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ABSTRACT

Prior literature has demonstrated the importance of sexual well-being (e.g., sexual satisfaction,
functioning, desire) and relationship satisfaction for physical, psychological, and relational well-
being. Therefore, it can be distressing for the many couples who experience declines in sexual or
relationship well-being. According to theoretical and empirical research, sexual communication
is an important interpersonal factor for sexual and relational well-being. However, one aspect of
sexual communication has largely been neglected—sexual talk (communication occurring
during sexual encounters). There are two types of sexual talk: individualistic (i.e., statements of
dominance, submission, sexual ownership, and sexual fantasies; self-focused) and mutualistic
(i.e., statements of excitement/pleasure, feedback/compliments, instruction, and
bonding/intimacy; sharing/partner-focused). My dissertation examined how sexual talk was
associated with sexual and relationship well-being for long-term couples and examined potential
moderators. I conducted one cross-sectional study with individuals and two studies (one cross-
sectional, one daily diary) with a new sample of couples. At higher perceived partner
responsiveness (i.e., partner’s response is perceived as accepting, understanding, validating, and
caring; PPR) greater mutualistic and individualistic talk was associated with less sexual distress
and greater sexual satisfaction (respectively), whereas at lower PPR, greater mutualistic and
individualistic talk was associated with more sexual distress and lower sexual satisfaction
(respectively; Study 1). In Study 2, I found no gender/sex differences in sexual talk, although
exploratory analyses with gender/sex diverse (GSD) couples suggested possible gender/sex and
dyad type differences for individualistic talk. In Study 3, I found on days a person used more
sexual talk, they reported greater sexual satisfaction (women only) and sexual desire, and their
partner reported greater sexual satisfaction and (for individualistic talk only) sexual desire;
exploratory analyses with GSD couples revealed potential differences from the binary couples.
Overall, findings support the continued investigation of sexual talk in long-term couples, as it
appears to be associated with sexual and relationship well-being for both members of a couple.
Importantly, gender/sex and PPR demonstrated promise as moderators for when sexual talk is
linked to greater sexual and relationship well-being. Interventions targeting sexual talk may
facilitate greater sexual and relational well-being for long-term couples, who often face declines
in these areas.

xi



%
ANOVA

APIM

BDSM
CFA
CF1

CI

CSI

daf

EFA

FSDS-R
FSFI

glb

GMSEX
GSD
ICC

IEMSS

LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS AND SYMBOLS USED
Percentage
Analysis of Variance
Actor-Partner Interdependence Model
Unstandardized beta coefficient
Bondage-discipline, dominance-submission, sadism-masochism
Confirmatory Factor Analysis
Comparative Fit Index
Confidence interval
Couples Satisfaction Index
Degrees of freedom
Error Term (unexplained variance)
Exploratory Factor Analysis
F-test Statistic
Female Sexual Distress Scale—Revised
Female Sexual Function Index
Greatest Lower Bound (an estimate of the lowest possible value that a scale’s
reliability can have, and the ‘true’ scale reliability is by definition in the interval
[glb, 1])
Global Measure of Sexual Satisfaction
Gender/Sex Diverse
Intraclass Correlation Coefficient

Interpersonal Exchange Model of Sexual Satisfaction

xii



1IEF Index of Erectile Function

J-N Johnson-Neyman

LB Lower Bound

M Mean

MCAR Missing Completely at Random

Mturk Amazon Mechanical Turk (online recruitment source)
n Sample Size

N Population sample size

NFI Normed Fit Index

NNFI Non-Normed Fit Index

OSF Open Science Framework

p p-value for significance testing

PPR Perceived Partner Responsiveness

PRQC Perceived Relationship Quality Components

r Correlation Coefficient

R’ Proportion of the variance explained by the model
RMSEA Root Mean Square Error of Approximation

SD Standard Deviation

SDI Sexual Desire Inventory

SE Standard Error

SexTalk Measure of Sexual Talk created by Jonason et al. (2016)
SPSS Statistical Package for the Social Sciences

SRMR Standardized Root Mean Squared Residual

t t-value for t-tests

Xiii



TLI

TSS

UB

WEIRD

WHO

AR?

Tucker Lewis Index

Traditional Sexual Script

Upper Bound

Western, Educated, Industrialized, Rich, and Democratic
World Health Organization

Cronbach's alpha (measure of internal consistency)
Change in percent variance accounted for

Chi-squared value

Omega (measure of internal consistency)

X1V



ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

I would like to begin by thanking my supervisor, Dr. Natalie Rosen. I cannot thank you enough
for seeing so much potential in me and for supporting me through both my personal and
professional challenges. You continually push me to think about research from different
perspectives and help me to continue growing. Thank you for always thinking of my
development, as well as my well-being. [ have grown both personally and professionally
throughout this journey, and I owe a lot of that to you.

Similarly, I would like to thank my thesis committee, Dr. Sean Mackinnon and Dr. Sherry
Stewart. Dr. Mackinnon has been exceptionally kind and generous, and I have greatly benefited
from his dedication to my statistical development. Statistical analyses do not always come easily
to me, and you have been incredibly patient and always have a different way of explaining
concepts to help me understand. Dr. Stewart has been incredibly supportive, and I am thankful
for your kind words of support, as well as your thought-provoking comments over the past few
years. | am grateful for the direction, advice, and feedback you have both provided throughout
the development of this thesis.

I would also like to acknowledge my co-authors of the manuscripts that comprise this
dissertation: Dr. Sophie Bergeron and Jean-Francois Jodouin. As well, I would like to take a
moment to recognize the organizations that have generously supported me financially in
pursuing this research: the Social Sciences and Humanities Research Council, the Nova Scotia
Government (Nova Scotia Graduate Scholarship), the Association of Psychologists of Nova
Scotia (APNS), and Mitacs.

I would also like to acknowledge the many comprehensive and practicum supervisors that have
helped shape me as a both a researcher and clinician: Dr. Jill Chorney, Dr. Stacey Bradley, Dr.
Alissa Pencer, Dr. Shannon Johnson, Dr. Cheryl Aubie, Dr. Yvette Scattolon, Dr. Kate Rancourt,
and Dr. Miranda Fudge. And a special shout-out to my supervisors at the BPDTP—Dr. Marie-
Eve Couture, Dr. Laura Scallion, and Dr. Jacquie Cohen—you were instrumental in my growth
as a clinician and a person, and I cannot thank you enough. To Dr. Cohen specifically: thank you
for your ground-breaking research which inspired me to join the sexuality research field in the
first place. You are an inspiration as a clinician and researcher.

I am extremely grateful to all the individuals and couples who were involved in this research,
especially those who provided valuable feedback about how the research could better reflect
their lived experiences. Thank you for making this dissertation possible, as well as for making
me a better researcher. The research teams in the Couples and Sexual Health Lab at Dalhousie
University and the Sexual Health Lab at the Université de Montréal have also been integral to the
completion of this research. I am particularly grateful for the help and support from Gillian
Boudreau, Megan Muise, and Myléne Desrosiers. Thank you to all the volunteers that helped
along the way, and the other members of my lab who contributed their thoughts and support for
my work. Thank you to my fellow graduate students, Kate Rancourt, Maria Glowacka, Justin
Dubé, Meghan Rossi, and Grace Schwenck, for the validation and understanding (as well as the
joy!) you provided me with.

XV



Next, I would like to express my appreciation and affection for my cohort and the other friends I
have made through my time in this program: Christiane Whitehouse, Nicole Ali, Sarah Peverill,
Tib Mahu, Perri Tutelman, Ivy-Lee Kehayes, and Tamara Speth. Thank you for your friendship,
kindness, humour, understanding, and empathy; all of you played an instrumental role in getting
me to this point. I would also be remiss not to extend a giant ‘thank you’ to Stephanie Gauvin,
who has been the best colleague, friend, support system, and writing-buddy that I could have
asked for. I will forever be thankful that our paths crossed and count myself lucky to know you.
You keep me motivated and passionate about research and statistics and I might never have
finished writing this dissertation without you (virtually) by my side. Similarly, I want to express
my thanks and gratitude for my friend Kay Jenson. Additionally, I owe a shout-out to my past
therapists and rowing teammates (especially Lauren Hodgins, Liz Price, Chloe DesRoche, and
Robyn Finley) and coaches for helping me make it this far. Without your emotional support I
would not be here today.

Importantly, I would like to thank all the past LGBTQ+ researchers who paved the way not only
for this research but also carved out a space for queer researchers like myself. Thank you to the
present LGBTQ+ researchers for helping me find my way and providing me inspiration with
your excellent research and thank you in advance to all the future queer and gender/sex diverse
researchers for continuing to fight for good science and research.

To my family—and my friends that are family (Jac Minnaar, Riley Ward, Jocelyn Poirier, Kate
Pasic): you began supporting me in this journey long before it began. Thank you for always
believing in me, and thank you for your advice, encouragement, and love. And thank you for
your understanding at my lack of communication during busy periods; I am grateful I can always
count on you to feel like home. To Gillian Boudreau and Joseph Benson: thank you for making
Halifax go from a home-away-from-home to simply home. I don’t know how this dissertation
would have gone without having you here, and beyond that, my life would not have nearly
enough Drag Race in it without you in it. To Riley: thank you for making it feel like you were by
my side despite the distance and for always knowing what I need to hear. You keep me
grounded, make me feel loved, and I could not have done this without you. To my sister: words
cannot express how thankful I am to have you as both a sister and a friend. I cannot imagine a
more loving and supportive support system than what you have provided. Thank you for always
helping me come up with a back-up plan, especially when it involves a goat farm. [ will always
aspire to be half as cool as my big sister.

And finally, I would like to end with thanking my mom, Brenda Anderson, for instilling a love of
learning in me at an early age. You taught me to look at the world through curious eyes and were
endlessly compassionate. I would not be the strong, independent, and resilient woman I am today
if it were not for you. While you were sadly unable to see my PhD journey, I know that you
would be proud. You are forever an inspiration and will always be in my heart.

xvi



CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION

Sexual well-being refers to a person’s subjective assessment of a range of cognitive,
physical, emotional, and socio-cultural aspects related to their own sexuality (e.g., Lorimer et al.,
2019). There is an abundance of empirical research demonstrating the importance of sexual well-
being for a person’s physical, psychological, and relational health and well-being, as well as
overall quality of life (e.g., Birnbaum & Finkel, 2015; Dewitte & Mayer, 2018; Lee et al., 2016;
Schmiedeberg et al., 2017). For example, a review by Diamond and Huebner (2012) found that
sexual well-being is protective for long-term physical and mental health. Not surprisingly, it can
be quite distressing when someone experiences a decline in their sexual well-being. Prior
research has shown that people in long-term romantic relationships commonly experience
declines in their sexual satisfaction and desire over time, beginning as early as the second year of
their relationship (Schmiedeberg & Schroder, 2016). Further, this decline seems to be present
regardless of relationship status (e.g., dating, cohabitating, married), frequency of sexual
intercourse, or age (Klusmann, 2002; McNulty & Widman, 2013). It is paramount that research
identify factors that may help couples in long-term relationships maintain or even enhance their
sexual well-being over time. Once these factors have been identified, researchers and clinicians
can begin to develop evidence-based interventions to aid couples. Both theoreticians and
empirical researchers have acknowledged the importance of sexual communication as a key
factor influencing sexual and relational well-being (e.g., MacNeil & Byers, 2005, 2009; Mark et
al., 2018). The overarching aim of my dissertation was to examine the use of sexual talk— a type
of sexual communication that occurs during sexual activity and is specific to a sexual encounter
(Jonason et al., 2016)—in long-term relationships, how sexual talk may be associated with

sexual and relational well-being, and potential moderators of these associations. First, I will



discuss the pertinent literature on sexual well-being and relationship satisfaction and provide an
outline of the theoretical frameworks utilized in my dissertation. Next, I review the relevant
literature on sexual communication and sexual talk, as well as the potential roles that perceived
partner responsiveness and gender/sex' may play in the relationship between sexual talk and
sexual and relationship outcomes. Finally, I discuss current gaps in the literature and provide an
outline of my dissertation papers.
1.1 Sexual Well-being

Sexual well-being is an umbrella term that encompasses multiple facets, including sexual
satisfaction, desire, functioning, and distress. Sexual satisfaction refers to an individual’s
subjective, affective evaluation of the positive and negative aspects of their sexual relationship
(Lawrance & Byers, 1992). Sexual desire is characterized as an individual’s motivation or
interest in engaging in sexual activity (Diamond, 2004; Spector et al., 1996). Sexual functioning
refers to the intra-individual experience of sexual arousal, desire, orgasm, and pain (Meston &
Derogatis, 2002; Rosen et al., 2000; Rosen et al., 1997). Finally, sexual distress is conceptualized
as negative emotions, such as worry, frustration, or anxiety, which are experienced in connection
to sexual relationships (Derogatis et al., 2008). It is important to recognize that sexual well-being
is holistic in nature; it is not simply the absence of sexual dysfunction or sexual distress, but also
the presence of sexual functioning and sexual satisfaction (World Health Organization, 2015).
Consequently, it is important to consider multiple facets of sexual well-being when attempting to

identify factors that might help couples maintain this aspect of their well-being. Next, I will

' T utilize the term gender/sex throughout this dissertation because sex and gender are neither
dichotomous nor independent of each other, and their specific impacts on sexual behavior,
attitudes, and emotions are rarely separable (van Anders, 2015). For a more detailed discussion
of this term and the choice to use it, please see section 1.7 below.



review four facets of sexual well-being, including how they change over time and evidence of
gender/sex differences.

Existing research has found that sexual satisfaction decreases over the course of romantic
relationships for both mixed- and same-gender/sex couples (e.g., McNulty & Widman, 2013;
Schmiedeberg & Schrdder, 2016; Scott et al., 2018). The literature has also pointed to some
possible gender/sex differences in the trajectory of sexual satisfaction, although these findings
are mixed. For example, Richters et al. (2003) found that women experience declines in sexual
satisfaction over the course of a relationship, but that men experience an inverted U-shaped
pattern. However, there is some contradictory evidence that women but not men report greater
sexual satisfaction as their relationship duration increases (Heiman et al., 2011).

Prior research has also demonstrated that sexual desire decreases over the course of a
relationship, although there is considerable evidence that this may only occur for women (e.g.,
Kontula & Haavio-Mannila, 2009; Murray & Milhausen, 2012). For example, both Klusmann
(2002) and Murray and Milhausen (2012) found that women’s—but not men’s—sexual desire
decreased over time. This pattern also seems to occur for women in same-gender/sex
relationships (Rosenkrantz & Mark, 2018). In contrast, some findings indicate that men also
experience a decline in sexual desire over time (Hatfield & Sprecher, 1986; Kontula & Haavio-
Mannila, 2009; Sprecher & Regan, 1998). Further, qualitative research has found that—similarly
to women (e.g., Murray et al., 2014)—many men report a lack of intimacy or emotional
connection with a partner as inhibiting their sexual desire (Murray et al., 2017), suggesting that
men’s and women’s sexual desire may be more similar than different in long-term relationships.
Additionally, research has consistently found that discrepancies in sexual desire between

partners are associated with significant distress and dissatisfaction (e.g., Bridges & Horne, 2007;



Girard, 2019; Mark, 2015). Accordingly, if women or men experience declines in sexual desire
over time, then this may impact not only their own, but also their partner’s sexual and relational
well-being.

Large scale population-based studies have found that men and women experience poorer
sexual functioning as they get older (e.g., Hendrickx et al., 2019; Jaafarpour et al., 2013;
Mitchell et al., 2013). The few exceptions in the literature (see Heiman, 2002; Hendrickx et al.,
2015), are likely due to the conflation of poor sexual functioning with clinical sexual
dysfunctions and inconsistencies in how sexual function and dysfunction were measured (e.g.,
Hayes & Dennerstein, 2005). Indeed, it appears that while sexual functioning may decline over
time, sexual dysfunctions—and importantly the diagnostically required distress about sexual
difficulties—decline with age (Hendrickx et al., 2015, 2019). While age and relationship
duration covary, (Rosen et al., 2016) found that both greater age and relationship length were
unique predictors of lower sexual dysfunction. Further, while Mitchell et al. (2013) did not
examine relationship duration specifically, they found that sexual functioning varied by
relationship status—with those living with their partner reporting poorer functioning than those
dating but not cohabitating. Despite some disagreement in the literature, findings suggest that
both men and women may experience declines in sexual functioning over the course of long-
term relationships.

Much of the literature on sexual distress indicates that men and women may be less
distressed by sexual issues as they grow older (Byers et al., 2016; Hendrickx et al., 2015;
Howard et al., 2006). However, sexual distress also seems to fluctuate depending on factors such
as type of sexual dysfunction (Hendrickx et al., 2019), beliefs or values related to sexuality

(Beck et al., 2013), relationship well-being (Stulhofer et al., 2020), and times of transition (e.g.,



transition to parenthood; Dawson et al., 2021). While sexual distress does not seem to have a
steady trajectory for men or women, but rather varies over time based on a variety of factors, it is
still an important facet of sexual well-being as it is associated with poorer relationship
satisfaction and emotional well-being (e.g., Rosen et al., 2016).

As one might expect, the different aspects of sexual well-being are interconnected. For
example, sexual functioning and satisfaction are strongly related, and one’s own sexual
functioning appears to be related to a partner’s sexual satisfaction (e.g., Rosen et al., 2020).
However, while the facets are related, they are all distinct constructs both conceptually, and as
evidenced by different associations with theoretical antecedents and outcomes. For example,
sexual distress and sexual satisfaction appear to be closely and inversely related—yet they show
independent patterns of change over time (Stephenson & Meston, 2010a). Additionally,
problems with sexual functioning are not always associated with high sexual distress (e.g.,
Stephenson & Meston, 2010b; Stephenson & Meston, 2015b). Considering the multifaceted
nature of sexual well-being, it is essential to not examine each facet in isolation, but rather to
consider the full picture by assessing multiple facets of sexual well-being in conjunction.

1.2 Relationship Satisfaction

In addition to sexual well-being, there is also extensive evidence that aspects of
relationship well-being, such as relationship satisfaction, are vital for physical and mental health
(e.g., Gomez-Lopez et al., 2019; Uchino, 2013). In fact, one systematic review revealed that
strong social relationships predict a 50% decreased risk of mortality, compared to those without
strong social relationships, regardless of age, gender/sex, and initial health status (Holt-Lunstad
et al., 2010). Further, the authors demonstrated that strong social relationships were as important

for mortality and morbidity as physical health indicators such as obesity and smoking. For long-



term couples, the level of satisfaction a person has with their overall romantic relationship is
associated with greater physical health (Robles et al., 2014) and a longitudinal study found that
relationship satisfaction was the best predictor of a couple’s adjustment, as well as relationship
stability 10 years later (Ruffieux et al., 2014; see also Lavner & Bradbury, 2010). Not
surprisingly, relationship dissatisfaction is also a strong predictor of relationship dissolution
(e.g., Le et al., 2010; Resand et al., 2012). Unfortunately, much like with sexual well-being, it is
not uncommon for couples to experience declines in relationship satisfaction over time,
regardless of age or gender/sex (e.g., Birditt et al., 2012; Kamp Dush et al., 2008). Moreover,
there is extensive evidence that sexual and relationship well-being are closely connected, which I

will detail next, making it important to consider both these aspects of well-being.

1.2.1 Associations between Relationship and Sexual Well-being

Strong positive links between sexual and relationship satisfaction have been found for
both mixed- and same-gender/sex couples (Blumenstock & Papp, 2017; Holmberg et al., 2010;
Newcomb et al., 2021; Quinn-Nilas, 2020). While there has been some debate about the
directionality of these links, most studies point towards a bidirectional relationship (e.g.,
McNulty et al., 2016; Seiter et al., 2020). A recent study utilizing multivariate latent growth
curve modeling, found that relationship and sexual satisfaction change together over time in a
dynamic process. For example, high initial levels of sexual satisfaction were protective against
declines in relationship satisfaction over a 20-year period; similarly, high initial levels of
relationship satisfaction were protective against declines in sexual satisfaction over time (Quinn-
Nilas, 2020).

The interconnectedness of sexual and relationship well-being, along with how integral

these types of well-being are for physical and mental health (Diamond & Huebner, 2012; Holt-



Lunstad et al., 2010), points to the importance of research examining psychosocial factors that
could help promote well-being in both areas. Existing research points towards interpersonal
factors—such as sexual communication—for promoting well-being in sexual and romantic
relationships (Debrot et al., 2017; Impett et al., 2015; Mark et al., 2018). Fortunately, there are
several theories which provide a helpful framework from which to understand how couples in
long-term relationships could build, maintain, and enhance their sexual and relational well-being,

as well as the important role that sexual communication may have in this endeavor.

1.3 Theoretical Framework

Historically, sexuality research has not had a strong theoretical background, and theories
on the interpersonal aspects of sexuality—especially sexual communication—have been scarce
until more recently (for a review see Manning, 2021; see also Muise et al., 2018).2 Accordingly,
the existing theoretical groundwork in sexuality science has often used an integrational approach,
typically drawing upon related research areas. Given the intersection of sexuality and
relationships, the field of close relationships research has provided valuable theoretical
frameworks and researchers have adapted and applied them to sexuality research (e.g., Muise et
al., 2018). Consequently, in my dissertation, I bridge several stand-alone—yet related—
theoretical frameworks, including: the relationship research-based theories of (a)

interdependence theory and (b) the interpersonal process model of intimacy; as well as the

2 This is not to say that sexuality research is atheoretical. Rather, sexuality research has not
always had a strong basis in theory, nor a meta-theoretical tradition, until the late 1990s (see
Weis, 1998 for a review on the use of theory in sexuality research). For example, two different
content analyses of publications in two high-level sexuality journals (The Journal of Sex
Research and Archives of Sexual Behavior) from 1971-1990 and 1980-1983 found that only 2-
6% of articles were concerned with theory development or presenting a theoretical model
(Allgeier, 1984 and Ruppel, 1994, as cited in Weis, 1998). As a field, there has been significant
growth in and a focus on developing and using theoretical models in empirical research and
many valid and valuable theoretical contributions have been generated in recent decades (e.g.,
MacNeil & Byers, 2005, 2009; Rosen & Bergeron, 2019; van Anders, 2015).
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sexuality-based theories of (c¢) sexual script theory, (d) erotic plasticity, and (e) the interpersonal
exchange model of sexual satisfaction; and the only theory specific to sexual communication (f)
the two pathways model of sexual communication.

When applied to my dissertation, these theories collectively provide a framework to
examine how sexual talk in long-term couples is associated with sexual well-being and
relationship satisfaction, as well as a justification for examining potentially important moderators
of these associations. In the following sections I begin with detailing each theoretical framework
and how it informed my dissertation. The theoretical section is followed by a review of the
sexual communication literature, as well as the sexual talk literature. Next, I consider the
potential roles of perceived partner responsiveness to sexual talk and gender/sex in sexual talk.

Finally, I outline my three dissertation studies.

1.3.1 Social Exchange Theories

Interdependence theory states that interpersonal experiences are inherently
interdependent; people who interact will influence one another’s thoughts, emotions, motives,
behaviour, and outcomes (Kelley et al., 2003; Kelley & Thibaut, 1978; Thibaut & Kelley, 1959).
Further, owing to its roots in social exchange theory, this framework considers the levels of
rewards (i.e., exchanges that are pleasurable and gratifying to a person) and costs (i.e., exchanges
that demand physical or mental effort, or which cause pain, embarrassment, or anxiety) that
occur during interpersonal interactions (Thibaut & Kelley, 1959). When applied to close,
intimate relationships, interdependence theory proposes that the more one’s rewards exceed their
costs, the more satisfying a relationship will be (e.g., Arriaga, 2013).

Lawrance and Byers (1992) built upon interdependence theory to develop the

interpersonal exchange model of sexual satisfaction (IEMSS; see also Lawrance & Byers, 1995;



Byers, 1999). The IEMSS was the first application of a social exchange theory to sexual
satisfaction. According to the IEMSS, there are four distinct aspects of a relationship that
influence sexual satisfaction: (1) relationship satisfaction, (2) the extent to which the level of
sexual rewards exceeds sexual costs, (2) the extent to which the level of sexual rewards/costs
compares favourably to the levels a person expects to experience in the relationship, and (4)
perceived equality between one’s own and one’s partner’s level of sexual rewards/costs. There is
considerable empirical support for this model for men and women in same- and
mixed-gender/sex relationships (e.g., Byers & MacNeil, 2006; Calvillo et al., 2020; La France,
2010). Extrapolating from interdependence theory and the IEMSS, my dissertation will test
whether one person’s sexual talk (a type of behaviour) will be linked to not only their own sexual
and relationship outcomes, but also their partner’s sexual and relationship outcomes. In line with
social exchange theories, if sexual talk leads to a higher sexual reward-to-cost ratio (e.g., the
increased sexual pleasure experienced as a result of asking your partner to touch you in a certain
way outweighs the anxiety about giving your partner this instruction during sex) then greater
sexual talk may result in people becoming more satisfied with their general romantic and sexual

relationship.

1.3.2 Interpersonal Process Model of Intimacy

According to the interpersonal process model of intimacy, closeness is key to all
relationships and people communicate to become closer to one another (Reis & Shaver, 1988;
see also Laurenceau et al., 1998; Reis et al., 2004). Intimacy is thought to emerge during an
interpersonal process whereby two partners interact, experience, and express emotions,
communicate (verbally and nonverbally), and become close (e.g., emotionally, and often

physically). The key component of this model is a reciprocal process of self-disclosure and



responsiveness to this disclosure. Moreover, how a partner is perceived to respond to an
individual’s self-disclosure may be especially important in lasting and satisfying romantic
relationships (Reis, 2012). Perceived partner responsiveness (PPR) is the extent to which a
person perceives their partner’s response to be accepting, understanding, validating, and caring
(Reis, 2012).

A multitude of studies have found that PPR predicts greater sexual satisfaction and sexual
functioning, lower sexual distress, and greater relationship satisfaction (e.g., Birnbaum & Reis,
2012; Birnbaum et al., 2016; Bois et al., 2016; Muise & Impett, 2015). According to this theory
and relevant to my dissertation, when a person communicates with their partner during sex (i.e.,
uses sexual talk), this disclosure—along with how they perceive their partner’s response to it—

may increase feelings of intimacy, thereby leading to greater sexual and relationship well-being.

1.3.3 Sexual Script Theory

Sexual script theory guided my hypotheses related to gender/sex differences for two of
my dissertation studies, and thus was extremely influential to my dissertation as a whole. Sexual
script theory (Gagnon & Simon, 1973; Simon & Gagnon, 1986) is based on the foundational
concept that all human behaviour, including sexual behaviour, is socially scripted. Sexual scripts
are dynamic; scripts are learned and incorporated based on a person’s involvement in a social
group and help individuals make sense of sexual interactions. Gagnon and Simon (1973)
proposed three levels of interactive sexual scripts: cultural (or ‘social’) scripts, interpersonal (or
‘couple’) scripts, and intrapersonal (or ‘individual’) scripts.

According to Gagnon and Simon (1973), cultural scripts act as a general guide to what is
sexually desirable/undesirable or appropriate/inappropriate in a particular culture. These scripts

are constructed from a multitude of sources (e.g., government, law, education, religion) and may
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include information such as who should initiate sexual encounters and what physical activities
need to occur for an interaction to be considered ‘having sex.” The interpersonal script acts as a
guide to how two (or more) individuals engage in sexual encounters and is constructed through a
process in which each individual involved integrates their own cultural scripts and personal
experiences and adapts these to the present sexual encounter. Interpersonal level scripts help
individuals navigate sexual interactions based on shared sets of expectations (e.g., how to initiate
sex, preferences for certain sexual positions or acts, knowledge of what pleases each person, and
what might signal the end of a sexual encounter). Finally, intrapersonal scripts represent each
individual’s unique sexuality, including sexual fantasies and memories, personal sexual
preferences, meanings of sexual interactions, and individual physiological responses (e.g.,
physical indicators of arousal; Gagnon & Simon, 1973; Simon & Gagnon, 1986, 2003). Given
the importance of cultural sexual scripts and how they inform and shape interpersonal sexual
scripts, it is essential to consider the main cultural sexual script of the populations examined in

this dissertation, which I will review next.

1.3.3.1 The Traditional Sexual Script

Sexual scripts are inherently intertwined with gender/sex roles, norms, and stereotypes
within society (Gagnon & Simon, 1973; Wiederman, 2005). Sexual script research has almost
exclusively focused on people who identify as heterosexual and cis gender and engage in mixed-
gender/sex relationships. Additionally, most research in this area has largely been conducted in
Western cultures. It is therefore unsurprising that the main cultural level script identified in the
literature is the Traditional Sexual Script (TSS), which is highly gendered and rigid, as well as
hetero- and cis-normative. According to the TSS, men and women think about, and approach

sexuality differently based on the societal and cultural messages they receive (Simon & Gagnon,
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1986, 2003; Wiederman, 2005). Men are positioned as the sexual ‘initiators’ who are sexually
dominant and are supposed to desire sex in order to achieve physical sexual pleasure, whereas
women are positioned as the sexual ‘gatekeepers’ who are sexually submissive and desire sex as
a way to build emotional intimacy, rather than for sexual pleasure (Gagnon, 1990; Masters et al.,
2013; Wiederman, 2005). There has been speculation that as Western culture becomes more
egalitarian regarding gender/sex, the cultural sexual script might change and adherence to the
TSS may decrease (e.g., Bay-Cheng & Zucker, 2007; Dworkin & O’Sullivan, 2004). However,
recent research has demonstrated that the TSS is still the prevailing cultural sexual script in
North America, including for those in long-term relationships (Coffelt & Hess, 2015; Klein et al.,
2019; Masters et al., 2013).

Prior research has consistently demonstrated gender/sex differences that align with the
TSS for men and women in mixed-gender/sex relationships and those who identify as
heterosexual. For example, women are typically found to seek sex within the context of a
relationship and as a means of increasing emotional intimacy, whereas men are more likely to
pursue casual sex, be less interested in long-term relationships, and pursue sex for sexual
gratification purposes (England & Bearak, 2014; Kuperberg & Padgett, 2016). One qualitative
study sought to examine whether couple and individual level scripts were consistent with cultural
level scripts (Masters et al., 2013). The results indicated that both heterosexual men’s and
women’s (aged 18-25) descriptions of cultural sexual scripts were consistent with the TSS,
including the highly rigid gender/sex roles (Masters et al., 2013). Additionally, while there is
evidence that men of all ages largely endorse and follow the TSS, a minority of men report a
desire to deviate from this script (Murray, 2018; Vannier & O’Sullivan, 2010). Much of the

sexual script literature has explored what happens leading up to sex instead of focusing on what
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sexual encounters look like. When it comes to what actually occurs during sexual encounters, a
qualitative study found that women generated significantly longer foreplay phases compared to
men when asked to describe sexual scripts within long-term, committed relationships (Landgraf
etal., 2018). Yet this gender/sex difference was not apparent when participants were asked for
sexual scripts for short-term, casual sexual encounters, suggesting the TSS may be more
apparent during sexual encounters occurring in long-term relationships.

The TSS consists of a narrow conceptualization of what ‘having sex’ is, with research
finding that in the TSS, sex is centered around penile-vaginal intercourse, which involves the
assumption that one person will have a vulva and vagina and the other will have a penis (e.g.,
Byers et al., 2009). Given that the TSS tends to be hetero- and cis-normative, it may be less
applicable to those in same-gender/sex relationships or those who identify as gender/sex diverse
(GSD). It is presumed that sexual and gender/sex diverse couples may therefore create their own
alternative sexual scripts to help guide sexual encounters (Patterson et al., 2013; Power et al.,
2009). Unfortunately, there is a dearth of sexual script research with same-gender/sex couples,
and even less with GSD individuals or couples. In fact, only a handful of studies have explicitly
examined sexual scripts with these populations (Klinkenberg & Rose, 1994; Mutchler, 2000;
Patterson et al., 2013).

Initial research on sexual scripts of men in same-gender/sex relationships found that they
tended to be more sexually oriented and less intimacy-focused than heterosexual men who
follow the TSS (Klinkenberg & Rose, 1994), indicating that men in same-gender/sex
relationships may have sexual scripts in which they hold an exaggerated version of men’s roles
in the TSS. However, contrary to men’s roles in the TSS and these initial findings (Klinkenberg

& Rose, 1994), one qualitative study found that the dominant theme in young gay men’s sexual
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scripts was romantic love (Mutchler, 2000). Similarly, another qualitative study with young
women in same-gender/sex relationships found that these women focused less on gender/sex
roles and had more sexual script flexibility (Patterson et al., 2013). Considering the evidence that
the sexual scripts of men and women in same-gender/sex relationships may differ from those in
mixed-gender/sex relationships, it is possible that aspects of their scripts—such as sexual
communication and its associations with sexual and relational well-being—may also differ.
Owing to sexual script theory and existing literature, my dissertation proposes that a person’s
gender/sex, their partner’s gender/sex, as well as dyad type (i.e., same- vs. mixed-gender/sex
couples) may be associated with the type and amount of sexual talk used. Further, I anticipate
that how certain types of sexual talk are associated with sexual and relational outcomes may vary

based on gender/sex or dyad type.

1.3.4 Erotic Plasticity

Erotic plasticity refers to “the degree to which a person’s sex drive can be shaped or
altered by cultural and social factors, from formal socialization to situational pressures”
(Baumeister, 2000, p. 348). (Note: in this literature, 'sex drive' is defined as a construct that
includes sexual attitudes, responses, behaviours, and desires; Baumeister, 2000). According to
the theory of erotic plasticity, on average women have greater erotic plasticity compared to men,
meaning that women’s sex drives are affected by situational, cultural, and social factors to a
stronger degree. Men’s sex drive can, within this theoretical framework, still be influenced by
situational, social, and cultural factors; however, it should, on average, be more stable and less
malleable. While there is significant qualitative and quantitative evidence supporting this theory
(e.g., Baumeister, 2000; Baumeister, 2004; Diamond, 2003; Van Ness et al., 2017), contradictory

findings also exist (e.g., Benuto & Meana, 2008). For example, in support of the theory of erotic
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plasticity, there is considerable evidence that women’s sexual attractions have a greater capacity
for change over time compared to men’s attractions (e.g., Diamond, 2003; for a review see
Diamond, 2007). In contrast with the theory of erotic plasticity, Benuto and Meana (2008) found
no evidence that acculturation (i.e., the process of adopting the customs, values, habits, beliefs,
attitudes, and behaviours of the dominant culture) was differently associated with the sexual
attitudes of ethnic minority men and women.

The theory of erotic plasticity offers three empirical predictions: (1) intraindividual
variation in sexuality will be greater among women, (2) sociocultural factors will have a greater
impact on women’s sexuality, and (3) women’s sexual behaviours will be less consistent with
their sexual attitudes, whereas men will have higher sexual attitude-behaviour consistency
(Baumeister, 2000). Consequently, one might expect that women’s sexual behaviours, including
sexual talk, would be more strongly influenced by cultural factors—such as cultural-level sexual
scripts (e.g., the TSS). In addition, their sexual well-being (e.g., desire, satisfaction, functioning,
and distress) would be more strongly influenced by situational factors, such as sexual talk.
Accordingly, my dissertation proposes that gender/sex differences in erotic plasticity may be
associated with the type and amount of sexual talk used. Additionally, how sexual talk is

associated with sexual outcomes may also vary based on gender/sex.

1.3.5 Two Pathways Model of Sexual Communication

This model, which is specific to sexual communication, is informed by the sexual script,
IEMSS, and interpersonal process model of intimacy theories and proposes that sexual
communication leads to greater sexual satisfaction via two pathways (MacNeil & Byers, 2005;
2009; see also Cupach & Metts, 1991). This theory has also been extended to explain the

associations between sexual communication and both sexual functioning and relationship
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satisfaction (Merwin et al., 2017; Rancourt et al., 2016). The first pathway, the instrumental
pathway, suggests that sexual communication helps couples establish a shared interpersonal
sexual script, as well as influences the balance of sexual rewards to costs. Through this pathway,
sexual communication helps partners to better understand each other’s sexual preferences and
develop a mutually satisfying sexual script, which leads to more satisfying sexual interactions in
which both partners experience a higher sexual reward-to-cost ratio, and ultimately greater
sexual and relationship well-being. The second pathway, the expressive pathway, proposes that
sexual communication leads to greater intimacy. Through this pathway, both sexual and non-
sexual communication enhance intimacy, which then leads to greater sexual and relationship
well-being.

The two pathways theoretical model has been empirically supported with
mixed-gender/sex couples in long-term relationships (MacNeil & Byers, 2005, 2009), and while
it has not yet been examined in same-gender/sex couples, it is proposed to apply to all couples
equally. Cross-sectional studies with couples in short- and long-term relationships found strong
evidence of the instrumental pathway for both men and women (MacNeil & Byers, 2005, 2009).
However, the results for the expressive pathway differed between men and women for couples in
long-term relationships (MacNeil & Byers, 2009). Specifically, both sexual- and non-sexual
disclosures were associated with men’s sexual satisfaction, but only non-sexual self-disclosures
were associated with women’s sexual satisfaction (MacNeil & Byers, 2009). According to the
two-pathways model and relevant to my dissertation, I propose that sexual talk may lead to
greater sexual well-being by helping couples create more mutually satisfying sexual scripts and a
greater sexual reward-to-cost ratio, while also enhancing emotional intimacy, ultimately resulting

in greater sexual and relationship well-being.
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1.3.6 Integrating Theoretical Influences

Collectively, by bridging the relationship- and sexuality-based theories outlined above, |
provide a framework to explain how sexual talk may help couples in long-term relationships
maintain their sexual and relationship well-being over time. The theories also informed my
consideration of important moderators of the associations between sexual talk and sexual and
relationship outcomes, including PPR to sexual talk and gender/sex. Beyond the strong
theoretical basis for my dissertation, there is also important empirical literature that helped

inform my dissertation and hypotheses, which I will now review.

1.4 Overview of Sexual Communication

Broadly, sexual communication refers to verbal and nonverbal communication concerning
sexual matters (e.g., Mark & Jozkowski, 2013; Rehman et al., 2011). Within the context of
intimate relationships, this can include nonverbal communication such as facial expressions that
reflect pleasure, eye contact, and body language, as well as verbal communication such as
sharing sexual likes and dislikes with a partner. Largely driven by the theoretical frameworks
outlined above, researchers have investigated how sexual communication in relationships may be
linked with greater sexual and relationship well-being, with a focus on the role of sharing sexual
preferences with a partner (e.g., Brown & Weigel, 2018; MacNeil & Byers, 2005, 2009). For
example, cross-sectional dyadic studies have found that more open verbal communication about
sexual preferences is linked to greater sexual and relationship satisfaction for community couples
(e.g., Coffelt & Hess, 2014; Jones et al., 2018). In a recent study with young, mixed-gender/sex
couples, Roels and Janssen (2020) found that a person’s own sexual communication was
associated with their own—but not their partner’s—greater sexual satisfaction and relationship

satisfaction. There is also evidence that sexual communication is associated with greater sexual
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and relationship satisfaction for sexual and gender/sex diverse individuals (e.g., Rubinsky &
Hosek, 2020).

Unfortunately, the sexual communication literature has largely been limited to single-
occasion cross-sectional studies; to the best of my knowledge there are only three studies that
have used observational, longitudinal, and experimental methods, respectively (Pink, 2018;
Rehman et al., 2017; Warshowsky et al., 2020). The observational study found that couples
experience greater warmth during sexual discussions compared to non-sexual ones, which may
suggest that sexual communication creates a greater sense of intimacy and closeness (Rehman et
al., 2017). The longitudinal study was part of a doctoral dissertation which found that declines in
women’s sexual communication predicted declines in their sexual satisfaction (Pink, 2018).
Finally, the experimental study found that a bibliotherapy intervention helped increase men’s
sexual communication compared to men in the waitlist control group; however, the differences
between the two groups were no longer present three weeks later (Warshowsky et al., 2020).

For the most part, the literature has concentrated on communication that occurs outside of
sexual encounters; however, there is some evidence that sexual communication that occurs
during sex may also be relevant for sexual well-being. Of the studies to investigate sexual
communication during sexual encounters, three studies focused on the style of communication
(i.e., verbal vs. nonverbal). Brogan et al. (2009) found that when a person perceived their partner
as using more verbal or nonverbal sexual communication during sex, they reported greater sexual
satisfaction. Importantly, only some of the items in Brogan et al.’s (2009) measure specify that
the verbal or nonverbal communication is occurring during sex, making it difficult to know
whether participants are also reporting on more general sexual communication occurring outside

of sexual encounters. Babin (2012) adapted Brogan et al.’s (2009) measure to assess one’s own
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verbal and nonverbal communication during sex and found that a person’s perception of their
own nonverbal—but not verbal-—communication was associated with their own sexual
satisfaction. In a doctoral dissertation with short-term couples using cross-sectional and
longitudinal data, Millman (2018) found a person’s perceptions of their partner’s nonverbal—but
not verbal-—communication during sex was associated with their own and their partner’s greater
sexual satisfaction. However, Blunt-Vinti et al. (2019) found that perceptions of both one’s own
and partner’s verbal sexual communication during sex were associated with a person’s own
sexual satisfaction. Overall, the existing literature on sexual communication during sex has
produced mixed findings, with some finding support for the importance of both verbal and
nonverbal communication during sex (Blunt-Vinti et al., 2019; Brogan et al., 2009) and others
for only nonverbal communication (Babin, 2012; Millman, 2018). However, these studies are
also limited by small sample sizes (e.g., Brogan et al., 2009) and the use of a measure that only
assessed the use of verbal versus nonverbal communication during sex but not the content or
type of verbal communication (Babin, 2012; Blunt-Vinti et al., 2019; Brogan et al., 2009;
Millman, 2018). It may be that the amount or specific content of verbal communication during
sex is important for a person’s sexual satisfaction, though this has been rarely studied. Overall,
research suggests that a person’s own—as well as their partner’s—verbal communication during
sex may be linked with greater sexual satisfaction.

Couples’ discussions of sexual topics can often be fraught with fears of being vulnerable,
misunderstood, and even rejected by one’s partner (Rehman et al., 2011). There seems to be a
higher inherent interpersonal risk associated with sexual communication, which may make it
difficult for couples to engage in, relative to more general communication. For instance, Theiss

and Estlein (2013) found that perceiving sexual communication as more threatening (e.g., fearing
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rejection, embarrassment) was associated with avoidance of sexual topics and more indirect
sexual communication—both of which were then linked to poorer sexual satisfaction for women
and, for sexual topic avoidance only, men. Since these fears are often reported about engaging in
sexual communication outside of sexual activity (Rehman et al., 2017; Rehman et al., 2011), it is
likely that the perceived interpersonal risk is higher and more salient when engaging in sexual
communication during sex (e.g., verbally instructing a partner to touch you in a certain way),
especially since sex is a time when people already experience increased feelings of vulnerability
(Kleinplatz et al., 2009). It is evident that sexual communication during sex is a critical aspect of
sexual communication that needs to be examined further, as it may be a potentially important

target for future interventions aiming to promote sexual and relational well-being in couples.

1.5 Sexual Talk

As previously mentioned, sexual talk® is a type of verbal sexual communication that
occurs exclusively during sex and which is specific to the sexual activity itself (Jonason et al.,
2016). While largely neglected in past research, sexual talk appears to be commonly enjoyed. In
fact, one non-peer-reviewed study of 17,400 Australians found that 62% of respondents enjoyed
talking during sex (Redhotpie, 2014). Further, there is evidence that on average, both men and
women report that they and their partners engage in high levels of verbal sexual communication
during sex (Babin, 2012; Brogan et al., 2009). While previous researchers had examined the
style of sexual communication during sex (i.e., verbal vs. nonverbal; e.g., Babin, 2012; Blunt-

Vinti et al., 2019; Brogan et al., 2009), Jonason and colleagues (2016) were the first to examine

> While Jonason et al. (2016) coined this type of communication “erotic talk,” I refer to it as
“sexual talk,” which I believe is a more accurate and descriptive name, especially given that
some of the subtypes (e.g., statements of emotional bonding or intimacy) may not necessarily be
conceptualized as erotic by some people.
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the content of sexual talk, as well as the first to investigate how different types of sexual talk
were associated with sexual and relationship satisfaction.

Jonason et al. (2016) first conducted a qualitative study with individuals to examine what
they and their current/past partner’s say during sex, including (but not limited to) statements said
for excitement and expressions of emotions, as well as any statements they knew or believed
men and women say during sex. A thematic analysis of the 569 statements reported by
participants revealed a total of eight themes: sexual dominance, sexual submission, instructive
statements, positive feedback/compliments, intimacy/emotional bonding, sexual ownership,
speaking fantasies, and short statements of excitement/pleasure. Next, Jonason et al. (2016)
constructed a measure of sexual talk and had 238 participants rate their use of each of the eight
statement types, using an 8-item measure (with each item representing one of the eight themes
identified during the thematic analysis). An exploratory factor analysis (EFA) identified two
distinct types of sexual talk (mutualistic and individualistic sexual talk), which were each
composed of four unique subtypes of sexual talk, with each subtype mapping onto one of the
eight themes mentioned above. Mutualistic sexual talk consisted of (1) short statements of
excitement or pleasure (e.g., ves/yeah!), (2) positive feedback or compliments directed towards a
partner (e.g., you taste so good), (3) instructive statements (i.e., telling your partner to do
something; e.g., go harder/faster/slower), and (4) statements of emotional bonding or intimacy
(e.g., I feel so close to you). Individualistic sexual talk consisted of (1) sexually dominant
statements (e.g., who’s my sex toy?), (2) sexually submissive statements (e.g., Let me be your
dirty slut), (3) statements of sexual ownership (i.e., over one’s partner or their body; e.g., whose

pussy/cock is this?), and (4) speaking sexual fantasies (e.g., [ 'm imagining people are watching
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us fuck). The authors proposed that mutualistic talk focused on sharing the experience with one’s
partner, whereas individualistic talk focused on one’s own sexual experience and pleasure.
Further, the authors found that using more individualistic talk was associated with greater
sexual satisfaction and using more mutualistic talk was associated with both greater sexual and
relationship satisfaction (Jonason et al., 2016). Both men and women reported using more
mutualistic talk than individualistic talk and there were no gender/sex differences in use of
mutualistic or individualistic talk. However, women reported using one subtype of mutualistic
talk (i.e., statements of emotional bonding/intimacy) and one subtype of individualistic talk (i.e.,
submissive statements) more than men. Overall, it appears that sexual talk may be a type of
communication that people in long-term relationships could utilize to help maintain their sexual
and relationship well-being over time. However, we still do not know (1) if there are gender/sex
differences in the use of mutualistic and individualistic sexual talk for long-term couples
specifically, (2) how use of sexual talk for long-term couples is associated with a person’s own
and their partner’s sexual well-being, (3) how gender/sex and dyad type or PPR to sexual talk
might moderate those associations, or (4) what sexual talk looks like for sexual and gender/sex
diverse couples. Next, I will review the literature relevant to the two moderators I examine in my

dissertation: PPR and gender/sex.

1.6 Perceived Partner Responsiveness (PPR)

Sexual talk inherently occurs in a partnered context, as it involves one person saying
something to their partner during a sexual encounter. As such, the perception of how a partner
responds to sexual talk might have important implications. The interpersonal process model of
intimacy asserts that perceptions of how a partner responds to communication is a key

component of building intimacy in relationships (Laurenceau et al., 1998; Reis et al., 2004). PPR
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refers to the extent to which a person perceives their partner’s verbal and non-verbal responses to
be accepting, validating, understanding, and caring (Reis, 2012). Experimental, longitudinal, and
daily diary studies have shown that greater PPR is a robust predictor of greater sexual
satisfaction, greater sexual functioning, lower sexual distress, and greater relationship
satisfaction for both members of couples (Birnbaum & Reis, 2012; Birnbaum et al., 2016; Bois et
al., 2016; Muise & Impett, 2015).

While PPR has not yet been directly examined in the context of sexual communication, it
is reasonable to speculate that PPR to sexual talk may moderate how sexual talk is associated
with sexual and relationship outcomes. For instance, if a person uses sexual talk and perceives
their partner as responsive to their sexual talk (e.g., the partner follows instructive statements),
they will likely—via the expressive and instrumental pathways—experience enhanced sexual
and relational well-being. In contrast, if a person perceives their partner as unresponsive to their
sexual talk (e.g., the partner ignores or invalidates a sexual fantasy), then this may cause the
person to feel rejected, experience less feelings of emotional intimacy, and possibly not have
their sexual needs met, resulting in lower sexual well-being and relationship satisfaction.
Collectively, the interpersonal process model of intimacy (Reis & Shaver, 1988) and two-
pathways model of sexual communication (MacNeil & Byers, 2005, 2009), as well as existing
PPR literature informed my dissertation by leading me to hypothesize that PPR to sexual talk
may moderate associations between sexual talk and sexual and relational outcomes (see section

1.8.1 below for more detail on these hypotheses).

1.7 Gender/Sex
A significant body of research emphasizes that neither sex or gender are dichotomous nor

independent of each other (see van Anders, 2015 for a review). Additionally, the specific impacts
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of sex and gender on sexual behaviour, attitudes, and emotions are rarely separable. Indeed,
some researchers have argued that the distinction between sex (referring to biologically based
differences between males and females) and gender (referring to sociocultural based differences
between men and women) should be abandoned because biological and sociocultural factors are
so intertwined (Yoder, 2003). Sexual Configurations Theory (SCT) proposes the use of
gender/sex when referring to both gender and sex and gender/sex sexuality as an alternative term
for sexual orientation (for which both prior theoretical and empirical literature largely rely on
assumptions of sex—rather than gender—as well as of binaries; van Anders, 2015). SCT
provides a dynamic framework for understanding diverse sexualities along several continuums
(e.g., gender/sex sexuality, gender sexuality, and sex sexuality). My dissertation directly relies on
two theories which have fundamental expectations based on gender and sex: sexual script theory
(which assumes sociocultural gender role differences between men and women) and the theory
of erotic plasticity (which assumes biological sex differences between female and males).
Further, both the past theoretical and empirical literature have largely been cis-normative,
making it difficult to separate gender and sex. Finally, two of my dissertation studies (Studies 2
and 3) focus on sexual talk amongst sexual and gender/sex diverse couples. Given the prior
theoretical and empirical research, and my own research questions, it seems logical to
conceptualize gender and sex from the dynamic SCT framework. Accordingly, I utilize the
terminology of “gender/sex”—an umbrella term which encompasses both sex and gender and is
appropriate for use in contexts in which gender and sex cannot easily (or at all) be disentangled

(Shibley Hyde et al., 2019; see also van Anders, 2015)—throughout my dissertation.
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1.7.1 Gender/Sex, Dyad Type, and Sexual Communication

Based on men’s and women’s highly gendered/sexed roles in the TSS, one might assume
that the type or amount of sexual communication—including sexual talk—a person uses would
be at least partially dependent on their gender/sex or even the composition of their relationship
(i.e., same- vs. mixed-gender/sex couple). Past research provides mixed results about whether
people engage in different amounts or types of sexual communication based on their gender/sex.
Some research has found that both the type and amount of general sexual communication differs
based on gender/sex (e.g., Blunt-Vinti et al., 2019; Willis et al., 2019). For example, while
women seem to communicate more about sexual topics than men, they are also less likely to
believe that their communication will lead to changes (e.g., different sexual behaviours; Greene
& Faulkner, 2005). Additionally, there are some aspects of sexual communication that women
report greater difficulty with compared to men, such as verbally communicating about sexual
consent (Willis et al., 2019). In contrast, other studies have found that men and women
communicate equally about sexual preferences with a partner (e.g., Holmberg & Blair, 2009;
MacNeil & Byers, 2005, 2009). One cross-sectional study found no gender/sex differences in the
use of verbal communication during sex but did find that women used more nonverbal
communication during sex, compared to men (Blunt-Vinti et al., 2019).

There is a dearth of research on whether the type or amount of sexual communication
varies by dyad type (i.e., same- vs. mixed-gender/sex) as most of the literature has not included
participants in same-gender/sex relationships. In fact, only one study has examined
communication about sexual likes and dislikes in a sample of men and women in same- and
mixed-gender/sex relationships (Holmberg & Blair, 2009). The results of this study indicated

that the amount of sexual communication was largely equivalent, regardless of dyad type. There
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is a similar lack of literature with GSD individuals. One study examining sexual consent
communication found that nonbinary participants were 2.2 times more likely to use direct verbal
communication compared to those who did not identify as nonbinary (McKenna et al., 2021).
The authors suggested that because GSD individuals do not have a cultural level sexual script to
rely on, they are more likely to rely on direct and verbal sexual communication with partners and
that traditional gender/sex roles are less important for them.

Regardless of whether there are gender/sex or dyad type differences in the amount or type
of sexual communication used, it is possible that the role of sexual talk—and consequently how
it is associated with sexual and relationship well-being—may be divergent across gender/sex or
dyad type. Indeed, the theory of erotic plasticity proposes that situational factors may have a
stronger influence on women’s sexual well-being (Baumeister, 2000), implying that the
associations between sexual talk and sexual well-being may depend on gender/sex (i.e.,
associations may be stronger for women than men). Moreover, sexual script theory suggests that
sexual talk may be more or less important to a person’s subjective appraisal of sexual activity,
due to gender/sex roles (Gagnon, 1990; Masters et al., 2013). For example, it is possible that
sexual talk which focuses on the relationship (i.e., mutualistic sexual talk) may be more strongly
associated with women’s (than men’s) sexual well-being, given that this type of sexual talk
would be more consistent with women’s roles in the TSS.

The contention that the associations between sexual talk and sexual and relational
outcomes may differ based on gender/sex is supported by the broader sexual communication
literature (e.g., Mallory et al., 2019; Rehman et al., 2011). For instance, effect sizes for
associations between sexual communication and sexual desire are consistently stronger for

women compared to men (Mallory et al., 2019). It is also plausible that differences based on
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dyad type might exist, given that people in same-gender/sex relationships may utilize more
flexible sexual scripts (Gabb, 2019; Lamont, 2017; Lindley et al., 2020). While there is a lack of
research investigating dyad type differences, one study did find that the effect size for the
association between sexual communication and sexual satisfaction was significantly greater for
gay men compared to heterosexual men, but did not formally test for moderation (Frederick et
al., 2021). However, no other previous study has examined whether dyad type might moderate
the associations between sexual communication and sexual satisfaction or desire.

In summary, the theoretical frameworks and prior research that informed my dissertation
suggest that men and women may approach and experience sexual talk in diverse ways based on
their gender/sex and possibly also the gender/sex of their partner. The literature broadly supports
the contention of gender/sex differences in sexual talk, with gender/sex and some dyad type
differences being found in the type and amount of sexual communication used, and how sexual
communication is associated with a person’s sexual and relationship well-being. Indeed, there is
already initial evidence that men and women may use and enjoy different types of sexual talk
(Jonason et al., 2016). Clearly, gender/sex and dyad type are important factors to consider when
conducting research on sexual talk; if gender/sex and/or dyad type moderate how sexual talk is
linked to sexual and relational outcomes, future interventions targeting sexual talk may need to

be tailored based on a person’s and/or their partner’s gender/sex.

1.8 Limitations to Knowledge
By virtue of being a newly emerging research topic, there are several important gaps in
the sexual talk literature which need to be addressed. First, no study to date has examined the use
of sexual talk among sexually active people in long-term relationships. It is important to know

whether the same two types of sexual talk will emerge when Jonason et al.’s (2016) sexual talk
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measure is used with individuals in long-term relationships, especially since these couples tend
to be at higher risk of declines in sexual and relationship well-being (Birditt et al., 2012; Kamp
Dush et al., 2008; McNulty & Widman, 2013; Schmiedeberg & Schroder, 2016). Moreover,
researchers have found that married individuals report more apprehension about engaging in
sexual communication with their partner compared to people in committed dating relationships
(Babin, 2012), suggesting that the type or amount of sexual talk may look different for people in
long-term relationships. Second, only the links between sexual talk and sexual and relationship
satisfaction have been examined, while other aspects of sexual well-being—such as sexual
functioning, sexual distress, and sexual desire—have not been investigated. The World Health
Organization (WHO), as well as researchers, have emphasized the importance of considering
multiple domains when it comes to sexual well-being because each facet can be experienced,
expressed, and interact with other aspects of health and well-being in different ways; without a
holistic view of sexual well-being, important aspects may go unaddressed in research and
treatment (Martin & Woodgate, 2017; World Health Organization, 2015).

Third, researchers have yet to examine sexual talk using data from both members of a
couple. Sexual talk is inherently dyadic in nature (i.e., it is something a person says to their
partner during sex) and investigating how one person’s sexual talk may be linked to not only
their own but also their partner’s sexual and relational outcomes will shed light on the
interpersonal implications of sexual talk. Fourth, prior literature has not considered potential
moderators of the associations between sexual talk and sexual and relationship outcomes;
knowing what factors may influence these associations may be beneficial when developing

communication interventions for couples.
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Finally, an important gap in the existing literature is that prior research has been limited
in terms of study design and sample. Most sexual communication and sexual talk studies utilize
single-occasion, retrospective data collection using samples that are young, cis gender,
heterosexual, and in mixed-gender/sex relationships. Owing to this limitation, findings to date
are not necessarily generalizable to people who are older, not heterosexual, in same-gender/sex
relationships, and those who identify as GSD. In order to advance our knowledge of sexual talk
in general, as well as to better understand how sexual talk is linked to outcomes and for whom,
research with more diverse samples and which utilizes techniques such as daily diary data or

longitudinal methodology is required.

1.9 Outline of Dissertation Papers

The overall objectives of my dissertation were to evaluate how two types of sexual talk
(mutualistic and individualistic) were associated with sexual and relationship well-being for
people in long-term relationships, and to examine PPR to sexual talk, gender/sex, and dyad type
as potential moderators of these associations. Study 1 of my dissertation was a cross-sectional
study in which I validated an existing measure of sexual talk (SexTalk; Jonason et al., 2016)
using a community sample of individuals in long-term relationships, examined the associations
between a person’s use of mutualistic and individualistic sexual talk and their own sexual and
relationship well-being, and evaluated PPR to sexual talk as a moderator of these associations. In
Study 2 of my dissertation, a cross-sectional retrospective and 35-day daily diary study, I
examined whether a person’s own gender/sex, their partner’s gender/sex, or the dyad type (i.e.,
same- vs. mixed-gender/sex) were associated with their own and their partner’s average general
or daily use of sexual talk in a sexual and gender/sex diverse sample of community couples in

long-term relationships. Finally, in Study 3 of my dissertation, I used the same community
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sample as in Study 2 to test whether a person’s own or their partner’s daily variations in sexual
talk were associated with daily sexual satisfaction and dyadic sexual desire (above and beyond
their previous-day levels of sexual satisfaction and desire) for both members of the couple. In
Study 3 I also examined whether a person’s own gender/sex, their partner’s gender/sex, or dyad
type moderated these aforementioned associations. The manuscript for each of these three
studies is included in separate chapters within my dissertations (Chapters 2-4).* In Chapter 5, I
provide a discussion of the overall results, the strengths and limitations of my dissertation, the

implications of my research, and recommendations for future research.

1.8.1 Aims and Hypotheses of Chapter 2

My first study, as described in Chapter 2, was a cross-sectional investigation of the
associations between a person’s use of sexual talk and their own sexual satisfaction, sexual
functioning, sexual distress, and relationship satisfaction. Simultaneously, I sought to examine
whether PPR to sexual talk moderated the associations between sexual talk and sexual and
relationship well-being. Based on prior theoretical (Lawrance & Byers, 1992; Reis & Shaver,
1988) and empirical research, I hypothesized that when an individual perceived their partner as
more responsive to sexual talk, using more mutualistic or individualistic sexual talk would be
associated with greater sexual satisfaction and functioning, lower sexual distress, and—for
mutualistic talk only—greater relationship satisfaction. I also expected that when an individual
perceived their partner as less responsive to sexual talk, using more mutualistic or individualistic
talk would be associated with poorer sexual satisfaction and functioning, greater sexual distress,
and—for individualistic talk only—poorer relationship satisfaction.

There were two secondary aims of the first study: (1) validating a novel measure of

sexual talk (SexTalk; Jonason et al., 2016) and (2) adapting and validating a measure of

“Note: All data for the three studies were collected pre-COVID-19.
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perceived partner responsiveness to sexual talk. While the SexTalk measure had only previously
been validated using a combined sample of people in relationships and those who were single, I
hypothesized that I would find a similar two-factor structure to that found by Jonason et al.
(2016).
1.8.2 Aims and Hypotheses of Chapter 3

My second study, as described in Chapter 3, was a two-part investigation of whether
there are gender/sex or dyad type differences in the use of sexual talk among a sexual and
gender/sex diverse sample of community couples in long-term relationships. In line with sexual
script theory and prior research (e.g., Masters et al., 2013; Simon & Gagnon, 1986; Wiederman,
2005), I expected that men would report greater individualistic talk than women, both in general
and at an average daily level. I also hypothesized that there would be no gender/sex differences
for mutualistic talk in general or at a daily level. Given the lack of research and theory pertaining
to GSD individuals and men and women in same-gender/sex dyads, and because this was the
first study to examine sexual talk in a dyadic context, I had no specific hypotheses regarding
partner’s gender/sex or dyad type, nor for the GSD couples.
1.8.3 Aims and Hypotheses of Chapter 4

My third study, as described in Chapter 4, aimed to examine how daily variations in
sexual talk were associated with same-day sexual satisfaction and dyadic sexual desire, above
and beyond the previous-day levels of satisfaction and desire. I simultaneously sought to
examine how a person’s own gender/sex, their partner’s gender/sex, and the dyad type might
moderate these associations. This study utilized the same sample as Study 3 (described in
Chapter 3) and data was collected during a 35-day period during which participants completed

daily online surveys. Based on sexual script theory (Simon & Gagnon, 1986) and the results of
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Study 1 and 2, I hypothesized that on days that a person used more individualistic talk relative to
their average across days, they would report greater sexual satisfaction and dyadic sexual desire,
and that this association would be stronger for men than for women. Further, I expected that on
days that a person used more mutualistic talk relative to their average across days, they would
report greater sexual satisfaction and dyadic sexual desire, and that this association would be
stronger for women than for men. Considering the lack of dyadic sexual talk literature and
research or theory with same-gender/sex couples or GSD individuals, I had no specific
hypotheses regarding partner effects, possible moderations by partner’s gender/sex or dyad type,

or for the GSD couples.
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CHAPTER 2: PERCEIVED PARTNER RESPONSIVENESS MODERATES THE
ASSOCIATIONS BETWEEN SEXUAL TALK AND SEXUAL AND RELATIONSHIP

WELL-BEING IN INDIVIDUALS IN LONG-TERM RELATIONSHIPS

The manuscript prepared for this study is presented below. Readers are advised that Kathleen
Merwin, under the supervision of Dr. Natalie Rosen, was responsible for developing the research
questions and hypotheses, collecting data, preparing the dataset for analyses, conducting data
analyses, and interpreting the study findings. Kathleen wrote the initial draft of the manuscript
and received and incorporated feedback from her co-author. The manuscript underwent peer-
review, and required 2 rounds of revision, which Kathleen led the response to, prior to the
manuscript’s acceptance in the Journal of Sex Research on April 6, 2019. The full reference for

this manuscript is:

Merwin, K. E., & Rosen, N. O. (2020). Perceived partner responsiveness moderates the
associations between sexual talk and sexual and relationship well-being in individuals in
long-term relationships. Journal of Sex Research, 57(3), 351-364.

https://doi.org/10.1080/00224499.2019.1610151



2.1 Abstract
Sexual communication promotes sexual and relationship well-being. Previous research has
frequently neglected couples’ communication that occurs exclusively during sexual activity,
and that is specific to that sexual interaction (i.e., sexual talk). We examined associations
between individualistic and mutualistic (i.e., self- and other-focused) sexual talk and sexual
and relationship well-being, and the potential moderating role of perceived partner
responsiveness to sexual talk (PPR). An MTurk community sample of 303 individuals (171
female) in committed relationships completed online measures assessing sexual satisfaction,
sexual functioning, sexual distress, relationship satisfaction, sexual talk, and PPR. Greater
mutualistic talk was associated with higher female sexual functioning, whereas greater
individualistic talk was associated with lower relationship satisfaction. At higher levels of
PPR, using more mutualistic talk was associated with less sexual distress and more
individualistic talk was associated with greater sexual satisfaction. At lower levels of PPR,
more mutualistic talk was associated with more sexual distress and more individualistic talk
was linked to poorer sexual satisfaction. PPR may help buffer against the negative
associations between self-focused (i.e., individualistic) sexual talk and sexual and
relationship well-being, whereas other-focused (i.e., mutualistic) sexual talk may be
beneficial for sexual and relationship well-being, unless a partner is perceived as very
unresponsive.
Keywords: sexual talk; sexual communication; couples; sexual well-being; relationship

satisfaction



2.2 Introduction

Couples in committed romantic relationships typically experience declines in sexual well-
being (i.e., sexual satisfaction, sexual functioning, and sexual distress) over time, beginning as
soon as after their first year together, and regardless of relationship status (e.g., dating,
cohabitating, married; Klusmann, 2002; Liu, 2003; McNulty & Widman, 2013; Rosen et al.,
2016; Schmiedeberg & Schroder, 2016). Similarly, longitudinal studies have shown that couples
experience declines in relationship satisfaction (i.e., relationship satisfaction, commitment,
intimacy, trust, passion, love; Fletcher et al., 2000) over time, irrespective of age or gender (e.g.,
Birditt et al., 2012; Kamp Dush et al., 2008). Sexual well-being and relationship satisfaction each
contribute uniquely to better mental and physical health (Robles et al., 2014; Resand et al., 2012;
Rosen & Bachmann, 2008). In fact, a review by Diamond and Huebner (2012) demonstrated that
sexual well-being is protective for long-term physical health, and a meta-analysis by Holt-
Lunstad et al. (2010) found that strong social relationships are more important to morbidity and
mortality than other physical health indicators (e.g., smoking, obesity, and physical activity).

While sexual well-being and relationship satisfaction are positively related, they are
distinct constructs. Recent evidence suggests that they can follow unique trajectories over the
course of a relationship and can at times be predicted by different variables (McNulty et al.,
2016; Montesi et al., 2010; Schmiedeberg & Schroder, 2016). Given that sexual well-being and
relationship satisfaction are vital components of quality of life (Impett et al., 2014), it is
important to examine factors that may help couples in committed relationships, who often
experience declines in these areas, maintain or enhance these aspects of their lives.

Prior research has emphasized the importance of interpersonal factors, such as attachment

style, dyadic empathy, communal motivation, and affection, for promoting well-being in sexual



and romantic relationships (e.g., Debrot et al., 2017; Impett et al., 2015; Mark et al., 2018; Rosen
etal., 2017). In particular, couples’ sexual communication has been shown to be associated with
greater sexual well-being and relationship satisfaction (e.g., Brown & Weigel, 2018; Byers,
2005, 2011; MacNeil & Byers, 2005; Merwin et al., 2017; Rancourt et al., 2016). It is theorized
that sexual communication facilitates more mutually satisfying sexual scripts, thereby leading to
greater sexual and relationship well-being (e.g., Byers, 2011). However, little is known about
sexual communication that occurs during sexual interactions and how this may be associated
with couples’ sexual and relationship outcomes. The present study addresses this gap by
examining the associations between sexual talk (i.e., communication during sexual activity) and
sexual satisfaction, sexual functioning, sexual distress, and relationship satisfaction in romantic

relationships.

2.2.1 Sexual Communication

Sexual communication refers to verbal and non-verbal interactions concerning sexual
matters (e.g., sharing sexual preferences or disclosing sexual problems to a partner or facial
expressions that reflect pleasure; Babin, 2012; Brogan et al., 2009; Mark & Jozkowski, 2013;
Merwin et al., 2017; Rehman et al., 2011). Most sexual communication literature has focused on
the role of verbal sexual communication (e.g., discussing sexual matters such as condom use,
sexual initiation, sexual preferences, etc.; Greene & Faulkner, 2005; Vannier & O'Sullivan,
2011). Cross-sectional dyadic studies have found that more open verbal sexual communication is
related to greater sexual and relationship satisfaction in community samples, and less sexual
distress in couples where the woman experiences pain during intercourse (Coffelt & Hess, 2014;

Greene & Faulkner, 2005; MacNeil & Byers, 2005, 2009; Pazmany et al., 2015).



Theories of sexual communication posit that greater sexual communication enhances
sexual and relationship well-being by fostering mutually satisfying sexual scripts (i.e., a couples'
sexual routine or shared set of expectations about their sexual relationships; Gauvin & Pukall,
2018) and by enhancing intimacy (MacNeil & Byers, 2005, 2009; Mark & Jozkowski, 2013;
Montesi et al., 2010; Rehman et al., 2011). Specifically, MacNeil and Byers (2005; see also
Cupach & Metts, 1991; 2009) proposed that sexual communication contributes to couples’
sexual satisfaction through two pathways. Through the expressive pathway, sexual
communication enhances feelings of intimacy thereby leading to greater sexual satisfaction. Via
the instrumental pathway, sexual communication allows partners to better understand each
other’s sexual preferences, leading to greater sexual satisfaction. This theoretical model is
empirically supported in long-term couples (MacNeil & Byers, 2005, 2009), and has been
extended to understand the associations between sexual communication and greater sexual
functioning and relationship satisfaction through similar mechanisms (e.g., Merwin et al., 2017,
Rancourt et al., 2016). Prior work using MacNeil and Byers’ (2009) two-pathway model of
sexual communication has typically used a measure of sexual communication that did not
specify when the sexual communication occurred; however it is generally assumed that this
communication occurred outside of sexual activity. Although the two-pathway model has not yet
been applied to couples’ communication that occurs exclusively during sexual activity and that is

specific to the sexual activity itself (i.e., their sexual talk), it is possible that the model may
extend to this type of sexual communication.
2.2.2 Sexual Talk

Couples’ discussions around sexual topics can be fraught with fears of being vulnerable,

misunderstood, or even rejected (Rehman et al., 2011). Indeed, Rehman et al. (2017) found that



couples experienced higher levels of anxiety in advance of discussing sexual topics, compared to
non-sexual topics. Moreover, Babin (2012) found that married individuals reported higher levels
of apprehension about engaging in sexual communication compared to those in committed dating
relationships, and that greater apprehension was associated with less verbal sexual
communication with a partner. Such findings suggest that sexual communication is more
difficult than other types of relationship communication, and that couples in longer-term
relationships may be especially vulnerable to challenges in engaging in sexual communication.
Moreover, Ménard and Offman (2009) argued that general sexual communication (e.g.,
discussing one’s sexual likes and dislikes outside of a sexual interaction) is different from
actively requesting one’s preferences during sexual activity, which comes with greater
interpersonal risk (i.e., rejection). Studies have found that communicating more about pleasure
during sex was associated with greater sexual satisfaction (Babin, 2012; Blunt-Vinti et al., 2019;
Brogan et al., 2009).

To our knowledge, very few studies have examined sexual communication that
specifically occurs during sexual interactions and is specific to the interaction (i.e., sexual talk;
e.g., Blunt-Vinti et al., 2019; Jonason et al., 2016), and to date, only one study has examined the
content of couples’ sexual talk (Jonason et al., 2016). Using both qualitative and quantitative
methods the authors identified eight unique sexual talk themes, and a factor analysis revealed
that these loaded into two subscales: Individualistic talk is self-focused and relates to one’s own
sexual experience and pleasure (i.e., statements of dominance, submission, and sexual
ownership, and talking about sexual fantasies), whereas mutualistic talk is other-focused and
relates to sharing the sexual experience with one’s partner (i.e., short exclamations of sexual

pleasure, instructional statements, positive feedback, and statements of intimacy/bonding).



Engaging in more mutualistic talk was associated with greater sexual and relationship
satisfaction, whereas engaging in more individualistic talk was associated with greater sexual—
but not relationship—satisfaction. The authors suggested that the self-focused nature of
individualistic talk may prioritize the sexual enjoyment of the speaker above that of their partner,
thereby leading to greater sexual—but not necessarily relationship—satisfaction (Jonason et al.,
2016).

While informative, Jonason et al. (2016) did not require participants to be in a current
romantic relationship, nor did they ask if participants were currently (or had ever been) sexually
active. Thus, their findings may not be representative of individuals who are in committed,
sexually active, romantic relationships—that is, those who are at higher risk of declines in sexual
well-being and relationship satisfaction. Further, Jonason et al. (2016) neglected other aspects of
sexual well-being, including sexual functioning and sexual distress. Sexual satisfaction is the
subjective evaluation of the positive and negative aspects of one’s sexual activity and the
subsequent affective response to this evaluation (Lawrance & Byers, 1992). In contrast, sexual
functioning refers to the intra-individual experience of sexual desire, arousal, orgasm, and pain,
whereas sexual distress refers to negative emotions (e.g., worry, frustration, and anxiety)
experienced in relation to one’s sexual relationship (Derogatis et al., 2008; Meston & Derogatis,
2002; Rosen et al., 2000; Rosen et al., 1997). Sexual satisfaction, sexual functioning, and sexual
distress are distinct constructs such that they can exhibit different patterns of change over time
(Stephenson & Meston, 2010a), and an individual can report high or low levels in one of these
areas, without necessarily experiencing corresponding changes in one of the other components
(e.g., Stephenson & Meston, 2015b). Given that the World Health Organization (WHO)

emphasizes that sexual well-being is not simply the absence of sexual dysfunction (WHO, 2015),



but also the presence of positive sexual functioning, it is important to assess multiple aspects of
sexual well-being. Finally, since sexual talk typically happens in a partnered context, the

perception of how a partner responds to sexual talk might have important implications.

2.2.3 Perceived Partner Responsiveness

Perceived partner responsiveness—the extent to which a person perceives their partner’s
verbal and non-verbal responses to be accepting, understanding, validating, and caring—is
thought to be a key component to lasting and satisfying romantic relationships (Reis, 2012). The
associations between perceived partner responsiveness and greater relationship well-being have
been attributed to physical and emotional factors such as a reduced stress response (e.g., Slatcher
et al., 2015) and greater feelings of intimacy in the relationship (e.g., Otto et al., 2015). In
longitudinal, daily diary, and experimental studies, it has been shown to be a robust predictor of
greater sexual satisfaction and functioning, lower sexual distress, and greater relationship
satisfaction among couples (Birnbaum & Reis, 2012; Birnbaum et al., 2016; Bois et al., 2016;
Muise & Impett, 2015). Following from this work, perceived partner responsiveness to sexual
talk may play a key role in the associations between sexual talk and sexual and relationship
outcomes, especially given the heightened sense of vulnerability and fear of rejection that
communicating during sex may evoke (Ménard & Offman, 2009).

When perceived partner responsiveness to sexual talk is greater (e.g., a partner is
perceived as more accepting, validating, caring, and understanding in response to sexual talk),
then individuals may experience more intimacy, individual or shared pleasure though mutual
sexual scripts, and the couple may be better able to meet each other’s sexual needs. Under such
circumstances, sexual talk may be associated with greater sexual well-being and relationship

satisfaction, compared to when a partner is perceived to be less responsive to sexual talk. Indeed,



when a partner is viewed as less responsive to sexual talk (e.g., they ignore or invalidate) this
may be associated with feelings of rejection, lower intimacy, and prevent the couple from
meeting each other’s sexual needs—and thus be associated with lower sexual well-being and
relationship satisfaction. In other words, the positive associations between sexual talk and sexual
well-being and relationship satisfaction may be strengthened when a partner is perceived as more
responsive, but when a partner is perceived as less responsive this may weaken the beneficial
effects. Understanding the conditions under which sexual talk may be more or less beneficial
would provide further nuance to our understanding of the role of sexual communication in the

sexual and relationship well-being of individuals in committed relationships.

2.2.4 Current Study

In a cross-sectional study of individuals in committed, sexually active, romantic
relationships, we examined the associations between mutualistic and individualistic sexual talk
and sexual satisfaction, functioning, and distress, and relationship satisfaction, as well as the
moderating role of perceived partner responsiveness to sexual talk. Based on theories of sexual
communication and perceived partner responsiveness, as well as prior research, we hypothesized
that (1) when an individual perceived their partner as more responsive to sexual talk, using more
mutualistic sexual talk would be associated with greater sexual satisfaction and functioning,
lower sexual distress, and greater relationship satisfaction, compared to using less mutualistic
talk, (2) when an individual perceived their partner as less responsive to sexual talk, using more
mutualistic sexual talk would be associated with poorer sexual satisfaction and functioning,
greater sexual distress, but not poorer relationship satisfaction, compared to using less
mutualistic talk, (3) when an individual perceived their partner as more responsive to sexual talk,

using more individualistic sexual talk would be associated with greater sexual satisfaction and



functioning, lower sexual distress, but not greater relationship satisfaction, compared to using
less individualistic talk, (4) when an individual perceived their partner as less responsive to
sexual talk, using more individualistic sexual talk would be associated with poorer sexual
satisfaction and functioning, lower sexual distress, and poorer relationship satisfaction, compared
to using less individualistic talk.

2.3 Method

2.3.1 Participants. The final sample included 303 participants (171 female, 131 male, 1
intersex). The inclusion criteria were as follows: (1) in a sexual and romantic relationship and
living with their partner; (2) sexually active with their partner (engaged in manual stimulation,
oral sex, or intercourse) at least once in the previous four weeks; (3) 18 years of age or older; and
(4) comfortable reading and understanding in English. Using effect sizes from previous research
(Jonason et al., 2016), an a-priori power analysis conducted using G*Power indicated that we
would need a sample of 266 individuals to provide sufficient power for the planned hierarchical
moderated regression analyses (Faul et al., 2009).

Of 361 potential participants (i.e., individuals who expressed interest in the study), 28
(7.76%) did not go on to complete the survey because they were deemed ineligible. Of the 333
eligible participants, 19 (5.71%) were excluded for failing one or more attention checks in the
survey, 6 (1.80%) were excluded because of unreliable data (i.e., indicated that we should not
use their data, said they were ‘unsure’ if we should use their data, or indicated that the data they
provided were only ‘somewhat accurate’). A final 5 (1.50%) participants were removed because
they were missing more than 20% of data on one or more of the core study measures, resulting in

the final sample size of 303.



2.3.2 Procedure. Participants were recruited through an advertisement on Amazon
Mechanical Turk (MTurk), an online recruitment source. The study was advertised as a survey
about sexual experiences and communication within romantic relationships. Prior research has
indicated that participants recruited through MTurk provide valid data and are more
demographically diverse than both U.S. university samples and standard Internet samples
(Chandler & Shapiro, 2016; Mortensen & Hughes, 2018). Interested participants followed a link
to complete an online eligibility screening questionnaire through Qualtrics Research Suite, a
secure online survey program. Eligible participants provided their informed consent online and
completed a demographics questionnaire as well as standardized measures assessing their sexual
satisfaction, sexual functioning, sexual distress, and relationship satisfaction. Participants also
completed measures of their own sexual talk, and of perceived partner responsiveness to their
own sexual talk. Following recommendations for enhancing the validity of online data collection,
two attention-check questions were embedded within study measures to verify that participant’s
attention was engaged during the study (Thomas & Clifford, 2017). Additionally, at the end of
the study, participants were asked to rate the accuracy of their own data on a scale of 1 (not at all
accurate) to 5 (extremely accurate), and to indicate whether we should use their data (yes or no
or unsure). Participants were compensated for completing the study with a payment of $1.40, in
line with MTurk standards for compensation (Mason & Suir, 2012), and received a list of online
resources about sexual health and problems, mental health, and relationships. The study was
approved by our institutional research ethics board.

2.3.3 Measures

Demographics. Information on participants’ age, ethnicity, sex, gender, sexual

orientation, education, income, and relationship characteristics (i.e., partner’s gender,



relationship status and duration) were collected through self-report questions. Participants were
provided with the following response options for sex: male, female, intersex, and the following
response options for own and partner’s gender: male, female, trans-identify as male, trans-
identify as female, other (specify if you wish).

Sexual Talk. The sexual talk during sexual activity measure (SexTalk; Jonason et
al., 2016) was used to assess participant’s general use of individualistic and mutualistic talk
during sexual activity. The measure contains 16 items assessing four types of individualistic talk
(statements which are sexually dominant or submissive, messages of ‘sexual ownership’, and
talking about sexual fantasies) and four types of mutualistic talk (short exclamations of
excitement or pleasure, positive feedback or compliments, instructive statements, and messages
that strengthen the intimate/emotional bond with one’s partner). An exploratory factor analysis
(EFA) supported the two factor structure of the measure (Jonason et al., 2016). Participants
report on the frequency with which they engage in each type of sexual talk, and how exciting
they find it to say each type of sexual talk with their current romantic partner during sexual
activity on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (Never or Not at all) to 5 (All the time or
Extremely). Jonason et al. (2016) found that scores for frequency of use and excitement had
good-to-excellent internal consistency and averaged the scores to eliminate redundancy and
reduce Type I error inflation. We found that frequency of use and excitement to say were indeed
highly correlated in our sample (mutualistic talk: » = .85, p <.01; individualistic talk: » = .87, p <
.01) and therefore followed the same procedure as (Jonason et al., 2016). Each subscale score
could therefore range from 4 to 20, and higher scores indicated more frequent use of and

excitement from saying sexual talk.



Given that the SexTalk measure is still novel, we conducted an EFA with our sample
according to the best practices of Sakaluk and Short (2017). We conducted all analyses in SPSS
and used O’Connor (2000) SPSS syntax for parallel analysis. Common factors were extracted
using maximum likelihood estimation, and promax (i.e., oblique) rotation to achieve simple
structure and estimate correlations between common factors. We determined how many factors
to retain by conducting parallel analysis, using nested-model comparisons, and examining
descriptive measures of model fit. The parallel analysis revealed that factor solutions containing
1 or 2 common factors explained more of the variance in the scale items than randomly
simulated factors, and thus were plausible factor solutions. We subsequently extracted factor
solutions of 1 and 2 common factors for further examination, anticipating that the 2-factor
solution may be best given the results of the parallel analysis. The solution entailing only a single
common factor had a poor model fit, ¥*(20) = 175.203, p < .001, RMSEA = .156, NNFI = .80
(Little, 2013). A two-factor solution, alternatively, had an acceptable model fit, ¥*(13) = 43.803,
p <.001, RMSEA = .086, NNFI =.939 (Little, 2013), and was a significant improvement
compared to the one-factor solution, A * (7) = 131.4, p <.0001. As this two-factor model was
congruent with prior theory on the distinctions between individualistic and mutualistic sexual
talk (Jonason et al., 2016), we selected it as the final model for the Sexual Talk scale.' Items 1, 2,
5, and 8 formed the mutualistic sexual talk factor, whereas items 3, 4, 6, and 7 formed the
individualistic sexual talk factor. All rotated factor loadings and communalities for the final two-
'While a 3-factor model would have excellent fit, it was not used because the parallel analysis
results showed that the eigenvalue for the real data (.1138) was smaller than that from the
randomly generated data set (95™ percentile = .1581). Sakaluk and Short (2017) encourage
researchers to retain the number of factors that have eigenvalues from their real data that are
larger than those from the randomly generated data set. The rationale is that factors should be
retained only if they account for more meaningful variance than random statistical noise
(Sakaluk & Short, 2017). Additionally, the 3™ factor would only have 1 item in it (item 4:

submissive), and a factor with fewer than 3 items is generally weak and unstable (Costello &
Osborne, 2005).



factor solution are presented in Supplemental Table B.1 (see Data Analyses section below for
details). Mutualistic and individualistic sexual talk were positively correlated (» = .68). The
internal consistency of the sexual talk measure in the present sample was o = .80 for the
mutualistic subscale and o = .82 for the individualistic subscale.

Perceived Partner Responsiveness to Sexual Talk. To assess perceived partner
responsiveness (PPR) to sexual talk, we administered a well-validated measure of PPR
(Laurenceau et al., 2005), adapted to the context of sexual talk. The measure consists of 4 items
asking participants to rate how understanding, validating, caring, and accepting they perceived
their current partner to be to their own sexual talk (e.g., When you use sexual talk with your
partner during sexual activity, how much do you feel your partner accepts you as you are?) on a
7-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (Not at all) to 7 (Very much). Total scores could therefore
range from 4 to 28, and higher scores indicated greater PPR to sexual talk.

We initially developed and included an additional 5 behaviourally-oriented PPR items
but a preliminary EFA (see Supplemental Table B.2) and previous literature supported the
decision to only use the 4 pre-exisiting items that were adapted to be specific to sexual talk. A
second EFA found that a single-factor solution was the best fit (see Supplemental Table B.3) for
this 4 item measure of PPR to sexual talk. The internal consistency in the present sample was o =
93.

Sexual Satisfaction. To assess sexual satisfaction, the Global Measure of Sexual
Satisfaction Questionnaire (GMSEX; a subscale of the Interpersonal Exchange Model of Sexual
Satisfaction Questionnaire; Lawrance & Byers, 1998) was used. Participants were asked to select
on a 7-point bipolar scale what best describes their overall sexual relationship with their current

partner using five word-pairs, such as ‘Pleasant’ to ‘Unpleasant.” The GMSEX provides a



summed score ranging from 5 to 35 with higher scores indicating higher levels of sexual
satisfaction. The GMSEX has excellent reliability and validity (Lawrance & Byers, 1998). The
internal consistency in the present sample was o = .97.

Sexual Functioning. The well-validated Female Sexual Function Index (FSFI; Rosen et
al., 2000) and the Index of Erectile Function (IIEF; Rosen et al., 1997) were used to assess
sexual functioning for self-identified female and male participants, respectively. Individuals self-
identifying as intersex were provided with an additional question to assess which, if any, sexual
functioning measure they would prefer to complete. The FSFI assesses six domains of female
sexual functioning: desire, lubrication, orgasm, pain, arousal, and satisfaction. This measure
consists of 19 items that participants respond to on a 5- or 6-point Likert scale. Total scores can
range from 2 to 36, and higher scores indicate better sexual functioning (Rosen et al., 2000). The
ITEF consists of 15 items that assess five domains of male sexual functioning: erectile function,
orgasmic function, sexual desire, intercourse satisfaction, and overall satisfaction. Items are rated
on 5- or 6-point Likert scales and total scores can range from 5 to 75, with higher scores
indicating better sexual functioning (Rosen et al., 1997). To reduce overlap with the measure of
sexual satisfaction (GMSEX) the sexual satisfaction subscales were removed from both the FSFI
and IIEF. With the sexual satisfaction subscales removed the internal consistency in the present
sample was o = 0.94 (FSFI) and a = 0.88 (IIEF).

Sexual Distress. The Female Sexual Distress Scale-Revised (FSDS-R; Derogatis et al.,
2008) was used to assess sexual distress in all participants as it was recently validated for men
(Santos-Iglesias et al., 2018). The FSDS-R consists of 13 items (e.g., How often do you feel

stressed about sex?) that are rated on a 5-point Likert scale from 0 (never) to 4 (always), and



total scores can range from 0 to 52, with higher scores indicating greater sexual distress. The
Cronbach’s alpha in the current study was .96.

Relationship Satisfaction. The relationship satisfaction subscale of the Perceived
Relationship Quality Components (PRQC; Fletcher et al., 2000) was used to measure satisfaction
with the overall intimate relationship. This subscale has strong psychometric properties and
consists of three items that participants respond to on a 7-point Likert scale, from 1 (not at all) to
7 (extremely). Total subscale scores can range from 3 to 21, and higher scores indicate greater
relationship satisfaction. Fletcher et al. (2000) state that the PRQC subscales have the advantage
of being brief, reliable, valid, and sufficient when measuring relationship quality components,
such as relationship satisfaction. The internal consistency in the present sample was .95.

2.3.4 Data Analyses. Online Supplemental Material (including data, associated syntax,
and supplemental tables) can be found on the Open Science Framework (OSF) page:
https://osf.io/tj76w/?view only=026ca06ala51464d927563b45180fb6c.> Data were analyzed
using SPSS (version 24.0). Of the 303 participants in this study, minimal data were missing for
each measure (< 0.6% at the item-level) and data were missing completely at random (Scheffer,
2002), as indicated by a non-significant Little’s (1988) MCAR test, x> = 835.34, p = .568.
Expectation maximization was therefore used to impute item-level missing data. Pearson’s and
point biserial correlations were conducted to examine intercorrelations among study variables,
and to evaluate potential sociodemographic covariates (i.e., age, relationship duration, years of
schooling, annual household income). No sociodemographic variables were correlated with
outcome variables at » .30 (Supplemental Table B.4). Thus, no sociodemographic variables were

included as covariates in the primary analyses (Frigon & Laurencelle, 1993).

?Data file is password protected and to be used for research purposes only. Please contact the
corresponding author for access.



Four hierarchical moderated linear regressions were conducted; that is, separate models
were conducted for sexual satisfaction, sexual functioning, sexual distress, and relationship
satisfaction. Different measures were used for sexual functioning depending on self-identified
sex, thus the results for self-identified female and male participants were examined separately.
The one self-identified intersex participant in our final sample chose to complete the female
sexual functioning measure and was therefore included in analyses with the self-identified
female participants. The predictors and moderator were grand mean centrered prior to analyses.
The centered scores of sexual talk (individualistic and mutualistic) and perceived partner
responsiveness to sexual talk were entered in Step 1, the individualistic x perceived partner
responsiveness, mutualistic X perceived partner responsiveness, and mutualistic X individualistic
interactions in Step 2, and the individualistic X mutualistic x perceived partner responsiveness
interaction term in Step 3. Although we did not have specific hypotheses, for comprehensiveness
we included in our models the 2-way interaction between individualistic and mutualistic talk as
well as the 3-way interaction between individualistic talk, mutualistic talk, and perceived partner
responsiveness. None of these 2 or 3-way interactions were significant in any of the models. All
condition indices were less than 30, suggesting that multicollinearity was not a concern (Hair et
al., 2006).

All significant interactions were followed up with simple slopes analyses and the
Johnson-Neyman (J-N) technique (Carden et al., 2017). Simple slopes analyses involve choosing
values for the moderator that are +/- 1 standard deviation (SD), and therefore only yield
information for these somewhat arbitrary points (Carden et al., 2017). When the moderator is
continuous, a more nuanced approach is the J-N technique. The J-N technique solves for the

values of the moderator for which the association between the predictor and the dependent



variable becomes significant—thereby adding further specificity for interpreting the results
(Carden et al., 2017). We therefore tested the simple effects at one SD above and below the mean
of the moderator as high versus low levels of PPR in the moderated regression analysis, and then
the J-N technique was performed using the SPSS PROCESS version 3 macro (Hayes, 2017) to
identify the regions of significance across all levels of the moderator values. Mircrosoft Office
Excel Workbook CAHOST (Carden et al., 2017) was used to create the J-N plots. Finally, we

tested whether gender moderated any of the observed effects using the PROCESS macro.

2.4 Results

Descriptive characteristics for the sociodemographic variables of this sample are reported
in Table 2.7.1. An independent samples t-test revealed no sex or gender differences for use of
mutualistic talk, but that male participants (M = 9.85, SD = 4.68) used more individualistic talk
compared to female participants (M = 8.30, SD = 4.30), #(298) = 2.97, p = .003. Intercorrelations
between study variables are reported in Table 2.7.2.
2.4.1 Sexual Satisfaction

As seen in Table 2.7.3, the overall model for sexual satisfaction was significant. There
were no significant main effects for individualistic or mutualistic talk. However, there was a
significant main effect for perceived partner responsiveness (PPR) to sexual talk; greater PPR to
sexual talk was associated with greater sexual satisfaction. PPR to sexual talk did not moderate
the association between mutualistic talk and sexual satisfaction, but there was a significant
interaction between individualistic talk and PPR. The simple slopes analyses indicated that at
lower levels of PPR (-1 SD), greater individualistic talk was associated with lower sexual
satisfaction [B = -0.46, #(302) = -3.11, p <.01], whereas at higher levels of PPR (+1 SD) the

greater individualistic talk was associated with greater sexual satisfaction [B = 0.30, #302) =



3.27, p <.01]. The J-N plot for this model (Figure 2.8.1A) showed that for values of PPR lower
than 22.82 or greater than 26.88, the effect of individualistic talk on sexual satisfaction was
significantly different from zero. Thus, when PPR was lower than 22.82, using more
individualistic talk was associated with poorer sexual satisfaction, whereas when PPR was
greater than 26.88, using more individualistic talk was associated with greater sexual
satisfaction. It is worth noting that 44.88% of our sample reported PPR high enough to
experience a positive association between individualistic talk and sexual satisfaction, whereas

only 28.38% reported PPR low enough to experience a negative association.

2.4.2 Sexual Functioning

Female participants. As seen in Table 2.7.3, the overall model for female sexual
functioning was significant. For female participants greater mutualistic talk was associated with
greater sexual functioning, whereas use of individualistic talk was not associated with sexual
functioning. There was a significant main effect for perceived partner responsiveness (PPR) to
sexual talk, such that greater PPR was associated with greater sexual functioning. PPR to sexual
talk did not moderate the association between mutualistic or individualistic talk and sexual
functioning for female participants.

Male participants. As seen in Table 2.7.3, the overall model for male sexual functioning
was significant. There was no significant main effect for individualistic or mutualistic talk and
no significant interactions between individualistic or mutualistic talk and PPR to sexual talk for
male sexual functioning. However, there was a significant main effect for PPR to sexual talk,
such that greater PPR to sexual talk was associated with greater sexual functioning for male

participants.



2.4.3 Sexual Distress

As seen in Table 2.7.3, the overall model for sexual distress was significant. There was
no main effect of individualistic talk and no significant interaction between individualistic talk
and PPR for sexual distress. There was a significant main effect for PPR to sexual talk, such that
greater PPR to sexual talk was associated with less sexual distress. Mutualistic talk was not
associated with sexual distress; however, there was a significant interaction between mutualistic
talk and PPR. The simple slopes indicated that at lower levels of PPR (-1 SD), greater mutualistic
talk was associated with greater sexual distress [B = 0.82, #(302) =4.49, p <.001], whereas at
higher levels of PPR (+1 SD), greater mutualistic talk was associated with less sexual distress [B
=-0.57, #(302) =-3.07, p <.01]. The J-N plot for this model (Figure 2.8.1B) showed that for
values of PPR lower than 22.72 or greater than 27.42, the effect of mutualistic talk on sexual
distress was significantly different from zero. Thus, when PPR was lower than 22.72 (28.38% of
the sample), using more mutualistic talk was associated with more sexual distress, whereas when
PPR was greater than 27.42 (38.28% of the sample), using more mutualistic talk was associated
with lower sexual distress. It is worth noting that the majority of our sample (71.62%) reported
PPR high enough that using more mutualistic talk was either not significantly associated with
sexual distress (33.34% of the sample) or was associated with lower sexual distress (38.28% of
the sample).
2.4.4 Relationship Satisfaction

As seen in Table 2.7.3, the overall model for relationship satisfaction was significant.
There was no significant main effect of mutualistic talk and no significant interaction between
mutualistic talk and PPR for relationship satisfaction. Reporting greater individualistic sexual

talk was associated with poorer relationship satisfaction; however, there was no significant



interaction between individualistic talk and PPR. Greater PPR to sexual talk was associated with

greater relationship satisfaction, regardless of the use of individualistic or mutualistic sexual talk.

2.5 Discussion

The present study examined the associations between sexual talk and sexual well-being
and relationship satisfaction in individuals in committed romantic relationships, and how
perceived partner responsiveness to sexual talk moderated these associations. Findings indicated
that engaging in more mutualistic talk was associated with lower sexual distress and higher
female sexual functioning, whereas using more individualistic talk was associated with lower
relationship satisfaction. Further, perceived partner responsiveness to sexual talk moderated two
of the associations such that engaging in more sexual talk was associated with greater sexual
satisfaction and less sexual distress when partners were perceived as more responsive and poorer
sexual satisfaction and greater sexual distress when partners were perceived as less responsive.
These findings are in line with theory suggesting that perceived partner responsiveness is an
important contextual variable for understanding couple interactions as they relate to sexual
outcomes (e.g., Reis, 2012). Results also suggested that the role of sexual talk for sexual
functioning may be different for those who identify as female and male: sexual talk focused on
sharing the experience with one’s partner (i.e., mutualistic talk) was associated with greater
sexual functioning—but only for female participants. Finally, the findings of the current study
extend knowledge about sexual talk by examining its associations with novel domains of sexual
well-being that have not been examined previously, including sexual functioning and sexual
distress. The inclusion of multiple domains of sexual well-being is a more holistic approach,
which is in accordance with WHO definitions (2015) and recent attempts to clarify and refine the

meaning of sexual well-being (Martin & Woodgate, 2017).



2.5.1 Mutualistic Sexual Talk

Consistent with our hypotheses, as well as prior research (Jonason et al., 2016), engaging
in more mutualistic talk was associated with greater sexual functioning for female participants.
However, this association was not moderated by perceived partner responsiveness as we
expected. Engaging in more mutualistic sexual talk, such as giving instructions and feedback to a
partner about one’s sexual pleasure, may—via the instrumental pathway—allow a partner to
better understand one’s sexual preferences and respond accordingly, leading to enhanced feelings
of desire and arousal, and greater orgasmic capacity.

While perceived partner responsiveness did not moderate the above association, it did
moderate the associations between mutualistic talk and sexual distress. At greater levels of
perceived partner responsiveness, using more mutualistic talk was associated with less sexual
distress, whereas at lower levels of perceived partner responsiveness it was associated with more
distress. Sexual distress refers to feelings of frustration, anxiety, and worry regarding one’s
sexual activity and sexual relationship (Derogatis et al., 2008; Meston & Derogatis, 2002;
Stephenson & Meston, 2010a). If someone is engaging in a lot of sexual talk that is focused on
sharing the experience with their partner, and they do not perceive their partner as being
responsive, then this perception may exacerbate and heighten thoughts and feelings of
vulnerability during sex (e.g., worries about performance, concerns about body image) or
relational insecurities (e.g., attachment anxiety), resulting in greater sexual distress. If someone
is engaging in a lot of sexual talk that is focused on sharing the experience with their partner, and
they perceive their partner as more responsive to this talk, then this situation may bolster feelings
of intimacy and direct one’s attention towards positive sexual cues (e.g., own and partner

pleasure) thus soothing any sexual concerns they may have and ensuring that sexual needs are



met. Negative and positive cognitive-affective appraisals about sex have been linked to more and
less sexual distress, respectively, in prior research (Bois et al., 2016; Robbins & Reissing, 2018;
Stephenson & Meston, 2010a). Future longitudinal research should test the possible mechanisms
through which sexual talk and perceived partner responsiveness to sexual talk may contribute to
lower sexual distress.

The observed association between mutualistic talk and sexual functioning for female—
but not male —participants is consistent with past literature that has found gender differences in
erotic plasticity (i.e., the degree to which sexual attitudes, behaviour, and desire are shaped by
social and cultural factors; see Baumeister, 2000). There is evidence that those who self-identify
as women have greater erotic plasticity (Baumeister, 2000), so one might expect that social
factors such as sexual talk would have a larger effect on sexual functioning for women,
compared to those who identify as men. This finding is also consistent with research by (Rehman
etal., 2011), who found that sexual self-disclosure (a component of sexual communication) was
more relevant for women’s sexual functioning than men’s. However, given the cross-sectional
design of the current study, these results should be replicated, and directionality should be
examined in future research.

Surprisingly, contrary to the results of Jonason et al. (2016), mutualistic talk was not
associated with relationship satisfaction. The current results suggest that mutualistic sexual talk
is more important for sexual well-being and the potential benefits do not appear to extend to
broader evaluations of the overall romantic relationship when perceived partner responsiveness

is taken into account.



2.5.2 Individualistic Sexual Talk

Engaging in more individualistic talk was associated with lower relationship satisfaction,
but was not significantly associated with sexual satisfaction, sexual functioning, or sexual
distress. The findings stand in contrast to the results from Jonason et al. (2016), who found that
engaging in more individualistic talk was associated with greater sexual satisfaction and was not
significantly associated with relationship satisfaction. Our sample was comprised of people
currently in committed, sexually active, romantic relationships, whereas Jonason et al.’s (2016)
sample also included people who were single or in more casual relationships, and who may not
have been sexually active. Perhaps the self-focused nature of individualistic talk can be
experienced as neglecting the partner in what is an inherently dyadic sexual experience and is
therefore linked to the relationship satisfaction of people in more committed relationships. This
explanation suggests that perceived partner responsiveness should play an integral role in
determining the associations between individualistic talk and outcomes; the current findings
support this assertion.

Indeed, at lower levels of perceived partner responsiveness, engaging in more
individualistic talk was associated with lower sexual satisfaction, whereas at higher levels of
perceived partner responsiveness, engaging in more individualistic talk was associated with
greater sexual satisfaction. When people engage in individualistic talk and feel understood and
cared for by their partner and that their partner is open to participating in their sexual desires, this
might foster an interpersonal context that facilitates sexual growth and connection (e.g.,
broadening of sexual scripts), resulting in enhanced sexual satisfaction. A recent study
demonstrated that people who reported engaging in a wider variety of sexual experiences also

reported greater sexual satisfaction, compared to those that engaged in less variety (Frederick et



al., 2017). Additionally, a study examining the components of ‘optimal’ sexual experiences
found that a strong connection with one’s sexual partner (regardless of relationship duration) was
a key component of a great sex life (Kleinplatz et al., 2009). It is worth nothing that while
approximately 44% of our sample perceived partner responsiveness to be high enough to indicate
a positive association between individualistic talk and sexual satisfaction, almost 29% reported
perceived partner responsiveness low enough to be less sexually satisfied when using more
(compared to less) individualistic talk. When people engage in more self-focused sexual talk,
such as talking about sexual fantasies, and do not perceive their partner as responsive (e.g., they
perceive their partner as ignoring or invalidating their sexual fantasies) this may prevent the
couple from meeting each other’s sexual needs or make them feel rejected by their partner
(which is common fear when communicating sexually; Ménard & Offman, 2009; Rehman et al.,
2017; Rehman et al., 2011)—possibly contributing to lower sexual satisfaction.

However, the feelings of rejection experienced when someone uses individualistic sexual
talk and perceives their partner as less responsive were not relevant to perceptions of relationship
satisfaction. Prior research has consistently demonstrated that people experience lower
satisfaction in their relationship when they perceive their partner to be less responsive (e.g., Reis,
2012). In the present study, individualistic talk was associated with lower relationship
satisfaction, regardless of the level of perceived partner responsiveness. The self-focused nature
of individualistic talk may neglect the couple experience and relate to lower feelings of
connection and intimacy with a partner, and thus lower relationship satisfaction.

Finally, there were no significant associations between individualistic talk and sexual
distress or sexual functioning, regardless of level of perceived partner responsiveness. It appears

that despite reporting lower sexual satisfaction, those engaging in more individualistic talk did



not experience greater sexual distress or poorer sexual functioning—even when partners were
perceived as less responsive. This finding highlights the importance of using a more holistic
approach to examining sexual well-being, as sexual talk exhibited unique associations with the
different domains of sexual well-being. It is worth noting that the level of sexual functioning in
our sample was relatively high and the level of sexual distress was quite low overall. It is
possible that an association between individualistic talk, perceived partner responsiveness, and
sexual distress might emerge for couples experiencing sexual dysfunctions. It is important to
note that this result contrasts with the findings for mutualistic talk, which was linked to sexual
distress and sexual functioning for male participants. Thus, individualistic sexual talk appears to
be more important for the interpersonal components of sexual well-being (i.e., sexual

satisfaction), rather than the physical experience of sexual function.

2.5.3 Perceived Partner Responsiveness.

Interestingly, we also found that perceived partner responsiveness to sexual talk was
consistently associated with all the outcome variables in the study, even when the sexual talk
itself was not directly associated with these areas of well-being. Specifically, when partners were
perceived as more responsive to sexual talk, regardless of the type of sexual talk used, this
responsiveness was associated with greater sexual satisfaction and sexual functioning, lower
sexual distress, and greater relationship satisfaction. These results suggest that perceiving a
partner to be accepting validating, understanding, and caring in response to sexual talk matters
above and beyond the type of sexual talk used. While we did not observe a significant
association between mutualistic talk and relationship satisfaction in the regression model, these
variables were positively correlated. It is possible that the inclusion of perceived partner

responsiveness in this model overpowered the effects of mutualistic talk. This result helps to



explain the discrepancy between our findings and that of Jonason et al. (2016), who did not
consider perceived partner responsiveness to sexual talk. When a partner is perceived to be
responsive to sexual talk, it may reflect more compatible sexual scripts and shared pleasure,
decreased anxiety, and greater feelings of intimacy—which may then contribute to greater sexual
and relationship well-being. Indeed, previous research has found that greater perceived partner
responsiveness is related to greater feelings of intimacy (e.g., Otto et al., 2015), as well as
soothing emotional and physical stress responses (e.g., Slatcher et al., 2015), which are common
feelings that occur during sexual communication (e.g., Ménard & Offman, 2009). Possible
mediating factors for the associations between perceived partner responsiveness to sexual talk
and sexual and relationship well-being should be explored in future longitudinal research.

2.5.4 Strengths and Limitations. This study was the first to our knowledge to examine
sexual talk in a sample of sexually active individuals currently in committed romantic
relationships. Individuals who are in committed, sexually active, relationships are at higher risk
of declines in sexual well-being and relationship satisfaction (e.g., Birditt et al., 2012; Kamp
Dush et al., 2008; McNulty & Widman, 2013; Schmiedeberg & Schrdoder, 2016). The current
findings provide information about specific factors—sexual talk and perceived partner
responsiveness to sexual talk—that might help these couples maintain or enhance these areas of
their relationships, although further study is required to determine causality. The present study
also confirmed the factor structure of the SexTalk measure designed by Jonason et al. (2016) by
conducting an EFA according to best practices (Sakaluk & Short, 2017), providing further
validation of the measure. Further, assessing the moderating role of perceived partner
responsiveness to sexual talk answers the call for better integration of the interpersonal context in

sex research (Muise et al., 2018), and provides a more nuanced understanding of contextual



factors that may be important for sexual communication variables. Finally, from a theoretical
standpoint, this study elaborated on existing models of sexual communication (i.e., the two-
pathways model of sexual communication), which have primarily been studied in relation to
more general sexual communication that largely occurs outside of sexual interactions.

The limitations of this study are also worth noting. First, the study sample was relatively
homogeneous in terms of ethnicity, socioeconomic status, education level, and gender identity
(i.e., most of our sample self-identified as cis-gender), which limits the generalizability of our
findings. While it is possible that the nature of an online study led to a W.E.I.LR.D. sample (i.e.,
Western, educated, industrialized, rich, and democratic; Henrich et al., 2010), the enhanced
anonymity and ability to reach larger and more diverse samples (e.g., better representation of
LGBTQ+ individuals) provided by online studies make this methodology important in sex
research, especially when discussing sensitive topics such as sexual talk (Robertson et al., 2018).
Indeed, approximately 11% of the current sample self-identified as non-heterosexual (i.e.,
asexual, bisexual, lesbian, gay, gender-fluid, pansexual). Given that population-based surveys
indicate that 4.0 to 5.6% of individuals in the United States identify as LGBT (Gates, 2014), the
current sample actually over-represents this group. Second, although our hypotheses and
interpretation of the findings had a strong theoretical basis, the cross-sectional design did not
allow us to examine the direction of the associations. For example, being more sexually satistied
may promote greater engagement in sexual talk that is focused on sharing the experience with
one’s partner (i.e., mutualistic talk), whereas being less sexually satisfied may encourage more
self-focused sexual talk (i.e., individualistic talk), such as speaking about sexual fantasies, in an
attempt to increase one’s own sexual satisfaction. It will be important for future research to use

both longitudinal and experimental designs to examine the temporal order of these relationships



and determine causality. Third, the current sample was relatively satisfied sexually in their
relationships, with high sexual functioning and low sexual distress overall. It is possible that the
results might differ for people who struggle more in these areas (e.g., individuals coping with
sexual dysfunctions), especially given evidence that sexual communication tends to be poorer
among those with sexual dysfunctions compared to those without (Pazmany et al., 2015).

2.5.5 Conclusions. The present study addressed an important gap in knowledge by
focusing on the associations between sexual talk that occurs during sexual activity; an area of
sexual communication that has largely been neglected. The current results suggest that
theoretical models of sexual communication should be expanded to consider communication that
occurs exclusively during sexual activity and is specifically about the sexual activity being
engaged in. Future research should examine whether patterns and styles of sexual talk, as well as
their implications for sexual well-being and relationship satisfaction, might differ according to
these contexts. The present study suggests that mutualistic and individualistic sexual talk are
differentially associated with sexual well-being and relationship satisfaction. Moreover, the
results emphasized the importance of considering contextual factors, such as PPR, when
examining communication during sexual activity. Specifically, PPR may be especially important
when it comes to engaging in sexual talk that is focused on the self (i.e., individualistic talk),
whereas engaging in sexual talk that focuses on sharing the experience with one’s partner (i.e.,
mutualistic talk) may be beneficial for both sexual well-being and relationship satisfaction,
largely regardless of how understanding, validating, or caring a partner is perceived to be in
response to this talk. Future research should examine the proposed mechanisms for the
associations between sexual talk and sexual well-being and relationship satisfaction (e.g.,

intimacy, broadening sexual scripts, soothing concerns about vulnerability during sex) and



examine sexual talk using dyadic methodology to investigate how sexual talk and perceived
partner responsiveness affects a partner’s sexual and relational well-being. A better
understanding of how, when, and why different types of sexual talk are beneficial for people in
long-term relationships may help couples maintain or even enhance their sexual well-being and

relationship satisfaction over time.
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2.7 Tables

Table 2.7.1 Descriptive Statistics for all Participant Characteristics (N = 303)




$0-9,999

Years of schooling (starting 15.47 (7 — 26) years 2.47 -

from first grade)
* Response options for self-identified gender and partner’s gender were: Male, Female, Trans-

identify as male, Trans-identify as female, Other (specify if you wish).

®Of these participants that self-identified as female most reported a congruent sex (i.e., female),
but one identified their sex as male and one as intersex.

¢ This individual self-identified their sex as female.

4 One participant self-identified as Genderless but reported their sex as Male.

¢ One participant self-identified as Gender Fluid and one participant self-identified as Pansexual
<Other’ group for self-identified ethnicity consisted of: Aboriginal/Native American/American
Indian/Alaska Native/First Nations (n = 3), Native Hawaiian/Other Pacific Islander (n = 2), East

Indian (n = 1), Biracial/Multiracial (n = 2), European-American (n =1), and one did not specify.



AN N

Table 2.7.2 Correlations between Sexual Talk, Perceived Partner Responsiveness, and Study QOutcomes

Variable M (SD) 1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7.
Sexual Satisfaction 29.94 (6.32) - - - - - - -
Sexual Functioning (Female) 24.18 (4.99) TR - - - - - -
Sexual Functioning (Male) 44.31 (6.49) 30** - - - - - -
Sexual Distress 7.64 (9.90) - 68 H* - 0% 3ok - - - -
Relationship Satisfaction 18.41 (3.44) O65%** QTEE* o*** - 5% F® - - -
Individualistic Talk 8.98 (4.55) 11 22%% A2 -.02 -.06 - -
Mutualistic Talk 13.71 (4.02) 33ekek 39k 22% - 16%** 3% No) ol -
Perceived Partner 24.07 (5.05) SQHE 49kE 22% - 44k 49kE 26%%* GTHHE
Responsiveness

Note. The possible range for the perceived partner responsiveness measure is 4 to 28. *p <.05; **p <.01; ***p <.001



(o)
3

Table 2.7.3 Results of Moderated Regression Analyses

Sexual Sexual Functioning Sexual Distress Relationship
Satisfaction Satisfaction
Female Male

B (SE) B (SE) B (SE) B (SE) B (SE)
Step 1 (Main effects)
Individualistic -0.05 (.06) 0.00 (.10) 0.03(.09) -0.02 (.07) -0.03 (.01)*
Mutualistic 0.10 (.07) 0.24 (.10)* 0.05 (.11) 0.06 (.08) .007 (.02)
PPR 0.45 (.06)*** 0.21 (.08)** 0.46 (.10)*** -0.36 (.06)*** 0.48 (.06)***

Step 2 (Interactions)

PPR x Individualistic

PPR x Mutualistic

R?= 24 (87)%**

0.19 (.09)*

0.07 (.06)

AR? = .06 (.84)%**

R?=.15 (.92)***

0.19 (.13)

0.12 (.09)

AR? = .09 (.88)***

R?=.19 (.90)***

0.00 (.13)

-0.16 (.09)

AR’ = .02 (.89)

R?=.10 (.95)***

~12 (.09)

-0.23 (.06)***

AR? = .12 (.89)%**

R? = 22(.89)*+*

0.11 (.09)
.06 (.06)

AR? = .04 (.87)**




[*))
o)

Note. Only main effects and interactions of interest are included in this table. B = unstandardized beta coefficient; SE = standardized
error; PPR = perceived partner responsiveness to sexual talk, R’ = proportion of the variance explained by the model; AR’ = change in

percent variance accounted for between steps 1 and 2. * p <.05; ** p < .01; *** p <.001
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2.8 Figures
Figure 2.8.1 The Johnson-Neyman graphs for the models showing how sexual talk predicts sexual satisfaction (A) or sexual distress

(B) at each observed level of perceived partner responsiveness (PPR) to sexual talk

v 3
A = =
B =2
o= 3.00
> = 1.80 *e,
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<
i“ 5~ 060 :‘u§
L. 2Pz 180 5
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- Value of PPR to Sexual
S Talk (M)

Note. (A) The simple slope of individualistic talk predicting sexual satisfaction (y-axis) and the moderating effect of perceived partner
responsiveness (PPR) to sexual talk (x-axis). At 95% confidence levels the effect of individualistic talk on sexual satisfaction is

significant only when PPR to sexual talk is < 22.82 or 26.88. When PPR to sexual talk is < 22.82 (i.e., regression line is below the x-



axis), using more individualistic talk is associated with lower sexual satisfaction, whereas when PPR to sexual talk is 26.88 (i.e.,
regression line is above the x-axis), using more individualistic talk is associated with higher sexual satisfaction. (B) The simple slope
of mutualistic talk predicting sexual distress (y-axis) and the moderating effect of PPR to sexual talk (x-axis). At 95% confidence
levels the effect of mutualistic talk on sexual distress is significant only when perceived partner responsiveness is < 22.72 or 27.42.
When PPR to sexual talk is < 22.72 (i.e., regression line is above the x-axis), using more mutualistic talk is associated with higher
sexual distress, whereas when PPR to sexual talk is 27.42 (i.e., regression line is below the x-axis), using more mutualistic talk is

associated with lower sexual distress.
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2.10 Transition to Study 2

In Study 1, I validated a measure of sexual talk (created by Jonason et al., 2016) using a
sample of currently sexually active individuals in long-term relationships. Findings from an
exploratory factor analysis (EFA) indicated that the 8-item SexTalk scale was composed of two
factors: individualistic sexual talk (i.e., statements which are sexually dominant, statements
which are sexually submissive, messages of sexual ‘ownership’, and speaking fantasies) and
mutualistic sexual talk (i.e., short exclamations of excitement or pleasure, positive feedback or
compliments, instructive statements, and messages that strengthen the intimate/emotional bond
with your partner). The two factors were significantly correlated with each other and the EFA
replicated the factor structure found by Jonason et al. (2016).

Additionally, in Study 1, I adapted a well-validated measure of PPR (Laurenceau et al.,
2005) to the context of sexual talk, and then validated the measure. The constructed measure
included four items asking participants to rate how understanding, validating, caring, and
accepting they perceived their current partner to be to the participant’s own sexual talk. Initially,
the PPR to sexual talk also included five behaviourally-oriented items (e.g., When you use sexual
talk with your partner, how much does you partner act on the instructive statements or feedback
that you provide [e.g., “Go down on me”, “That feels so good, keep going”]?) that I developed.
However, the results of an EFA and evidence from previous literature supported my decision to
remove the five behaviourally-oriented items and only use the four pre-existing PPR items which
were adapted to be specific to sexual talk. A second EFA using the four adapted items was then
conducted to ensure that the items loaded well together onto a single factor like the original PPR

measure (Laurenceau et al., 2005). Findings from the second EFA supported a single-factor

structure.



The results of Study 1 demonstrated that when a partner was perceived to be more
responsive to sexual talk, using more mutualistic talk was associated with lower sexual distress
and using more individualistic talk was associated with greater sexual satisfaction. In contrast,
when a partner was perceived to be less responsive to sexual talk, using more mutualistic talk
was associated with greater sexual distress and lower sexual satisfaction. Further, Study 1
highlighted the potential importance of gender/sex’ in the associations between sexual talk and
sexual functioning, showing that using more mutualistic talk was associated with greater sexual
functioning for women, but not men. (Of note, gender/sex differences were not examined
for the other outcome variables in Study 1.) Additionally, a secondary analysis of the data from
Study 1 (not included in Chapter 2) revealed a gender/sex difference in the use of sexual talk.
Specifically, an independent samples t-test found that men (M = 9.78, SD = 4.68) used more
individualistic talk than women [M = 8.30, SD = 4.28; t(300) = 2.86, p = .005] and that there
were no gender/sex differences for mutualistic talk [men: M = 14.09, SD = 3.87; women: M =
13.37, SD =4.10; #(300) = 1.54, p = .124; see Supplementary Syntax C.1 for syntax). Thus, the
only research with a sample of individuals in long-term relationships (secondary analyses of
Study 1) indicates that there may be gender/sex differences in the use of individualistic but not
mutualistic sexual talk.

Sexual talk occurs in an inherently dyadic context and both theoretical frameworks (e.g.,
interdependence theory; Arriaga, 2013) and empirical research (e.g., Blunt-Vinti et al., 2019;
Coffelt & Hess, 2014; Rehman et al., 2011) suggest that an individual’s sexual talk might
influence not only their own—but also their partner’s—sexual well-being. Further, sexual script
* My understanding of gender/sex—and consequently my measurement, analyses, and language
regarding gender/sex—evolved over the course of my dissertation. This can be been seen in the

different measurement approaches regarding gender/sex in Study 1 and those utilized in Studies
2 and 3, as well as the adoption of the term gender/sex in Studies 2 and 3 (but not in Study 1).



theory (Wiederman, 2005) and erotic plasticity research (Baumeister, 2000), as well as the initial
gender/sex difference found for sexual functioning in Study 1 and secondary analysis of Study 1
data, suggest it is imperative for future research to examine how a person’s own gender/sex, their
partner’s gender/sex, and the interaction between the two (i.e., same- vs. mixed-gender/sex
dyads) may be linked to the use of sexual talk. If the two types of sexual talk are differentially
associated with sexual and relationship well-being, it is important to know the characteristics of
those more or less likely to use each type of talk (e.g., gender/sex) as this may have important
implications for sexual and relational outcomes in long-term couples. The objective of Study 2
therefore was to examine gender/sex and dyad type differences in the use of mutualistic and
individualistic talk both in general retrospectively and over a daily-diary period using dyadic
data. A secondary objective of Study 2 was to better understand how sexual and gender/sex
diverse couples, who have thus far been excluded from the theoretical and empirical research on
this topic, use the different types of sexual talk as this may provide valuable knowledge about

how to promote sexual well-being for all couples in long-term relationships.
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CHAPTER 3: FEW DIFFERENCES IN SEXUAL TALK BY GENDER/SEX AND DYAD

TYPE: A RETROSPECTIVE AND DAILY DIARY STUDY WITH COUPLES

The manuscript prepared for this study is presented below. Readers are advised that

Kathleen Merwin, under the supervision of Dr. Natalie Rosen, was responsible for developing
the research questions and hypotheses, recruiting study participants, collecting data (telephone
calls to screen for eligibility, describe the study protocol, and obtain verbal consent; weekly
reminder calls during the daily diary portion of the study), preparing the datasets for analyses,
conducting data analyses, and interpreting the study findings. Kathleen wrote the initial draft of
the manuscript and received and incorporated feedback from her co-authors. The manuscript was
submitted for peer-review on March 22, 2021 and received a revise and resubmit request on June
8, 2021. The manuscript underwent 1 round of revisions, which Kathleen led the response to, and
was resubmitted for peer-review on July 14, 2021 and a provisional acceptance (with minor

revision) was received on August 28, 2021.The current full reference for this manuscript is:

Merwin, K. E., Bergeron, S., Jodouin, J-F., Mackinnon, S. P., & Rosen, N. O. (2021). Few
differences in sexual talk by gender/sex and dyad type: A retrospective and daily diary

study with couples. Archives of Sexual Behavior [Provisional acceptance].



3.1 Abstract
Sexual talk is a type of verbal communication that occurs exclusively during sexual activity and
that is specific to the sexual activity itself. Previous research has identified two types of sexual
talk: individualistic (i.e., self-focused) and mutualistic (i.e., sharing/partner-focused), which have
generally been linked to greater sexual and relationship well-being. Whether sexual talk use
varies by gender/sex (i.e., men, women, gender/sex diverse individuals [GSD]) or dyad type (i.e.,
same- vs. mixed-gender/sex) has not been examined. Given initial evidence that the types of
sexual talk may contribute differently to sexual and relationship well-being, it is important to
identify factors (e.g., gender/sex) that may be associated with the amount of sexual talk used. We
examined differences by gender/sex and dyad type in the average sexual talk use among long-
term couples (N = 229; 69 same-gender/sex) using retrospective cross-sectional dyadic data. We
also examined these differences in the same sample (N = 217) using a 35-day dyadic daily diary
study. Retrospectively, but not daily, women reported using more mutualistic talk than men,
especially when partnered with a woman. There were no gender/sex or dyad type differences in
use of individualistic talk retrospectively or daily. Exploratory analyses with the GSD couples
suggested that there may be gender/sex and dyad type differences retrospectively and daily, for
individualistic but not mutualistic talk; however, these analyses must be interpreted with caution
due to the small subsample size of GSD couples. Findings suggest that people in long-term

relationships generally use sexual talk with similar frequency, regardless of gender/sex or dyad

type.

Keywords: sexual talk; sexual communication; couples; gender/sex differences; gender/sex

diverse



3.2 Introduction

Sexual communication, which includes verbal and non-verbal interactions concerning
sexual matters, such as sharing sexual likes/dislikes or facial expressions that convey pleasure, is
important in romantic relationships (e.g., Byers & Demmons, 1999; MacNeil & Byers, 2009).
Through sexual communication, couples are able to negotiate important aspects of their sexual
relationship (e.g., sexual frequency, consent, safer sex practices) and to establish mutually
satisfying sexual scripts (i.e., a shared set of expectations about their sexual relationship; Gauvin
& Pukall, 2018). Both individual and dyadic cross-sectional studies have found that community
and clinical couples alike report greater sexual and relationship satisfaction when they engage in
more open verbal sexual communication (Coffelt & Hess, 2014; Greene & Faulkner, 2005;
Pazmany et al., 2015).

Most prior research has focused on sexual communication that occurs outside of sexual
activity, with limited attention to sexual talk— i.e., verbal sexual communication that occurs
exclusively during sexual activity and that is specific to the sexual activity itself (Jonason et al.,
2016; Merwin & Rosen, 2020). Yet, sexual talk is common and thought to influence how
satisfied each member is with that sexual encounter or with their relationship in general (e.g.,
Jonason et al., 2016; Merwin & Rosen, 2020), making it an important and distinct component of
sexual scripts. Based on sexual script theory (Simon & Gagnon, 1986, 2003; Wiederman, 2005),
sexual talk can be viewed as a sexual behavior that is likely to vary depending on gender and
sexual orientation, or dyad type. Yet, there are few studies examining sexual talk in romantic
relationships, particularly the role of gender/sex and dyad type therein.

Sexual script theory suggests that there are differences in the ways men and women think

about and approach sexuality, based on the different societal and cultural messages they have



received (Simon & Gagnon, 1986, 2003; Wiederman, 2005). The traditional sexual script (TSS)
is highly gendered and rigid; it positions men as the initiators who focus on their own sexual
pleasure, and women as the gatekeepers who focus on emotional intimacy above sexual pleasure
(Gagnon, 1990; Masters et al., 2013). While there is some evidence that TSS adherence has
decreased over time (e.g., Eaton & Rose, 2011), recent studies have found it is still the prevailing
cultural sexual script in North America (e.g., Klein et al., 2019; Masters et al., 2013). Sexual
script theory would suggest that the type and amount of sexual communication will differ
between men and women. For example, women may be more likely to engage in sexual
communication that focuses on increasing intimacy in the relationship, whereas men may be
more likely to engage in sexual communication that focuses on increasing sexual pleasure;
indeed, there is some empirical evidence to support this assertion (e.g., MacNeil & Byers, 2005).
The TSS also tends to be hetero- and cis-normative and thus may be less applicable to those in
same-gender/sex relationships and those who identify as gender/sex diverse (GSD). Accordingly,
these individuals may be compelled to develop their own alternative sexual scripts that rely less
on gender/sex and are more flexible, including with respect to sexual communication (Gabb,
2019; Gauvin & Pukall, 2018). There are no prior studies examining how sexual talk might differ
depending on gender/sex or dyad type, nor have any utilized a rigorous multi-method study
design necessary to do so. The present study focuses on gender/sex and dyad type differences in
sexual talk among same- and mixed-gender/sex couples at both a retrospective and daily level.

Considering that sex and gender are neither dichotomous nor independent of each other,
and that their specific impacts on sexual behavior, attitudes, and emotions are rarely separable,
we adopted the recently recommended term gender/sex within this paper. Gender/sex is an

umbrella term that encompasses both sex and gender, and is appropriate for use in contexts in



which gender and sex cannot be easily or at all disentangled (for a review of this topic, see: van

Anders, 2015).

3.2.1 Gender/Sex, Dyad Type, and Sexual Communication

Several studies that have explored gender/sex differences in general sexual
communication largely support the idea that both the type and amount of sexual communication
differ between men and women (e.g., Jozkowski & Peterson, 2013; Willis et al., 2019; Willis &
Jozkowski, 2018). Specifically, there is evidence that women communicate more about sexual
topics than men (Byers & Demmons, 1999; Greene & Faulkner, 2005), although women also
report greater difficulty communicating about some sexual topics (e.g., verbal communication
about consent) and are less likely to believe that their communication will lead to concrete
changes (e.g., different sexual behaviors; Greene & Faulkner, 2005; Willis et al., 2019).
However, in a sample of mixed-gender/sex couples in long-term relationships, MacNeil and
Byers (2009) found that men and women did not differ in the extent to which they shared sexual
preferences with their partner.

Sexual communication research has largely excluded people in same-gender/sex
relationships, as well as individuals who identify as GSD (for a review see Blair & Goldberg,
2016). In a mixed-methods study with LGBTQ-identified (lesbian, gay, bisexual, transgender,
and queer) individuals in relationships, Rubinsky and Hosek (2020) found no gender/sex
differences in sharing sexual preferences. The only study to our knowledge which examined
dyad type (i.e., same- vs. mixed-gender/sex) differences in sexual communication also found no
differences (Holmberg & Blair, 2009). There is, however, some qualitative evidence of
differences between GSD and non-GSD individuals in the type and amount of sexual

communication used (Kosenko, 2010, 2011; Rubinsky & Hosek, 2020). For example, one study



found that GSD individuals reported modifying either the type or amount of sexual
communication they used to avoid feelings of gender dysphoria (e.g., when uncomfortable
talking about specific body parts; Rubinsky & Hosek, 2020). Similarly, Kosenko (2010, 2011)
reported that the unique challenges in sexual communication that GSD individuals experience
may make sexual communication both more difficult and more dangerous (e.g., lack of language
to talk about bodies that is not medicalized or vulgar, fear of bringing a partner’s attention to
genitalia); this may lead GSD individuals to use less of certain types of sexual talk, or even less
sexual talk overall, compared to men and women.

Overall, there are mixed findings for gender/sex and dyad type differences in both the
frequency and type of sexual communication. However, the existing literature has largely been
limited in terms of study design (e.g., single-occasion, retrospective, intra-individual rather than
dyadic) and sample (e.g., young, cis gender, heterosexual, mixed-gender/sex couples, no GSD
participants). Additionally, only one study has used a daily diary methodology (Vannier &
O'Sullivan, 2011) meaning that findings to date are limited by the accuracy of participants’
retrospective reporting. Daily diary methodology reduces recall biases (Graham et al., 2003) and
may better reflect daily variability in sexual communication. Further, using methodological
triangulation (e.g., utilizing a combination of retrospective and daily diary methods) allows
increased confidence in the robustness of the results if the results replicate across methods
(Mertens & Hesse-Biber, 2012; Thurmond, 2001). Addressing these gaps in the sexual
communication literature may inform research-based interventions aimed at helping different
types of couples (e.g., older, same-gender/sex, GSD) maintain or enhance their sexual and

relationship well-being.



3.2.2 Sexual Talk

Considering the importance of sexual communication for couples’ sexual and relationship
well-being, it is striking that so few studies have examined sexual talk—a type of sexual
communication that occurs exclusively during sexual activity and that is specific to the sexual
activity itself (Babin, 2012; Blunt-Vinti et al., 2019; Brogan et al., 2009; Jonason et al., 2016;
Merwin & Rosen, 2020). In a cross-sectional study with individuals, Blunt-Vinti et al. (2019)
found that—consistent with sexual script theory—women reported higher levels of nonverbal
communication during sex than men, but—in contrast to what might be expected based on sexual
script theory—found no gender/sex differences for verbal communication during sex. However,
Blunt-Vinti et al. (2019) only examined the communication during sex that was verbal or non-
verbal and did not examine the content of the verbal sexual communication.

In the first study to examine the content of sexual talk, Jonason et al. (2016) used a
mixed-methods design to identify two types of sexual talk: individualistic talk, which consists of
statements of dominance (e.g., “who’s my sex toy?”), submission (e.g., “I’m all yours”), sexual
ownership (e.g., “whose pussy/cock is this?”’), and talking about sexual fantasies (e.g., “I’'m
imagining people are watching us fuck™); and mutualistic talk, which includes short
exclamations of excitement/pleasure (e.g., “yes/yeah!”), instructional statements (e.g., “go
harder/faster/slower”), positive feedback/compliments (e.g., “you taste so good”), and statements
of intimacy/bonding (e.g., “I feel so close to you™). The authors found that using more
mutualistic talk (theorized to be focused on sharing the sexual experience with one’s partner)
was associated with greater sexual and relationship satisfaction, whereas using more
individualistic talk (theorized to be focused on one’s own sexual pleasure) was associated with

greater sexual—but not relationship—satisfaction (Jonason et al., 2016). In a cross-sectional



study among individuals in committed relationships, Merwin and Rosen (2020; see Chapter 2)
found that when women—but not men—engaged in more mutualistic talk, they reported higher
sexual functioning, and that both men and women reported lower relationship satisfaction when
they reported engaging in more individualistic talk. These results suggest that the two types of
sexual talk contribute differently to sexual and relationship well-being, although directionality
and causality have yet to be confirmed. Understanding factors (such as gender/sex and dyad
type) that may influence the type and amount of sexual talk used is important for informing
future research examining the effects of sexual talk on sexual and relational outcomes, as well as
potential future interventions aimed to improve sexual and relationship well-being, such as
cognitive-behavioral interventions that target increasing sexual talk.

Based on sexual script theory (Simon & Gagnon, 1986, 2003), one might expect men to
use more individualistic talk, which focuses on a person’s own sexual pleasure, and women to
use more mutualistic talk, which focuses on intimacy and sharing the experience with one’s
partner, since these are more consistent with their gendered roles and beliefs in the TSS. Indeed,
Jonason et al. (2016) found that women reported using a sub-type of mutualistic talk (i.e.,
statements of bonding/intimacy) more than men. Further, the authors found no gender/sex
differences in the overall use of mutualistic and individualistic talk; however, their sample
included single individuals and it is possible that sexual talk usage may be different within long-
term relationships as partners develop a couple-level sexual script. Merwin and Rosen (2020) did
not examine gender/sex differences in the use of sexual talk for a sample of people in long-term
relationships; however, a secondary analysis of their publicly archived data (Merwin & Rosen,
2019) revealed that men used more individualistic talk than women and that there were no

gender/sex differences for mutualistic talk (see Supplementary Syntax C.1 of current study for



syntax of these analyses). Thus, while empirical findings are mixed, the only research with a
sample of individuals in long-term relationships indicates that there may be gender/sex
differences in the use of individualistic but not mutualistic sexual talk. Finally, while the sexual
talk literature has not included GSD individuals or examined whether dyad type differences
exist, individuals in same-gender/sex relationships or those identifying as GSD may—in lieu of
the TSS—may develop their own script, resulting in different uses of sexual talk compared to

those in mixed-gender/sex relationships and those who do not identify as GSD.

3.2.4 Current Study

The objective of this two-part study was to examine whether there are gender/sex or dyad
type (i.e., same- vs. mixed-gender/sex) differences in the use of mutualistic and individualistic
sexual talk among a sexual and gender/sex diverse sample of community couples. We pursued
this objective with the same sample of participants but utilizing two datasets using distinct
methodologies. First, average use of sexual talk was examined using dyadic cross-sectional data
(i.e., when recalling general use of sexual talk in the relationship, retrospectively). Next, average
daily use of sexual talk was examined (i.e., use of sexual talk on days of sexual activity) using
data from a 35-day dyadic daily diary study. Based on prior research and sexual script theory, we
hypothesized that (1) men would report using more individualistic talk than women, both
retrospectively and at an average daily level; and (2) there would be no gender/sex differences
for mutualistic talk in general or at a daily level. There is no existing research on sexual talk with
GSD individuals, and as such we had no specific hypotheses regarding gender/sex differences
between GSD individuals and men or women; thus, these analyses were exploratory.
Additionally, prior research has not examined the role of gender/sex in sexual talk in a dyadic

context or taken dyad type into account, so we did not have any specific hypotheses about how a



partner’s gender/sex or couple’s dyad type would be associated with an individual’s use of
mutualistic or individualistic sexual talk in general or at a daily level. The largely descriptive
information provided in the current study regarding who uses sexual talk may inform future
sexual talk research, as well as provide valuable information about whether sexual script theory
(Simon & Gagnon, 1986, 2003) is a relevant theoretical framework for sexual talk. For instance,
if no gender/sex or dyad type differences are observed it may suggest that both types of sexual
talk are used similarly among people of all genders/sexes. In contrast, if gender/sex or dyad type
differences are observed, this would indicate that it is important to account for differences in

gender/sex when considering how sexual talk functions in relationships.
3.3 Retrospective Study

3.3.1 Method

The present study was part of a larger, multi-site, longitudinal research project of factors
associated with the sexual well-being of couples in long-term relationships; three previous papers
have been published utilizing this dataset. Two studies examined pornography use and sexual
and relationship outcomes (Vaillancourt-Morel et al., 2021; Vaillancourt-Morel et al., 2020) and
one examined sexual desire discrepancies and sexual distress (Jodouin et al., 2021). The present
study utilizes data from the baseline (retrospective survey) and daily diary portion of this larger
project.
3.3.1.1 Participants

Recruitment occurred from April 2017 to June 2018. Couples were recruited from across
Canada and the United States using print and online advertisements, by contacting past
participants of other studies in the two laboratories associated with this project, and via word of

mouth. To ensure sufficient diversity in the sample in terms of gender/sex and dyad type,



recruitment also specifically targeted the LGBTQ+ community (e.g., posting on LGBTQ+
Facebook groups, poster advertisements at local LGBTQ+ businesses). Couples (N = 352) were
screened via telephone to confirm eligibility. The inclusion criteria were as follows: (1) both
members 18 years of age or older; (2) in a committed romantic relationship and living together
for at least 1 year; (3) sexually active with each other at least once a month over the past three
months; (4) fluent in English and/or French; (5) currently residing in Canada or the United
States. Exclusion criteria included: (1) presence of a self-reported major medical and/or
psychiatric illness that significantly interfered with sexual activity or functioning and (2) current
pregnancy or breastfeeding. Participants were not required to be in a monogamous relationship
but were asked to complete the study measures based on their relationship with the partner who
was also participating in the study.

Of the 352 couples screened for eligibility, 48 (13.6%) were deemed ineligible for the
following reasons: 12 reported the presence of a major medical and/or psychiatric illness that
significantly interfered with sexual activity or functioning, 17 reported current pregnancy or
breastfeeding, 18 did not meet the relationship and/or sexual activity criteria, and one did not
reside in North America. Of the 304 eligible couples, 23 (7.6%) declined participation after
eligibility screening and 16 (5.3%) agreed to participate but did not complete the consent form or
survey (no reason provided). A total of 238 couples were enrolled in the study and nine (3.8%)
were subsequently withdrawn for the following reasons: one or both members of the couple
failed at least two of the three attention checks embedded within the survey (z = 5), one member
of the couple did not complete the survey (n = 3), and the couple dropped out (n = 1).

The final sample included 229 couples. An a priori power analysis using effect sizes from

prior studies of sexual talk (Jonason et al., 2016; Merwin & Rosen, 2020), an alpha of .05, and



accounting for a 20% attrition rate at the end of the larger longitudinal study, indicated that 198
couples were sufficient to achieve a power of .80 for both actor and partner effects (Ackerman &
Kenny, 2016).

The final sample consisted of 160 (69.9%) mixed-gender/sex couples (138 women
coupled with men, nine men coupled with GSD partners, and 13 women coupled with GSD
partners) and 69 (30.1%) same-gender/sex couples (20 men coupled with men, 46 women
coupled with women, and three GSD coupled with GSD). This sample included 243 women
(53.1%), 187 men (40.8 %), and 28 GSD individuals (6.1%). The 28 GSD participants included
individuals who self-identified as the following: agender (n = 10), genderfluid and/or gender
queer (n = 7), non-binary (n = 6), androgyne (n = 1), butch (n = 1), non-binary with a
transmasculine history (n = 1), transmasculine non-binary (n = 1), and transmasculine gender
queer (n=1).

Approximately half of the sample identified as heterosexual (n =251; 54.8%), while the
other half identified with sexually diverse identities (n =207, 45.2%): 18.6% (n = 85) identified
as gay/lesbian, 10.7% (n = 49) as bisexual, 9.2% (n = 42) as queer, 4.1% (n = 19) as pansexual,
0.9% (n = 4) as uncertain or confused, 0.2% (n = 1) as asexual, and 1.5% (n = 7) as ‘other.”®
Participants ranged in age from 18 to 70 years (M = 30.40, SD = 8.42) and on average,
participants reported 16.64 years of education (SD = 2.92). Couples reported being in their
current relationship from 1 to 38 years (M = 5.98, SD = 5.10) and most described their current

relationship status as cohabiting without being married (39.9%; n = 91) or cohabiting and

* Participants who did not identify with any of the provided sexual orientation labels were able to
select ‘Other’ and provide a written response with their sexual orientation. These responses
included: mostly straight (n = 1), homoromantic demisexual (n = 1), homoflexible (n = 1), dyke
(n=2), demisexual (n = 1), and bisexual but designation is irrelevant given the length of the
marriage (n = 1).



common-law (33.3%; n = 76), and 26.8% of couples (n = 61) were married. Additional

demographic information for the sample can be found in Table 3.8.1.

3.3.1.2 Procedure

Couples participated in a structured telephone interview with a research assistant to
determine eligibility. Eligible participants were emailed a link to complete an online survey
through Qualtrics Research Suite, a secure online survey program. The links expired after 4
weeks. Participants provided their informed consent online and then proceeded to complete
online questionnaires of the study measures independently from one another. The online survey
consisted of a demographic questionnaire and a standardized measure of sexual talk, as well as
additional measures that are not within the scope of this paper. Following recommendations for
enhancing the validity of online data collection, three attention-check questions were embedded
within study measures to verify that participant’s attention was engaged during the study
(Thomas & Clifford, 2017). Participants were sent emails reminders through Qualtrics at 1 and 2
weeks if they had not completed the survey. Each participant received a $10 (CAD) Amazon gift
card to compensate them for their time. The study was approved by the institutional research

ethics boards of both study sites.

3.3.1.3 Measures
Demographics

Both members of the couple completed questions about their age, sexual orientation,
level of education, income, number of children, cultural identity, relationship status, and
relationship length.

Gender/Sex



Gender identity was assessed with one question (What is the gender identity with which
you most identify?) with the following response options: man, woman, trans-identify as man,
trans-identify as woman, agender, and an ‘other’ option that prompted participants to specify
their gender identity in an open textbox. Participants were also asked to self-report their
biological sex with the following response options: male, female, and intersex. These two
questions are similar to the two-step method for assessing gender/sex outlined in Bauer et al.
(2017, see also The GenlUSS Group, 2014). The question about gender identity was added to the
survey after data had already been collected for 64 individuals. To avoid excluding these
participants (Streiner, 2002), we used their responses from the same item at the 6-month
timepoint of the larger longitudinal study.

Participants were assigned to one of three gender/sex categories (i.e., woman, man, GSD)
based on their self-reported responses to the questions about sex and gender at baseline. Cis and
trans women were grouped together, cis and trans men were grouped together, and individuals
that self-reported other gender identities (e.g., agender, non-binary, genderqueer) were grouped
together in a third category: gender/sex diverse individuals (GSD). The decision to group trans
men and women with cis men and women (respectively), rather than with the GSD individuals,
was based on existing empirical and theoretical research suggesting that, for example, there are
more differences between trans women and cis men (who share a birth-assigned sex) and more
similarities between cis and trans women (e.g., for a review see Shibley Hyde et al., 2019; see
also Jacobson & Joel, 2019; Tate et al., 2014).

Sexual Talk
The sexual talk during sexual activity measure (SexTalk) assessed participant’s general

use of individualistic and mutualistic talk during sexual activity in their current relationship



(Jonason et al., 2016). For the purposes of the current study, participants were asked to report
retrospectively on their general use of sexual talk in their current relationship (no time-frame was
specified). The measure contains eight items, which assess how frequently a person uses two
types of sexual talk: the individualistic sexual talk subscale consists of four items (i.e., sexually
dominant statements, sexually submissive statements, messages of ‘sexual ownership’, and
talking about sexual fantasies) and the mutualistic sexual talk subscale consists of four items
(i.e., short exclamations of excitement or pleasure, positive feedback or compliments, instructive
statements, and messages that strengthen the intimate/emotional bond with one’s partner).
Participants report on the frequency with which they engage in each type of sexual talk with their
current romantic partner during sexual activity on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (Never)
to 5 (All the time). Each subscale score can range from 4 to 20, with higher scores indicating
more frequent use of sexual talk.

Two previous exploratory factor analyses (EFAs) have supported the two factor structure
of the measure (Jonason et al., 2016; Merwin & Rosen, 2020). However, since the SexTalk
measure is still novel and the French language version has not previously been validated, we
conducted an EFA for the French-speaking participants according to the best practices
recommended in Sakaluk and Short (2017) and a confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) for the
entire sample using best practices (e.g., Jackson et al., 2009; Worthington & Whittaker, 2006).
The EFA for French-speaking couples and the CFA for all couples supported the two-factor
structure of the SexTalk measure. A full description of the method and results of the EFA and the
CFA can be found in the supplemental materials on the OSF page (Supplementary Methods C.2
and C.3). Mutualistic and individualistic sexual talk were positively correlated (» = 0.47, p

<.001).



Reliability of the SexTalk measure was evaluated using the greatest lower bound (glb;
Sijtsma, 2009) approach instead of Cronbach’s alpha, because the measure violated the first
assumption of Cronbach’s alpha (i.e., that the scale adheres to tau equivalence; McNeish, 2018).
The glb is an estimate of the lowest possible value that a scale’s reliability can have and the
‘true’ scale reliability is by definition in the interval [glb, 1] (Sijtsma, 2009). There was good
internal consistency for both of the subscales of the SexTalk measure for women (mutualistic glb
= 0.73; individualistic glb = 0.73), men (mutualistic glb = 0.75; individualistic glb = 0.79), and
GSD individuals (mutualistic glb = 0.78; individualistic glb = 0.77).
3.3.1.4 Data Analyses

Online supplemental material (including data, associated syntax, supplemental materials,
and study measures) can be found on the OSF page: https://osf.io/dcnvw/?
view_only=447b0753ddbc4809903f73840ecc0f88.° Data were analysed using SPSS (version
25.0; for the primary and exploratory study analyses, and the EFA) and MPlus (8.0; Muthén &
Muthén, 2017; for the CFA). Internal consistency was calculated in R (version 3.6.2;
RCoreTeam, 2019) using the glb.algebraic function from the ‘psych’ package (Revelle, 2020).
Of the 458 participants (229 couples) in this study, minimal data were missing for the sexual talk
measure (< 3% at an item-level) and assumptions for expectation maximization imputation were
met. Expectation maximization was therefore used to impute item-level missing data.
Spearman’s and point-biserial correlations were conducted to examine intercorrelations among
study variables, and to evaluate potential demographic covariates (i.e., age, culture, survey
language, personal income, relationship status, relationship duration, sexual orientation, and

number of children). No demographic variables were correlated with the outcome variables (i.e.,

° Data file is password protected and to be used for research purposes only. Please contact the
corresponding author for access.



mutualistic and individualistic sexual talk) at » .30 (Supplementary Table C.4); thus, no
demographic variables were included as covariates in the primary analyses (Frigon &
Laurencelle, 1993).°
Indistinguishability and Nonindependence

Given the mixed sample of same- and mixed-gender/sex couples in the study, the dataset
was comprised of indistinguishable dyads because there was no variable to distinguish between
members within a couple across all dyads (Kenny et al., 2006; Mustanski et al., 2014).
Nonindependence was assessed by computing the intraclass correlations (Kenny et al., 2006).
The intraclass correlations were all positive and moderate in size, ranging from .46 to .54,
supporting the hypothesis of nonindependence of the data (West et al., 2008). To account for
this, we used multilevel modeling guided by the actor-partner interdependence model (APIM) to
test our hypotheses (Kenny et al., 2006). Conducting APIMs with indistinguishable dyads results
in one overall actor effect and one overall partner effect (see Figure 3.8.1).
Gender/Sex

Analyses were conducted for couples in which both members identified on the gender
binary (i.e., identified as women or men; primary analyses) and separate analyses were
conducted for the full sample—including couples in which at least one member identified as
GSD. Due to the small sample size of GSD individuals, analyses including both binary and GSD
couples were exploratory. Gender/sex was treated as a categorical variable and main effects and
interactions were calculated using Type III Sums of Squares F-tests.

Primary Analyses

* Based on reviewer feedback we re-ran all analyses controlling for relationship satisfaction,
relationship duration, and age; the pattern of statistical significance remained the same. The
estimated marginal means changed on average 0.24 points after including covariates.



To address the objective of the first part of this study—that is, to examine whether there
were gender/sex or dyad type (i.e., same- vs. mixed-gender/sex couples) differences in the use of
sexual talk using retrospective reports of general sexual talk use—we conducted two multilevel
mixed regression models guided by the APIM (i.e., individuals nested within couples). Separate
models were conducted for each outcome variable (i.e., mutualistic sexual talk, individualistic
sexual talk). To estimate gender/sex and dyad type effects in our indistinguishable dataset we
utilized the factorial method developed by West et al. (2008). This approach requires the
inclusion of three gender/sex terms in a given model: (a) gender/sex of individual, (b) gender/sex
of partner, and (c) interaction between individual’s gender/sex and partner’s gender/sex (i.e.,
dyad type). Essentially, this analysis conducts a 2 (actor’s gender/sex: woman, man) x 2
(partner’s gender/sex: woman, man) factorial ANOVA but in a multilevel regression guided by
the APIM. These analyses were conducted using only the ‘binary couples’—those in which both
members identified on the gender binary (i.e., as men or women; n = 204 couples)’. Significant
interactions were followed up with pairwise comparisons.

Exploratory Analyses

Exploratory analyses were the same as the primary analyses, but also included the ‘GSD
couples’—a subsample of couples in which one or both members identified as GSD (n = 33
couples). Due to the small sample size, as well as the fact that previous sexual talk literature has
not examined sexual talk in individuals identifying as GSD, these analyses were exploratory.
Essentially, this analysis conducts a 3 (actor’s gender/sex: woman, man, GSD) x 3 (partner’s
gender/sex: woman, man, GSD) factorial ANOVA but in a multilevel regression guided by the
APIM. Significant interactions were not followed up with pairwise comparisons due to low

° Couples in which one or both members identified as GSD were excluded from primary analyses
due to small subsample size.



power; however, we did inspect the visual depiction of these results to describe the overall

pattern.
3.3.2 Results

3.3.2.1 Descriptive Statistics
Estimated marginal means, standard errors, and 95% confidence intervals for mutualistic

and individualistic talk subscales for gender/sex and dyad type are provided in Table 3.7.2.

3.3.2.2 Primary Analyses
Individualistic Sexual Talk

For binary couples, no significant main effects or interactions were observed for
individualistic talk (Table 3.7.3). Thus, there were no significant gender/sex or dyad type
differences in the use of individualistic sexual talk.
Mutualistic Sexual Talk

For binary couples, a significant main effect was observed for actor’s gender/sex for
mutualistic talk (Table 3.7.3). Specifically, women actors scored 1.3 points (SE = 0.43) higher
than men actors on the mutualistic sexual talk subscale (p =.003; Table 3.7.2). The main effect
for partner’s gender/sex was non-significant. However, there was a statistically significant two-
way interaction between actor’s gender/sex and partner’s gender/sex (i.e., dyad type), which
showed that the actor effect for women was larger for those in same-gender/sex couples (Maisterence
=2.3, SE 0.54, p <.001) than for those in mixed-gender/sex couples (Maiserence = 0.3, SE = 0.74, p
=.698). See Figure 3.8.2D for a visual depiction.
3.3.2.3 Exploratory Analyses

For the exploratory multilevel models that included the GSD couples, no significant actor

or partner main effects were observed for mutualistic talk (Table 3.7.3). The two-way interaction



between actor’s gender/sex and partner’s gender/sex was trending towards significance (p
=.067). The visual depiction of the results (Figure 3.8.2B) suggests that GSD individuals
partnered with women used more mutualistic talk than men partnered with women. For
individualistic talk, a significant main effect for partner’s gender/sex was observed (Table 3.7.3).
The visual depiction of the results (Figure 3.8.2A) suggests that those with a GSD partner
reported using more individualistic talk compared to those with a man partner. The main effect
for actor’s gender/sex was non-significant. There was a statistically significant two-way
interaction between actor’s gender/sex and partner’s gender/sex. The visual depiction of the
results (Figure 3.8.2A) suggests that GSD individuals reported using more individualistic talk
when partnered with a woman or GSD individual, compared to when partnered with a man.
3.4 Daily Diary Study

The objective of the second part of this study was to examine whether gender/sex and
dyad type differences would be observed in the average daily use of sexual talk in the same
sample of long-term couples, using event-level data from a 35-day dyadic daily diary. Our
hypotheses remained the same as for the retrospective survey (i.e., that men would report using
more daily individualistic talk than women, and there would be no differences between men and
women for daily mutualistic talk).

3.4.1 Method

3.4.1.1 Participants

Of the 229 couples that completed the retrospective survey, eight (3.5%) dropped out
before being enrolled in the daily diaries for the following reasons: three were unwilling to make
the time commitment, two were unreachable, two couples declined because they found the daily

questions too personal, and one couple ended their relationship, rendering them ineligible. A



total of 221 couples were enrolled in the daily diaries and four (1.7%) were removed before
analyses: three couples dropped out in the first two days of the daily diaries for various reasons
(i.e., time commitment, illness in family, survey items too personal) and one couple was
removed due to researcher error in data collection. This resulted in a final sample of 217 couples:
153 (70.5%) mixed-gender/sex couples (133 women coupled with men, seven men coupled with
GSD partners, and 13 women coupled with GSD partners) and 64 (29.5%) same-gender/sex
couples (20 men coupled with men, 42 women coupled with women, and two GSD coupled with
GSD). The demographics of the sample largely remained the same as the retrospective sample

(full descriptive characteristics for daily diary sample can be found in Supplementary Table C.5).

3.4.1.2 Procedure

Participants were recruited as described for the retrospective data. Following completion
of the retrospective study, couples were contacted via telephone to begin a 35-day daily diary
study. The daily questionnaires were hosted through Qualtrics Research Suite, a secure online
survey program, and took an average of 8.71 minutes to complete (SD = 31.50), including
measures unrelated to the current study. Both members of each couple were sent an email
containing a link to their daily diary for 35 consecutive days. Participants were instructed to
complete the survey at the end of each day without consulting their partner and considering their
experiences in the past 24 hours. Daily diaries were available for a 12-hour period (i.e., 6pm one
day to 6am the next day). Both members of each couple were contacted by a research assistant
via telephone or email once a week to encourage high completion rates, and to provide
participants with the opportunity to address any questions or concerns with a member of the
research team. Participants were compensated with an Amazon gift card based on the proportion

of diaries they completed: less than 18 diaries received $20 each, between 18-22 diaries received



$32 each, between 23-25 diaries received $37 each, between 26-29 diaries received $42 each,
and those who completed at least 30 received $50 each. This study was approved by the

institutional research ethics boards at both research sites.

3.4.1.3 Measures
Sexual Activity Days

A single item identified the days when participants had engaged in any sexual activity (“/
have had sexual activity within the last 24 hours ) and participants who endorsed this item were
given a second item to determine whether that sexual activity was with the partner who was also
participating in the study. Sexual activity was defined as: “...can include (but is not limited to):
kissing, fondling, caressing, foreplay, vaginal penetration (with penis, fingers, sex-toys, etc.),
anal penetration (with penis, fingers, sex-toys, etc.), manual stimulation, oral sex, using sex-toys,
etc.” In the present study, “sexual activity day” refers to days on which participants engaged in
sexual activity with their partner and only data from these days were utilized in analyses. If
participants had engaged in sexual activity more than once in the last 24 hours, they were
instructed to answer questions about their most recent sexual activity.
Sexual Talk

To assess the use of mutualistic and individualistic sexual talk on sexual activity days, we
administered the same validated measure of sexual talk utilized in the retrospective study
(SexTalk measure; Jonason et al., 2016). The measure was adapted so that participants reported
on the frequency with which they engaged in each type of sexual talk with their current romantic
partner during sexual activity in the previous 24 hours on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from 1
(Never) to 5 (All the time). Given that the SexTalk measure had not previously been utilized at a

daily level, a multilevel confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was conducted and supported the



two-factor structure of the daily SexTalk measure. A full description of the method and results of
the multilevel CFA can be found in the supplemental materials (Supplementary Methods C.6).
Daily total scores for the mutualistic and individualistic sexual talk subscales were calculated by
summing all items in the measure. Mutualistic and individualistic sexual talk were positively
correlated (= 0.48, p <.01). There was good internal consistency for both of the SexTalk
subscales for women (mutualistic glb = 0.76; individualistic glb = 0.76), men (mutualistic glb =
0.81; individualistic glb = 0.77), and GSD participants (mutualistic glb = 0.78; individualistic glb
=0.79). Retrospective mutualistic sexual talk was moderately positively correlated with daily
aggregated mutualistic (» = .55) and individualistic (» = .31) sexual talk; retrospective
individualistic sexual talk was also moderately positively correlated with daily aggregated

mutualistic (» = .33) and individualistic (» = .64) sexual talk.

3.4.1.4 Data Analyses

To examine differences in sexual talk use across a 35-day period, aggregate scores were
calculated for mutualistic and individualistic sexual talk, resulting in scores that reflected a
person’s average daily use of mutualistic (or individualistic) sexual talk. Missing data for sexual
activity days was handled using the maximum likelihood method.

The primary analyses were conducted using only couples in which both members
identified on the gender binary (binary couples; n = 195 couples). As in the retrospective study,
we used the factorial method (West et al., 2008) with two multilevel mixed linear regression
models (with individuals nested within couples) to examine the effects of own gender/sex,
partner’s gender/sex, and dyad type on average daily use of mutualistic and individualistic sexual

talk.’ Exploratory analyses examined data from all couples, including the GSD couples (n = 22

* Based on reviewer feedback, we also re-ran all analyses controlling for relationship satisfaction,
relationship duration, and age; the pattern of statistical significance remained the same. The
estimated marginal means changed on average points 0.28 points after including covariates.



couples). We used Type III Sums of Squares F-tests for main effects and interactions in the
exploratory analyses, in a similar fashion to the retrospective study. Significant interactions in
the exploratory analyses were not followed up with pairwise comparisons due to low power;

however, we did inspect the visual depiction of these results to describe the overall pattern.

3.4.2 Results

Descriptive Statistics

Overall, data were collected for 13,134 (86.5%) of the total possible daily diaries (15,554
possible daily diaries). Only data from days where (1) both partners completed the survey and (2)
both partners reported a sexual activity day were included in the current analyses. Almost all
couples reported at least one sexual activity day during the 35-day period (95.9%, n =208) and
both partners reported engaging in sexual activity with each other on the same day 97.8% of the
time (disagreement occurred 2.2% of the time), resulting in a total of 2562 entries for sexual
activity days to be included in analyses. The average number of sexual activity days was 6.61
(SD = 4.56) per couple, ranging from 1 to 26. Estimated marginal means, standard errors, and
95% confidence intervals for mutualistic and individualistic talk subscales for each gender/sex
and dyad type combination are provided in Table 3.7.4.
Primary Analyses

For binary couples, no significant main effects or interactions were observed for the
mutualistic or individualistic sexual talk models (Table 3.7.5). Thus, there were no significant
differences in the daily average use of mutualistic or individualistic talk based on actor’s
gender/sex, partner’s gender/sex, or dyad type. For a visual depiction see Figure 3.8.3C and
3.8.3D.

Exploratory Analyses



For the exploratory multilevel models that also included the GSD couples, no significant
actor or partner main effects were observed for mutualistic talk (Table 3.7.5). For individualistic
talk, there was a significant main effect of partner’s gender/sex (Table 3.7.5). The visual
depiction of the results (Figure 3.8.3A), suggests that people with a GSD partner scored higher
on the individualistic sexual talk subscale, compared to those who had a man or woman partner.
The main effect for actor’s gender/sex and the two-way interaction between actor’s gender/sex
and partner’s gender/sex were nonsignificant (p =.063, p = .052, respectively), though the
pattern of means suggested some modest trends. While no post-hoc comparisons were conducted
for these effects, the visual depiction of the results (Figure 3.8.3A) suggests that (a) GSD actor
report using more individualistic talk when partnered with a GSD individual, compared to when
partnered with a woman or man; and (b) when they have a GSD partner, women use less

individualistic talk compared to men and GSD individuals.

3.5 Discussion

The present two-part study examined whether there were gender/sex or dyad type
differences in the use of sexual talk among a sexual and gender/sex diverse sample of
community couples in long-term relationships. We hypothesized that (1) men would use more
individualistic talk than women, both in general (retrospectively) and at the daily level, and that
(2) there would be no gender/sex differences in the use of mutualistic talk, either retrospectively
or at the daily level. We had no specific hypotheses regarding the effects of partner’s gender/sex
or dyad type, or regarding differences between GSD individuals and men or women, given that
there was no prior sexual talk research to guide these hypotheses. When considering their
average general use of sexual talk in their relationship, women used more mutualistic talk

compared to men, and this effect was larger for women partnered with women than women



partnered with men; this result is contrary to our original hypotheses. Consistent with our
hypotheses, there were no gender/sex differences in the average daily use of mutualistic talk.
Further, inconsistent with our hypotheses, there were no gender/sex differences in use of
individualistic talk at the retrospective or daily level. When couples in which at least one partner
identified as GSD were included in the analyses, there were no significant differences in the
average general or daily use of mutualistic sexual talk based on actor’s or partner’s gender/sex or
dyad type. However, there were some gender/sex and dyad type differences in the average
general and daily use of individualistic talk. When considering their average general and daily
use of sexual talk, people partnered with a GSD individual tended to use more individualistic talk
compared to those partnered with a man (both general and daily) or woman (daily only).
Additionally, GSD individuals tended to use more general individualistic talk when partnered
with a woman or GSD individual, compared to GSD individuals partnered with a man; there was
a similar pattern for daily individualistic talk, however it was not statistically significant.

In contrast to our original hypotheses, we found that women reported using more
mutualistic talk than men and that this difference was larger when partnered with a woman
compared to when partnered with a man. There is some evidence that individuals in same-
gender/sex relationships may adhere more strongly to the TSS (Courtice & Shaughnessy, 2018;
Klinkenberg & Rose, 1994), which might help explain why women reported using more
mutualistic talk compared to men, but only when they were in a same-gender/sex dyad.
However, we only found this dyad-type difference when mutualistic talk was assessed
retrospectively and not when it was assessed daily. While it is possible that the women in same-
gender/sex dyads and/or the men in mixed-gender/sex dyads in this study changed their use of

mutualistic talk over time (e.g., if sexual talk use changed between the retrospective survey and



the daily diary period), a more parsimonious explanation may be that the dyad type difference in
the retrospective study is an artifact of when or how sexual talk was measured (i.e., it may reflect
the influence of gender stereotypes on recall and/or observation biases; Fisher, 2013). Prior
studies have found that people who believe strongly in gender stereotypes are more likely to be
biased in their recall of autobiographical information, such that it is more consistent with their
gender beliefs than their actual history (e.g., Chatard et al., 2007). Thus, according to sexual
script theory, women may be more likely to recall sexual talk that focuses on increasing intimacy
in the relationship (i.e., mutualistic talk; Masters et al., 2013) than men. Indeed, McCall et al.
(2007) found that women were more likely than men to recall love and emotional bonding details
of a story, whereas men were more likely to recall the erotic or explicit details of a story. Further,
Fisher (2013) found that gender/sex and acceptance of traditional gender roles influenced men’s
and women’s reports of sexual but not non-sexual behaviors. It is therefore possible that women
—especially those in same gender/sex dyads—were more likely to recall or report information
consistent with their gendered role in traditional sexual scripts, resulting in women reporting
greater use of mutualistic sexual talk than men when reporting retrospectively on their
relationship in general (retrospectively); this recall and/or observation bias would arguably be
less salient when reporting on events having happened within the last 24 hours (daily level). In
addition, there were no significant differences in mutualistic talk based on partner’s gender/sex
for the binary couples and no significant actor or partner gender/sex differences in mutualistic
talk when GSD couples were included in the analyses; this was not unexpected as the lack of
dyadic sexual talk and/or GSD-inclusive literature meant we had no specific hypotheses for
partner gender/sex differences for the binary couples and the analyses which included the GSD

couples were exploratory in nature.



In contrast to our hypotheses and prior research, we did not find any gender/sex
differences in the use of individualistic sexual talk for the binary couples, nor did we find any
dyad type differences. When GSD couples were included in the retrospective and daily analyses
for individualistic talk, there was a significant main effect of partner’s gender/sex and a
significant two-way interaction between actor’s gender/sex and partner’s gender/sex.
Specifically, people partnered with a GSD individual used more individualistic talk than people
partnered with a woman (daily only) or a man (retrospective and daily). Additionally, GSD
individuals used more individualistic talk when partnered with a woman or GSD individual than
GSD individuals partnered with a man (retrospective only). However, we strongly caution the
interpretation of the results involving GSD participants because the small subsample size means
that the observed differences may not be generalizable beyond the present sample.

Given that we found the same results for individualistic sexual talk both retrospectively
and at the daily level for binary couples, it appears that regardless of when and how we assessed
the use of individualistic talk, there are no gender/sex or dyad type differences for men and
women in long-term relationships. While previous research found that men used more
individualistic talk than women, participants in that sample were, on average, older and had
longer relationship duration compared to those in the present sample (Merwin & Rosen, 2019,
2020). Perhaps couples in the present study were less likely to adhere to the TSS due to
generational differences in gender/sex beliefs. Indeed, prior research has found that beliefs about
gender/sex roles and conformity to societal norms differ across generations, with younger
cohorts being more likely to challenge traditional gender/sex roles (Lyons et al., 2005; Passuth
Lynott & McCandless, 2000; Shen Johfre & Saperstein, 2019). Thus, it is possible that there is a

cohort effect, such that women and men from older generations are more likely to conform to the



TSS, whereas those from younger generations—such as those in the present study—may rely
less heavily on the TSS, resulting in generally similar frequency of both mutualistic and
individualistic sexual talk. However, it should be noted that when relationship duration and age
were controlled for in the present study all results remained the same, suggesting that there may
be an alternative explanation for these discrepant results.

Finally, while some of our findings were contrary to hypotheses, they do not necessarily
contradict sexual script theory. Even though gender/sex and dyad type were largely not
associated with the amount of sexual talk used, it is still possible that the associations between
sexual talk and sexual well-being may be different depending on a person’s gender/sex, their
partner’s gender/sex, or the dyad type. Indeed, several studies, including a meta-analysis by
Mallory et al. (2019), have found that the importance of general sexual communication for a
person’s sexual and relational well-being does differ based on gender/sex. Future research should
examine whether the types of sexual talk used are associated with sexual well-being for couples
in long-term relationships, as well as whether these associations might differ according to
gender/sex and/or dyad type. Additionally, some of our findings when GSD couples were
included in the analyses suggest that there may be some differences between GSD
individuals/people partnered with GSD individuals and people in binary relationships. However,
it is extremely important to interpret this with caution due to the exploratory and underpowered
nature of these analyses. Future research should seek to replicate the results with a larger sample
of GSD individuals and couples.

3.5.1 Strengths & Limitations
This study was the first to our knowledge to examine the use of sexual talk from a dyadic

perspective, using daily diary methodology, and with a large sample of community couples in



long-term relationships. Further, this study was the first to examine whether a person’s use of
mutualistic or individualistic talk depended on their own gender/sex, their partner’s gender/sex,
or the dyad type (i.e., same- or mixed-gender/sex couple). The use of a daily diary methodology
reduced recall biases and increased the ecological validity of our findings, while using both daily
diary and retrospective methods provided conclusions that are likely to be more reliable
(Williamson et al., 2002). Utilizing a dyadic design allowed us to examine both actor and partner
effects of gender/sex, while accounting for the interdependence of the data. Additionally, we also
included a subsample of same-gender/sex couples and GSD individuals who are frequently
understudied and excluded from research. The analyses with the GSD couples were exploratory
due to the small subsample; however, while concerns over low power often lead researchers to
exclude GSD participants from analyses, as Fraser (2018) and Fraser et al. (2020) emphasize,
this practice hinders the advancement of scientific knowledge and there is value to including
these participants, even if only for exploratory analyses. Further, we utilized participant
responses from the 6-month timepoint of the larger longitudinal study to avoid excluding the 64
participants who were not asked the demographic question about gender identity in the
retrospective study. While this is an imperfect methodology given that gender identity can
change over time (Bauer et al., 2017; Kuper et al., 2012; Kuper et al., 2018; Richards et al.,
2016; van Anders, 2015), we felt this was a better option than excluding these participants
(Streiner, 2002).

The demographics of our sample may limit the generalizability of the findings. Our
sample was largely young, well educated, childless, unmarried, French- and/or English-speaking,
living in North America, required access to technology, and we had relatively low cultural

diversity. Further, while we over-sampled GSD individuals (6.1% vs. 0.15-1.14% based on



population-based estimates in Canada and the US; Barr et al., 2016; Flores et al., 2016; James et
al., 2016; Mikalson et al., 2013), the resultant small subsample meant that the analyses were
exploratory due to power concerns. Given the small sample size for the GSD analyses, we
caution the interpretation of these results; the findings may not be generalizable beyond the
present sample and further studies with larger sample sizes need to be conducted. Further, given
that an exclusion criterion for this study was the presence of a self-reported major medical and/or
psychiatric illness that significantly interfered with sexual activity or functioning, the results of
this study may not generalize to those with sexual dysfunctions. Another limitation of the present
study is that—at least for men and women in same- and mixed-gender/sex couples—
individualistic sexual talk was infrequently reported at the daily level. Future research examining
associations between daily sexual talk and sexual outcomes might consider utilizing zero-inflated
regression models in their analyses for individualistic talk. Additionally, as the present study was
focused on examining gender/sex and dyad type differences in the use of sexual talk, we did not
address some potentially important covariates or moderators that future research should consider
examining. For example, belief in gender stereotypes or in the TSS may affect the type of sexual
talk that people choose to use in their relationships. Another important area for future research is
to examine motivations and reasons for engaging in sexual talk, as this has not yet, to our
knowledge, been studied. Finally, it is important to note that this study was correlational, thus,

directionality and causality cannot be determined.

3.5.2 Conclusions
Overall, findings of the present study suggest that for men, women, and GSD individuals
in long-term relationships, the use of sexual talk is fairly similar regardless of a person’s

gender/sex, their partner’s gender/sex, or dyad type. This study provided evidence that both



same-gender/sex and mixed-gender/sex couples, as well as binary couples and GSD couples,

may be more similar than different when it comes to their use of sexual talk.



3.6 Acknowledgements

This research was supported by a Joseph-Armand Bombardier—Canada Graduate Scholarship
from the Social Sciences and Humanities Research Council (SSHRC) awarded to the first author,
a fellowship from the Fonds de Recherche du Québec—Société et Culture (FRQSC) awarded to
the third author, and by an operating grant from the SSHRC awarded to the second and last
authors. The authors would like to thank Myléne Desrosiers, Myriam Bosisio, and Gillian
Boudreau for their research assistance, as well as the couples who participated in this research

project.



ICI

3.7 Tables

Table 3.7.1 Descriptive Characteristics of the Sample for Retrospective Data (Baseline; N = 458 individuals,; 229 couples)

Variable M (SD) or n Range % of final sample
Age 30.43 (8.42) 18-70
Gender/sex

Woman 243 - 53.1

Man 187 - 40.8

GSD* 28 - 6.1

Dyad Type (number of couples)

Total Same-Gender/sex couples 69 - 30.1
Man-Man 20 - 8.7
Woman-Woman 46 - 20.1
GSD-GSD 3 - 1.3

Total Mixed-Gender/sex couples 160 - 69.9
Man-Woman 138 - 60.3
Man-GSD 9 - 3.9

[44!

Woman-GSD 13 - 5.7



Language (for study)
English
French

Place of Birth
Canada
United States
Western Europe
Latin America/South America
Asia
Africa
Eastern Europe
Caribbean
Other®

Personal Annual Income
$0-9,999

$10,000-39,999

280

178

345

59

27

80

200

61.1

38.9

75.3

12.9

5.9

1.7

1.5

0.7

0.7

0.4

0.9

17.5

43.7
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$40,000-69,999 125 - 273

$70,000-99,999 38 - 8.3

$100,000 and over 15 - 33
Number of children at home 0.43 (0.96) 0-5 -

Note. GSD = gender/sex diverse.

* Participants identified as: Agender (n = 10), Gender-queer/fluid (n = 7), Non-binary (n = 6), Androgyne (n = 1), Butch (n =1), Non-
binary with a transmasculine history (rn = 1), Transmasculine gender-queer (n =1), and Transmasculine non-binary (n = 1).

® Participants who did not identify with any of the provided locations were able to select ‘Other’ and provide their place of birth in an

open textbox. These responses included the following: Romania (n = 2) and Vietnam (n = 2).
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Table 3.7.2 Estimated Marginal Means, Standard Errors, and 95% Confidence Intervals for Sexual Talk subscales for each

Gender/sex and Dyad Type Combination (Retrospective)

Group Mutualistic Sexual Talk Individualistic Sexual Talk
n‘ M (SE) 95% CI M (SE) 95% CI

LB UB LB UB
Women partnered with women 92 14.71 (0.44) 13.85 15.58 7.76 (0.44) 6.90 8.63
Men partnered with men 40 13.51 (0.67) 12.19 14.82 8.35 (0.66) 7.05 9.66
Women partnered with men 138 13.79 (0.30) 13.21 14.38 7.36 (0.29) 6.80 7.92
Men partnered with women 138 12.42 (0.30) 11.84 13.00 7.65 (0.29) 7.08 8.21
GSD partnered with men 9 13.22 (1.16) 10.94 15.51 6.22 (1.12) 4.02 8.43
GSD partnered with women 13 15.54 (0.97) 13.63 17.44 9.31(0.93) 7.47 11.14
GSD partnered with GSD 6 14.83 (1.73) 11.43 18.23 10.00 (1.71) 6.63 13.37
Women partnered with GSD 13 14.54 (0.97) 12.64 16.44 7.65 (0.93) 5.82 9.49
Men partnered with GSD 9 14.11 (1.16) 11.83 16.40 9.78 (1.12) 7.57 11.98

Note. GSD = gender/sex diverse. CI = confidence interval. LB = lower bound. UB = upper bound. SE = standard error.

*Number of individuals (not couples)
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Table 3.7.3 Type Il Tests of Fixed Effects from Multilevel Mixed Linear Regression Models for Gender/Sex, Dyad Type, and Sexual

Talk (Retrospective)
Variable Mutualistic Sexual Talk Individualistic Sexual Talk
Binary Couples (7 =204)
Actor’s Gender/Sex F(1,261.73) =8.95, p =.003 F(1,249.07)=1.07, p = .301
Partner’s Gender/Sex F(1,261.73)=0.04, p = .849 F(1,249.07)=0.13, p=.720
Dyad Type (Actor’s Gender/Sex x Partner’s Gender/Sex)  F(1,204) =4.42, p=.037 F(1,204)=1.37,p=.243
All Couples (GSD couples: n = 25; Binary couples: n = 204)
Actor’s Gender/Sex F(2,366.42)=1.87, p=.155 F(2,342.65)=1.79, p = .168
Partner’s Gender/Sex F(2,366.42), 1.09, p = .337 F(2,342.65)=3.10, p = .046
Dyad Type (Actor’s Gender/Sex x Partner’s Gender/Sex)  F(4,229)=2.23, p=.067 F(4,229)=3.56, p=.008

Note. GSD = gender/sex diverse. The first model was run with only binary couples (i.e., couples in which both members of the couple

identified as either a man or woman). The second model was run with all couples (i.e., included both binary and GSD couples).
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Table 3.7.4 Estimated Marginal Means, Standard Errors, and 95% Confidence Intervals for Average Daily Sexual Talk subscales for

each Gender/Sex and Dyad Type Combination (Daily Diary)

Group Mutualistic Sexual Talk Individualistic Sexual Talk
n“ (number of daily M (SE) 95% CI M (SE) 95% CI
observations)
LB UB LB UB
Women partnered with 84 (2391) 10.28 (0.47) 9.36 11.20 5.17 (0.31) 4.57 5.77
women
Men partnered with men 40 (1239) 9.21 (0.66) 7.91 10.51 5.34 (0.43) 4.48 6.19
Women partnered with men 133 (4077) 9.39 (0.29) 8.82 9.96 5.14 (0.19) 4.77 5.50
Men partnered with women 133 (3908) 9.31 (0.30) 8.73 9.89 5.49 (0.19) 5.12 5.86
GSD partnered with men 7(217) 8.92 (1.25) 6.47 11.37 4.85(0.81) 3.26 6.44
GSD partnered with women 13 (312) 9.65 (0.98) 7.72 11.58 5.78 (0.63) 4.53 7.02
GSD partnered with GSD 4 (136) 8.72 (2.07) 4.63 12.80 7.91 (1.36) 5.23 10.59
Women partnered with GSD 13 (337) 10.52 (0.95) 8.65 12.40 5.87(0.62) 4.66 7.09
Men partnered with GSD 7 (186) 11.28 (1.25) 8.83 13.73 7.97 (0.81) 6.39 9.56

Note. GSD = gender/sex diverse. CI = confidence interval. LB = lower bound. UB = upper bound. SE = standard error.



LTI

*Number of individuals (not couples)
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Table 3.7.5 Type Il Tests of Fixed Effects from Multilevel Mixed Linear Regression Models for Gender/Sex, Dyad Type, and Sexual

Talk (Daily Diary)
Variable Mutualistic Sexual Talk Individualistic Sexual Talk
Binary Couples (n = 204) Model
Actor’s Gender/Sex F(1,232.07)=1.74, p = .188 F(1,226.41)=0.92, p = .338
Partner’s Gender/Sex F(1,232.07)=1.32,p= 251 F(1,226.41)=0.12, p=.729
Dyad Type (Actor’s Gender/Sex x Partner’s Gender/Sex) F(1,192.45)=0.65, p = .422 F(1, 192.36) = 0.04, p = .848
All Couples Model (GSD couples: n = 25; Binary couples: n = 204)

Actor’s Gender/Sex F(2,301.07)=0.62, p = .541 F(2,290.51)=2.79, p = .063
Partner’s Gender/Sex F(2,302.91)=0.82, p = .441 F(2,292.25)=17.10, p = .001
Dyad Type (Actor’s Gender/Sex x Partner’s Gender/Sex) F(4,208.90)=0.63, p=.640 F(4,209.18) =2.39, p=.052

Note. GSD = gender/sex diverse. The first model was run with only binary couples (i.e., couples in which both members of the couple

identified as either a man or woman). The second model was run with all couples (i.e., included both binary and GSD couples).
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3.8 Figures

Figure 3.8.1 Depiction of Actor-Partner Interdependence Model (APIM) with Indistinguishable Dyads

Member 1: Sexual Talk

Member 1 Average Mutualistic Talk
Gender/Sex Average Individualistic Talk a

Member 2: Sexual Talk
Average Mutualistic Talk
Average Individualistic Talk

Note. This indistinguishable APIM shows associations between Member 1’°s gender/sex and their own and their partner’s use of sexual

talk. The bold line represents the actor effect, and the dotted line represents the partner effect.
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Figure 3.8.2 Estimated Marginal Means of Sexual Talk for Different Gender/Sex and Dyad Type Combinations (Retrospective)
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Note. Estimated marginal means for sexual talk for women, men, and GSD individuals in same- and mixed-gender/sex couples. Error

bars show 95% confidence intervals (CI). GSD = gender/sex diverse. Panel A: Estimated means for individualistic sexual talk for full
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sample. Panel B: Estimated means for mutualistic sexual talk for full sample. Panel C: Estimated means for individualistic sexual talk
for only binary couples. Panel D: Estimated means for mutualistic sexual talk for only binary couples. Post-hoc comparison tests were
not conducted for analyses with all couples (Panels A and B) due to the small subsample of GSD couples. Post-hoc pairwise
comparisons conducted for the analyses with only binary couples (Panels C and D) found no significant differences in the use of
individualistic talk based on actor’s gender/sex, partner’s gender/sex, or dyad type (Panel C) and a significant difference in the use of
mutualistic talk based on the interaction between actor’s gender/sex and partner’s gender/sex (i.e., dyad type; Panel D). Specifically,
women reported using significantly more mutualistic talk than men, and this effect was larger for women partnered with women than

women partnered with men.
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Figure 3.8.3 Estimated Marginal Means of Sexual Talk for Different Gender/Sex and Dyad Type Combinations (Daily Diary)
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Note. Estimated marginal means for sexual talk for women, men, and GSD individuals in same- and mixed-gender/sex couples. Error
bars show 95% confidence intervals. GSD = gender/sex diverse. Panel A: Estimated means for daily individualistic sexual talk for full
sample. Panel B: Estimated means for daily mutualistic sexual talk for full sample. Panel C: Estimated means for daily individualistic
sexual talk for only binary couples. Panel D: Estimated means for daily mutualistic sexual talk for only binary couples. Post-hoc
comparison tests were not conducted for analyses with all couples (Panels A and B) due to the small subsample of GSD couples. Post-
hoc pairwise comparisons conducted for the analyses with only binary couples (Panels C and D) found no significant differences in

the use of individualistic talk (Panel C) or mutualistic talk (Panel D) based on actor’s gender/sex, partner’s gender/sex, or dyad type.
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3.10 Transition to Study 3

In Study 2, I conducted the first sexual talk study that utilized dyadic data, as well as both
retrospective and daily diary data. This was also the first study to explicitly examine whether
gender/sex and dyad type differences exist in the use of mutualistic and individualistic talk in a
sexual and gender/sex diverse sample of long-term couples. The results of Study 2 demonstrated
that retrospectively, but not daily, women reported using more mutualistic talk than men,
especially when women were in same-gender/sex relationships. Additionally, there were no
gender/sex or dyad type differences in the use of individualistic talk retrospectively or at a daily
level. In Study 2, I also conducted exploratory analyses for a subsample of GSD couples. While
no post-hoc comparisons were conducted, the visual depiction of the results suggested some
gender/sex and dyad type differences in the use of individualistic talk (retrospective and daily)
but not mutualistic talk. Specifically, people partnered with a GSD individual used more
individualistic talk than people partnered with a woman (daily only) or a man (retrospective and
daily). Additionally, GSD individuals used more individualistic talk when partnered with a
woman or GSD individual than GSD individuals partnered with a man (retrospective only).
Further, I highlighted the importance of considering when and how sexual talk is assessed, given
that results for mutualistic talk were different when data were retrospective, compared to when it
was collected on a daily diary basis. Although some gender/sex and dyad type differences were
observed, overall, the findings of Study 2 suggested that people in long-term relationships
generally use mutualistic and individualistic talk with similar frequency regardless of their
sex/gender, their partner’s sex/gender, and their dyad type.

The broader sexual communication literature provides evidence that sexual

communication may be differentially associated with sexual well-being depending on a person’s



gender/sex or dyad type (e.g., Frederick et al., 2021; Mallory et al., 2019; Rehman et al., 2011).
Further, sexual script theory proposes that there are differences in the ways men and women
think about and approach sexuality (Gagnon, 1990). Indeed, the prevailing cultural level script in
North America (i.e., the traditional sexual script; TSS) positions women as pursuing sex for
emotional intimacy reasons and men as pursuing sex for physical sexual pleasure (Masters et al.,
2013). Additionally, according to the theory of erotic plasticity (Baumeister, 2000), women’s
sexual well-being is more strongly influenced by cultural and situation factors, relative to men’s
sexual well-being. Collectively, the empirical and theoretical research suggest that despite a
general lack of differences in frequency of sexual talk use based on gender/sex or dyad type, as
found in Study 2, how sexual talk is associated with sexual well-being may still differ based on a
person’s gender/sex, the gender/sex of their partner, or the dyad type (i.e., same- vs. mixed-
gender/sex). The objective of Study 3 was therefore to examine whether gender/sex and dyad
type moderated the associations between mutualistic and individualistic talk and sexual
satisfaction and desire, using dyadic daily diary data. A secondary objective of Study 3 was to
better understand how sexual and gender/sex diverse individuals and couples might experience
sexual talk based on their gender/sex when it comes to sexual satisfaction and desire, thus
providing enhanced knowledge about who may benefit from different types of sexual talk based

on the composition of their relationship.
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CHAPTER 4: IS SEXUAL TALK ASSOCIATED WITH DAILY SEXUAL
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4.1 Abstract
Many couples report declines in sexual satisfaction and desire over time, making it critical to
identify potential protective factors, such as sexual communication. Prior research has identified
two types of sexual talk, which refers to verbal sexual communication that occurs exclusively
during sex: individualistic (i.e., self-focused) and mutualistic (i.e., sharing/partner-focused),
which have generally been linked to greater sexual well-being. Given initial evidence that sexual
talk contributes differently to sexual well-being depending on gender/sex, it is important to
examine gender/sex and dyad type (i.e., same- vs. mixed-gender/sex) as potential moderators.
Using a 35-day online daily diary study with couples (N =217; 64 same-gender/sex) in long-
term relationships, we examined how daily variations in sexual talk were associated with a
person’s own and their partner’s sexual satisfaction and sexual desire, and whether gender/sex or
dyad type moderated these associations. On days that women used more individualistic or
mutualistic talk, they reported greater sexual satisfaction and both men’s and women’s partners
reported greater sexual satisfaction. On days that a person used more individualistic talk relative
to their average across days, they and their partner reported greater sexual desire, and on days a
person used more mutualistic talk, they—but not their partner—reported greater sexual desire.
Exploratory analyses for a subsample of gender/sex diverse (GSD) couples (n = 22) revealed
some differences from the binary couples. Findings suggest that women, men, and GSD
individuals in long-term relationships may experience sexual talk in different ways when it

comes to their sexual satisfaction and desire.

Keywords: sexual talk; sexual communication; couples; gender/sex; gender/sex diverse; dyadic

daily diary



4.2 Introduction

Prior research shows that both sexual satisfaction and sexual desire are associated with
greater overall life satisfaction and relationship satisfaction (Dewitte & Mayer, 2018; Stephenson
& Meston, 2015a). Sexual satisfaction refers to an individual’s subjective, affective evaluation of
the positive and negative aspects of their sexual relationship (Lawrance & Byers, 1992), and
sexual desire refers to an individual’s motivation or interest in engaging in sexual activity
(Spector et al., 1996). Although sexual satisfaction and desire are vital components of romantic
relationships (Impett et al., 2014), many couples in long-term relationships experience declines
in both over time (Liu, 2003; Murray & Milhausen, 2012). It is critical to identify factors that
might help these couples maintain or even enhance their sexual satisfaction and desire.

One factor that may be helpful is sexual communication. MacNeil and Byers (2005,
2009) proposed two theoretical pathways through which sexual communication leads to greater
sexual satisfaction: by enhancing feelings of intimacy (expressive pathway) and allowing
partners to better meet each other’s sexual needs (instrumental pathway). This theoretical model
is empirically supported and there is cross-sectional evidence that greater sexual communication
is associated with greater sexual satisfaction and desire through these pathways (MacNeil &
Byers, 2005, 2009; Rehman et al., 2011). One type of sexual communication that has been
understudied to date is sexual talk—verbal sexual communication that occurs during sexual
activity and that is specific to that sexual activity (Jonason et al., 2016; Merwin & Rosen, 2020).
Prior research suggests that two types of sexual talk exist: mutualistic (includes statements of
excitement/pleasure, positive feedback/compliments, emotional intimacy/bonding, and
instructions) and individualistic (includes statements of sexual dominance, submission, sexual

ownership, and sexual fantasies; Jonason et al., 2016). Jonason et al. (2016) found that the use of



both individualistic and mutualistic talk was cross-sectionally associated with greater sexual
satisfaction. However, another cross-sectional study found that only individualistic talk was
associated with greater sexual satisfaction, whereas using more mutualistic talk was associated
with lower sexual distress, and for women (but not men), greater sexual functioning (Merwin &
Rosen, 2020).

There are several important gaps in the sexual talk literature. First, no research to date has
examined the associations between sexual talk and sexual satisfaction or desire using dyadic
data, that is, among couples. Given that sexual talk happens in an inherently dyadic context, it is
important to explore how a person’s sexual talk might be associated with both their own and
their partner’s sexual satisfaction and desire, as well as their interdependence. Second, no
research on this topic has utilized a daily diary methodology, which reduces recall biases
(Graham et al., 2003) and also provides the opportunity to examine how daily, within-person
fluctuations in sexual talk may be associated with sexual satisfaction and desire, thus offering a
more nuanced understanding of sexual talk. Third, while prior research has examined
associations between sexual talk and sexual satisfaction, we have limited knowledge of its
implications for sexual desire. A focus on sexual desire is important since there is consistent
evidence that couples experience declines in desire over time (Murray & Milhausen, 2012) and
that sexual desire concerns are the top reason people seek sex or couples therapy (Ellison, 2002).
Finally, limited knowledge exists about the role of gender/sex’ or dyad type (i.e., same- vs.
mixed-gender/sex) in the associations between sexual talk and sexual outcomes. Given initial
evidence that the types of sexual talk may contribute differently to sexual outcomes depending
on gender/sex (Merwin & Rosen, 2020), it is necessary to examine this factor as a potential
* We utilize the term gender/sex throughout this paper because sex and gender are neither

dichotomous nor independent of each other, and their specific impacts on sexual behavior,
attitudes, and emotions are rarely separable (van Anders, 2015).



moderator for the associations between sexual talk and sexual satisfaction or desire. The present
study sought to fill these critical gaps to provide a more nuanced understanding of sexual talk in
long-term relationships, inclusive of sexual and gender/sex diverse people. Such knowledge

could inform the development of evidence-based interventions to help couples maintain or even

enhance their sexual satisfaction and desire.

4.2.1 Gender/Sex as a Moderator

Not only is there empirical evidence that the associations between sexual talk and certain
sexual outcomes may depend on gender/sex (e.g., Merwin & Rosen, 2020), there is also
theoretical support for considering gender/sex as a moderator. Indeed, sexual script theory
provides a helpful framework for understanding how and why mutualistic and individualistic
sexual talk may be differentially associated with sexual satisfaction and sexual desire according
to gender/sex. According to sexual script theory, there are differences in how men and women
think about and approach sexuality, based on the societal and cultural messages they receive
(Simon & Gagnon, 2003; Wiederman, 2005). According to the traditional sexual script (TSS),
which is the prevailing cultural sexual script in North America (Klein et al., 2019; Masters et al.,
2013) and empirically supported (Maxwell, 2007), women prioritize emotional intimacy whereas
men are more concerned with sexual pleasure (Masters et al., 2013; Simon & Gagnon, 2003).
Thus, individualistic talk—which is theorized to be focused on one’s own sexual pleasure and
experience—may be more in line with men’s roles in the TSS and be used more frequently by
men or be more important for men’s sexual outcomes. In contrast, mutualistic talk—which
focuses on sharing the sexual experience with one’s partner—may be more in line with women’s

roles in the TSS and thus be used more frequently by women or be more important for women’s



sexual outcomes. A recent study by Merwin et al. (2021)%° found that men, women, and
gender/sex diverse (GSD) individuals generally use similar amounts of sexual talk, suggesting
that the differences we might expect for the amount of sexual talk used are not present. However,
it is still possible that—in line with sexual script theory—the relationship between sexual talk
and sexual satisfaction and desire may differ based on a person’s own gender/sex, their partner’s
gender/sex, and/or the dyad type.

The broader sexual communication literature supports this contention. One meta-analysis
found that effect sizes for the associations between sexual communication and greater sexual
desire were larger for women, compared to men (Mallory et al., 2019). Additionally, Rehman et
al. (2011) found that although a person’s own level of sexual self-disclosure was positively
associated with their own sexual satisfaction, a partner’s sexual self-disclosure was associated
with men’s—but not women’s—sexual satisfaction. Prior research with same- and mixed-
gender/sex relationships has provided conflicting evidence of dyad type differences (Frederick et
al., 2021; Holmberg & Blair, 2009). One study found no dyad type differences in the level of
sexual communication (Holmberg & Blair, 2009), whereas Frederick et al. (2021) examined
relative effect sizes and found that the effect sizes for the association between sexual
communication and sexual satisfaction were greater for gay men, relative to heterosexual men.
However, no study to date has examined whether dyad type moderates associations between
sexual communication (or sexual talk) and sexual satisfaction or desire. It is critical to know
whether the association between sexual talk and sexual outcomes differs based on gender/sex or
dyad type, as this may suggest that interventions targeting sexual talk in couples would need to
be tailored to the gender/sex of one or both members or the dyad type.

¢ Utilized the same sample as the present study.
® This is Study 2 of my dissertation (see Chapter 3).



Due to the highly hetero- and cis-normative nature of the TSS, GSD individuals and
those in same-gender/sex relationships may develop alternative sexual scripts that are more
flexible and rely less on rigid gender/sex roles (Gabb, 2019; Lindley et al., 2020). As such, the
relationships between sexual talk and sexual satisfaction and desire may be different for GSD
individuals and those in same-gender/sex dyads, compared to individuals who identity within the
gender/sex binary and those in mixed-gender/sex dyads. However, there is also evidence that in
the absence of an alternative sexual script, same gender/sex couples may adhere more strongly to
the TSS (Courtice & Shaughnessy, 2018), suggesting that findings may be similar regardless of
dyad type. Given a lack of prior research, it remains unclear what role gender/sex plays in the

links between sexual talk and sexual desire and satisfaction in GSD couples.

4.2.2 Current Study

Among a sexual and gender/sex diverse sample of community couples in long-term
relationships, the objective of the current study was to examine how daily variations in sexual
talk were associated with same-day sexual satisfaction and dyadic sexual desire (i.e., desire for
their partner), after adjusting for previous-day levels of sexual satisfaction or desire. We
simultaneously sought to examine whether these associations were moderated by a person’s own
gender/sex, their partner’s gender/sex, and the interaction between these two (i.e., dyad type;
same- vs. mixed-gender/sex couples). Based on prior research and sexual script theory, we
hypothesized that: (1) On days that people used more mutualistic talk relative to their average
across all days, they would report greater sexual satisfaction and dyadic sexual desire, and this
association would be stronger for women than for men; (2) On days that people used more
individualistic talk relative to their average, they would report greater sexual satisfaction and

dyadic sexual desire, and this association would be stronger for men than for women. We



examined the associations between a person’s sexual talk and their partner’s sexual outcomes,
possible moderations by partner’s gender/sex and/or dyad type, as well as associations between
sexual talk and sexual outcomes for GSD couples in an exploratory manner due to a lack of prior
research and theory to inform hypotheses. However, we anticipated that these effects might exist

given evidence from the broader sexual communication literature (Rehman et al., 2011).

4.3 Method

The present study was part of a larger, two-site, longitudinal and daily diary research
project of factors associated with the sexual well-being of couples in long-term relationships;
three previous papers have been published utilizing this dataset. Two studies examined
pornography use and sexual and relationship outcomes (Vaillancourt-Morel et al., 2021;
Vaillancourt-Morel et al., 2020), one examined sexual desire discrepancies and sexual distress
(Jodouin et al., 2021). A fourth paper, which has been provisionally accepted for publication,
examined gender/sex and dyad type differences in sexual talk use (Merwin et al., 2021). The
present study utilizes data from the daily diary portion of this larger research project.
4.3.1 Participants

Couples were recruited from across Canada and the United States using multiple methods
as described in Chapter 3 (sections 3.3.1.1 and 3.4.1.1). Eligibility criteria for participants are
described in detail in Chapter 3 (sections 3.3.1.1 and 3.4.1.1). Details of the recruitment and
eligibility of participants can also be found in Supplementary Figure C.7.

The final sample for the present study was 217 couples (n = 64; 29.5% same-gender/sex
couples), including 230 (53.0%) women, 180 (41.5%) men, and 24 (5.5%) GSD individuals.
Participants who were categorized as GSD included those who self-identified as agender (n = 8),

genderqueer and/or gender-fluid (n = 6), non-binary (n = 5), androgyne (n = 1), butch (n =1),



non-binary with a transmasculine history (n = 1), transmasculine genderqueer (n =1), and
transmasculine non-binary (n = 1).

There were 195 (89.9%) binary couples (i.e., couples in which both members identified
within the gender/sex binary), consisting of 133 woman-man, 42 woman-woman, and 20 man-
man dyads. The sample also included 22 (10.1%) GSD couples (i.e., couples in which one or
both members identified as GSD), consisting of 13 GSD-woman, 7 GSD-man, and 2 GSD-GSD
dyads. Approximately half of the sample identified as heterosexual (n =243; 56.0%), while the
other half (n = 191, 44.0%) identified with diverse sexual orientations: 18.0% (n = 78) identified
as gay/lesbian, 11.1% (n = 48) as bisexual, 8.8% (n = 38) as queer, 3.9% (n = 17) as pansexual,
0.7% (n = 3) as uncertain or confused, 0.2% (n = 1) as asexual, and 1.4% (n = 6) as ‘other’ (see
Supplementary Table D.1 for details). Participants ranged in age from 18 to 70 years (M = 30.39,
SD = 8.47) and relationship length ranged from 1 to 38 years (M = 5.84, SD = 5.10). Additional

demographic information for the sample can be found in Supplementary Table D.1.

4.3.2 Procedure

Couples participated in a structured telephone interview with a research assistant to
determine eligibility and eligible couples were emailed a link to an online baseline survey (see
Vaillancourt-Morel et al., 2020 for details). Following completion of this baseline survey,
participants completed a 35-day daily diary. Daily questionnaires were hosted through Qualtrics
Research Suite, a secure online program, and took an average of 8.71 (SD = 31.50) minutes to
complete. Participants were sent an email containing a link to their daily diary for 35 consecutive
days and were instructed to complete the survey independently from their partner at the end of
each day and to respond based on their experiences in the past 24 hours. Participants responded

to questions about whether they engaged in sexual activity and on days that they reported



engaging in sexual activity with their partner, they completed a measure of their sexual talk use.
Participants also completed measures of sexual satisfaction and dyadic sexual desire on all days.
Daily diaries were available for a 12-hour period (i.e., 6pm one day to 6am the next day). All
participants were contacted by a research assistant once per week to address any questions or
concerns and to encourage high completion rates. Participants were compensated with an
Amazon gift card based on the proportion of diaries they completed, with a maximum of $50
CAN per person for completing at least 85% of their diaries (i.e., 30 out of 35 entries). The study

was approved by both institutional research ethics boards.

4.3.3 Measures
Background Survey

Sociodemographic Characteristics. Participants completed questions about their age,
sexual orientation, education, income, number of children, cultural identity, relationship status,
and relationship length in the baseline survey.

Gender/Sex. Gender/sex was assessed using responses to one question about current
gender identity (What is the gender identity with which you most identify?) and one question
about biological sex, which is in-line with the two-step method outlined in Bauer et al. (2017).
Participants answered these two questions at two timepoints in the larger research project
(baseline and 6-months); however, for the purposes of the current study, responses from baseline
were used for most participants. The gender identity question was added after data had been
collected for 64 participants, so responses to the same gender identity question completed at 6-
months for the larger study were utilized for these individuals. Participants were then assigned to
one of three gender/sex categories (i.e., woman, man, GSD) based on their self-reported

gender/sex responses. Cis and trans women were grouped together, cis and trans men were



grouped together, and individuals who reported additional gender/sex identities (e.g.,
genderqueer, non-binary, agender) were grouped together (i.e., GSD).
Daily Measures

Sexual Activity Days. A “sexual activity day” refers to a day on which participants
reported engaging in sexual activity with their partner who was also participating in the study.
Participants were provided with the following definition of sexual activity: “...can include (but
is not limited to): kissing, fondling, caressing, foreplay, vaginal penetration (with penis, fingers,
sex-toys, etc.), anal penetration (with penis, fingers, sex-toys, etc.), manual stimulation, oral sex,
using sex-toys, etc.” Two items from the Monash Women’s Health Program Female Sexuality
Satisfaction Questionnaire (Davison et al., 2008) were used to identify sexual activity days. The
first item asked participants whether they had engaged in any sexual activity in the past 24 hours,

99 ¢¢

and the second item determined who that sexual activity was with (“myself, alone,” “my

99 ¢¢

partner,” “another sexual partner”). Participants were instructed to answer questions about their
most recent sexual activity with their partner if they had engaged in sexual activity more than
once in the past 24 hours. Only data from days in which both members of a couple reported
engaging in sexual activity with each other were included in analyses for the current study. When
there was a discrepancy between partners’ reports of sexual activity with each other (» =330 out
of 6088 days; 5.4%), these days were excluded from analyses.

Sexual Talk. Participants completed the SexTalk measure (Jonason et al., 2016; Merwin
& Rosen, 2020) to assess their frequency of mutualistic and individualistic sexual talk. This
validated measure was adapted so that participants reported on the frequency with which they

engaged in each type of sexual talk with their current romantic partner during sexual activity in

the previous 24 hours. The SexTalk measure consists of eight items that participants responded



to on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (not at all) to 5 (a lot). Both the mutualistic and
individualistic subscales consist of four items. Each item listed a type of mutualistic or
individualistic sexual talk and provided three examples. For example, one mutualistic talk item
was: “Positive feedback or compliments. E.g., You re so great at that, I love it when you slow
down, You taste so good,” and one individualistic item was: “Statements which are sexually
dominant. E.g., Show me your pussy/cock, Who’s my sextoy?, Come for me baby.” Each subscale
was summed to provide a daily total subscale score ranging from 4 to 20, with higher scores
indicating more frequent daily use of mutualistic or individualistic sexual talk.

This measure has previously been validated for use with both English- and French-
speaking individuals using the same sample as the present study (Merwin et al., 2021). A full
description of the validation of this adapted measure with this sample, including the results of a
multilevel Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA), can be found in Merwin et al. (2021). In the
current study, mutualistic and individualistic sexual talk were positively correlated (» = 0.48, p
<.01) and there was adequate reliability for both of the subscales of the SexTalk measure for
men (mutualistic: Owimin = 0.67, Opetween = 0.87; individualistic: ®yimin = 0.65, Oretween = 0.88),
women (mutualistic: Owimin = 0.74, Opetveen = 0.84; individualistic: ®yimin = 0.68, Opetween = 0.78).
The sample size for GSD individuals was too small for accurate estimates of ® and are thus not
reported.

Dyadic Sexual Desire. One item from the dyadic sexual desire subscale of the Sexual
Desire Inventory-2 (SDI-2; Spector et al., 1996) was used to assess participants’ level of sexual
desire for their current partner in the previous 24 hours: “How often did you feel sexual desire for
your partner today?” Participants responded to this item on a 7-point Likert scale ranging from 1

(not at all) to 7 (a lot), with higher scores indicating greater dyadic sexual desire. Previous daily



diary studies have utilized similar single-item measures to assess dyadic sexual desire (Dewitte
& Mayer, 2018).

Sexual Satisfaction. The Global Measure of Sexual Satisfaction (GMSEX; Lawrance &
Byers, 1998) was used to assess daily sexual satisfaction. The instructions for this measure were
adapted for use in a daily diary study. Participants were asked to select on a 7-point bipolar scale
what best described their sexual relationship with their current partner in the past 24 hours using
five word-pairs (e.g., very negative to very positive). Summed scores ranged from 5 to 35, with
higher scores indicating higher levels of daily sexual satisfaction. The GMSEX has excellent
reliability and validity (Lawrance & Byers, 1998) and in the current study there was strong
reliability for men (®yimin = 0.94, Oetween = 0.99) and women (Owithin = 0.95, Opetween = 0.99). The

sample size for GSD individuals was too small for accurate estimates of ® and are not reported.

4.3.4 Data Analyses

Due to the multi-level nature of the data, internal consistency was assessed using a multi-
level adaptation of Omega (Geldhof et al., 2014) in MPlus (8.0; Muthén & Muthén, 2017). All
other analyses were conducted using SPSS (version 26.0). No meaningful variable distinguished
members of a couple across all dyads, so dyads were treated as indistinguishable and random
role assignment was used within each dyad (Kenny et al., 2006). Analyses were guided by the
Actor-Partner Interdependence Model (APIM; Kenny et al., 2006) to account for the
nonindependence of the data. Both actor effects and partner effects were examined: the
association between a person’s daily sexual talk and their own same-day sexual satisfaction and
desire (actor effect), and the association between a person’s daily sexual talk and their partner’s
same-day sexual satisfaction and desire (partner effect). Additionally, we controlled for the

sexual outcomes on the preceding day in their respective models, meaning all significant effects



were maintained above-and-beyond the level of sexual satisfaction or dyadic sexual desire on the
day prior. We examined same-day associations because we did not anticipate that sexual talk
would have a significant influence on sexual outcomes the next day, above and beyond the link
with sexual outcomes on the same day.

Following recommendations for daily and longitudinal dyadic data with indistinguishable
dyads (Kashy et al., 2008) and for moderation in the APIM (Garcia et al., 2014), we analysed the
data with moderated multilevel mixed regression models. We utilized two-level cross models
with fixed slopes and random intercepts where persons were nested within dyads, and persons
and days were crossed given that both partners completed the daily surveys on the same days
(Kenny et al., 2006). Missing data were handled using the full information maximum likelihood
method. Models included both mutualistic and individualistic talk, with separate models for each
outcome. Mutualistic and individualistic sexual talk were person-mean centered as we were
interested in within-person variations in sexual talk (i.e., on days a person used more or less
sexual talk than their average across days, was this associated with same-day sexual satisfaction
and desire?).

The primary analyses were conducted using only couples in which both members
identified on the gender binary (i.e., as men or women; n = 195 couples). Actor’s gender/sex,
partner’s gender/sex, and dyad type (i.e., the interaction between actor’s gender/sex and partner’s
gender/sex) were included as moderators. Gender/sex was effect coded as -1 = woman, +1 = man
for the primary analyses. We used hierarchical model reduction in combination with p-value
criterion model reduction to reduce model complexity and improve interpretation (Heck &
Thomas, 2009; Heck et al., 2014): when all of the highest-order interaction terms were non-

significant, these terms were removed and the model was re-run.



A set of exploratory analyses were then conducted using only couples in which one or
both members identified as GSD because the subsample of GSD couples (n = 22 couples) was
not sufficient for gender/sex comparisons in the same model as the binary couples. While these
exploratory analyses are largely underpowered, including GSD couples in analyses was
important from both diversity/equity and advancement of scientific knowledge perspectives
(Fraser, 2018; Fraser et al., 2020). Further, by modifying traditional dyadic models to account for
different genders and combinations in a statistically non-traditional way, we show how the APIM
can also be expanded to examine gender/sex effects beyond the binary of man/woman. These
exploratory analyses were the same as the primary analyses, except that (a) dyad type was not
included as a moderator and (b) gender/sex was dummy coded as there were three gender/sex
categories to consider: man, woman, and GSD. Four dummy coded variables were created (two
for actor’s gender/sex and two for partner’s gender/sex) using women as the reference group.
This coding resulted in one dummy coded variable representing GSD individuals compared to
women (women and men = 0, GSD = 1) and another representing men compared to women
(women and GSD =0, men = 1).°

All significant interactions were followed up using simple slopes analyses. Online
supplemental materials (i.e., data, syntax, appendices) can be found on the OSF page:

https://osf.io/23xfw/?view only=1986f6ae2e9a443c813b8a80cdc5487f.°

* We also re-ran all exploratory analyses using men as the reference group; the pattern of
statistical significance remained the same (see Supplementary Tables D.2, D.5, and D.6).

° Data file is password protected and to be used for research purposes only. Please contact the
corresponding author for access.



4.4 Results

4.4.1 Descriptive Statistics

Data were collected for 13,134 (86.5%) of the total possible daily diaries (15,554 possible
daily diaries). The majority of couples reported at least one sexual activity day during the 35-day
period (95.9%, n = 208), resulting in 2762 entries for sexual activity days. The average number
of sexual activity days was 6.61 (SD = 4.56) per couple, ranging from 1 to 26 days. Means and
standard deviations for sexual talk, sexual satisfaction, and sexual desire are provided in Table
4.7.1.
4.4.2 Mutualistic Sexual Talk

Binary Couples. In the sexual satisfaction model, there were significant actor (B = 0.24,
SE =0.05, p <.001) and partner (B =0.11, SE = 0.05, p <.05) main effects for mutualistic talk
and a significant two-way interaction between actor’s mutualistic talk and actor’s gender/sex [B
=-0.16, SE =0.05, p < .01 (see Supplementary Table 4.10.3 for full results)]. On days that a
person used more mutualistic talk, their partner reported greater sexual satisfaction. A simple
slopes analysis for the significant interaction showed that women reported significantly greater
sexual satisfaction on days that they used more mutualistic talk compared to days they used less
[women in same-gender/sex dyads: B =0.42, #(436) =4.84, p <.001; women in
mixed-gender/sex dyads: B = 0.38, #433.80) = 5.34, p <.001]; whereas for men, there was no
significant difference in sexual satisfaction based on their daily use of mutualistic talk [men in
same-gender/sex dyads: B = 0.06, #(456.03) = 0.57, p = .572; men in mixed-gender/sex dyads: B
=0.10, #(440.38) = 1.25, p = .211; Figure 4.8.2]. In the dyadic sexual desire model, there was a
significant actor main effect for mutualistic talk [B=10.12, SE=0.11, p <.001 (see

Supplementary Table 4.10.3 for full results)]. On days that a person reported using more



mutualistic talk, they—but not their partner—reported greater dyadic sexual desire, regardless of
gender/sex. There were no other significant main effects or interactions in the dyadic sexual
desire model.

GSD Couples. In the sexual satisfaction model, there was a significant actor main effect
for mutualistic talk [B =0.69, SE = 0.20, p < .01 (see Supplementary Table 4.10.3 for full
results)]. On days that a person reported using more mutualistic talk, they reported greater sexual
satisfaction. In the dyadic sexual desire model, there were two significant two-way interactions
(see Supplementary Table 4.10.3 for full results): one between actor’s mutualistic talk and
actor’s gender/sex dummyC1 (which contrasted men with women; B = 0.22, SE = 0.09, p <.05)
and one between actor’s mutualistic talk and actor’s gender/sex dummyC2 (which contrasted
GSD individuals with men; B = 0.42, SE = 0.20, p < .05). There was one significant simple
slope, indicating that on days women with a GSD partner used more mutualistic talk, they
reported significantly lower sexual desire, compared to days they used less mutualistic talk [B = -
0.12, 1(150.59) = -2.02, p = .045; Figure 4.8.2]. All other simple slopes were non-significant:
men [B=0.10, #148.55) = 1.44, p = .153], GSD partnered with men [B =-0.04, #159.94) = -
0.47, p = .641], GSD partnered with women [B =0.11, #152.39) =1.61, p =.109], or GSD
partnered with GSD [B = 0.30, #102.14) = 1.52, p =.132]. Overall, the simple slopes tests were
underpowered, as they require examining each subgroup separately and each subgroup was very
small (i.e., n’s = 4 to 13). However, the significant interactions and plot suggest that the
associations between daily mutualistic talk and same-day dyadic sexual desire may differ based
on the actor’s gender/sex within GSD couples (Figure 4.8.2). Importantly, as these analyses were

exploratory and underpowered, they should be interpreted with caution.



4.4.3 Individualistic Sexual Talk

Binary Couples. In the sexual satisfaction model, there were significant actor (B = 0.32,
SE =0.08, p <.001) and partner (B = 0.16, SE = 0.08, p <.05) main effects for individualistic
talk and a significant two-way interaction between actor’s individualistic talk and actor’s
gender/sex [B =-0.23, SE = 0.08, p < .01 (see Supplementary Table 4.10.4 for full results)]. On
days that a person used more individualistic talk relative to their average across days, their
partner reported greater sexual satisfaction. A simple slopes test for the significant interaction
showed that women reported significantly greater sexual satisfaction on days that they used more
individualistic talk, compared to days that they used less [women in same-gender/sex dyads: B =
0.51, #(460.26) = 3.65, p <.001; women in mixed-gender/sex dyads: B = 0.58, #480.59) =4.52,
p <.001]; whereas for men, there was no significant difference in sexual satisfaction based on
their daily individualistic talk [men in same-gender/sex dyads: B = 0.13, #(489.03) =0.87, p
=.387; men in mixed-gender/sex dyads: B = 0.05, #465.99) = 0.43, p = .665; Figure 4.8.3].
There were no other significant main effects or interactions for the sexual satisfaction model. In
the dyadic sexual desire model, there were significant actor (B = 0.10, SE = 0.02, p <.001) and
partner (B = 0.06, SE = 0.02, p <.01) main effects for individualistic talk; all other main effects
and interactions were not significant (see Supplementary Table 4.10.4 for full results). On days
that a person used more individualistic talk, both they and their partner reported greater dyadic
sexual desire.

GSD Couples. In both the sexual satisfaction and dyadic sexual desire models, there
were no significant main effects or interactions (see Supplementary Table 4.10.4 for full results).
For those in GSD couples, daily use of individualistic talk was not associated with same-day

sexual satisfaction or dyadic sexual desire.



4.5 Discussion

Using a sexual and gender/sex diverse sample of community couples, the present study
examined how daily variations in sexual talk were associated with a person’s own and their
partner’s same-day sexual satisfaction and dyadic sexual desire, above-and-beyond levels of
sexual satisfaction and desire the previous day. Simultaneously, we examined whether these
associations were moderated by gender/sex or dyad type. Our findings make novel contributions
that are in line with the sexual communication literature, as well as sexual script theory (MacNeil
& Byers, 2005; Simon & Gagnon, 2003). Overall, our findings indicate that individuals may
experience sexual talk in diverse ways with respect to their sexual satisfaction and dyadic sexual

desire, based on their own and their partner’s gender/sex.

4.5.1 Binary Couples

In support of our hypothesis, in binary couples, on days women—but not men—used
more mutualistic talk they reported greater sexual satisfaction. Contrary to our hypothesis, we
also found that women—but not men—reported greater sexual satisfaction on days they used
more individualistic talk. One possible explanation is that women’s sexual talk—through the
instrumental pathway—fosters sexual growth (e.g., broadening of sexual scripts), resulting in
enhanced sexual satisfaction, whereas men’s sexual talk may not enhance their own sexual
experience above-and-beyond the aspects of sex which occur regardless of sexual talk use
(Mahar et al., 2020). There is also evidence that women’s sexual attitudes, behaviour, and desire
may be more strongly influenced by cultural, social, and situational factors compared to men
(Baumeister, 2000). Thus, it is also possible that both types of daily sexual talk were associated
with greater sexual satisfaction for women relative to men because sexual talk is a

situational/contextual factor. This explanation is consistent with Merwin and Rosen’s (2020)



finding that sexual talk was associated with women’s—but not men’s—sexual functioning.
Further, it is consistent with prior research findings that context may be more important for other
aspects of women’s sexuality, such as sexual arousal and desire, than for men’s (Dawson &
Chivers, 2014).

However, if situational factors do have a stronger influence on women’s sexual
satisfaction (Baumeister, 2000), we might also expect gender/sex to moderate the effects of
sexual talk on a partner’s sexual satisfaction. Contrary to this expectation, we found that on days
a person used more mutualistic or individualistic talk, their partner reported greater sexual
satisfaction, regardless of gender/sex. When a person uses more sexual talk than is typical, their
partner may experience enhanced feelings of intimacy and/or sexual arousal, thereby leading to a
partner’s greater sexual satisfaction through the expressive and instrumental pathways (MacNeil
& Byers, 2005, 2009). Alternatively, it is possible that individualistic talk might be more
consistent with women’s roles in the TSS (i.e., focused on emotional intimacy) than previously
thought. Indeed, a qualitative study with BDSM (i.e., bondage-discipline, dominance-
submission, sadism-masochism) practitioners found that most people viewed BDSM as centered
on emotional experiences and perceived it to facilitate deeper interpersonal connections (Simula,
2019a). Given that individualistic talk consists of statements of sexual dominance, submission,
sexual ownership, and sexual fantasies, it is possible that this type of sexual talk enhances
feelings of intimacy and thus may be more important for women’s sexual satisfaction.

We also found that on days a person used more individualistic talk, both they and their
partner reported greater sexual desire and on days a person used more mutualistic talk, they
reported greater sexual desire. Past research suggests that sexual novelty promotes sexual desire

in long-term relationships (de Oliveira et al., 2021). Using either type of sexual talk more than is



typical may increase sexual novelty and thus enhance a person’s own sexual desire. It is
interesting that we found a person’s own individualistic talk—but not their mutualistic talk—was
associated with their partner’s sexual desire. Individualistic talk is more sexually ‘explicit’ (e.g.,
involves sexual fantasies) and is less commonly used compared to mutualistic talk (Jonason et
al., 2016; Merwin & Rosen, 2020). Accordingly, when a person uses more individualistic talk
than usual, this might create an even more novel sexual experience, conceivably enhancing their
partner’s sexual desire towards them (Ziegler & Conley, 2016).

We did not find any gender/sex moderations for the associations between sexual talk and
dyadic sexual desire. While there is evidence of gender/sex differences in sexual desire (Peplau,
2003), both researchers and clinicians have suggested that these differences typically occur when
we examine overall trait desire and may be less apparent in responsive sexual desire, especially
when examined at the state-level (i.e., desire triggered by a stimulus or context, as opposed to
automatic/apontaneous desire; Basson, 2001; Goldey & van Anders, 2012; for a contrasting
perspective see: Meana, 2010). When men and women experience similar levels of dyadic sexual
desire, as was the case in the current study, it is plausible that their dyadic desire will be similarly

affected by contextual factors such as sexual talk.

4.5.2 GSD Couples

The results for the GSD couples suggest that, unlike the binary couples, individualistic
talk was not associated with sexual satisfaction or dyadic sexual desire. The results also suggest
that gender/sex may moderate the associations between mutualistic talk and sexual desire, but
not satisfaction, and that a person’s mutualistic talk is not associated with their partner’s sexual
satisfaction or desire. Further, unlike the binary couples, for women in GSD couples, daily

mutualistic talk was negatively associated with sexual desire, whereas for men and GSD



individuals in GSD couples, daily mutualistic talk tended to be positively associated with sexual
desire. However, the findings for the GSD couples—especially the follow-up simple slope
analyses and as comparisons to the binary couples—should be interpreted with caution due to
power concerns; we therefore refrain from interpreting these results in detail until they have been
replicated with sufficient sample sizes.
4.5.3 Strengths, Limitations, and Future Directions

The present study was, to the best of our knowledge, the first to examine how daily
variations in sexual talk were associated with sexual satisfaction and dyadic sexual desire, using
a dyadic daily diary methodology, and the first to examine gender/sex and dyad type as
moderators. Our study used a large sample of sexual and gender/sex diverse community couples
in long-term relationships, thus providing initial insights into whether the relationship between
sexual talk and sexual outcomes may differ based on gender/sex. Utilizing a dyadic framework
accounted for the fact that within a relationship, one person’s emotion, cognition, or behaviour
can affect the emotion, cognition, or behaviour of their partner (i.e., the data is interdependent;
Cook & Kenny, 2005). In addition to reducing recall biases and increasing ecological validity
(Graham et al., 2003), using daily diary methodology allowed us to examine how daily, within-
person fluctuations in sexual talk (and not simply a person’s general use of sexual talk) were
associated with same-day sexual satisfaction and desire—providing us with a more nuanced
understanding of the role of sexual talk in long-term relationships.

There are also several important limitations of the present study. First, while including
GSD couples helps with the advancement of scientific knowledge (Fraser, 2018; Fraser et al.,
2020), the small subsample meant that these analyses were exploratory and underpowered.

Second, the demographics of the sample—largely young, White, well-educated, childless,



unmarried, French- and/or English-speaking, living in North America, and with access to
technology—may limit the generalizability of our findings. Additionally, like most sexuality
research, the generalizability of our findings may be limited by a volunteer bias (e.g., more
positive sexual attitudes; Bouchard et al., 2019). Third, the current study design did not allow us
to determine directionality or causality and as such the results could also be interpreted in the
opposite directions. For example, it may be that on days people are experiencing more dyadic
sexual desire, they are more likely to use sexual talk. Future experimental research should aim to
determine whether sexual talk increases sexual satisfaction and desire, or alternatively, whether
people use more sexual talk when they are experiencing greater sexual satisfaction or desire.

Finally, future research should explore other potentially important moderators or
covariates. For example, belief in stereotypical gender/sex norms or adherence to the TSS may
affect how sexual talk is associated with sexual outcomes. Some authors (Merwin & Rosen,
2020) have speculated that how a partner is perceived to respond to sexual talk (i.e., how much
are a partner’s responses to sexual talk viewed as accepting, understanding, validating, and

caring) may matter for sexual outcomes above-and-beyond the type of sexual talk used.

4.5.4 Conclusions

Overall, findings of the present study suggest that for individuals in long-term
relationships, the associations between mutualistic and individualistic sexual talk and sexual
satisfaction and dyadic sexual desire differed depending on gender/sex but not dyad type. In
other words, men, women, and GSD individuals may experience sexual talk in diverse ways with
respect to associations with their sexual satisfaction and desire. Pragmatically, the results of the
current study suggest that interventions developed to help couples in long-term relationships with

their sexual satisfaction and desire may benefit from targeting different types of sexual talk



depending on a person’s gender/sex. For instance, women in binary couples might benefit from
psychoeducational interventions informing them that their own daily sexual talk is linked to their
sexual satisfaction. Further, those in GSD couples might benefit from interventions that focus
more on mutualistic sexual talk, although future research with GSD couples is still needed.
Beyond these practical implications, our findings indicate that sexual talk may hold different

importance for a person’s sexual satisfaction and desire based on their gender/sex.
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4.7 Tables

Table 4.7.1 Means and standard deviations for Daily Sexual Talk, Sexual Satisfaction, and Dyadic Sexual Desire

Group

M(SD)

Mutualistic Talk

Individualistic Talk Sexual Satisfaction Dyadic Sexual Desire

Binary Couples
Women partnered with women 84 10.18 (3.07) 5.08 (1.43) 31.83 (4.89) 2.76 (1.75)
Men partnered with men 40 9.11 (3.08) 5.26 (1.41) 30.13 (5.01) 2.82(1.69)
Women partnered with men 133 9.24 (3.34) 4.95 (1.62) 31.00 (4.94) 2.66 (1.69)
Men partnered with women 133 9.16 (3.45) 5.30(2.30) 31.03 (5.40) 3.13 (1.71)
GSD Couples
GSD partnered with men 7 8.84 (2.11) 4.84 (0.72) 33.20 (3.26) 2.71 (1.63)
GSD partnered with women 13 9.67 (1.65) 5.47 (1.89) 30.89 (4.79) 3.17 (1.92)
GSD partnered with GSD 4 8.62 (4.35) 7.83 (3.90) 30.26 (3.54) 3.37(1.39)
Women partnered with GSD 13 10.49 (3.24) 5.69 (1.99) 30.83 (5.806) 2.53 (1.76)
Men partnered with GSD 7 11.48 (3.98) 8.05 (3.98) 33.12 (4.17) 3.44 (1.87)

*Number of individuals



4.8 Figures
Figure 4.8.1 Simple Slopes for Interaction between Actor’s Mutualistic Talk and Actor’s

Gender/Sex (Binary Couples)

Actor's Mutualistic Talk x Actor's Gender/Sex (Binary Couples)
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Note. Regression slopes for the interaction (actor’s mutualistic talk x actor’s gender/sex) in the
sexual satisfaction model. The simple slopes analysis indicated that women reported significantly
greater sexual satisfaction on days that they used more mutualistic talk, compared to days they
used less [women in same-gender/sex dyads: B = 0.42, #(436) = 4.84, p <.001; women in mixed-
gender/sex dyads: B = 0.38, #(433.80) = 5.34, p <.001]. In contrast, for men, there was no
significant difference in sexual satisfaction based on their daily use of mutualistic talk [men in
same-gender/sex dyads: B = 0.06, #(456.03) = 0.57, p = .572; men in mixed-gender/sex dyads: B =

0.10, (440.38) = 1.25, p = 211].



Figure 4.8.2 Simple Slopes for Interaction between Actor’s Mutualistic Talk and Actor’s

Gender/Sex (GSD Couples)

Actor's Mutualistic Talk x Actor's Gender/Sex (GSD Couples)
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Note. Regression slopes for the interaction (actor’s mutualistic talk x actor’s gender/sex
dummyCl1) and the interaction (actor’s mutualistic talk x actor’s gender/sex dummyC2) in the
dyadic sexual desire model for GSD couples. The simple slope for women was significant,
indicating that women in GSD couples reported significantly lower dyadic sexual desire on days
that they used more mutualistic talk, compared to days they used less [B =-0.12, #(150.59) = -2.02,
p = .045]. All other simple slopes were non-significant: men [B = 0.10, #(148.55) = 1.44, p = .153],
GSD partnered with men [B =-0.04, #(159.94) = -0.47, p = .641], GSD partnered with women [B =
0.11, #(152.39) = 1.61, p = .109], or GSD partnered with GSD [B =0.30, #(102.14) = 1.52, p
=.132]. The non-significance of four of the slopes, despite the significant interaction, is likely

because there was not enough power to detect whether a non-zero slope existed. However, the



significant interactions and plot suggest there might be differences in how daily mutualistic talk is

associated with sexual desire based on gender/sex in GSD couples.



Figure 4.8.3 Simple Slopes for Interaction between Actor’s Individualistic Talk and Actor’s

Gender/Sex (Binary Couples)

Actor's Individualistic Talk x Actor's Gender/Sex (Binary Couples)
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Note. Regression slopes for the interaction (actor’s individualistic talk x actor’s gender/sex) in the
sexual satisfaction model for binary couples. The simple slopes analysis indicated that women
reported significantly greater sexual satisfaction on days that they used more individualistic talk,
compared to days they used less [women in same-gender/sex dyads: B = 0.51, #(460.26) = 3.65, p <
.001; women in mixed-gender/sex dyads: B = 0.58, #(480.59) =4.52, p <.001]. In contrast, for men
there was no significant difference in sexual satisfaction based on their daily use of individualistic
talk [men in same-gender/sex dyads: B = 0.13, #(489.03) = 0.87, p = .387; men in

mixed-gender/sex dyads: B =10.05, #(465.99) =0.43, p = .665].
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CHAPTER 5: GENERAL DISCUSSION

The overarching goals of this dissertation were to examine, in long-term couples, (1) the
use of sexual talk; (2) associations between sexual talk and sexual and relationship well-being;
and (3) to examine perceived partner responsiveness (PPR) to sexual talk, gender/sex, and dyad
type as potential moderators of these associations.

Study 1 (described in Chapter 2) examined the cross-sectional associations between a
person’s own mutualistic and individualistic sexual talk and their own sexual and relationship
well-being, as well as the moderating role of PPR to sexual talk. First, I validated the measure of
sexual talk created by Jonason et al. (2016) and the adapted measure of PPR to sexual talk in a
sample of people in long-term relationships. Next, I used the measure of sexual talk to examine
how a person’s own mutualistic and individualistic sexual talk were associated with their own
sexual satisfaction, sexual functioning, sexual distress, and relationship satisfaction;
simultaneously, I examined whether PPR to sexual talk moderated these associations. Overall,
the pattern of results suggested that both types of sexual talk were important for a person’s
sexual well-being but only individualistic talk was associated with relationship satisfaction,
although this negative association was small in magnitude (B = -0.03). Further, the direction of
the associations (i.e., whether sexual talk was positively or negatively associated with outcomes)
depended on PPR to sexual talk. Specifically, when PPR to sexual talk was lower, using more
individualistic talk was associated with lower sexual satisfaction (B = -0.46) and using more
mutualistic talk was associated with higher sexual distress (B = .82); whereas when PPR to
sexual talk was higher, using more individualistic talk was associated with greater sexual
satisfaction (B = 0.30) and using more mutualistic talk was associated with lower sexual distress

(B =-0.57). However, it is worth noting that 44.9% of the sample reported PPR high enough to



experience a positive association between individualistic talk and sexual satisfaction, whereas
only 28.4% of the sample reported PPR low enough to experience a negative association.
Similarly, the majority or participants (71.6%) reported PPR high enough that using more
mutualistic talk was either not significantly associated (33.3%) with sexual distress or was
associated with Jower sexual distress (38.3%). Finally, the amount of sexual talk used (for
individualistic but not mutualistic), as well as the associations with sexual functioning, differed
depending on a person’s gender/sex (i.e., sexual talk was not associated with men’s sexual
functioning and mutualistic talk was positively associated with women’s sexual functioning; B =
0.24), indicating that future studies should consider gender/sex as an important contextual
variable for understanding the role of sexual talk in long-term relationships.

Study 2 (described in Chapter 3) examined whether there were gender/sex or dyad type
differences in the use of sexual talk among a sample of sexual and gender/sex diverse (GSD)
community couples in long-term relationships using both retrospective and averaged over time
daily diary data. For the binary couples, the results showed that retrospectively, but not daily,
women reported using more mutualistic talk than men—especially when they were in a
relationship with another woman (Mitterence = 2.3 for women in same-gender/sex relationships vs
M gigerence = 0.3 for women in mixed-gender/sex relationships). There were no gender/sex or dyad
type differences in the use of individualistic talk retrospectively or at a daily level for the binary
couples. Further, exploratory analyses—which included a subsample of couples in which at least
one person identified as GSD and the sample of binary couples—showed that there may be
gender/sex and dyad type differences in the use of individualistic talk (retrospectively and daily)
and mutualistic talk (retrospectively only). Specifically, I found that: (a) retrospectively (but not

daily), GSD individuals partnered with women used more mutualistic talk than men partnered



with women; (b) both retrospectively and daily, people with a GSD partner reported using more
individualistic talk compared to those with a man partner; (c) retrospectively, GSD individuals
reported using more individualistic talk when partnered with a woman or GSD individual,
compared to when partnered with a man; (d) daily, GSD individuals reported using more
individualistic talk when partnered with a GSD individual, compared to when partnered with a
woman or man; and (e) daily, when they have a GSD partner, women use less individualistic talk
compared to men and GSD individuals. However, the results of the exploratory analyses with the
GSD couples need to be interpreted with caution due to low power.

Following from Studies 1 and 2, I was curious about who might experience positive
associations between the types of sexual talk and various aspects of their sexual well-being.
Based on sexual script theory and the theory of erotic plasticity (Baumeister, 2000; Simon &
Gagnon, 1986), I hypothesized that the associations between sexual talk and sexual well-being
may be moderated by gender/sex or dyad type. Additionally, I was curious whether a person’s
sexual talk would also be associated with their partner’s sexual well-being.

Study 3 (described in Chapter 4) examined how within-person daily variations in sexual
talk were associated with a person’s own and partner’s same-day sexual satisfaction and dyadic
sexual desire, above-and-beyond previous-day levels of sexual satisfaction and desire. Further, I
examined whether these associations were moderated by a person’s own gender/sex, their
partner’s gender/sex, and dyad type. Study 3 utilized the same sexual and gender/sex diverse
sample as Study 2. For binary couples, results indicated that on days a person used more
individualistic talk relative to their average across days, they and their partner reported greater
dyadic sexual desire (B = 0.10 and 0.06, respectively), and on days a person used more

mutualistic talk, they—but not their partner—reported greater sexual desire (B = 0.12). On days



women used more individualistic (women in mixed-gender/sex relationships: B = 0.58; women
in same-gender/sex relationships: B = 0.51) or mutualistic talk (women in mixed-gender/sex
relationships: B = 0.38; women in same-gender/sex relationships: B = 0.42), they reported
greater sexual satisfaction, and on days a person (regardless of gender/sex) used more
individualistic talk, their partner reported greater sexual satisfaction (B = 0.16).

Exploratory analyses including the subsample of GSD couples revealed that on days that
a person used more mutualistic talk, men and GSD individuals reported greater dyadic sexual
desire compared to women, although these results did not reach statistical significance. In
contrast, on days women used /ess mutualistic talk, they significantly reported greater sexual
desire (B =-0.12) compared to men or GSD individuals. It is possible that this seemingly
counter-intuitive result—of women in GSD couples experiencing a negative association between
daily mutualistic talk and daily dyadic sexual desire is a false positive due to the small subsample
of GSD couples. Alternatively, it is possible that women with GSD partners experience less
sexual desire for their partner on days they use more mutualistic talk (or vice versa); however, I
refrain from interpreting this result in more detail until it has been replicated with sufficient
sample sizes. Additionally, on days a person used more mutualistic talk, they reported greater
sexual satisfaction (B = 0.69); daily use of individualistic talk was not associated with same-day
sexual satisfaction or desire for the GSD couples. Overall, the findings of Study 3 showed that
men, women, and GSD individuals may experience sexual talk in different ways when it comes

to their sexual satisfaction and dyadic sexual desire.



5.1 Strengths and Limitations

I have discussed the strengths and limitations of each study in the corresponding
manuscripts (Chapters 2, 3, and 4). There are, however, some broader strengths and limitations
of my dissertation which I will review below.
5.1.1 Sample

Notably, there were several strengths to the samples used in my dissertation. First, the
large sample of couples utilized in Studies 2 and 3 allowed me to conduct complex multilevel
moderated models, with sufficient power to trust the results (with the exception of the
exploratory analyses with GSD couples). Second, I was able to collect a subsample of same-
gender/sex couples (n = 59 couples)’, which provided sufficient power to include
same-gender/sex couples in analyses with mixed-gender/sex couples, as well as to examine dyad
type as a moderator. My dissertation was the first sexual talk study to include a large sample of
same-gender/sex couples and the first to include GSD individuals and couples. Many prior
research studies have focused their recruitment on mixed-gender/sex couples or collected data
from a small number of same-gender/sex couples and excluded them from analyses due to power
concerns or the inaccessibility of statistical analyses needed to include these couples (see section
5.1.4.1 below for more detail). By using a more inclusive sample and the corresponding
statistical analyses necessary to consider the configurations of these diverse couples within a
dyadic framework, my dissertation helps to advance the scientific knowledge in the area of
sexual talk (Andersen & Zou, 2015). Further, my dissertation adds important preliminary

information about conceptualizing sexual and gender diverse couples within the theoretical

® While this subsample of same-gender/sex couples is not large by statistical standards, it is large
relative to population base rates (e.g., 27.2% of our sample were in same-gender/sex
relationships, while population estimates for Canada and the US show approximately 0.9 — 1.4%
of couples living together are in same-gender/sex relationships; Statistics Canada, 2017).



frameworks utilized in this dissertation, which were largely developed using heteronormative
and cis normative lenses (see section 5.1.4.2 below for more detail).

However, there are also several important limitations to the samples used in my
dissertation. First, the small subsample of GSD couples limited my analyses and interpretation
due to low power for the exploratory analyses (see section 5.1.5.2 below for more detail on this
limitation). Second, the samples from Study 1 and Studies 2 and 3 lack diversity in terms of race
and ethnicity, education, income levels, mean age, and other important demographics (see
section 5.2.1 below for further discussion). Participants in both samples were largely young,
white, well-educated, childless, living in North America, had access to technology, and had
relatively low cultural diversity. Thus, the demographics of the samples utilized in my
dissertation limit the generalizability of the findings and unfortunately helps to perpetuate the
underrepresentation of diverse groups—especially in terms of race, ethnicity, and culture—in sex
research (Klein et al., 2021; Wiederman et al., 1996). Given existing evidence that sexual and
gendered/sexed behaviours and roles vary greatly within any given society (Altman, 2004;
Dworkin et al., 2016; Hall, 2019; see also Klein et al., 2021 for a review) and that several of the
theoretical frameworks in sex research rely on culture-based expectations (e.g., Baumeister,
2000; Simon & Gagnon, 1986), it is crucial for future sex research to include samples that are
representative of non-WEIRD (i.e., Western, Educated, Industrialized, Rich, and Democratic)
people and populations.

A third limitation is that Studies 2 and 3 utilized the same sample of participants. Ideally
a separate sample would have been utilized in Study 3, however, recruiting couples in long-term
relationships—especially those that identify as sexual and gender/sex diverse—to participate in

intensive longitudinal studies such as daily diary methodology is time-consuming and resource



intensive. Using the same sample for multiple analyses could lead to inflated Type 1 errors (e.g.,
Thompson et al., 2020). However, with the recent surge in opensource science and data sharing,
data reuse is becoming more common (Imker et al., 2021; Pronk, 2019; Pucker et al., 2020).
Using one dataset for multiple publications is acceptable as long as there is transparency, and
each publication makes a sufficient independent contribution to the research area (van Raaij,

2018).

5.1.2 Research Design

The research designs of all three studies in my dissertation had some important strengths.
Study 1 validated a novel measure of sexual talk and Study 2 adapted it for use in a daily context
and I created a French-language version of the measure which I will discuss further below
(section 5.1.3). Utilizing daily diary methodology allowed for the examination of daily
variability in couples sexual well-being and sexual talk closer in time to their actual experience.
Indices of sexual well-being, such as sexual satisfaction and sexual desire have been found to
vary day-to-day in community couples (Gravel et al., 2020; Mark et al., 2019; Vowels et al.,
2018), making it important to examine what factors (e.g., sexual talk) could be associated with
these variations. Additionally, the use of methodological triangulation, such as using both
retrospective and daily diary methodology in Study 2, provided increased confidence in the
robustness of the results when the results were replicated across methods (Mertens & Hesse-
Biber, 2012; Thurmond, 2001). Additionally, when results did not replicate across methods, this
allowed for the generation of hypotheses to be tested in future research (e.g., that memory biases
may influence reporting of sexual talk use when assessed retrospectively). The use of dyadic data

provided the first insights into how a person’s sexual talk might influence their partner’s sexual



outcomes, which is important to the development of interventions aimed at helping long-term
couples maintain or even enhance their sexual well-being over time.

However, the design of this dissertation was also limited in important ways. Namely, all
three studies were based on correlational data; thus, I could not determine causality or
directionality. My interpretations of the findings were based on theory, as well as prior research
findings (e.g., Jonason et al., 2016; MacNeil & Byers, 2005, 2009; Simon & Gagnon, 1986).
Nonetheless, I cannot definitively say that greater sexual talk led to greater sexual well-being and
lack of temporal separation between predictor and outcome variables in Study 3 precluded
determination of directionality. Another shortcoming of my research design is that all three
studies relied on self-report. Limitations to using self-report measures include the risk of
response bias (including participant reactivity, such as changing their use of sexual talk when it
is being indirectly observed), the need for participants to have the introspective ability to report
their experience accurately, and the reliance on participants to answer honestly (Chan, 2009;
Schroder et al., 2003; for a review on self-reporting sexual behaviours see: McCallum &
Peterson, 2012). I attempted to mitigate some of these issues by assessing sexual talk use in
general, as well as at a daily level, and emphasizing the level of deidentification and
confidentiality to participants (Mitchell et al., 2007). Collecting sexual talk data through means
other than self-reports would introduce additional complications such as selection bias (e.g.,
participants willing to provide audio recordings may have different sexual talk compared to those
uncomfortable with such a research design), the act of recording could influence what was said
(or not said) during sex, as well as potential ethical issues to navigate (e.g., maintaining

anonymity and confidentiality; for a review see Cychosz et al., 2020; see also; Kaiser, 2009;



Saunders et al., 2015). Overall, for a behaviour as personal and sensitive as sexual talk, using

self-report measures appears to be the preferable option (Langhaug et al., 2010).

5.1.3 Validation of the Sexual Talk Measure

There were some strengths and limitations specific to the use and validation of the
SexTalk measure (Jonason et al., 2016). While the validation of the measure adhered to
guidelines for best practice EFAs and CFAs (Jackson et al., 2009; Sakaluk & Short, 2017;
Worthington & Whittaker, 2006), only a two-level (i.e., days within person) and not a three-level
(i.e., days within person within dyad), CFA was used for the daily SexTalk measure, meaning
that the analysis did not control for all sources of data interdependence. Additionally, the original
SexTalk measure assessed the frequency of use, excitement when hearing sexual talk, and
excitement when using sexual talk. Jonason et al. (2016) found that these three aspects had
excellent internal consistency, and thus averaged across all three to eliminate redundancy and
reduce Type I error inflation. As described in Study 1 (Chapter 2), I followed the same procedure
for this study. However, I only assessed frequency of sexual talk use in Studies 2 and 3 (Chapters
3 and 4) to shorten the surveys and limit participant fatigue. While there were no gender/sex
differences in the amount of sexual talk used in Study 2, it is possible that gender/sex differences
existed for the levels of excitement when hearing/using sexual talk, which was not assessed.

The SexTalk measure was originally created with an English-speaking, largely cis gender
and heterosexual sample (Jonason et al., 2016). Thus, while I verified the factor structure and
reliability of both the French and English version of the sexual talk measure in Studies 1 and 2, it
is possible that different types of sexual talk exist across cultures and/or languages and that the
results of my dissertation may not generalize to non-WEIRD populations (e.g., Klein et al.,

2021). Further, I was not able to adequately assess the internal reliability of the SexTalk measure



(general or daily diary version) for individuals who identified as GSD, due to the small
subsample size. It may be that—consistent with sexual script literature (e.g., Gabb, 2019; Gauvin
& Pukall, 2018; Kosenko, 2010, 2011; Lamont, 2017; Lindley et al., 2020)—GSD couples and
those in same-gender/sex relationships use different types of sexual talk that were not captured
by or reflected in the SexTalk measure. For instance, there is some evidence that BSDM
participation is higher amongst sexual and gender/sex diverse individuals, relative to their cis and
heterosexual peers (Richters et al., 2008; Strizzi et al., 2021). Given the possible overlap of
individualistic sexual talk and BSDM practices, it is possible that the underrepresentation of
sexual and gender/sex diverse populations in Jonason et al.’s (2016) sample resulted in some
types of sexual talk not being captured. Indeed, in Study 2 I found that (1) GSD individuals
reported using more individualistic talk when their partner was a woman or GSD individual,
compared to when their partner was a man, and (2) people with a GSD partner reported using
more individualistic talk than people partnered with a woman (daily only) or a man
(retrospective and daily). While the interpretation of these findings is limited by low power, in
combination with prior literature (Richters et al., 2008; Strizzi et al., 2021) the findings of Study
2 do suggest that the intersection of multiple social identities (e.g., gender/sex, sexual
orientation, dyad type) may influence the use of sexual talk (for a discussion of the
intersectionality of BDSM with gender/sex and sexuality see: Simula, 2019b). Further, given that
some factor analyses revealed that the 'submissive’ item on the individualistic talk subscale did
not load as well with the other items, it is possible that individualistic talk might be further
divisible into sub-categories of ‘dominant’ (including the dominant, sexual ownership, and
sexual fantasy items) and ‘submissive’ (including the submissive item and other types of

submissive-like sexual talk which are not yet known). Thus, while the existence of other



submissive-like subtypes of individualistic talk is not currently verifiable with my data, it is
conceivable that the lack of a diverse sample in the development of the SexTalk measure led to

different types or subtypes of sexual talk not being captured.
5.1.4 Gender/Sex

5.1.4.1 Measurement and Categorization

One important factor for Studies 2 and 3 was how gender/sex was assessed and used in
the analyses. Participants in Studies 2 and 3 were assigned to one of three gender/sex categories
(i.e., woman, man, GSD) based on their self-reported responses to one question about biological
sex and one question about current gender identity. Studies 2 and 3 were part of a larger
longitudinal project and participants provided responses to these gender and sex questions at
three separate timepoints: baseline (retrospective data in Study 2), 6 months later (data not
included in this dissertation), and 12 months later (data not included in this dissertation). The
first limitation is that the gender/sex questions were not added to the baseline survey until after
data collection had started, resulting in 64 participants who did not receive these demographic
questions. Second, while I avoided excluding these participants by using their responses from the
same demographic questions at the 6-month timepoint of the larger longitudinal study, there are
also potential risks associated with this approach. For instance, gender/sex identity can change
over time (e.g., Bauer et al., 2017; Kuper et al., 2012; Kuper et al., 2018; Richards et al., 2016;
van Anders, 2015), which means the gender/sex categorization used to analyse the daily diary

data might not reflect the gender/sex of those 64 participants at the time that they completed the



daily measures.” However, consistent with current recommendations, I believe that this imperfect
solution was a better option than excluding these 64 participants all together (Streiner, 2002).

Third, while I used a recommended two-step approach to assess gender/sex (e.g., Bauer
et al., 2017) in which participants self-reported their biological sex (response options: male,
female, intersex) and gender identity (response options: man, woman, trans identify as a man,
trans identify as a woman, agender, and other), the process of fitting a complex construct such as
gender/sex into only three categories (i.e., women, men, GSD) is potentially limiting. As Bauer
et al. (2017) notes:

[1t] creates an ethical problem in that such questions appear to allow participants to avoid

simple categorizations, but then participants’ identities are categorized by researchers

after the fact; the final categorization may be inconsistent with a participant’s self-

categorization when given those categorical options (p. 22).
A possible alternative approach in future research would be using a continuous multidimensional
measure of gender/sex (Shibley Hyde et al., 2019; see also Bauer et al., 2017; Hart et al., 2019;
Puckett et al., 2020; Ruberg & Ruelos, 2020; Saperstein & Westbrook, 2021) to avoid post-hoc
categorizations.

Further, while I grouped cis and trans men together and cis and trans women together, it
is also possible that the trans men and women should have been grouped with the GSD
individuals given that binary and non-binary trans individuals and gender-nonconforming

individuals are often treated as one homogeneous group in research (see Fiani & Han, 2019 for a

*However, only 31 (6.7%) participants in the larger longitudinal study provided different
responses to questions about gender/sex across timepoints, indicating that there is a low
(although not insignificant) likelihood that the 64 participants who did not receive a question
about gender identity at baseline would have also provided different gender/sex responses across
time had they received the gender identity question are baseline.



discussion). There is some evidence to suggest that trans men’s sexual scripts become more
flexible as their transition progresses and that they do not adhere as strongly to traditional, rigid
gender/sex role such as those in the TSS (e.g., Brown, 2010; Dulko, 1988; Fleming et al., 1984).
It is possible that by grouping trans men and women together with cis men and women that we
obscured gender/sex differences between cis men and women. For instance, the theory of erotic
plasticity proposes that men’s sexual well-being is more strongly influenced by biological
dimensions (Baumeister, 2000) and thus grouping trans women and GSD individual who were
assigned male at birth with cis men for analytical purposes might also be justified. However,
there is also empirical and theoretical support for grouping cis and trans participants together
(e.g., see Shibley Hyde et al., 2019 for a review; see also Jacobson & Joel, 2019). Many GSD
individuals do not identify as trans and many trans men and women do not identify as GSD, and
report unique identity-related characteristics (Breslow et al., 2021). Research has also shown that
there are more differences between, for example, trans women and cis men (who share a birth-
assigned sex) and more similarities between, for example, cis and trans women (who share a
current gender identity; e.g., Olson et al., 2015). Additionally, Tate et al.’s (2014) theoretical
model of gender suggests that self-assigned gender/sex identity more strongly impacts a person’s
gender/sex roles and expectations, as well as their social presentation, relative to their gender/sex
assigned at birth (see also Shibley Hyde et al., 2019). Collectively, I felt there was sufficient
evidence to support grouping trans men and women with cis men and women (respectively)
instead of with the GSD individuals, as they would be more likely to follow the gender/sex roles
of men and women in the TSS, compared to GSD individuals. Overall, gender/sex is complex,
and researchers are engaged in an ongoing dynamic process of determining the best practices for

assessing and analyzing gender/sex data.



5.1.4.2 Theory and Analyses with Sexual and Gender/Sex Diverse Samples

As previously mentioned, the inclusion of GSD individuals and couples in my
dissertation was a strength; however, the analyses including these couples were exploratory and
post-hoc comparisons were not conducted as they would be unreliable due to power concerns. It
is also important to recognize that the existing theoretical frameworks and quantitative statistical
analyses used in this dissertation were historically developed for use with heterosexual cis
gender populations in monogamous mixed-gender/sex relationships, who were largely white and
lived in Western cultures (e.g., Fish & Russell, 2018; Jackson, 2006; Kerpen & Marston, 2019;
Oswald et al., 2005; Rothblum, 2009). For example, both sexual script theory and the theory of
erotic plasticity rely on gender and sex being binary constructs and originally held the
assumptions that relationships were monogamous and between heterosexual cis men and women
(which makes sense given the cultural context during which these theories were developed;
Pham, 2016; Vanwesenbeeck, 2009; see also Baumeister, 2000; Simon & Gagnon, 1986;
Thompson & Byers, 2021).

Additionally, in most dyadic analyses with romantic and/or sexual partners, dyad
members are treated as distinguishable, largely using binary gender/sex as the distinguishing
variable (for a review, see Wood, 2018; see also Cook & Kenny, 2005; Kenny, 1996; Thomeer et
al., 2020; Umberson et al., 2015). The cis and heteronormative history of these theories and
statistical analyses means that they largely require conceptual binary categories (e.g., man or
women, masculine or feminine, gay or straight) which is inconsistent with the multidimensional
and continuous nature of the real world and leaves very little room for a nuanced view of
gender/sex and sexuality (see van Anders, 2015 for a review).” A strength of my dissertation,
® While a full discussion of the problematic origins and history of statistical methods in the social

sciences (e.g., eugenics, racism) is beyond the scope of my dissertation, it is relevant to note that
modern ideas of intersectionality and diversity are often at odds with what statistical



especially Studies 2 and 3, is that it extends several important theoretical frameworks for use
with sexually and gender/sex diverse populations (e.g., people in same-gender/sex couples, GSD
individuals, people in non-monogamous relationships), while also acknowledging the limitations
of doing so.

In the past two decades there have been many advances in statistical analyses to allow for
the examination of same-gender/sex couples, although these still typically rely on the
assumptions of monogamy and binary gender/sex identities (Thomeer et al., 2020; West et al.,
2008). For example, West et al. (2008) developed the factorial method to allow the estimation of
gender/sex effects and what they refer to as “sexual orientation” effects (p. 322; which, in
actuality, assess dyad type effects, rather than sexual orientation) in multilevel models that
include both same- and mixed-gender/sex couples (see also Kroeger & Powers, 2019). Yet many
of these more inclusive analytical techniques are complex and not as well known, and still rely
on binary assumptions of gender/sex and sexuality (Ledermann & Kenny, 2017; Olsen & Kenny,
2006; Smith et al., 2020; West et al., 2008). The inaccessibility of these methods sometimes
leads researchers to exclude sexual and gender/sex diverse individuals and couples from their
analyses (Umberson et al., 2015). Further, it is still analytically challenging to include people
who have multiple partnerships and/or a relationship with multiple committed partnerships (e.g.,
a polyamorous ‘quad’) which cannot necessarily be categorized as ‘dyads,’ as well as those who
are GSD (e.g., Wood et al., 2021). Not only is my dissertation inclusive of same-gender/sex
couples and GSD individuals and couples, but I also used advanced statistical methods, such as
the factorial method (West et al., 2008) and adapted them to allow for the examination of

gender/sex effects beyond the traditional binary distinctions (e.g., man or woman).

methodologies were designed to accomplish (for a more detailed discussion of this see Witmer,
2021).



5.2 Future Research Directions

Given that sexual talk is a novel research area, there are many potential directions for
future research. As such, I will discuss several of what I feel are the most integral areas for future
research, however this is not an exhaustive list.
5.2.1 Validity, Reliability, and Generalizability of Sexual Talk

A focus on replicability and generalizability of measures used in close relationships and
sex research is becoming more commonplace (e.g., Flake & Fried, 2020; Gauvin et al., 2019;
Sakaluk & Fisher, 2019). As such, it would be beneficial to validate the SexTalk measure with a
broader group of individuals and couples, allowing for the generalizability of findings to more
diverse populations. For example, I was unable to examine the reliability of the SexTalk measure
with the GSD subsample (Studies 2 and 3) due to power concerns. It is quite possible that the
measurement model is reasonable for those populations with which it has already been
examined, but that important aspects of the model (e.g., which items load onto which factors,
factor loading values) may be different for other groups, which would indicate the measure is not
well-suited for particular statistical comparisons. Accordingly, it would be beneficial for future
research to examine the variability and measurement invariance of the SexTalk measure across a
wide range of individual differences (e.g., those diverse in terms of age, gender/sex, culture,
race, ethnicity, language, relationship length, relationship structure, number of sexual partners,
presence of sexual dysfunction, etc.). Additionally, given that the sexual talk measure was
created using qualitative data from a sample that was largely white, heterosexual, cis gender, and
English-speaking, future qualitative research should be conducted to establish whether the same
types of sexual talk are found in diverse samples, or if novel themes and types of sexual talk may

exist in these samples. Such information would be valuable in the development of interventions



aimed at promoting sexual and relationship well-being for many different individuals and
couples.
5.2.2 Examining Causality and Directionality

Future sexual talk research would benefit from using longitudinal or experimental study
designs to confirm the directionality and causality of the associations. Longitudinal studies could
determine how the general use of sexual talk impacts sexual and relational outcomes over the
course of a romantic relationship. In addition, the field would benefit from testing the theoretical
mechanisms by which interpersonal factors such as sexual talk are thought to lead to greater
sexual and relationship well-being for couples (e.g., testing the two pathways model of sexual
communication over time). Examining these longitudinal mechanisms would provide more
conclusive evidence of the temporal pathways between sexual talk and couples outcomes, which
may lead to more precise intervention targets for declines in sexual and relational well-being
experienced by couples in long-term relationships.

Experimental study designs may be difficult to implement because of the sensitive and
personal nature of sexual talk, which might make it difficult to obtain a truly random sample and
limit volunteer bias (e.g., Bouchard et al., 2019). Further, experimental studies in sex research
have, on occasion, had unintended adverse effects, such as decreased happiness and sexual
enjoyment (e.g., Loewenstein et al., 2015). However, there have also been many successful
experimental and quasi-experimental studies in sex research, suggesting that an experimental
study for sexual talk may be feasible. For example, recent experimental studies have successfully
manipulated (a) the salience of approach sexual goals (i.e., engaging in sex to pursue positive
outcomes, such as enhanced intimacy) and avoidance sexual goals (i.e., engaging in sex to avert

negative outcomes, such as a partner's disappointment; Muise et al., 2017) and (b) the focus on



sexual communal motivation (i.e., being motivated to meet a partner's sexual needs; Day et al.,
2015) in community couples. Thus, one may be able to, at least temporarily, increase the salience
of sexual talk or induce greater mutualistic or individualistic sexual talk by randomly assigning
one member of each couple to one of three conditions: mutualistic sexual talk, individualistic
sexual talk, or control. Those in the sexual talk conditions could receive a brief
psychoeducational intervention about the benefits of either mutualistic or individualistic sexual
talk and be asked to write three (mutualistic or individualistic) sexual talk statements that they
say/would like to say during sex with their partner; participants would be encouraged to use
these statements during sex with their partner over a two-week period. After verifying that sexual
talk was successfully manipulated, one could examine the impact of increased sexual talk
(relative to baseline use of sexual talk) on own and partner’s sexual and relationship well-being

at the end of the two-week period.

5.2.3 Other Types of Sexual and Relationship Communication

Another important direction for future research is to aim to understand the associations
between sexual talk and nonverbal sexual communication during sex, as well as the unique roles
they may each have for sexual and relational outcomes. Prior research has examined associations
between verbal/nonverbal sexual communication during sex and sexual and relationship well-
being (Babin, 2012; Blunt-Vinti et al., 2019; Brogan et al., 2009; Millman, 2018), yet no
research to date has examined specific types of verbal sexual communication (i.e., mutualistic
and individualistic sexual talk) alongside nonverbal communication during sex to see how they
interact and examine their unique effects. Such research would help clarify whether all styles
(i.e., verbal vs. nonverbal) of sexual communication behaviours during sex should be targeted in

interventions seeking to help couples’ sexual and relationship well-being. Additionally, given the



evidence from Study 3 of my dissertation that gender/sex and dyad type may moderate
associations between sexual talk and sexual well-being, researchers should consider examining
gender/sex and dyad type as potential moderators between nonverbal sexual communication and
sexual outcomes. Such information could help researchers and clinician determine which
individuals and couples might benefit from interventions targeting nonverbal sexual
communication during sex.
5.2.4 Predictors of Sexual Talk Use

An understanding of who uses sexual talk may help inform interventions aimed at
increasing the use of types of sexual talk that will be beneficial depending on the individual and
couple. Thus, future research could use longitudinal study designs to identify predictors and
sources of sexual talk. Sexual script theory states that cultural sexual scripts are constructed from
various sources (e.g., education, religion, media) and then integrated into intrapersonal sexual
scripts (Gagnon & Simon, 1973). It stands to reason then, that media sources may be quite
relevant to shaping what type of sexual behaviours and communication people engage in. Indeed,
Bridges et al. (2016) found that higher pornography use was associated with greater likelihood of
engaging in specific sexual behaviours seen in pornography, and that men were more likely to
engage in aggressive behaviours, while women were more likely to engage in submissive
behaviours (Marshall et al., 2021). Consequently, the sexual talk observed in pornography may
influence the sexual talk that people integrate into their interpersonal sexual scripts. Qualitative
studies may also help determine how and when individuals learn about sexual talk and when they
began to integrate it into their intrapersonal and interpersonal sexual scripts.

There may also be other predictive factors that could lead to using more of the different

types of sexual talk such as personality traits (e.g., sexual autonomy/assertiveness), core beliefs



about sex, attachment styles, and belief in traditional gender/sex roles or the TSS (Bennett, 2019;
Greene & Faulkner, 2005; Sanchez et al., 2012). For example, previous research has suggested
that since sexual communication is highly sensitive and involves being vulnerable with a partner,
it may be affected by one’s attachment style; there is empirical evidence supporting these
associations (Bennett, 2019; McNeil et al., 2018). Future research should consider examining
whether a person’s attachment style relates to the amount and/or type of sexual talk they use, as
well as how sexual talk may be associated with sexual and relational outcomes in the context of
different attachment types. This research may provide valuable information for how to
incorporate sexual talk into attachment-based therapies such as Emotion Focused Couples

Therapy (Johnson, 2008).

5.2.5 Examine Other Potential Mediators/Moderators Between Sexual Talk and Sexual and
Relationship Well-Being

Given the integrated theoretical framework utilized in my dissertation, it will be essential
for future research to examine other factors in the theoretical framework, as well as to test for
potential mediators or moderators that may explain or change associations between greater
sexual talk and greater sexual and relationship well-being for long-term couples. The theoretical
framework of my dissertation assumes that sexual talk may lead to greater sexual and
relationship outcomes by creating more mutually pleasurable sexual experiences and enhancing
feelings of intimacy (Lawrance & Byers, 1995; MacNeil & Byers, 2005, 2009). Although I
found associations between individualistic and mutualistic sexual talk and several aspects of
sexual well-being (i.e., sexual satisfaction, dyadic sexual desire, sexual functioning, sexual
distress), I did not explicitly test whether participants experienced a greater sexual reward-to-cost

ratio or enhanced intimacy as a result of sexual talk use. Future research should include validated



measures of intimacy and sexual rewards/costs (e.g., Fletcher et al., 2000; Lawrance & Byers,
1998) following sexual encounters to test the mediation proposed by the two-pathways model of
sexual communication (MacNeil & Byers, 2005, 2009).

Further, sexual script and erotic plasticity theories presumed that the type and amount of
sexual talk used, and how the types of sexual talk were associated with sexual and relationship
well-being would vary due to gender/sex differences in erotic plasticity and the traditional
gender/sex roles in cultural sexual scripts. Accordingly, it will be important for future research to
determine whether certain factors (e.g., gender/sex stereotype beliefs, adherence to the TSS)
influence the use of mutualistic and individualistic sexual talk, as well as how these factors may
moderate and/or mediate the associations between gender/sex and sexual talk or between sexual
talk and sexual outcomes. For example, research could use measures that assess sexual/gender
beliefs and sexual scripts, such as the Sexual Scripts Scale (Sakaluk et al., 2014), the Sexual
Double Standard Scale (Muehlenhard & Quackenbush, 2019), or the Sexual Beliefs Scale
(Muehlenhard & Felts, 2019). Additionally, future longitudinal research could examine the use
of sexual talk over the course of relationships, starting close to the beginning of the relationship,
to determine whether the use of sexual talk is initially different based on gender/sex, gender/sex
stereotype beliefs, or adherence to the TSS, and if so, when these differences lessen.

Finally, a growing body of close relationships research suggests that sexual motivations
or goals influence when and for whom sexual behaviours are linked with sexual and relationship
well-being (see Gable & Impett, 2012 for a review; Impett et al., 2019; Muise & Impett, 2014;
Muise et al., 2012). Future research should consider whether sexual motivations or goals for
using sexual talk, which is a sexual behaviour, might moderate associations between sexual talk

and sexual and relationship outcomes. Previous research has categorized motives for engaging in



sexual activities into approach goals (a desire to seek positive outcomes) and avoidance goals (a
desire to escape negative outcomes; Gray, 1987). Another factor of interest is sexual communal
motivation, which refers to the motivation to meet a partner’s sexual needs without expecting
anything in return (Muise et al., 2012). Cross-sectional, longitudinal, and daily experience
studies have demonstrated that sexual communal strength and approach goals for sex are linked
to greater sexual and relationship well-being for community and clinical couples (e.g., Impett et
al., 2019; Impett et al., 2005; Muise et al., 2017; Muise & Impett, 2014; Rosen et al., 2015).
While mutualistic and individualistic sexual talk have previously been conceptualized as
sharing/partner-focused and self-focused, respectively, it is possible that it is the motivations
behind sexual talk that truly imbue its focus. Conceivably, people who are higher in sexual
communal strength may use different types of sexual talk because they are motivated to meet
their partner’s sexual needs, which would suggest that both their mutualistic and individualistic
talk is in fact sharing/partner-focused. Additionally, if a person engages in sexual talk because of
approach goals (e.g., to increase their partner’s sexual arousal), they and their partner may
experience greater sexual and relational outcomes, regardless of the type of sexual talk used.
Alternatively, if a person engages in sexual talk for avoidance reasons (e.g., to prevent their
partner from doing something they do not enjoy), they and their partner may experience poorer
sexual and relationship well-being. Consequently, future research should examine these potential
moderators and mediators of the associations between sexual talk and sexual and relational
outcomes.
5.3 Theoretical Implications
My dissertation used an integrated theoretical framework, drawing upon interdependence

theory, the interpersonal process model of intimacy, the interpersonal exchange model of sexual



satisfaction (IEMSS), sexual script theory, the two pathways model of sexual communication,
and the theory of erotic plasticity. One important implication of this integrated theoretical
framework is that it suggests that each of these theories can work and be applied in tandem, as
opposed to individually. Given the complexity of sexual and romantic relationships and
interactions, it is not surprising that researchers may require a more holistic, theoretical
approach. Overall, my dissertation highlights the importance of considering the dynamic
processes through which closeness and well-being are cultivated in relationships.

Importantly, I found few gender/sex differences in the amount of mutualistic and
individualistic sexual talk used in long-term relationships in my dissertation. There are several
possible theoretical implications given these generally null findings. First, my conceptualization
of mutualistic and individualistic talk being more aligned with women’s and men’s roles
(respectively) in the TSS [which was based on my integrated theoretical framework and the work
of Jonason et al. (2016)] may have been incorrect. Given that I found few gender/sex differences
in the amount of sexual talk used (Study 2), it is possible that these types of sexual talk are not
aligned clearly with the gender/sex roles in the TSS. (Although it is important not to over-
interpret these null findings as they do not necessarily mean the null hypothesis was true, but
rather that it is not yet conclusive; it also plausible that gender/sex differences in the use of
sexual talk exist but were simply not detected). Second, Jonason et al.’s (2016) conceptualization
of individualistic and mutualistic talk as self- and partner/sharing-focused, respectively, may
have been inaccurate. If Jonason et al.’s (2016) original conceptualization was inaccurate, this
raises the question of how they should be conceptualized instead. Extrapolating from the items
on each sexual talk subscale, as well as the fact that mutualistic talk seems to be more commonly

used than individualistic talk (Studies 1 and 2), it is possible that the two types of sexual talk



may be better conceptualized as ‘vanilla/common’ and ‘kink/novel,” respectively. If this
alternative conceptualization is more accurate, factors other than gender/sex, but still relevant to
sexual script theory, such as kink identities and practices should be considered in the theoretical
framework. Consequently, the sexual talk literature may benefit from integrating queer theory
(Minton, 1997), which emphasizes resisting normative and dominant behaviours, identities, and
orientations for more fluid ones that exist outside established categories and boundaries (e.g.,
kink). Alternatively, the self-focused and partner/sharing-focused conceptualization of sexual
talk may be correct and relevant, but inaccurately applied to individualistic and mutualistic talk.
Perhaps the nature of sexual talk as self- or partner/sharing-focused is not determined by the type
of sexual talk, but rather the motivation behind this communication. For example, mutualistic
talk, such as instructing a partner to touch you in a certain way so that you experience more
pleasure, could also be considered self-focused; whereas individualistic talk, such as using
sexually dominating statements because you know your partner enjoys that, could be considered
partner/sharing-focused. Indeed, there is evidence from the BDSM literature which supports the
idea that individualistic talk may be focused on sharing the experience with one’s partner (e.g.,
Hammack et al., 2019; Ortmann & Sprott, 2013). Thus, it is plausible that the motivation for
using sexual talk (e.g., to seek connection with one’s partner vs. to seek personal pleasure) may
be more important than the type of sexual talk used. Building on this new conceptualization of
sexual talk, it may be that sexual script theory cannot predict who will use more of each type of
sexual talk, but rather that sexual script theory and the theory of erotic plasticity should only be
used as a framework to examine for whom sexual talk will be beneficial.

Third, it is possible that it is also possible that, as previously mentioned, there are initial

gender/sex differences in the use of sexual talk but that as couples in long-term relationships



develop their interpersonal (‘couple’) level sexual scripts over time this leads to more equal uses
of sexual talk regardless of gender/sex. This explanation would be in line with sexual script
theory but would require an alteration to my integrated theoretical framework such that the
influence of cultural level sexual scripts (and the gendered/sexed roles that are a part of these
scripts) on the use of sexual talk decreases as relationship length increases and couple level
sexual scripts are solidified. Fourth, it may be how much a person believes in or adheres to the
gender/sex roles in their cultural level sexual script—rather than their own gender/sex—
influences the amount of sexual talk used, meaning that sexual script theory may need to be
modified to be more in line with the increasing egalitarianism in North American cultural sexual
scripts (Bay-Cheng & Zucker, 2007; Dworkin & O’Sullivan, 2004).

Collectively, my dissertation studies demonstrated support for several parts of my
integrated theoretical framework, while raising questions about sexual script theory at the same
time. Moreover, my dissertation highlighted the importance of expanding the theoretical
frameworks—especially sexual script theory and the theory of erotic plasticity—beyond binary
conceptualizations of gender/sex and the integration of additional theories, such as queer theory,

to better reflect the established nuances of sexuality and gender/sex.

5.4 Possible Clinical Implications
Although the findings in this dissertation are of a correlational nature, they suggest that
targeting sexual talk in long-term couples may help them maintain or enhance their sexual and
relational well-being over time. It is important to note that longitudinal research examining
directionality and causality of sexual talk in long-term couples is required before firm clinical
recommendations can be made. Nonetheless, I will review some of the possible clinical

implications of my dissertation.



Sexual communication has long been a focus of interventions in sex and couples therapy,
especially increasing the amount that an individual and their partner discuss their sexual likes
and dislikes and increasing comfort with sexual communication (Hall & Binik, 2020; Johnson,
2008; Weiner & Avery-Clark, 2017). Problems with sexual communication are also believed to
play a central role in maintaining sexual problems and dysfunctions (e.g., Kelly et al., 2006;
Rancourt et al., 2016). Both theoretical and empirical literature have long supported sexual
communication interventions in therapy (Benson et al., 2011; Jacobson & Addis, 1993; Morgis et
al., 2019; Rosier & Tyler, 2017), yet the literature has neglected a specific emphasis on how
couples communicate verbally with each other during sex (i.e., sexual talk). Overall, my
dissertation provides information that could be useful in the development of evidence-based
interventions targeting sexual talk in sex and couples’ therapy. My findings suggest that sexual
talk, as well as how a partner is perceived to respond to sexual talk, may be important
components of the sexual and relational outcomes of couples in long-term relationships. Further,
the findings suggest that interventions may benefit from targeting different types of sexual talk
depending on gender/sex. For instance, people in sex and couples’ therapy who are experiencing
declines in sexual desire may benefit from interventions that aim to increase their individualistic
and mutualistic sexual talk, or for those experiencing declines in several facets of sexual well-
being, a focus on increasing a partner’s responsiveness to sexual talk may be more beneficial.
Alternatively, if a partner is being responsive but is not perceived as such, increasing
mindfulness of a partner’s responsiveness to sexual talk might also be a beneficial therapeutic
strategy. Similarly, psychoeducational interventions informing (a) women (in binary couples)

that their own sexual talk is strongly linked to their own sexual satisfaction and (b) men and



GSD individuals in GSD couples that they may benefit from increasing their use of mutualistic
sexual talk may also be valuable.

It is also possible that integrating sexual talk into Sensate Focus 2 therapy would be
beneficial to couples struggling with sexual arousal, desire, or orgasm. Sensate Focus 2 has a
greater focus on direct verbal communication between members of a relationship compared to
stage one of sensate focus therapy (i.e., Sensate Focus 1) and encourages couples to experiment
with a wider variety of sexual activities, including creating and enacting fantasy scenarios
(Weiner & Avery-Clark, 2017). Encouraging types of sexual talk that include sexual fantasies or
instructive statements may help couples increase sexual communication during sex, as well as
help to introduce sexual novelty, which is associated with greater sexual outcomes (de Oliveira
etal., 2021; Muise et al., 2019). Unfortunately, no research to date has been conducted on sex
therapy interventions that specifically target verbal sexual communication during or outside of

sexual activity, so the effectiveness of such interventions is currently unknown.

5.5 Conclusions

My dissertation demonstrated that mutualistic and individualistic sexual talk were related
to multiple aspects of sexual well-being (e.g., sexual satisfaction, desire, distress, and
functioning) and relationship satisfaction for individuals and couples in long-term relationships.
Additionally, I found that perceived partner responsiveness to sexual talk and gender/sex
moderate some of the associations between sexual talk and sexual and relational outcomes.
These findings support the continued investigation of sexual communication, and in particular,
sexual talk, as a potential treatment target in psychological interventions aimed at helping
couples in long-term relationships maintain their sexual and relationship well-being. However,

longitudinal research is needed to establish directionality and causality, as well as to better



understand the mechanisms by which sexual talk relates to greater sexual and relationship well-
being. More research is also needed to better understand sexual talk in sexual and gender/sex
diverse populations and the potential moderating role of gender/sex in these relationships. The
numerous future directions for this field indicate that sexual talk is emerging as a relevant aspect
of couples’ sexual communication and as a potentially relevant treatment target to facilitate
greater sexual and relational well-being for couples in long-term relationships, who often face

declines in these areas over time.
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APPENDIX B. SUPPLEMENTAL MATERIALS FOR STUDY 1

Supplementary Table B.1 Rotated factor loadings and communalities for two-factor solution for sexual talk measure

Item Factor 1 Factor 2 Communality
(Mutualistic Talk) (Individualistic Talk)
Loadings Loadings
1. Short exclamations of excitement or pleasure 813 -.085 573
2. Positive feedback or compliments 737 .140 .703
3. Statements which are sexually dominant .099 718 622
4, Statements which are sexually submissive 256 498 488
5. Instructive statements 672 175 .643
6. Messages of sexual “ownership” -.197 984 742
7. Speaking fantasies 012 .640 420
8. Messages that strengthen the intimate/emotional bond with 524 -.109 208
your partner

Note. While communality for Item 8 is low (i.e., < .4) this item was retained because the difference between the loadings on each

factor is greater than 0.2 (Costello & Osborne, 2005; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001).
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Supplementary Table B.2 Factor loadings and communalities for two-factor solution for perceived partner responsiveness to sexual

talk measure (including 5 behaviourally-oriented items).

Item

Factor 1 Loadings

Factor 2 Loadings

Communality

1. When you use sexual talk with your partner during sexual
activity, how much do you feel your partner understands you?

2. When you use sexual talk with your partner during sexual
activity, how much do you feel cared for by your partner?

3. When you use sexual talk with your partner during sexual
activity, how much do you feel your partner accepts you as
you are?

4. When you use sexual talk with your partner during sexual
activity, how validated do you feel by your partner?

5. When you use sexual talk with your partner during sexual activity,
how much does your partner act on the instructive statements or
feedback that you provide (e.g., “Go down on me” “That feels so
good, keep going”)? (Mutualistic item)

6. When you use sexual talk with your partner during sexual activity,
how much does your partner go along with the sexual fantasies
you talk about during sex? (Individualistic item)

7. When you use sexual talk with your partner during sexual activity,
how much does your partner go along with the statements of
submission/dominance (e.g., “Fuck me good” “Show me your
pussy/cock™) that you make? (Individualistic item)

8. When you use sexual talk with your partner during sexual activity,
how much does your partner go along with the statements of
sexual ownership (e.g., “You’re mine now”) that you make?
(Individualistic item)

9. When you use sexual talk with your partner during sexual activity,
how close (or emotionally intimate) do you feel with your
partner? (Mutualistic item)

.846

918

942

815

579

.148

.011

-.082

767

.037

-.025

-078

032

226

.604

858

880

-.005

752

816

809

695

535

490

748

699

548
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Note. For the PPR measure used in this study, we first adapted the original 4 PPR items to be specific to sexual talk (i.e., how
understanding, validating, caring, and accepting is your partner when you use sexual talk?). The original items are well validated as a
measure of PPR more generally in the relationship (e.g., Birnbaum et al., 2016; Laurenceau et al., 2005; Reis et al., 2011). We
developed 5 behaviourally-oriented items that were specific to the different types of sexual talk (2 mutualistic, 3 individualistic).
Using all 9 items, we ran an EFA with our sample according to the best practices of Sakaluk and Short (2017). We conducted all
analyses in SPSS and used O’Connor’s (2000) SPSS syntax for parallel analysis. Common factors were extracted using maximum
likelihood estimation, and promax (i.e., oblique) rotation to achieve simple structure and estimate correlations between common
factors. We determined how many factors to retain by conducting parallel analysis, using nested-model comparisons, and examining

descriptive measures of model fit.

The parallel analysis revealed that factor solutions containing 1 or 2 common factors explained more of the variance in the
scale items than randomly simulated factors, and thus were plausible factor solutions. We subsequently extracted factor solutions of 1
and 2 common factors for further examination. The solution entailing a single common factor had a poor model fit, y*(27) = 318.988,
p <.001, RMSEA = .189, NNFI = .794 (Little, 2013). A two-factor solution, alternatively, had an acceptable model fit, ¥*(19) =
56.878, p <.001, RMSEA = .081, NNFI =.962 (Little, 2013), and was a significant improvement compared to the one-factor solution,
A ¥*(8)=262.11, p <.0001. Factor one consisted of the 4 original PPR items and the 2 mutualistic PPR items, and factor 2 consisted

of the 3 individualistic PPR items.
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While the two-factor solution had adequate fit, we found it difficult to interpret Factor 1 as it contained both ‘general’ PPR to
sexual talk items (i.e., items in reference to all types of sexual talk) and PPR to mutualistic talk items. It is also worth noting that while
the two PPR to mutualistic talk items had acceptable loading onto Factor 1, they had weaker loadings compared to the more general
PPR items. Additionally, the communalities were lower for the PPR to mutualistic talk items, compared to the general PPR items and

some of the PPR to individualistic talk items (see table above—*general’ PPR items are bolded).

Given the results of the EFA and the fact that the adapted general PPR items were drawn from a well-validated measure of
PPR (Laurenceau et al., 2005), we decided to retain only those items as a measure of PPR to sexual talk. Additionally, the 5
behaviourally-oriented items developed (e.g., PPR to statements of sexual ownership) may be problematic as not all participants may

use these specific statements.

Moreover, theoretically, our hypothesis regarding the role of PPR to sexual talk largely did not differ according to the type of
sexual talk. Thus, we believe that a more general measure of PPR to sexual talk is appropriate. The results of a subsequent EFA with

only the original 4 general PPR items that were adapted to sexual talk can be found in Supplemental Table 2.10.3.
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Supplementary Table B.3 Factor loadings and communalities for one-factor solution for perceived partner responsiveness to sexual

talk measure.

Item Factor 1 Loadings Communality
1. When you use sexual talk with your partner during sexual activity, how much do
you feel your partner understands you? 862 743

2. When you use sexual talk with your partner during sexual activity, how much do
you feel cared for by your partner? 920 847

3. When you use sexual talk with your partner during sexual activity, how much do
you feel your partner accepts you as you are? .880 175

4. When you use sexual talk with your partner during sexual activity, how validated
do you feel by your partner? .841 707
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Supplementary Table B.4 Correlations between sociodemographic variables and study outcomes.

Variable Sexual Sexual Functioning Sexual Functioning  Sexual Distress Relationship
Satisfaction (Female) (Male) Satisfaction
Age (years) 203%xx .164* 101 -.154%* 130*
Sex* -.022 110 - 044 113
Gender -.034 070 - 049 111
Sexual Orientation .028 .104 -.065 -.049 .054
Relationship duration (years) 028 .039 012 -.049 .082
Years of schooling (starting _113* -.056 025 118* -.005
from first grade)
Annual household income 076 .086 .185* -.114* 147*

*Correlations between sex or gender and male sexual functioning were not conducted because all participants who completed the male
sexual functioning measure (IIEF) identified their sex and gender as male. Correlations between sex or gender and female sexual
functioning were conducted because not all participants who completed the female sexual functioning measure (FSFI) identified their

sex and/or gender as female.

*p <.05; ¥*p <.01; ***p <.001



APPENDIX C. SUPPLEMENTAL MATERIALS FOR STUDY 2

Supplementary Syntax C.1 SPSS Syntax for Secondary Analyses of (Merwin & Rosen, 2019)

Dataset to Test for Gender/Sex Differences

T-TEST GROUPS=Sex(1 2)
/MISSING=ANALYSIS
/VARIABLES=Mutualistic Talk CompsiteScore. OWN EM
Individualistic Talk CompsiteScore. OWN EM

JCRITERIA=CI(.95).



Supplementary Methods C.2 Exploratory Factor Analysis (French Version of the Sexual Talk

Measure) for Retrospective Data

Given that the SexTalk measure is still novel and the French language version has not
previously been validated, we conducted an EFA with the French-speaking participants (n = 163)
according to the best practices of Sakaluk and Short (2017). We conducted all analyses in SPSS
version 25 and used O’Connor’s (2000) SPSS syntax for parallel analysis. Common factors were
extracted using maximum likelihood estimation, and promax (i.e., oblique) rotation to achieve
simple structure and estimate correlations between common factors. We determined how many
factors to retain by conducting parallel analysis, using nested-model comparisons, and examining
descriptive measures of model fit. A well-fitting model was defined as a CFI > .95, NNFI > .95,
a RMSEA <0.08, and factor loadings > .40 (Hu & Bentler, 1999; Kline, 2005). The parallel
analyses revealed that factor solutions containing 1 or 2 common factors explained more of the
variance in the scale items than randomly simulated factors, and thus were plausible factor
solutions.” We subsequently extracted factor solutions of 1 and 2 common factors for further
examination, anticipating that the 2-factor solution may be best given the results of the parallel
analyses. For French participants, the solution entailing one factor had poor model fit: }*(20) =
82.53, p <.001, RMSEA = .13, NNFI = .68 (Little, 2013). Alternatively, a two-factor solution

had good model fit: y*(13) = 17.67, p = .17, RMSEA = .05, NNFI = .96 (Little, 2013), and was a

 While a three-factor model had excellent fit, upon examination of the parallel analysis the
eigenvalue for the real data (.129) was smaller than that from the randomly generated data set
(0.142). Sakaluk and Short (2017) encourage researchers to retain the number of factors that
have eigenvalues from their real data that are larger than those from the randomly generated data
set. The rationale is that factors should be retained only if they account for more meaningful
variance than random statistical noise (Sakaluk & Short, 2017). Additionally, the third factor
would only have one item in it (item #4: submissive statements), and a factor with fewer than 3
items is generally weak and unstable (Costello & Osborne, 2005). Finally, the three-factor
solution was not a significant improvement compared to the two-factor solution, A ¥* (6) =
10.60, p = .101.



significant improvement compared to the one-factor solution: A y* (7) = 64.86, p <.001. As the
two-factor model was congruent with prior theory on the distinctions between individualistic and
mutualistic sexual talk (Jonason et al., 2016), we selected it as the final model for the SexTalk

scale.

Scree Plot (eigenvalues by root for real/raw data and for the random data)

rawdata
2.5 —— means

— percntyl
2.0
1.5
1.0
0.5

0.0 —

-0.5

root
Item Loading
Factor 1 Factor 2 Communality
(Mutualistic Talk) (Individualistic Talk)
1. Exclamations of excitement/pleasure .658 -.113 375
2. Positive Feedback/compliments 668 .086 .509
3. Dominance -.128 980 .858

4. Submissive 356 316 327



5. Instructive 585 -.014 334

6. Sexual Ownership 140 558 404
7. Sexual Fantasies .006 484 237
8. Emotional Bonding 444 .060 226

Note. While communality for four items (#1, 5, 7, & 8) are low (i.e., < .4) these items will be
retained because the difference between the loadings on each factor is greater than 0.2
(Tabachinick & Fidell, 2001; Costello & Osborne, 2005). Further, while the communality for
one item (#4) is low (< .4) and the difference between the loadings on each factor are less than
0.2, this item will be retained because (1) it has previously been shown to load well (with higher
communality and lower cross-loading; Merwin & Rosen, 2020), (2) removing this item would
make it difficult to examine sexual talk in couples where one member was French-speaking and
the other was English-speaking, and (3) removing this item would lead to a loss of information
for a less frequently utilized subtype of individualistic sexual talk. When items have high cross-
loadings, there are several options: (a) place the item on the factor with the highest loading, (b)
place the item on the factor with the best conceptual fit, (c) rewrite the item to better fit with
items on one factor, or (d) delete the item (Konicki Di lorio, 2005). Pett et al. (2003) suggest
retaining these items if they are essential for the scale. Given that the purpose of this EFA was to
determine if the two-factor structure of the SexTalk measure held in the French-version of the
measure and not to select only strong items for each factor or dimension reduction, we elected to
retain item #4 and to place the item on the factor with the best conceptual fit (i.e., Individualistic

Talk Factor; Konicki Di lorio, 2005; Pett et al., 2003).



Supplementary Methods C.3 Confirmatory Factor Analysis of Sexual Talk Measure with the

Full Sample (Retrospective Data)

Following an EFA with the French participants, which confirmed the two-factor structure
of the SexTalk measure, we conducted a confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) with the entire
sample in MPlus v8 (Muthén & Muthén, 2018) using maximum likelihood estimation with
robust standard errors (MLR). A well-fitting model was defined as a CFI1 > .95, a TLI > .95° a
RMSEA <£0.08 a SRMR <£.08, and factor loadings > .40 (Hu & Bentler, 1999; Kline, 2005). We
hypothesized a two-factor model based on prior research (Jonason et al., 2016; Merwin & Rosen,
2020 [Study 1]), as well as the EFA with French participants. For all participants, the two-factor
model had good model fit: x*(19) = 45.236, p = .0006, RMSEA = 0.055 (CI = 0.034, 0.076), CFI

=0.959, TLI = 0.939, SRMR = 0.045.

Item Factor 1 Factor 2
(Mutualistic Talk) (Individualistic Talk)
1. Exclamations of excitement/pleasure 0.587 -
2. Positive feedback/compliments 0.820 -
3. Dominance - 0.800
4. Submissive - 0.501
5. Instructive 0.560 -
6. Sexual ownership - 0.687
7. Sexual fantasies - 0.489
8. Emotional bonding 0.441 -

% Note: a TLI > .90 indicates acceptable model fit (Bentler & Bonnet, 1980; Byrne, 1994).



Supplementary Table C.4 Correlations between Sexual Talk subscales and Demographic

Variables for Retrospective Data

Variable
Mutualistic Sexual Talk Individualistic Sexual Talk
Age 0.04 0.07
Culture 0.13%* 0.21%**
Survey Language® -0.23** -0.25%*
Personal Income -0.03 -0.07
Relationship Status 0.08 -0.02
Relationship Duration -0.06 -0.10
Sexual Orientation 0.23%* 0.22%*
Number of Children -0.04 -0.02

*Participants were able to complete the survey in either English or French, based on what they

were more fluent in. This variable indicates which language the survey was completed in.

*p <.05; **p <.01



Supplementary Table C.5 Descriptive Characteristics of the Sample for Daily Diary Data

(Daily Diaries; N = 434 individuals, 217 couples)

Variable M (SD) or n Range % of final sample
Age 30.39 (8.47) 18-70
Gender/sex

Woman 230 - 53.0

Man 180 - 41.5

GSD* 24 - 5.5

Dyad Type (number of couples)

Total Same-Gender/sex couples 64 - 29.5
Man-Man 20 - 9.2
Woman-Woman 42 - 19.4
GSD-GSD 2 - 0.9

Total Mixed-Gender/sex couples 153 - 70.5
Man-Woman 133 - 61.3
Man-GSD 7 - 3.2
Woman-GSD 13 - 6.0

Language (for study)
English 266 - 61.3
French 168 - 38.7
First Language
English 223 - 51.4
French 180 - 41.5



Spanish 3 - 0.7
Other® 28 - 6.5

Sexual Orientation

Asexual 1 - 0.2
Bisexual 48 - 11.1
Heterosexual 243 - 56.0
Homosexual (lesbian, gay) 78 - 18.0
Pansexual 17 - 3.9
Queer 38 - 8.8
Uncertain or confused 3 - 0.7
Other® 6 - 1.4

Relationship Status

Co-habitation/living together, but 170 - 39.2

not married

Co-habitation and common-law 144 - 33.2

Married 120 - 27.6
Relationship Duration (years) 5.84 (5.10) 1-37.83 -
Place of Birth

Canada 326 - 75.1

United States 55 - 12.7

Western Europe 26 - 6.0

Latin America/South America 8 - 1.8

Asia 7 - 1.6

Africa 3 - 0.7



Eastern Europe
Caribbean
Other*

Culture
French Canadian
English Canadian
First Nations
American
Western European
Eastern European
African
Asian
Middle Eastern
Latin American/South American
Caribbean
Other®

Personal Annual Income
$0-9,999
$10,000-39,999
$40,000-69,999
$70,000-99,999
$100,000 and over

Years of Education (starting from first

165

160

48

18

13

71

188
121
33

15

16.71 (2.84)

8-25

0.7

0.5

0.9

38.0

36.9

0.2

4.1

0.9

0.7

3.0

0.5

1.4

0.2

3.0

17.4

43.3

27.9

7.6

3.5



grade)

Number of children at home 0.43 (0.97) 0-5 -

Note. GSD = gender/sex diverse.

* Participants identified as: Agender (n = 8), Gender-queer/fluid (n = 6), Non-binary (n = 5),
Androgyne (n = 1), Butch (n =1), Non-binary with a transmasculine history (n = 1),
Transmasculine gender-queer (n =1), and Transmasculine non-binary (rn = 1).

®Participants who did not identify with any of the provided language were able to select ‘Other’
and provide their first language in an open textbox. These responses included the following:
Arabic (n = 2), Bulgarian (n = 1), Chinese (n = 4), Duala (n = 1), French and English (n = 2),
German (n = 4), German English Bilingual (n = 1), Korean (r = 1), Polish (n = 1), Portuguese (n
= 3), Romanian (n = 1), Russian (n = 1), Shanghainese (Chinese dialect; » = 1), Ukrainian (n =
1), and Vietnamese (n = 3).

¢Participants who did not identify with any of the provided sexual orientation labels were able to
select ‘Other’ and provide a written response with their sexual orientation label in an open
textbox. These responses included the following: mostly straight (n = 1), homoromantic
demisexual (rn = 1), homoflexible (n = 1), dyke (n = 2), and ‘bisexual but designation is
irrelevant given the length of the marriage’ (n = 1).

dParticipants who did not identify with any of the provided locations were able to select ‘Other’
and provide their place of birth in an open textbox. These responses included the following:
Romania (n = 2) and Vietnam (n = 2).

¢‘Other’ included the following: African Nova Scotian (r = 1), English Canadian/Quebecois

Francais (n = 1), French (n = 1), Japanese-Irish Canadian (n = 1), Jewish (n = 3), Jewish-



Canadian (n = 1), Metis (n = 1), Mixed (n = 1), Montreal Canadian (n = 1), New Zealander (n =

1), and No Culture (n =1).



Supplementary Methods C.6 Multilevel Confirmatory Factor Analysis of Sexual Talk Measure

with the Full Sample (Daily Diary)

We conducted a two-level confirmatory factor analysis (CFA; person, day) with the
entire sample in MPlus v8 (Muthén & Muthén, 2018) using maximum likelihood estimation with
robust standard errors (MLR). A well-fitting model was defined as a CFI1 > .95, a TLI > .95° a
RMSEA <0.08, a SRMR < 0.08, and factor loadings > .40 (Hu & Bentler, 1999; Kline, 2005).
However, it should be noted that model fit criteria such as these were proposed in the context of
single-level CFAs, thus caution should be used when employing these cut-off criteria for
multilevel CFAs (Kim et al., 2016). We hypothesized a two-factor model based on research
(Jonason et al., 2016; Merwin & Rosen, 2020) as well as the CFA for the Retrospective data.
Overall, the two-factor model had adequate model fit: y*(46) = 314.95, p <.0001, RMSEA =
0.02, CFI=0.91, SRMR within = 0.05, SRMR between = 0.08 (TLI = 0.89 and thus did not
meet cut-off criteria for acceptable model fit; however, all other fit indices met cut-off criteria).
As well, the two-factor model had a better fit than the null model based on the AIC value (AIC =
160611.09). The SRMR fit indices at each level indicated that the fit of the Level 1 (within;
SRMR = 0.05) part of the model was better than at Level 2 (between; SRMR = 0.08). All factor

loadings (coefficients) were significantly different from zero at Level 1 and Level 2 (p <.001).

Item Mutualistic Talk Individualistic Talk

Within-level

Factor Loading [CI] Factor Loading [CI]

1. Exclamations of excitement/pleasure 0.679 [0.637-0.720] -

2. Positive feedback/compliments 0.761 [0.727-0.796] -

% Note: a TLI > .90 indicates acceptable model fit (Bentler & Bonnet, 1980; Byrne, 1994).



3. Dominance - 0.658 [0.586-0.730]

4. Submissive - 0.542 [0.449-0.635]
5. Instructive 0.639 [0.594-0.684] -
6. Sexual ownership - 0.649 [0.567-0.730]
7. Sexual fantasies - 0.406 [0.314-0.0.498]
8. Emotional bonding 0.486 [0.397-0.507] -

Between-level

1. Exclamations of excitement/pleasure 0.737 [0.668-0.805] -
2. Positive feedback/compliments 0.992 [0.948-1.037] -
3. Dominance - 0.852 [0.742-0.962]
4. Submissive - 0.600 [0.419-0.782]
5. Instructive 0.687 [0.587-0.787] -
6. Sexual ownership - 0.898 [0.822-0.974]
7. Sexual fantasies 0.737 [0.668-0.805] -
8. Emotional bonding 0.992 [0.948-1.037] -

Note. C1 =95% Confidence Interval



APPENDIX D. SUPPLEMENTAL MATERIALS FOR STUDY 3

Supplementary Table D.1 Descriptive Characteristics of the Sample (N = 434 individuals; 217

couples)
Variable M (SD) or n Range % of final sample
Age 30.39 (8.47) 18 -70
Gender/sex

Woman 230 - 53.0

Man 180 - 41.5

GSD* 24 - 5.5

Dyad Type (number of couples)

Total Same-Gender/sex couples 64 - 29.5
Man-Man 20 - 9.2
Woman-Woman 42 - 19.4
GSD-GSD 2 - 0.9

Total Mixed-Gender/sex couples 153 - 70.5
Man-Woman 133 - 61.3
Man-GSD 7 - 3.2
Woman-GSD 13 - 6.0

Language (for study)
English 266 - 61.3
French 168 - 38.7
First Language
English 223 - 51.4



French 180 - 41.5
Spanish 3 - 0.7
Other® 28 - 6.5

Sexual Orientation

Asexual 1 - 0.2
Bisexual 48 - 11.1
Heterosexual 243 - 56.0
Homosexual (lesbian, gay) 78 - 18.0
Pansexual 17 - 3.9
Queer 38 - 8.8
Uncertain or confused 3 - 0.7
Other* 6 - 1.4

Relationship Status

Co-habitation/living together, but 170 - 39.2

not married

Co-habitation and common-law 144 - 33.2

Married 120 - 27.6
Relationship Duration (years) 5.84 (5.10) 1-37.83 -
Place of Birth

Canada 326 - 75.1

United States 55 - 12.7

Western Europe 26 - 6.0

Latin America/South America 8 - 1.8



Asia 7 - 1.6

Africa 3 - 0.7
Eastern Europe 3 - 0.7
Caribbean 2 - 0.5
Other? 4 - 0.9
Culture
French Canadian 165 - 38.0
English Canadian 160 - 36.9
First Nations 1 - 0.2
American 48 - 11.1
Western European 18 - 4.1
Eastern European 4 - 0.9
African 3 - 0.7
Asian 13 - 3.0
Middle Eastern 2 - 0.5
Latin American/South American 6 - 1.4
Caribbean 1 - 0.2
Other® 13 - 3.0

Personal Annual Income

$0-9,999 77 - 17.4
$10,000-39,999 188 - 43.3
$40,000-69,999 121 - 27.9

$70,000-99,999 33 - 7.6



$100,000 and over 15 - 3.5

Years of Education (starting from first 16.71 (2.84) 8-25 -
grade)
Number of children at home 0.43 (0.97) 0-5 -

Note. GSD = gender/sex diverse.

* Participants identified as: Agender (n = 8), Gender-queer/fluid (n = 6), Non-binary (n =5),
Androgyne (n = 1), Butch (n =1), Non-binary with a transmasculine history (n = 1),
Transmasculine gender-queer (n =1), and Transmasculine non-binary (n = 1).

®Participants who did not identify with any of the provided language were able to select ‘Other’
and provide their first language in an open textbox. These responses included the following:
Arabic (n = 2), Bulgarian (n = 1), Chinese (n = 4), Duala (n = 1), French and English (n = 2),
German (n = 4), German English Bilingual (n = 1), Korean (n = 1), Polish (n = 1), Portuguese (n
= 3), Romanian (n = 1), Russian (n = 1), Shanghainese (Chinese dialect; n = 1), Ukrainian (n =
1), and Vietnamese (n = 3).

¢ Participants who did not identify with any of the provided sexual orientation labels were able to
select ‘Other’ and provide a written response with their sexual orientation label in an open
textbox. These responses included the following: mostly straight (n = 1), homoromantic
demisexual (n = 1), homoflexible (n = 1), dyke (n = 2), and ‘bisexual but designation is
irrelevant given the length of the marriage’ (n = 1).

dParticipants who did not identify with any of the provided locations were able to select ‘Other’
and provide their place of birth in an open textbox. These responses included the following:

Romania (n = 2) and Vietnam (n = 2).



¢‘Other’ included the following: African Nova Scotian (n = 1), English Canadian/Quebecois
Francais (n = 1), French (n = 1), Japanese-Irish Canadian (n = 1), Jewish (n = 3), Jewish-
Canadian (n = 1), Metis (n = 1), Mixed (n = 1), Montreal Canadian (n = 1), New Zealander (n =

1), and No Culture (n =1).



Supplementary Table D.2 [/lustration of Dummy Variable Coding Systems for GSD Couples

A. Women as reference group

Code variables

Gender/sex Actor’s C, Actor’s C, Partner’s C, Partner’s C,

Woman 0 0 0 0
Man 1 0 1 0
GSD 0 1 0 1

B. Men as reference group

Code variables

Gender/sex Actor’s D Actor’s D,  Partner’s D, Partner’s D,

Woman 1 0 1 0
Man 0 0 0 0
GSD 0 1 0 1

Note: Actor’s C; = dummy coded variable contrasting men with women (actor effect); Actor’s
C, = dummy coded variable contrasting GSD with women (actor effect); Partner’s C; = dummy
coded variable contrasting men with women (partner effect); Partner’s C, = dummy coded
variable contrasting GSD with women (partner effect); Actor’s D; = dummy coded variable
contrasting women with men (actor effect); Actor’s D, = dummy coded variable contrasting
GSD with men (actor effect); Partner’s D, = dummy coded variable contrasting women with
men (partner effect); Partner’s D, = dummy coded variable contrasting GSD with men (partner

effect).
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B(SE)

Sexual Satisfaction Dyadic Sexual Desire

88¢

Binary Couples (n = 195)

Intercept

21.82 (1.03)***

3.08 (0.09)***

Previous Day’s Sexual Satisfaction/Dyadic Sexual Desire 0.32 (0.03)*** 0.35 (0.02)%***
Actor’s Mutualistic Talk 0.24 (0.05)*** 0.12 (0.11)***
Partner’s Mutualistic Talk 0.11 (0.05)* 0.01 (0.01)
Actor’s Gender/sex -0.27 (0.25) -0.05 (0.06)
Partner’s Gender/sex -0.29 (0.25) -0.08 (0.06)
ng Type (Actor’s Gender/sex*Partner’s Gender/sex) 0.003 (0.28) -
O

Actor’s Gender/sex*Actor’s Mutualistic Talk -0.16 (0.05)** -
Actor’s Gender/sex*Partner’s Mutualistic Talk 0.07 (0.05) -
Partner’s Gender/sex* Actor’s Mutualistic Talk -0.02 (0.05) -
Martner’s Gender/sex*Partner’s Mutualistic Talk -0.01 (0.05) -

\ctor’s Mutualistic Talk*Partner’s Mutualistic Talk -0.004 (0.02) -

GSD Couples (n = 22)

Intercept 19.45 (5.66)** 4.09 (0.94)**

Previous Day’s Sexual Satisfaction/Dyadic Sexual Desire
Actor’s Mutualistic Talk

Partner’s Mutualistic Talk

Actor’s Gender/sex DummyC1

Partner’s Gender/sex DummyCl1

Actor’s Gender/sex DummvC?2

0.42 (0.15)**
0.69 (0.20)**
-0.05 (0.19)
-1.62 (1.94)
2.37(1.72)

-0.78 (2.01)

0.23 (0.06)***
-0.31(0.22)
0.09 (0.21)
-0.19 (0.54)
-0.61 (0.54)

-0.16 (0.74)

Supplementary Table
D.3 Mutualistic Talk
Moderated Multilevel
Model Results for
Sexual Satisfaction
and Dyadic Sexual

Desire

Note. In the GSD
models, DummyCl1
contrasts men with
women and DummyC2
contrasts GSD
individuals with

women. Each



reoreccion coefficient and significance test is a comparison of the mean of one of the groups with the mean of the reference group. We

shical model reduction in combination with p-value criterion model reduction to reduce model complexity and improve
interpretation (Heck & Thomas, 2009; Heck et al., 2014): when all of the highest-order interaction terms were non-significant these
terms were removed and the model was re-run; this table presents the final models.

*Exp <.001. ** p < .01. *p <.05.
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B(SE)

Sexual Satisfaction

Dyadic Sexual Desire

Binary Couples (n = 195)

Intercept

21.40 (1.04)%**

3.04 (0.09)***

Previous Day’s Sexual Satisfaction/Dyadic Sexual Desire 0.34 (0.03)*** 0.36 (0.06)***
Actor’s Individualistic Talk 0.32 (0.08)*** 0.10 (0.02)***
Partner’s Individualistic Talk 0.16 (0.08)* 0.06 (0.02)**
Actor’s Gender/sex -0.34 (0.24) -0.05 (0.06)
Partner’s Gender/sex -0.31 (0.24) -0.07 (0.06)
Dyad Type (Actor’s Gender/sex*Partner’s Gender/sex) 0.03 (0.27) -
Agr’s Gender/sex*Actor’s Individualistic Talk -0.23 (0.08)** -
Actor’s Gender/sex*Partner’s Individualistic Talk 0.06 (0.08) -
Partner’s Gender/sex* Actor’s Individualistic Talk 0.04 (0.08) -
" +tner’s Gender/sex*Partner’s Individualistic Talk -0.15 (0.08) -
N
= tor’s Individualistic Talk*Partner’s Individualistic Talk -0.07 (0.04) -

GSD Couples (n =22)
Intercept 19.011 (4.22)*** 4.04 (0.95)**
Previous Day’s Sexual Satisfaction/Dyadic Sexual Desire 0.48 (0.11)*** 0.24 (0.06)***
Actor’s Individualistic Talk 0.49 (0.24) 0.05 (0.06)
Partner’s Individualistic Talk 0.29 (0.24) 0.02 (0.06)
Actor’s Gender/sex DummyC1 -1.10 (1.42) -0.16 (0.54)
Partner’s Gender/sex DummyCl1 0.66 (1.22) -0.70 (0.54)
Actor’s Gender/sex DummvC?2 -165(127) 016 (0 75)

Supplementary
Table D.4
Individualistic Talk
Moderated Multilevel
Model Results for
Sexual Satisfaction
and Dyadic Sexual

Desire

Note. In the GSD
models, DummyCl1
contrasts men with
women and

DummyC2 contrasts

GSD individuals with



women. Each regression coefficient and significance test is a comparison of the mean of one of the groups with the mean of the
reference group. We used hierarchical model reduction in combination with p-value criterion model reduction to reduce model
complexity and improve interpretation (Heck & Thomas, 2009; Heck et al., 2014): when all of the highest-order interaction terms

were non-significant these terms were removed and the model was re-run; this table presents the final models.

*Exp <.001. **p < .01. *p <.05.
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Supplementary Table D.5 Mutualistic Talk Moderated Multilevel Mixed Model Results for Sexual Satisfaction and Dyadic Sexual

Desire for GSD Couples (with Men as Reference Group)



Variable

Sexual Satisfaction

Dyadic Sexual Desire

GSD Couples (n = 22) Model

Intercept

Previous Day’s Sexual Satisfaction (or Dyadic Sexual Desire)
Actor’s Mutualistic Talk

Partner’s Mutualistic Talk

Actor’s Gender/sex Dummy D1

Partner’s Gender/sex Dummy D1

Actor’s Gender/sex Dummy D2

Partner’s Gender/sex Dummy D2

Actor’s Mutualistic Talk * Actor’s Gender/sex Dummy D1
Partner’s Mutualistic Talk * Actor’s Gender/sex Dummy D1
Actor’s Mutualistic Talk * Partner’s Gender/sex Dummy D1
Partner’s Mutualistic Talk * Partner’s Gender/sex Dummy D1
Actor’s Mutualistic Talk * Actor’s Gender/sex Dummy D2
Partner’s Mutualistic Talk * Actor’s Gender/sex Dummy D2
Actor’s Mutualistic Talk * Partner’s Gender/sex Dummy D2
Partner’s Mutualistic Talk * Partner’s Gender/sex Dummy D2

Actor’s Mutualistic Talk * Partner’s Mutualistic Talk

20.19 (6.32)**

0.42 (0.15)**
0.69 (0.20)**
-0.05 (0.19)
1.62 (1.94)
237(1.72)
0.84 (2.33)

-3.81(2.19)

3.30 (1.03)**

0.23 (0.06)***

-0.23 (0.22)
0.10 (0.22)
0.19 (0.54)
0.61 (0.54)
0.03 (0.78)
0.02 (0.78)
-0.22 (0.09)*
0.03 (0.11)
0.14 (0.10)
-0.04 (0.09)
0.20 (0.21)
-0.14 (0.21)
0.33 (0.21)
-0.07 (0.20)

0.002 (0.01)

Note. In the
GSD Couples
Model, actor
and partner
gender/sex are
represented by
2 dummy
codes each
with men as

the reference



group. Dummy D1 contrasts women with men and Dummy D2 contrasts GSD individuals with men. Each regression coefficient and
its significance test are a comparison of the mean of one of the groups with the mean of the reference group (e.g., regression
coefficient for Actor’s Dummy D2 represents a comparison of the mean of GSD compared to mean of men).

*Exp <.001. **p < .01. *p <.05.
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Supplementary Table D.6 Individualistic Talk Moderated Multilevel Mixed Model Results for Sexual Satisfaction and Dyadic Sexual

Desire for GSD Couples (with Men as Reference Group)

Variable B (SE)

Sexual Satisfaction Dyadic Sexual Desire

GSD Couples (n = 22) Model

Intercept 18.58 (4.97)** 3.18 (1.03)**
Previous Day’s Sexual Satisfaction (or Dyadic Sexual Desire) 0.48 (0.11)%*** 0.24 (0.06)***
Actor’s Individualistic Talk 0.49 (0.24) 0.05 (0.06)
Partner’s Individualistic Talk 0.29 (0.24) 0.02 (0.06)
Actor’s Gender/sex Dummy D1 1.10 (1.42) 0.16 (0.54)
Partner’s Gender/sex Dummy D1 -0.66 (1.22) 0.70 (0.54)
Actor’s Gender/sex Dummy D2 -0.55 (1.67) 0.01 (0.78)
Partner’s Gender/sex Dummy D2 -2.45 (1.47) 0.15(0.78)

Note. In the GSD Couples Model, actor and partner gender/sex are represented by 2 dummy codes each with men as the reference

group. Dummy D1 contrasts women with men and Dummy D2 contrasts GSD individuals with men. Each regression coefficient and



its significance test are a comparison of the mean of one of the groups with the mean of the reference group (e.g., regression
coefficient for Actor’s Dummy D2 represents a comparison of the mean of GSD compared to mean of men).

*Exp <.001. **p < .01. *p <.05.
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Supplementary Figure D.7 Flowchart of Participants

Withdrawn after baseline survey (n = 9)
One or both members failed two or more of the three
attention checks (n = 5)
One member did not complete the baseline survey (n = 3)
Couple dropped out (n =1)

Screened for Eligibility
N =352 couples

v

nrolledin the targer
longitudinal study
n =238 couples

A

Removed before analyses (n = 4)

Dropped out during the first 2 days of the daily
diarie< for various reasons (i.e., time
1t, illness in family, questions too
1=3)
Removed due to researcher error in data
collection (n =1)

Completed baseline survey
N =229 couples

Enrolled in daily diaries
N=221

Analyzed
N =217 couples

Screened but not enrolled (n = 87)

Ineligible (n = 48)

Reported presence of a major medical and/or
psychiatric illness that significantly interfered with
sexual activity or functioning (n = 12)

Current pregnancy or breastfeeding (n =17)

Did not meet relationship or sexual activity criteria (n =

18)
Live outside Canada or US (n=1)
Eligible (n = 39)

Declined to participate (n = 23)
Agreed to participate but did not complete consent
form or survey (no reason provided) (n = 16)

Withdrew before enroliment in daily diary
portion of larger research project (n = 8)

Unwilling to make time commitment (n = 3)
Unreachable (n = 2)

Found survey items too personal (n = 2)
Relationship dissolution (n = 1)
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