners were. For latent 

classes as predictors, the Kissing Only class, but not the Kissing and Touching class, was a 

significant predictor. Compared to individuals in the All Behaviors class, individuals in the 

Kissing Only class were less likely to report a positive or negative intrapersonal consequence 

of sexual behaviors.

There were also marginally significant interactions for Kissing Only by partner type and 

Kissing and Touching by partner type in predicting negative interpersonal consequences of 

sexual behaviors. Because of the difficulty of finding statistically significant interactions in 

regression models (Jaccard & Wan, 1995; McClelland & Judd, 1993), we decided to 

interpret marginally significant interactions. Follow-up logistic regressions split by latent 

class membership and predicting negative interpersonal consequences from gender and 

partner type were performed to clarify the direction of the interactions. Participants in the 

All Behaviors class were less likely to experience a negative interpersonal consequence of 

sexual behaviors when they had a romantic partner than a nonromantic partner (OR = 0.10, p 
< .01); this effect was nonsignificant for the Kissing and Touching class (OR = 0.40, p > .05) 

and the Kissing Only class (OR = 0.516, p > .05). Figure 1 shows the probabilities of 

reporting a negative interpersonal consequence for individuals with romantic versus 

nonromantic partners, split by latent class.

Discussion

We examined patterns of sexual behaviors, building on previous person-oriented work by 

including a range of sexual behaviors, examining latent class differences by partner type, 

and predicting short-term consequences of sex. The use of LCA in this paper allowed us to 

identify which sexual behaviors tend to co-occur, and to identify how different behavior 

patterns, rather than just different behaviors, matter for reactions to sexual experiences. Four 

latent classes of sexual behaviors were found, with patterns ranging from kissing only to all 
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assessed behaviors. Although the class structure did not significantly differ for individuals 

with romantic and nonromantic partners, the likelihood of class membership varied by 

partner type. Some consequences of sexual activity also differed by class membership and 

partner type. These results provide insight into the nature of sexual behaviors in college 

students, and have practical implications for sex and relationship researchers and educators.

Emotional Significance of Sexual Behaviors

The results of the present research highlight the emotional significance of different sexual 

behavior patterns. A person-oriented approach to studying sexual behaviors was key to these 

findings. The use of person-oriented analyses enabled us to identify how the emotional 

consequences of one sexual behavior differ in the context of other sexual behaviors. In 

particular, we found that kissing by itself may differ in emotional significance from kissing 

in the context of other sexual behaviors. We found that, compared to the All Behaviors class, 

individuals in the Kissing Only class were less likely to report a positive or negative 

intrapersonal consequence of sexual behaviors. It is worth noting that Kissing Only was the 

only class that differed from the All Behaviors class on perceived consequences. Although 

the lack of other significant findings may be due to a lack of statistical power, it is also 

possible that kissing by itself has different connotations than kissing in the context of 

touching and/or oral and penetrative sex. Specifically, it may be perceived as less physically 

satisfying (Goins, Garcia, & Barger, 2013), or less emotionally intense. These different 

consequences indicate that engaging in kissing only is in some ways less positive than 

engaging in other behaviors, but is also protective against negative intrapersonal 

consequences.

Interestingly, the Kissing Only class did not differ from other latent classes on interpersonal 

consequences. This finding indicates that, although kissing may be less physically satisfying 

or intense than other sexual behaviors, it serves a similar purpose as other behavior patterns 

with regard to connecting (or failing to connect) with a partner. Kissing may be as 

relationally meaningful as other behaviors, even if less personally intense. This finding is 

consistent with past research finding that the frequency of kissing is associated with 

adolescents’ relationship satisfaction and commitment (Welsh et al., 2005).

Prior research has found that kissing serves the purposes of relationship maintenance and 

assessment of potential romantic partners for sexual compatibility (Hughes et al., 2007; 

Wlodarski & Dunbar, 2013). Because of kissing’s distinct significance, sexual behaviors 

may have different meanings when kissing is present versus absent. The absence of kissing 

and touching in one latent class was noteworthy; during the two weeks assessed, young men 

in the Oral and Penetrative Only class engaged in oral and/or penetrative sex, but did not kiss 

or touch. The existence of this class demonstrates that kissing and touching are not universal 

among sexually active individuals. The absence of kissing may connote a lack of affection or 

emotional intimacy in these relationships (Paul & Hayes, 2002; Welsh et al., 2005), although 

this class was too small to include in explorations of consequences of sexual behaviors.

A benefit of using a person-oriented analysis is that this statistical approach facilitates a 

more holistic understanding of how sexual behaviors are performed in sexual relationships. 

By identifying patterns of behaviors rather than examining individual behaviors, a person-
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oriented approach enabled the identification of Kissing and Touching as a unique behavior 

pattern, separate from individuals who only kissed and those who engaged in oral/

penetrative sex. The emergence of the Kissing and Touching class invites thought on the role 

of sexual touching in individuals’ sexual repertoires. Sexual touching has received limited 

attention in past research. A behavior pattern characterized by kissing and touching only is 

unique with regard to risk and pleasure—although participants may have engaged in genital 

stimulation, they likely experienced low risk of negative sexual health outcomes, and this 

pattern may be useful for individuals who wish to engage in sexual behaviors while avoiding 

pregnancy and STIs. Alternatively, sexual touching may be an intermediate step in a 

progression from kissing to oral/penetrative sex. Past research on sexual timetables has 

found that touching typically precedes oral and penetrative sex, and that adolescents report 

intimacy as an important factor in deciding to engage in more advanced sexual behaviors 

(O’Sullivan, Cheng, Harris, & Brooks-Gunn, 2007; Rosenthal & Smith, 1997; Smiler, 

Frankel, & Savin-Williams, 2011). Given these findings, it is possible that individuals in the 

Kissing and Touching class were waiting until more emotional intimacy developed with a 

partner before engaging in more sexually intimate behaviors. However, the Kissing and 

Touching class did not differ from All Behaviors class in perceived consequences, 

suggesting that this behavior pattern is not unique in terms of perceived health, emotional, or 

relationship risks or benefits. Further research is needed to investigate the role of touching in 

adolescents’ and young adults’ sexual relationships, including whether it is used as a risk 

management approach or as an intermediate step before more advanced sexual behaviors, 

and how its meanings differ in the presence/absence of oral and penetrative sex.

A person-oriented approach also enabled the identification of oral and penetrative sex as 

linked behaviors, finding that sexual repertoires tended to be characterized by either both 

oral and penetrative sex or neither. The co-occurrence of oral and penetrative sex in college 

students is consistent with the developmental literature, which shows that oral and 

penetrative sex typically emerge within six to twelve months of one another (Haydon, 

Herring, & Halpern, 2012; Lindberg, Jones, & Santelli, 2008; Reese, Haydon, Herring, & 

Halpern, 2013). Our findings support the idea that oral and penetrative sex continue to 

jointly define sexual repertoires after the initiation of these behaviors.

The Importance of Relationship Context

Although the same latent classes of sexual behaviors were found for people with romantic 

versus nonromantic sexual partners, there were differences in the class distributions by 

partner type, with romantic partnerships more likely for individuals in the All Behaviors 

class than any other class. Although research has established that nonromantic sexual 

relationships are normative in young adulthood (e.g., Manning, Giordano, & Longmore, 

2006), oral and penetrative sex may be less normative than kissing and touching with 

nonromantic partners. Our findings are consistent with prior research demonstrating that the 

majority of nonromantic sexual partnerships do not involve oral or penetrative sex 

(Armstrong et al., 2009; Fielder et al., 2013; Furman & Shaffer, 2011). Although much 

research on nonromantic sexual partnerships focuses on oral and penetrative sex (e.g. 

Eshbaugh & Gute, 2008; Grello, Welsh, & Harper, 2006; Manning et al., 2006), additional 

research on kissing and touching with nonromantic partners is needed.
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In addition to finding that engaging in oral and penetrative sex with a nonromantic partner 

may be less normative than kissing and/or touching, our findings suggest that oral and 

penetrative sex may be more detrimental to emotional well-being. Partner type predicted 

negative interpersonal consequences of sexual activity only in the All Behaviors class, 

suggesting that negative emotional health outcomes of nonromantic sexual encounters may 

be specific to individuals who engage in oral and penetrative sex. These findings may help 

explain why sexual intercourse has differential associations with emotional well-being for 

people with and without committed romantic partners (e.g., Furman & Collibee, 2014). The 

association of nonromantic sexual intercourse with poorer emotional well-being may operate 

primarily through interpersonal concerns, such as worrying about commitment or feeling 

like things moved too fast, rather than intrapersonal concerns.

Practical and Policy Implications

Findings about differences in perceived consequences have implications for sex and 

relationship education. The results support a more holistic approach to sexual education that 

emphasizes the range of sexual behaviors in which individuals engage and addresses the 

emotional consequences of sexual behaviors. The majority of sexual education efforts focus 

on oral and penetrative sex and the negative physical health consequences of these behaviors 

(Horne & Zimmer-Gembeck, 2005). However, our results demonstrate diversity in sexual 

behavior patterns, with many individuals reporting kissing and or/touching only. 

Additionally, our results highlight the emotional consequences of sexual behaviors, with 

sexual behavior patterns predicting different reported consequences. Sexual education efforts 

may benefit from an enhanced focus on (a) non-penetrative sexual behaviors, and (b) 

emotional consequences of these behaviors. Incorporating a perspective that acknowledges 

the benefits and drawbacks of multiple sexual behaviors may encourage individuals to 

engage in behaviors with fewer emotional and health risks, such as kissing.

Additionally, our findings highlight the need for sexual education policy to address 

relationship and other contextual issues that make sexual behaviors more or less risky for 

emotional health. Because adolescents and emerging adults engage in sexual behaviors with 

a variety of partners, they must have skills to navigate a diverse range of sexual interactions. 

However, despite the normativity of nonromantic sexual partnerships, few resources exist 

that guide individuals in avoiding negative outcomes of these experiences. The present 

research adds to an existing body of research that demonstrates that casual sexual encounters 

may influence emotional health under some circumstances (Bersamin et al., 2014; Fielder, 

Walsh, Carey, & Carey, 2014). However, under other circumstances, these encounters seem 

to pose few risks to emotional health (e.g., Uecker, Pearce, & Andercheck, 2015; 

Vrangalova, 2015). If sexual education addressed the risks of nonromantic sexual encounters 

using research to guide curriculum development, individuals may better be able to make 

protective choices in their sexual partnerships. For example, research has found that 

nonromantic sexual encounters are not detrimental to emotional health when individuals are 

autonomously motivated to engage in nonromantic sexual partnerships (Uecker et al. 2015; 

Vrangalova, 2015). This research could guide sex educators to discuss sexual decision-

making, encouraging students to avoid sexual scenarios that they aren’t enthusiastic about. 

Our findings may also inform educational content on sexual decision-making. We found that 
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oral and penetrative sex with a nonromantic partner was associated with more negative 

interpersonal outcomes, suggesting that individuals may fare better if they limit these sexual 

behaviors to romantic partnerships. If sex and relationship educators were to openly discuss 

the relative risks of engaging in oral and penetrative sex with a romantic versus a 

nonromantic partner, individuals may be less likely to engage in these more advanced sexual 

behaviors with nonromantic partners.

Limitations and Future Research

The results of this paper should be interpreted in light of methodological limitations. One 

limitation is a lack of statistical power due to the small sample, which may have failed to 

detect differences in the likelihood of class membership. The small Oral and Penetrative 

Only class was composed entirely of men, which prevented us from using other methods, 

such as LCA with a distal outcome or inclusive classify-analyze, to estimate gender 

differences in associations between classes and predictors or outcomes; thus, associations of 

consequences with class membership may have been attenuated (Bray, Lanza, & Tan, 2012; 

Lanza, Tan, & Bray, 2013). Although LCA is a useful tool for understanding behavior 

patterns, it is important to recognize that there is variability within latent classes. For 

example, individuals in the Kissing and Touching class had about a one-third probability of 

also engaging in penetrative sex in the past two weeks. Latent class findings, therefore, 

should be interpreted with caution; the latent class solution does not produce perfect 

descriptions of behavior for every participant. In addition, the associations between latent 

classes of sexual behaviors and emotional consequences may be more strongly driven by 

some behaviors rather than others—for example, oral sex or penetrative sex may drive 

associations between the All Behaviors class and negative interpersonal consequences. 

However, because our latent class solution grouped oral and penetrative sex together, we 

were unable to determine whether one of these behaviors might be more important for 

emotional consequences using a person-oriented approach.

It is also important to note that our sample was limited to college students in the United 

States. Therefore, results may not be generalizable to other populations. Although the 

stratification procedure in [study name removed] makes this sample more diverse than 

convenience samples of college students, generalizations cannot be made to non-college 

students, or to college populations with different characteristics (e.g., two-year colleges). 

Sexual behaviors and their emotional consequences differ across countries (Madkour, Farhat, 

Halpern, Godeau, & Gabhainn, 2010; Wellings et al., 2006), and therefore, patterns of 

behaviors may differ internationally.

Our use of daily data is both a strength and a limitation. Daily data on sexual behaviors may 

produce more accurate results because events are reported more proximally to the event 

(McAuliffe, DiFranceisco, & Reed, 2007). Daily data may be especially useful for behaviors 

with nonromantic sexual partners, whom an individual may see only once. However, two 

weeks of data may not be enough to fully capture participants’ sexual repertoires. This 

sample may underrepresent infrequent sexual behaviors, which often occur with 

nonromantic partners or long-distance relationships. Future research should consider 

measuring daily behaviors over a longer time course.
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This paper was a between-person analysis of sexual behaviors, aggregating sexual behaviors 

across days, but sexual behavior patterns vary across days (Hensel et al., 2008). Daily 

variation in sexual repertoires may correspond to differences in perceived consequences of 

sexual behaviors, but focusing on aggregated behaviors could mask this effect. Additionally, 

we were unable to determine whether participants had multiple partners over the course of 

the study, and consequences may have differed across partners. In order to further 

disentangle the role of sexual behavior patterns in explaining perceived consequences, a 

promising future direction is to analyze within-person differences in sexual behavior patterns 

from a person-oriented approach.

Finally, this paper was primarily descriptive in nature. We can only speculate on the 

functional differences between latent classes. Future research should examine the subjective 

meanings of sexual behaviors and how they change in the context of other behaviors. For 

example, how do individuals in the Kissing Only class explain why they did not engage in 

other sexual behaviors with their partners? How are their sexual experiences different from 

those who engage in both kissing and touching?

Conclusion

Despite its limitations, this paper contributes to understanding the nature of college students’ 

sexual behaviors. Patterns of behavior were diverse, differed by partner type, and predicted 

differences in reported consequences of sexual behaviors. Patterns characterized by all 

sexual behaviors were especially common among students with romantic sexual partners, 

and partner type differentially predicted consequences of sexual behaviors across classes. 

Findings underscore the need to recognize variation in consequences of sexual behaviors 

with both romantic and nonromantic sexual partners and to further explore the role of sexual 

behaviors in explaining variation in emotional health outcomes associated with nonromantic 

sexual partnerships.

Acknowledgments

Funding: This work was supported by the National Institutes of Health grant R01AA016016 and the National 
Institute on Drug Abuse grants T32 DA017629, P50 DA10075, and P50 DA039838.

References

Armstrong, EA., England, P., Fogarty, ACK. Orgasm in college hookups and relationships. In: Risman, 
B., editor. Families as they really are. New York: Norton; 2009. p. 362-377.

Beadnell B, Morrison DM, Wilsdon A, Wells EA, Murowchick E, Hoppe M, Nahom D. Condom use, 
frequency of sex, and number of partners: Multidimensional characterization of adolescent sexual 
risk-taking. Journal of Sex Research. 2005; 42:192–202. DOI: 10.1080/00224490509552274 
[PubMed: 19817033] 

Bergman LR, Magnusson D. A person-oriented approach in research on developmental 
psychopathology. Development and Psychopathology. 1997; 9:291–319. DOI: 10.1017/
S095457949700206X [PubMed: 9201446] 

Bersamin MM, Zamboanga BL, Schwartz SJ, Donnellan MB, Hudson M, Weisskirch RS, Caraway SJ. 
Risky business: Is there an association between casual sex and mental health among emerging 
adults? Journal of Sex Research. 2014; 51:43–51. DOI: 10.1080/00224499.2013.772088 [PubMed: 
23742031] 

Wesche et al. Page 15

Sex Res Social Policy. Author manuscript; available in PMC 2018 March 01.

A
uthor M

anuscript
A

uthor M
anuscript

A
uthor M

anuscript
A

uthor M
anuscript



Bradshaw C, Kahn AS, Saville BK. To hook up or date: Which gender benefits? Sex Roles. 2010; 
62:661–669. DOI: 10.1007/s11199-010-9765-7

Bray, BC., Lanza, ST., Tan, X. An introduction to eliminating bias in classify-analyze approaches for 
latent class analysis. 2012. Retrieved from http://methodology.psu.edu

Cairns, RB. The emergence of developmental psychology. In: Mussen (Series Ed), PH., Kessen (Vol 
Ed), W., editors. Handbook of child psychology: History, theories and methods. 4th. Vol. 1. New 
York: Wiley; 1983. p. 41-101.

Campbell A. The morning after the night before: Affective reactions to one-night stands among mated 
and unmated women and men. Human Nature. 2008; 19:157–173. DOI: 10.1007/
s12110-008-9036-2 [PubMed: 26181462] 

Claxton SE, van Dulmen MH. Casual sexual relationships and experiences in emerging adulthood. 
Emerging Adulthood. 2013; 1:138–150. DOI: 10.1177/2167696813487181

Collins, LM., Lanza, ST. Latent class and latent transition analysis: With applications in the social, 
behavioral, and health sciences. New York: Wiley; 2013. 

Diamond, LM., Savin-Williams, RC. Adolescent sexuality. In: Lerner, RM., Steinberg, LD., editors. 
Handbook of adolescent psychology. 3rd. Vol. 1. Hoboken, NJ: John Wiley & Sons; 2009. p. 
479-523.

Edwards WM, Coleman E. Defining sexual health: A descriptive overview. Archives of Sexual 
Behavior. 2004; 33:189–195. DOI: 10.1023/B:ASEB.0000026619.95734.d5 [PubMed: 15129038] 

Eshbaugh EM, Gute G. Hookups and sexual regret among college women. Journal of Social 
Psychology. 2008; 148:77–89. DOI: 10.3200/SOCP.148.1.77-90 [PubMed: 18476484] 

Fielder RL, Carey MP. Predictors and consequences of sexual “hookups” among college students: A 
short-term prospective study. Archives of Sexual Behavior. 2010; 39:1105–1119. DOI: 10.1007/
s10508-008-9448-4 [PubMed: 19130207] 

Fielder RL, Carey KB, Carey MP. Are hookups replacing romantic relationships? A longitudinal study 
of first-year female college students. Journal of Adolescent Health. 2013; 52:657–659. DOI: 
10.1016/j.jadohealth.2012.09.001 [PubMed: 23298995] 

Fielder RL, Walsh JL, Carey KB, Carey MP. Sexual hookups and adverse health outcomes: A 
longitudinal study of first-year college women. Journal of Sex Research. 2014; 51:131–144. DOI: 
10.1080/00224499.2013.848255 [PubMed: 24350600] 

Furman W, Collibee C. Sexual activity with romantic and nonromantic partners and psychosocial 
adjustment in young adults. Archives of Sexual Behavior. 2014; 43:1327–1341. DOI: 10.1007/
s10508-014-0293-3 [PubMed: 24789049] 

Furman W, Shaffer L. Romantic partners, friends, friends with benefits, and casual acquaintances as 
sexual partners. Journal of Sex Research. 2011; 48:554–564. DOI: 
10.1080/00224499.2010.535623 [PubMed: 21128155] 

Goins L, Garcia L, Barger J. Perceptions of heterosexual activities by heterosexual individuals. 
Electronic Journal of Human Sexuality. 2013; 16

Grello CM, Welsh DP, Harper MS. No strings attached: The nature of casual sex in college students. 
Journal of Sex Research. 2006; 43:255–267. DOI: 10.1080/00224490609552324 [PubMed: 
17599248] 

Haydon AA, Herring AH, Halpern CT. Associations between patterns of emerging sexual behavior and 
young adult reproductive health. Perspectives on Sexual and Reproductive Health. 2012; 44:218–
227. DOI: 10.1363/4421812 [PubMed: 23231329] 

Haydon AA, Herring AH, Prinstein MJ, Halpern CT. Beyond age at first sex: Patterns of emerging 
sexual behavior in adolescence and young adulthood. Journal of Adolescent Health. 2012; 50:456–
463. DOI: 10.1016/j.jadohealth.2011.09.006 [PubMed: 22525108] 

Hensel DJ, Fortenberry JD, Orr DP. Variations in coital and noncoital sexual repertoire among 
adolescent women. Journal of Adolescent Health. 2008; 42:170–176. DOI: 10.1016/j.jadohealth.
2007.07.009 [PubMed: 18207095] 

Hipwell AE, Stepp SD, Keenan K, Chung T, Loeber R. Brief report: Parsing the heterogeneity of 
adolescent girls’ sexual behavior: Relationships to individual and interpersonal factors. Journal of 
Adolescence. 2011; 34:589–592. DOI: 10.1016/j.adolescence.2010.03.002 [PubMed: 20359740] 

Wesche et al. Page 16

Sex Res Social Policy. Author manuscript; available in PMC 2018 March 01.

A
uthor M

anuscript
A

uthor M
anuscript

A
uthor M

anuscript
A

uthor M
anuscript

http://methodology.psu.edu


Horne S, Zimmer-Gembeck MJ. Female sexual subjectivity and well-being: Comparing late 
adolescents with different sexual experiences. Sexuality Research and Social Policy. 2005; 2:25–
40. DOI: 10.1525/srsp.2005.2.3.25

Hughes SM, Harrison MA, Gallup GG Jr. Sex differences in romantic kissing among college students: 
An evolutionary perspective. Evolutionary Psychology. 2007; 5:612–631.

Jaccard J, Wan CK. Measurement error in the analysis of interaction effects between continuous 
predictors using multiple regression: Multiple indicator and structural equation approaches. 
Psychological Bulletin. 1995; 117:348.doi: 10.1037//0033-2909.117.2.348

Lanza ST, Collins LM, Lemmon DR, Schafer JL. PROC LCA: A SAS procedure for latent class 
analysis. Structural Equation Modeling. 2007; 14:671–694. DOI: 10.1080/10705510701575602 
[PubMed: 19953201] 

Lanza ST, Tan X, Bray BC. Latent class analysis with distal outcomes: A flexible model-based 
approach. Structural Equation Modeling: A Multidisciplinary Journal. 2013; 20:1–26. DOI: 
10.1080/10705511.2013.742377 [PubMed: 25419096] 

Lefkowitz ES, Vasilenko SA, Leavitt CE. Oral vs. vaginal sex experiences and consequences among 
first-year college students. Archives of Sexual Behavior. 2016; 45:329–337. DOI: 10.1007/
s10508-015-0654-6 [PubMed: 26597646] 

Lindberg LD, Jones R, Santelli JS. Noncoital sexual activities among adolescents. Journal of 
Adolescent Health. 2008; 43:231–238. DOI: 10.1016/j.jadohealth.2007.12.010 [PubMed: 
18710677] 

Magnusson D. Implications of an interactional paradigm for research on human development. 
International Journal of Behavioral Development. 1985; 8:115–137. DOI: 
10.1177/016502548500800201

Malacad BL, Hess GC. Oral sex: Behaviours and feelings of Canadian young women and implications 
for sex education. The European Journal of Contraception & Reproductive Health Care. 2010; 
15:177–85. DOI: 10.3109/13625181003797298 [PubMed: 20465400] 

Madkour AS, Farhat T, Halpern CT, Godeau E, Gabhainn SN. Early adolescent sexual initiation as a 
problem behavior: A comparative study of five nations. Journal of Adolescent Health. 2010; 
47:389–398. DOI: 10.1007/s10964-010-9521-x [PubMed: 20864009] 

Manning WD, Giordano PC, Longmore MA. Hooking up: The relationship contexts of 
“nonrelationship” sex. Journal of Adolescent Research. 2006; 21:459–483. DOI: 
10.1177/0743558406291692

McAuliffe TL, DiFranceisco W, Reed BR. Effects of question format and collection mode on the 
accuracy of retrospective surveys of health risk behavior: A comparison with daily sexual activity 
diaries. Health Psychology. 2007; 26:60–67. DOI: 10.1037/0278-6133.26.1.60 [PubMed: 
17209698] 

McClelland GH, Judd CM. Statistical difficulties of detecting interactions and moderator effects. 
Psychological Bulletin. 1993; 114:376–390. DOI: 10.1037/0033-2909.114.2.376 [PubMed: 
8416037] 

Meier AM. Adolescent first sex and subsequent mental health. American Journal of Sociology. 2007; 
112:1811–1847. DOI: 10.1086/512708

Newman PA, Zimmerman MA. Gender differences in HIV-related sexual risk behavior among urban 
African American youth: A multivariate approach. Aids Education and Prevention. 2000; 12:308–
325. [PubMed: 10982121] 

O’Sullivan LF, Cheng MM, Harris KM, Brooks-Gunn J. I wanna hold your hand: The progression of 
social, romantic and sexual events in adolescent relationships. Perspectives on Sexual and 
Reproductive Health. 2007; 39:100–107. DOI: 10.1363/3910007 [PubMed: 17565623] 

Paul EL, Hayes KA. The casualties of ‘casual’ sex: A qualitative exploration of the phenomenology of 
college students’ hookups. Journal of Social and Personal Relationships. 2002; 19:639–661. DOI: 
10.1177/0265407502195006

Reese BM, Haydon AA, Herring AH, Halpern CT. The association between sequences of sexual 
initiation and the likelihood of teenage pregnancy. Journal of Adolescent Health. 2013; 52:228–
233. DOI: 10.1016/j.jadohealth.2012.06.005 [PubMed: 23332489] 

Wesche et al. Page 17

Sex Res Social Policy. Author manuscript; available in PMC 2018 March 01.

A
uthor M

anuscript
A

uthor M
anuscript

A
uthor M

anuscript
A

uthor M
anuscript



Rosenthal DA, Smith AM. Adolescent sexual timetables. Journal of Youth and Adolescence. 1997; 
26:619–636. DOI: 10.1023/A:1024538123804

Smiler AP, Frankel LB, Savin-Williams RC. From kissing to coitus? Sex-of-partner differences in the 
sexual milestone achievement of young men. Journal of Adolescence. 2011; 34:727–735. DOI: 
10.1016/j.adolescence.2010.08.009 [PubMed: 20851459] 

Strokoff J, Owen J, Fincham FD. Diverse reactions to hooking up among US university students. 
Archives of Sexual Behavior. 2014; (ahead-of-print). doi: 10.1007/s10508-014-0299-x

Townsend JM, Wasserman TH. Sexual hookups among college students: Sex differences in emotional 
reactions. Archives of Sexual Behavior. 2011; 40:1173–1181. DOI: 10.1007/s10508-011-9841-2 
[PubMed: 21975920] 

Uecker JE, Pearce LD, Andercheck B. The Four U’s: Latent classes of hookup motivations among 
college students. Social Currents. 2015; 2:163–181. DOI: 10.1177/2329496515579761 [PubMed: 
27066516] 

Vasilenko SA, Maas MK, Lefkowitz ES, Maggs JL. “It felt good but weird at the same time”: 
Emerging adults’ feelings about their first experiences of six different sexual behaviors. 2014

Vasilenko SA, Kugler KC, Butera N, Lanza ST. Patterns of adolescent sexual behavior predicting 
young adult sexually transmitted infections: A latent class analysis approach. Archives of Sexual 
Behavior. 2015; 44:705–715. DOI: 10.1007/s10508-014-0258-6 [PubMed: 24449152] 

Vasilenko SA, Lefkowitz ES, Maggs JL. Short-term positive and negative consequences of sex based 
on daily reports among college students. Journal of Sex Research. 2012; 49:558–569. DOI: 
10.1080/00224499.2011.589101 [PubMed: 21707408] 

Vasilenko, SA., Lefkowitz, ES., Welsh, DP. Is sexual behavior healthy for adolescents? A conceptual 
framework for research on adolescent sexual behavior and physical, mental, and social health. In: 
Lefkowitz, ES., Vasilenko, SA., editors. Positive and negative outcomes of sexual behaviors. New 
Directions for Child and Adolescent Development. Vol. 144. 2014. p. 3-19.

Vrangalova Z. Does casual sex harm college students’ well-being? A longitudinal investigation of the 
role of motivation. Archives of Sexual Behavior. 2015; 44:945–959. DOI: 10.1007/
s10508-013-0255-1 [PubMed: 24496788] 

Wellings K, Collumbien M, Slaymaker E, Singh S, Hodges Z, Patel D, Bajos N. Sexual behaviour in 
context: A global perspective. The Lancet. 2006; 368:1706–1728. DOI: 10.1016/
S0140-6736(06)69479-8

Welsh D, Haugen P, Widman L, Darling N, Grello C. Kissing is good: A developmental investigation 
of sexuality in adolescent romantic couples. Sexuality Research and Social Policy. 2005; 2:32–41. 
DOI: 10.1525/srsp.2005.2.4.32

Wlodarski R, Dunbar RI. Examining the possible functions of kissing in romantic relationships. 
Archives of Sexual Behavior. 2013; 42:1415–1423. DOI: 10.1007/s10508-013-0190-1 [PubMed: 
24114390] 

Woody JD, Russel R, D’Souza HJ, Woody JK. Adolescent non-coital sexual activity: Comparisons of 
virgins and non-virgins. Journal of Sex Education & Therapy. 2000; 25:261–268.

Wesche et al. Page 18

Sex Res Social Policy. Author manuscript; available in PMC 2018 March 01.

A
uthor M

anuscript
A

uthor M
anuscript

A
uthor M

anuscript
A

uthor M
anuscript



Figure 1. 
Probability of Experiencing a Negative Interpersonal Consequence of Sexual Behavior by 

Latent Class and Partner Type
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Table 3

Latent Class Membership by Gender

Femalea Maleb

Kissing Only   38 (25%)   26 (22%)

Kissing and Touching   52 (34%)   44 (38%)

All Behaviors   62 (41%)   41 (35%)

Oral and Penetrative Only     0   (0%)     6   (5%)

Total 152 117

a
n (%) of female participants in each class

b
n (%) of male participants in each class
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Table 4

Latent Class Membership by Partner Type

Nonromantica Romanticb

Kissing Only 29 (35%)   35 (19%)

Kissing and Touching 39 (47%)   57 (31%)

All Behaviors 12 (14%)   91 (49%)

Oral and Penetrative Only   3   (4%)     3   (2%)

Total 83 186

a
n (%) of participants with nonromantic partners in each class

b
n (%) of participants with romantic partners in each class
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Table 5

Logistic Regression Results

Positive Intrapersonal Positive Intrapersonal Negative Intrapersonal Negative Intrapersonal

R2   .22***   .17***   .14***   .13***

Odds Ratios

 Gender 0.81 1.40 0.36*** 0.10

 Partner Type 4.07** 3.40** 0.76 0.27***

 Kissing Only 0.17* 0.46 0.24** 1.29

 Kissing and Touching 1.43 1.03 0.60 1.52

 Kissing Only X Partner Type 1.13 1.77 1.30 4.95+

 Kissing Only X Gender 3.22 3.55 0.91 1.82

 Kissing and Touching X Partner 
Type

5.96 1.37 1.40 4.73+

 Kissing and Touching X Gender 2.54 1.72 1.15 0.53

Notes:

+
p < .10

*
p < .05,

**
p < .01,

***
p < .001.

Gender: Female = 0, Male = 1; Centered values used in regression: Male = −.43, Female = .57 Partner Type: Nonromantic = 0, Romantic = 1; 
Centered values used in regression: Nonromantic = .31, Romantic = −.69
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