
 

 

 

 

 

 

The Impact of Social Support and Relational Health on the Hookup Culture and Sexual 

Assault Victimization in a Sample of College Females 

  

 

 

by Shari L. Matray 

 

 

 

B.A. in Psychology, May 2010, James Madison University 

M.S.Ed. in Mental Health Counseling, May 2012, Hunter College-The City University of 

New York 

 

 

A Dissertation submitted to 

 

 

 

The Faculty of 

The Graduate School of Education and Human Development 

of The George Washington University 

in partial fulfillment of the requirements 

for the degree of Doctor of Philosophy 

 

 

 

August 31, 2020 

 

 

 

Dissertation directed by 

 

Sylvia Marotta-Walters 

Chair and Professor, Counseling and Human Development 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



ii 

 

The Graduate School of Education and Human Development of The George Washington 

University certifies that Shari Lindsey Matray has passed the Final Examination for the 

degree of Doctor of Philosophy as of July 28, 2020. This is the final and approved form 

of the dissertation. 

 

 

 

The Impact of Social Support and Relational Health on the Hookup Culture and Sexual 

Assault Victimization in a Sample of College Females 

 

Shari L. Matray 

 

 

 

Dissertation Research Committee: 

 

Sylvia Marotta-Walters, Professor of Counseling and Human 

Development, Dissertation Director 

 

Richard P. Lanthier, Associate Professor of Counseling and Human 

Development, Committee Member 

 

A. Elizabeth Crunk, Assistant Professor of Counseling and Human 

Development, Committee Member 

 



iii 

 

Dedication 

 

 

To my father, George Matray, your love and passion for your career inspired me 

to follow my own. Without your continuous love, support, and encouragement, I would 

not be the person I am today. I feel so grateful that I was able to have you as my father. 

You are missed dearly. 

  



iv 

 

Acknowledgements 

 

 

 A tremendous amount of gratitude to my committee members, Dr. Sylvia 

Marotta-Walters, Dr. Rich Lanthier, and Dr. A. Elizabeth Crunk, for supporting me 

through the dissertation process over the past few years. Dr. Marotta-Walters, thank you 

for agreeing to be my dissertation chair and supporting me in choosing a dissertation 

topic that truly felt my own. I have appreciated your guidance and support throughout the 

dissertation process and the doctoral program. Presenting with you at the APA 

Conference in Denver, CO increased my interest and efficacy in doing research. As my 

chair, you have provided me with the support, guidance, and autonomy that I aspired for 

in my dissertation research. I am extremely grateful to Dr. Rich Lanthier, who incited my 

interest and passion for attachment theory in both my clinical work and research. I have 

appreciated your continued support, encouragement, and interest in my life. It made me 

feel truly cared for throughout the doctoral program. Dr. A. Elizabeth Crunk, thank you 

for agreeing to be a part of my committee and applying your knowledge and expertise on 

undergraduate student research. Even though I wished I had the opportunity to learn more 

about grief work from you, I am grateful that I had your thoughtful feedback for my 

dissertation research.   

A tremendous thank you to Dr. Shaine, Dr. DeRaedt, and Dr. Wade for agreeing 

to be additional examiners for my dissertation defense. Your expertise, feedback, and 

support are greatly appreciated. Dr. Megan Shaine, your mentorship was vital during my 

doctoral program. Being your teaching assistant for several courses increased my 

confidence and efficacy in my teaching abilities. With your support, I felt confident and 

competent enough to teach Individual Assessment in Counseling. Dr. Mary DeRaedt, 



v 

 

even though I have not known you very long, I really appreciate you taking the time to 

participate in my dissertation defense. I know that your expansive clinical and research 

experience in trauma and attachment style will provide a unique perspective. Dr. Lisa 

Wade, your research, teaching, and field experience have been formative for my 

dissertation research. I feel so honored and grateful that you are willing to be a part of my 

dissertation defense. Your expertise and knowledge on the hookup culture will be 

invaluable.  

A big thank you to Dr. Brandi Weiss and Jung-Jung Lee, who have been my 

statistic consultants throughout the dissertation process. Dr. Weiss, thank you for 

answering my research questions along the way and for teaching me statistics in a way 

that I could comprehend. Thank you to Jung-Jung Lee, who has been my statistics 

consultant and assisted me with my complicated data analysis. I do not know how I 

would have gotten through my data analysis without your support and expertise. Thanks 

to both of you, as I now feel more proficient and confident in my understanding of SEM. 

  To my closest doctoral cohort colleagues, Dr. Chelsea Eckhouse and Dr. Yoon 

Suh Moh. I am grateful to have had your support, guidance, and encouragement 

throughout the dissertation process. I feel so appreciative to have made such wonderful 

friendships during my doctoral program. To Catherine Coogan, my co-worker and GW 

affiliate in the Clinical Psychology PhD program. I feel tremendously grateful for your 

friendship, encouragement, and support. I know that this process would have been that 

much harder without you supporting me along the way. Encouraging each other through 

difficult clinical work and the dissertation process has made me feel incredibly lucky to 



vi 

 

have you as a friend, and I am excited to continue to support each other as we venture 

into private practice! 

Most importantly, I could not have done this without the emotional and financial 

support of my family, so an enormous thank you to my mom, Leslie Matray, my brother, 

Ross Matray, and my significant other, Nicholas Majie. Nick, I feel so thankful to have 

found an empathic, authentic, funny, and supportive partner in my life. Thank you for 

providing me with tremendous support while finishing my dissertation and navigating 

difficult life events over the last year. I appreciate your continued encouragement 

throughout it all and for reading and editing my entire dissertation!    

  



vii 

 

Abstract of Dissertation 

 

 

The Impact of Social Support and Relational Health on the Hookup Culture and Sexual 

Assault Victimization in a Sample of College Females 

 

Sexual assault on college campuses has been a long-standing public health 

concern (Ullman et al., 1999). Female college students are at an increased risk for sexual 

assault victimization during their first year at college (Wade, 2017). Female survivors of 

sexual assault are also at an increased risk for Post-Traumatic Stress Disorder (PTSD), 

depression, anxiety, and alcohol or substance use (Campbell et al., 2009). On college 

campuses today, students who participate in the hookup culture endorse positive attitudes 

about hooking up, increased alcohol use, and hooking up behaviors (Sutton and 

Simmons, 2015; Wade, 2017). Participation in the hookup culture increases feelings of 

inclusivity (Wade, 2017), decreases loneliness, and has been found to fulfill attachment-

related needs (Gentzler & Kurns, 2004; Owen & Finchman, 2011). Hooking up behaviors 

and participation in the hookup culture have also been found to predict sexual assault 

victimization on college campuses (Flack et al., 2007; Flack et al., 2015; Paul and Hayes, 

2002; Paul et al., 2000; Sutton and Simmons, 2015; Wade, 2017). The current study 

explored the role of attachment style (anxious and avoidant), social support (quantity of 

social support and relational health), and the endorsement of the hookup culture on sexual 

assault victimization among female college students. Data was self-report and collected 

electronically via Qualtrics from 241 female undergraduate students from a mid-Atlantic 

university. Latent variable path analysis indicated that social support moderated the 

relationship between the endorsement of the hookup culture and sexual assault 

victimization, in which the relationship between the hookup culture and sexual assault 
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victimization weakened when social support was strong. Results are discussed in the 

context of university counseling and campus-wide interventions.   
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Chapter 1: Overview 

 

Introduction 

Sexual assault on college campuses has been a long-standing public health 

concern (Ullman et al., 1999); 23.1% of female college students (18 to 24 years old) 

reported a sexual assault during their time at college (Rape Abuse Incest National 

Network [RAINN], 2016). According to the National Center for Post-Traumatic Stress 

Disorder (2015), the most prevalent trauma for women was sexual assault or childhood 

sexual abuse, with about one in three women reporting childhood sexual abuse or sexual 

assault in their lifetime. Female survivors of sexual assault are at an increased risk for 

Post-Traumatic Stress Disorder (PTSD), depression, anxiety, and alcohol or substance 

use (Campbell et al., 2009). Additionally, the rate of recovery (reduced PTSD symptoms) 

for sexual assault is significantly slower than non-sexual related traumas (Gibloa-

Schechtman & Foa, 2001). Due to the impact of sexual assault on women, it is important 

to understand the individual and situational factors that perpetuate sexual assault, so 

policy and prevention programs can more effectively address sexual assault perpetration 

in our society. The present study focused specifically on the individual and situational 

factors that impact sexual assault perpetration on college campuses. Definitions for key 

terms are provided at the end of this chapter.  

Since alcohol use and binge drinking are commonplace on college campuses, 

researchers have found alcohol use to be a contributing factor in sexual assault 

perpetration (Mohler-Kuo et al., 2004). Other factors related to sexual assault 

perpetration on college campuses have been linked to male attitudes about gender and 

gender roles, association with like-minded peers, family of origin abuse, earlier onset of 
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sexual activity, and a greater number of sexual partners (Abbey et al., 2001; Adams-

Curtis & Forbes, 2004). Despite this knowledge, the prevalence of sexual assault has 

remained relatively consistent over the past 50 years, which suggests these individual and 

contextual factors do not fully encapsulate the cultural climate on college campuses today 

(Adam-Curtis & Forbes, 2004).  

Statement of Problem 

Hooking up is a casual sexual encounter between two individuals, which 

sometimes implies sexual intercourse (Flack et al., 2007; Sutton & Simmons, 2015). 

Bogle (2008) suggests hooking up is a phenomenon that begins in adolescence and lasts 

throughout the college years. Hooking up includes an initial exchange of verbal and non-

verbal communication indicating attraction between potential partners (Paul & Hayes, 

2002). Hooking up also encompasses a wide variety of sexual encounters from kissing to 

any type of intercourse (i.e., oral, vaginal, anal), which can occur as a one-time encounter 

with a partner or multiple encounters with the same partner (Heldman & Wade, 2010).  

Hooking up behaviors are a component of the hookup culture on college 

campuses today. The endorsement of the hookup culture includes positive attitudes about 

hooking up, increased alcohol use, and frequency of hooking up behaviors (Sutton & 

Simmons, 2015). Researchers suggest that the hookup culture originated from the sexual 

revolution of the 1960s and 1970s when the availability of birth control increased and 

there was greater acceptance of casual sex for women (Bogle, 2008; Wade et al., 2014). 

Wade and colleagues (2014) propose that the hookup culture did not come to fruition 

until the 1990s because of the dampening effect of the HIV/AIDS epidemic on casual 
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sexual encounters. Hooking up also did not appear in the literature until 2000 (Paul et al., 

2000). 

Even though researchers have found that millennials report a decrease in sexual 

activity compared to previous generations, millennials who are enrolled in 

college/university do report more sexual activity than millennials not enrolled in 

college/university (Twenge et al., 2015; Twenge et al., 2017). Despite the presence of the 

hookup culture on college campuses, students report moderate hooking up behaviors and 

an average of eight hookups by their senior year (Wade, 2017). Even though the 

frequency of hookup behaviors is not as high as anticipated, the hookup culture still 

permeates on college campuses in other ways such as attitudes regarding hooking up 

behaviors and alcohol usage (Wade, 2017).  

Furthermore, hooking up behaviors have been predicted by alcohol use, casual 

attitudes towards sex, loneliness, and an insecure attachment style (Gentzler & Kurns, 

2004; Owen & Finchman, 2011). Hooking up behaviors also predict the likelihood of 

sexual assault victimization on college campuses (Flack et al., 2007; Flack et al., 2015; 

Paul & Hayes, 2002; Paul et al., 2000; Wade, 2017). To better understand how the 

endorsement of the hookup culture impacts sexual assault victimization on college 

campuses, researchers need to recognize what factors motivate individuals to participate 

in the hookup culture that could also be risk factors for sexual assault victimization.  

Researchers have found that participation in the hookup culture grants students 

access to the cultural climate on college campuses (Wade, 2017), can decrease loneliness, 

and fulfill attachment-related needs (Gentzler & Kurns, 2004; Owen & Finchman, 2011). 

Additionally, Sutton and Simmons (2015) found a significant relationship between an 
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avoidant attachment style and participation in the hookup culture for male and female 

college students. Specifically, an avoidant attachment style indirectly predicted sexual 

assault victimization through participation in the hookup culture, and an anxious 

attachment style directly predicted sexual assault victimization for female college 

students. In other words, attachment style was related to participation in the hookup 

culture and sexual assault victimization on college campuses. These findings lend insight 

into how adult attachment style is a potential motivating factor for participation in the 

hookup culture and a risk factor for sexual assault victimization. However, Sutton and 

Simmons (2015) only assessed for sexual assault victimization in females and sexual 

assault perpetration in males, so it is unclear how attachment style relates to sexual 

assault victimization for both male and female college students. To address this gap in the 

literature, the current study examined the relationship between attachment style, the 

endorsement of the hookup culture, and sexual assault victimization in male and female 

college students. Due to the impact of attachment style on social support (Mikulincer & 

Shaver, 2016) and participation in the hookup culture (Sutton and Simmons, 2015), the 

current study examined the relationship between attachment style, social support, and the 

endorsement of the hookup culture. Specifically, the researcher was interested in whether 

social support would mediate the relationship between attachment style and the 

endorsement of the hookup culture.  

The role of social support for sexual assault survivors has been relatively 

inconsistent with positive and negative associations (Bryant-Davis et al., 2015; Dworkin 

et al., 2018; Ullman et al., 2007; Ullman & Relyea, 2016). The researcher suggested the 

discrepancy in previous findings was related to how social support was measured, so the 



5 

 

current study examined whether it was necessary to measure both relational health (which 

measures quality of social support) and quantity of social support, or if relational health 

better explained social support for college students.  

Study Aims 

Since attachment style has been found to impact our expectations, behaviors, and 

satisfaction in relationships (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2016), it is not shocking that 

attachment style has been found to be a motivating factor for participation in the hookup 

culture and that an insecure attachment style (anxious or avoidant) has negatively 

impacted the social benefits acquired from participation in the hookup culture (Owen et 

al., Finchman, 2014). Therefore, the current study aimed to examine how attachment 

style relates to the endorsement of the hookup culture and social support and whether 

attachment style indirectly relates to the endorsement of the hookup culture through its 

impact on social support.   

Additionally, research has shown that college women who consume greater 

amounts of alcohol and drink for social reasons report higher relational health, which has 

been found to be a protective factor against certain alcohol-related consequences (LaBrie 

et al.,2008). Relational health examines the quality of relationships and whether 

relationships enhance self-esteem, self-worth, and emotional support, and one’s sense of 

belonging and connectedness to others and their community (Jordan, 2010; Liang et al., 

2002). LaBrie et al. (2008) infer from their findings that women who experienced higher 

relational health did not experience pressure to engage in risky situations or that their 

peers watched out for them in drinking situations (LaBrie et al., 2008). Therefore, the 

current study aimed to examine whether social support and, in particular, relational health 
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would weaken the relationship between the endorsement of the hookup culture and sexual 

assault victimization in which students with higher relational health would be less 

susceptible to the adverse effects of the hookup culture. Since social support has been 

found to be a protective factor against PTSD symptoms (Bryant-Davis et al., 2015; 

Dworkin et al., 2018 ; Ozer et al., 2003) and relational health a protective factor against 

certain alcohol-related consequences (LaBrie et al., 2008), the current study examined 

whether social support, as defined by quantity of social support and relational health, 

moderated the relationship between the endorsement of the hookup culture and sexual 

assault victimization on college campuses.  

Statement of Significance 

Even though numerous researchers have examined the risk factors for sexual 

assault victimization on college campuses, approximately 20% of female college students 

still report experiencing at least one sexual assault during their time at college (Cantor et 

al., 2015; Krebs et al., 2016; Mellins et al., 2017). From examining both individual and 

contextual factors, the current study addresses the limitations of previous research by 

capturing the underlying mechanisms that contribute to sexual assault victimization on 

college campuses.   

Researchers have found that an avoidant attachment style relates to participation 

in the hookup culture for male and female college students and that an avoidant 

attachment style through its impact on participation in the hookup culture was related to 

sexual assault victimization for female college students. Additionally, an anxious 

attachment style was directly related to sexual assault victimization in female college 

students (Sutton & Simmons, 2015). Since there has been limited research on the 
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experience of sexual assault victimization among male college students (Anderson et al., 

2018), the current study examined the role of attachment style on sexual assault 

victimization for both male and female college students.  

Even though there is potential for attachment style to change over the life span, 

attachment style is seen as relatively enduring and less likely to change over time 

(Mikulincer & Shaver, 2016). Relational health, on the other hand, is thought to be more 

malleable as individuals develop social and intimate relationships outside of the family of 

origin (Frey et al., 2006; Miller & Stiver, 1997). Gender also impacts whether individuals 

seek and gain connectedness through peers or group/community affiliation. For instance, 

Frey and colleagues (2006) found that community relational health decreased 

psychological distress in male college students and that peer and community relational 

health decreased psychological distress in female college students. Therefore, the current 

study examined the role of attachment style on relational health and whether relational 

health due to its impacts on peer and community support would mediate the relation 

between attachment style and the endorsement of the hookup culture. Additionally, the 

current study examined whether relational health through its influence on peer and 

community connectedness would moderate the relationship between the endorsement of 

the hookup culture and sexual assault victimization, in which the relationship between the 

hookup culture and sexual assault victimization would be weaker when relational health 

was stronger.  

Since relational health is thought to be more malleable than attachment style (Frey 

et al., 2006; Miller & Stiver, 1997) and can be fostered through community, mentor, and 

peer relationships, it provides additional avenues for implementation that can reach a 
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wider array of college students than a secure attachment with a romantic partner or a 

therapist. With greater insight into the dynamics that impact sexual assault victimization, 

universities/colleges and mental health professionals can work toward facilitating a 

collegiate environment that promotes growth-fostering relationships and prevents sexual 

assault perpetration.  

Theoretical Underpinnings 

The theoretical underpinnings for the proposed study were rooted in attachment 

theory and relational cultural theory. Attachment theory allows us to understand how 

humans’ innate need for an attachment relationship translates from primary caregiver to 

peer and romantic relationships later in life (Bowlby, 1969, 1982). Relational cultural 

theory suggests that relational images (i.e., templates for relationship patterns that 

originate in childhood) inform our current interpersonal functioning (Miller & Stiver, 

1997). Both attachment theory and relational cultural theory are fundamentally similar 

with their emphasis on family of origin relationships and how these mental 

representations impact thoughts, expectations, and behaviors in peer and romantic 

relationships. Even though these theories are fundamentally similar, they are examining 

different aspects of relationships. For instance, attachment style is focused on describing 

thoughts, feelings, and behaviors related to proximity and closeness in relationships 

(Wilkinson, 2011). Attachment style influences how individuals interact and the quality 

of their relationships. More specifically, relational cultural theory examines the quality of 

peer, mentor, and community relationships (Liang et al., 2002).   

Attachment Theory 
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 Attachment theory posits that human beings are born with an innate attachment 

behavioral system that motivates them to seek proximity to a primary caregiver for their 

physical and emotional needs (Bowlby, 1969, 1982, 1988). From “internal working 

models,” thoughts and feelings about themselves and others become internalized and 

impact expectations about whether needs will be met in relationships (Bowlby, 1973, 

1980, 1988; Teyber, 2006). These internal working models influence how individuals 

relate in social and romantic relationships and impact their overall relationship 

satisfaction (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2016; Teyber, 2006). The current study hypothesized 

that attachment style would predict social support, relational health and quantity of social 

support. Specifically, higher attachment anxiety and higher attachment avoidance would 

predict lower relational health and quantity of social support.  

Attachment theory also lends insight into sexual behaviors (Cassidy & Shaver, 

2016). Individuals with an insecure attachment style (anxious or avoidant) often report 

having sex to either gain or avoid emotional intimacy, which makes them more likely to 

participate in casual sexual activities and be susceptible to risky sexual behaviors (Cooper 

et al., 2006; Garneau et al., 2013; Paul et al., 2000; Sutton & Simmons, 2015; Tracy et 

al., 2003). Since hooking up behaviors and participation in the hookup culture have been 

related to sexual assault victimization on college campuses (Flack et al., 2007; Flack et 

al., 2015; Paul & Hayes, 2002; Paul et al., 2000; Sutton & Simmons, 2015; Wade, 2017), 

the current study hypothesized that attachment style and the endorsement of the hookup 

culture would explain sexual assault victimization on college campuses. 

Relational Cultural Theory 
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According to relational-cultural theory (RCT), individuals suffer from 

interpersonal disconnection and isolation when they are not engaging in growth-fostering 

relationships (Jordan et al., 1991). Growth-fostering relationships are categorized by 

mutual engagement (mutual involvement and commitment to the relationship), 

authenticity (the freedom to be genuine in the relationship), empowerment (sense of 

personal strength and action that emerges from the relationship), and the ability to deal 

with conflict within the context of the relationship (Miller & Stiver, 1997). According to 

Miller and Stiver, growth-fostering relationships allow individuals to see the possibility 

of change within themselves and understand their impact on others. In addition, 

examining whether relational health through its impact on authenticity, empowerment, 

and accountability for others, moderates the relationship between the endorsement of the 

hookup culture and sexual assault victimization. The current study examined whether it 

was necessary to measure both relational health and quantity of social support or if 

relational health alone adequately captured the construct of social support for college 

students. 

Research Questions and Hypotheses 

The following research questions and hypotheses were explored: 

1. Which observed variables account for social support and the endorsement of the 

hookup culture in college students? 

1a. Relational health will account for a greater amount of variance than 

quantity of social support in college students (Bryant-Davis et al., 

2015). 
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1b. Relational health peer and relational health community will account 

for a greater amount of variance than relational health mentor for 

college students (Frey et al., 2006). 

1c. Attitudes about hooking up, alcohol use, and hookup frequency will 

explain the endorsement of the hookup culture for college students 

(Sutton & Simmons, 2015). 

2. How does attachment style and the endorsement of the hookup culture impact 

sexual assault victimization among college students? 

2a. There will be a direct positive relationship between an 

anxious attachment style and the endorsement of the hookup culture 

for college students (Sutton & Simmons, 2015). 

2b. There will be a direct positive relationship between an anxious 

attachment style and sexual assault victimization for college students 

(Sutton & Simmons, 2015). 

2c. There will be a direct positive relationship between an avoidant 

attachment style and the endorsement of the hookup culture for college 

students (Sutton & Simmons, 2015). 

2d. There will be a direct positive relationship between an avoidant 

attachment style and sexual assault victimization for college students 

(Sutton & Simmons, 2015). 

2e. There will be a direct positive relationship between the endorsement of 

the hookup culture and sexual assault victimization for college 

students (Sutton & Simmons, 2015). 
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2f. Endorsement of the hookup culture will mediate the relationship 

between attachment style (anxious and avoidant) and sexual assault 

victimization for college students (Sutton & Simmons, 2015). 

3. How does social support impact the relationship between attachment style and the 

endorsement of hookup culture? 

3a. Social support will mediate the relationship between attachment style 

and the endorsement of the hookup culture (Owen et al., 2014). 

4. To what extent does social support moderate the relationship between the 

endorsement of the hookup culture and sexual assault victimization? 

4a. The relationship between the endorsement of the hookup culture and 

sexual assault victimization will be stronger when social support is 

weaker (LaBrie et al., 2008). 

4b. The relationship between the endorsement of the hookup culture and 

sexual assault victimization will be weaker when social support is 

stronger (LaBrie et al., 2008). 

Methodology 

 The research questions were analyzed through structural equation modeling 

(SEM) (Kline, 2005). First, a confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was conducted to 

examine the factor structure of the three latent variables in the model: hookup culture, 

social support, and sexual assault victimization (Question 1). Then, a latent variable path 

analysis was conducted to examine the direct and indirect effects between attachment 

style, social support, hookup culture, and sexual assault victimization (Question 2 and 
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Question 3). Lastly, a product indicator method was used to examine moderation effects 

within the model (Question 4).  

Limitations 

This study was vulnerable to the limitations of a cross-sectional research design. 

The generalizability of the results was limited because the data came from one particular 

sample at one point in time. Specifically, an urban private institution with approximately 

12,000 students and 58.3% of the students identifying as White. Additionally, the 

researcher was unable to make conclusions about directionality or possible causality 

because the risk factors, protective factors, and outcomes were measured simultaneously. 

The survey relied entirely on participants’ self-report; therefore, responses were 

vulnerable to response bias related to item wording and social desirability. Given the 

subject matter of the study, participants were vulnerable to experiencing psychological 

distress when answering questions about their unwanted sexual experiences. To address 

this concern, university, local and nationwide mental health resources were automatically 

provided to participants at the conclusion of the survey, and the researcher, who is a 

Licensed Professional Counselor (LPC) in the District of Columbia, provided her direct 

contact information if participants wanted to receive additional treatment referrals. 

Key Terms 

Definitions of key terms are provided below to decrease confusion and facilitate 

clarity.  

Attachment style  

Attachment style describes the quality of an attachment relationship. Attachment 

style will be measured by the Experiences in Close Relationships-Revised-General Short 
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Form (ECR-R-GSF; Wilkinson, 2011), which determines an anxious and avoidant 

attachment style based on current interpersonal functioning. According to Brennan et al., 

(1998), there is an anxious and avoidant dimension to adult attachment style: 

Attachment-related anxiety. This style is exhibited by desires for greater 

closeness and security and fears regarding rejection and abandonment in relationships.  

Attachment-related avoidance. This style is exhibited by discomfort with 

closeness and dependency and preferring emotional and physical distance in 

relationships.  

Growth-Fostering Relationship 

A relationship with active participation from both parties that results in individual 

development and growth (Jordan, 2010; Miller & Stiver, 1997). Growth-fostering 

relationships are characterized by engagement, authenticity, and empowerment/zest 

(Liang et al., 2002). 

Hooking up  

Hooking up is when two people are physically intimate outside of a committed 

relationship with no expectation of future encounters (Sutton & Simmons, 2015). 

Hooking up will be measured by how many times participants have hooked up since 

being enrolled at university (Sutton & Simmons, 2015).   

Hookup culture 

Sutton and Simmons (2015) defined the endorsement of “the hookup culture” as 

positive attitudes about hooking up, increased alcohol use, and hookup frequency. In the 

current study, the hookup culture will also be measured by positive attitudes toward 

hooking up, alcohol use, and hookup frequency (Sutton & Simmons, 2015).  
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Relational Health  

 Relational health describes the quality of growth-fostering relationships with 

peers, mentors, or the community (Jordan, 2010). Relational health will be measured with 

the Relational Health Indices (RHI; Liang et al., 2002), which examine growth-fostering 

relationships within peer, mentor, and community relationships.  

Sexual Assault 

The U.S. Department of Justice, Office on Violence Against Women (2017), has 

defined sexual assault as: “any sexual contact occurring without explicit consent”; this 

includes being sexually assaulted while being incapacitated (i.e., drugged, drunk, 

unconscious, or asleep). Sexual assault encompasses behaviors that would be legally 

defined as rape (penetration), as well as other types of sexual contact, including fondling 

or attempted rape (U.S. Department of Justice, 2017). Sexual assault will be measured by 

the Sexual Experiences Survey Short Form Victimization (SES-SFV; Koss et al., 2006), 

which examines unwanted sexual experiences: sexual contact, attempted coercion, 

coercion, attempted rape, and rape.  

Social Support  

 Social support is “the availability of support from interpersonal relationships,” 

which includes support from informal or formal sources (Bryant-Davis et al., 2015, p. 

1273). Social support will be measured by the Social Activities Questionnaire of the 

Rand Health Insurance Experience (Donald & Ware, 1984), which inquiries about the 

quantity of social support and frequency of contact with one’s social support over the past 

month. Social support will also be the umbrella term used to encompass both the quantity 

of social support and relational health. 
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Chapter 2: Review of the Literature 

 

The current study investigated the relationship of attachment style, the 

endorsement of the hookup culture, and social support (relational health and quantity of 

social support) on sexual assault victimization. Specifically, the researcher aimed to test 

whether the endorsement of the hookup culture mediated the relationship between 

attachment style and sexual assault victimization and whether social support mediated the 

relationship between attachment style and the endorsement of the hookup culture. 

Additionally, the researcher aimed to test whether social support moderated the 

relationship between the endorsement of the hookup culture and sexual assault 

victimization.  

The purpose of this chapter was to review, summarize, and critique the existing 

literature relevant to the variables in the research study. This review will be covering 

each of the following relationships in the model described above: sexual assault 

victimization and social support, the hook-up culture and sexual assault victimization, the 

hook-up culture and attachment style, and the hook-up culture and social support. The 

framework of attachment theory will be explained, as it provides the foundational 

theoretical underpinning of the model.  

The researcher used PsycINFO, PsycARTICLES, Academic Search Complete, 

and ERIC electronic databases to conduct the literature search. The following keywords 

were utilized to conduct this search: sexual assault, post-traumatic stress, social support, 

relational health, hookup, college students/university students/undergraduates, relational-

cultural theory, and attachment. Given the holistic nature of the research questions, 

relevant studies came from the fields of sociology and psychology, and not surprisingly, 
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journals that specifically target or explore the topics of trauma, interpersonal violence, 

and women. 

Sexual Assault on College Campuses 

Sexual assault on college campuses has been a long-standing public health 

concern (Ullman et al.,1999). In a national study conducted by Ullman and colleagues 

from 1984 to 1985, 54.2% of 3,187 female college students identified as sexual assault 

victims and consistently 1 in 4 female college students report experiencing at least one 

sexual assault during their time at college (Cantor et al., 2015; Krebs et al., 2016; Mellins 

et al., 2017). The U.S. Department of Justice, Office on Violence Against Women (2017), 

has defined sexual assault as: “any sexual contact occurring without explicit consent,” 

which includes being sexually assaulted while being incapacitated (i.e., drugged, drunk, 

unconscious, or asleep). Sexual assault encompasses behaviors that would be legally 

defined as rape (penetration), as well as other types of sexual contact, including fondling 

or attempted rape (U.S. Department of Justice, 2017). According to the Rape Abuse 

Incest National Network (RAINN, 2016), 23.1% of female college-aged students (18 to 

24 years old) will experience a sexual assault during their tenure at college.  

For decades, researchers have been studying the psychological and situational 

factors that contribute to sexual assault perpetration on college campuses (Adam-Curtis 

& Forbes, 2004). In 2004, Adam-Curtis and Forbes reviewed the literature on sexual 

coercion in college women, examining articles dating back to 1957. As part of their 

review, they identified the following individual and situational attributes characteristic of 

sexual assault perpetrators: rape supporting attitudes (i.e., negative affect toward women), 

rape supporting relationships (i.e., peers that support the use of aggression to obtain sex; 
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peer pressure to be sexually active; and presence of aggression, violence, or physical 

abuse in a man's family of origin), certain masculinity traits (i.e., sexual dominance and 

hostility toward women, sexual objectification of women, control of female sexuality), 

and sexual promiscuity (i.e., earlier age for first sexual experience, a greater amount of 

sexual activity, and a higher number of overall sexual partners) (Adam-Curtis & Forbes, 

2004). Furthermore, Abbey and colleagues (2001) studied the impact of alcohol on sexual 

assault perpetration in male college students. Thirty-three percent of the 343 participants 

had perpetrated some form of sexual assault, with 8% attempting or committing rape. 

Using a stepwise discriminant function analysis, the researchers found that adversarial 

gender role beliefs, acceptance of verbal pressure to obtain sex, alcohol expectancies (i.e., 

alcohol causes an increased sex drive), past consensual sexual experiences (i.e., 

intoxication before perceived consensual sex), past experiences misperceiving a woman's 

kindness for sexual intent, peer approval of forced sex, and characteristics of the situation 

(i.e., alcohol consumption during the interaction) significantly predicted sexual assault 

perpetration. 

The above research highlights the importance of assessing both psychological and 

contextual factors in sexual assault perpetration on college campuses. Even though these 

variables accounted for 44% of the variance in sexual assault perpetration (Abbey et al., 

2001), other variables are likely contributing to sexual assault victimization on college 

campuses.  Contextual factors such as rape supporting relationships (Adam-Curtis & 

Forbes, 2004) and alcohol use during an assault (Abbey et al., 2001) do not fully 

encompass the existing cultural climate on college campuses today (Wade et al., 2014). 
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Specifically, the term "hookup culture" has been gaining traction within the literature on 

sexual assault and college campuses (Wade et al., 2014). 

Hooking up, a casual sexual encounter that sometimes leads to sexual intercourse 

has become a cultural phenomenon on college campuses (Flack et al., 2007; Sutton & 

Simmons, 2015). Prevalence rates of hooking up on college campuses have ranged from 

one-half to two-thirds of the student population (Flack et al., 2007; Flack et al., 2015; 

Paul et al., 2000). On college campuses, sexual assault perpetration is the consequence of 

these causal interactions coupled with large quantities of alcohol consumption (Adams-

Curtis & Forbes, 2004; Flack et al. 2007; Flack et al., 2015; Paul & Hayes, 2002; Sutton 

& Simmons, 2015). 

 According to Wade (2017), the average student reports hooking up most 

frequently during their freshman year of college, and women during their freshman year 

are at the highest risk for sexual assault victimization. Also, Flack and colleagues (2007) 

found that students with a history of hooking up were more likely to report incidents of 

unwanted sex and that, "judgment impaired by alcohol or drugs," was the most cited 

reason for unwanted sex. Therefore, participation in the hook-up culture is an essential 

factor to consider when assessing sexual assault on college campuses (Sutton & Simons, 

2015). These studies further highlight the behavioral and contextual factors related to 

sexual assault victimization; however, they shed little insight into what social factors 

motivate individuals to partake in the hookup culture on college campuses.  

The Role of Social Support 

Researchers have generally defined social support as “the availability of support 

from interpersonal relationships” which includes support from informal or formal sources 
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(Bryant-Davis et al., 2015, p.1273). Social support is a significant predictor of PTSD 

symptoms in trauma survivors, with more perceived social support leading to reduced 

symptomatology (Ozer et al., 2003). Researchers have also examined the impact of 

positive and negative social reactions on sexual assault disclosure and how that relates to 

global social support and PTS symptoms (Relyea & Ullman, 2015; Ullman et al., 2007; 

Ullman & Relyea, 2016). In particular, survivors of sexual assault who received adverse 

social reactions were more likely to engage in maladaptive coping and experience greater 

PTS symptoms (Relyea & Ullman, 2015; Ullman et al., 2007; Ullman & Relyea, 2016). 

Social Support and Sexual Assault 

Ullman and colleagues (2007) were the first to examine how individual, assault, 

and contextual factors impact maladaptive coping and PTS symptoms in female sexual 

assault survivors. Specifically, they studied assault severity, global social support, 

assault-specific social reactions, self-blame, avoidance coping, and previous traumatic 

life experiences. Participants included 636 women from the Chicago Metropolitan area, 

who were 18 years and older and had experienced an unwanted sexual experience after 

the age of 14. Contrary to the researchers' hypotheses, the relationship between social 

support, maladaptive coping, and PTS symptoms varied, and specifically, social support 

was positively associated with PTS symptomatology (.18*), avoidance coping (.18*), and 

self-blame (.25*). Additionally, the relationship between self-blame and PTS symptoms 

was not significant (Ullman et al., 2007).  

In their conclusion, Ullman et al. (2007) discussed the importance of clarifying 

their findings through a longitudinal study; however, they did not address the discrepancy 

between their findings and previous research that found social support to be a protective 
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factor against PTSD symptoms (Ozer et al., 2003). Instead, the researchers suggest that 

individuals with more severe PTSD symptomatology would be more likely to seek out 

social support (Ullman et al., 2007). The researchers also did not address the Social 

Activities Questionnaire (Donald & Ware, 1984), which was the measurement used for 

social support, and how that could have impacted their findings. Namely, the Social 

Activities Questionnaire asks participants about the number of confidants, whether they 

are getting along with their support network, and how frequently they engaged with 

members of their support network over the past month (Donald & Ware, 1984). Even 

though this measure adequately captured the quantity and frequency of social support, it 

did not ascertain the quality of one's social support network. It is essential to decipher 

whether Ullman and colleagues’ (2007) contrary findings on social support were related 

to the chosen social support measurement. 

In 2016, Ullman and Relyea followed the suggestion from Ullman et al. (2007) 

and conducted a longitudinal study on social reactions, maladaptive coping, and PTS 

symptoms in female sexual assault survivors. It is first necessary to note another study by 

Relyea and Ullman (2015) that found a significant relationship between maladaptive 

coping, PTS symptoms, and two types of negative social reactions: overtly turning 

against a survivor and providing unsupportive acknowledgment of an assault (i.e., tell 

them to stop thinking about it). Based on findings in Relyea and Ullman (2015), Ullman 

and Relyea (2016) were specifically interested in how overtly turning against and 

providing unsupportive acknowledgment would impact maladaptive coping and PTS 

symptoms over time.  
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Participants included 1,863 females from the Chicago Metropolitan area, who 

were 18 years and older and had experienced an unwanted sexual experience after the age 

of 14. To conduct a longitudinal study, the researchers collected data at baseline, a year 

after initial data collection, and then two years after initial data collection. Researchers 

used cross-lagged path analyses to examine the associations between PTS symptoms, 

maladaptive coping, and social reactions over the three years (Ullman & Relyea, 2016). 

From their findings, one can infer that negative social reactions are related to PTS 

symptoms and maladaptive coping in sexual assault survivors and that positive social 

reactions encourage more adaptive coping in sexual assault survivors (Ullman & Relyea, 

2016). Even though Ullman and Relyea (2016) found PTS symptoms predicted positive 

social reactions from Time 2 to Time 3, it does not suggest positive social reactions were 

related to the development of PTS symptoms. One can infer that positive social reactions 

were in response to a change in PTS symptoms. The researchers also used the Social 

Reactions Questionnaire (SRQ; Ullman, 2000) to capture positive and negative social 

reactions, and left global social support and the Social Activities Questionnaire (Donald 

& Ware, 1984). Even though this study did not directly assess social support, it lends 

insight into the impact of social reactions on PTS symptoms and thereby how social 

support could impact PTS symptoms by the way of adaptive coping. The current study 

built upon this research by examining whether both the quantity and quality of social 

support were protective factors against sexual assault victimization on college campuses.  

In 2015, Bryant-Davis and associates conducted a longitudinal study on social 

support, religious coping, and PTS symptoms in female sexual assault survivors. The 

researchers aimed to leverage their initial study, which found social support to be 
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negatively related to PTS symptoms and religious coping to be positively related to PTS 

symptoms (Bryant-Davis et al., 2011). This was contrary to what the researchers 

hypothesized, and they were interested in clarifying these findings through a longitudinal 

study (Bryant-Davis et al., 2015).  

Participants included 252 African American women from the Chicago 

metropolitan area, who were 18 years and older and had experienced a sexual assault 

after the age of 14. The researchers conducted a hierarchical linear regression for their 

analyses and found that participants who endorsed religious coping had higher PTS 

symptoms at both Time 1 and Time 2. On the other hand, participants who utilized more 

social support reported fewer PTS symptoms at Time 1 (-.15*) and Time 2 (-.25*); 

however, social support at Time 1 was not predictive of PTS symptoms at Time 2 

(Bryant-Davis et al., 2015).  

This study provides additional evidence for social support as a protective factor 

for PTS symptoms in sexual assault survivors, but only when measuring PTS symptoms 

concurrently and among African American women (Bryant-Davis et al., 2015). These 

findings suggest the Social Activities Questionnaire (Donald & Ware, 1984) captures 

current social support for sexual assault survivors, but quality of social support could 

more effectively capture social support for sexual assault survivors over time (Bryant-

Davis et al., 2015). The current study then anticipated that the quality of social support 

would better explain social support for college students.  

More recently, Dworkin and colleagues (2018) conducted a longitudinal study on 

the impact of social support and substance (alcohol or drug) use on PTSD symptoms in 

college women. Participants included 147 female undergraduate students who endorsed a 
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history of sexual assault and PTSD symptoms. Participants in this study were 

predominately Caucasian (71.2%) and no differences for PTSD severity, social support, 

or substance use coping were found based on age or race. The researchers collected data 

at baseline and then 30 days after the baseline data collection.  

Social support was found to be negatively correlated with PTSD symptoms at 

both baseline (-.26**) and follow up (-.31**) while substance use was positively 

correlated with PTSD symptoms at baseline (.28**) and follow up (.34**). The 

researchers ran regression models to examine the main and interaction effects for social 

support and substance usage over time. Overall, social support predicted a decrease in 

PTSD symptoms at follow up. Higher levels of support from friends predicted lower 

levels of PTSD symptoms one month later, but this finding was not significant for family 

members or a special person. Participants perceived more support from friends than from 

family members or a special person. Additionally, substance use coping was not 

predictive of PTSD symptoms at follow up, but there was a significant interaction effect 

between substance use coping and social support, in which substance use coping 

moderated the association between PTSD symptoms and social support. Substance use 

weakened the association between social support and PTSD symptoms (Dworkin et al., 

2018).  

In their conclusion, the researchers suggest that social support is a protective 

factor against PTSD symptoms for college women with a history of sexual assault, but 

that substance use decreases the benefits associated with social support (Dworkin et al., 

2018). It is also important to note that the researchers utilized the Multidimensional Scale 

of Perceived Social Support (MSPSS; Zimet et al., 1988), which is a 12-item measure 
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that captures perceived social support from family, friends, or a special person. Some 

example items of the MSPSS included: “Your friends really try to help you,” “I can count 

on my friends when things go wrong,” “I have friends with whom I can share my joys 

and sorrows,” and “I can talk about my problems with my friends” (Zimet et al., 1988, 

p.35). Even though the researchers only examined perceived social support, the MSPSS 

measures the quality of social support.  

Because Dworkin and colleagues (2018) found social support to be a protective 

factor against PTSD symptoms, these findings suggest that the quality of social support 

encapsulates social support for sexual assault survivors over time. To make this 

distinction, a study needs to measure both the quantity and quality of social support, and 

the current study captured both to decipher whether the quality of social support best 

explains social support for college students. Furthermore, these findings suggest that 

social support may encourage or maintain substance use behaviors (Dworkin et al., 

2018). Since the current study examined the role of the hookup culture (which 

encompasses alcohol use) in sexual assault victimization, the researcher was also 

interested in whether social support could be both an impetus for participation in the 

hookup culture as well as a protective factor against sexual assault victimization.   

The reviewed studies on social support and PTS symptoms in sexual assault 

survivors showed varied findings when measured concurrently or longitudinally. Ullman 

and colleagues (2007) found social support to be positively related to PTSD symptoms, 

avoidance coping, and self-blame, whereas Bryant-Davis et al. (2015) and Dworkin et al. 

(2018) found social support to be associated with decreased PTSD symptomology. 

Longitudinally, Ullman and Relyea (2016) found positive social reactions predicted 
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adaptive coping, Dworkin and colleagues (2018) found social support to be predictive of 

PTSD symptoms, and Bryant-Davis and colleagues (2015) found social support not to be 

predictive of PTS symptoms. The author of the current study suggested the discrepant 

findings on social support and sexual assault survivors were related to the construct of 

social support and how it was being measured in the reviewed studies. To further 

interpret these findings, the current study examined the construct of social support (both 

quantity and quality) and sexual assault victimization in a college population.  Although 

previous studies have examined sexual assault victimization and the role of social support 

in PTS symptoms and coping, no studies to the researcher’s knowledge have examined 

the potential moderating impacts of social support on the endorsement of the hookup 

culture and sexual assault victimization.  

In Wade's (2017) book on hookup culture, she discusses how “opting-in” to the 

hookup culture leads to greater felt social support and how “opting-out” (not participating 

in the hook-up culture) leads many students feeling "lonely" and "isolated.” Since 

participation in the hookup culture has social benefits and impacts sexual assault 

victimization on college campuses (Adams-Curtis & Forbes, 2004; Flack et al. 2007; 

Flack et al., 2015; Paul & Hayes, 2002; Sutton & Simmons, 2015), the current study 

aimed to examine the interaction between social support and the endorsement of the 

hookup culture. Specifically, the researcher aimed to examine social support moderates 

the relationship between the endorsement of the hookup culture and sexual assault 

victimization, in which the relationship between the hookup culture and sexual assault 

victimization would be weaker when social support was stronger.  

Hookup Culture 
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Researchers have defined hooking up as "casual sexual contact between non-

dating partners without an expressed or acknowledged expectation of forming a 

committed relationship" (Heldman & Wade, 2010, p. 324). Bogle (2008) suggests that 

hooking up is a phenomenon that begins in adolescence and lasts throughout the college 

years. Hooking up often occurs at a typical college party and includes an initial exchange 

of verbal and non-verbal communication indicating attraction between potential partners 

(Paul & Hayes, 2002). Hooking up encompasses a wide variety of sexual encounters 

from kissing to any type of intercourse (i.e., oral, vaginal, anal), which can occur as one-

time encounters with a partner or multiple encounters with the same partner (Heldman & 

Wade, 2010). Paul and colleagues first coined the term hooking up in 2000 and the 

research on hooking up has been expanding ever since (Heldman & Wade, 2010). 

Overall, studies have found between one-half and two-thirds of undergraduate students’ 

report engaging in hooking up behaviors on college campuses (Flack et al., 2007; Flack et 

al., 2015; Paul et al., 2000). Even though at least one-half of undergraduate students’ 

report hooking up behaviors, they are not engaging in hooking up behaviors that 

frequently. College students on average report approximately eight hookups over their 

four years at college (Wade, 2017).  

Benefits of the Hookup Culture 

 Previous research has focused predominantly on the negative consequences 

related to participation in the hookup culture. However, Shepardson and colleagues 

(2016) examined the benefits of hooking up behaviors for first year female college 

students. Shepardson et al. (2016) found sexual satisfaction, general positive emotions, 

increased self-confidence, and clarification of feelings (regarding relationships and sexual 
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behaviors) were the reported benefits of the hooking up among first year female college 

students. Specifically, the benefits of hooking up behaviors for female college students 

included meeting their need for social connection, sexual exploration, emotional 

intimacy, and for fun and enjoyment. In their conclusion, the researchers suggested future 

research include both the positive and negative outcomes of hooking up behaviors to 

obtain a more balanced perspective (Shepardson et al., 2016).  

Consequences of Hookup Culture 

Female and male college students report both positive (i.e., feeling excited, 

desired, and wanted) and negative emotions (i.e., regret, guilt, shame, and anger) related 

to their hookup experiences (Paul & Hayes, 2002). Both men and women who participate 

in hooking up report lower self-esteem and depressive symptoms than their non-hooking 

up peers (Paul et al., 2000). A variety of predictors have been identified that differentiate 

college students who report hooking up and those who do not, such as alcohol use, casual 

attitudes toward sex, loneliness, and an insecure attachment style (Gentzler & Kurns, 

2004; Owen & Finchman, 2011). Alcohol use is a significant component of hooking up 

behaviors; hookups often occur while both partners are under the influence of drugs or 

alcohol, which can result in students engaging in unwanted sexual experiences (Flack et 

al., 2007; Flack et al., 2015; Paul & Hayes, 2002). 

Hookup Culture and Sexual Assault 

Alcohol use is also a common factor in sexual assault victimizations among 

college women, with one survey finding 72% of women reported that they were 

intoxicated at the time of the rape (Mohler-Kuo et al., 2004). Researchers have also found 

significant differences in the experience of sexual assault amongst those who participate 
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in hooking up and those who “opt-out” (Flack et al., 2007; Paul & Hayes, 2002; Paul et 

al., 2000; Wade, 2017). For instance, Flack et al. (2007) found that 78% of undergraduate 

students reported a sexual assault occurred during a hookup encounter, and Paul and 

colleagues (2000) found that 16% of their sample reported feeling pressured to engage in 

sexual activities during a hookup. Therefore, hooking up behaviors increased the 

likelihood of sexual assault victimization on college campuses.   

Since alcohol use and hooking up have been linked to unwanted sexual 

experiences (Flack et al., 2007; Paul & Hayes, 2002) and rape (Mohler-Kuo et al., 2004), 

one can infer that participation in the hookup culture is also related to sexual assault 

victimization on college campuses (Flack et al., 2007; Flack et al., 2015; Littleton et al., 

2009). Thus, it is important to consider what factors motivate college students to 

participate in the hookup culture. 

First and foremost, participation in hooking up allows individuals to be a part of 

the existing cultural climate on college campuses (Wade, 2017). Hooking up is also 

thought to be the path toward intimate heterosexual relationships (Wade, 2017). Owen 

and Finchman (2011) found that 64.9% of female college students and 45.2% of male 

college students were hopeful that hooking up would lead to a committed relationship. 

Owen and Finchman (2011) also found that college students were motivated to hook up 

when they were feeling lonely and a lack of social connection, which could be an 

indicator that hooking up is seen as a way to obtain social support. In this way of 

thinking, being a part of the hookup culture provides a sense of belonging and a potential 

avenue for meeting relational needs. It is unclear though whether hooking up actually 

meets those needs or simply provides momentary relief from loneliness and 
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disconnection. To better understand the connection between relational needs and the 

endorsement of the hookup culture, the current study examined the relationship between 

social support and the hookup culture.  

Hooking Up and Social Support 

To date, there has been only one research article examining hooking up behaviors 

and social support. Owen and colleagues (2014) studied college students’ perceptions of 

hooking up behaviors and how that impacted their social/peer network, sexual/romantic 

sense of self, and academic performance. To examine perceptions of hooking up, Owen 

and colleagues developed a measure, the Social, Academic, Romantic, and Sexual 

Hooking Up Reactions Scale (SARS).   

Participants included 190 predominately Caucasian (68%), female college 

students. Even though there was some diversity in the sample, the researchers did not 

comment on differences between race and ethnicity, so the study likely did not have 

enough participants to examine potential differences between groups. Owen and 

colleagues conducted an exploratory factor analysis to test the validity and reliability of 

the SARS. The researchers found that the data did not support the proposed three-factor 

model: social, academic, and sexual/romantic reactions; however, another three-factor 

model emerged: sexual/romantic reactions, negative personal reactions, and 

social/academic. The researchers ran linear regression models to understand how anxious 

attachment, depressive symptoms, loneliness, alcohol use, emotional intimacy, self-

affirmation, and partner approval impacted hooking up reactions from self and others 

(Owen et al., 2014). 
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An anxious attachment style, emotional intimacy, and self-affirmation were 

negatively associated with sexual/romantic hooking up reactions and explained 21% of 

the variance in sexual/romantic reactions to hooking up behaviors. Similarly, 

social/academic engagement hooking up reactions were negatively associated with an 

anxious attachment style, emotional intimacy, and self-affirmation, explaining 12% 

percent of the variance in social/academic engagement reactions to hooking up behaviors. 

Conversely, negative personal hooking up reactions were positively associated with an 

anxious attachment, loneliness, and partner approval and explained 25% of the variance 

in negative personal hooking up reactions. Overall, an anxious attachment style was 

related to negative sexual/romantic reactions, negative personal reactions, and negative 

social/academic engagement reactions to hooking up behaviors. The researchers indicate 

that an anxious attachment style could potentially moderate the beneficial social aspects 

of hooking up behaviors (Owen et al., 2014).   

It is important to note that Owen and colleagues (2014) captured social 

connectedness by asking participants how their network responded to their most recent 

hookup experience: “My friends approve of me for hooking up”; “I feel more connected 

with my friends as a result of this hookup”; “This hookup has negatively impacted my 

relationship with my friends”; and “Relationships with my friends have become strained 

due to this hookup” (Owen et al., 2014, p.400). Since this measure inquired about a 

participant’s most recent hookup experience, it is difficult to infer how these findings 

relate to overall social perceptions to hooking up behaviors. Despite these concerns, this 

study lends insight into the relationship between an anxious attachment, hooking up, and 

social support, and how an anxious attachment style could interfere with the beneficial 
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social aspects of hooking up behaviors (Owen et al., 2014). The current study expanded 

upon this research by examining attachment style, the endorsement of the hookup culture, 

and social support and whether social support mediates the relationship between 

attachment style and the endorsement of the hookup culture.  

A Theoretical Framework 

  Attachment theory suggests “internal working models,” which are fundamental 

assumptions about the self and others based on initial attachment relationships with 

primary caregivers (Bowlby, 1973), impact current interpersonal functioning (Bowlby, 

1969). Specifically, these early attachment experiences become internalized in the form 

of cognitive-affective representations that guide thoughts, feelings, and behaviors 

(Bowlby, 1973, 1980, 1988), and schemas about whether one’s expectations for security, 

safety, or acceptance will be met through relationships in adolescence and adulthood 

(Teyber, 2006).  

Hazen and Shaver (1987) were the first to bridge the gap between infant 

attachment research and romantic relationships in adulthood and were interested in 

whether adult romantic relationships fit into the three infant attachment style categories 

identified by Ainsworth and colleagues (1978): secure, avoidant, and anxious-ambivalent. 

Hazen and Shaver (1987) found similar findings to Ainsworth et al. (1978) and that 

participants’ reported experiences in adult romantic relationships fit with Ainsworth and 

colleagues (1978) initial categorizations (Hazan & Shaver, 1990). Participants reported a 

secure attachment was associated with comfortability with closeness and depending on 

others for their emotional needs (Hazan & Shaver, 1990). Anxious-ambivalently attached 

participants reported uncertainty about whether they were lovable and sought greater 
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closeness in their relationships, whereas avoidantly attached participants preferred not to 

depend on others for their emotional needs and sought distance in relationships (Hazan & 

Shaver, 1990). 

In 1990, Bartholomew proposed adult attachment styles be measured along two 

orthogonal dimensions (anxiety and avoidance) instead of the original categorical 

dimensions; this moved toward a continuous way of measuring attachment style. 

Bartholomew (1990) suggested that securely attached individuals would be low on 

anxiety and avoidance, and anxious-ambivalently attached individuals would be high on 

anxiety and low on avoidance.  Furthermore, an avoidant attachment style should be 

separated into “fearful-avoidant,” those who were categorized as being high on avoidance 

and anxiety, and “dismissing avoidant,” those who were high in avoidance and low in 

anxiety (Bartholomew, 1990). Research on adult attachment has continued to move from 

the categorical characterization of infant attachment style toward this continuum of adult 

attachment styles (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007, 2016). 

In their book, Mikulincer and Shaver (2016) discuss how adult attachment style 

impacts relationship satisfaction in romantic relationships. Mikulincer and Shaver (2016) 

define relationship satisfaction as having one’s needs for love, emotional and sexual 

intimacy, and autonomy met through the relationship. Relationship satisfaction increases 

when partners are reliable, available, and supportive. In other words, a partner provides a 

secure base that empowers their partner to engage in growth fostering activities 

(Mikulincer & Shaver, 2016). Since avoidant attachment style is shown by emotional and 

physical distancing and anxious attachment style is shown by needy and demanding 
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behavior, it is not surprising that attachment style is related to reduced relationship 

satisfaction (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2016).  

Attachment theory gives insight into individuals’ expectations about whether their 

needs will be met in relationships and how that impacts them emotionally and 

behaviorally in relationships. Specifically, it provides a better understanding of whether 

someone feels comfortable depending on others, prefers distance, or prefers greater 

closeness in relationships. Therefore, attachment theory provides an understanding of 

how individuals behave in social and romantic relationships, and how that impacts their 

relationship satisfaction (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2016; Teyber, 2006). Accordingly, the 

current study anticipated that attachment style would be directly related to social support.  

Relational-Cultural Theory  

Relational-cultural theory (RCT) is the additional theoretical framework used in 

conjunction with attachment theory. RCT was developed to better understand the basic 

need for human connection and explain how that continues throughout the life span. RCT 

suggests that relational images impact our current interpersonal functioning, which is a 

set of beliefs and expectations based on our early relationships (similar to internal 

working models in attachment theory) (Jordan, 2010). RCT goes beyond attachment 

theory because it emphasizes how we are shaped by sociopolitical, racial, cultural, sexual, 

and economic contexts (Jordan, 2010). RCT also suggests that it is important to depend 

on others to create meaning, maintain a sense of cohesiveness, and provide self-esteem 

(Jordan, 2010). It is important then to incorporate both RCT and attachment theory in the 

theoretical framework, as they both emphasize the importance of early relationships on 

relational images or internal working models and how that impacts current interpersonal 
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functioning. Additionally, RCT goes beyond interpersonal relationships and accounts for 

the cultural context by examining the quality of relationships whether that be peer, 

mentor, or in the community (Jordan, 2010).  

According to RCT, individuals suffer from interpersonal disconnection and 

isolation when they are not engaging in growth-fostering relationships (Jordan et al., 

1991). Growth-fostering relationships are categorized by mutual engagement (mutual 

involvement and commitment to the relationship), authenticity (the freedom to be 

genuine in the relationship), empowerment (sense of personal strength and action that 

emerges from the relationship), and the ability to deal with conflict within the context of 

the relationship (Miller & Stiver, 1997). Growth-fostering relationships allow individuals 

to see the possibility of change within themselves and understand their impact on others 

(Miller & Stiver, 1997). One aim of the current study was to decipher whether it was 

necessary to measure both growth-fostering relationships and the quantity of social 

support, or if growth-fostering relationships adequately captured social support for 

college students.  

Relational Health and Social Support. The Relational Health Indices (RHI; 

Liang et al., 2002) is a 37-item questionnaire that ascertains growth-fostering 

relationships with peers, mentors, and within the community. To the researcher’s 

knowledge, there has been no study conducted on RHI and sexual assault survivors, but 

there has been one study conducted on RHI, drinking motives, alcohol consumption, and 

negative alcohol-related consequences among first-year college women (LaBrie et al., 

2008). 
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LaBrie and colleagues (2008) conducted their study on 214 first-year female 

students during their first month at college, and 52.8% of the participants identified as 

Caucasian. Participants completed a questionnaire on demographics, relational health, 

drinking motives, alcohol consumption, and alcohol-related consequences. The 

researchers found a significant correlation between alcohol consumption and RHI-peer 

(.16*) and RHI-community (.14*). Additionally, they found a significant correlation for 

enhancement motives on drinking and RHI-peer (.16*). Since the researchers did not find 

significant correlations for RHI-mentor and the other variables, RHI-mentor was not 

included in subsequent analyses.  

Using a stepwise regressions to conduct further analyses, the researchers found 

that RHI-community and RHI-peer moderated the relationship between social motives 

and drinking, in which participants with higher relational health and social motives for 

drinking drank more than those with lower relational health and social motives for 

drinking (i.e., drink to fit in) (LaBrie et al., 2008). Furthermore, RHI-peer and RHI-

community moderated the relationship between drinking and negative alcohol-related 

consequences, in which participants with higher relational health drank more but 

experienced fewer negative consequences from drinking than participants with lower 

relational health and higher alcohol consumption (LaBrie et al., 2008). 

In their conclusion, the researchers suggest that women who are secure in their 

peer and community connections either do not experience pressure to engage in risky 

situations or their peers watch out for them in drinking situations (LaBrie et al., 2008). 

Given the assessment administered to measure alcohol-related consequences, it is 

difficult to establish those conclusions. The researchers used the Rutgers Alcohol 
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Problem Index (RAPI; White & Labouvie, 1989), which is a 23-item measurement that 

assesses alcohol withdrawal, alcohol dependence, and negative consequences 

(academically, vocationally, and interpersonally) related to alcohol use. However, this 

measurement does not address these negative consequences related to alcohol 

consumption: drunk driving, legal consequences, or risky sexual behaviors. This makes it 

unclear whether relational health is a protective factor against risky sexual behaviors 

related to alcohol consumption. 

From these findings, one can infer that college women with higher relational 

health drink a greater quantity and drink for social reasons and that relational health is a 

protective factor against certain alcohol-related consequences (LaBrie et al., 2008). Since 

social support is a protective factor against PTSD symptoms (Bryant-Davis et al., 2015; 

Dworkin et al., 2018; Ozer et al., 2003) and relational health is a protective factor against 

certain alcohol-related consequences (LaBrie et al., 2008), the current study aimed to 

deduce whether relational health would be a protective factor against sexual assault 

victimization on college campuses.  

Attachment and Sexuality  

Since sex is a fundamental aspect of many adolescent and adult romantic 

relationships (Cassidy & Shaver, 2016), it is important to examine how attachment style 

impacts the nature of sexual relationships. For instance, research has shown that securely 

attached adolescents are more likely to be in long-term romantic relationships and 

endorse greater enjoyment of sexual acts than their insecure counterparts (Tracy et al., 

2003). Anxiously attached adolescents, on the other hand, are more likely to engage in 
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sex or sexual acts to meet their relational needs or to avoid a partner’s rejection (Tracy et 

al., 2003). 

Despite seeking love and security, these sexual behaviors can decrease the 

likelihood of obtaining emotional intimacy and mutually satisfying relationships (Cassidy 

& Shaver, 2016). Additionally, fear of rejection, as a motivating factor, for anxiously 

attached adolescents places them at a higher risk for unwanted sexual acts (Szielasko et 

al., 2013). It can also lead to risky sexual behaviors (having sex without protection or 

having sex while under the influence), which puts them at greater risk for sexually 

transmitted diseases, unplanned pregnancies, and unwanted sexual experiences (Cooper 

et al., 2006; Cooper et al., 1998). These risk concerns continue well into adulthood, as 

anxiously attached adults continue to have difficulty negotiating sexual encounters and 

give in to pressure for unprotected sex (Gentzler & Kerns, 2004; Impett & Peplau, 2002). 

In contrast, an avoidant attachment style serves as a protective factor against risky 

sexual behaviors during adolescence (Cassidy & Shaver, 2016). Avoidantly attached 

adolescents are more likely to have sex at an older age, have fewer sexual partners, have 

protected sex, and engage in sexual behaviors while not under the influence (Tracy et al., 

2003). However, this aversion toward emotional intimacy manifests itself differently in 

adulthood (Cassidy & Shaver, 2016). Avoidantly attached adults avoid emotional 

intimacy (Cooper et al., 2006) through one-night stands, casual sex, or uncommitted sex 

with a variety of partners (Bogaert & Sadava, 2002; Paul et al., 2000). Avoidantly 

attached adults are also more likely to have sex to impress their peers (Schachner & 

Shaver, 2004) and focus only on their sexual pleasure rather than their partners’ sexual 

satisfaction (Impett et al., 2008). 
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Gender also impacts the way attachment style affects sexual behaviors (Cassidy & 

Shaver, 2016). Research has shown that men with an avoidant attachment style are more 

likely to objectify and coerce women into sexual acts (Davis et al., 2006), while men with 

an anxious attachment style are more likely to have sexual intercourse at an older age, be 

less likely to engage in casual sex and cheat on their partners (Allen & Baucom, 2004; 

Cooper et al., 2006; Gentzler & Kerns, 2004). Research has also shown men with an 

anxious attachment style can be sexually coercive toward their partners when seeking 

greater closeness in the relationship (Brassard et al., 2007). Therefore, there is a greater 

likelihood that males who are high on an anxious or avoidant attachment style would 

perpetrate sexual assault.  

Women with an anxious attachment style have been found to be more sexually 

promiscuous, have an increase in sexual partners and be more likely to cheat on their 

partners (Bogaret & Sadava, 2002). Research found that women with an anxious 

attachment style have sexual intercourse at a younger age and hold positive attitudes 

toward uncommitted sex (Allen & Baucom, 2004; Gentzler & Kerns, 2004), which 

suggests women with an anxious attachment style are more likely to engage in hooking 

up behaviors.  

Therefore, attachment theory provides understanding into individuals’ motivation 

for engaging in different types of sexual activities (Cassidy & Shaver, 2016). In the 

current study, the researcher hypothesized that attachment style would be directly related 

to the hookup culture and that individuals with an avoidant or anxious attachment style 

would participate in the hookup culture to either gain or avoid emotional intimacy 

through casual sexual encounters (Cooper et al., 2006; Tracy et al., 2003). Since 
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individuals with an anxious and avoidant attachment style are more likely to engage in 

risky sexual practices to meet their attachment-related needs (Cooper et al., 2006; Tracy 

et al., 2003), the researcher hypothesized that having an anxious or avoidant attachment 

style would also be a risk factor for sexual assault victimization on college campuses. 

Attachment and Hookup Behaviors in College Students  

Not surprisingly, several studies have already examined the impact of attachment 

style on hookup behaviors in college students. In 2000, Paul and colleagues studied the 

relationship between psychological and social differences among college students and 

how that impacted their hooking up behaviors. Specifically, the researchers were 

interested in how alcohol use, alcohol intoxication, individual personality variables 

(exhibitionism, sensation-seeking, harm-avoidance, dependence, autonomy, and self-

esteem), and relational variables (attachment style, love style, and fears of emotional 

intimacy) predicted hooking up, with or without intercourse (Paul et al., 2000).  

Participants were 555 undergraduate students (62.5% females) who were 

predominately Caucasian (86%) and of Christian faith (80%) (Paul et al., 2000). Paul and 

associates (2000) found that an avoidant attachment style was not predictive of group 

membership, which was contrary to the researchers’ hypothesis. The researchers 

suggested that perhaps a ludic love style (“game-playing love”) also encapsulated an 

avoidant attachment style. However, this finding is likely related to how attachment style 

was measured in the study. 

Specifically, the researchers used the Close Relationships Questionnaire (Hazan 

and Shaver, 1987), which provides participants with three response choices to 

relationship attitudes, expectancies, and experiences (Paul et al., 2000). This format 
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differs from the Experiences in Close Relationship (Fraley et al., 2000) or the 

Relationship Scales Questionnaire (Griffin & Bartholomew, 1994), which both use a 

continuous way of measuring attachment anxiety and avoidance and are thought to be 

more effective at measuring adult attachment style than the categorical dimensions 

(Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007; 2016). In this particular study, the attachment style 

measurement likely explains how come attachment style was not predictive of hooking 

up behaviors. This study provides additional support for the importance of using an 

established and continuous instrument when measuring adult attachment style and the 

endorsement of the hookup culture in college students.  

In 2010, Owen and colleagues examined how demographic variables (sex, 

ethnicity, parental income, parental divorce, and religiosity) and psychosocial variables 

(attachment style, family environment, alcohol use, psychological well-being, attitudes 

toward hooking up, and emotional reactions toward hooking up) impact hooking up 

behaviors in college students. Participants were 832 undergraduate students (70% 

female), and the sample identified as 62.5% Caucasian, 11.1% Asian American, 9.8% 

African American, 7.1% Hispanic, and 6.3% Multi-ethnic. 

 The researchers conducted a series of chi-square tests to examine differences 

across race/ethnicity. Owen and colleagues (2010) found no significant differences for 

gender regarding hooking up behaviors, but significant gender differences in emotional 

reactions to hooking up, with men having more positive reactions to hooking up. Also, 

Caucasian students were more likely to hookup than all other ethnicities (except for those 

who identified as Multi-ethnic). For both men and women, hooking up was positively 

correlated with parental income, alcohol use, and favorable attitudes toward hooking up; 
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however, hooking up was not correlated with attachment style or parental divorce (Owen 

et al., 2010). Using a binary logistical regression, the researchers also found alcohol use 

and favorable attitudes towards hooking up significantly predicted hooking up behaviors.  

In their conclusion, Owen and colleagues (2010) discuss how not using a more 

established attachment measure such as the Experiences in Close Relationship (Fralley et 

al., 2000) or the Relationship Scales Questionnaire (Griffin & Bartholomew, 1994) could 

explain why the relationship between attachment style and hooking up behaviors was not 

significant. To conceptualize attachment style with the avoidance and anxiety 

dimensions, Owen and associates (2010) combined two (Depend and Close) of the three 

subscales (Depend, Close, Anxiety) on the Adult Attachment Scale (Collins & Read, 

1990). Since the researchers adapted the measurement, it is unclear whether it was 

adequately measuring the avoidance and anxiety dimensions of attachment style. 

Therefore, the current study examined whether implementing an established attachment 

style assessment would clarify the relationship between attachment style and the 

endorsement of the hookup culture and whether attachment style was directly related to 

the endorsement of the hookup culture.  

In 2013, Garneau and colleagues examined how attachment style moderated the 

relationship between family structure and hooking up behaviors in college students. 

Specifically, the researchers were interested in whether an insecure attachment style 

(anxious or avoidant) would moderate the relationship between family structure and 

hooking up behaviors when college students were from divorced or blended families. 

Additionally, the researchers were interested in whether gender would moderate the 

relationship between family structure, attachment style, and hooking up behaviors.  
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Participants included 881 undergraduate students (70% females) and the sample 

was largely Caucasian (72.3%). The researchers ran hierarchical regression analyses to 

examine the association between family structure, transitions, attachment style, number 

of hookup partners, and hooking up behaviors (penetrative or not). Contrary to the 

researchers’ hypotheses, the number of hookup partners did not vary for those from 

intact, divorced, or blended families, but avoidant attachment style in males coupled with 

binge drinking was associated with a higher number of hookup partners. Surprisingly, the 

researchers also found a negative association between an avoidant attachment style and 

penetrative hookups (Garneau et al., 2013). 

In their conclusion, the researchers suggest that avoidantly attached individuals 

might see more intimate behaviors such as sex leading to commitment (Garneau et al., 

2013). These conflicting findings might be related to how hooking up behaviors were 

measured in this particular study. For instance, the researchers asked participants about 

whether their most recent hookup was penetrative or not, which might not accurately 

represent “a typical hookup” for participants. The researchers also found that women 

were less likely to report their most recent hookup as being penetrative, which the 

researchers reported was likely due to social desirability concerns (Garneau et al., 2013). 

Consequently, researchers need to consider how hooking up behaviors are being 

measured and whether it is worth deciphering among sexual activities due to potential 

social desirability concerns. The current study addressed this potential limitation by 

asking participants about the frequency of hooking up behaviors to capture “typical 

hooking up behaviors” and alleviate any social desirability concerns. 
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In 2014, Snapp and colleagues examined factors that motivate college students to 

engage in hooking up behaviors. In particular, the researchers were interested in how 

sexual motives and attachment style impacted participants’ motivation for hooking up 

behaviors. Participants included 266 students (52% male) with a predominately 

Caucasian (81%) identified sample. Snapp and associates (2014) only conducted analyses 

on participants who endorsed hooking up behaviors and found that an avoidant or 

anxious attachment style was positively related to coping motives (To what extent do you 

typically hookup to help you deal with disappointment in your life?”), and an anxious 

attachment style was positively related to emotional intimacy motives (“To what extent 

do you typically hookup with your partner to become more intimate with your partner?”). 

Attachment style was predictive of sexual motives except for enhancement motives (“To 

what extent do you typically hookup because it feels good?”). In terms of gender 

differences, females were more likely to have an anxious attachment style and peer 

pressure motives (“To what extent do you typically hookup just because all of your 

friends are hooking up?”) were only significant for male participants with an anxious 

attachment style (Snapp et al., 2014, p.473).  

In this study, Snapp and colleagues (2014) provided insight into what motivates 

individuals with an avoidant or anxious attachment style to engage in hooking up 

behaviors. Since the researchers only analyzed data on participants who endorsed 

hooking up behaviors, it is not clear whether attachment style is directly related to 

hooking up behaviors. The current study addressed this limitation by examining whether 

attachment style predicts participation in the hookup culture. Furthermore, the researcher 

of the current study hypothesized that attachment style would be predictive of 
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participation in the hookup culture and that individuals with an anxious or avoidant 

attachment style would be more likely to participate in the hookup culture. 

In 2015, Sutton and Simmons examined whether harsh and hostile parenting and 

adult attachment style predicted participation in the hookup culture on college campuses. 

Additionally, the researchers were interested in whether participation in the hookup 

culture increased the likelihood of sexual assault perpetration among men and sexual 

assault victimization among women. Therefore, the researchers only assessed male 

participants for sexual assault perpetration and female participants for sexual assault 

victimization.  Even though males often perpetrate sexual assault, it implied an initial 

bias that was later confirmed by the researchers’ findings. 

Participants included 711 undergraduate students, and the sample was 54.1% 

female and predominantly Caucasian (92.4%). To measure participation in the hookup 

culture, the researchers created a latent variable that included sociosexuality (positive 

attitudes about hooking up), the frequency of hooking up, and alcohol usage. The 

researchers then used structural equation modeling (SEM) to conduct their analyses and 

ran two models, one for sexual assault perpetration among males and one for sexual 

assault victimization among females (Sutton & Simmons, 2015). 

The researchers found that 43.3% of men reported perpetrating a sexual assault 

and 50.4% of women reported being a victim of sexual assault. For the male path 

analysis, the researchers found that an avoidant attachment style was associated with 

participation in the hookup culture (.18*) and that participation in the hookup culture was 

related to males’ perpetration of sexual assault (.30**). Additionally, there was an 

indirect relationship between an avoidant attachment style and sexual assault perpetration 
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via participation in the hookup culture (.05*). Overall, this model explained 12.3% of the 

variance in sexual assault perpetration among the male participants (Sutton & Simmons, 

2015). 

For the female path analysis, an avoidant attachment style was associated with 

participation in the hookup culture (.34**), whereas an anxious attachment style was 

directly associated with sexual assault victimization (.15**). Participation in the hookup 

culture was also associated with sexual assault victimization (.38**). Furthermore, there 

was an indirect relationship between avoidant attachment style and sexual assault 

victimization via participation in the hookup culture (.13**). Overall, this model 

explained 18.2% of the variance in sexual assault victimization for the female 

participants (Sutton & Simmons, 2015). 

Sutton and Simmons (2015) showed insight into the relationship between 

attachment style, participation in the hookup culture, and sexual assault victimization. 

Since the researchers only examined sexual assault victimization in women and sexual 

assault perpetration in men, it is unclear whether the relationship between attachment 

style, participation in the hookup culture, and sexual assault victimization would be 

similar for male participants. To address this gender bias, the researcher of the current 

study aimed to examine the relationship between attachment style, participation in the 

hookup culture, and sexual assault victimization in male and female college students and 

hypothesized that the relationship would be similar for female and male college students. 

Additionally, the researcher refers to the hookup culture latent variable created by Sutton 

and Simmons (2015) as the endorsement of the hookup culture instead of participation in 

the hookup culture. 
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Despite researchers’ concerns about the measurement of attachment style in their 

studies, researchers still found significant correlations between an avoidant attachment 

style and hookup behaviors (Garneau et al., 2013; Paul et al., 2000). Additionally, 

researchers found an anxious attachment style to be predictive of sexual assault 

victimization in female college students and an avoidant attachment style to be predictive 

of participation in the hookup culture for male and female college students (Sutton & 

Simmons, 2015). These studies support the relationship between attachment style, 

participation in the hookup culture, and sexual assault victimization (Garneau et al., 

2013; Paul et al., 2000; Sutton & Simmons, 2015). To build upon the existing literature, 

the current study aimed to examine the relationship between attachment style, the 

endorsement of the hookup culture, social support, and sexual assault victimization in 

both male and female college students. 

Gap Analysis 

Due to the continued prevalence of sexual assault (Adam-Curtis & Forbes, 2004), 

researchers must continue to examine the behavioral and contextual factors that impact 

sexual assault victimization on college campuses. Specifically, researchers must 

understand the role of the hookup culture since it has been found to increase the risk of 

sexual assault victimization on college campuses (Adams-Curtis & Forbes, 2004; Flack et 

al., 2007; Flack et al., 2015; Paul & Hayes, 2002; Sutton & Simmons, 2015). Researchers 

have found alcohol use and hooking up behaviors predict unwanted sexual experiences 

(Flack et al., 2007; Flack et al., 2015; Paul & Hayes, 2002) and rape (Mohler-Kuo et al., 

2004), and participation in the hookup culture was related to sexual assault victimization 

for female college students (Sutton & Simmons, 2015). Researchers have yet to examine 
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the impact of the hookup culture on sexual assault victimization in male college students. 

The current study planned to address this gap by studying the role of the endorsement of 

the hookup culture on sexual assault victimization in both male and female college 

students. 

It is essential to understand what motivates college students to participate in the 

hookup culture. Researchers have found that college students participate in hooking up to 

increase social connectedness and decrease loneliness (Owen & Finchman, 2011) and 

that an anxious attachment style potentially weakens the relationship between positive 

social reactions and hooking up behaviors (Owen et al., 2014). Since attachment style 

influences the quality of peer and romantic relationships (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2016), it 

is not surprising that an anxious attachment style could impact positive social reactions to 

hooking up behaviors.  Due to the role of attachment style and hooking up behaviors on 

social support, the current study aimed to build upon this research by examining the 

relationship between attachment style, social support, and the endorsement of the hookup 

culture. Furthermore, the current study examined whether social support mediates the 

relationship between attachment style and the endorsement of the hookup culture.  

Researchers have also found that an avoidant attachment style is predictive of 

participation in the hookup culture for both male and female college students (Sutton & 

Simmons, 2015). Since individuals with an anxious or avoidant attachment style are more 

likely to have sex to either gain or avoid emotional intimacy, it is not surprising that 

attachment style would relate to participation in the hookup culture. The hookup culture 

and an anxious attachment style were found to be directly related to sexual assault 

victimization in female college students (Sutton & Simmons, 2015). The relationship 
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between attachment style, participation in the hookup culture, and sexual assault 

victimization was only examined in female college students. Subsequently, the current 

study aimed to examine attachment style, endorsement of the hookup culture, and sexual 

assault victimization in male and female college students. The researcher hypothesized 

that the endorsement of the hookup culture would mediate the relationship between 

attachment style and sexual assault victimization for male and female college students. 

The impact of social support on PTSD symptoms in sexual assault survivors has 

been relatively inconsistent with positive and negative associations (Bryant-Davis et al., 

2015; Dworkin et al., 2018; Ullman et al., 2007; Ullman & Relyea, 2016). The researcher 

suggests the discrepancy in these findings is related to the measurements used to capture 

social support, which focused predominately on quantity over quality of social support. 

The current study interpreted whether it was necessary to measure both relational health 

and quantity of social support or if relational health best explains social support in college 

students. Since some of the existing literature has found social support to be a protective 

factor against PTSD symptoms (Bryant-Davis et al., 2015; Dworkin et al., 2018; Ozer et 

al., 2003) and relational health to be a protective factor against alcohol-related 

consequences (LaBrie et al., 2008), the current study examined whether social support 

would moderate the relationship between the endorsement of the hookup culture and 

sexual assault victimization. Specifically, the current study examined whether social 

support, and, in particular, relational health, would weaken the relationship between the 

hookup culture and sexual assault victimization and therefore, make college students less 

susceptible to the adverse effects of the hookup culture. 
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In sum, the current model examined attachment style, the endorsement of the 

hookup culture (hooking up behaviors, positive attitudes toward hooking up, and alcohol 

usage), and social support (quantity and relational health) on sexual assault victimization 

in male and female college students. The researcher hypothesized an anxious or avoidant 

attachment style would be related to the endorsement of the hookup culture and sexual 

assault victimization for male and female college students, and social support would 

moderate the relationship between the endorsement of the hookup culture and sexual 

assault victimization. 

Chapter 3: Methodology 

 

 The current study was a quantitative investigation using a non-experimental 

survey design. The researcher explored whether social support (the quantity of social 

support and relational health) would mediate the relationship between attachment style 

and the endorsement of the hookup culture (see Figure 1). Additionally, the researcher 

explored whether social support would moderate the relationship between the 

endorsement of the hookup culture and sexual assault victimization (see Figure 2).  

 The current study collected data from undergraduate students at a private mid-

sized urban university in the mid-Atlantic region of the United States.  To be eligible for 

the study, participants were 18 years old or older and currently enrolled at the university.  

Figure 1 

Direct and social support mediation models of attachment style and hookup culture  
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Figure 2 

Direct and social support moderation of hookup culture and sexual assault victimization  

 

Research Questions and Hypotheses 

The following research questions and hypotheses were explored: 

1. Which observed variables account for social support and the endorsement of the 

hookup culture in college students? 

1a. Relational health will account for a greater amount of variance than 

quantity of social support in college students (Bryant-Davis et al., 

2015). 
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1b. Relational health peer and relational health community will account 

for a greater amount of variance than relational health mentor for 

college students (Frey et al., 2006). 

1c. Attitudes about hooking up, alcohol use, and hookup frequency will 

explain the endorsement of the hookup culture for college students 

(Sutton & Simmons, 2015). 

2. How does attachment style and the endorsement of the hookup culture impact 

sexual assault victimization among college students? 

2a. There will be a direct positive relationship between an 

anxious attachment style and the endorsement of the hookup culture 

for college students (Sutton & Simmons, 2015). 

2b. There will be a direct positive relationship between an anxious 

attachment style and sexual assault victimization for college students 

(Sutton & Simmons, 2015). 

2c. There will be a direct positive relationship between an avoidant 

attachment style and the endorsement of the hookup culture for college 

students (Sutton & Simmons, 2015). 

2d. There will be a direct positive relationship between an avoidant 

attachment style and sexual assault victimization for college students 

(Sutton & Simmons, 2015). 

2e. There will be a direct positive relationship between the endorsement of 

the hookup culture and sexual assault victimization for college 

students (Sutton & Simmons, 2015). 
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2f. Endorsement of the hookup culture will mediate the relationship 

between attachment style (anxious and avoidant) and sexual assault 

victimization for college students (Sutton & Simmons, 2015). 

3. How does social support impact the relationship between attachment style and the 

endorsement of the hookup culture? 

3a. Social support will mediate the relationship between attachment style 

and the endorsement of the hookup culture (Owen et al., 2014). 

4. To what extent does social support moderate the relationship between the 

endorsement of the hookup culture and sexual assault victimization? 

4a. The relationship between the endorsement of the hookup culture and 

sexual assault victimization will be stronger when social support is 

weaker (LaBrie et al., 2008). 

4b. The relationship between the endorsement of the hookup culture and 

sexual assault victimization will be weaker when social support is 

stronger (LaBrie et al., 2008). 

Population and Sampling 

Summary 

Participants were recruited from the undergraduate psychology participant pool at 

a private, urban university in the mid-Atlantic region of the United States. Participants 

were 18 years or older and currently enrolled at the university. Data collection was 

conducted using Qualtrics, an online survey software program. Once participants 

reviewed the informed consent and agreed to participate in the study, they were directed 

to Qualtrics and the online survey. 
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Participants 

The researcher requested 300 participants from the university psychology 

participant pool. Through the online psychology participant pool, 304 students signed up 

and then participated in the study. Three responses were removed because participants 

did not meet the age requirements (18 years or older) and 11 responses were removed 

because none or most of the data was incomplete, which left an n of 290 participants. Out 

of the 290 participants, 241 (83.1%) participants identified as female, 47 (16.2%) 

participants identified as male, and 2 (.7%) participants identified as transgender. Due to 

the relatively small number of male participants, there was not enough data to run the 

models separately based on gender, and the subsequent models were run with only the 

female participants. Therefore, the male participants were excluded from all analyses, 

which left an n of 241 cases.  

Despite this sampling limitation, an n of 241 follows Hoelter’s (1983) 

recommendation of having at least 200 participants when utilizing SEM. Maximum 

likelihood (ML) was used to handle the 1.2% of missing data through Mplus 8.1 (Muthén 

& Muthén, 2017). With ML, missing values are handled within the analysis model, not 

imputed or deleted, so all available information is used to estimate the model parameters 

(Little, 2003). 

Participant demographics are presented in Table 1. Consistent with previously 

discussed studies (Dworkin et al., 2018; Owen et al., 2014; Owen et al., 2010), the 

majority of participants identified as White (149; 61.8%) and Asian American/Asian (40; 

16.6%), which was a slight overrepresentation compared to the university’s 2019 

demographic report for female undergraduate students (White: 55%, Asian/Asian 
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American: 12.4%). Additionally, the sample was slightly underrepresented compared to 

the university’s 2019 demographic report for female undergraduate students for 

Black/African American (14; 5.8% versus 10.1%) and Hispanic/Latina (14; 5.8% versus 

12.7%).  

Using the selected Economic Characteristic table from the 2018 American 

Community Survey five-year estimates data, the researcher obtained median household 

income values based on the participants’ reported home zip code data (U.S. Census 

Bureau, 2018). Out of the 241 participants, only 163 (67.9%) reported a valid 5-digit zip 

code. After obtaining the median household income values for the associated valid 5-digit 

zip code, the researcher categorized the median household income values into the 

categories specified by the 2018 American Community Survey 5-year estimates data 

(U.S. Census Bureau, 2018), which are presented in Table 1.   

The majority of participants identified as being in their first year (109; 45.2%) or 

sophomore year (71; 29.5%) at the university with an age range of 18 to 24 (M =18.97, 

SD = 1.06). Since the average student reports hooking up most during their freshman year 

of college and women during their freshman year are at the highest risk for sexual assault 

victimization, the participant sample was ideal for the current study (RAINN, 2016; 

Wade, 2017).  

Information related to religious affiliation and religious importance is represented 

in Table 2. The majority of participants identified their religious affiliation as Christian or 

Catholic (87; 36.1%) or “no-preference” (54; 22.4%) . Even though the slight majority of 

participants identified as Christian or Catholic, the sample was more religiously diverse 

than previously discussed studies (Paul et al. 2000). In terms of religious importance, the 
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highest selected responses among participants indicated religion being “important” (81; 

33.6%) with a mean of 3.05 (SD = 1.25). Even though the current study was more 

religiously diverse, participants reported similar hooking up behaviors to previously 

discussed studies (Flack et al., 2007; Flack et al., 2015; Paul et al., 2000), and previous 

researchers have also found that religious affiliation and religious importance did not 

have an impact on hooking up behaviors (Wade, 2017).    
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Table 1 

Participant Demographic 

Characteristics 

    

 

Variable n % M SD 

Age 

18  

19  

20 

21-24  

 

 

104 

62 

43 

24 

 

44.6 

26.6 

18.5 

10.3 

18.97 1.06 

Median household income 

   25,000 to 34,999 

   35,000 to 49,999 

   50,000 to 74,999 

   75,000 to 99,999 

   100,000 to 149,999 

   150,000 to 199,999 

   200,000 or more 

 

1 

11 

32 

46 

53 

11 

4 

 

.6 

7 

20.3 

29.1 

33.5 

7.0 

2.5 

 

  

Race/ethnicity 

 Asian/Asian American 

 Black/African American 

 Hispanic/Latino/a 

 Multi-racial 

 White 

 Self-Identify 

 

 

40 

14 

14 

13 

149 

11 

 

16.6 

5.8 

5.8 

5.4 

61.8 

4.6 

  

School status  

   Freshman/first year  

   Sophomore 

   Junior 

   Senior  

     109 

71 

38 

23 

 

       45.2 

29.5 

15.8 

9.5 

 
    

Sexual orientation/Relationship status 

 Bisexual 

 Heterosexual/straight 

 Lesbian 

 Questioning 

 Self-identify 

 

34 

193 

3 

8 

3 

 

14.1 

80.1 

1.2 

3.3 

1.2 

  

 Serious dating or committed 

relationship 

 Single 

66 

175 

27.4 

72.6 

  

 
Note. N = 241. The n values may differ for characteristics based on missing data. 
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Table 2 

Participant Religious Characteristics 

 

   

Variable n % M SD 

Religious affiliation 

   Agnostic 

   Atheist 

   Buddhist 

   Catholic  

   Christian 

   Hindu  

   Jewish  

   Muslim 

   No preference 

   Self-Identify 

 

 

23 

26 

2 

40 

47 

5 

30 

8 

54 

5 

 

9.5 

10.8 

.8 

16.6 

19.5 

2.1 

12.4 

3.3 

22.4 

2.1 

  

Religious importance 

   Very Important 

    Important 

    Neutral  

    Unimportant 

    Very unimportant 

 

20 

81 

50 

48 

42 

 

8.3 

33.6 

20.7 

19.9 

17.4 

3.05 1.25 

     

 
Note. N = 241. The n values may differ for characteristics based on missing data. 
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Measures 

Participants completed several self-report measures regarding demographic 

information, attachment style, attitudes towards hooking up, alcohol use, frequency of 

hooking up behaviors, and sexual assault victimization. Using the Standardized Data Set 

(SDS) questionnaire, participants answered questions regarding age, sex, gender identity, 

race/ethnicity, sexual orientation, relationship status, religious affiliation, religious 

importance, and current academic status (see Appendix A), which were gathered through 

participant self-report (Center for Collegiate Mental Health, 2017). Additionally, 

participants were asked to provide their home zip code, and the researcher obtained 

median household income values based on the provided zip codes using the 2018 

American Community Survey 5-year estimates data (U.S. Census Bureau, 2018).  

Dependent Variable 

Sexual Assault Victimization. The Sexual Experiences Survey (SES; Koss & 

Oros, 1982) is a 13-item measure that examines unwanted sexual experiences (unwanted 

sexual contact, attempted sexual coercion, sexual coercion, attempted rape, and rape) 

incorporating both legal and non-legal terms, which allows individuals to identify their 

experiences regardless of whether they perceive themselves to be victims or survivors of 

sexual assault. In 2006, Koss et al. revised and updated the SES creating the SES Long 

Form Victimization (SES-LFV), a 21-item measure, and the SES Short Form 

Victimization (SES-SFV), a 10-item measure (see Appendix H). The revised SES uses 

gender-neutral language to incorporate experiences of all gender identities and gathers 

information regarding sexual victimization since the age of 14 and over the past 12 

months. Due to the brevity of the measure and to stay consistent with the U.S. 
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Department of Justice, Office on Violence Against Women (2017) definition of sexual 

assault, the current study implemented the SES-SFV (Koss et al., 2006).  

Sample items of the SES-SFV (Koss et al., 2006) include: “Someone fondled, 

kissed, or rubbed up against the private area of my body (lips, breast/chest, crotch or butt) 

or removed some of my clothing without my consent (but did not attempt sexual 

penetration) by:”; “A man put his penis into my vagina, or someone inserted fingers or 

objects without my consent by:”; and “A man put his penis into my butt, or someone 

inserted fingers or objects without my consent by:”. Each question item has the five 

following response options: “a. Telling lies, threatening to end the relationship, 

threatening to spread rumors about me, making promises I knew were untrue, or 

continually verbally pressuring me after I said I didn’t want to.”; “b. Showing 

displeasure, criticizing my sexuality or attractiveness, getting angry but not using 

physical force, after I said I didn’t want to.”; “c. Taking advantage of me when I was too 

drunk or out of it to stop what was happening.”; “d. Threatening to physically harm me or 

someone close to me.”; “e. Using force, for example, holding me down with their body 

weight, pinning my arms, or having a weapon” (Koss et al., 2006).  

When scoring the SES-SFV, Koss et al. (2007) suggest either estimating the 

frequency of unwanted sexual victimization by obtaining percentages for questions 1 

through 7, responses a through e, or reporting prevalence by sexual assault category: 

Sexual Contact (times >0 to item 1 for any strategy a through e), Attempted Coercion 

(times >0 to strategy a or strategy b for items 5, 6, or 7), Coercion (times>0 to strategy a 

or strategy b for items 2, 3, or 4), Attempted Rape (times >0 to strategies c, d, e, on items 

5, 6 or 7), and Rape (times >0 to strategies c, d, e, on items 2, 3, or 4) (Koss et al., 2007). 
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In the current study, the researcher reported prevalence by sexual assault category to use 

the sexual assault categories as indicators for sexual assault victimization.  

When reviewing the data set, the researcher noticed a larger number of missing 

data for sexual assault experiences since the age of 14 years old versus over the past 12 

months. To determine whether there was a significant amount of missing data, the 

researcher conducted a dependent samples t-test to discover if there was a statistically 

significant difference between the missing data count for sexual experiences since the age 

of 14 versus over the past 12 months. The researcher did find a statistically significant 

difference between missing data for sexual assault experiences since the age of 14 versus 

over the past 12 months, t(241) = -3.851, p < .01. Based on the sensitive content of the 

questions, the researcher had assumed that the missing data was not at random and should 

not be estimated within ML (Little, 2003). Therefore, the researcher only included sexual 

assault experiences reported over the past 12 months in subsequent analyses. 

In a college-aged sample, the original SES had shown reliability towards the low 

end of acceptability (.69) (Koss et al., 2007; Koss & Gidycz, 1985). Koss and colleagues 

(2007) suggest sexual assault experiences should not be correlated and that the SES 

should not demonstrate high internal consistency. However, the SES has shown good 

test-retest reliability (93%) and moderate correlations with the interview versions of the 

SES (r = .61-.74) (Koss & Gidycz, 1985). 

For the updated SES and specifically the SES-SFV, two separate studies have 

examined the reliability and validity of the measurement with college men (Anderson et 

al., 2018) and college women (Johnson et al., 2017). For college men, Anderson and 

colleagues (2018) found that 28% of the participants reported experiencing a sexual 
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assault, with the most prevalent experience being unwanted sexual contact. Test-retest 

scores for the SES-SFV were moderately correlated (r = .41-.53) and test-retest reliability 

was adequate at 72.7%. To determine convergent validity, the Sexual Coercion subscale 

of the CTS2 was administered with the SES-SFV and showed weak convergent validity 

(r = .2) (Anderson et al., 2018). 

For the college women, Johnson and associates (2017) found that 43% of 

participants reported experiencing some form of sexual assault victimization since the 

age of 14. Similar to what was found in college men, the test-retest reliability was 

adequate at 70% for incidents reported since the age of 14 and 73% for incidents reported 

over the past year. Internal consistency for the SES-SFV was .92, which was higher than 

reported for the original SES (Koss & Gidycz, 1985). In terms of convergent validity, the 

original SES and SES-SFV were moderately correlated (r = .52), and 55% of participants 

endorsed the same responses on both assessments. Convergent validity likely differed for 

college women and males due to the different assessments used, which were the Sexual 

Coercion subscale of the CTS2 for the male college students and the original SES for the 

college women (Johnson et al., 2017). Moreover, this study provided support for the use 

of SES-SFV in both in-person and electronic formats (Johnson et al., 2017). In the 

current sample, the Cronbach’s alpha for the SES-SFV was .84. 

Predictor Variables 

Adult Attachment Style. The Experiences in Close Relationships-Revised-

General Short Form (ECR-R-GSF; Wilkinson, 2011) is a measurement that assesses 

attachment style based on current interpersonal functioning. The ECR-R-GSF is an 

adapted version of the 36-item Experiences in Close Relationships-Revised (ECR-R; 
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Fraley et al., 2000) specifically for use with adolescence and young adults. The ECR-R-

GSF is a 20-item Likert scale measure with 10 items assessing attachment anxiety (“My 

desire to be close sometimes scares people away”) and 10 items assessing attachment 

avoidance (“I find it difficult to allow myself to depend on other people”). When 

completing the assessment, participants were instructed to consider each item about 

“people in [their] life” to determine adult attachment style without specifying a particular 

relationship (e.g., romantic partner or parent) (Wilkinson, 2011). Total scores were 

created by taking the mean of all 20 items for the full scale; the even number items for 

the anxious attachment style scale and the odd-numbered items for the avoidant 

attachment style scale (see Appendix B). 

The ECR-R and its short form, the ECR-S, are the most widely used adult 

attachment style measures and have consistently shown strong psychometric properties 

among college student samples (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007; Sibley & Liu, 2004; Sibley 

et al., 2005). Specifically, the ECR-R and ECR-S have shown strong internal consistency 

at .90 and test-retest reliability between .50 and .75 (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007), and 

moderate convergent validity with the Relationship Questionnaire (anxiety dimension = 

.69 and avoidance dimension = .45; RQ; Bartholomew & Horowitz, 1991; Sibley et al., 

2005). 

To develop the ECR-R-GSF, Wilkinson (2011) decreased the number of items 

and altered the wording to make the assessment more applicable for emerging adults and 

all types of attachment relationships. The ECR-R-GSF contains 10 items for anxiety 

(even numbers) and10 items for avoidance (odd numbers) with higher mean scores 

indicating greater attachment anxiety or attachment avoidance. Confirmatory factor 
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analysis showed strong support for the revised two-factor model of anxiety and avoidance 

among male and female adolescents and young adults. Both the anxiety and avoidance 

subscales of the ECR-R-GSF have shown a strong internal consistency of .88 (Wilkinson, 

2011). 

In the current study, the Cronbach’s alpha was .80 for the avoidance subscale and 

.87 for the anxiety subscale, indicating good reliability for the measurement. However, 

the reliability in the current study was slightly lower than previous studies, which was 

likely related to an administrative error on the part of the researcher (only 19 out of the 

20 items of the ECR-R-GSF items were completed by participants). Despite this 

administrative error, the missing item (“I find that other people don’t want to be as close 

as I would like”) and another item (“My desire to be close sometimes scares people 

away”), which were both on the anxiety subscale, measure being close to others and had 

significantly correlated error terms across two studies (.302 and .148) (Wilkinson, 2011). 

Furthermore, the Cronbach’s alpha for the anxiety subscale was still the highest and 

closest to what was found in previous studies. 

Convergent validity for the ECR-R-GSF was also established with the RQ 

(Bartholomew & Horowitz, 1991) and the Inventory of Parent and Peer Attachment Short 

Form (IPPA; Armsden & Greenberg, 1987). As anticipated, both the anxiety and 

avoidance subscales of the ECR-R-GSF were negatively correlated with the RQ secure 

subscale (r = -.50 and -.37), the anxiety subscale positively correlated with the RQ 

Fearful subscale (.42) and the RQ Preoccupied subscale (.59), and the avoidance subscale 

positively correlated with both the RQ Fearful subscale (.61) and the RQ Dismissing 

subscale (.45). This demonstrated adequate convergent validity between the ECR-R-GSF 
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and the RQ. Concerning the IPPA, the anxiety and avoidance subscales of the ECR-R-

GSF negatively correlated with peer attachment (-.60 and -.44) and had weak to moderate 

negative correlations with the IPPA maternal and paternal subscales (ranging between -

.18 and -.38). However, it is anticipated that there were weak to moderate correlations 

with the IPPA maternal and paternal subscales since the ECR-R-GSF assesses for general 

adult attachment style rather than a particular attachment relationship (Wilkinson, 2011). 

Seeing as attachment style was used to examine social support and participation in the 

hookup culture, the ECR-R-GSF was selected for its brevity, specificity for use with 

college students, and focus on a general attachment style rather than a particular 

attachment relationship. 

Mediators/Moderators 

Hookup Culture. In 2015, Sutton and Simmons created a latent variable to 

examine participation in the hookup culture on college campuses with the following 

indicators: positive attitudes about hooking up, alcohol use, and hookup frequency. 

Through a confirmatory factor analysis, the researcher found significant factor loadings 

for each indicator with male and female college students. To further the research by 

Sutton and Simmons (2015), the researcher in the current study used the same latent 

variable and measurements to examine the endorsement of the hookup culture.   

The Attitudes about Hooking-Up Scale (Owen et al., 2010) is a five-item measure 

examining participant’s attitudes about hooking up behaviors (see Appendix C). Some 

example items include: “I feel that hooking up is a normal activity for college students” 

and “I feel more comfortable hooking up with someone than talking about my feelings 

with them.” All items were rated on a five-point Likert scale ranging from “Strongly 
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Disagree” to “Strongly Agree” with higher scores indicating more favorable attitudes 

towards hooking up. To create the scale score, the sum scores of the five items were 

combined. In the original study, Owen et al. (2010) found adequate internal consistency 

at .80 for the scale. Furthermore, Sutton and Simmons (2015) found adequate internal 

consistency at .76 for men and .81 for women. In the current sample, Cronbach’s alpha 

for the scale was .72, which would still be considered acceptable. 

In order to measure alcohol use, two items from the Alcohol Use Disorders 

Identification Test (AUDIT; Babor et al., 2001) were utilized in the current study as was 

previously used by Sutton and Simmons (2015). The AUDIT measurement was 

developed by the World Health Organization to screen for excess drinking and problems 

related to alcohol use with higher scores indicating greater alcohol use and consequences 

related to alcohol use (see Appendix D). Sutton and Simmons (2015) used two items 

from the AUDIT to gather data regarding alcohol use: “How often do you have a drink 

containing alcohol?” and “Thinking about a typical night when you go out drinking with 

friends, how many drinks do you typically consume?”. When using the two items, Sutton 

and Simmons (2015) found adequate internal consistency at .79 for men and at .85 for 

women. Seeing as Sutton and Simmons (2015) found adequate psychometric properties 

when using the two items from the AUDIT, the current study also incorporated these two 

items to determine alcohol usage.  

In the current study, the researcher followed Sutton and Simmons (2015) 

guidelines and recoded the two items: drink frequency (0 = Never, 1 = Monthly or less, 2 

= 2-4 times a month, 3 = 2 to 3 times a week, and 4 = 4 or more times a week) and drink 

amount (0 = I don’t drink, 1= 1 or 2 drinks, 2 = 3 or 4 drinks, 3 = 5 or 6 drinks, 4 = 7, 8, 
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or 9 drinks, and 5 = 10 or more drinks). The drink frequency and drink amount items 

were combined to create a final sum score for drinking; higher scores indicated greater 

alcohol use. In the current sample, Cronbach’s alpha was .72 for the two items, which 

would be considered adequate internal consistency.   

When inquiring about hook-up frequency, Sutton and Simmons (2015) provided 

participants with the definition of hooking up and a corresponding question: “Hooking-up 

can be defined as an event in which two people are physically intimate outside of a 

committed relationship with no expectation of future encounters” and “How many times 

have you ever hooked up?” (see Appendix E). To provide context to the time frame, the 

current study asked participants “How many times have you hooked up since being 

enrolled at university?” to focus specifically on hookup experiences that occurred while 

participants were at university. Because the item had an open response format in the 

online survey, the researcher had to remove or interpret responses to indicate a numerical 

response. The researcher suspected it was not appropriate to infer a number given the 

subjective nature of the wording and that missing data techniques would more closely 

approximate the responses for those items. For instance, participants indicated “many” or 

“too many times.” These responses were removed and marked as missing data, as it was 

too difficult to decipher the appropriate numerical response.  Other responses were easier 

to decipher and were changed to a numerical response, such as a “few” was changed to a 

3, and “2 to 3” was changed to a 2. The researcher followed Sutton and Simmons (2015) 

guidelines and recoded the hookup frequency responses with the following numerical 

values: 0 = none, 1 = 1 to 2 times, 2 = 3 to 5 times, 3 = 6 to 9 times, and 4 = 10 or more 

times. Furthermore, Sutton and Simmons (2015) found adequate psychometric properties 
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and significant factor loadings for their hookup culture latent variable, so the researcher 

incorporated this latent variable in the current study. 

Social Support. The Social Activities Questionnaire (SAQ) of the Rand Health 

Insurance Experience (Donald & Ware, 1984) is a social support instrument that 

measures the quantity of social support by asking participants about the number of their 

confidants and the frequency at which they have contact with their support network. 

Ullman and colleagues (2007), as well as Bryant and associates (2015), utilized seven 

Likert type items from the SAQ to capture global social support in their studies (see 

Appendix F). Bryant et al. (2015) found the abbreviated version of the SAQ to have 

adequate internal consistency at .72. Examples of items from the SAQ utilized by Bryant 

et al. (2015) and Ullman et al. (2007) were as follows: “In general, how well are you 

getting along with other people these days—would you say better than usual, about the 

same, or not as well as usual?” and “About how often have you visited with friends at 

their homes during the past month?”. To modernize two of the items, the researcher 

consulted with a statistician to determine how to alter the items without impacting the 

validity and reliability of the scale. The first revised item was changed from “About how 

often did you write a letter to a friend or relative during the past month?” to “About how 

often did you write a letter or email to a friend or relative during the past month?” and the 

second item was changed from “About how often were you on the telephone with close 

friends or relatives during the past month?” to “About how often were you in contact 

(through phone or text) with close friends or relatives during the past month?” 

To score the first item, “Number of close friends you feel you can confide in?”, 

responses were coded continuously up to 9, and then “10” for 10 or more reported 
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confidantes (Bryant et al., 2015; Ullman et al., 2007). Since the first item had an open 

response format, some participants provided non-numerical responses to the question. 

The researcher then indicated a numerical response to avoid missing data when possible. 

Specifically, the researcher chose the median number of either the five increments above 

or below to indicate a numerical response. For example, an item was recorded as "6+" so 

the researcher indicated an 8 for that response, an item was recorded as "less than 5" so 

the researcher indicated a 3 for that response, and an item was recorded as "5-10" so the 

researcher indicated a 7 for that response.  

Items 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, & 8 were Likert-type questions and were scored with a 1 (Not 

at all in the past month) indicating a lower frequency of social support and 6 (Every day) 

indicating a higher frequency of social support over the past month or the past year. Item 

7 was also a Likert-type question that measured the quality of social support with a 1 

(Not as well as usual) indicating lower quality of social support and a 3 (Better than 

usual) indicating a higher quality of social support (Bryant et al., 2015; Donald & Ware, 

1984; Ullman et al., 2007). In Ullman et al. (2007), the researchers created a composite 

mean score for the frequency of social contact (2, 3, 4, 5, 6, & 8) and examined items 1 

(confidants) and 7 (getting along) separately. In the current study, the researcher also 

created a composite mean score for the frequency of social support and analyzed items 1 

and 7 as individual indicators. The researcher converted the items to z-scores and 

conducted a reliability analysis. In the current sample, the Cronbach’s alpha for the SAQ 

was low at .63. 

The SAQ (Donald & Ware, 1984) was also utilized in two separate studies 

examining social support in sexual assault survivors and showed adequate psychometric 
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properties (Bryant-Davis et al., 2015; Ullman et al., 2007). However, the SAQ (Donald & 

Ware, 1984) has shown conflicting findings for the relationship between social support 

and PTSD symptoms for sexual assault survivors (Bryant-Davis et al., 2015; Ullman et 

al., 2007). In order to deconstruct these findings, the current study incorporated this 

measurement as well as another instrument examining the quality of social support 

(relational health).  

Relational Health  

The Relational Health Indices (RHI; Liang et al., 2002) is a 37-item Likert scale 

measure that examines growth fostering relationships (engagement, authenticity, and 

empowerment/zest) within peer, mentor, and community relationships (see Appendix G). 

Higher scores on the RHI indicate higher relational health (except for items that are 

reverse coded in which the opposite would be indicated). To examine the reliability and 

validity for the RHI, Liang and colleagues (2002) conducted a study with female college 

students and another study examining the psychometric properties for the RHI with male 

and female college students (Liang et al., 2007). Both studies found the three-factor 

model of growth fostering relationships (authenticity, engagement, and 

empowerment/zest) pertained to male and female college students (Liang et al., 2007; 

Liang et al., 2002). 

Overall, the RHI had sufficient reliability for peer (.74 to .85), mentor (.72 to .86), 

and the community (.75 to .90) subscales for female college students (Liang et al., 2002). 

In terms of convergent validity, the RHI was compared with the Mutual Psychological 

Development Questionnaire (MPDQ; Genero et al., 1992), which is also based on RCT 

and incorporates perceived mutuality in close relationships. Liang and colleagues (2002) 
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found moderate correlations ranging from .68 to 69 between the RHI and MPDQ for 

female college students. Additionally, Liang and colleagues (2007) found good internal 

consistency for RHI peer (.82), RHI mentor (.87), and RHI community (.88) for male 

college students, and adequate convergent validity at .56 between the MPDQ and the RHI 

for male college students (Liang et al., 2007). 

In the current study, Cronbach’s alpha for RHI peer was .86, RHI Mentor was .91, 

and RHI Comm was .88, which demonstrates good reliability. Despite these findings for 

internal consistency, it is important to mention the researcher’s administrative error of 

only including 10 out of the 11 items for the RHI mentor subscale on the online survey to 

participants. The missing item, question 4, was a part of an additional subscale that 

examined authenticity within the RHI mentor scale. The authenticity scale for the RHI 

mentor had a total of four items: “1. I can be genuinely myself with my mentor.”; “2. I 

believe my mentor values me as a whole person (e.g., professionally/academically and 

personally).”; “4. My mentor shares stories about his/her own experiences with me in a 

way that enhances my life.”; and “11. I feel comfortable expressing deepest concerns to 

my mentor.” Despite this error, the model structure only intended to examine friend, 

mentor, and the community, so this omission did not impact the ability to infer findings 

from the measurement. The peer, community, and mentor composite scores most 

effectively capture the relational health domain (Frey et al., 2006; Liang et al., 2002). 

Moreover, the reliability for the RHI mentor was acceptable at .91, which indicated the 

10 items were consistently measuring the construct.  

When completing the RHI, participants answered questions according to their 

relationship with a close friend, their most important mentor, and 
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relationship/involvement in their community. The current study incorporated the RHI 

over other RCT measurements because of its strong psychometric findings for use with 

male and female college students and its emphasis on different types of growth fostering 

relationships (peer, mentor, and community) (Liang et al., 2007; Liang et al., 2002). 

Data Analysis 

 Data was imported into SPSS version 24 (IBM Corp., 2016) for preliminary 

cleaning, descriptive analysis, and assumptions checking. Raw variables were reverse-

coded when necessary and aggregated into mean or sum scores to conduct the final 

analyses. 

Assumptions  

Before running SEM, the following assumptions must be met: multivariate 

normality (homoscedasticity), lack of multicollinearity among the independent variables, 

and residuals of covariances should be minimal and centered around zero (Kline, 2005). 

To determine multivariate normality and the residuals of covariances, the researcher 

examined the skew and kurtosis of each variable and checked for outliers using the 

Mahalanobis distance test. For multicollinearity, the researcher examined the bivariate 

correlation matrix to determine whether the variables were too highly correlated. 

Statistical Analyses 

SEM was chosen for data analysis because two of the variables are latent, 

implying multiple measurements were used to quantify the construct. SEM is also a more 

robust method for approximating causality than multiple regression because it takes into 

account measurement error by analyzing covariances rather than correlations to provide 
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more accurate parameter estimates, standard errors, and statistical significance tests 

(Kline, 2005). 

The researcher followed the two-step process of SEM by first examining the 

measurement model and then the structural model. Evaluation of the measurement model 

and structural model was conducted through the following steps: model identification, 

model fit, and if necessary, model modification (Kline, 2005). Using a confirmatory 

factor analysis (CFA), the researcher examined the factor structure of the latent variables 

through a measurement model. For the structural model (latent variable path analysis), 

the researcher specified the hypothesized pathways between the latent variables and 

observed variables and direct relationships (direct effects) when determining parameters 

for model identification. After running the measurement and structural model, mediation 

was examined by adding bootstrapping (1,000 iterations) to the model, which increased 

the power for detecting significant indirect effects (in which one variable affects another 

through a third variable) (Kline, 2005; Little et al., 2007; Preacher & Hayes, 2008; 

Preacher & Hayes, 2004). Bootstrapping determines mediation effects by creating a 

sampling distribution of the current sample, accounting for non-normality, and decreasing 

the likelihood of a Type 1 error (Preacher & Hayes, 2008; Preacher & Hayes, 2004).   

To determine moderation effects, the product indicator method (Kenny & Judd, 

1984) was used to enter the interaction variable (the product of the moderator and 

dependent variable) to the SEM model. When examining moderation effects in SEM, 

Little and colleagues (2006) suggest implementing the product indicator method (Kenny 

& Judd, 1984). Furthermore, Little et al. (2007) discuss how the product indicator 

approach is less technically demanding, can be used in any SEM platform, and does not 
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impact the main effects and model fit when the interaction variable is added to the SEM 

model. In the current study, the product indicator method (Kenny & Judd, 1984) was 

used to determine moderation effects in the SEM model.  

In summary, the current study investigated the impact of attachment style, social 

support, and the endorsement of the hookup culture on sexual assault victimization in 

college students. Social support was hypothesized to mediate the relationship between 

attachment style and the endorsement of the hookup culture and moderate the relationship 

between endorsement of the hookup culture and sexual assault victimization. The current 

study used a cross-sectional research design, so the data was collected from the university 

students at one point in time and thus vulnerable to the limitations of cross-sectional 

research. Following preliminary data management and assumptions testing, a CFA 

examined the factor structure, and a latent variable path analysis examined the structural 

model and direct effects. Lastly, bootstrapping (1,000 iterations) was added to the model 

for examining mediation and indirect effects, and the product indicator approach 

determined moderation effects in the model.  

Chapter 4: Results 

 

This chapter will include the results of the study, which includes descriptive 

statistics, the process of latent variable path analysis, moderation modeling, and the 

decision making for each research hypothesis. 

Descriptive Statistics 

Means, standard deviations, and correlations for all variables included in the final 

analyses are presented in Table 3 and Table 4. 

Sexual Assault Victimization 
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 The SES-SFV (Koss et al., 2006), the dependent variable in the current study, 

examined unwanted sexual experiences (sexual contact, attempted coercion, coercion, 

attempted rape, and rape). Responses for unwanted sexual experiences ranged from 0 to 

32 (M = 1.26, SD = 3.33), with higher scores indicating a greater number of unwanted 

sexual experiences (see Table 5). Overall, the SES-SFV displayed more skew and 

kurtosis compared to the other assessments. Despite this assumption limitation, the skew 

and kurtosis did not appear to significantly impact the normality of the data because the 

researcher was able to effectively run SEM analyses using ML. The three most reported 

unwanted sexual experiences were sexual contact, attempted coercion, and rape. Sexual 

contact was the highest with 55 (23%) participants reporting at least one unwanted sexual 

contact, followed by attempted coercion with 28 (11.8%) participants reporting at least 

one attempted coercion, and rape with 25 (10.4%) participants reporting at least one rape. 

Attempted rape (20, 8.4 %) and coercion (19, 8%) were the lowest reported unwanted 

sexual experiences by participants.  
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Table 3 

Correlations and Descriptive Statistics for Attachment Anxiety Models  

 
Item 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 

1. ECR ANX 1.00               

2. Hookup 

Attitudes 
Scale 

.18** 1.00              

3. Hookup 

Freq 

.03 .35** 1.00             

4. Alcohol 

use 

.05 .49** .38** 1.00            

5. Confidants -.29** -.06 .02 .21** 1.00           

6.  Freq 
Social 

Support 

-.08 .13* .21** .34** .36** 1.00          

7. Getting 
Along  

-.06 -.14* -.13* -.12 .14* .09 1.00         

8. RHI Peer -.24** -.09 -.05 .05 .22** .26** .18** 1.00        

9. RHI 
Mentor 

-.22** .01 .04 .01 .16* .16* .12 .34** 1.00       

10. RHI 

Comm 

-.32** -.14* -.04 -.02 .42** .30** .29** .39** .29** 1.00      

11. Attempt 
Coercion 

.12 .11 .15* .12 .01 .11 -.10 -.02 -.09 -.14* 1.00     

12. Coercion .07 .17** .15* .08 -.03 .05 -.20** -.11 -.16* -.15* .38** 1.00    

13. Attempt 
Rape  

.06 .19** .15* .12 -.001 .09 -.11 -.06 -.07 -.03 .38** .66** 1.00   

14. Rape .13 .21** .22** .08 -.08 .03 -.16* -.11 -.08 -.11 .25** .80** .76** 1.00  

15. Sexual 
Contact  

.13* .26** .24** .20** -.03 .12 -.15* -.05 -.09 -.17** .38** .67** .46** .59** 1.00 

SD .83 3.81 .85 1.77 2.74 .72 .58 .53 .71 .62 .89 .73 .69 1.02 .94 

Mean 2.96 14.66 1.20 3.37 6.06 3.60 2.18 4.01 3.84 3.32 .26 .16 .17 .25 .42 

Skew -.18 -.31 1.41 -.31 .10 -.39 -.02 -.41 -.47 -.12 4.39 7.13 5.36 7.61 2.79 

Kurtosis -.59 -.45 1.03 -.73 -1.11 .18 -.22 -.17 -.08 -.45 22.37 63.33 33.81 76.77 9.10 

 

Note. N = 241. *= p < .05. ** = p < .01 
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Table 4 

Correlations and Descriptive Statistics for Attachment Avoidant Models  

 
Item 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 

1. ECR AVOID 1.00               

2. Hookup 

attitudes scale 

.13 1.00              

3. Hookup Freq -.07 .35** 1.00             

4. Alcohol use -.14* .49** .38** 1.00            

5. Confidants -.31** -.06 .02 .21** 1.00           

6. Freq. Social 

Support 

-.14* .13* .21** .34** .36** 1.00          

7. Getting along  -.02 -.14* -.13* -.12 .14* .09 1.00         

8. RHI Peer -.23** -.09 -.05 .05 .22** .26** .18** 1.00        

9. RHI Mentor -.13* .01 .04 .01 .16* .16* .12 .34** 1.00       

10. RHI Comm -.33** -.14* -.04 -.02 .42** .30** .29** .39** .29** 1.00      

11. Attempt 
Coercion 

-.02 .11 .15* .12 .01 .11 -.10 -.02 -.09 -.14* 1.00     

12. Coercion .01 .17** .15* .08 -.03 .05 -.20** -.11 -.16* -.15* .38** 1.00    

13. Attempt 
Rape  

-.02 .19** .15* .12 -.001 .09 -.11 -.06 -.07 -.03 .38** .66** 1.00   

14. Rape .02 .21** .22** .08 -.08 .03 -.16* -.11 -.08 -.11 .25** .80** .76** 1.00  

15. Sexual 

Contact  

.03 .26** .24** .20** -.03 .12 -.15* -.05 -.09 -.17** .38** .67** .46** .59** 1.00 

SD .65 3.81 .85 1.77 2.74 .72 .58 .53 .71 .62 .89 .73 .69 1.02 .94 

Mean 2.85 14.66 1.20 3.37 6.06 3.60 2.18 4.01 3.84 3.32 .26 .16 .17 .25 .42 

Skew -.02 -.31 1.41 -.31 .10 -.39 -.02 -.41 -.47 -.12 4.39 7.13 5.36 7.61 2.79 

Kurtosis -.13 -.45 1.03 -.73 -1.11 .18 -.22 -.17 -.08 -.45 22.37 63.33 33.81 76.77 9.10 

 

Note. N = 241. 

 *= p < .05. ** = p < .01.  
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Table 5 

Sexual Experiences Survey (SES) 

 
 n % M SD 

Category 

Non-Victim 

Victim 

Sexual Contact 

0 

1 

2-4 

>4 

Attempted Coercion 

0 

1 

2-4 

>4 

Coercion 

0 

1 

2-4 

>4 

Attempted Rape 

0 

1 
2-4 

>4 

Rape 

0 

1 

2-4 

>4 

 

 

171 

69 

 

184 

27 

26 

2 

 

210 

11 

14 

3 

 

219 

11 

7 

1 

 

219 

9 
9 

2 

 

215 

10 

13 

2 

 

71.3 

28.7 

 

77 

11.3 

10.8 

.8 

 

88.2 

4.6 

5.9 

1.2 

 

92 

4.6 

2.9 

.4 

 

91.6 

3.8 
3.8 

.8 

 

89.6 

4.2 

5.4 

.8 

 

 

 

.43 

 

 

 

 

.26 

 

 

 

 

.16 

 

 

 

 

.17 

 

 
 

 

.25 

 

 

 

.94 

 

 

 

 

.89 

 

 

 

 

.73 

 

 

 

 

.69 

 

 
 

 

1.02 

 
Note. n values differ for category based on missing data.
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Adult Attachment Style 

Mean item response scores for the ECR-R-GSF (Wilkinson, 2011) were 

calculated for the total scale and the anxiety and avoidance subscales. They ranged from 

1-5, with higher scores representing greater attachment insecurity. In the current sample, 

the mean composite score for the total ECR-R-GSF scale was M = 2.89 (SD = .54),which 

was followed by the avoidant attachment subscale (M = 2.85, SD = .65) and the anxiety 

attachment subscale (M = 2.96, SD =.83). 

The Hookup Culture 

 In the current study, three indicators were used to describe the endorsement of the 

hookup culture: attitudes about hooking up, alcohol use (drink frequency and drink 

amount), and hook up frequency (Sutton and Simmons, 2015). Sum scores for the five 

items of the Attitudes about Hooking-Up Scale (Owen et al., 2010) were created to 

represent participant’s attitudes toward hooking up behaviors. Responses ranged from 5 

to 22 (M = 14.66, SD = 3.81), with higher scores indicating more favorable attitudes 

towards hooking up behaviors.  

For alcohol usage, the drinking frequency (M = 1.75, SD = 1.11) and drink 

amount (M = 1.62, SD = .87) items from the AUDIT (Babor et al., 2001) were combined 

to create a sum score that indicated alcohol usage (Sutton and Simmons, 2015). 

Responses ranged from 0 to 7 (M = 3.37, SD = 1.77), with higher scores indicating 

greater alcohol use.  

For hook-up frequency, the researcher provided participants with a definition for 

hooking up and a corresponding question related to their hooking up behaviors at 
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university (Sutton and Simmons, 2015). Responses ranged from 0 to 4 (M = .85, SD = 

1.20), and higher scores indicated a greater frequency of hooking up behaviors.  

Social Support  

For the quantity of social support, the researcher utilized the SAQ (Donald & 

Ware, 1984), which asked participants about the number of confidantes in their support 

network and frequency of contact with their support network. As mentioned in Chapter 3, 

the researcher created a composite mean score for the frequency of social support items 

2, 3, 4, 5, 6, & 8 and items 1 (confidants) and 7 (getting along) were examined separately 

(Bryant et al., 2015; Ullman et al., 2007). In the current sample, the mean scores for the 

SAQ for frequency of social support were M = 3.60 (SD = .72), followed by number of 

confidants (M = 6.06, SD = 2.74), and getting along (M = 2.18, SD = .58). 

To capture the quality of social support, the researcher incorporated the RHI 

(Liang et al., 2002) to examine growth fostering relationships (engagement, authenticity, 

and empowerment/zest) within peer, mentor, and community relationships. Mean 

composite scores were created for the three subscales: RHI Peer (M = 4.01, SD = .53), 

RHI Mentor (M = 3.84, SD = .71), and RHI Community (M = 3.32, SD = .62). Responses 

ranged from 1.80 to 5, with higher scores indicating greater relational health.  

Direct Association Models 

In the current study, two separate models tested the direct association between an 

anxious attachment style (Research Question 2a, 2b) and an avoidant attachment style 

(Research Question 2c, 2d), the endorsement of the hookup culture, and sexual assault 

victimization.  
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All models were run with an ML estimator in Mplus 8.1 (Muthén & Muthén, 

2017). Before inputting the data file in Mplus, all missing values were changed to -99, 

names of variables were removed, and the data was saved as a csv. file to the desktop. 

Computer program syntax included identifying the variables in the model, identifying the 

measurement model, and establishing the direct model paths.  

Measurement Model 

The first step of a latent variable path analysis is a confirmatory factor analysis 

(CFA), which tests the relationship between measured and latent variables. In the current 

study, the measurement model tested the following latent variables: the endorsement of 

the hookup culture (attitudes towards hooking up, alcohol use, and hookup frequency), 

sexual assault victimization (sexual contact, attempted coercion, coercion, attempted 

rape, and rape), and social support (RHI Peer, RHI Mentor, RHI Community, social 

support frequency [item 2-6 & 8], number of confidants [item 1], and getting along [item 

7]).  

Model Specification and Identification. The researcher specified that the 14 

measured variables would quantify sexual assault victimization, the endorsement of the 

hookup culture, and social support (see Figure 3). The number of observations were 

calculated with following formula: v(v+1)/2 (v = the number of measured variables).  

The number of estimated parameters for the measurement models were calculated 

by totaling covariances between exogenous variables, variances of exogenous variables, 

and factor loadings and disturbance variances for the measured variables. The exogenous 

factors (sexual assault victimization, the endorsement of the hookup culture, and social 

support) contributed variances, covariances between the exogenous variables, and each of 
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the 14 measured variables contributed a disturbance variance and a factor loading. 

Therefore, the total number of parameters estimated in the measurement model was 31. 

Because this is less than the 105 observations calculated, the researcher had an over-

identified model and was able to proceed to the model estimation phase. 
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Figure 3 

Measurement Model  

  

Note. All paths significant at .05 level.  

Hook up culture

Social support

HU Attitude

Alcohol Use

HU Freq

SAQ Freq

Getting along

RHI Comm

RHI Peer

RHI Mentor 

Confidants

Sexual Assault

Att Coercion

Att Rape 

Rape

Sexual Contact

Coercion

.71

.54

.68

.45

.54

.34

.73

.55

.42

.46

.91

.71

.86

.74

-.18

.28

-.36

.44
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Model Estimation and Fit. Using a CFA, the measurement models for the direct 

association models were tested, and direct relationships between the variables were not 

included. Model fit was initially evaluated using the following fit indices: Model Chi-

Square (χ2) statistic, Root Mean Square Error Approximation (RMSEA), Standardized 

Root Mean Square Residual (SRMR), and Comparative Fit Index (CFI).  

The measurement model displayed substandard model fit indices: χ2 (74) =198.17, 

p < .01; RMSEA = .08, SRMR = .08, CFI = .88 (see Table 6). Modification indices 

suggested that the addition of a covariance between rape and attempted rape would lead 

to a significant decrease in χ2 of 31.89 and a covariance between rape and attempted 

coercion would also lead to a significant decrease in χ2 of 29.89. On a theoretical level, 

this suggestion was reasonable because the items were either measuring rape, an 

attempted rape, or attempted coercion, which can also lead to unwanted sexual 

experiences or rape. Since the addition of the two covariances was appropriate on a 

theoretical level and would improve the model fit, the researcher included the suggested 

modification indices. Overall, the modified measurement model displayed improved fit, 

χ2 (72) =142.45, p < .01; RMSEA = .06, SRMR = .07, CFI = .93 (see Table 6).  

Furthermore, attempted coercion and rape were negatively correlated, and 

attempted rape and rape were positively correlated. This suggests that attempted coercion 

was related to a decrease in rape and attempted rape was related an increase in rape. In 

the current study, the SES-SFV was scored by reporting prevalence by category; 

therefore, all reported unwanted sexual experiences were included in the analyses, not 

just the severest forms, which could lend insight into the directionality of the correlations 

(Koss et al., 2007). Specifically, this enhances understanding of why participants in this 
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study who reported an attempted rape were also more likely to report a rape, and 

individuals who reported an attempted coercion were less likely to report a rape.  

All the factor loadings for the latent variables were significant at p < .01. The 

endorsement of the hook up culture, which included the three indicators of Attitudes 

about Hooking-Up Scale (Owen et al., 2010) (.71), alcohol use (.68), hookup frequency 

(.54), had significant factor loadings at p < .01, providing support for hypothesis 1c. The 

latent variable for social support, which included six indicators (RHI Peer, RHI Mentor, 

RHI Community, social support frequency (item 2-6 & 8), number of confidants (item 1), 

and getting along (item 7) all had significant factor loadings at p <. 01. RHI Community 

(.73) had the highest factor loading for social support and RHI peer (.55) had the second-

highest factor loading for social support, which provided support for hypothesis 1a. 

Additionally, RHI Community and RHI Peer accounted for a greater amount of variance 

than RHI Mentor (.42), which provided support for hypothesis 1b. Despite support for 

these hypotheses, all the factor loadings for social support were significant at p <. 01. 

Also, the number of confidants (.54) and frequency of social support (.45) had higher 

factor loadings than RHI Mentor, which suggests the importance of incorporating both 

quantity and quality of social support measurements when capturing social support for 

college students.  
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Table 6

 

Fit Statistics for Association Models 

 

      

Model χ2 p df SRMR RMSEA CFI 

Initial Measurement model  

Measurement model 

198.17 

142.45 

<.01 

<.01 

74 

72 

.08 

.07 

.08 

.06 

.88 

.93 

Anxiety model 163.23 <.01 84 .07 .06 .93 

Avoidance model 168.24 <.01 84 .08 .07 .92 

Moderation model 200.64 <.01 105 .07 .06 .91 
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Anxious Attachment Model 

Model Specification and Identification. The researcher specified fifteen 

observed variables in the anxiety attachment model (see Figure 4). The number of 

observations were calculated with following formula: v(v+1)/2 (v = the number of 

measured variables). 

The number of estimated parameters for the measurement models were calculated 

by totaling the variances of the exogenous variables, the direct paths, covariances 

between measured variables, and the disturbance variances and factor loadings on the 

measured variables. Therefore, the total number of parameters estimated in the model 

was 36. Because this is less than the 120 observations calculated, the researcher had an 

over-identified model and was able to proceed to the model estimation phase.  

Model Estimation and Fit. The structural model for attachment anxiety, social 

support, the endorsement of the hookup culture, and sexual assault victimization 

displayed acceptable fit indices: χ2 = 163.23, p < .01; RMSEA = .06, SRMR = .07, CFI = 

.93 (see Table 6). The direct paths that were significant in the model were attachment 

anxiety and social support at -.42, p < .01, the endorsement of the hookup culture and 

sexual assault victimization at .27, p = .002, and the direct path between attachment 

anxiety and the endorsement of the hook up culture was statistically significant at .18, p = 

.05.  

The direct path between attachment anxiety and sexual assault victimization and 

between the endorsement of the hookup culture and social support were not statistically 

significant. Also, all indirect effects were not statistically significant. Social support did 

not significantly mediate the relationship between an anxious attachment style and the 



88 

 

endorsement of the hook up culture (p = .80), and the endorsement of the hookup culture 

did not significantly mediate the relationship between an anxious attachment style and 

sexual assault victimization (p = .11).
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Figure 4 

Anxious Attachment Model 

  

Note. All paths significant at .05 level

Anxious Attachment Hookup Culture
Sexual Assault

HU Attitudes HU Frequency Alcohol Use

Att Coercion

Coercion

Att Rape

Rape

Sexual Contact

Social Support

RHI Peer RHI Mentor RHI Comm Confidants Getting along SAQ Freq

-.42

.18 .27

.73 .53 .66

.46

.91

.72

.87

.74

.55 .42 .73 .56 .31 .44

-.37

.44
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Avoidant Attachment Model  

Model Specification and Identification. The researcher specified fifteen 

observed variables in the avoidant attachment model (see Figure 5). The number of 

observations were calculated with following formula: v(v+1)/2 (v = the number of 

measured variables). 

The number of estimated parameters for the measurement models were calculated 

by totaling the variances of the exogenous variables, the direct paths, covariances 

between measured variables, and the disturbance variances and factor loadings on the 

measured variables. Therefore, the total number of parameters estimated in the model 

was 36. Because this is less than the 120 observations calculated, the researcher had an 

over-identified model and was able to proceed to the model estimation phase.  

Model Estimation and Fit. The structural model for the direct association 

between an avoidant attachment style, social support, the endorsement of the hookup 

culture, and sexual assault victimization had acceptable fit indices: χ2 = 168.24, p < .01; 

RMSEA = .07, SRMR = .08, CFI = .92 (see Table 6). The statistically significant direct 

paths in the model were an avoidant attachment style and social support at -.42, p <. 01, 

and the endorsement of the hookup culture and sexual assault victimization at .28, p = 

.001. The direct path between the endorsement of the hookup culture and social support 

and an avoidant attachment and sexual assault victimization was not statistically 

significant. Also, all indirect effects were not significant. Social support did not 

significantly mediate the relationship between an avoidant attachment style and 

endorsement of the hook up culture (p = .75), and the endorsement of the hookup culture 
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did not significantly mediate the relationship between an avoidant attachment style and 

sexual assault victimization (p = .77).
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Figure 5 

Avoidant Attachment Model 

 

Note. All paths significant at .05 level.

Avoidant Attachment Hookup Culture
Sexual Assault

HU Attitudes HU Frequency Alcohol Use
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Coercion
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.54 .40 .75 .56 .31 .44

-.36

.44
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Moderation Model  

When examining moderation effects in SEM, Little and associates (2007) suggest 

implementing the product indicator method (Kenny & Judd, 1984). In the current study, 

social support was hypothesized to moderate the relationship between the endorsement of 

the hook up culture and sexual assault victimization. For the product indicator method 

(Kenny & Judd, 1984), the researcher enters the product of the moderator and predictor 

variable as an interaction variable in the SEM model. To create the interaction variable, 

the researcher combined the indicators for the endorsement of the hookup culture with 

the three highest indicators for social support (RHI Community, RHI Peer, and the 

number of confidants). The highest factor loadings were then paired with the lowest 

factor loadings, which created three interaction indicators for the interaction latent 

variable. Variables were mean centered before being combined into interaction indicators 

to account for differences among the measurements.  

Model Specification and Identification. The researcher specified seventeen 

observed variables in the moderation model (see Figure 6). The number of observations 

were calculated with following formula: v(v+1)/2 (v = the number of measured 

variables). 

The number of estimated parameters for the measurement models were calculated 

by totaling variances of exogenous variables, covariances between exogenous variables, 

covariances between interaction indicators and their associated measured variables, direct 

paths, and disturbance variances and factor loadings on measured variables. The 

exogenous factors (interaction variable, the hookup culture, and social support), 

contributed variances, covariances between exogenous variables, covariances between 
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measured variables, covariances between interaction indicators and their associated 

measured variables, and each of the 17 measured variables contributed a disturbance 

variance and a factor loading. Therefore, the total number of parameters estimated in the 

model was 48. Because this is less than the 153 observations calculated, the researcher 

had an over-identified model and was able to proceed to the model estimation phase.  

Model Estimation and Fit. The moderation model incorporated the interaction 

variable, social support, the endorsement of the hookup culture, and sexual assault 

victimization. The moderation model had acceptable fit indices: χ2 = 200.64, p < .01; 

RMSEA = .06, SRMR = .07, CFI =.91 (see Table 6). All three interaction indicators for 

the interaction latent variable were significant at p < .01, and all three direct paths were 

statistically significant. The direct path between the interaction variable and sexual 

assault victimization was statistically significant at -.26, p = .01, which provided support 

for Hypothesis 4a and b. Additionally, the direct path between the endorsement of the 

hook up culture and sexual assault victimization was statistically significant at .31, p < 

.01, and the direct path between social support and sexual assault victimization was 

statistically significant at -.19, p = .02
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Figure 6 

Moderation Model 

 

Note. All paths significant at .05 level
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Research Questions and Hypotheses 

The following research questions and hypotheses were explored: 

1. Which observed variables account for social support and the endorsement of the 

hookup culture in college students? 

1a. Relational health will account for a greater amount of variance than 

quantity of social support in college students (Bryant-Davis et al., 

2015). 

• RHI Community (.54) and RHI Peer (.30) explained a greater 

amount of variance in social support than quantity of social 

support, which provided support for this hypothesis.  

1b. Relational health peer and relational health community will account 

for a greater amount of variance than relational health mentor for 

college students (Frey et al., 2006). 

• Both RHI Community (.54) and RHI Peer (.30) accounted for a 

greater amount of variance in social support than RHI Mentor 

(.18), which provided support for this hypothesis.  

1c. Attitudes about hooking up, alcohol use, and hookup frequency will 

explain the endorsement of the hookup culture for college students 

(Sutton & Simmons, 2015). 

• This hypothesis was supported. Attitudes about Hooking Up Scale 

(Owen et al., 2010), alcohol use, and hook up frequency were all 

statistically significant factor loadings for the hookup culture latent 

variable.  
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2. How does attachment style and the endorsement of the hookup culture impact 

sexual assault victimization among college students? 

2a. There will be a direct positive relationship between an 

anxious attachment style and the endorsement of the hookup culture 

for college students (Sutton & Simmons, 2015). 

• This hypothesis was supported. The direct relationship between an 

anxious attachment style and the endorsement of the hookup 

culture was statistically significant at p = .05. 

2b. There will be a direct positive relationship between an anxious 

attachment style and sexual assault victimization for college students 

(Sutton & Simmons, 2015). 

• This hypothesis was not supported. The direct relationship 

between an anxious attachment style and sexual assault 

victimization was not statistically significant.  

2c. There will be a direct positive relationship between an avoidant 

attachment style and the endorsement of the hookup culture for college 

students (Sutton & Simmons, 2015). 

• This hypothesis was not supported. The direct relationship between 

an avoidant attachment style and the endorsement of the hookup 

culture was not statistically significant.  

2d. There will be a direct positive relationship between an avoidant 

attachment style and sexual assault victimization for college students 

(Sutton & Simmons, 2015). 
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• This hypothesis was not supported. The direct relationship between 

an avoidant attachment style and sexual assault victimization was 

not statistically significant.  

2e. There will be a direct positive relationship between the endorsement of 

the hookup culture and sexual assault victimization for college 

students (Sutton & Simmons, 2015). 

• This hypothesis was supported. The endorsement of the hookup 

culture significantly predicted sexual assault victimization for both 

the anxious and avoidant attachment style model.  

2f. Endorsement of the hookup culture will mediate the relationship 

between attachment style (anxious and avoidant) and sexual assault 

victimization for college students (Sutton & Simmons, 2015). 

• This hypothesis was not supported. Endorsement of the hookup 

culture did not significantly mediate the relationship between 

attachment style and sexual assault victimization.  

3. How does social support impact the relationship between attachment style and the 

endorsement of the hookup culture? 

3a. Social support will mediate the relationship between attachment style 

and the endorsement of the hookup culture (Owen et al., 2014). 

• This hypothesis was not supported. Social support did not 

significantly mediate the relationship between attachment style and 

the endorsement of the hookup culture.  



99 

 

4. To what extent does social support moderate the relationship between the 

endorsement of the hookup culture and sexual assault victimization? 

4a. The relationship between the endorsement of the hookup culture and 

sexual assault victimization will be stronger when social support is 

weaker (LaBrie et al., 2008). 

4b. The relationship between the endorsement of the hookup culture and 

sexual assault victimization will be weaker when social support is 

stronger (LaBrie et al., 2008). 

• This hypothesis was supported. Social support significantly 

moderated the relationship between the endorsement of the hookup 

culture and sexual assault victimization, in which the relationship 

between the hookup culture and sexual assault victimization was 

weakened when social support was strengthened.  

Chapter 5: Discussion 

 

The purpose of the current study was to explore the relationship between an 

anxious and avoidant attachment style, the endorsement of the hookup culture, social 

support, and sexual assault victimization. Specifically, the researcher was interested in 

whether the endorsement of the hookup culture mediated the relationship between 

attachment style and sexual assault victimization and whether social support mediated the 

relationship between attachment style and the endorsement of the hookup culture. 

Additionally, the researcher examined whether social support moderated the relationship 

between the endorsement of the hookup culture and sexual assault victimization, in which 
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the relationship between the hookup culture and sexual assault victimization would be 

weakened when social support was strong.  

Data was collected through an online self-report survey from 290 respondents at a 

private mid-sized urban university in the mid-Atlantic region of the United States, during 

the fall 2019 semester. Due to the relatively small number of male participants (47, 

16.2%) compared to female participants (241, 83.1%), the researcher ran models only 

based on the female participants; this left a sample of 241 participants. Latent variable 

path analyses were used to run the models on the final sample size of 241 cases.  

Results indicated that there was a significant (p = .05) relationship between an 

anxious attachment style and the endorsement of the hookup culture. Contrary to the 

researcher’s hypotheses, both an avoidant and anxious attachment style did not 

significantly predict sexual assault victimization, and social support did not significantly 

predict participation in the hookup culture. Furthermore, social support did not mediate 

the relationship between both an avoidant and anxious attachment style and the 

endorsement of the hookup culture. However, social support did significantly moderate 

the relationship between the endorsement of the hookup culture and sexual assault 

victimization, in which the relationship between the hookup culture and sexual assault 

victimization was stronger when social support was weak.  

To the researcher’s knowledge, this is the first study to examine the role of social 

support with attachment style, the endorsement of the hookup culture, and sexual assault 

victimization, as well as which type of social support (quantity or quality) explains more 

variance in social support for female college students. This chapter discusses the major 

findings of this study in the context of existing literature on attachment, the hookup 
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culture, social support, and sexual assault victimization on college campuses. Limitations, 

future directions for research, and implications for counseling and universities are also 

discussed. 

Major Descriptive Findings 

Sexual Assault Victimization 

Similar to the reported 23.1% of female college students (18 to 24 years old) who 

experience a sexual assault during their time at college (RAINN, 2016), 28.7% of the 

participants in the current study reported at least one sexual assault occurring over the 

past 12 months. The data was collected during the fall semester, and the majority of 

participants identified as being in their first year (109, 45.2%), so it is unknown whether 

the sexual assault occurred while participants were enrolled at the university. However, 

Testa and colleagues (2010) followed female high school seniors, who were both victims 

of sexual assault victimization and non-victims, as they entered their first year at college 

and found that participants were more likely to experience a sexual assault during their 

first year at college regardless of whether they had a history of sexual 

assault.  Nevertheless, not knowing whether the sexual assault occurred while the 

participants were at university or the participants’ sexual assault history are limitations of 

the current study.  

The three most prevalent sexual assault experiences reported by participants were 

sexual contact (55, 23%), attempted coercion (28, 11.8%), and rape (25, 10.4%). Flack et 

al. (2015) examined the impact of hooking up behaviors, alcohol use, and campus sexual 

assault victimization, and it was found that the highest reported sexual assault was sexual 

contact as well. Even though sexual contact had the highest prevalence, rape (.74) and 
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coercion (.84), which are the most adverse forms of sexual assault, explained the greatest 

amount of variance in sexual assault victimization in the current study. 

Adult Attachment Orientation 

Participants in this study appeared to represent the full range of adult attachment 

styles, with scores normally distributed around the mean, which were approximately at 

the midpoint of 3.00, for the total score, anxiety and avoidant subscales. Therefore, the 

current sample had adequate representation for both an anxious and avoidant attachment 

style. 

The Hookup Culture 

The researcher used the same hookup culture latent variable (hook up frequency, 

alcohol use, and attitudes about hooking up) as was previously utilized by Sutton and 

Simmons (2015). In the current study, 44.4% of the participants reported engaging in at 

least one hook up behavior, which was slightly lower to previous studies that have found 

between one-half and two-thirds of participants report hooking up behaviors (Flack et al., 

2007; Flack et al., 2015; Paul et al., 2000). However, 55.6% of participants reported no 

hookup behaviors, which supports the notion that college students are not hooking up as 

frequently as society and their peers perceive them to be (Wade, 2017).  

In the current sample, 91.7% of participants reported at least some alcohol usage, 

and the descriptive statistics for alcohol use were similar to what was found by Sutton 

and Simmons (2015). Interestingly, participants in the current study showed more 

favorable attitudes toward hooking up behaviors than what had been previously found 

(Sutton & Simmons, 2015). Attitudes toward hooking up was a descriptively stronger 

predictor for the hookup culture latent variable, which suggests that the endorsement of 
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the hookup culture was more related to attitudes toward hooking up than actual hookup 

behaviors (Wade, 2017). The three indicators for the hookup culture latent variable were 

all statistically significant, providing additional support that attitudes about hooking up, 

hookup frequency, and alcohol use effectively explain the endorsement of the hookup 

culture on college campuses (Sutton & Simmons, 2015). 

Social Support  

In the current study, the researcher used the Social Activities Questionnaire 

(SAQ; Donald & Ware, 1984) to examine the quantity of social support for female 

college students.  The quantity of social support was similar to what was found by 

Ullman et al. (2007). The three indicators (frequency of social support, number of 

confidants, and getting along) had similar significant factor loadings for the construct of 

social support (Ullman et al., 2007). However, there were some slight differences with 

the current sample and what was found by Ullman et al. (2007). For instance, the 

frequency of social support in the current sample was slightly lower, but the number of 

confidants and getting along was higher than Ullman et al. (2007). The slight difference 

in the findings is likely related to the participant differences in the studies, which could 

be generational differences in social support. The current sample included female 

university students with an age range of 18 to 24 (M = 18.97, SD = 1.06), and the 

participants in Ullman et al. (2007) were women recruited from the Chicago Metropolitan 

area with a large age range of 18 to 71 years (M = 32.3 years, SD = 10.8 years).  

The Relational Health Indices (RHI; Liang et al., 2002) were used in the current 

study to measure the quality of social support for female college students. The current 

sample had similar descriptive statistics to those from previously discussed studies on 
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college students, in which relational health in peer and community relationships was 

higher than relational health in mentor relationships (Frey et al., 2006; LaBrie et al., 

2008). Additionally, these findings confirmed the hypothesis that peer and community 

relational health explained a greater amount of variance in social support than relational 

health in mentor relationships for female college students, and provide additional support 

for relational health in community and peer relationships as better indicators for social 

support than relational health in mentor relationships for female college students (Frey et 

al., 2006; LaBrie et al., 2008).  

Community relational health was the highest indicator for social support followed 

by peer relational health, which provided evidence for the hypothesis that relational 

health explained a greater amount of variance in social support than quantity of social 

support. Also, the findings support that relational health explains more variance in social 

support than quantity of social support for female college students. Despite these 

conclusions, all the indicators for quantity of social support were statistically significant. 

Additionally, frequency of social support and number of confidants had factor loadings 

similar to peer and mentor relational health, which suggests the importance of including 

both quantity (number of individuals within one’s social support network and the 

frequency at which they engage with their support network) and relational health when 

measuring social support for female college students.   

Attachment Style, The Hookup Culture, and Sexual Assault Victimization 

Attachment theory lends insight into individuals’ motivations for engaging in 

different types of sexual activities (Cassidy & Shaver, 2016). As such, the researcher 

hypothesized that attachment style would predict the endorsement of the hookup culture 
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and that individuals with an avoidant or anxious attachment style would participate in the 

hookup culture to either gain or avoid emotional intimacy through casual sexual 

encounters (Cooper et al., 2006; Tracy et al., 2003). Studies have found significant 

correlations between an avoidant attachment style and hooking up behaviors (Garneau et 

al., 2013; Paul et al., 2000) and that an avoidant attachment style was related to 

participation in the hookup culture (Sutton & Simmons, 2015). In the current study, the 

researcher hypothesized that an anxious or avoidant attachment style would also be 

related to participation in the hookup culture. The direct relationship between an anxious 

attachment style and the hookup culture was statistically significant at p = .05, which 

provides some support for the researcher’s hypothesis. However, the relationship between 

an avoidant attachment style and the endorsement of the hookup culture was not 

statistically significant. The discrepancy in these findings compared to previous research 

could be related to a confound between individuals who report both high on anxious and 

avoidant attachment styles, and how they might present more alike in terms of thoughts, 

emotions, proximity and closeness in relationships (Wilkinson, 2011). Therefore, any 

perceived differences or similarities between an anxious or avoidant attachment style and 

the endorsement of the hookup culture might be related to this potential confound 

between people who report both high on anxious and avoidant attachment styles.  

Schneider and Katz (2017) suggest the inconclusive findings on attachment style 

and hooking up behaviors are related to the ambivalence that anxious or avoidantly 

attached individuals experience regarding hooking up behaviors, and that, for instance, 

individuals with an anxious or avoidant attachment style might not engage in causal 

sexual activities to feel emotionally close to others due to fears of abandonment or 
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closeness (Schneider & Katz, 2017). Recent studies examining attachment style and 

hooking up behaviors suggest the importance of incorporating additional variables to 

better understand the motives between attachment style and hooking up behaviors 

(Schneider & Katz, 2017; Stroud et al., 2016). As an example, Schneider and Katz (2017) 

found that emotional intimacy motives mediated the relationship between high proximity-

attachment seeking behaviors and a higher number of hookup partners and that 

enhancement motives mediated the relationship between high self-reliance-attachment 

behaviors and a lower number of hookup partners. Moreover, Stroud and associates 

(2016) found that attachment-related avoidance moderated the relationship between 

attachment-related anxiety and non-exclusive sexual activity; individuals who were low 

to moderate on avoidance and high on anxiety had more frequent non-exclusive sexual 

experiences (Stroud et al., 2016). Even though an anxious attachment style predicted 

participation in the hookup culture, the findings in the current study generally suggest 

that the relationship between attachment style and the hookup culture is not as direct as 

previously indicated.  

Individuals with an anxious and avoidant attachment style are more likely to 

engage in risky sexual practices to meet their attachment-related needs (Cooper et al., 

2006; Tracy et al., 2003), so it was hypothesized that having an anxious or avoidant 

attachment style would be a risk factor for sexual assault victimization. Sutton and 

Simmons (2015) also found a significant direct relationship between an anxious 

attachment style and sexual assault victimization, and participation in the hookup culture 

mediated the relationship between an avoidant attachment style and sexual assault 

victimization. Contrary to the researcher’s hypothesis, both anxious and avoidant 
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attachment styles were not related to sexual assault victimization. Indirect effects 

examining whether the endorsement of the hookup culture mediated the relationship 

between an avoidant or anxious attachment style and sexual assault victimization were 

not significant in the current study. These findings suggest the relationship between both 

an anxious and avoidant attachment style, the endorsement of the hookup culture, and 

sexual assault victimization is likely better explained by situational factors, such as the 

endorsement of the hookup culture and its impact on sexual assault victimization among 

female college students.  

Researchers have continuously found hooking up behaviors to be directly related 

to sexual assault victimization on college campuses (Adams-Curtis & Forbes, 2004; 

Flack et al., 2007; Flack et al., 2015; Paul & Hayes, 2002; Sutton & Simmons, 2015). 

Researchers have found that alcohol use and hooking up behaviors predict unwanted 

sexual experiences (Flack et al., 2007; Flack et al., 2015; Paul & Hayes, 2002) and rape 

(Mohler-Kuo, et al., 2004), and that participation in the hookup culture was related to 

sexual assault victimization for female college students (Sutton & Simmons, 2015). In the 

current study, the relationship between the endorsement of the hookup culture and sexual 

assault victimization was significant for both an avoidant and anxious attachment style, 

which offered additional support for the role of the hookup culture on sexual assault 

victimization among female college students.  

Because an anxious or avoidant attachment style negatively influences the quality 

of peer and romantic relationships (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2016), it is not surprising that 

both an anxious and avoidant attachment style were negatively related to social support in 

the current study. However, the relationship between social support and the endorsement 
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of the hookup culture was not significant, and social support did not significantly mediate 

the relationship between an avoidant or anxious attachment style and the endorsement of 

the hookup culture. These findings suggest that attachment style and social support do not 

directly or indirectly impact participation in the hookup culture as previously suggested. 

According to Wade (2017), female college students are impacted by the hookup culture 

even if they choose to “opt-out,” which is likely why attachment style and social support 

did not have a direct or indirect effect on the endorsement of the hookup culture. The 

hookup culture encompasses the norm on college campuses today, and female college 

students have to cope with it regardless of their involvement within the hookup culture 

(Wade, 2017).  

Social Support as a Moderator between the Hookup Culture and Sexual Assault 

Victimization 

Because of the direct association between the endorsement of the hookup culture 

and sexual assault victimization, it is important to understand factors that motivate 

college students to endorse the hookup culture, and the factors that could potentially 

mitigate or weaken the relationship between the hookup culture and sexual assault 

victimization. Researchers have found that college students participate in hooking up 

behaviors to increase social connectedness and decrease loneliness (Owen & Finchman, 

2011) and that individuals with an anxious attachment style were less likely to receive 

positive social reactions from their hooking up behaviors (Owen et al., 2014). Some of 

the existing literature has found social support to be a protective factor against PTSD 

symptoms (Bryant-Davis et al., 2015; Dworkin et al., 2018; Ozer et al., 2003) and 

relational health a protective factor against alcohol-related consequences (LaBrie et al., 
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2008), which is why the current study examined whether social support could moderate 

the relationship between the endorsement of the hookup culture and sexual assault 

victimization. 

 In the current study, social support significantly moderated the relationship 

between the endorsement of the hookup culture and sexual assault victimization, in which 

the relationship between the hookup culture and sexual assault victimization weakened 

when social support was strong. This finding suggests that individuals who participate in 

the hookup culture and report a higher number of confidants and higher relational health 

(community and peer) are less likely to experience a sexual assault than individuals who 

participate in the hookup culture and report a lower number of confidants and lower 

relational health (community and peer).   

In their book chapter, Wade and Heldman (2012) discuss how many students 

describe feeling disconnected and disempowered from participating in the hookup culture 

and that the hookup culture failed to offer them the safety to explore their sexuality. The 

findings in the current study suggest that community and peer relational health, which is 

characterized by authentic, engaged, and empowered relationships (Frey et al., 2006), are 

protective factors against sexual assault victimization among female college students who 

participate in the hookup culture. More specifically, if female college students’ relational 

needs (feelings of self-worth, sense of belonging, emotional support, and connectedness) 

are met, then they are less likely to put themselves in risky sexual situations while 

participating in the hookup culture to meet their relational needs (Liang et al., 2002).  

Additionally, improving community and peer relational health among college 

students could potentially foster an environment where college students can more safely 
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explore their sexuality. For instance, Lamont and colleagues (2018) found that Lesbian, 

Gay, Bisexual, Transgender, and Queer (LGBTQ) students were familiar and critical of 

the norms within hookup culture on college campuses, which included questionable 

initiation and consent practices leading to sexual assault, sexual double standards (where 

men are glorified for their hookups and women are negatively labeled), and prioritization 

of male sexual pleasure. The researchers found that LGBTQ identified participants 

participated in a hookup culture that emphasized communication, consent, intimacy, and 

partner-centered pleasure (Lamont et al., 2018). Enhancing peer and community 

relational health on college campuses would increase students’ feelings of self-worth, 

sense of belonging, emotional support, connectedness, and empowerment (Liang et al., 

2002), which could positively influence the norms within the dominant hookup culture to 

mirror the positive characteristics reported by LGBTQ participants in Lamont and 

colleagues (2018).  

 These findings provide new insights into the relationship between attachment 

style, the endorsement of the hookup culture, and sexual assault victimization. 

Specifically, attachment style might not be a reliable predictor for participation in the 

hookup culture or a direct risk factor for sexual assault victimization. Potentially, the 

stress related to participation in the hookup culture might not be significant enough to 

activate attachment styles. However, attachment style had a significant impact on social 

support, which moderated the relationship between the endorsement of the hookup 

culture and sexual assault. This finding suggested that social support impacts the strength 

of the relationship between the endorsement of the hookup culture and sexual assault 

victimization, in which the relationship was weakened when social support was strong.  
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Limitations 

This study was strengthened by its use of structural equation modeling to answer 

the research questions. Most previous investigations have relied on descriptive statistics 

or inferential statistics such as multiple linear regression analysis that are more vulnerable 

to measurement error. Furthermore, this is one of two studies that examined the 

relationship between attachment style, the endorsement of the hookup culture, and sexual 

assault victimization, and the only study to date that examined the role of social support 

within this theoretical framework.  

There were several limitations with the current study. As a quantitative cross-

sectional study, it was vulnerable to self-report and social desirability bias. Additionally, 

directionality and causality cannot be inferred from results. Future research should 

include longitudinal studies to determine directionality among the variables. Even though 

structural equation modeling is a more robust technique than multiple regression analysis, 

only correlational inferences can be drawn from the findings.  

Concerning generalizability, the current sample was from a private, mid-sized, 

and urban university, which makes it challenging to generalize the results to public 

universities or universities in non-urban areas. The results of this study did provide 

support for the presence of the hookup culture in a private, mid-sized, and urban 

institution. The demographics of the current sample were similar to previously discussed 

studies, which also included a predominately White and heterosexual sample (Dworkin et 

al., 2018; Owen et al., 2014; Owen et al., 2010; Paul et al., 2000).  

Due to the lack of diversity in the current sample, the results cannot be 

generalized to more diverse populations in terms of race and sexual orientation. 
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Additionally, the majority of participants’ median household income was between 75,000 

and 149,999, which suggests the participants were of a higher socioeconomic status 

making the results less generalizable to female college students from a lower 

socioeconomic status. Researchers have found that participation in the hookup culture is 

higher for students who report a higher parental income due to the financial privileges 

they are afforded (Owen et al., 2010; Wade, 2017). The current study also only examined 

female students enrolled at a four-year residential university, which limits the 

generalizability to female students enrolled at non-traditional colleges/universities such 

as community and commuter colleges. The sample in the current study only included 

female college students, so the findings cannot be generalized to males, transgender, or 

nonbinary identifying individuals. Most of the research on the hookup culture has 

included predominantly White, class-privileged, and heterosexual participants, which is a 

limitation of the current study and past research (Dworkin et al., 2018; Owen et al., 2014; 

Owen et al., 2010; Paul et al., 2000). Therefore, the current study did not add to the 

research in terms of understanding the intersection of race, class, gender, and sexual 

orientation on the hookup culture on college campuses (Pham, 2017).  

In the current study, psychometric issues with attachment style, relational health, 

and sexual assault victimization measurements were additional limitations. For both the 

attachment style and relational health measurement, there was an administrative error. 

One item was missing from the anxious attachment subscale, and one item was missing 

from the RHI Mentor subscale. Both of these scales displayed good Cronbach’s alpha 

with the abbreviated scales, so they were still included in subsequent analyses. However, 

these administrative errors could have impacted the results of the study.  
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For the sexual assault victimization measurement, participants were asked about 

sexual assault experiences regarding the past 12 months and since the age of 14 years old 

(Koss et al., 2006). Because there was a statistically significant difference between 

missing data for the sexual assault experiences over the past 12 months and since the age 

of 14 years old, the data regarding sexual assault experiences over the past 12 months 

was only included in subsequent analyses. The researcher believed that due to the 

sensitive nature of the questions that the missing data was not at random and should not 

be included in the final analyses (Little et al., 2003). Even though Testa et al. (2010) 

found that participants were more likely to experience a sexual assault during their first 

semester of college regardless of their sexual assault history, it is a limitation of the 

current study that the researcher was unable to include participants’ sexual assault 

histories in the final analyses. Additionally, the researcher did not address potential 

variable differences from females who provided sexual assault experiences since the age 

of 14 and females who did not provide that information.  

Suggestions for Future Research 

Future research should focus on examining the theoretical model in male college 

students. The researcher had initially planned to incorporate both male and female 

college students in the current study, but there were not enough male participants to run 

separate models for the analyses. Therefore, it is important for future research to examine 

the theoretical model as it pertains to sexual assault victimization within a sample of male 

and female college students to examine potential differences based on gender. It would be 

important for future research to examine whether the theoretical model also applies to 

sexual assault perpetration on college campuses. 



114 

 

Due to the lack of diversity in the current sample, the results cannot be 

generalized to more diverse populations in terms of race, gender, and sexual orientation. 

Owen and colleagues (2010) have found that White college students report more hooking 

up behaviors than all other ethnicities (except for those who identified as Multi-ethnic), 

which is likely related to the fact that racial minorities either “opt-out” or are excluded 

from the hookup culture due to their race and gender (Pham, 2017; Wade, 2017). 

Additionally, Spell (2016) found that White women reported on average more hookups 

than Black women, and Asian men reported significantly fewer hookups than non-Asian 

men, which suggests that race and gender negatively impact hooking up behaviors for 

some racial minority groups (Spell, 2016). Pham (2017) suggests that future research 

should move beyond the hookup culture and concentrate on the intersecting roles of race, 

class, and gender on sexual behaviors and college campuses. Future researchers should 

aim to conduct qualitative research to more effectively operationalize the construct of the 

hookup culture. In doing so, this can explain the overall culture of the hookup culture and 

not just the endorsement of or participation in the hookup culture. Furthermore, 

qualitative research could provide insight into explaining the participatory motives and 

characteristics of a predominantly white and heterosexual hookup culture.  

A majority of the previous studies that have examined the hookup culture, 

including this study, were conducted on heterosexual college students. Future research 

needs to examine the presence of the hookup culture within the LGBTQ community 

(Pham, 2017; Watson et al., 2017). However, within the hookup culture, there are limited 

spaces where LGBTQ identified students can safely seek hookups without adverse social 

consequences (Bogle, 2008; Pham, 2017). LGBTQ students often report feeling excluded 
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from the hookup culture and have to seek out specific LGBTQ friendly spaces on college 

campuses (Wade 2017). Lamont and colleagues (2018) discuss the presence of an 

LGBTQ hookup culture characterized by mutual respect and pleasure, and forthcoming 

research should continue to examine the presence and characteristics of these LGBTQ 

hookup cultures across colleges/universities nationwide. Examining and understanding 

the LGBTQ hookup culture can offer perspective into how the dominant hookup culture 

can potentially be altered to minimize sexual assault victimization.  

Overall, the model fit indices in the current study were acceptable but not good, 

which suggests that the current theoretical model was not fully explaining sexual assault 

victimization for female college students. This is anticipated because the current study 

only examined individual and situational factors related to sexual assault victimization. 

The current study also had relatively low rates of sexual assault victimization, which 

could be remedied by recruiting a purposeful sample of female college students who have 

reported sexual assault histories. Also, separating hooking up behaviors and alcohol use 

from the hookup culture latent variable would allow researchers to decipher if these 

variables differentially predict sexual assault victimization. Significant factors related to 

sexual assault perpetration on college campuses were not included in this study, such as 

perpetrator’s attitudes about gender and gender roles, association with like-minded peers, 

family of origin abuse, earlier onset of sexual activity, and a greater number of sexual 

partners (Abbey et al. , 2001; Adams-Curtis & Forbes, 2004). To confront this gap, future 

researchers should examine both individual and situational factors related to sexual 

assault victimization and perpetration on college campuses. 
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Although attachment style impacts emotion regulation and how individuals 

behave to meet their emotional needs (Stroud et al., 2016), the findings in the current 

study suggest that attachment style is not a reliable predictor for participation in the 

hookup culture. Future researchers should examine whether it is more effective to 

incorporate motivating factors related to attachment style or whether an anxious or 

avoidant attachment style moderates the relation between attachment style and the 

endorsement of the hookup culture (Schneider & Katz, 2017; Stroud et al., 2016). It 

would also be important for future researchers to understand the role of power within 

attachment style and whether that relates to participation in the hookup culture and sexual 

assault victimization. Additionally, future researchers need to consider whether 

attachment style is superseded by the cultural norms related to the hookup culture and 

that attachment style may not be related to participation in the hookup culture (Wade, 

2017).  

In the current study, attachment style was found to directly impact social support, 

which moderated the relationship between the hookup culture and sexual assault 

victimization. Social support was found to significantly weaken the relationship between 

the endorsement of the hookup culture and sexual assault victimization, thus future 

researchers should replicate these findings. If replicated and, specifically, relational 

health continues to moderate the relationship between the endorsement of the hookup 

culture and sexual assault, then colleges/universities can work toward enhancing 

relational health among the university population through peer and community 

intervention.   

Implications for Practice 
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This study has several implications for counselors and university staff working 

with female college students. In the current study, attachment style predicted relational 

health and quantity of social support, and an anxious or avoidant attachment style 

predicted lower relational health and quantity of social support. According to attachment 

theory, thoughts and feelings about ourselves and others impact expectations about 

whether needs will be met in relationships (Bowlby, 1973, 1980, 1988; Teyber, 2006), 

which influence how individuals relate in social and romantic relationships, and impact 

overall relationship satisfaction (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2016; Teyber, 2006). 

Additionally, relational health and quantity of social support moderated the relationship 

between the endorsement of the hookup culture and sexual assault victimization, in which 

the relationship weakened when social support was strong. Community and peer 

relational health were also the highest indicators for social support. 

Relational health is thought to be more malleable than attachment style (Frey et 

al., 2006; Miller & Stiver, 1997) and can be fostered through community, mentor, and 

peer relationships, which provide additional avenues for implementation. According to 

Relational Cultural Theory, growth-fostering relationships are categorized by mutual 

engagement, authenticity, empowerment, and conflict resolution (Miller & Stiver, 1997). 

University staff and counselors can implement individual and group interventions 

focused on building and modeling growth fostering relationships for female college 

students (Lenz et al., 2016). Counselors can help clients identify incongruence with 

themselves and in relation to others and facilitate growth by validating congruence and 

authenticity (Lenz et al., 2016). Furthermore, counselors can enhance a client’s ability to 

express their inner experience by helping them distinguish between their thoughts and 
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feelings and expanding their emotional vocabulary (Lenz et al., 2016). Relational health 

group interventions would allow clients to practice authenticity in a safe and validating 

environment, often mirroring the external environment. From these interventions, the 

relational health for female college students would likely be enhanced (Lenz et al., 2016). 

Even though the current study only included female college students, it would be 

important to improve relational health among all college students. Enhancing relational 

health across the university/college campus could create an environment where students 

feel connected, empowered, and safe to explore their sexuality within the hookup culture.  

Summary and Conclusions 

The primary findings of this study are as follows:  

 

1. Of participants, 28.7% reported at least one sexual assault occurring over the past 

12 months, which is similar to what was previously found (RAINN, 2016). The 

three most prevalent unwanted sexual experiences reported by participants were 

sexual contact (55, 23%), attempted coercion (28, 11.8%), and rape (25, 10.4%). 

Additionally, rape and coercion explained the most variance in the sexual assault 

victimization latent variable.  

2. Of participants, 44.4% reported engaging in at least one hook up, which was 

similar to previous studies (Flack et al., 2007; Flack et al., 2015; Paul et al., 

2000). Additionally, all three factor loadings for the hookup culture latent variable 

were statistically significant, which provided additional support that attitudes 

about hooking up, hookup frequency, and alcohol use adequately explained the 

endorsement of the hookup culture (Sutton & Simmons, 2015). 
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3. Community relational health was the highest indicator for social support followed 

by peer relational health, which provided support that relational health explains 

more variance in social support than quantity of social support. Additionally, 

these findings provided additional support for community and peer relational 

health as better indicators for social support than mentor relational health in 

female college students (Frey et al., 2006; LaBrie et al., 2008). Overall, relational 

health (peer and community) and the number of confidants most effectively 

explained social support for female college students.  

4. The relationship between an anxious attachment style and the endorsement of the 

hookup culture was statistically significant at p = .05, providing some support for 

the relationship between attachment style and participation in the hookup culture.  

5. Social support significantly moderated the relationship between the endorsement 

of the hookup culture and sexual assault victimization, in which the relationship 

between the hookup culture and sexual assault victimization was weakened when 

social support was strong. Therefore, social support could be a protective factor 

against sexual assault victimization for female college students who participate in 

the hookup culture.  

Even though this study was limited by the cross-sectional design and 

psychometric problems encountered during analysis, the study was strengthened by its 

use of structural equation modeling and that it was the first study to examine the role of 

social support (quantity and quality of social support) in the relationship between 

attachment style, the endorsement of the hookup culture, and sexual assault victimization. 

In this study, descriptive results were similar to previous studies examining attachment 
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style, hooking up behaviors, and sexual assault victimization. Inferential results 

suggested a relationship between an anxious attachment style and the endorsement of the 

hookup culture. Additionally, social support, specifically the number of confidants, 

community, and peer relational health, moderated the relationship between the 

endorsement of the hookup culture and sexual assault victimization. The relationship 

between the hookup culture and sexual assault victimization weakened when social 

support was high. Lastly, this study provided additional confirmation that the 

endorsement of the hookup culture is a strong predictor of sexual assault victimization 

among female college students. Researchers should continue to examine psychosocial 

factors that impact participation in the hookup culture as well as protective factors against 

sexual assault victimization. Future investigations should consider the directionality of 

these relationships and continue to examine the relationship between attachment style, the 

endorsement of the hookup culture, social support, and sexual assault victimization on 

college campuses.  
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Appendices 

 

 

Appendix A: Standardized Data Set (SDS; Center for Collegiate Mental Health, 

2017) 

 

1. What is your race/ethnicity? 

a. African American/ Black 

b. American Indian or Alaskan Native 

c. Asian American/Asian 

d. Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander 

e. Multi-racial 

f. White 

g. Self-Identify (please specify): 

2. Enter your current age (in years): 

3. What was your sex at birth?  

a. Female 

b. Male 

c. Intersex 

4. What is your gender identity? 

a. Woman  

b. Man  

c. Transgender    

d. Self-Identify (please specify):  

5. Do you consider yourself to be: 

a. Heterosexual/straight 
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b. Lesbian 

c. Gay 

d. Bisexual 

e. Questioning 

f. Self-Identify (please specify): 

6. Relationship Status: 

a. Single 

b. Serious dating or committed relationship 

c. Civil union, domestic partnership, or equivalent 

d. Married 

e. Divorced 

f. Separated 

g. Widowed  

7. Current academic status: 

a. Freshman / First year  

b. Sophomore  

c. Junior  

d. Senior 

e. Graduate / professional degree student  

f. Non-student 

g. High-school student taking college classes  

h. Non-degree student Faculty or staff  

i. Other (please specify)   
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11. What is your country of birth?  

a. United States 

b. Other (Please Specify): 

12. Are you an international student? 

a. Yes 

b. No 

13. What is your home zip code?  

14. Religious or spiritual preference: 

a. Agnostic  

b. Atheist  

c. Buddhist  

d. Catholic  

e. Christian  

f. Hindu  

g. Jewish  

h. Muslim  

i. No preference  

Self-identify (please specify):  

 

15. To what extent does your religious or spiritual preference play an important role in 

your life? 

1. Very important 

2. Important 

3. Neutral 
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4. Unimportant 

5. Very unimportant  
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Appendix B: Experiences in Close Relationships-Revised-General Short Form 

(ECR-R-GSF; Wilkinson, 2011) 

 

Directions: Think about all of the people in your life. Now read each of the following 

statements and rate how much it describes your feelings. 

Disagree 

Strongly 

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Agree 

1 2 3 4 5 

 

1. I prefer not to show others how I feel deep down. 

2. I often worry that other people close to me don’t really love me. 

3. I find it difficult to allow myself to depend on other people. 

4. I often worry that other people don’t care as much about me as I care about them.  

5. I am very comfortable being close to other people.* 

6. Sometimes people change their feelings about me for no apparent reason.  

7. It is usually easy for me to discuss my problems and concerns with other people.* 

8. My desire to be close sometimes scares people away. 

9. It helps to turn to others for support in times of need.* 

10. My relationships with people makes me doubt myself.  

11. I am nervous people get too emotionally close to me.  

12. When I show my feelings to people I care about, I’m afraid that they will not feel 

the same about me.  

13. I find it easy to depend on other people.* 

14. I am afraid that once somebody gets to know me, he or she won’t like who I am. 

15. It is easy for me to be affectionate with other people.* 

16. It makes me mad that I don’t get the affection and support I need from other 

people. 
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17. I feel comfortable sharing private thoughts and feelings with other people.* 

18. I worry a lot about my relationships. 

19. I feel comfortable depending on other people.* 

20. I find that other people don’t want to be as close as I would like.  

Note. 10 items for anxiety (even numbers) and 10 for avoidance (odd numbers),* = reverse scored.  
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Appendix C: The Attitudes about Hooking-Up Scale (Owen et al., 2010) 
 

Strongly 

Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Agree 

1 2 3 4 5 

 

1. I would have sex with someone that I had no plans to ever talk to again. 

2. I think it’s okay to have ‘friends with benefits’. 

3. I feel more comfortable hooking up with someone than talking about my feelings 

with them. 

4. I feel that ‘friends with benefits’ is a natural step to develop a committed 

relationship. 

5. I feel that hooking up is a normal activity for college students.  

Note. All items are rated on a 7-point Likert scale ranging from “Strongly Agree” to “Strongly Disagree” 

with higher scores indicating more favorable attitudes towards hooking up. 
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Appendix D: Hook-up Frequency (Sutton and Simmons, 2015) 

 

Hooking-up can be defined as an event in which two people are physically intimate 

outside of a committed relationship with no expectation of future encounters. 

1. How many times have you hooked up since being enrolled at university? 
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Appendix E: Alcohol Use Disorders Identification Test (AUDIT; Babor et al., 2001) 

 

 

1. How often do you have a drink containing alcohol? 

1. Never 

2. Monthly or less 

3. 2 to 4 times a month  

4. 2 to 3 times a week 

5. 4 or more times a week  

2. How many drinks containing alcohol do you have on a typical day when you are 

drinking? 

1. 1 or 2 

2. 3 or 4 

3. 5 or 6 

4. 7, 8, or 9 

5. 10 or more  
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Appendix F: Social Activities Questionnaire (Donald and Ware, 1984) 

 

1. About how many close friends do you have-people you feel at ease with and can 

talk with about what is on your mind? (You may include relatives) 

____close friends 

2. Over a year’s time, about how often do you get together with friends or relatives, 

like going out together or spending time in each other’s homes?  

1. Every day 

2. Several days a week 

3. About once a week 

4. 2 or 3 times a month 

5. About once a month 

6. 5 to 10 times a year 

7. Less than 5 times a year 

3. During the past month, about how often have you had friends over to your home? 

(Do not count relatives) 

1. Every day 

2. Several days a week 

3. About once a week 

4. 2 or 3 times in past month 

5. Once in past month 

6. Not at all in past month 

4. About how often have you visited with friends at their homes during the past 

month? (Do not count relatives.) 
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1. Every day 

2. Several days a week 

3. About once a week 

4. 2 or 3 times in past month 

5. Once in past month 

6. Not at all in past month 

5. About how often were you in contact (through text or phone) with close friends or 

relatives during the past month?  

1. Every day 

2. Several days a week 

3.  About once a week 

4. 2 or 3 times in past month 

5. Once in past month 

6.  Not at all in past month 

6. About how often did you write a letter or email to a friend or relative during the 

past month?  

1. Every day 

2. Several days a week 

3. About once a week 

4. 2 or 3 times in past month 

5. Once in past month 

6. Not at all in past month 
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7. In general, how well are you getting along with other people these days—would 

you say better than usual, about the same, or not as well as usual? 

1. Better than usual 

2. About the same 

3. Not as well as usual 

8. How often have you attended a religious service during the past month?  

1. Every day 

2. Several days a week 

3. About once a week 

4. 2 or 3 times in past month 

5. Once in past month 

6. Not at all in past month 
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Appendix G: Relational Health Indices (RHI; Liang et al., 2002) 

 

Peer (RHI-P) 

Next to each statement below, please indicate the number that best applies to your 

relationship with a close friend.  

Never Seldom Sometimes Often Always 

1 2 3 4 5 

 

1. Even when I have difficult things to share, I can be honest and real with my 

friend.  

2. After a conversation with my friend, I feel uplifted.  

3. The more time I spend with my friend, the closer I feel to him/her.  

4. I feel understood by my friend. 

5. It is important to us to make our friendship grow.  

6. I can talk about my friend about our disagreements without feeling judged.  

7. My friendship inspires me to seek other friendships like this one. 

8. I am uncomfortable sharing my deepest feelings and thoughts with my friend. (R) 

9. I have a greater sense of self-worth through my relationship with my friend. 

10. I feel positively changed by my friend.  

11. I can tell my friend when he/she has hurt my feelings. 

12. My friendship causes me to grow in important ways. 

Mentor (RHI-M) 

Next to each statement below, please indicate the number that best applies to your 

relationship with your most important mentor. 
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Never Seldom Sometimes Often Always 

1 2 3 4 5 

 

1. I can be genuinely myself with my mentor. 

2. I believe my mentor values me as a whole person (e.g., 

professionally/academically and personally). 

3. My mentor’s commitment to and involvement in our relationship exceeds that 

required by his/her social/professional role.  

4. My mentor shares stories about his/her own experiences with me in a way that 

enhances my life. 

5. I feel as though I know myself better because of my mentor. 

6. My mentor gives me emotional support and encouragement. 

7. I try to emulate the values of my mentor (such as social, academic, religious, 

physical/athletic). 

8. I feel uplifted and energized by interactions with my mentor.  

9. My mentor tries hard to understand my feelings and goals (academic, personal, or 

whatever is relevant). 

10. My relationship with my mentor inspires me to seek other relationships like this 

one. 

11. I feel comfortable expressing deepest concerns to my mentor.  

Community (RHI-C) 

 

Next to each statement below, please indicate the number that best applies to your 

relationship with or involvement in this community.  
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Never Seldom Sometimes Often Always 

1 2 3 4 5 

 

1. I feel a sense of belonging to this community. 

2. I feel better about myself after my interactions with this community. 

3. If members of this community know something is bothering me, they ask me 

about it.  

4. Members of this community are not free to just be themselves. (R) 

5. I feel understood by members of this community. 

6. I feel mobilized to personal action after meetings within this community.  

7. There are parts of myself I feel I must hide from this community. (R) 

8. It seems as if people in this community really like me as a person. 

9. There is a lot of backbiting and gossiping in this community. (R) 

10. Members of this community are very competitive with each other. (R) 

11. I have a greater sense of self-worth through my connection with this community. 

12. My connections with this community are so inspiring that they motivate me to 

pursue relationships with other people outside this community. 

13. This community has shaped my identity in many ways.  

14. This community provides me with emotional support.  

Note. (R) refers to items that would be reverse coded
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Appendix H: Sexual Experiences Survey-Short Form Victimization (SES-SFV; Koss et al., 

2006) 

 

The following questions concern sexual experiences that you may have had that were 

unwanted. We know that these are personal questions, so we do not ask your name or other 

identifying information. Your information is completely confidential. We hope that this helps 

you to feel comfortable answering each question honestly. Place a check mark in the box 

showing the number of times each experience has happened to you. If several experiences 

occurred on the same occasion--for example, if one night someone told you some lies and had 

sex with you when you were drunk, you would check both boxes a and c. The past 12 months 

refers to the past year going back from today. Since age 14 refers to your life starting on your 

14th birthday and stopping one year ago from today.  

 

  
Sexual Experiences 

How many 

times in the 

past 12 

months? 

How many 

times since 

age 14? 

1. 

Someone fondled, kissed, or rubbed up against the 

private areas of my body (lips, breast/chest, crotch or 

butt) or removed some of my clothes without my 

consent (but did not attempt sexual penetration) by: 

0 1 2 3+ 0 1 2 3+ 

 
a. 

Telling lies, threatening to end the relationship, 

threatening to spread rumors about me, making promises 

I knew were untrue, or continually verbally pressuring 

me after I said I didn’t want to.  

  

 
b. 

Showing displeasure, criticizing my sexuality or 

attractiveness, getting angry but not using physical force, 

after I said I didn’t want to. 

  

 
c. 

Taking advantage of me when I was too drunk or out 

of it to stop what was happening. 

  

 
d. 

Threatening to physically harm me or someone close 

to me.  

  

 
e. 

Using force, for example holding me down with their 

body weight, pinning my arms, or having a weapon. 

  

2. 
Someone had oral sex with me or made me have oral sex 

with them without my consent by: 
0 1 2 3+ 0 1 2 3+ 
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a. 

Telling lies, threatening to end the relationship, 

threatening to spread rumors about me, making promises 

I knew were untrue, or continually verbally pressuring 

me after I said I didn’t want to.  

  

 
b. 

Showing displeasure, criticizing my sexuality or 

attractiveness, getting angry but not using physical force, 

after I said I didn’t want to. 

  

 
c. 

Taking advantage of me when I was too drunk or out 

of it to stop what was happening. 

  

 
d. 

Threatening to physically harm me or someone close 

to me.  

  

 
e. 

Using force, for example holding me down with their 

body weight, pinning my arms, or having a weapon. 

  

  
How many 

times in the 

past 12 

months? 

How many 

times since 

age 14? 

3. 

If you are a male, check box and skip to item 4  

A man put his penis into my vagina, or someone inserted 

fingers or objects without my consent by: 

0 1 2 3+ 0 1 2 3+ 

 
a. 

Telling lies, threatening to end the relationship, 

threatening to spread rumors about me, making promises 

I knew were untrue, or continually verbally pressuring 

me after I said I didn’t want to.  

  

 
b. 

Showing displeasure, criticizing my sexuality or 

attractiveness, getting angry but not using physical force, 

after I said I didn’t want to. 

  

 
c. 

Taking advantage of me when I was too drunk or out 

of it to stop what was happening. 

  

 
d. 

Threatening to physically harm me or someone close 

to me.  

  

 
e. 

Using force, for example holding me down with their 

body weight, pinning my arms, or having a weapon. 

  

4. 
A man put his penis into my butt, or someone inserted 

fingers or objects without my consent by:  
0 1 2 3+ 0 1 2 3+ 

 
a. 

Telling lies, threatening to end the relationship, 

threatening to spread rumors about me, making promises 

I knew were untrue, or continually verbally pressuring 

me after I said I didn’t want to.  

  

 
b. 

Showing displeasure, criticizing my sexuality or 

attractiveness, getting angry but not using physical force, 

after I said I didn’t want to. 

  

 
c. 

Taking advantage of me when I was too drunk or out 

of it to stop what was happening. 

  

 
d. 

Threatening to physically harm me or someone close 

to me.  
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e. 

Using force, for example holding me down with their 

body weight, pinning my arms, or having a weapon. 

  

5. 

Even though it didn’t happen, someone TRIED to have 

oral sex with me, or make me have oral sex with them 

without my consent by: 

0 1 2 3+ 0 1 2 3+ 

 
a. 

Telling lies, threatening to end the relationship, 

threatening to spread rumors about me, making promises 

I knew were untrue, or continually verbally pressuring 

me after I said I didn’t want to.  

  

 
b. 

Showing displeasure, criticizing my sexuality or 

attractiveness, getting angry but not using physical force, 

after I said I didn’t want to. 

  

 
c. 

Taking advantage of me when I was too drunk or out 

of it to stop what was happening. 

  

 
d. 

Threatening to physically harm me or someone close 

to me.  

  

 
e. 

Using force, for example holding me down with their 

body weight, pinning my arms, or having a weapon. 

  

  

How many 

times in the 

past 12 

months? 

How many 

times since 

age 14? 

6. 

If you are male, check this box and skip to item 7.  

Even though it didn’t happen, a man TRIED to put his 

penis into my vagina, or someone tried to stick in fingers 

or objects without my consent by:  

0 1 2 3+ 0 1 2 3+ 

 
a. 

Telling lies, threatening to end the relationship, 

threatening to spread rumors about me, making promises 

I knew were untrue, or continually verbally pressuring 

me after I said I didn’t want to.  

  

 
b. 

Showing displeasure, criticizing my sexuality or 

attractiveness, getting angry but not using physical force, 

after I said I didn’t want to. 

  

 
c. 

Taking advantage of me when I was too drunk or out 

of it to stop what was happening. 

  

 
d. 

Threatening to physically harm me or someone close 

to me.  

  

 
e. 

Using force, for example holding me down with their 

body weight, pinning my arms, or having a weapon. 

  

7. 

Even though it didn’t happen, a man TRIED to put his 

penis into my butt, or someone tried to stick in objects or 

fingers without my consent by: 

0 1 2 3+ 0 1 2 3+ 

 
a. 

Telling lies, threatening to end the relationship, 

threatening to spread rumors about me, making promises 

I knew were untrue, or continually verbally pressuring 

me after I said I didn’t want to.  
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b. 

Showing displeasure, criticizing my sexuality or 

attractiveness, getting angry but not using physical force, 

after I said I didn’t want to. 

  

 
c. 

Taking advantage of me when I was too drunk or out 

of it to stop what was happening. 

  

 
d. 

Threatening to physically harm me or someone close 

to me.  

  

 
e. 

Using force, for example holding me down with their 

body weight, pinning my arms, or having a weapon. 

  

 

8. I am: Female Male My age is _____________ years and ______________months.  

9. Did any of the experiences described in this survey happen to you 1 or more times? 

Yes No  

What was the sex of the person or persons who did them to you?  

Female only  

Male only  

Both females and males  

I reported no experiences  

10. Have you ever been raped?  

Yes No  
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