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Abstract
Gender stereotypes exist such that men are thought to be the initiators of sex,
whereas women are thought to be the gatekeepers (those that accept or reject a
sexual initiation). Research suggests that exceptions exist to these gender roles.
The present study examined men’s and women’s experiences in situations in
which they were with someone who seemed interested in having sex, but they did
not let sex happen. Two situations were examined in which the participant (a) had
never had sex with the other person before and (b) had had sex with the other
person before. In the second situation, out of those who had engaged in
intercourse, significantly more women than men reported gatekeeping. However,
men and women often did not differ in their reported prevalence and incidence of
gatekeeping. Gender similarities and differences in the characteristics of these

gatekeeping scenarios, and the implications of these findings, are discussed.



Do Men Ever Say No To Sex? Questioning Stereotypes About Sexual
Gatekeeping

In popular culture, men and women are thought to differ in their sexual
behaviors and attitudes. Gender stereotypes exist such that in order to be
considered truly masculine, men must never refuse sexual opportunities, and they
must always be “interested in and ready for sex” (Zilbergeld, 1999, p. 23).
Therefore, the male sex role has stereotypically been that of the initiator or
aggressor, and the traditional sex role for women has been more passive and
restrictive of men’s advances (Allgeier & Royster, 1991; Kiefer & Sanchez, 2007,
McCormick, 1979). In other words, women are seen as the gatekeepers against
men’s initiations of sex (Allgeier & Royster, 1991; Baumeister, 2000; Clark &
Hatfield, 1989; Hendrick & Hendrick, 1995; Kiefer & Sanchez, 2007;
McCormick, 1979; O’Sullivan & Byers, 1992; Peplau, Rubin, & Hill, 1977).

Sexual gatekeeping is the phenomenon in which an individual makes a
decision either to engage or not engage in sex with a potential partner. For the
purposes of this study, gatekeeping is defined as an experience in which “it
seemed like someone wanted to have sex with you, but you did not let it happen.”
Gatekeeping has been referred to by many researchers and textbook authors, but
is rarely specifically defined (Allgeier & Royster, 1991; Baumeister, 2000; Clark
& Hatfield, 1989; Hendrick & Hendrick, 1995; Kiefer & Sanchez, 2007
McCormick, 1979; O’Sullivan & Byers, 1992; Peplau, Rubin, & Hill, 1977).

When gatekeeping is discussed in the literature, it is always in reference to the



behavior of women. At times, the term, “gatekeeper” is used directly. For
example, O’Sullivan and Byers (1992) commented that “women are expected to

299

control men’s sexual access, or ‘gatekeep’ (p. 435). However, most of the time,
authors discuss gatekeeping without giving it a name. Baumeister (2000)
described the female role as that of the limiter of sexual activity: “sex generally
commences when the woman switches her initially negative stance to a positive
one” (p. 349).” At the same time, Baumeister described male sexual desire as
“relatively constant and unchanging” (p. 347). McCormick (1979) commented on
expected sex roles, as well: “men are expected to be direct in initiating sexual
intercourse whereas women are expected to be direct in avoiding sex” (p. 196).
Clark and Hatfield (1989) described gatekeeping as women’s “power to veto
sexual activity” (p. 46). Kiefer and Sanchez (2007) reported that stereotypes exist
such that men are expected to “take on a sexually empowered, directive,
dominant, and assertive role,” and women are expected to “take on a sexually
disempowered, responsive, rather than active role” (p. 271). Hendrick and
Hendrick (1995) referred to women as the “guardians of their own sexuality, as
well as restraining forces for men’s sexuality” (p. 57). They reported that “men
are expected to be sexually active and exploratory” (p. 57). In addition, according
to Allgeier and Royster (1991), “the common wisdom is that the primary role of

women is to be receptive or rejective — that is, they may accept or reject a man’s

approach” (p. 137).
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In each of these discussions of gatekeeping, it is assumed that women take
on the role of the gatekeeper, and men take on the role of the initiator/aggressor.
None of these references mentions the possibility that men may, at times, take on
the gatekeeping role, as well. As stereotypes often do not reflect actual behaviors,
we question the assumption that women are the sole sexual gatekeepers. Tiegs,
Perrin, Kaly, and Heesacker (2007) reflected our skepticism: “stereotypically —
albeit questionably in practice — men initiate sexuality, and women guard the
gates of sexuality” (p. 449).

Despite the common gender stereotypes, there is evidence that women
take on the masculine gender role of initiating dates and sex, though not as often
as men (Peplau et al., 1977). Traditionally, more men than women have taken on
the role of asking and paying for dates, providing transportation to and from
dates, and initiating sexual intimacy (Allgeier & Royster, 1991; Clark & Hatfield,
1989; McCormick, 1979). However, Lottes (1993) found that a majority of men
and women reported having been on female-initiated dates, as well as dates in
which the woman paid the entire expense. In addition, Lottes (1993) found that
38% of women had initiated a sexual relationship with a new partner, and 70% of
men reported having had a female try to initiate sex with them.

Just as women sometimes defy their stereotypical role as gatekeepers and
take on the role of initiators, men may defy their role as initiators and take on the
role of gatekeepers. Though the gender stereotype is that men would never reject

a woman’s sexual advance, there is some evidence, reviewed below, to suggest
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that this is not always the case. The current study will investigate gatekeeping
behaviors of both men and women. It will also examine gender differences and
similarities in characteristics of these gatekeeping experiences.
Research on Both Men’s and Women’s Gatekeeping

It seems to be accepted in the literature that women’s traditional role is
that of the gatekeeper and men’s traditional role is that of the initiator (Allgeier &
Royster, 1991; Baumeister, 2000; Clark & Hatfield, 1989; Hendrick & Hendrick,
1995; Kiefer & Sanchez, 2007; McCormick, 1979; O’Sullivan & Byers, 1992;
Peplau, Rubin, & Hill, 1977). However, there is very little empirical data on the
frequency of, reasons for, and consequences of this behavior. A PsycINFO search
using the terms gatekeep* AND sex* yielded 70 results, only 2 of which were
relevant to our study. The terms gate keep* AND sex* yielded only 7 results,
none of which was relevant. In addition, the concept of men as gatekeepers has
been overlooked by researchers in the past, as evidenced by the fact that we found
little research specifically on this subject. Evidence for this phenomenon can be
found indirectly by examining data from studies on related, but different topics
such as token resistance, consenting to unwanted sex, and men’s acceptance of
women’s sexual initiations. We now review the relevant studies.

Research would be relevant for the purposes of this study if it provided
any of the following:

1) Data showing that sometimes men do not want to have sex; these data

discount the stereotype that men always want to have sex.
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2) Data showing that women try to initiate sex (and/or express their
willingness); these data would mean that men have the opportunity to
engage in gatekeeping

3) Data showing that sometimes men do refuse women’s attempts to
initiate; these data show that men do sometimes engage in
gatekeeping.

When researchers use the word, “initiate,” they generally do not imply that the
attempt at sex was successful. For the purposes of this study, initiation will be
defined as any verbal and/or physical demonstration of desire to engage in penile-
vaginal intercourse (PVI) when PVI was not currently in progress. O’Sullivan and
Allgeier (1998) used this definition, but replaced “PVI” with “any type of sexual
activity.”
Prevalence

Evidence for men’s experiences with unwanted sex was found in a study
by Muehlenhard and Cook (1988). In this study almost two thirds of the
undergraduate men had engaged in unwanted intercourse. That is, they had sex
with someone when they did not want to. This provides support against the
common belief that men are always desirous of sex.

In a study on dating couples from four colleges in the Boston area, Peplau

et al. (1977) reported that 80% of participants found premarital sex acceptable.
Gender differences in attitudes toward premarital sex were not reported. In

addition, 95% of participants supported identical standards for men and women in
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love (i.e., not casual sex) relationships. Despite these permissive attitudes about
premarital sex, women still strongly adhered to their traditional role as the limiters
of sex in dating relationships, giving them the ability to “reject the man’s
advances or slow the pace of increasing sexual intimacy” (p. 96). Women had a
greater impact on whether or not a couple had intercourse. For example,
correlations were found between women'’s attitudes toward sex (e.g., as a function
of religiosity) and whether or not sex occurred. If sex did occur, women’s
attitudes were also correlated with the timing of the couple’s first sexual
experience, whereas men’s attitudes were not. In keeping with their traditional
role, men were found to initiate sex significantly more frequently than women. A
total of 42 couples (18% of the sample) reported that they were abstaining from
sex with their current partner. In these couples, 64% of the men reported that the
major reason for abstaining was to fulfill the woman’s wishes, and 11% of the
women reported that it was to fulfill the man’s wishes. The remainder of men and
women reported other reasons for abstaining from sex (e.g., sex violated their
ethical standards and fear of pregnancy). These data suggest that although,
overall, men and women adhered to their expected gender roles, at times both
men and women did not want to have sex and were successful in preventing it
from happening.

In a groundbreaking study measuring gender differences in receptivity to
sexual advances, Clark and Hatfield (1989) compared men’s and women’s

responses to the questions, “Would you go out with me tonight?,” “Would you
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come over to my apartment tonight?,” and “Would you go to bed with me
tonight?”” Male and female confederates approached undergraduates on a college
campus and recorded responses to these questions. This experiment was
conducted once in 1978 and again in 1982. In 1978, men were more likely to say
yes to each type of invitation than women. In 1982, men and women were equally
likely to accept an invitation for a date. In both trials, none of the women was
willing to accept the invitation to “go to bed” with the male confederate. In 1978,
75% of men agreed to “go to bed” with the female confederate, and in 1982, 69%
of men agreed. This means, however, that 25% of men in 1978 and 31% of men
in 1982 rejected a woman’s initiation of sex. That is, in this study, all of the
women and some of the men engaged in gatekeeping.

The findings of two more recent studies call into question the traditional
sexual scripts of the female gatekeeper and the male initiator. Byers and Heinlein
(1989) conducted a study in which 77 married and cohabiting individuals (ages
18-63 with a median age of 29.6) tracked their sexual behavior over a period of
one week. In accordance with the traditional sexual script, men initiated sex
significantly more often than women, and women responded negatively (i.e.,
refused sex) significantly more often than men. However, when the number of
initiations was controlled for, there was no significant difference in the likelihood
that men and women would accept their partner’s sexual initiations. In other

words, men were as likely as women to engage in gatekeeping.
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In a study using identical methodology, O’Sullivan and Byers (1992)
asked 105 undergraduates (ages 18-35 with a median age of 19) to track their
sexual and dating experiences over a period of one week. The results of the Byers
and Heinlein (1989) study were replicated, indicating that “contrary to the
traditional sexual script, women are not serving a restrictive function and men are
not obliged to accept every available sexual opportunity” (p. 444).

Two other studies provide evidence for men’s and women’s gatekeeping.
In Muehlenhard and Rodger’s (1998) study on token resistance to sex, many
participants wrote narratives that fit our description of gatekeeping. In other
words, both men and women wrote about situations in which someone wanted to
have sexual intercourse with them, but they did not let sex happen.

In the second study, O’Sullivan and Allgeier (1998) examined instances in
which individuals consent to unwanted sex (i.e., they do not want to have sex, but,
for various reasons, they consent to and engage in it anyway). In this study,
undergraduates tracked their sexual experiences across a period of two weeks.
O’Sullivan and Allgeier found that men initiated sex significantly more frequently
than women, suggesting that women have more opportunities than men to engage
in gatekeeping. Furthermore, they found that 26% of men and 50% of women
consented to and engaged in unwanted sex. This indicates that, contrary to gender
stereotypes, men, as well as women, do not always want to have sex when given

the opportunity. In addition, the authors found that individuals did not engage in
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sex in 13% of cases in which sex was unwanted. Gender differences in this
gatekeeping behavior were not reported.
Methods of Gatekeeping

McCormick (1979) found that both women and men used more direct than
indirect strategies for avoiding sexual intercourse. Such direct strategies included
telling their partner to leave, telling their partner the reasons why they did not
want to have sex (e.g., fear of pregnancy or sexually transmitted disease), telling
their partner that they felt the relationship was too new and they were not yet
ready for sex, and telling their partner that they believe sex should be reserved for
marriage. Examples of lesser used indirect strategies reported by participants
included suggesting an activity unrelated to intercourse, refraining from
reciprocating physical signs of affection, and lying (e.g., “I don’t have any birth
control,” and “I have my period”).

Byers and Heinlein (1989) found that over a one-week period, participants
used verbal methods to refuse a sexual initiation 59% of the time, nonverbal
methods 21% of the time, and both verbal and nonverbal methods 20% of the
time. The authors did not describe the particular verbal and nonverbal behaviors
that were used.

Reasons for Gatekeeping

Peplau et al. (1977) found that women were likely to abstain from sex

because it was against their ethical or religious standards, it was too early in the

relationship for sex, or they were afraid of getting pregnant. The most frequent
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reason cited by men for abstaining from sex was fear of getting their partners
pregnant.

Lottes (1993) found that the most common reason women provided for
refusing to have sexual intercourse was that they did not know the person well
enough or that the initiation occurred too soon in the relationship. Men’s most
common reason for refusing to engage in sexual intercourse was fear of
contracting a sexually transmitted disease.

In Muehlenhard and Rodger’s (1998) study, participants’ narratives
included many reasons for not letting sex happen. Women’s reasons included not
knowing their partner and/or his sexual history well enough. Men’s reasons
included the fact that there were other people around (e.g., roommates), the man
and/or the woman were intoxicated, birth control was not available, the woman’s
sexual history was unknown, and the man was worried that if he had sex with the
woman she would feel used and never talk to or have sex with him again.

Participants in O’Sullivan and Allgeier’s (1998) study reported not
wanting to engage in sex due to lack of sufficient privacy, tiredness, and
inappropriate mood or interest.

Consequences

For women, the consequences of playing the role of the gatekeeper are
likely to be less negative than they are for men (Sirin, McCreary, & Mahalik,
2004). Vogel, Wester, Heesacker, and Madon (2003) state that “behaving

consistently with normative expectations is less risky than behaving in a
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nonnormative manner” (p. 521). If women follow traditional sexual scripts, they
are expected to take on this role. To the extent that the double standard persists,
women would be likely to experience greater negative consequences if they
violated the role and became the initiators of sex instead of the gatekeepers.
Peplau et al. (1977) suggested that men may view such a role violation as women
robbing them of their masculine control, subsequently damaging their egos. In
addition, the sexual double standard leads people to make negative inferences
about the motives and character of female initiators (Peplau et al., 1977).

Peplau et al. (1977) speculated that a man acting as a sexual gatekeeper
may experience short-term positive consequences in that it sends a signal to the
woman that he is interested in her for more than just sex. However, this sex role
violation may have negative consequences for a man if he abstains for a long
period of time. For example, his partner may come to think he finds her
unattractive, and peers may consider him to be lacking in masculinity (Peplau et
al., 1977).

In O’Sullivan and Allgeier’s (1998) study, individuals reported engaging
in unwanted sex in order to “satisfy a partner’s needs, promote intimacy in their
relationship, or avoid relationship tension” (p. 237). If individuals say no to sex,
as is the case in gatekeeping, they may run the risk of facing the opposite of these
consequences. This suggests that saying no could result in a partner’s not being
satisfied, in decreased intimacy, and in relationship tension.

The Current Study
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The current study was exploratory, with the purpose of determining
whether, how, and why men and women engage in sexual gatekeeping (i.e., not
letting sex happen when it seems like someone wants to have sex with them). We
focused primarily on men’s experiences with gatekeeping because less research
has been conducted in this area. We were interested in the similarities and
differences in men’s and women’s gatekeeping experiences. In addition, we noted
the similarities and differences in individuals’ gatekeeping experiences with
previous sex partners compared with gatekeeping experiences with new partners.
However, an analytic study of these similarities and differences was beyond the
scope of the current study. Finally, we were also interested in how cultural
expectations about men’s and women’s sexuality relate to participants’ reasons
for avoiding sex, methods of avoiding sex, and actual and expected positive and
negative outcomes of avoiding sex.

Method
Participants

Participants consisted of 243 introductory psychology students at the
University of Kansas. They voluntarily completed the questionnaire as one way
to fulfill a course research requirement, and were unaware of the topic of the
study prior to participation. Five participants were excluded from the final data
set. One man was excluded because his responses appeared unreliable. Though
neither of his narratives counted as gatekeeping, he was excluded from the study

because he did not appear to answer the questions truthfully. For example, he
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identified himself as a woman despite having taken the male version of the
questionnaire. Two men and one woman were excluded because they did not
follow instructions. For example, they wrote about experiences in which it
seemed like someone wanted to have sex with them and they let sex happen. One
woman was excluded because her questionnaire was incomplete.

The final sample of participants used for analysis consisted of 238
individuals (136 men and 102 women). The mean age of the participants was
19.02 years (SD = 1.22; range = 17-25); for men, M = 19.25 (SD = 1.34) and for
women M = 18.70 (SD = .98). An analysis of variance revealed that the men were
significantly older than the women F(1,234) =12.18, p < .01; Cohen’s d = -.46.
Data on their race or ethnicity and sexual orientation are presented in Table 1.
The majority of participants reported that they were European American or white
and identified as heterosexual. Seventeen participants (7 women and 10 men)
reported that they were international students.

Table 1 also summarizes participants’ sexual history data. Most (84% of
the men and 72% of the women) reported engaging in sexual intercourse. An
analysis of variance revealed no significant differences between men (M = 3.73,
SD =4.28) and women (M = 3.20, SD = 6.05) in their number of intercourse

partners F (1,224) =15.69, p = .44; Cohen’s d = .10.
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Table 1

Sample Characteristics

Men Women
Characteristic n % n %
Race or ethnicity
African American or Black 3 2 3 3
Asian American 3 2 3 3
European American or White 117 87 86 85
Hispanic American or Latino/a 3 2 4 4
Native American or American Indian 0 0 2 2
Biracial or Multiracial 1 1 0 0
Other 8 6 3 3
No answer 1 1 1 1
Sexual orientation
Heterosexual 134 99 100 98
Homosexual 1 1 0 0
Bisexual 0 0 2 2
Unsure 0 0 0 0
Other 0 0 0 0
No answer 1 1 0 0
Current relationship status
Never dated anyone 9 7 4 4
Not dating anyone now 54 40 39 39
Dating one person casually with no 10 7 8 8
agreement to be exclusive
Dating more than one person casually 8 6 2 2
with no agreement to be exclusive
Dating one person exclusively 46 34 45 45
Engaged 1 1 0 0
Other 7 5 3 3
No answer 1 1 1 1
Sexual history?
Kissing 131 98 98 97
Having someone stimulate your genitals 124 93 85 84
Stimulating someone’s genitals 117 &9 86 85
Performing oral sex &9 68 74 74
Receiving oral sex 114 87 75 75
Sexual intercourse 107 84 71 72
Anal sex 32 27 12 13
Masturbation 129 96 52 54
Having an orgasm with another person 111 84 71 72
Having an orgasm yourself through masturbation 116 89 41 43

Note. Table entries are the ns and percentages of participants giving each response. These data are
based on the entire sample; unless specified otherwise, n = 136 for men and 102 for women.
Percentages were calculated separately for men and women. The wording used here is the wording
used on the questionnaire.

®Each item in the following section had missing data.
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Questionnaires

Man and women received separate questionnaires which were identical
except that men were asked about their experiences with women, and women
were asked about their experiences with men (see Appendix A). The
questionnaire consisted of three sections: (a) Situation N, (b) Situation H, and (c)
demographics and sexual history (see Table 2). Situation N and Situation H were
counterbalanced to prevent biased responding.
Table 2

Definitions of Situations N and H

Situation Definition

N You were with a guy/girl you had never had sex with before, it
seemed like he/she wanted to have sex with you, but you did
not let it happen.

H You were with a guy/girl you had had sex with before, it
seemed like he/she wanted to have sex with you, but you did
not let it happen.

Note. All definitions appear exactly as they did on the questionnaire.

For Situations N and H, participants were asked to decide which of three
response options applied to their own experience. For example, under Situation N,
participants were instructed to check one of the following response options: (a) “I
have been in this situation,” (b) “I have never been in this situation, but I have
been in a similar situation with a guy/girl I had never had sex with before” or (c)
“I have never been in the situation or anything close to it.” The response options
under Situation H were identical except option (b) was worded as follows: “I have

never been in this situation, but I have been in a similar situation with a guy/girl I
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had had sex with before.” Participants who checked (a), they had been in the
situation, were instructed to write a narrative and answer questions regarding their
experience. They were instructed to choose the experience that stood out most in
their minds if the situation had happened multiple times. Participants who
checked (b), they had never been in the situation but had been in a similar
situation, were instructed to write a narrative and answer the set of questions
regarding their similar experience. Our rationale for asking about something
similar was to catch false negatives. In other words, individuals might not have
thought that their experience fit the definition of the situation, even though, in
actuality, it did. We later read these similar narratives to determine if any fit our
definition of gatekeeping. Participants who checked (c), they had never been in
the situation or anything close to it, were asked to write a narrative and answer the
set of questions the way they thought a hypothetical man named Tom or woman
named Kate would have answered if he or she had been in the situation. Our
rationale for this was to ensure that the participants’ privacy was protected; all
participants were writing, and there was no way to tell who had or had not been in
the described situations. We used hypothetical individuals with made-up names so
it was clear to us that participants were not writing about themselves. These data
were not analyzed.

For each situation, after participants checked response option a, b, or c,
they were instructed to answer a series of questions with the following content:

the number of times in the past year they had been in the situation; their
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relationship with the other person at the time; their desired relationship with the
person; the length of time they had known the person; their age and the age of the
other person at the time; the number of times they had had sex with the person
(for Situation H only); the reasons they believed the person wanted to have sex
with them; their level of certainty that the person wanted to have sex with them;
the extent of physical contact that occurred before they did not let sex happen,;
what they did to not let sex happen; their reasons for not letting sex happen; any
reasons they might have had for wanting sex; how the situation would have
needed to have been different in order for sex to have happened; the other
person’s reaction when they did not let sex happen; the positive and negative
consequences they had expected related to not letting sex happen; the actual
positive and negative consequences related to not letting sex happen; whether
they had been using alcohol and/or drugs in the situation, and what, if any, effect
their own alcohol or drug use had on the situation; whether the other person had
been using alcohol and/or drugs in the situation, and what, if any, effect the other
person’s alcohol or drug use had on the situation; whether they had any regrets
about not letting sex happen; whether sex occurred with the person at a later date;
and reasons for engaging in sex if it did occur at a later date. Finally, participants
were asked if they had any information to add about the situation and if they had
ever used any other methods for not letting sex happen. A “reality check” was
included, inquiring again whether the described situation actually occurred or was

a hypothetical scenario constructed by the participant.
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Section 3 contained demographic and sexual history questions.
Participants were asked about their age, sex, sexual orientation, race/ethnicity, and
status as an international student. Sexual history questions were about current
relationship status, previous engagement in various sexual behaviors, and total
number of penile-vaginal intercourse partners (see Table 1).

Procedure

Participants signed up electronically for one-hour timeslots through the
Psychology Department’s SONA website. Both male and female participants met
in classrooms in groups of up to 20. They were seated in alternate seats to protect
their privacy. Two undergraduate research assistants administered each data-
collection session (see Appendix B). Participants were given the informed consent
form to read (see Appendix C). They were informed of their freedom to withdraw
from the study at any time without penalty. Those who chose to stay were asked
to fill out a questionnaire anonymously. They were instructed not to provide any
form of identification on the questionnaires. The research assistants oriented the
participants to the layout of the questionnaires and explained Situations N and H.
Participants were informed that they could complete all items on the
questionnaire, regardless of their histories with gatekeeping or their level of
sexual experience. Each participant was given a blank manila envelope in which
to return his or her completed questionnaire. When participants completed the
questionnaires and returned their envelopes, they were given the debriefing form

(see Appendix D), which discussed the purpose of the study and contained a list
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of available counseling services, as well as contact information for the researchers
and the Institutional Review Board. Participants who completed the questionnaire
were awarded 2 credits toward their introductory psychology course research
requirement. Those who withdrew before completing the study received 1 credit
for every 30 minutes of the study (or portion thereof) in which they participated.
Only one male chose to withdraw from the study prior to completing the
questionnaire. This study was approved by the Human Subjects Committee,
Lawrence (HSCL; see Appendix E).
Analysis

Each participant’s narratives were read by two research assistants.
Narratives of participants who marked the first two response options (indicating
that they had been in the situation or in a similar situation) were coded as to
whether or not their situations fit our definition of gatekeeping (1 = gatekeeping, 0
= not gatekeeping). If a narrative fit our definition of gatekeeping, even if the
participant considered it to be in the “similar” category, it was included in the
final dataset and coded as a 1. Consider the following narrative as an example
(participants’ responses have been quoted verbatim except that spelling errors
have been corrected),

I was hanging out with this girl I knew liked me. She was flirting with me

all night. We ended up going to a bedroom and started making out. When

things were about to get heated, I told her I didn’t want to send the wrong

message. She left the room crying and left the party. We talked a couple
weeks later and she said thank you. (M-634)
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This narrative was coded as gatekeeping, even though the participant considered it
to be “something similar,” because it met our criteria for gatekeeping in Situation
N.

Conversely, if a participant wrote a narrative that they considered to be
gatekeeping, but it did not fit our definition of gatekeeping, it was coded as a 0.
Consider the following examples,

(1) We started making out and feeling around. I was drunk and soon after
she was naked. I passed out. (M-577)

(2) It was my first time going on a date with this girl and we went back to
her place. We turned on a movie and I thought she was down to fool
around. We started kissing and when I tried to make a move she
denied me. (M-575)

(3) We both love each other and we just make love when we both feel it.
We both know we want each other, and when we want it we make love
(M-515).

(4) We had dated before and she was the first person I had sex with. We
broke up last year but still remained friends. She came over one day to
study and we studied for half an hour then got bored and just laid on
my bed. We talked for a while then she brought up our dating record.
We joked about how much sexual tension there was between us and I
asked about if she ever thought about us having sex again. She said she
had then we somehow started kissing and ended up having to stop
because my roommate came back. (M-540)

Example 1 was not coded as gatekeeping because the participant did not actively
prevent sex from happening. He indicated in his further responses that he would
have had sex if he had not “passed out.” Example 2 was not coded as gatekeeping
because the participant wrote about a situation in which he wanted to have sex

and his partner denied him. Example 3 was not coded as gatekeeping because the

participant wrote about a situation in which he did not engage in gatekeeping and
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he and his girlfriend ended up having sex. Finally, example 4 was not coded as
gatekeeping because the participant indicated that he and his partner would have
had sex if his roommate had not interrupted them. He did not actively prevent sex
from happening.

Narratives of participants who marked the third response option
(indicating that they had never been in the situation) and wrote a hypothetical
gatekeeping scenario were coded as a 0. The research assistants discussed each
participant’s questionnaire until they came to an agreement on how it was to be
coded. Disagreements were resolved by the research group as a whole.

The open-ended responses to our questionnaire were analyzed using the
constant comparison method (Glaser & Strauss, 1967, pp. 101-115; Parry, 2004).
This is a commonly used technique for analyzing qualitative data in which we
created and revised categories based on patterns we discovered while reading the
responses. After categories were created, two research assistants coded each
questionnaire. The two datasets (one from each research assistant) were then
compared to identify disagreements between the research assistants. Two
research assistants discussed and recoded items on which there were
discrepancies. These recoded data were entered to arrive at a single dataset.

Frequencies in each category were calculated in order to conduct
comparisons. Chi-square tests might not have been valid because 25% or more of
the cells had expected values less than 5. Therefore, for the following analyses, p

was always derived from Fisher’s exact test unless otherwise specified.
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Results

Prevalence of Gatekeeping

After participants’ reports of gatekeeping were re-coded as to whether or
not they fit our definition of gatekeeping, 71% of men and 78% of women
reported gatekeeping in Situation N, whereas 51% of men and 59% of women
reported gatekeeping in Situation H (see Table 3). Chi-square analyses were
conducted to determine if there were gender differences in the prevalence of
gatekeeping in Situations N and H. No significant differences were found between
men and women in the prevalence of gatekeeping in Situation N, Xz(l, N=238) =
1.86, p = .18, phi =-.09. In other words, when gatekeeping percentages were
taken out of the entire sample, there was no difference between the percentage of
men and the percentage of women who reported ever having been in a situation in
which they were with a person they had never had sex with before, and it seemed
like that person wanted to have sex with them, but they did not let it happen.

Similarly, no significant differences were found between men and women
in the prevalence of gatekeeping in Situation H, Xz(l, N =238) =1.54, p = .24, phi
= -.08. When gatekeeping percentages were taken out of the entire sample, there
was no difference between the percentage of men and the percentage of women
who reported ever having been in a situation in which they were with a person
they had had sex with before, and it seemed like that person wanted to have sex
with them, but they did not let it happen. However, when gatekeeping percentages

were taken out of only those individuals who reported that they had had
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intercourse, significantly more women (84%) than men (64%) were found to have
engaged in gatekeeping in Situation H, y*(1, N = 178) = .28, p = .00, phi = -.23.
Analyses of variance (ANOV As) were conducted to assess whether there
were gender differences in the number of times men and women reported
gatekeeping in the past year out of those participants who indicated that they had
been in Situations N and H. No significant differences were found between men
(M =1.64, SD = 1.48) and women (M = 3.04, SD = 7.26) in Situation N, F(1,
147)=2.82, p=.10, Cohen’s d = .28. One woman indicated that she had engaged
in gatekeeping 60 times in the past year, which led to the unusually large standard
deviation for women. When this individual was excluded from the analysis, no
significant differences were found between men (M = 1.64, SD = 1.48) and
women (M = 2.22, SD =2.27) in Situation N, F(1, 146) = 3.46, p = .06, Cohen’s d
=.31. Similarly, no significant differences were found between men (M = 2.28,
SD =2.92) and women (M = 3.53, SD =4.66) in Situation H, F(1,93)=2.52, p =

.12, Cohen’s d = .33.
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Table 3

Prevalence of Gatekeeping in the Entire Sample for Situations N and H; Men’s
and Women’s Initial Reports and Our Classifications

Participants’ reports® Our classifications’
Something Not
Gatekeeping similar Neither Gatekeeping  gatekeeping
Gender n % n % n % n % n %
Situation N
Men 88 65 23 17 25 18 96 71 40 29
Women 70 69 12 12 20 20 80 78 22 22
Situation H
Men 67 49 22 16 47 35 69 51 67 49
Women 57 56 6 6 39 38 60 59 42 41

Note. n = 136 men and n = 102 women. Percentages for women’s initial reports in Situation N
do not add to 100% because of rounding.

®Numbers and percentages of participants’ initial reports based on which response option they
checked. For Situation N, %*(2, N = 238) = 1.23, p = .54; phi = .07. For Situation H, *(2, N = 238)
=5.96, p =.05; phi = .16.

®Our classifications based on participants’ narratives. For Situation N, we reclassified 14 men and
10 women from something similar to gatekeeping, and 6 men and 0 women from gatekeeping to
not gatekeeping. For Situation H, we reclassified 8 men and 4 women from something similar to
gatekeeping, and 6 men and 1 women from gatekeeping to not gatekeeping. No gender differences
were found in prevalence of gatekeeping in both Situations N and H.

Gatekeeping Settings

The settings in which gatekeeping occurred were coded from participants’
narratives. In Situation N, both men and women reported that the most prevalent
setting was at party (see Table 4). Women reported that gatekeeping often took
place in the house, apartment, or room of the other person, whereas men reported
that it took place in their own house, apartment, or room. Significantly more
women (25%) than men (9%) reported that gatekeeping took place in the other

person’s house, apartment, or room.
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Table 4

Settings in Which Gatekeeping Took Place in Situation N

Men Women
Gatekeeping
setting n % n % Phi r
Vague/unknown/did not say 34 35 26 33 .03 0.17
Party 33 34 21 26 .09 1.35
OP’s house/apartment/room 9 9 20 25 -21 7.74%*
Y our house/apartment/room 16 17 9 11 .08 1.05
In bed 4 4 5 6 -05 040
Car 3 3 4 5 -05  0.40
Multiple locations 3 3 2 3 .02 0.06
Other 6 6 5 6

Note. Percentages in this table are based on only those who reported gatekeeping in Situation N.
For all comparisons N = 176 df = 1(n for men = 96, n for women = 80). Percentages do not add to
100% because some participants reported more than one situation in which gatekeeping took
place, and some did not report any situations. Percentages were rounded to the nearest whole
number. Because chi-square may not have been valid, p was derived from Fisher’s exact test. The
abbreviation OP stands for “other person.”

*p<.05.*¥*p<.01. ***p<.001.

In Situation H, women reported that the most common setting was in the
other person’s home, apartment, or room, and significantly more women (30%)
than men (9%) reported gatekeeping in this setting (see Table 5). Men reported
that gatekeeping most often took place in their own home, apartment, or room,
and significantly more men (20%) than women (5%) reported gatekeeping in this
setting. In both Situations N and H, the home, apartment, or room of the male

partner was a commonly reported setting for gatekeeping.
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Table 5

Settings in Which Gatekeeping Took Place in Situation H

Men Women
Gatekeeping
setting n % n % Phi r
Vague/unknown/did not say 36 52 21 35 17 3.84
OP’s house/apartment/room 6 9 18 30 -27 9.62%**
Y our house/apartment/room 14 20 3 5 23 6.56*
Party 5 7 1 2 13 2.25
In bed 3 4 1 2 .08 0.77
Car 2 3 0 0 A2 1.77
Other 4 6 15 25

Note. Percentages in this table are based on only those who reported gatekeeping in Situation H.
For all comparisons N = 129 df = 1(n for men = 69, n for women = 60). Percentages do not add to
100% because some participants reported more than one situation in which gatekeeping took
place, and some did not report any situations. Percentages were rounded to the nearest whole
number. Because chi-square may not have been valid, p was derived from Fisher’s exact test. The
abbreviation OP stands for “other person.”

*p<.05. *¥*p<.01. **¥*p<.001.

Current Relationship With the Other Person

Participants were asked what their relationship with the other person was
at the time that gatekeeping occurred. In Situation N, both men and women
reported that the most common type of relationship with the other person was that
of “friends” (see Table 6). Men and women also often reported that the other
person was a recent acquaintance or someone they had just met that night. There
were no significant gender differences in the participants’ reported current

relationship with the other person.
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Table 6

Current Relationship With Other Person in Situation N

Men Women

Current

relationship n % n % Phi v
Friends 38 40 32 40 -.00 0.00
Just met that night 23 24 12 15 11 2.20
Recent acquaintance 12 13 12 15 -.04 0.23
Non-exclusive (talking, hanging out, 6 6 10 13 -12 2.06

dating casually)

Classmate 9 9 6 8 .03 0.20
Girlfriend/boyfriend 5 5 7 9 -.07 0.86
Dating 5 5 4 5 .00 0.00
Friends with benefits 5 5 2 3 .07 0.84
Friend of a friend 4 4 4 5 -.02 0.07
Other 2 2 2 4

Note. Percentages in this table are based on only those who reported gatekeeping in Situation N.
For all comparisons N = 176 df = 1(n for men = 96, n for women = 80). Percentages do not add to
100% because some participants reported more than one type of current relationship with the other
person, and some did not report any relationship with the other person. Percentages were rounded
to the nearest whole number. Because chi-square may not have been valid, p was derived from
Fisher’s exact test.

*p<.05. ¥ p<.01. ***p<.001.

In Situation H, both men and women most commonly reported that their
relationship with the other person was that of girlfriend and boyfriend (see Table
7). Other commonly reported relationships were those of ex-boyfriend and
girlfriend and friends. Therefore, Situation H includes more types of relationships
than committed dating relationships. No gender differences were found in the

participants’ reported current relationship with the other person.
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Table 7

Current Relationship With Other Person in Situation H

Men Women
Current
relationship n % n % Phi xz
Girlfriend/boyfriend 30 43 25 42 .02 0.04
Friends 16 23 12 20 .04 0.19
Ex-girlfriend/boyfriend 13 19 13 22 -.04 0.16
Dating 6 9 8 13 -.07 0.71
Friends with benefits 8 12 4 7 .08 0.92
Non-exclusive (talking, hanging out, 3 4 4 7 -.05 0.34

Dating casually)

Recent acquaintance 5 7 0 0 .19 4.52
Other 3 4 2 3

Note. Percentages in this table are based on only those who reported gatekeeping in Situation H.
For all comparisons N = 129 df = 1(n for men = 69, n for women = 60). Percentages do not add to
100% because some participants reported more than one type of current relationship with the other
person, and some did not report any relationship with the other person. Percentages were rounded
to the nearest whole number. Because chi-square may not have been valid, p was derived from
Fisher’s exact test.

*p<.05.*¥*p<.01. ***p<.001.

Desired Relationship With the Other Person

Participants were asked what their desired relationship with the other
person was when gatekeeping occurred. In Situation N, the most common desired
relationship with the other person that men and women reported was that they
wished to become or remain friends (see Table 8). However, some participants
reported that they did not want any relationship with the other person, and others
reported that they wanted the other person to be their boyfriend or girlfriend.
Significantly more men (14%) than women (4%) said that they desired a sexual

relationship with the other person without commitment.
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Table 8

Desired Relationship With Other Person in Situation N

Men Women

Desired

relationship n % n % Phi e
Friends/”just friends” 45 47 41 51 -.04 0.33
None/nothing 20 21 8 10 A5 3.83
Girlfriend/boyfriend 15 16 16 20 -.06 0.58
Sex without commitment 13 14 3 4 17 5.06*
Unsure/exploratory 7 7 7 9 -.03 0.13

Note. Percentages in this table are based on only those who reported gatekeeping in Situation N.
For all comparisons N = 176 df = 1(n for men = 96, n for women = 80). Percentages do not add to
100% because some participants reported more than one desired relationship with the other
person, and some did not report any desired relationship with the other person. Percentages were
rounded to the nearest whole number. Because chi-square may not have been valid, p was derived
from Fisher’s exact test.

*p<.05. *¥*p<.01. **¥*p<.001.

In Situation H, the most common desired relationship reported by both
men and women was that they would like to remain or become “boyfriend and
girlfriend” (see Table 9). The second most common desired relationship reported
by men and women was friends or “just friends.” As in Situation N, significantly
more men (16%) than women (3%) said that they desired a sexual relationship

with the other person without commitment.
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Table 9

Desired Relationship With Other Person in Situation H

Men Women
Desired
relationship n % n % Phi r
Girlfriend/boyfriend 30 43 37 62 -.18 4.25
Friends/”just friends” 19 28 17 28 -.01 0.01
Sex without commitment 11 16 2 3 21 5.63*
None/nothing 6 9 2 3 11 1.59
Unsure/exploratory 0 0 2 3 -.13 2.34

Note. Percentages in this table are based on only those who reported gatekeeping in Situation H.
For all comparisons N = 129 df = 1(n for men = 69, n for women = 60). Percentages do not add to
100% because some participants reported more than one desired relationship with the other
person, and some did not report any desired relationship with the other person. Percentages were
rounded to the nearest whole number. Because chi-square may not have been valid, p was derived
from Fisher’s exact test.

*p<.05. *¥*p<.01. **¥*p<.001.

Level of Physical Contact With the Other Person

Participants were asked if there was any physical contact with the other
person before gatekeeping occurred, and, if so, how far they let it go before it
stopped. In Situation N, both men and women most commonly reported that they
engaged in kissing or “making out” with the other person before gatekeeping
occurred (see Table 10). However, significantly more women (54%) than men
(36%) reported that their physical contact with the other person stopped with
kissing or “making out.” Significantly more men (31%) than women (13%)
reported that their physical contact with the other person went “almost all the
way” and included “everything but PVI (penile vaginal intercourse)” before
gatekeeping occurred. Finally, more men (8%) than women (1%) reported that

the other person “grabbed my crotch” before gatekeeping occurred.
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Table 10

Level of Physical Contact With Other Person in Situation N

Men Women
Physical
contact n % n % Phi v
Kissing/making out 35 36 43 54 -.17 5.29%
Almost all the way/everything but PVI 30 31 10 13 22 8.74**
Vague (fooling around, grabbed me, 12 13 12 15 -.04 0.23
Touched me)
“Petting” 10 10 11 14 -.05 0.46
Grabbed my crotch 8 8 1 1 .16 4.51%*
Undressing 6 6 6 8 -.02 0.11
Manual genital stimulation (handjob/ 5 5 6 8 -.05 0.39
fingering)
None 5 5 6 8 -.05 0.39
Other 14 15 11 14

Note. Percentages in this table are based on only those who reported gatekeeping in Situation N.
For all comparisons N = 176 df = 1(n for men = 96, n for women = 80). Percentages do not add to
100% because some participants reported more than one type of physical contact with the other
person, and some did not report any physical contact. Percentages were rounded to the nearest
whole number. Because chi-square may not have been valid, p was derived from Fisher’s exact
test. The abbreviation PVI stands for “penile vaginal intercourse.”

*p<.05. ¥ p<.01. ***p<.001.

In Situation H, as in Situation N, both men and women most commonly
reported that they engaged in kissing or “making out” with the other person
before gatekeeping occurred (see Table 11). Many men and women often also
reported that their physical contact with the other person went “almost all the
way”’ and included “everything but PVL.” In contrast to Situation N, however, in
Situation H, there were no gender differences in the prevalence of any of these
behaviors. Men’s and women’s behavior was more similar with someone they had

already had sex with than with new partners.
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Table 11

Level of Physical Contact With Other Person in Situation H

Men Women

Physical
contact n % n %  Phi xz
Kissing/making out 27 39 34 57 -.18 3.96
Almost all the way/everything but PVI 16 23 9 15 .10 1.38
Vague (fooling around, grabbed me, 11 16 9 15 .01 0.02

touched me)
None 9 13 9 15 -.03 0.10
Undressing 6 9 2 3 A1 1.59
“Petting” 3 4 5 8 -.08 0.88
Grabbed my crotch 3 4 1 2 .08 0.77
Other (handshake, cuddling) 7 10 10 17

Note. Percentages in this table are based on only those who reported gatekeeping in Situation H.
For all comparisons N = 129 df = 1(n for men = 69, n for women = 60). Percentages do not add to
100% because some participants reported more than one type of physical contact with the other
person, and some did not report any physical contact. Percentages were rounded to the nearest
whole number. Because chi-square may not have been valid, p was derived from Fisher’s exact
test. The abbreviation PVI stands for “penile vaginal intercourse.”

*p<.05.*¥*p<.01. ***p<.001.

Other Person’s Signs of Interest in Sex

Participants were asked what made it seem like the other person wanted to
have sex. In Situation N, both men and women most commonly reported that they
knew the other person wanted to have sex with them because they either asked or
specifically said so (e.g., “She asked to do sexual things with her and I told her I
didn’t think it was a good idea,” M-512; see Table 12). The second most
common sign of interest reported by men and women was that the other person
touched them in some way. Significantly more men (8%) than women (1%) said
that the other person “touched my genitals” to show interest in sex. For example,

one man wrote,
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I was at a party and this girl, who I had been talking to, got pretty drunk. I
had been drinking too, but [ was in no way drunk. I would be talking to
my friends and she would come up and start talking to me, hugging on me,
touching me, and even touching my crotch. (M-517)
Other commonly reported ways the other person showed interest in sex were
removing his or her own clothes or the clothes of the participant, kissing the
participant, and making seductive hints.

Men appeared to send more nonverbal messages of interest in sex. For
instance, significantly more women (9%) than men (0%) reported that the other
person got out or put on a condom (e.g., “He took his pants off and started to put a
condom on but I told him I thought it was too soon for us to be having sex,” W-
163), and significantly more women (5%) than men (0%) reported that the other
person sent them a sexual text message. One woman wrote,

A few weeks ago I did an interview with a guy from class. We talked as

friends and he walked me home afterwards. I thought it was nothing but

being friendly. He then started texting me sexual things and wanted to
come over and have sex....I tried to tell him I just wanted to be friends but

he still texts me crude things. I stopped responding to his messages. I

would get like 10 a day. He just recently stopped bothering me but I have

class with him which is awkward. (W-193)

In Situation H, as in Situation N, both men and women reported that they
knew the other person wanted to have sex with them because he or she either
asked or specifically said so (see Table 13). Other common signs of interest in
sex shown by the other person were engaging in the same routine as in the past
(e.g., “She was basically giving me a handjob on the top of my pants and we had

done this before and it ended in sex,” M-536), and touching the participant in a

sexual way. No gender differences were found in Situation H in the other
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person’s signs of interest in sex. When men and women had been sexually
intimate in the past, their signs of interest in sex were more similar than when
they had not.

Table 12

Other Person’s Signs of Interest in Sex in Situation N

Men Women
Signs of interest
in sex n % n % Phi v
Physical contact
Touch 14 15 20 25 -13 3.04
OP removed/tried to remove my clothing 11 11 16 20 -12 2.45
Kissing 14 15 9 11 .05 0.43
OP removed/tried to remove own clothing 12 13 5 6 12 1.95
Touched my genitals 8 8 1 1 .16 4.51%*
Got on top of me 5 5 3 4 .03 0.21
Verbal
Asked/said so 38 40 27 34 .06 0.64
Made seductive hints 12 13 8 10 .04 0.27
Wanted to go to a private place 8 8 7 9 -.01 0.01
Flirting 5 5 2 3 .07 0.84
Asked about a condom 3 3 1 1 .06 0.69
Nonverbal
Got out/put on a condom 0 0 7 9 -22 8.75%*
Sexual text message 0 0 4 5 -17  491*
Hanging around 4 4 3 4 .01 0.02
Vague (the way she looked, made obvious 17 18 8§ 10 12 2.13
move, made moves...)
Other 14 15 8 10

Note. Percentages in this table are based on only those who reported gatekeeping in Situation N.
For all comparisons N = 176 df = 1(n for men = 96, n for women = 80). Percentages do not add to
100% because some participants reported that the other person showed more than one sign of
interest in sex, and some did not report that the other person showed signs of interest in sex.
Percentages were rounded to the nearest whole number. Because chi-square may not have been
valid, p was derived from Fisher’s exact test. The abbreviation OP stands for “other person.”
*p<.05.*¥*p<.01. ***p<.001.
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Table 13

Other Person’s Signs of Interest in Sex in Situation H

Men Women
Signs of interest o o
in sex n % n % Phi o
Physical contact
Touch 8 12 14 23 -.16 3.13
Engaged in same routine as in past 11 16 11 18 -.03 0.13
/usual expectations
Kissing 7 10 11 18 -.12 1.79
OP removed/tried to remove my 7 10 9 15 -.07 0.70
Clothing
OP removed/tried to remove own 5 7 3 5 .05 0.28
Clothing
Got on top of me 3 4 1 2 .08 0.77
Verbal
Asked/said so 28 41 24 40 .01 0.00
Made seductive hints 6 9 4 7 .04 0.18
Wanted to go to a private place 3 4 2 3 .03 0.09
Asked about a condom 2 3 1 2 .04 0.21
Nonverbal
Got out/put on a condom 1 1 2 3 -.06 0.50
Staying late at night 0 0 0 0
Sexual text message 0 0 0 0
Vague (the way she looked, made obvious 9 13 4 7 A1 1.44

move, made moves...)
Other 7 10 7 12

Note. Percentages in this table are based on only those who reported gatekeeping in Situation H.
For all comparisons N = 129 df = 1(n for men = 69, n for women = 60). Percentages do not add to
100% because some participants reported that the other person showed more than one sign of
interest in sex, and some did not report that the other person showed signs of interest in sex.
Percentages were rounded to the nearest whole number. Because chi-square may not have been
valid, p was derived from Fisher’s exact test. The abbreviation OP stands for “other person.”
*p<.05. ¥ p<.01. ***p<.001.

Methods of Gatekeeping

Participants were asked what they did to not let sex happen. In Situation
N, both men and women most commonly reported telling the other person they
did not want to have sex, saying that sex could not happen, or simply saying no
(see Table 14). Though both men and women listed this as their most common

method of gatekeeping, significantly more women (64%) than men (33%)
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mentioned that this is what they did to not let sex happen (e.g., “Just said no and
stayed to my word,” W-102). Significantly more men (7%) than women (0%) said
that sex was not a good idea to stop it from happening (e.g., “Told her it was a
bad idea tonight, that we should wait,” M-624). Similar percentages of men (20%)
and women (26%) reported that they left the gatekeeping setting to signify that
they were not interested in having sex (e.g., “I left while she was up going to the
bathroom,” M-598). Other common methods of gatekeeping reported by
participants were simply stopping the sexual behavior (e.g., “Just stopped making
out and got up,” M-515) or making the other person stop the sexual behavior (e.g.,
“I grabbed her hands, looked her in the eye, and said ‘no, we really shouldn’t do
this right now,” M-517). Overall, men and women used similar methods of
gatekeeping in Situation N.

Table 14

Participants’ Methods of Gatekeeping in Situation N

Men Women
Method of
gatekeeping n % n % Phi v

Verbal. “I said...”

No/it can’t happen/I don’t want to 32 33 51 64 -30 16.20%***
It’s not a good idea 7 7 0 0 .19 6.08%*
Made up excuse/lied 4 4 1 1 .09 1.34
Already in a relationship 4 4 0 0 .14 341
Bad location: people in other room, 3 3 0 0 .14 341
inacar...

I was drunk 2 2 1 1 .03 0.18
Didn’t know OP long enough 2 2 1 1 .03 0.18
Didn’t want a relationship with person/ 2 2 0 0 10 1.69

not interested

OP was drunk 2 2 0 0 .10 1.69
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Pregnancy content: Didn’t want to get
pregnant/get OP pregnant

Didn’t have a condom
OP was a virgin
Not in mood

Made a joke/used humor to say no
Values/religion
Suggested another activity (sexual)
Intimidatingly large penis
Didn’t want to give OP wrong idea
Didn’t want OP to get attached
Didn’t want to ruin friendship
OP already in a relationship
Wanted to wait because I was interested

in relationship with OP

Wanted to wait until marriage
I’'m a virgin

Suggested another activity (nonsexual)
Other/vague

Nonverbal

Left

Stopped sexual behavior
Made OP stop sexual behavior
Kept distance from OP
Ignored OP

Avoided sexual behavior (behavior
leading to sex)

Engaged in alternative sexual behavior

Vague

Other
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0.07
0.21
0.37
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Note. Percentages in this table are based on only those who reported gatekeeping in Situation N.
For all comparisons N = 176 df = 1(n for men = 96, n for women = 80). Percentages do not add to

100% because some participants reported more than one method of gatekeeping, and some did not
report any methods of gatekeeping. Percentages were rounded to the nearest whole number.

Because chi-square may not have been valid, p was derived from Fisher’s exact test. The

abbreviation OP stands for “other person.
*p <.05. *¥* p<.01. *** p<.001.

In Situation H, as in Situation N, the most commonly reported method of

gatekeeping for both men and women was telling the other person they did not
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want to have sex, saying that sex could not happen, or simply saying no (see
Table 15). A significant gender difference was found for this method of
gatekeeping, as well, with 77% of women and 36% of men reporting that they
said they did not want to have sex. The most common methods of gatekeeping in
Situation N were also common in Situation H. For example, both men and women
often reported that they left the gatekeeping setting to prevent sex from happening
(e.g., “Said no, it didn’t feel right, and left,” M-561; “She tried to make a move. |
had a girlfriend. I refused and left,” M-565). Another method participants
reported was stopping the sexual behavior or making the other person stop the
sexual behavior. One difference in methods of gatekeeping in Situation H was
that the gatekeeping method of saying “I’m not in the mood” was slightly more
common. That is, whereas only 2% of men in Situation N reported saying they
were not in the mood to prevent sex from happening, 9% of men and 6% of
women reported saying this as their method of gatekeeping (e.g., “Told her I was
tired and wanted to go to bed,” M-572; “I told him I wasn’t in the mood,” W-
183). As in Situation N, overall, men and women used similar methods of
gatekeeping in Situation H.

Table 15

Participants’ Methods of Gatekeeping in Situation H

Men Women
Method of
gatekeeping n % n % Phi v
Verbal. “I said...”
Nol/it can’t happen/didn’t want to 25 36 46 77 -41 21.20%**

Not in mood 6 9 4 7 .04 0.18
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It’s not a good idea

Didn’t have a condom

Already in a relationship

Bad location: people in other room,
inacar...

I was drunk

Didn’t want a relationship with person/
not interested

Suggested another activity (sexual)

Made up an excuse/lied

Made a joke/used humor to say no

OP was drunk

Crazy/clingy/annoying/bitch/pervert/
ass/etc.

Pregnancy content: Didn’t want to get
pregnant/ get OP pregnant

Didn’t want to ruin friendship

Didn’t want to give OP the wrong idea

More interested in someone else

Didn’t want to make a decision I’d regret

Regretted previous sex with OP

Other/vague

Nonverbal

Left

Stopped sexual behavior

Made OP stop sexual behavior

Avoided sexual behavior (behavior
leading
to sex)

Kept distance from OP

Did not make the next move

Engaged in alternative sexual behavior

Pretended to sleep

Ignored OP

Rolled over

Acted tired

Other
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0.09
1.42
1.58
1.03

0.09
2.67
0.01
0.01
1.16
0.88

Note. Percentages in this table are based on only those who reported gatekeeping in Situation H.
For all comparisons N = 129 df = 1(n for men = 69, n for women = 60). Percentages do not add to

100% because some participants reported more than one method of gatekeeping, and some did not
report any methods of gatekeeping. Percentages were rounded to the nearest whole number.

Because chi-square may not have been valid, p was derived from Fisher’s exact test. The

abbreviation OP stands for “other person.”
*p <.05. ¥ p<.01. *** p<.001.

Reasons for Gatekeeping

Participants were asked what their reasons were for not letting sex happen.

In Situation N, one of men’s and women’s most cited reasons for not letting sex



47

happen was because they did not know the other person long or well enough (see
Table 16). However, significantly more women (30%) than men (16%) reported
this as their reason for gatekeeping (e.g., “I didn’t know her well at all,” M-540;
“Didn’t know her well enough to know if I wanted that kind of relationship,” M-
520; “We weren’t dating. I didn’t know him that well,” W-133).

Men and women differed significantly on many of the reasons they
provided for gatekeeping. For instance, men’s most cited reason for gatekeeping
was because the other person was drunk, with 23% of men, compared with only
6% of women, reporting this reason (e.g., “No. You don’t have sex with a drunk
girl. Not cool man,” M-550; “I deemed it not a good idea because she was too
intoxicated, even though I had not seen her drink a drop the entire night,” M-528;
“I feel like both partners should be in a straight mindset before having sex. Being
drunk is not the only scenario that would prevent me from having sex with a
willing partner,” M-567; “She was too drunk, and when girls are that drunk, it’s
no fun,” M-547).

Significantly more men (14%) than women (3%) reported that they did not
let sex happen because they thought the other person was physically unattractive
(e.g., “I didn’t find her attractive in the least,” M-505; “She was ugly,” M-505 and
M-599; “She wasn’t hot and I didn’t know her,” M-536). Significantly more men
(7%) than women (0%) reported that they did not let sex happen because the other
person was a virgin (e.g., “She was a virgin and she told me when we started

dating that she wanted to wait until marriage,” M-552). One man reported that his
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reason for gatekeeping was “feeling guilty having already taken 3 girls’ virginity”
(M-530).

More women than men tended to cite reasons having to do with religion,
tradition, or emotional closeness with the other person. For example, significantly
more women (11%) than men (2%) said they did not let sex happen because they
were waiting until marriage to have sex (e.g., “l am a virgin and come from a very
traditional background. Although we are getting married soon, we both agree that
we will wait,” W-107; “I’m a Christian and I want to wait for my wedding day!”
W-119). Many women reported that they were not necessarily waiting for
marriage to have sex, but they would not have sex if they were not in a
relationship. Significantly more women (9%) than men (1%) cited this as their
reason for gatekeeping (e.g., “I don’t want to have sex with a guy I’'m not dating,”
W-149).

Table 16

Participants’ Reasons for Gatekeeping in Situation N

Men Women

Reasons for
gatekeeping n % n % Phi r
Didn’t know OP long/well enough 15 16 24 30 -17  5.23%*
OP was drunk 22 23 5 6 23 9.33%*
I’'m a virgin 6 6 12 15 -.14  3.64
Didn’t want a relationship with person 6 6 11 14 -13 281

/not interested
Ugly 13 14 2 3 A2 6.82%
Wanted to wait until marriage 2 2 9 11 -19  6.26%*
Already in a relationship 10 10 6 8 .05 045
Didn’t want to ruin friendship 5 5 8 10 -09 1.46
Didn’t have a condom 10 10 3 4 A3 2.84
I was drunk 8 8 7 9 -.01  0.01
Had to be in a relationship to have sex 1 1 7 9 -18  5.98*
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OP was a virgin

Unattractive (didn’t like OP as a person)
Content

Values/religion

Didn’t want to get an STD/STI

OP was/seemed promiscuous

Crazy/clingy/annoying/bitch/pervert/ass, etc.

Bad location: people in other room, in a car...

More interested in someone else

I didn’t want to take advantage of OP

Pregnancy content: Didn’t want to get pregnant
/get OP pregnant

OP came on too strong/too pushy

Wanted to wait because I was interested in
Relationship with OP

Didn’t want to make a decision I’d regret

I wasn’t in love with OP

OP already in a relationship

Didn’t want OP to get attached

My peers would disapprove

OP was too young

OP was girlfriend/boyfriend or ex of a friend

Didn’t want to give OP the wrong idea

Vague

Unattractive —physical content

Overweight

Not in mood

Other
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0.39

0.13
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1.34
3.41
0.05

0.06
0.06

0.69
3.66
2.54
0.01
1.69
1.69
1.69
1.69
1.69

Note. Percentages in this table are based on only those who reported gatekeeping in Situation N.
For all comparisons N = 176 df = 1(n for men = 96, n for women = 80). Percentages do not add to
100% because some participants reported more than one reason for gatekeeping, and some did not

report any reasons for gatekeeping. Percentages were rounded to the nearest whole number.
Because chi-square may not have been valid, p was derived from Fisher’s exact test. The
abbreviation OP stands for “other person.” The abbreviation STD/STI stands for “sexually
transmitted disease/sexually transmitted infection.”

*p<.05. *¥*p<.01. **¥*p<.001.

Interestingly, though no participants in Situation N cited “not in the mood”

as a reason for gatekeeping, both men and women most commonly reported this

as their reason for not letting sex happen in Situation H (see Table 17). More

women (50%) than men (20%) reported this (e.g., “I just wasn’t in the mood and I

was just happy being with my girlfriend,” M-510). One man reported that his

father was ill and he was preoccupied with thoughts about him: “I was thinking
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about something else that had importance to me more than sex at that time. I
wasn’t emotionally available. I couldn’t concentrate” (M-566).

Men’s most common reasons for gatekeeping in Situation H were
significantly different from those of women, with 12% of men and 2% of women
reporting gatekeeping because they did not have a condom (e.g., “I didn’t have a
condom, so we chose not to have sex,” M-571), and 12% of men and 2% of
women reporting that they were already in a relationship (e.g., “Sex is great.
She’s hot with a nice body....I wanted to, but I couldn’t do that to me or my
girlfriend,” M-634). Twelve percent of women and 4% of men did not let sex
happen because the other person was an “ex” and they were trying to move on
from the relationship (e.g., “I was wanting things to end with him. I didn’t have
the same feelings for him and I wasn’t dating him,” W-147). In addition, 7% of
men and 5% of women said they did not want to have sex with the other person
because they did not want a sexual relationship with him or her, despite having
had sex previously (e.g., “I didn’t want the relationship to carry on any further,”
M-505).

In Situation H, the gatekeeping reasons of the other person being
physically unattractive, having to wait until marriage to have sex, and having to
be in a serious relationship to have sex were not frequently cited. Therefore, the

reasons for gatekeeping were different between Situations N and H.
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However, within Situation H, there were fewer gender differences, and

men’s and women’s reasons for gatekeeping in Situation H were more similar

than in Situation N.

Table 17

Participants’ Reasons for Gatekeeping in Situation H

Men Women
Reasons for
gatekeeping n % n %  Phi v
Not in mood 4 20 40 50 -31 12.60%**
Didn’t have a condom 8 12 1 2 .19 4.87*
Already in a relationship 8 12 1 2 .19 4.87*
OP was an ex and I was trying to 3 4 7 12 -.14 2.40
move on
OP was drunk 6 9 2 3 11 1.59
Didn’t want a relationship with person 5 7 3 5 .05 0.28
/not interested
Pregnancy content: Didn’t want to get pregnant 4 6 2 3 .06 0.44
/get OP pregnant
Bad location :people in other room, in a car... 4 6 0 0 17 3.59
I didn’t want to take advantage of OP 4 6 0 0 17 3.59
I was drunk 4 6 0 0 17 3.59
Didn’t want to ruin friendship 3 4 3 5 -.02 0.03
Unattractive —didn’t like OP as a person content 3 4 2 3 .03 0.09
Didn’t want to give OP the wrong idea 0 0 3 5 -.17 3.53
Regretted previous sex with OP 3 4 0 O .14 2.67
Didn’t want to make a decision I’d regret 2 3 2 3 -.01 0.02
More interested in someone else 2 3 1 2 .04 0.21
OP was/seemed promiscuous 2 3 1 2 .04 0.21
Ugly 2 3 0 0 12 1.77
Crazy/clingy/annoying/bitch/pervert/ass, etc. 2 30 0 12 1.77
Didn’t want to get an STD/STI 0 0o 2 3 -.13 2.34
Didn’t want OP to get attached 2 3 0 0 12 1.77
Values/religion 1 1 1 2 -.01 0.01
OP came on too strong/too pushy 1 1 0 o0 .08 0.88
My peers would disapprove 1 1 0 0 .08 0.88
OP already in a relationship | 1 0 0 .08 0.88
OP was a girlfriend/boyfriend or ex of a friend 1 1 0 0 .08 0.88
Wanted to wait because I was interested in 1 1 1 2 -.01 0.01
relationship with OP
Didn’t know OP long/well enough 1 1 0 o0 .08 0.88
Had to be in a relationship to have sex 0 0 1 2 -.09 1.16
Wanted to wait until marriage 0 0 1 2 -.09 1.16
[ wasn’t in love with OP 0 0 1 2 -.09 1.16
Unable to perform sexually 1 1 0 0 .08 0.88
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Reasons For Gatekeeping, Continued...

Unattractive-physical content

Didn’t have enough in common with OP

Overweight

Knew OP in other role (friend, TA, classmate,
Co-worker); didn’t want it to be awkward

Other 11 16 19 32

SO OO
S O OO
SO oo
SO OO

Note. Percentages in this table are based on only those who reported gatekeeping in Situation H.
For all comparisons N = 129 df = 1(n for men = 69, n for women = 60). Percentages do not add to
100% because some participants reported more than one reason for gatekeeping, and some did not
report any reasons for gatekeeping. Percentages were rounded to the nearest whole number.
Because chi-square may not have been valid, p was derived from Fisher’s exact test. The
abbreviation OP stands for “other person.”

*p<.05. *¥*p<.01. **¥*p<.001.

Participants’ Reasons for Wanting Sex, Even Though They Did Not Let It Happen
Participants were asked what, if any, reasons they had for wanting sex,
even though they did not let it happen. In Situation N, women most commonly
reported that they did not feel any ambivalence about gatekeeping, and that they
did not want to have sex at all (see Table 18). Significantly more women (31%)
than men (15%) reported this lack of ambivalence. Women that did feel
ambivalent, and over half of the men, reported that they wanted to have sex, even
though they did not let it happen, because the other person was physically
attractive (e.g., “She was amazingly hot, I knew her well, I knew her family,
typical lifestyle,” M-529, “She was very good looking. She made me feel like a
pimp,” M-572). However, significantly more men (53%) than women (28%)
reported this reason for wanting sex. Other common reasons listed by both men
and women included enjoying sex and wanting to feel physical pleasure, as well

as being attracted to the other person for non-physical reasons.
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Table 18

Participants’ Reasons for Wanting Sex in Situation N, Even Though They Did Not
Let It Happen

Men Women

Reasons for
wanting sex n % n %  Phi v
OP was physically attractive 51 53 22 28 .26 11.80%**
No reason/I did not want sex 14 15 25 31 -.20 7.03%
My physical pleasure/I like sex 24 25 12 15 12 2.68
OP was attractive as a person 20 21 16 20 .01 0.02
I’m attracted to OP 9 9 11 14 -.07 0.83
I want(ed) to get closer to OP 3 3 3 4 -.02 0.05
I love OP 2 2 2 3 -.01 0.03
I wanted to please OP 1 1 0 0 .07 0.84
I wanted to lose my virginity 1 1 3 4 -.09 1.44

(get it over with)
It’s my obligation as boyfriend 0 0 0 0

/girlfriend
Other 12 13 8 10

Note. Percentages in this table are based on only those who reported gatekeeping in Situation N.
For all comparisons N = 176 df = 1(n for men = 96, n for women = 80). Percentages do not add to
100% because some participants reported more than one reason for wanting sex, even though they
did not let it happen, and some did not report any reasons for wanting sex. Percentages were
rounded to the nearest whole number. Because chi-square may not have been valid, p was derived
from Fisher’s exact test. The abbreviation OP stands for “other person.”

*p<.05. *¥*p<.01. **¥*p<.001.

In Situation H, men and women differed in their most common reasons for
wanting sex, even though they did not let it happen (see Table 19). Significantly
more men (36%) than women (7%) reported that they wanted to have sex because
the other person was physically attractive. Significantly more women (45%) than
men (17%) reported that they were ambivalent about gatekeeping because they
knew that the sex was good from previous experience with the other person.
Significantly more women (7%) than men (0%) also reported wanting to have sex
with the other person in order to get closer to them emotionally (e.g., “I probably

wanted sex just so I could keep him in the relationship and he wouldn’t go back to



54

his slut of an ex-girlfriend,” W-166). As in Situation N, other commonly reported
reasons included enjoying sex and wanting to feel physical pleasure, being in love
with the other person, being attracted to the other person for non-physical reasons,
wanting to please the other person, and wanting to fulfill relationship obligations.
Sixteen percent of men and 7% of women reported that they did not feel any
ambivalence and did not want sex at all.

Table 19

Participants’ Reasons for Wanting Sex in Situation H, Even Though They Did Not
Let It Happen

Men Women

Reasons for

wanting sex n % n % Ph r

I knew sex was good from previous 12 17 27 45 -.30 11.60%***
experience

OP was physically attractive 25 36 4 7 35 16.10%**

My physical pleasure/I like sex 24 35 18 30 .05 0.33

I love OP 7 10 11 18 -12 1.79

No reason/I did not want sex 11 16 4 7 14 2.69

I’m attracted to OP 5 7 6 10 -.05 0.31

OP was attractive as a person 6 9 4 7 .04 0.18

I wanted to please OP 2 3 4 7 -.09 1.03

It’s my obligation as boyfriend 1 1 4 7 -.13 2.34
/girlfriend

I want(ed) to get closer to OP 0 0 4 7 -.19 4.75%

Other 5 7 5 8

Note. Percentages in this table are based on only those who reported gatekeeping in Situation H.
For all comparisons N = 129 df = 1(n for men = 69, n for women = 60). Percentages do not add to
100% because some participants reported more than one reason for wanting sex, even though they
did not let it happen, and some did not report any reasons for wanting sex. Percentages were
rounded to the nearest whole number. Because chi-square may not have been valid, p was derived
from Fisher’s exact test. The abbreviation OP stands for “other person.”

*p <.05. * p<.0l. **¥*p<.001.

Other Person’s Reaction to Gatekeeping
Participants were asked how the other person reacted when they did not let

sex happen. For Situation N, women most commonly reported that the other
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person’s reaction was that of being understanding and accepting of the
gatekeeping (see Table 20). Significantly more women (48%) than men (21%)
reported this as the other person’s reaction (e.g., “He stopped. He was fine with
it,” W-132; “He was cool with it. He was a really nice guy,” W-133). When
women engaged in gatekeeping, their male partners commonly accepted and
understood this behavior more often than did women when their male partners
engaged in gatekeeping.

Other common reactions of both men’s and women’s partners were
unhappiness, sadness, disappointment, and anger. Significantly more women
(16%) than men (1%) reported that the other person kept trying to have sex with
them after they engaged in gatekeeping (e.g., “He said ‘OK. I know,’ but kept
trying to move further,” W-103; “[He reacted] like I was being mean, then like I
was playing hard to get and he just got more persistent,” W-141).

Significantly more men (8%) than women (0%) reported that the other
person was surprised when they did not let sex happen (e.g., “She seemed
surprised, but she said she was glad I didn’t want to,” M-586; “She was shocked,”
M-633; “[She was] kind of shocked, actually ... it was weird when she left she
wanted at least a kiss. But NO,” M-526).

Finally, significantly more men (6%) than women (0%) reported that their
partner left after gatekeeping occurred (e.g., “She got mad, slammed my door, and
left,” M-517; “She left me and [went] back to other guys,” M-525; “She cried, put

her clothes on, and ran out of the room,” M-634).
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Table 20

Reaction of Other Person in Situation N

Men Women

Reactions n % n % Phi e
Positive
Understanding/accepted it 20 21 38 48 -.28 14.04%**
Didn’t care 4 4 2 3 .05 0.37
Cuddled/positive physical reaction 0 0 3 4 -.14 3.66
Neutral
Surprised 8 8 0 0 .20 6.98*
Left 6 6 0 0 17 5.18%
Moved on to someone else 5 5 1 1 12 2.08
Engaged in alternative sexual 3 3 1 1 .06 0.69
Activity
Negative
Unhappy/sad/disappointed 23 24 14 18 .08 1.10
Angry 16 17 13 16 .01 0.01
Kept trying 1 1 13 16 -.28 13.78%***
Confused/didn’t understand 5 5 2 3 .07 0.84
Defensive 1 1 3 4 -.09 1.44
Cried 3 3 0 0 12 2.54
Not sure/don’t know 5 5 2 3 .07 0.84

Other 9 9 16 20

Note. Percentages in this table are based on only those who reported gatekeeping in Situation N.
For all comparisons N = 176 df = 1(n for men = 96, n for women = 80). Percentages do not add to
100% because some participants reported that the other person had more than one reaction to
gatekeeping, and some did not report any reactions of the other person to gatekeeping. Percentages
were rounded to the nearest whole number. Because chi-square may not have been valid, p was
derived from Fisher’s exact test.

*p<.05.*¥*p<.01. ***p<.001.

In Situation H, as in Situation N, common reactions reported by both men
and women included the other person being understanding and accepting of the
fact that they did not want to have sex (e.g., “She was totally cool and
understanding,” M-555), or having a reaction of unhappiness, sadness, or
disappointment (e.g., “She was not happy,” M-546; “[She was] upset that I

stopped it,” M-562; see Table 21).
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Significantly more women (38%) than men (16%) reported that the
reaction of the other person to gatekeeping was one of anger. Women’s accounts
of their partner’s angry reactions included the following, “He and I were together
and he wanted to have sex. I didn’t feel like it. Then he decided to get pissy and
ridiculous,” W-102; “He was upset and talked about how we rarely saw one
another and shouldn’t waste our time,” W-120; “He was like ‘“Why are you acting
like this? Why are you being gay?’ I was like ‘Sorry I just don’t want to.” He
acted this way until I left. I think there was a reason that relationship didn’t last,”
W-139; “He got mad because he felt stupid for being turned down,” W-169; “He
got angry and yelled. He said things like ‘I thought you actually liked me, but I
guess not. That is fucked up,”” W-173; “He was very angry and yelled at me,
accusing me of cheating on him,” W-200). As in Situation N, significantly more
women (10%) than men (0%) reported that the other person kept trying to have
sex with them after they engaged in gatekeeping. Consider the following
examples,

I’d had sex with the guy before. We were no longer dating, but decided to

watch a movie together. He tried to initiate sex again, but I told him no

and pushed him away because we weren’t dating anymore. He was

disappointed and he kept trying. (W-147)

He was fine with it but sometimes could not control himself and would
touch me again and kiss me so [ would have to tell him to stop. (W-179)
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Table 21

Reaction of Other Person in Situation H

Men Women
Reactions n % n % Phi e
Positive
Understanding/accepted it 16 23 17 28 -.06 0.45
Didn’t care 1 1 3 5 -.10 1.35
Cuddled/positive physical reaction 1 1 2 3 -.06 0.50
Neutral
Surprised 3 4 1 2 .08 0.77
Left 2 3 0 0 12 1.77
Negative
Unhappy/sad/disappointed 30 43 19 32 12 1.90
Angry 11 16 23 38 -25 8.29%*
Kept trying 0 0 6 10 -.24 7.24%*
Cried 3 4 0 0 .14 2.67
Embarrassed 0 0 0 0
Defensive 0 0 0 0
Not sure/don’t know 2 3 1 2 .04 0.21
Other 8 12 7 12

Note. Percentages in this table are based on only those who reported gatekeeping in Situation H.
For all comparisons N = 129 df = 1(n for men = 69, n for women = 60). Percentages do not add to
100% because some participants reported that the other person had more than one reaction to
gatekeeping, and some did not report any reactions of the other person to gatekeeping. Percentages
were rounded to the nearest whole number. Because chi-square may not have been valid, p was
derived from Fisher’s exact test.

*p<.05. *¥*p<.01. **¥*p<.001.

Expected Negative Consequences of Gatekeeping

Participants were asked what positive or negative consequences they
expected related to not letting sex happen. Responses were coded as positive or
negative depending on participants’ other responses. For Situation N, many men
and women reported that they did not expect any negative consequences related to
gatekeeping (see Table 22). However, of those who did, men and women
occasionally differed. Both men and women commonly expected the other person

to react angrily to gatekeeping, but more women (25%) than men (8%) reported
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this expectation (e.g., “He was going to get mad,” W-204; “I expected that he
would be mad and break up with me,” W-192; “I thought he might get angry and
tell his friends I was frigid or something, but I didn’t care because I didn’t know
them,” W-173; “I thought she would be extremely angry and not want to talk to
me again,” M-540).

Significantly more women (11%) than men (2%) were also concerned
about the negative impact of gatekeeping on the relationship (e.g., “Our friendship
would end,” W-124; “Potential for friendship would be lost,” W-141; “He would
end it or cheat with other girls,” W-148).

Significantly more men (8%) than women (0%) reported they expected the
negative consequence of not being able to have sex (e.g., “[I] wouldn’t have sex
that night,” M-543; “No sex for me ©,” M-548).

Other common negative expectations of both men and women were that
the other person would be upset, sad, or disappointed (e.g., “I thought she was
going to get upset with me and leave,” M-586), and that it would be awkward
with the other person afterwards (e.g., “[I expected] things to be weird in class
from then on,” M-564; “It could be a very awkward subject between us,” M-633).
One man (M-580) reported that “It’s awkward when I check out at Wal-Mart”

because he engaged in gatekeeping with a Wal-Mart employee.
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Table 22

Participants’ Expected Negative Consequences of Gatekeeping in Situation N

Men Women
Expected negative

consequences n % n % Phi v
OP would be angry 8 8 20 25 -.23 9.06**
None 14 15 8 10 .07 0.84

It would be awkward with OP 7 7 g8 11 -.07 0.83

afterwards

OP would be upset, sad, disappointed 5 5 9 11 -.11 2.18
Negatively impact relationship 2 2 9 11 -.19 6.26*
No sex for me 8 8 0 0 .20 6.98%*
OP would stop contacting me 3 3 5 6 -.07 0.98
OP would have hurt feelings/feel 4 4 1 1 .09 1.34

Rejected

I don’t know/don’t care 4 4 0 0 .14 341

OP would be less attracted to me 2 2 2 3 -.01 0.03

OP would retaliate (e.g., rumors, 1 1 2 3 -.06 0.55
stalking, tell others)

OP would hate me 1 1 2 3 -.06 0.55

OP would use force/rape me 0 0 2 3 -.12 243

OP would find someone else to have 0 0 2 3 -.12 2.43
sex with

OP would be less willing to initiate sex 1 1 1 1 -.01 0.02
in future

No pleasure for OP 1 1 0 0 .07 0.84

OP would get more attracted to me 1 | 0 0 .07 0.84

OP would keep asking me for sex 0 O 1 1 -.08 1.21
(persistence)

OP would get revenge (e.g., withhold sex) 0 0 1 1 -.08 1.21

OP would think I’'m a tease/call me 0 o0 1 1 -.08 1.21
a tease

I would get made fun of by my friends 0 0 1 1 -.08 1.21

There would be rumors that I’'m gay 1 1 0 0 .07 0.84

Other 6 6 4 5

Note. Percentages in this table are based on only those who reported gatekeeping in Situation N.
For all comparisons N = 176 df = 1(n for men = 96, n for women = 80). Percentages do not add to
100% because some participants reported more than one expected negative consequence of
gatekeeping, and some did not report any expected negative consequences. Percentages were
rounded to the nearest whole number. Because chi-square may not have been valid, p was derived
from Fisher’s exact test. The abbreviation OP stands for “other person.”

*p <.05. *¥*F p<.01. *** p<.001.

In Situation H, many men and women expected no negative consequences

of gatekeeping (see Table 23). Of those that did have negative expectations, men
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and women only significantly differed on the expectation that the other person
would react angrily, with 32% of women and 7% of men reporting this. Across
situations, women expected anger in their male partners more often than did men
with their female partners (e.g., “Him getting mad....or raping me ‘cause he was
drunk,” W-110; “I assumed he’d probably be mad at me and not want to hang out
as much,” W-122; “[T expected to] hear her bitch,” M-622).

Men and women also commonly expected the negative consequence of the
other person being upset, sad, or disappointed (e.g., “[I] thought she would get
upset, then get the picture,” M-632; “I expected him to be upset with me,” W-
192). Others feared that the other person would stop contacting them after they
did not let sex happen (e.g., “[I expected] that I would never talk to her again,” M-
616; “I would probably never see or talk to ‘Betty’ again,” M-612; “I was scared
he wouldn’t talk to me,” W-170).

Table 23

Participants’ Expected Negative Consequences of Gatekeeping in Situation H

Men  Women
Expected negative

consequences n % n % Phi v
OP would be angry 5 7 19 32 -31 12.64%**
OP would be upset, sad disappointed 13 19 4 7 18 4.16
None 7 10 8 13 -.05 0.32
OP would stop contacting me 2 3 7 12 =17 3.80
It would negatively impact relationship 2 3 5 8 -.12 1.85
It would be awkward with OP afterwards 5 7 0 0 19 4.52
No sex for me 4 6 0 0 17 3.59
OP would get revenge (e.g., withhold sex) 2 3 0 0 12 1.77
OP would have hurt feelings/feel rejected 1 1 1 2 -.01 0.01
No pleasure for OP 1 1 0 O .08 0.88



62

Expected Negative Consequences, Continued...

OP would use force/rape me 0 0 1 2 -.09 1.16
OP would be less willing to initiate sex in 1 1 0 o0 .08 0.88
Future
OP would keep asking me for sex 0 0 0 0
(persistence)

=
=
S
S

OP would retaliate (e.g., rumors, stalking,
tell others)

OP would think I’m a tease/call me a tease

OP would be less attracted to me

OP would hate me

OP would find someone else to have sex with

I would get made fun of by my friends

There would be rumors that I’'m gay

Other 1

— O OO oo O

SO OO OO
O OO OCOO
NOoO O oo OO

Note. Percentages in this table are based on only those who reported gatekeeping in Situation H.
For all comparisons N = 129 df = 1(n for men = 69, n for women = 60). Percentages do not add to
100% because some participants reported more than one expected negative consequence of
gatekeeping, and some did not report any expected negative consequences. Percentages were
rounded to the nearest whole number. Because chi-square may not have been valid, p was derived
from Fisher’s exact test. The abbreviation OP means “other person.”

*p <.05. ¥ p<.01. *** p<.001.

Actual Negative Consequences of Gatekeeping

Participants were asked what actual positive and negative consequences
occurred related to not letting sex happen. Responses were coded as positive or
negative based on participants’ other responses. For Situation N, men and women
most often reported that there were no actual negative consequences of
gatekeeping (see Table 24). Despite the common expectation that the other person
would react angrily, only 3% of men and 6% of women reported that this actually
occurred (e.g., “She got mad,” M-635; “He was mad and frustrated. [He] kicked
me out of his house,” W-172; “He threw the water glass,” W-174).

Men and women often reported that the other person stopped or decreased
contact with them (e.g., ““She talks less and less to me every day,” M-525; “She
pretty much stopped talking to me,” M-610) or that the gatekeeping negatively

impacted the relationship in some way (e.g., “We stopped seeing each other,” M-
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619; “Things weren’t the same between us. It created a barrier that [ hadn’t
foreseen at the time,” M-549).

Significantly more men (6%) than women (0%) reported that the actual
negative consequence of gatekeeping was that they did not get to have sex (e.g.,
“Didn’t have sex that night,” M-543; “No sex happiness at that time,” M-576;
“No booty,” M-622). Men and women did not differ significantly on any other
actual negative consequence. However, three men mentioned that they were
ridiculed by their friends as a result of gatekeeping (e.g., “My friends called me a
pussy, and all were astonished I would not have sex,” M-593). This consequence
was not reported by any women.

Table 24

Participants’ Actual Negative Consequences of Gatekeeping in Situation N

Men Women

Actual negative

consequences n % n % Phi x2
None 17 17 13 16 .02 0.07
OP stopped contacting me 5 5 8 10 -.09 1.46
It negatively impacted our relationship 3 3 8 10 -.14 3.52
No sex for me 6 6 0 0 17 5.18%
OP was angry 3 3 5 6 -.07 0.98
It was awkward with OP afterwards 2 2 5 6 -.11 1.98
OP was upset, sad, disappointed 2 2 3 4 -.05 0.44
I got made fun of by my friends 3 3 0 0 12 2.54
I don’t know/don’t care 2 2 0 0 .10 1.69
OP hated me 2 2 0 0 .10 1.69
I got made fun of by my friends 3 3 0 0 12 2.54
I don’t know/don’t care 2 2 0 0 .10 1.69
OP hated me 2 2 0 0 .10 1.69
OP kept asking me for sex (persistence) 0 0 1 1 -.08 1.21
OP was less willing to initiate sex in 1 1 0 0 .07 0.84

the future
No sex for OP
OP had hurt feelings/felt rejected
OP was more attracted to me

S OO
S OO
S OO
S OO
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Actual Negative Consequences, Continued...

(=]
(=]
(=]
(=]

OP used force/raped me

OP got revenge (e.g., withheld sex)

OP retaliated (e.g., rumors, stalking
told others)

o O
S O
(=)
oS O

OP thought I’m a tease/called me a tease 0 0 0 0
OP was less attracted to me 0 0 0 0
OP found someone else to have sex with 0 0 0 0
There were rumors that I’'m gay 0 0 0 0
Other 4 4 4 5

Note. Percentages in this table are based on only those who reported gatekeeping in Situation N.
For all comparisons N = 176 df = 1(n for men = 96, n for women = 80). Percentages do not add to
100% because some participants reported more than one actual negative consequence of
gatekeeping, and some did not report any actual negative consequences. Percentages were
rounded to the nearest whole number. Because chi-square may not have been valid, p was derived
from Fisher’s exact test. The abbreviation OP stands for “other person.”

*p<.05.*¥*p<.01. ***p<.001.

In Situation H, significantly more men (16%) than women (3%) reported
that there were no actual negative consequences of gatekeeping (see Table 25).
Women’s most commonly reported negative consequence was that the other
person reacted angrily, with significantly more women (20%) than men (3%)
reporting this reaction (e.g., “He got pissed and I broke up with him,” W-151, “He
got really mad/acidic towards me. He even spread rumors about me and publicly
humiliated me,” W-153, “He got angrier than I thought he would. I actually had to
leave his house because he got so violent,” W-200).

Both men and women commonly reported that the other person was upset,
sad, or disappointed in response to their gatekeeping (e.g., “She was upset until
we had sex the next day,” M-509, “My girlfriend was upset with me for a while,”
M-571, “She put on a pouty face and we went out to drink more,” M-608, “[She]

got upset and no longer called,” M-632).
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Table 25

Participants’ Actual Negative Consequences of Gatekeeping in Situation H

Men Women
Actual negative
consequences n % n % Phi xz
OP was upset, sad, disappointed 13 19 4 7 12 4.16
OP was angry 2 3 12 20 =27 9.70**
None 11 16 2 3 21 5.63*
It negatively impacted our relationship 1 1 5 8 -.16 343
No sex for me 3 4 3 5 -.02 0.03
OP stopped contacting me (persistence) | 1 2 3 -.06 0.50
It was awkward with OP afterwards 2 3 0 0 12 1.77
OP had hurt feelings/felt rejected 1 1 0 0 .08 0.88
OP was more attracted to me 1 1 0 0 .08 0.88
OP retaliated (e.g., rumors, stalking, 0 0 1 2 -.09 1.16

told others)
OP thought I’'m a tease/called me a tease 0 0 1 2 -.09 1.16
OP was less willing to initiate sex in 1 1 0 0 .08 0.88
the future

I got made fun of by my friends 1 1 0 0 .08 0.88
No sex for OP 0 0 0 0
OP used force/raped me 0 0 0 0
OP got revenge (e.g., withheld sex) 0 0 0 0
OP was less attracted to me 0 0 0 0
OP hated me 0 0 0 0
OP found someone else to have sex with 0 0 0 0
There were rumors that I’'m gay 0 0 0 0
Other 2 3 4 7

Note. Percentages in this table are based on only those who reported gatekeeping in Situation H.
For all comparisons N = 129 df = 1(n for men = 69, n for women = 60). Percentages do not add to
100% because some participants reported more than one actual negative consequence of
gatekeeping, and some did not report any actual negative consequences. Percentages were
rounded to the nearest whole number. Because chi-square may not have been valid, p was derived
from Fisher’s exact test. The abbreviation OP stands for “other person.”

*p<.05. ¥ p<.01. ***p<.001.

Expected Positive Consequences of Gatekeeping

Participants were asked what positive and negative consequences they
expected related to not letting sex happen. Responses were coded as positive or
negative based on the participant’ other responses. In Situation N, participants

most commonly responded that they did not expect any positive consequences of
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gatekeeping (see Table 26). Significantly more women (8%) than men (0%)
reported that they expected the other person to understand or not mind that they
engaged in gatekeeping (e.g., “He might agree and want to wait,” W-155; “Him
being like ‘OK that’s fine,”” W-172; “I didn’t think he cared. He knew I would
probably say no,” W-183).

Six percent of men and 4% of women reported that they expected that
gatekeeping would make them look good or gain the respect of the other person
(e.g., “I believed that afterwards we would respect each other more,” M-507; “I
thought she would think more of me for preventing it,” M-614; “She’d understand
that I’'m a good guy,” M-622; “He would know I just wasn’t going to have sex
with just anyone,” W-197). Other relatively common expected positive
consequences were that participants would not have any regrets (e.g., “We
wouldn’t do anything we might regret,” M-528; “I wouldn’t have to regret it in
the morning,” M-533) and that they would not contract any sexually transmitted
diseases (e.g., “Wouldn’t catch an STD from her. Wouldn’t be ‘that guy’” who
slept with a girl that sleeps with multiple guys a week,” M-572; “I wouldn’t catch

anything,” M-525; “No herpes,” M-567).



Table 26

Participants’ Expected Positive Consequences of Gatekeeping in Situation N

67

Men Women
Expected positive
consequences n % n % Phi v
None 8 19 0 13 .09 1.27
Made me look good/gain respect of OP 6 6 3 4 .06 0.56
OP would understand/not mind 0 0 6 8 -21 7.45%
We’d stay friends/relationship would 4 4 5 6 -.05 0.39

stay the same
I wouldn’t have regrets 5 5 3 4 .03 0.21
Relationship would improve 2 2 5 6 -.11 1.98
No STDs 5 5 2 3 .07 0.84
I wouldn’t cheat 4 4 0 0 .14 3.41
No pregnancy 3 3 2 3 .02 0.06
I’d feel good about myself 3 3 2 3 .02 0.06
Don’t know/don’t care 2 2 3 4 -.05 0.44
Avoided unwanted sex 2 2 1 1 .03 0.18
No attachment/commitment 2 2 0 0 .10 1.69
Make me look good/gain respect from 2 2 0 0 10 1.69
Others (not OP)

Get rid of OP/relationship would end 1 | 1 | -.01 0.02
I’d keep my significant other 1 1 1 | -.01 0.02
I’d feel in control 1 | 1 1 -.01 0.02
Make OP want sex more in the future 1 1 0 0 .07 0.84
Avoid sex with “slut” or “manwhore” 1 1 0 0 .07 0.84
I’d avoid teasing from peers 1 1 0 0 .07 0.84
Alternative sexual activity 0 0 0 0
Make OP have sex in future 0 0 0 0
Avoid rape/physical harm 0 0 0 0
Get rest/sleep 0 0 0 0
I’d see true colors of OP 0 0 0 0
I’d keep my virginity 0 0 0 0
Other 5 5 6 6

Note. Percentages in this table are based on only those who reported gatekeeping in Situation N.
For all comparisons N = 176 df = 1(n for men = 96, n for women = 80). Percentages do not add to

100% because some participants reported more than one expected positive consequence of
gatekeeping, and some did not report any expected positive consequences. Percentages were

rounded to the nearest whole number. Because chi-square may not have been valid, p was derived

from Fisher’s exact test. The abbreviation OP stands for “other person.”

*p<.05. *¥*p<.01. **¥*p<.001.

In Situation H, both men and women often reported that they did not

expect any positive consequences of gatekeeping (see Table 27). Men (0%) and

women (7%) significantly differed on only one expected positive consequence -



68

that the relationship would improve (e.g., “[I expected to] grow from it together
and for him to respect me,” W-110; “I thought it would have been better for our
relationship if sex was not the basis of it,” W-140; “It would verify his love and
respect for me,” W-161).

Common responses for men but not for women were that they expected to
stay friends with the other person, that they would not cheat on their significant
other, and that they would not get their partner pregnant (e.g., “I wouldn’t have a
kid,” M-512; “I wasn’t going to get her pregnant,” M-527; “I wouldn’t have to
worry about pregnancy or STDs by stopping,” M-554).

Common responses for women but not men were that the other person
would not mind, that they would feel good about themselves afterwards (e.g., “I
knew I would feel better about myself and my decisions,” W-170), and that they
would look good or gain the respect of the other person (e.g., “[I expected] him to
understand and wait and respect me,” W-149).

Table 27

Participants’ Expected Positive Consequences of Gatekeeping in Situation H

Men Women

Expected positive

consequences n % n % Phi v
None 13 19 4 7 A8 4.16
We’d stay friends/relationship would 5 7 1 2 A3 225

stay the same

OP would understand/not mind 1 1 5 8 -16 343
No pregnancy 5 7 0 0 19 452
I’d feel good about myself 1 1 4 7 -13 234
Relationship would improve 0 0 4 7 -.19 4.75*
I’d keep my significant other 4 6 0 0 A7 3.59
I wouldn’t cheat 3 4 0 0 14 2.67
Make me look good/gain respect of OP 0 0 3 5 -17  3.53
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Expected Positive Consequences, Continued...

Get rid of OP/relationship would end 2 3 1 2 .04 021
I wouldn’t have regrets 1 1 2 3 -06  0.50
I’d feel in control 1 1 1 2 -.01 0.01
Don’t know/don’t care 0 0 1 2 -.09 1.16
Alternative sexual activity 0 0 1 2 -.09 1.16
Make OP want sex more in the future 1 1 0 0 .08 0.88
No STDs 1 1 0 0 .08  0.88
No attachment/commitment 1 1 0 0 .08 0.88
Get rest/sleep 1 1 0 0 .08  0.88
Make OP have sex in future 0 0 0 0
Avoid sex with “slut” or “manwhore” 0 0 0 0
Avoid rape/physical harm 0 0 0 0
Avoided unwanted sex 0 0 0 0
I’d see true colors of OP 0 0 0 0
Make me look good/gain respect from others 0 0 0 0
(not OP)
I’d avoid teasing from peers 0 0 0 0
Other 2 3 7 12

Note. Percentages in this table are based on only those who reported gatekeeping in Situation H.
For all comparisons N = 129 df = 1(n for men = 69, n for women = 60). Percentages do not add to
100% because some participants reported more than one expected positive consequence of
gatekeeping, and some did not report any expected positive consequences. Percentages were
rounded to the nearest whole number. Because chi-square may not have been valid, p was derived
from Fisher’s exact test. The abbreviation OP stands for “other person.”

*p<.05. *¥*p<.01. **¥*p<.001.

Actual Positive Consequences of Gatekeeping

Participants were asked what positive and negative consequences actually
occurred related to not letting sex happen. Responses were coded as positive or
negative based on participant’ other responses. For Situation N, men and women
most commonly reported that there were no actual positive consequences of
gatekeeping (see Table 28). Those that did report positive consequences said that
they stayed friends with the other person or the relationship did not change (e.g.,
“We stayed friends and hooked up a few more times after that,” M-607; “[We]
stayed friends. She respects me for who I am,” M-595), that gatekeeping made
them look good or gain the respect of the other person (e.g., “She came out after

looking at me as a nice guy who didn’t take advantage of her,” M-591), that they
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did not have regrets afterward (e.g., “If we would have had sex I would have felt

guilty and she probably would have felt stupid and upset,” M-597), and that they

did not contract sexually transmitted diseases (e.g., “I didn’t have a kid with an

ugly chick, and I didn’t get any STDs,” M-505; “The positive consequences

would definitely be not having a chance at getting STDs, as that girl seemed like

she would have been with many guys,” M-627). Men and women did not

significantly differ, except that more women (15%) than men (3%) reported that

the other person understood or did not mind that they engaged in gatekeeping

(e.g., “He was not upset and he did not try again,” W-146; “He just seemed to

understand and go with it,” W-147).

Table 28

Participants’” Actual Positive Consequences of Gatekeeping in Situation N

Men Women
Actual positive
consequences n % n % Phi Xz
None 17 18 11 14 .05 0.51
We stayed friends/relationship stayed 8 8 13 16 -.12 2.60
the same
OP understood/didn’t mind 3 3 12 15 -21 7.89%*
Made me look good/gain respect of OP 0 10 3 4 A3 2.84
No STDs 7 7 2 3 A1 2.06
No regrets 5 5 4 5 .00 0.00
I felt good about myself 3 3 5 6 -.07 0.98
Relationship improved 5 5 2 3 .07 0.84
No pregnancy 4 4 2 3 .05 0.37
Got rid of OP/relationship ended 4 4 1 1 .09 1.34
Alternative sexual activity 0 0 3 4 -.14 3.66
Made OP have sex in the future 3 3 0 0 A2 2.54
I kept my virginity 1 1 2 3 -.06 0.55
I kept my significant other 2 2 1 1 .03 0.18
I didn’t cheat 2 2 0 0 .10 1.69
Made me look good/gain respect from 2 2 0 0 10 1.69
others (not OP)
Made OP want sex more in the future 1 1 1 1 -.01 0.02
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Actual Positive Consequences, Continued...

I felt in control 1 1 1 1 -.01 0.02
Avoided unwanted sex 1 1 1 1 -.01 0.02
Don’t know/don’t care 1 1 0 0 .07 0.84
Avoided sex with “slut” or “manwhore” 1 1 0 0 .07 0.84
Avoided rape/physical harm 0 0 1 1 -.08 1.21
Saw true colors of OP 0 0 1 1 -.08 1.21
No attachment/commitment 0 0 0 0
Got rest/sleep 0 0 0 0
Avoided teasing from peers 0 0 0 0
Other 5 5 9 11

Note. Percentages in this table are based on only those who reported gatekeeping in Situation N.
For all comparisons N = 176 df = 1(n for men = 96, n for women = 80). Percentages do not add to
100% because some participants reported more than one actual positive consequence of
gatekeeping, and some did not report any actual positive consequences. Percentages were rounded
to the nearest whole number. Because chi-square may not have been valid, p was derived from
Fisher’s exact test. The abbreviation OP stands for “other person.”

*p<.05.*¥*p<.01. ***p<.001.

In Situation H, significantly more men (20%) than women (3%) reported
that there were no positive consequences of gatekeeping (see Table 29).
Significantly more women (15%) than men (3%) reported that the relationship
improved because of their gatekeeping (e.g., “We talked about our relationship
and what we both wanted,” W-109; “Our relationship developed in a more mature
manner,” W-140). Significantly more women (8%) than men (0%) also reported
feeling good about themselves after gatekeeping (e.g., “I had more confidence
because I said no. It actually helped our relationship because we talk more now,”
W-170; “T had more dignity,” W-172; “I felt awesome,” W-190).

Of the men and women who reported other positive consequences of
gatekeeping, commonly mentioned responses included the following: the other
person understood or did not mind, the relationship stayed the same, and
gatekeeping made the participant look good or gain the respect of the other person

(e.g., “She respected me more,” M-512; “She wasn’t mad. In fact, she was
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thankful we didn’t have unprotected sex,” M-607; “She has more respect for me,”

M-635).

Table 29

Participants’ Actual Positive Consequences of Gatekeeping in Situation H

Women
Actual positive
consequences n % n % Phi v
None 4 20 2 3 26 8.49*
Relationship improved 2 3 9 15 -22 6.03*
OP understood/didn’t mind 4 6 7 12 -.10 1.42
We stayed friends/relationship stayed 5 7 5 8 -02 0.05

the same
Made me look good/gain respect of OP 5 7 5 8 -02 0.05
I felt good about myself 0 0 5 8 -22 5.98%*
I didn’t cheat 5 7 0 0 19 452
Got rid of OP/relationship ended 4 6 1 2 12 1.47
I kept my significant other 4 6 0 0 17 0 3.59
Got rest/sleep 2 3 2 3 -01 0.02
No attachment/commitment 2 3 1 2 .04 0.21
I felt in control 0 0 2 3 -.13 2.34
No pregnancy 2 3 0 0 12 1.77
No regrets 1 1 1 2 -01 0.01
Made OP want sex more in the future 1 1 0 0 .08 0.88
Made OP have sex in the future 1 1 0 0 .08  0.88
Saw true colors of OP 0 0 1 2 -09 1.16
Alternative sexual activity 0 0 0 0
No STDs 0 0 0 0
Avoided sex with “slut” or “manwhore” 0 0 0 0
Avoided rape/physical harm 0 0 0 0
Avoided unwanted sex 0 0 0 0
Made me look good/gain respect from others 0 0 0 0
(not OP)

Avoided teasing from peers 0 0 0 0
Other 4 6 10 17

Note. Percentages in this table are based on only those who reported gatekeeping in Situation H.
For all comparisons N = 129 df = 1(n for men = 69, n for women = 60). Percentages do not add to
100% because some participants reported more than one actual positive consequence of
gatekeeping, and some did not report any actual positive consequences. Percentages were rounded
to the nearest whole number. Because chi-square may not have been valid, p was derived from

Fisher’s exact test. The abbreviation OP stands for “other person.”

*p<.05. %% p<.01. ***p< .00l
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Participants” Alcohol Use

Participants were asked if they were using alcohol at the time of
gatekeeping, and, if so, what effect, if any, it had on the situation (see Table 30).
In Situation N, 66% of men and 53% of women reported using alcohol at the time
of gatekeeping. There was no significant gender difference in alcohol use in
Situation N. Among those who said they were consuming alcohol, the following
effects were reported: alcohol made it harder to say no to sex, alcohol made
participants more “horny” or made participants want sex more, and made it
difficult or impossible for participants to perform sexually.

In Situation H, significantly more men (33%) than women (14%) reported
using alcohol. Among those who said they were consuming alcohol, the
following effects were reported: alcohol made participants more “horny” or made
participants want sex more, made it harder to say no to sex, and made participants
tired.

Other Person’s Alcohol Use

Participants were asked if the other person was using alcohol at the time of
gatekeeping, and, if so, what, if any, effect it had on the situation (see Table 30).
In Situation N, 71% of men and 63% of women said that the other person was
using alcohol at the time of gatekeeping. There was no significant gender
difference in the other person’s alcohol use in Situation N. Among those who
said the other person was consuming alcohol, the following effects were reported:

alcohol made the other person more free (more uninhibited, confident, or



74

comfortable) to say that they were interested in sex, made the other person
“horny” or want sex more, and made the other person more “pushy” or
aggressive.

In Situation H, significantly more men (38%) than women (21%) said that
the other person was using alcohol at the time of gatekeeping. Among those who
said the other person was consuming alcohol, the same effects as in Situation N
were reported.

Table 30

Participants’ and Other Person’s Alcohol Use

Men Women
Alcohol use of n % n % Phi v
Situation N
Participant 62 66 42 53 A3 2.93
Other person 67 71 49 63 .09 1.39
Situation H
Participant 23 33 8 14 .23 6.52%
Other person 26 38 12 21 18 4.34%

Note. Percentages in this table for Situation N are based on only those who reported gatekeeping
in Situation N. For all Situation N comparisons, N = 176 df = 1(n for men = 96, n for women =
80). Percentages in this table for Situation H are based on only those who reported gatekeeping in
Situation H. For all Situation H comparisons N = 129 df = 1(n for men = 69, n for women = 60).
Percentages were rounded to the nearest whole number. In these analyses, p was derived from chi-
square.

*p<.05. *¥*p<.01. **¥*p<.001.

Regrets
Participants were asked if they regretted not having sex with the other
person after gatekeeping (see Table 31). In both Situation N and Situation H,

significantly more men (21% and 21%, respectively) than women (6% and 5%)
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reported that they regretted not having sex with the other person. Across
situations, men regretted gatekeeping more than women. However, only about
one-fifth of men reported that they regretted gatekeeping in each situation. Many
men reported that they did not regret gatekeeping (e.g., “I felt more in control of
the situation (usually she’s the one who controls sex or not) and I was able to
show her I wouldn’t put up with everything,” M-580; “I was able to stand by my
beliefs and practice self-control,” M-545; “Nope, ‘cause it showed my willpower.
I can stop myself from having sex if needed,” M-515).

Table 31

Participants’ Reports of Regretting Gatekeeping

Men Women

Regrets n % n % Phi v

Situation N
Yes 20 21 5 6 21 7.58%*
No 74 79 73 94

Situation H
Yes 14 21 3 5 23 6.73**
No 54 79 57 95

Note. Percentages in this table for Situation N are based on only those who reported gatekeeping
in Situation N. For all Situation N comparisons, N = 172 df = 1(n for men = 94, n for women =
78). Percentages in this table for Situation H are based on only those who reported gatekeeping in
Situation H. For all Situation H comparisons N = 128 df = 1(n for men = 68, n for women = 60).
Percentages were rounded to the nearest whole number. In these analyses, p was derived from chi-
square.

*p<.05. ¥ p<.01. ***p<.001.

Sex at a Later Date
Participants were asked if they ever had sex with the other person in the

gatekeeping situation at a later date (see Table 32). In Situation N, 18% of men
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and 8% of women reported having sex with the other person at a later date (e.g.,
“I wanted to win my honor and dignity in manhood, so I fucked her. Pretty
depressing isn’t it?” M-593). In contrast, in Situation H, most of men (67%) and
women (61%) reported having sex with the other person at a later date. Sex at a
later date was more common in situations in which the individuals had had sex
previously.

Table 32

Participants’ Reports of Sex at a Later Date With the Other Person

Men Women
Sex later n % n %  Phi v
Situation N
Yes 17 18 6 8 A5 3.76
No 79 82 72 93

Situation H

Yes 42 67 35 61 .05 0.36
No 21 33 22 39

Note. Percentages in this table for Situation N are based on only those who reported gatekeeping
in Situation N. For all Situation N comparisons, N = 174 df = 1(n for men = 96, n for women =
78). Percentages in this table for Situation H are based on only those who reported gatekeeping in
Situation H. For all Situation H comparisons N = 120 df = 1(n for men = 63, n for women = 57).
Percentages do not add to 100% for women in Situation N because percentages were rounded to
the nearest whole number. In these analyses, p was derived from chi-square.

*p<.05. ¥ p<.01. ***p<.001.
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Discussion
Prevalence and Incidence of Gatekeeping by Men and Women

The current study challenges the stereotype that men never say no to sex,
because the sexual behaviors of men and women were found to be similar in a
number of important ways. Perhaps the most important finding of the current
study is that men do say no to sex. In fact, the percentages of men and women
reporting that they had engaged in gatekeeping (71% of men and 78% of women
in Situation N, and 51% of men and 59% of women in Situation H) did not
significantly differ in either situation. Gender differences were only found in
Situation H when percentages were taken out of those individuals who reported
having engaged in PVI, with significantly more women (84%) than men (64%)
reporting gatekeeping. Though this gender difference is in the direction that
would be predicted by the existing stereotype, it is still notable that 64% of men
that had engaged in intercourse reported gatekeeping in Situation H. These results
show that, contrary to popular belief, the majority of men report having engaged
in gatekeeping in numerous situations.

One might assume that despite the general lack of gender differences in
lifetime reports, or prevalence, of ever having engaged in gatekeeping, gender
differences would exist in its incidence, or how often it occurs. However, this
assumption was shown to be incorrect. Men and women who reported being in
Situations N and H did not differ significantly in the number of times they

reported gatekeeping in the past year. Therefore, not only do men say no to sex,



78

but those who say no do so just as often as women. In our sample of college-age
individuals, the stereotype that men never say no to sex appears to be completely
unfounded.

This finding raises methodological issues. That is, in order for gatekeeping
to occur, certain components must be present: one person must initiate sex, and
another person must perceive that the other is initiating sex and prevent it from
happening. Our findings are dependent on the perceptions of the participant.
Given our data, it is difficult to determine if the other person was actually making
a sexual advance. Rather, we only know that the respondent perceived that the
other person was initiating sex. This methodology might be problematic if there
were gender differences in the number of interactions that were perceived as
sexual initiations. That is, men’s gatekeeping prevalence may only be as high as it
is because they perceived more situations as sexual initiations than did women.
Indeed, there is a large body of research showing that men interpret situations
more sexually than do women (e.g., Abbey, Cozzarelli, McLaughlin, & Harnish,
1987; Muehlenhard, 1988). This raises the question of whether or not men were
over-interpreting the other person’s intentions.

This over-interpretation is possible, however, our data suggest this might
be unlikely, because most of the men reported that women were direct in their
initiations. Many men reported that their female partners used fairly unambiguous
cues such as specifically asking to have sex or saying that they were interested

(40%), touching the participants in a sexual way (15%), undressing the
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participants (11%) or themselves (13%), or touching the participants’ genitals to
show interest in sex (8%). Though these percentages cannot be added because the
participants often reported that the other person showed more than one sign of
interest in sex, it is clear that in the majority of cases, women’s sexual initiations
were direct and unambiguous. In addition, very few men reported that their
scenario did not include any physical contact (5% in Situation N and 13% in
Situation H). Therefore, it is still possible, but unlikely, that the prevalence and
incidence of men’s gatekeeping is artificially inflated due to their
misinterpretations of the situations.
Theoretical Implications

There are two major theories that would predict gender differences in
respect to gatekeeping. Social role theory purports that gender roles are socially
constructed from the time of birth (Wood & Eagly, 2002). Men are generally
socialized to be powerful, independent, assertive, dominant, sexually permissive
and exploratory, and tough (Shearer, Hosterman, Gillen, & Lefkowitz, 2005).
Women are generally socialized to be sexually passive or restrictive, dependent,
responsible, communal, emotionally involved, and relationship and friendship-
oriented (Bailey, Hendrick, & Hendrick, 1987; Lottes, 1993). According to social
role theory, violation of traditional gender roles results in societal punishment.
For example, the sexual double standard, to the extent that it persists, says that
when women violate their gender role and become sexually permissive (e.g.,

having many sex partners or initiating sex), they are punished by society, while
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men are rewarded for engaging in the same behavior (Alexander & Fisher, 2003;
Sprecher, McKinney, & Orbuch, 1987). Likewise, social role theorists suggest
that when men take on feminine characteristics, such as engaging in sexual
gatekeeping, they are punished by society by having their potency or sexual
orientation questioned (Alexander & Fisher, 2003). Thus, social role theory
supports the common stereotype that men do not say no to sex.

Evolutionary theory supports this stereotype, as well. Evolutionary
theorists claim that gender differences in sexual behavior are adaptive strategies
that ensure evolutionary fitness through reproductive success (i.e., the passing of
one’s genes to as many offspring as possible). Men are said to maximize their
fitness by passing their genes to as many offspring as possible due to their
comparatively greater number of sex cells (sperm) and lower physical investment
per child (Trivers, 1972). Evolutionary theorists claim that this is why men have a
generally more permissive and casual attitude toward sex. Women, on the other
hand, maximize their fitness by investing heavily in a much smaller number of
offspring to ensure their survival and passing of genes to the next generation.
Women have fewer sex cells (eggs) and a significant physical investment in being
the bearer of children. Women are limited in the number of offspring they are able
to have in a lifetime. Therefore, evolutionary theorists claim that women are more
sexually restrictive and careful about their choice of mates (Trivers, 1972).
Evolutionary theory supports the stereotype that men never say no to sex because

to do so would be contrary to the adaptive goal of maximizing one’s fitness.
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The purpose of the current study was not to find differential support for
either of these theories or to explain the origins of gatekeeping behavior. Rather,
it was designed to be descriptive and to assess if the data are consistent or
inconsistent with these theories. Our data were both consistent and inconsistent
with the theories. The most important inconsistency, that no gender differences
were found in respect to the reported prevalence or incidence of gatekeeping, has
already been discussed. Characteristics of the gatekeeping situations showed
consistencies and inconsistencies with the theories, as well.

For example, though most men and women reported the same desired
relationships with the other person (friends in Situation N and boyfriend/girlfriend
in Situation H), more men than women reported that they desired a sexual
relationship without commitment in both situations (14% versus 4% in Situation
N, and 16% versus 3% in Situation H). This finding is consistent with theories on
gender differences in that men are said to be more sexually permissive and spread
resources/investment across many sexual relationships, whereas women are said
to be more sexually restrictive and invest heavily in committed relationships.
However, it should be noted that 4% of women in Situation N and 3% of women
in Situation H desired a sexual relationship without commitment, so this desire is
not exclusive to men.

In addition, though the most common behaviors reported by both men and
women prior to gatekeeping were the same (kissing/making out and going almost

all the way/everything but PVI), differences in behaviors that did exist prior to
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gatekeeping were consistent with the theories on gender differences. More women
(54%) than men (36%) reported that they stopped at kissing or “making out,”
whereas more men (31%) than women (13%) reported that they went almost all
the way. Therefore, it appears that men and women report the same common
behaviors. However, when men and women differed in the level of physical
contact in which they engaged prior to gatekeeping, their behavior was consistent
with the expected gender roles of women being more conservative in their sexual
behaviors and men being more permissive.

Women and men differed in many of their reasons for gatekeeping, and these
differences were often consistent with the theories on gender differences. For
example, women commonly reported that they engaged in gatekeeping because
they did not know the other person long or well enough, they were virgins, they
wanted to wait until marriage to have sex, they were not interested in a
relationship with the other person, they had to be in a relationship to have sex, and
they did not want to ruin their friendship with the other person. Significantly more
women than men reported that they had to be in a relationship to have sex (9%
versus 1%) and that they wanted to wait for marriage to have sex (11% versus
2%). These reasons are consistent with gender roles because they contain the
overall themes of chastity, conservatism, traditionalism, desire for emotional
closeness to precede intimacy, and emphasis on friendship and relationships,
which are all stereotypical feminine characteristics. However, inconsistent with

their gender roles, a few men reported these reasons for gatekeeping, as well.
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Men also reported gatekeeping because they did not know the other person
long or well enough, though more women (30%) reported this than did men
(16%). Men also commonly reported gatekeeping because the other person was
drunk, ugly/ physically unattractive, or a virgin, and because they did not have a
condom. Significantly more men than women reported gatekeeping because the
other person was drunk (23% versus 6%) and the other person was a virgin (7%
versus 0%).

As men often reported engaging in gatekeeping because the other person
was drunk, it appears that many men may have been aware that it is important not
to have sex with a woman who is intoxicated and may not be able to give her
consent. Men indicated that they were able to prevent sex from happening despite
the fact that their intoxication made them more “horny” and their female partners
more persistent or willing to initiate sex. This is inconsistent with the stereotype
that men’s high sex drive makes it impossible for them to challenge their desires
and prevent sex from happening, especially when they are also intoxicated. Very
few women reported gatekeeping because the other person was drunk, suggesting
that women might not feel the same responsibility to avoid sex with an individual
who is intoxicated. In Situation N, these differences in reasons for gatekeeping are
likely not due to gender differences in alcohol use because men and women did
not differ (66% and 53%, respectively). Men and women did not differ in their
reports of the other person using alcohol, either (71% or 63%, respectively). The

prevalence of alcohol use in this situation is not surprising, given that most
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Situation N scenarios occurred at a party. In Situation H, however, alcohol use
was significantly more common among men (33%) than women (14%) and
among men’s partners (38%) than women’s partners (21%). Therefore, it is likely
that men commonly mentioned the other person’s alcohol use as a reason for
gatekeeping in Situation H, whereas women did not, because alcohol use was
significantly more common in men’s gatekeeping scenarios than it was in those of
women. As mentioned before, men’s sense of responsibility to not have sex with a
woman who is intoxicated was likely another reason for this difference.

Another one of men’s common reasons for gatekeeping in Situations N
was that the other person was physically unattractive or “ugly.” Significantly
more men (14%) than women (3%) listed this reason for gatekeeping. This
finding is consistent with theories on gender differences in mate selection, which
posit that men value physical attractiveness and signs of youthfulness in their
potential female partners more than women do in their potential male partners
(Buss, 1989). Physical attractiveness was not cited by either men or women as an
important reason for gatekeeping in Situation H. This is likely because men and
women had already selected these partners as mates on the basis of physical
attractiveness.

Men commonly listed not having a condom as a reason for gatekeeping in
both situations. However in Situation H, significantly more men (12%) than
women (2%) listed this reason. Very few women mentioned lack of a condom as

a reason for gatekeeping. This could mean that in women’s gatekeeping
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experiences, condoms were always available. However, it may also point to the
traditional sexual script that men are responsible for providing and using
condoms. Some women avoid providing condoms due to the fear of being
perceived by their male partners as promiscuous (Hynie & Lydon, 1995).

Men and women engaged in gatekeeping for many different reasons. In
Situation N, significantly more women (31%) than men (15%) reported that they
were not ambivalent about gatekeeping — they did not want to have sex for any
reason. This is not surprising, given that many of women’s reasons for
gatekeeping were principle-based (e.g., I want to wait until marriage to have sex).
That is, women listing these types of reasons would not have sex on another
occasion even if the circumstances were different (unless, of course, they were
married). However, many of men’s reasons were situation-based (e.g., I did not
have a condom or the other person was drunk). That is, if given the opportunity to
have sex with the other person under different circumstances, the men might
accept the initiation.

Men and women listed many reasons for wanting sex, even though they
did not let it happen, and these reasons were often consistent with theories on
gender differences. For example, in both Situations N and H, more men than
women reported that they wanted to have sex with the other person because he or
she was physically attractive (53% versus 28% in Situation N, and 36% versus
7% in Situation H). These findings are consistent with gender differences in

emphasis on physical attractiveness in mate selection that were discussed
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previously. Women’s reasons for wanting sex were often consistent with their
gender roles, as well. For example, in Situation H, significantly more women
(7%) than men (0%) reported that they wanted to have sex because they thought it
would bring them closer to the other person, and many women reported wanting
to have sex because they love the other person. Very few men listed these reasons,
which are consistent with the feminine stereotype that women tend to focus on
emotional closeness. Though men’s and women’s reasons for wanting sex were
often consistent with theories on gender differences, they were sometimes
inconsistent, as well. For example, in Situation H, both men and women reported
that they enjoy sex and wanted it for their own physical pleasure, which is
stereotypically more of a masculine viewpoint.

Finally, men’s greater ambivalence about gatekeeping than women’s is
also reflected in the finding that in both situations, significantly more men than
women reported that they regretted gatekeeping (21% versus 6% in Situation N,
and 21% versus 5% in Situation H). However, it is important to note that about
only one fifth of men in each situation indicated that they had regrets, suggesting
that the vast majority of men did not regret their gatekeeping decision.

Men’s and women’s expected and actual consequences of gatekeeping, as
well as the other person’s reactions, showed consistencies and inconsistencies
with the theories on gender differences, as well. For example, in Situation N,
men’s most commonly reported expected negative consequence of gatekeeping

was that there would be no negative consequences (though this constituted only
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15% of men). Social role theory would suggest that men would experience more
negative consequences, or societal punishment, for violating their gender role by
gatekeeping. However, men reported that their most common actual negative
consequence in Situation N was there were no negative consequences. This
suggests that men might not experience stigma or societal punishment to the
extent predicted by social role theory.

Findings were consistent with theories on gender differences, as well. For
example, in Situation H, significantly more women (48%) than men (21%)
reported that the reaction of other person was understanding and accepting of their
gatekeeping. Significantly more women (15%) than men (3%) reported this as an
actual positive consequence, as well. In addition, significantly more men (8%)
than women (0%) reported that the other person was surprised that they engaged
in gatekeeping. Taken together, these results suggest that women were more
surprised and less accepting or understanding of their male partner’s gatekeeping
than were men of their female partners. This suggests that when women initiate
sex, they do not expect their male partners to turn them down, given stereotypes
that men never say no to sex. However, men do not have this same expectation
because women are traditionally known as the gatekeepers.

Clinical Implications

The finding that, in general, men and women were similar with respect to

the reported prevalence or incidence of gatekeeping has important clinical

implications. Since the stereotype exists that men always want to have sex,
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problems can arise for both men and women who find this to be untrue. For
example, if a female makes a sexual initiation and her male partner rejects her,
she might think that this reflects something negative about herself or that her male
partner does not like her. In some cases, this is true. For instance, in Situation N,
14% of men engaged in gatekeeping because they found the other person to be
“ugly” or physically unattractive. However, in the majority of cases (about 85% in
both Situations N and H), men were ambivalent about gatekeeping. They reported
reasons for wanting sex even though they did not let it happen. In addition, as
previously discussed, many of men’s reasons for gatekeeping were situation-
dependent. That is, under other circumstances, they would be willing to have sex
with the other person. So, in these cases, men’s reasons for gatekeeping have
nothing or very little to do with their female partners, and it is likely that men
would have sex with their female partners in the future when circumstances have
changed. Therefore, from a clinical standpoint, women should be encouraged to
think of the range of reasons why their male partners would reject a sexual
initiation; both internal and external.

The stereotype that men always want sex can be harmful to men, as well.
For example, if a man accepts this stereotype and does not want to have sex on a
particular occasion, he might think that there is something wrong with him, or feel
pressured to accept the sexual initiation. However, contrary to popular belief, one
of the most common reasons for gatekeeping listed by men was that they were not

in the mood for sex. Therefore, the information that this behavior is normative for
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both men and women, when provided in a clinical setting, could prevent men
from engaging in unwanted sex, and could prevent both men and women from
experiencing the psychological distress that comes with feeling abnormal or
deficient.
Social Implications

A number of our findings have social implications related to sexual assault
or sexual coercion. For example, women’s most commonly reported expected
negative consequence of gatekeeping in both situations was that their partners
would react angrily to their denial of sex. Significantly more women than men
reported this concern in both situations (25% versus 8% in Situation N and 32%
versus 7% in Situation H). In Situation N, both men and women often reported
that the other person reacted angrily to their gatekeeping, though there were no
gender differences in this reaction. Gender differences were present in Situation
H, however, with 38% of women and 16% of men reporting that their partner
reacted angrily. In addition, in both situations, significantly more women than
men reported that when they engaged in gatekeeping, the other person kept trying
to have sex with them (16% versus 1% in Situation N, and 10% versus 0% in
Situation H). The implications of these results are that while both women and
men encounter anger from their partners as a result of gatekeeping, the situation
has the potential to be more dangerous for women. Indeed, it has been found that

women are more often the victims of rape than are men, and that rape is more
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often committed among acquaintances than among strangers (Tjaden & Theonnes,
1998).

This danger likely impacts women’s behavior in gatekeeping situations, as
well. For example, as mentioned previously, though both men and women
commonly reported kissing or “making out” with their partners or engaging in
everything but PVI before they engaged in gatekeeping, in Situation N, more
women than men reported that they stopped at kissing, whereas more men than
women reported that they went “almost all the way” and engaged in everything
but PVI before gatekeeping. It is possible that women were afraid to let the sexual
encounter progress too far before gatekeeping because they feared that they would
not be able to stop once they went beyond a certain point. It is also possible that
women held the stereotype that if they let the sexual encounter progress too far
without the intention of having sex, they would be “leading the men on,” thereby
justifying rape (Muehlenhard & MacNaughton, 1988).

The danger of rape likely impacts women’s methods of gatekeeping, as
well. Though men’s and women’s methods of gatekeeping were very similar,
more women than men reported using the direct method of saying “no,” saying
that sex could not happen, or saying that they did not want to have sex in both
situations (64% versus 33% in Situation N and 77% versus 36% in Situation H).
However, in Situation N, more men (7%) than women (0%) sent a similar verbal
message by saying that they did not think sex was a good idea. This message

seems less firm than a forceful “no” and may not have been used by any women
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because college students are taught that “no means no” and that a woman must
send a clear message to protect herself from unwanted sex.
Limitations and Future Research

This study is exploratory in nature in that we wanted to investigate
numerous aspects of gatekeeping, and we wanted to provide a detailed picture of
men’s gatekeeping, in particular, so we created many categories and conducted
many statistical tests. The number of comparisons conducted could have
increased experiment wise alpha, or the probability that some results would be
significant due to chance alone. Also, because we wanted to adequately represent
the variability in responses, we derived a large number of categories from the
data, which resulted in smaller numbers of men and women involved in each
comparison, thus limiting statistical power. It is possible that if we combined
existing categories into broader categories, this would have yielded significant
results.

The sample consisted of mostly young, European American/White,
undergraduates at a large public school in the Midwestern United States.
Therefore, these findings may not generalize to populations of other ages,
cultures, or races/ethnicities. For example, gatekeeping may be less common
among men and women in more patriarchal cultures where it is less acceptable for
women to initiate sex or to reject a partner’s advances. In addition, though the
current study did not exclude same-sex gatekeeping experiences, participants did

not report any experiences of this nature. Therefore, the findings may not
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generalize to gatekeeping experiences among individuals indentifying as non-
heterosexual.

The technique of using self-report measures, though efficient and
anonymous, has limitations, particularly with sensitive subject matter such as
sexual experiences. Alexander and Fisher (2003) found that gender differences
with self-report measures may reflect false accommodation to gender role norms.
That is, men and women sometimes distort their answers to meet cultural
expectations. However this finding was most common when individuals thought
that another student might see their questionnaire. In the current study, measures
were taken to ensure that this would not happen, though the presence of research
assistants of a similar age as the participants might have biased responding. This
limitation does not challenge the existing findings on gender similarities, but it
might suggest that even larger numbers of men engage in gatekeeping, and that
more gender similarities might exist in characteristics of gatekeeping experiences.

We derived the coding categories that were created for this study from the
participants’ narratives. However, a different experimenter might have come up
with a different set of categories. Therefore, the categories that were used in this
study should by no means be considered exhaustive or “correct.” Future
experimenters are encouraged to code their own categories from their
participants’ narratives. However, future researchers are also encouraged to use

our categories to create questionnaires for quantitative studies on gatekeeping.
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Future analyses could be conducted to examine within-subjects differences
in gatekeeping behavior between Situations N and H, as this was beyond the
scope of the current study. Gatekeeping is likely to be qualitatively different when
it occurs in the context of different types of relationships. In addition, it is likely
that within Situation H, individuals’ gatekeeping experiences may differ in
respect to whether they are gatekeeping within a current committed relationship
or with someone with whom they had previously had sex, but were not currently
dating. Also, differences in gatekeeping experiences might exist between
individuals who have engaged in PVI before and those who have not. These
studies would be interesting to conduct in order to paint a more detailed picture of
gatekeeping for men and women and of how features of gatekeeping experiences
might vary depending on variables such as relationship with the other person,
previous sexual experience with the other person, or previous sexual experience in
general. Also, a study could be conducted on those who said they had never been
in a gatekeeping situation, because these individuals would likely split into two
groups, those who have never perceived that another person was initiating sex
with them, and those who have never turned down an opportunity to have sex.
These groups would likely be dissimilar from each other.

The current study could also be replicated with different samples (e.g.,
different races/ethnicities, ages, sexualities). These studies would be important in
determining the generalizability of the current findings. Perhaps older men do not

engage in gatekeeping as often as older women because they no longer have the
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frequency of gatekeeping opportunities that they once had while they were in
college. Perhaps, as I mentioned previously, in cultures where chastity and purity
are considered important, the prevalence of gatekeeping is lower because women
do not initiate sex or reject sexual advances. Finally, perhaps among homosexual
couples, characteristics of gatekeeping situations are completely different from
those in the current study because traditional gender roles no longer apply to
same-sex couples. These types of questions could be explored if gatekeeping were
studied with other samples.
Conclusion

The purpose of the current study was to question the stereotype that men
never say no to sex and that women are the sole sexual gatekeepers. Our most
important finding was that the majority of men do say no to sex in various
situations, and that men and women were often similar in their reported
prevalence of gatekeeping. In addition, the men that engage in gatekeeping do so
just as often as women. This finding supports the case made by others regarding
the importance of studying gender similarities, as well as differences (Hendrick &
Hendrick, 1995). The gender differences that were found regarding characteristics
of gatekeeping experiences were often, but not always, consistent with cultural
expectations of traditional gender roles. Therefore, while men and women behave
more similarly than would be suggested by common stereotypes, when they
differ, their behavior is occasionally consistent with traditional cultural

expectations.
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Appendix A

Questionnaire — Female Version

DO HOT PUT YOUR HAME DR FUND OH THIZ GUE ITIOMMAIRE

e

Situation N:
+ You were with a guy you had HNEVER had sex with before

¢ |t seemed like he wanted to have sex with you
« Youdid not let sex happen
For this guestionnairs, sexwsl intercourss of &3 means penile-vaginsl intercourss.

1. Cheok wihich of thecs applisc 1o you, and follow the dirsctionc for that choles. Chaok ons.

| hawa besn In IHustion M. 3 How many Bimec in the lact pear havs you been in cHusbon M7
DIRECTIONS: Answar e following quastions jon pages 1-4) st your axpadance . [ yow s e In s
STt o than o, CRoos e e Hme ek shands ook most In o mind

| haws nawesr basn in 3huation K, but | hases bsen ina phmilsr chustion with & guy | had KEVER had cax
with bafors. -¥ How many fimec in the laclyear haves you baan Ina cimiler cHhuston?
CIRECTIONS: Answer e following questons jon pages 1-4) o Sk Bt

| hawe Dgwer been in 3tuation M or anpthing olocs 4o
DIRECTIONS: Answer s following gqoesions jon pages -4 e way wow Bk & Fopotiet cal wormsn rasmed
b waoaald 11 5 e s [messn [ RS s Ibussion

q'_'ll
1
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2. Expladr winad oo e st ors bl oo s B B g sk e e

4. Witk kKind of rdafionship did wom ywesk B0 R wili Bl ™

5. How lomg Feed woan Kreoswm Bl af B ST

E. How olid wens wioi =% B ST 7. How old wees e gy 2f B B jes Bmsbe 1 mecessery) T

&, Witk rreade IF sewmen e e waanBedl B Feerns s wilh oo™

9. How s wens o sl e wenfed) B0 Bevne s wilh o™

10, e s miyy ol homdl ComBnc iDeedaamey o mmdl B g™ 50, Feowy e diid) 1§ o beedons R s Bopgpesd T

11, 'wiesl did o gdio Bo mof ek sex Reppen™
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12, WAl wempm o prme e Soer mok lafSing sa Ranpen T

12, Somatimes pecple s mied Ssdings; By might Ranne: puasons. Sor wanking mod ot waniing o dio somefing. WWhat

e o pem o, [y, Sor werEing bo Bens s wilh i, e Soogl wow did mok ek 1§ Beppen T

14, it would Ferns meedied o e difement In oader Sor wou B Fans lef] se RappenT

15 How didl Fes pesnct witesm woan diid) meok [ief secg Peappeen™

15, Wiinal posife oF magatve consasgeances did wou mpect miahad b ROk afing sex RammenT

17. Wik posifve or megaiive consaguences mcohpeilv Googres mishad bo mok lafing sex BT



18

190

Hard yoan e wsing ahoolol or deags Im Siheation NT I so, wiat efect, ¥ any, did Sl ke on B siheafon™

Head e gy been wsing aliookol or deogs In Siboalion N7 W so, wiat afsct, W any, did s kavne on B sibealion™

. ARerwand, did you regeet ol Raving s withi Rl T Wy o wity molT

. Dl yoan ey anns e withi Bl af & later date™

. [ you did R s wiks i ot o laber date, wityr didl yoa lef I R Bhem witeem yoan did) meof iedons™

. Jiosk o Clasify, B sihmafion you [ust descoriseds

J. el ) cRaily Feppemad 0 wouw
. el ) raagmpeansd RO SORTHSOME W0M KMo

J. et el mmd s Coenplataly misdie oo

. Is e anyihing sise Bk vwould Relip oz ondersiand s sihealon™

102

5. Siheation M Ras Rappenad B0 wow mons fan once, wiat s some of e ofmer fRings et wow did so et sex would
okt aappean T
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Situation H:
«  Youwere with a guy you HAD had sex with before
¢ |t seemed like he wanted to have sex with you
« Youdid notlet sex happen

For this guestionnaire, sexus intercourss of 5% maans penile-vaginal intercourse.

1. Checlk which of thecs applisc 1o you, and follow the dirsstione for that cholos. Chack ans.

| haws bee=n bn 3Huaton H 5 How many Bmec infhe puct yeer haws you been in 3Huaton B=7
DIRECTIONS: Answer e following guestons, jon pages 5-5) ot yoor expesdence. 5 oo e s I s
= Ibmafior Freoms Hhean omce, clwoone B B Bk shands. ok mosE I yoor mind

| haws newsr been in 3Huaton H, bul | hews been n e pimiter chusion with & guy | HAD had cex with

hafore. - Hoa many fimec in the pact year hawe you been in & cimilar chuston?
DIRECTIONS: Ansyer e following questons (on pages 55 aiboud el sihasdion

| hawe Qawer been in 3Huabon ®or anything oloce o i
DIRECTIONS: Ansyer e iollowing quesions (on pages 55 B way vou ik & hypofedical woman mamed
Rt waoaald) 1 sBex Bad) b Im Bl S5 Boadon
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. Bl adm it o ] o il o B el g s mk e Hirme

4. Wit Kind of peiafonship did o Wk o mann Wit Bl ™

& How hong Fasd) w0 Kreowen Blm el e dmeT

E. How oldl wess wom =i e HmeT, T. Heoaw old) weas B gy ok B e e Hmete 1 necess a7
S How sy enes. R woa Rad) s vl Bl pedoes (e Bemebe 1 mecessany )T

9. Wit e IE s e R waanded b0 Ranns se Wit yoaT

100 How s weme o et R wanbed B Ranns sex with yon ™

11, 'Wilas Sane mey piyshomll Comtmch Eatwesn o and e guyT 150, Roaw fer did) [ go bedoes IR shopped T

12, 'Wiinent diid yoan g Boi meol ek s ReppenT
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12, Wik wans wour prasooe for mok lafting sax RappenT

14, Soematimes pecple Ravne prlped fealings; Sey might bae pasons for wandng and mof wandng bo do somating. WWinat
e e s s, 1 ey, dor warEeeg fo e e wih R, even Boogin yon did) mof ef 1E R T

15 Wibenk woold Feare reseded o e diflensnk I ondesr S0 w0 b0 Farns: [ef se Feapen ™

16 How did) ez prct witem yoan diid) meof lef se Feapgen™

17. Wik posifive or negadve consaguences did wiow et miahed b ot afing sex RapgenT

15, Wit posifve or pegaiine consequances achpliv oocgred plabad b mof lafing Sex FapgenT
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19, Hadl you e esing aboolol cr drags Im siteation HT I so, wisat efiect, [T any, did s mens on e siheafon™

0. Had e guy been sing alicoinod o drogs In sibeafon HT Hso, wisat efect, ¥ amy, did s R o e siheafon™

1. ARerward, did wow pegeef mof Raning sex with BT Wy o winy molT

22, Did wous moner R s With Blm ot later dateT

23, Wy did R sex with Rl ot & laber date, wity did you left 1T Reppen e witesni o did reof pedoes™

4. Just o clandy, e siboation wow st desoried:
I sl el s Bl Fespqesrensd B can
= el el A B SORTEOME Wou Ko

= ook pmad e I cornplatedy Fredie oD

25, s e anyining aise Bt would Redp oS onderstand i sihesfon™

TE. W Siheation H e R b0 0 mons Tan omon, winal ans o of e ofner Bings Bk wou did 5o et saor would
ek Faapipean T



Wik s wour age?
et s v ST =il - L] Pl =

Wik s wour sespnell orenialion?
Sirmight Hebemsapnal)
Sy Hormos el
=LA
ol

[ gl v

il g e A |

Wik s your rucetedhnlicity T
Addcmm Amedcmn ¢ Blecik
A lari Armeerican
E e Aumesicen 1 iRl
2 L Ll T s T I e R s [
biaf e Sumrarfcmn ¢ Symesdcen ndlas
Elreclind ! Pl il
[

A wroan mn Inbemesorel < hodengT
1
o ]

Wit el diesorlbes, oo cumen edafioms hlpes )T (check onesl
mansnag diated Emyrome

e e

_ damfing o pers o cmsmadly L Wi mad mgrmssnang B e magc i s

_ dimflimg mrecee e oo pers o cosimally Jls with mo agresmerd b e agcios e
_ dmfimg cre e o acies el

—ETRERED

_ oEmer

Ml yoan nar dome: B fodlosding

T | - Zl==img
Mo Yes_ Having someoms sSemelabe yoor genitals
Mo YWes Sirnleiing soommoee's genitals
Mo Yes Feriomming orsl sex
Mo Yes Foscelyimg ool sex
Mo Yes_ Segoed Inbescoorse
MO___ Y= Agael sey
Mo Yes_ Meshwrefon
Mo Yes_ Having an ongasen with smobes peson
Mo Yes_ Having an crgasm by yoorseld theaaghi s e on

WA Feowy Presmry e Feme o Fesdl seopmeld) Imfeecies =T

107



108

Questionnaire — Male Version

D30 KOT PUT YOUR HAME OR FLUND OH THIZ GUE ITIOHNHANIRE

Situation M:
» You were with a girlyou had NEVER had sex with before
+ |t seemed like she wanted to have sex with you
« Youdid notlet sex happen

Faor this guestionnaire, sexusl intercourss or 5% means penile-vaginsl intencourss.

1. Chaok which of thers applisc 10 you, and follow the dirsctione for that oholoe. CThaok ons.

| gy baan in 3Hustion M. 3 How mamy Bmec in the lact peer havs you been in 3fustion M7
DIRECTIONS: Answear fhe following quasions jon pages 1-4) st wour axpadence . [ you e e I s
S IBnaton mons han oo, CRoose e Dme el stands ool most In wour milng

| havwe nevwer bean in 3huaton M, but | haws besn In a glmilsr ciuaton aith & girl | had HEVER had g2x
witth badors. 3 How many Bmec in the lact year have you been ina cimilar chusBon?
DIRECTIONG: Answer B Sollowing queasions jon pages 1-4) oot et sheation

| haves pawar besn n 3Huston Mor anyiting oocs do i
DIRECTIONS: Answer B following queasions jon pages 1-4) S way wow Bink & Bypoisetcal man remed Tom
el 14 e Famd e [ Bl s IRoedon

Fomm M1
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2. Explain wihat your plafonshin was Witk e gl ot e Bme

4. Wit Kind of relafonship did o wank B Ravne with Fees™

S, How homg e voen Ko el B BmeT

. Heow old) wesre: e mf e HmeT, T. Heow old) weas B gl of B S jex Hmabe: 1 necess ary )T,

. Wit msdie 1 e K sk wanhadd bo Rave s wilth wou T

9. How s wens w0 et shee wanbed Bo Fere sex wilh yoT

100 Wilas Beeee any piyshoal Contach Dedwamen wou and e gidT W so, Reow far did I go edoes E siopped™

19, Wiinat did) woa o bo mof el s happen™
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12, Wit wane o pras o S0 mof [affing Sa RapgenT

12, Somefimes people have mined feslings; By might hare easons. for waniing and ol waniing bo do something. 'diiet
e wolr P ons, [ anny, for wending Bo e seol wili Fesr, s Broog i o diid) mok Def [E R ™

14. Wikt would Fene meaded b0 s difienent In onder Sor o o Ranns hef sa RappenT

15, How did sk mnct wien o did meof lef sex Fappen™

1€ Wiirenk pos e or negaie conseguences. did wou sopresct pelabed bo mof Iefng sex Rappen™

17. Wit positne or negatve consequances aohgally oooymed miabad o Mok lafing Sex e
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15,
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Haxd yoe e wsing ahcoiol oF drogs In Siheafon MY W so, wiat efiect, I ey, did Bis ks on e siheafion™

Had e gidl b wsing abooiod oF drags. In Sitheafion WNT W50, wiat efiect, I any, did s ks on e siheafion™

. Aferwerd, did yoa pegeet mol Rerving s with RerT WY oF Wit molT

. D you ey e Sieor WA e et o lafer dafe™

. Hwoas didl Feevos seg wiith Pese af a laber dabhs, wing did woa Def [F Fegpepesn Bresn witesn woaa did meodf iesdoms ™

. Jiosk b0 clasty, e sihsafion o st diescrised:

J= meal mndd schsslly Rappemed Bo yow
Is Pl med Pespipesreadd Bo S oo w0l Ko

J= ok Pl e s Commpliataly mnsdis wo

s e myting slse Sat would el s ondestand Sl st

M Sihoation B Fas Fappanad 10 yow moes e onos, winat s ome of B o Bhings Bhat you did so ek sax would

ok e T
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Situation H:
« Youwere with a girlyou HAD had sex with before
» |t seemed like she wanted to have sex with you
« You did not let sex happen

Faor this guestionnaire, sexual intercourss or s2x means penile-vaginal intercourss.

1. Cheol which of thecs applizc 1o you, and follow the dinsctionc for that oholos. Chaok ons.

| haws baan In SHustion M. % How many fimec inthe pact year have you been in 3HusBion H7
DIRECTIONS: Answar ime tollowing guasions (on pages S5 ainou your axperdencs . [ yow hanne bean I s
£ [Dsalon Mo e R, CRoose B Hme ek shands ot most In wour mind

| hawe newer been in dHuation H, but | hawe been In 2 gimilar cHustion with 2 gird | HAD had cex with
badiore. - How many Smec In the pact year hawes you been in 2 cimiler chustion?
DIRECTIONS: Answer e following quesfions jon pages. 5-8) ainout et slhsston

1 hawe nawes besn in 3Huation Hor anyihing olocs do iL
DIRECTIONE: Answer e following quesHons jon pages 5-8) B way you Sink & Fypofhedcal man named Tom
ool I e Feaadl vz I Bhis. Sibmadion
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Z. Explain winst your pelafonship was, with B g af fhe Sme.

4. Wik Kind of pdiaficons hip did wo wenk Bo Feerne will Reer™

5. How long Resad wom Kmoswn ey iaf e e

B How old wee w0 8t s BmeT, T. How old was 2 gid ot e Ome jesimats 1 necess ey,
£, How many mes Fad youw Fead sex with Rer Defons jesOmats [ necessary )T,

S e mrendie IF e e she wanbed Bo Bearne e will o™

10. How suoee waans yoo Baal she wanbed Bo Rans e with yoa ™

19, Wilss S any piyshoal Conbact Defween yow and e giAT 150, Row fSar did I go befdons I shopped™

12 Wt didl yow dio Bo meof ek sex Feappen™
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13, Wk wans woor e one for mof lafing sax happen?

14, Somatimas paople Fane miloed tealings; Py might havne: peas o Sor wandng aod rof wandng o do somatning. Wnat
e wour s ons, I ey, for yandng ho Rane sex with Rer, aven Bowugh wow did mof et It RappenT

15, 'Wiimat wioinldl Ree: mezedied B0 e difizment Im omder o woan B s [ef s meEpen T

16 How did sk memct wian o did mof et sex appen T

17, Wit posifve or megative consaguances did wow syt miahad b ol lafing sex RapgenT

15, Wik positve oF pagatine consequances mohselly goopmed mlabad ho ot afing sex RappenT
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Hard yoan Eszerm wsing ahcolad oF deogs I sibeafon HT 5o, wiat efeck, 1T any, did Bes ks on e sibeafon™

. Hadl e gidl peseni exing alooial or drogs I sitwafion HT W s, wiak efisct, ey, did Bis kerns: on e siheafion™

. ARerwend, did yom pegeet mof Raving sex with RerT Wy o wisy molT

. Dl yoam ey e S Wit ey af & later date™

. [ yom did) Femne: sex wilh el & later diste, Wity did woan et IR Feapiper e witeem yosn diid meod sedome™

. Jiesk o clandy, B siboafion you [ust descibed:

J=. el ) el R B0 wou
J. el i enppenmend B0 SORTRROmE ou Ko

J=. it el mnd I Cornplishaly isdie o

. = e anyihing sise Wt would Relp o ondersiand s sihasfon™

H Situation H Fas Fappanad B wow mons e oncn, winal e some of e offer things et wou did S0 ek sa would

ek e



W\t s e ageT
W\t s e g ey T Taevale tam

Wit s ywonr seopmsl crfeniaiionT jcheck ome)
Sirmighf e mopmal
ey oo el
= LAE
s o
Ry el

ot I e pc e iinml ClEw T

At Cm A cmm S Slack

A |y At c s
=iy Arms s el
s el s Aomes o s s e
fleiire Armedican ¢ Armericsn ndlan

(T,

Elirclindl / Aethodiirc i
e

Az yoin e IRk ol 5 odend?
i~

— Mo

WVl e | s criles, wour cument pelatons Ripds 1T (cheok ane)
ey At mrEoee
mok dadmg arEoreE mee

_ dmfimg ome peron cmsmally s wilh mo sgeesenenl B e el e

__ dwfing rmons San cme peron cesmally e with mo agresenend 5o D epclos s
s e perm o mgcis lnsdy

—_—TRERE

=g —

e yoan mer o e dolloawing

Mo Yes_ Elssing

Mo Yes_ Having sormsons sHrmolate yoor genitals

Mo Yes_ SHmulafng someons’s genitels

Mo Yes_ Ferorning ol sed

Mo Yes_ Fecelving oml sex

Mo Yes_ Sawusl Inbsmoarss

Mo Yes_ Al mey

Mo Yes Pl o o

Mo Yes Herlmg) mm crgesmm Al sl peersion

o Yes_ Heving sm omesm by yoorsel] eoegh mmes hbeion

WIS Foaw mmany perimers. e o Feed sespmed [mbeasicors a7
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Appendix B
Data Collection Session Script

Introducins the Studyv:
. Hello? My name is [Yous Hae] and this is free orses RA s waue]. 'We're
members of the research team for this shady. We'd ke to thank you for being
here and for periapeting n this study.

2. Flexe be sure that your cell phones ae off.

5. On your desk is 2 mnsent form whidh explains what we'll be asking you o
do for this study. Please read i over_ fauss)

We appredate your being here and pamicipating in owr essrch. For this
research project we wil be giving you 2 questionn2ine and asking you o anser
o me questions. 'We promise that all of your responses to this questionnzime
will remzin completely anomymows. We will give you more information about
the study when you have completed the questionnaire

4. Has everyone had a chance to mead the consent form? [Fauss and walt for peapla
wha look ks thay'ra reading to finishg  Are there any questions about £ rause)

5. Dkay, if you've decided to pariicipeie in this study, remain in your sest
iPeapks can choosa o withdraw and stilll get oredits I they want. F ampone wants o kaws, ask
tham towait brisfly whilk you Tinlsh irbroducing tha study, ar, T comssnkant, the other RA can
talk with tham. Put 2 mark baskda thalr nams an tha skgn-up sheat 50 that wa know To ghea
tham anly ana oredit.)

b. Pass QutQuestionnaires
We'll pass out the questicnnaires now. (Fassoutguestionnaires. WMake sure you
give the right forms to men and women.)

7. We're asking you not to put your name or KUID mumber amywhere on the
quesicnnaires. We haven't asked any questions that could dentify youw

Does anyone have any questons?

PFlease take your time filing out the questonnaire; you will have unil __-50 o
complete it When you are inshed, put & in the envelope and twm it o o us
You do not have o seal the envelope, but you may do so if you wish. Do not
take out any cther matenzk zfier you have completed the quesiionnaire.
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Please pidk up 2 debriefing form on your way out

In the questionnzire, you will be asked Fyou have been in situations n which
" it seemed like someone wanted to have sex with you, but
» you did NOT ket it happan_
[pause, and repeat]

The qguesticnnare has woe sedions:

In one sedion, you will be asked shout siuations n which you wene with
s o mecne you hal HEVER had sex with before, and & seemed like he or she
wanied to have sex with you, but you did not ket it happen. [pause]

In the other section you will be asked about siuations nwhich you were with
s o meone you HAD had sex with befomre, and & seemed lke he or she wanied to
have sax with you, but you did not let it happen. [pause]

For this questionnaire, by 56 we mean sexual imeroourse—thiat is, penie
vaginzl intercourse.

For both of these sections we will =k you to dhedk
whether you HAVE been in this situation, or
whether you have not been in this exad sihetion, but you have been na
SIMLLAR situstion, or
whether you have HEVER been in this situation or anything close to it
[pause and repeat; maybe pointoutwhereit says this on the guestionniare]

Everyone will be able to answer all the questions, regardiess of your expernence.
If you have been in this situation or 2 sSimiker sinstion, we wil ask you to wite
about it

If you hawe NEVER been i this siuation or 2 simikr situation, we will 25k you o
write about how you think someone in this sinetion would read.

Therefore, reqgardiess of whether or not you have aver had sex or been in these
situations, everyone wil be responding to the questions. We have done this to
proted your privacy and to ensure that no one in the testing session will be
able to tell who has or has not been in these siluations esel on whio is writing.
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Flease be sume to momplete all parts of the questionnaine.

Again, make sure that your cell phones are turned off

Does anyone have any questions” [pausa] Fyou have questions once you st2rt,
come up o the front, and we'l ry o answer them.

OK, you =n begin

[ ]

i

in

ifa parfcipant arrkesc & s bt (5-10 mirotes [afe) and o Bink Bt dey mright Ree S b
frlshn, ores Rk Com gl s Bree Coomm sk o mnd) ol sl e oyoess ol o oot Dmom Coomess o e
AoeoieT] O [ e sl I wears

s purBcipant arrhosc wery s el imoee fran 10 milnoiss late), a4 them know ey can sign oo
o pamy Hmes WITRIS Do weaals WITROIE peralty I Bnare |5 anoiner sassion sohadulad [memedlahely
aifer, offer B Bee oppofunity B0 begln labe and Snish op duedng B el session

T B0 Koz sy (=g, e & ool OF O Boemewonk] dising) e sesshon 50 et pasticipants, dio mol
fimsn] sait-oomscloms. Do mot shane af e o glamce af Beeir ansyeers. Fomep disoossion with e ey
R, Boi e el s [ woe memed Bo Bl Bo msch offer, diol SO ol

Witenr = burdienibs. Fesrne: Snls R wilk e shady, weibe Bedr s b Gme on e sigedn skt Hand
mearfliclizennis, diidiading fooms oo Bl weay oot B purs do arfle the dads, numbsr of crediic 4o b
awardsd, and your Inifisic on the dsbrisfing form. Smch shudent wino complaies e stody will gat
P e

o e 1 e SR I e poeoem, &% o 0 el e peseliclipeni witenn B ans 10 primasbes D o
cormpliate e guasfommalre. A% 7 45 el B pestclpants. winen fren a5 ninifes e B cormplate
fre uesHommalne. WIS & minuiss bl B amy eernalndng stodents. b0 Sndsk oo

AS 7 S0 e B S S 0, asE sy reneining pesiclpans o place Sl gues Sonmalines, In e
el e o B I B o ]



120

Appendix C

Informed Consent

Jrotoermiat o Slneat

INTRCEDMCTICE: TR Deparfment of Psychology af e UninsrsiBy of Blans as. Sopnoets. e peacioe of
pobeciion for Besman swib|echkx paficipeing In peseanch. The following Indormaiion Is. providied) Sor o Bo
dim i wiesiitens won wis B B0 periicipebs: I S present shody. Yow e fee b0 decide wieies o mot
participate I s shody. Ewen 1 w00 agees b0 perfclpaies, wo s s o withdmay af sy G wilook
ey, [ woan dion wilkadrew o Bhls. sbhody, IR willl meof afect See crediE wou pecdvnad o Bo Bead poling

PFURPOSE OF THE 3TUDY: The porpose of Bals shudy IS 50 Ienestgais men's anid women's. ras.ons. for
| Fresteods. of mof lefing sex Fepees I siboafions In witlch somescms wanis. B0 Rane 50 with S,

PFROCEDIARE 3 and INFDRMATICE TO BE COLLECTED: This shudy Innolves. & oues Sommalne . The
iy Hommaad e vl e mmoryrrecs mnd) willl Gaike: mo rmces e mn R of oo Hmes. e guoes Bonmed e will
Bk o bo dies oo wariops. apedamoes with semel sihssdons amd BO answer e fons. sl e
sitmations yow desorine.

AR Thee quees Hommedee |5 compliebely amcmyrmons. MNowhenre on B gquesionmalee dio we sk or
i masrres o BOUND), sl wes Feanns annolidierd) s king) s Hiors. Bl mighd Idesddy wow Indirsciy . Enernoms
Wil o= minde= B B0 ook BRls opeesHonmalne witsires or mok B o She Bas ever had e aqpedeances ws ask

[ LaE

FI3KE and BEEHERTE: W do mof andclpsie St pesficipetdng In s shody will coese any Asks. | yow ae
e ormiceianle with any of e guesiions, wow may skip e,

Fegaming Dameds. by oclafy, we Rope et s shody will Relp s galn @ befer understaniding of gender
ol [ Sl s s

PAYENT S Altroaghi o will mok pecedye Ssmclal coommpesnsaffom o wour e and afo In woor
pearicipaiion, yoa willl pecedne o iR bl oo pes s pepalmesreent Soar ecnasy Fesdd Feciar o poelion
[angrod HRank yom peartclipeabe

WWEE OF THE DATA: The dats colliached In s shody willl = osed by gradmsete shudent Laoen Sdan,
Frofessor Chademe Msehlenham, and Frodfessor Moehlanhan™s shodents b0 befer undersiand gender
ol [ Sl s s

GUEITIONS ABDUT PARTICIFATION: Cmestons sisoof peocedores. Can e diesched o e pes sy
sl bank. condmciing B sesshon, bo B e e s, s bed) Essdiony, mmdyor Bo e Homan Swbjecks
ol Lo Campns (s meal seciion]).

PARTICIFANT CERMIRCATION: | Ravne mad Bhis Indommation Skeet. | hane Bad e oppofunity o ask,
i | Feanne pecednad answers B0, any guesions | Bad eganding e shody | ondersband Bk 1] Ranns amy
mcidiforal gues Hons ol my Aghts s & reseech periicipant, | may calll [F25) S54-T425 or([7FE85) 54-
TEES o weibe e Homen Swibjechs Comemifes Lawmenos Caempos H20L), Unlvers By of Bans s T35
rding I Rioed), ILesweeme Flams o, EE0S-TREE el dhanedlicon ady o prdecnlngdficn sdn

Cormpleiion of B ques Hommealee Indlcabes o willlngrees s b0 perbclpebe: In Gls. peodect amidl et o e af
limsmm i 45y, olidl.

Recsarcher Contecd rformation

Liswer; Bdian, B A Chareme hosrleniam, FELD.
Frimcipeal IernesSgabcr Facuity Supesrilsor

Climlcal Fsychology Cradmeahe Shodent Drepertmniand of FPsychology
T mamaifiic o snidi [TEE5) S54-=E80

caastmradlicom =iy



121

Appendix D
Debriefing Form

Debdiedng Fomm

Them goad of fhis. shody 15 5o Dedher pnders fand wihser—and 150, Wity and Bow-—men and wormen ach as
Smiaapmall gabeiieerers T i gemeral, & gebiekeener can e dedined &5 someons who fends or gosnds & gele OF &t & peErson
wiho Confmls access o somefhing. Fsychologisis somefimes pse B e “sensel gabeikseping” io mder bo making
discislors, minoak winoem B0 Favne e with, Including msising opporfunifies b0 argags In se.

T =fepeclype Is. Buad wormen engage n seossl gabe Keeping Dol el men do mob In s sheemobype, women
e alweys e omes. Bo el sie and) ek real men® meecnsr Bom diown opposbonlfies. B Ravne se. Thens s avidiemos,
oreier, el many wormen dio iy B Inifete sex, and G s evidence el someimes men descline e opoofunity o
ey e Thils boplic R, pecedved [Ife el sfendon, Rowesrer. The parpose of Ghis shady 1= b0 InvnesSgabe i
bopic: s, e o Invvestigaiing women's and men's easons for, and meifods of, not lefing sex happen In e
EAL S L

T s Gomrsalre o eceled Inchoded Bemms ot siheafons In wiich yow Soaghl el s omesone wanbed o
e smop Wil yoan, imaef wose did) meod led 1 Reuyppen . Somme of Bhe quesdons wenrs aino & sihesfon In wnich yow had nesner
Fand S with e person edone, and some wers sincol & sihssfon Inowiich yow haed Fead) seo wilh e person Dedons e
sl ik a0l fypees of sihsafions. ecmpse we Tink ek e dymemics. of fese o sihosfons. s Hkely b difier
Thusre yaape oo Homs. sinoek yowr pasons for mof leflng se Reppen, oo medhods. for nok lefiing sex Fappen, and

mypeschafions for and consaguarncas of mok [aSng se R

v ] ey e pepniages of prean mnd worTesm witd Fens aperdanced B sihuations . W will aizo
iy gandiey difispences arg gender similadies o men's and woemen's masons Sor, and meitods of, nof lefing sex

"o

Thank you Sor oo pesticipation In Bl shady!

Sacmum e of e me cimal matoee of Bls peseaecin bonlc, wow My Rave guasSons or lssoes Brak yiow woold ke o
discuss fadner. Wil Favne poidied) Indormailion siooat o B0 Combact ue. I Cmsie o wold) e B Balk st wowe
fmadlngs comcmming yousr pertichpaion [n s shody. Wik R mlso lshed e plorme ramises, of somme crganizfions o
g and In Lawence Bt peoide counsaling serdons.

Ths gradoats shudent conduciing Bis sbudy:
mm Eran
Ermesil: lorarsflicm sy

T fmcuity mdvisor for Bhls. shody
Chardems Moshlenkan), FhD.
Fhome: (TE5) S54-9EE0

Ermall- chademediin edu

Coumseling serdons:

* B Fsychologhcal Clinlic, Z40 Freser Hall, (755) S54-4121. Small e par sesshon.

» Counseding and Fsychologhcal Servces fCAFES), WWalkins Health Cenber, (FE5) S54-2277. Small fee pey sesshon.

* Headguarers. Somnsellng Cenber, avallable by phone Z4 bowrs. & day, 7 days & wesk, free for any conceme (FE5)
E41-2E4E.

* Armerdican Assoclafion of Senmallfy Edwucabons, Comnseiors, and Thermplsis, wiwaw sasect ong, B0 Snd & Semplst In ynoor
e Wi speclallzes In Issoes pefalining bo seomsllfy.

To discuss yourdghis & & ressach pesdiclipent:
Hormeam Sl ecis Commilfes Laweencs, (TS5 S54-T425
Deraid Hammi, dbssmmsfliion adn
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Appendix E
HSCL Application

12007 HECL &
Bo o= msxigmed])
UMIVERSITY OF EAMSAS
e S| echs. Cormmiiies Lawmemos
Agipllcafion for Pl act Appecrnal

1. Marme of Ievres Hgetonis) Leoes Bdan, BUA. snd Chadems Moshlenkend, FhD.

Z. Deperiment Aflllafon: Depesiment of Fsychology

2. Carmps o Horme Malling Address: Leomes Sdan, S000 CHron Fareway 51317, - Lawmenoe, . FE- tEdT
o Clindosl Frogresn, Depl. of Fswchology, Carmpes Mall

Chiarleme Moeflenkand, Depl. of Fsychology, Campes. Ml

= Ermall sdess:  Lsoen Bianr lodanslike =da
Chardeme sehlenkam Chasenafim adn

[Firaoires Murnie s Edan: Sl O TEEEE
Charferme Muehlenkand- B [FESESE-SE50 Homes [FESE42-220a

S Marme= of Faculty Merniber Responsiible for Paoech: Charieme: oehlanbnd

HACL muct recsles Sscully approval wia hard copy chgnaturs or small nobfcation befors & cludent
application may be procsscosd
&, Ermall addeess of Facuity Mismmizes CRasfiemesdhion st

E. Type of InrresAgator and matuee of Bcilvity. (Check sppmpias categories)
Faculty oo siall of Uniress By of Flans as
P sch B e suinemited) for eireemorsl fondlng; Agemcy
BEOLVEOUCE, o] isCl miasmisessr
HECL muct compare g2l profocclc Ingramt applicatone with the projocolc In fhe cormescponding
HACL applicatian)

Fraojieck bo e spienited) for Indeemoral fanding; Somre-
x Frjeck unianded
2
x Shmfenk &f Universify of Kansas: X Cradmshes fdasher's Thesls) Undegrdoste  Spechal
Class peoech jraemines & Gfe of classl
Indegendent shady jmeeme of faculfy soperilscrl
ey pleasies agplain]
Ievires Hgaioes. mok froen e Leswescs Cormpes. ok wsing soinechs. obfalmed
gk B UnlversiBy of Hanses

Taa. THe of Inresigatdon: Men's and Women's Reessons for amd Mefhods of Seapnal Gabsieeping
T MHe of spoms ceed poofect, [ difiesss) o aibonne: BUA

& Imdividmals oifmer e incwify, sEafl, o students &b Foans ax. Unlvnersiiy .
Flaags [dansty vvasigances and msaani groon: MA

9. Casiflcafions: By sunemiling Bis appdloafon via ameall or ke ooy | am certifying et | kv pad),
understanid, and Wil compdy Wit e podlicles, and) peocesies, of e Univners Ity of Flansas. pegasming
Fimian soin|echs I poesechi. | Soos o o e standams and will adiees o e podlclizs and) penoisdies
of W= HE3CL, and | & faemillar will e polblls bed goidedises. for B eflcal eafmenl of Solbeck
exsaciates with my pestfoolar Seid of shudy.

D Ol QA0S Db CdHIONOE
Sigrabare: Laswen Bdisn Slgrasbore: Chasrere Mboslaried
Frst Ives Bgahor Facuity Supesrilsor
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HEL A
FraRcial Fnesigaton Leweens Bden and Chaders: Moskdenan

Froofact Tife: Men's and Wiomen's Reesons for and Meffods of Sl Gateikesning

10, Flease answer e folloving goesHons. with regamd 0 B eseach acilvity proposeds
Flieasme weile "Yes™ or "o

[Dhcazs, fen e mmnch Inrcdine:

& deags o offer Confmolled soos bances T

. el of Sl e dor pariclipafion™

. mocess b0 suin|ach Peagh & coopemiing InsdtdonT

oL smbstamces taker Inbamally oy o appdled eqhamally b e sunjecks™

. meschanicsl oradectionl devices jeg., alectmdes) apadisg b e soineciks™
. fuids =g bood) or Ossmes e o e sonjecks™

QL Suinjachs, expedencing shess physhobogical or pswchadoglcsl)™

& &§ § F F E F B

i, discepiion of swio{echs comcamilng any espect of pammoses. or pioceduores. (milslsading or
witniesld [ morrmsd on) ™

&

I sl ci, sl coaalid) e udged B0 Feeve ienibed feeediomn of consent =g minoes,
deredopmmenially dedased persons, oF Bose InsSheforsllzed)™

Mo |- sny peocedoees or scivides. et might place e sobecix af dsk psychologicsl, physiosl,
o sochaly?

Yes k. ose of Inberdows, focws gmoups, X guestonmalies, godlo or vides ecomings T jcheck adl fhat
2oyl

Mo L dsts collaciion orrer & peedod gresher B ome e

Y L& weilfen comsent fomm will b psad™ Mobe: H3CL makes. e el debernimaion om weler of
consent o,

Mo me will B pesemech Invrolve eoelving, accessing, oollecing, complling amddcr malniaining
Imdermation sk pelades b e sl presenk, oF fotore piors ol o menial Pesslh or
condifom of s Indlddusl, e pecrdshon of kel coes o an IndPvidmsl, oF Bee pesh
pimmiant, o Bobure pevyrreenl o e peoerls o Off Rl caem RO s IndPideel T

11. Appecidimats maamiter of Suin{achs B0 b Ievoled In e peraanchc 250 oF fewer
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Complete S dollowing guestons on Bl page. Flesse do mof ose condnsaton 5 Rt

12, Paojech Fapcssix]

Th= papose of fhls shudy = b0 egsmime the "sagmal gabekeening” beameyiors of s sl WOormsn.
Specilcally, we wish o hook af men's and women's rasons for and medhods of mok lefing sex Rapoen In
sihnaiions. In which somsoms wanis. io Renne se with Semn. Thowgh women mee s bemscbyplcally Shoughi bo
o= e seopmel gebeimereees, o B poesimer Eaak Dl se), we plan B Ieres Sgebe whedfer men also
Emgage I gebekeening befaryiors. This shody will prodide Insight Ingo gender molies. In sexsel siheeafions..

1%, Deescriioes B promosed Sl echs jage, seon, o, oF offer speclal chamciedsdcs). Hhensis a

s ioall cor menbal Resalin condiflon Bl Chamschedaes e swoi|echs B e Imclodied) Im e shodiy, plisase
Imdlicme s, Fase o il

Fasicipant will o= appecilmately 200 msle and 150 female shadents foem BUFs Fychology Ressanh
Fasihcipant Food wind aee oner e age of 15,

14 D orilnes: Foowy s sin]ecix mes B e sofimciegd. Flsms s [mdlombes Foay wom will geln moosss 5o, mmid
el s sinecix for pesilclpetom Im B pec] ech. Thest Is, sl oo pecmall pesiliclpeni. Saecagin weond-od-
rmoindin, fliers o posfer, meews oy ads, painllic o peltrade meminershin o ernplonnee lishs, ebic. (I swb|echs
e B0 e pecrpibad S & CoOeraing Ins Abeflion, Swchi 2 & Clinic o ey sariice cepaniEaton e e
fenk sin] acix” mevmees. andl offer peivvaie Indormation, swch s medicsd diagrosis, may mok e ondalned
wolEcat B Samind s wellhesni peermnlsslion.)

Thils: shoxdyr willl le= poshed om B Fsychology depastments S04 website . Shodenis. cani sign wp for
s clpaion I e shody e s weinsine.

15, Adosirsch of the poposed peocedores I e o =ck et e complizhe om Bhls page). (The sbsiact
sraoigld) e m swccimch orssralmgy of e peodssck witisond |megor, wressgplalmesd) minibeesdafioms, o becnlcosl
femminclogy. Her Is o wiens o mmest peoride dedalls. sinoed Yes amswers. B0 Beems. e ques Bom 00
i B 100m of e appllcafion: drgs, coopeming Institulions, medical Indommaiion mogeeshed, secuty
e e and Dos o] eck plans for fapes, guesionmalires sorneys and offeesr dats, and dietslled

derredng procedues, jor decepion peol scis. )

Faicipents vl rread n Class oo, I groaps. of o o 200, Theey Wil e sisabedd In sifemate seats
b0 pobeck Sedr prvracy . Theey willl = glhnem & comsent fomm b readl jand sige, 1§ eecpalred) oy B H3CL)L
The Wil o= InAcermiad ek By s fees Bo wWildrew ot any Grme wiincel penadly. Those wind CRooss i
shay willl o= ms e B B conkt o srey minoal el erpedences. I sibssfons. Inwhich ey did mof e e
sy WAl Soememoams witeD wanbed Bo Peanne sl vl e The s Hommalne will e sianchoed 5o el
Eneroms Can Commpliate IE, pegamdiess of B levned of secomel eqpedamce. Each pasicipent willl b= glves &
Il rranlla mrrvedopes In wilch B pebom Rls oF her complebed) opees Sommelre . Wi peeiliclpenis. s
il anid, ey wllll sz glvvienm B diebrieding Somm Imclodied Im Bls appllicafion. The session willl Beie st S0-
E0 Frilmiohes

Baxiagd om pexh sgpeesiismos wit shmilaer sornsy e s iy pe scix, we dio mof sgpech perdcipani o
Epeence siecs Wi HI Inbemd B0 Ravne mmsasares In place for B unlikely pos by Tat petlcipants. oo
Epeemce stess. Farftclhpants. willl be rerminadizg et By e e 0o sKip quesions amdl bo withdrw
il Dl Thoses willl D= bwas pesem i assisianis. present of sach sesshon 5o ek, In e enenl &
periicipent ecomes. disiressed, one eseserh arsisiand can Bk Wil e disiressed shaden winlle S
oty e manch assistant Snlskes G data colleclion sesshon. Wi By e e dats oolledion session
et ipeamis. Wil pecindve & disolieding Shesat Bal Imciodes Indcermation ainont Comnsaing pesomres.

Samioeni® omee cormplizhe appllcation and sepoceiing documents. Wit vour sppllicafion. Sepnorfing documeenis
miay Imchatis consent iommes, Infcematicn stabement, ol consent pocedmes assanl pacedoes.

e fommalires) orreys e sac il messaes, | sivedisemenis. ecniing peslcipenis = g Gyers, classiled
mds, debdedng peocedomes Yo sy send il mstedals. v emall s hereent 0 dRsrnrshicn e
Carmpins. Bl Bo HSCL Yommgisesg Hall; or ULS. Ml bo H3CL, Youngoen Hall, 2285 rdng HIll Roed,
Leaswemce, B3 SE0ubS-ToEE.



