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Abstract 

Sexual assertiveness—the tendency to take initiative and act independently regarding 
one’s own sexual desires and behavior—is shaped by gendered expectations that portray 
men as sexually assertive and women as submissive (i.e., traditional sexual script). Using 
dyadic data from 383 German couples, including heterosexual and LGBTQ partnerships, 
we tested competing explanations for sexual assertiveness: gender, heteronormativity, 
or experienced power within relationships. Multilevel analyses showed no support for 
gender or heteronormativity hypotheses: women and men reported similar levels of 
sexual assertiveness across couple types. In contrast, individuals with greater experi-
enced power reported higher sexual assertiveness, a pattern consistent across het-
erosexual and LGBTQ couples. The strength of the power–assertiveness link varied 
across couples, being strongest in relationships with higher overall assertiveness. These 
findings advance theory by demonstrating that sexual assertiveness reflects experienced 
power rather than gender or heteronormativity, highlighting the importance of socio- 
relational characteristics in shaping sexual assertiveness. 
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Sexuality remains a highly gendered domain, with pervasive cultural norms promoting 
men’s sexual assertiveness and women’s sexual submission (Conley & Klein, 2022; 
Peragine et al., 2026; Sanchez et al., 2012). Using the sexual script framework, traditional 
sexual scripts—internalized social blueprints about how women and men should feel, act, 
and behave during sex—reflect these expectations (Gagnon & Simon, 1973). Women are 
consequently expected to be submissive, not sexually demanding, and to focus on being 
desirable rather than expressing their own desires, whereas men are expected to be 
sexually assertive (Klein et al., 2018; Wiederman, 2005). Being able to express and 
confidently pursue one’s needs and desires in relationships, whether sexual or otherwise, 
is also a key feature of social power (Overall et al., 2023). 

The present study tests whether differences in sexual assertiveness—people’s ten-
dency to take initiative and act independently regarding one’s own sexual desires and 
behavior (Snell et al., 1993)1—are best explained by gender, heteronormativity, or power 
within couples. To examine these questions comprehensively, we include both het-
erosexual and LGBTQ couples, allowing us to assess whether these patterns hold across 
different relationship contexts. 

Gender and Sexual Assertiveness 

Whereas early studies consistently documented that men report higher sexual asser-
tiveness than women (e.g., Haavio-Mannila & Kontula, 1997; Pierce & Hurlbert, 1999), 
more recent studies report smaller or inconsistent gender differences (Gil-Llario et al., 
2022; Lopez-Alvarado et al., 2022; Nagy et al., 2025). As described above, these dif-
ferences can be understood in the context of gendered socialization and sexual scripts, 
which reflect broader societal gender stereotypes of men as assertive and independent and 
women as communal and passive (Eagly & Wood, 2012). Building on this evidence, a 
gender hypothesis would reflect a traditional view that sexual assertiveness is a gendered 
disposition: men are more sexually assertive than women, across both heterosexual and 
LGBTQ relationship contexts. However, it might be worth considering that while 
gendered socialization and sexual scripts provide a central lens for understanding sexual 
assertiveness, other factors may also play a role, including individual traits such as agency 
or extraversion (Costa & McCrea, 1992), and beliefs about the consequences of assertive 
behavior in specific contexts (Bandura et al., 1999), which shape how assertiveness is 
expressed. 

Heteronormativity and Sexual Assertiveness 

However, focusing solely on the dimension of gender overlooks the social structures that 
produce them. One such structure is heteronormativity which could help to understand 
differences in sexual assertiveness. Heteronormativity is defined as “a hegemonic system 
of norms, discourses, and practices that constructs heterosexuality as natural and superior 
to all other expressions of sexuality” (Robinson, 2016, p. 1). Heteronormativity provides 
the ideological foundation for traditional sexual scripts by defining heterosexuality and 
gendered sexual norms as natural and normative. Traditional sexual scripts, in turn, can 
be understood as behavioral expressions of heteronormativity, reproducing its key 



Klein and Körner 3 

assumptions (Wiederman, 2005). In other words, sexual scripts translate these norms into 
expected patterns of behavior, prescribing how women and men “should” behave 
sexually in woman-man relationships, promoting women’s submission and men’s as-
sertiveness. Tentative evidence supports this assumption, showing that LGBTQ people 
tend to endorse more flexible sexual scripts (Dolezal et al., 2023; Lamont, 2017) and 
report higher sexual assertiveness compared to heterosexual people (Nagy et al., 2025). 
Applying a heteronormativity hypothesis, we expected gender differences in sexual 
assertiveness to depend on relationship type: women and men were expected to differ in 
woman-man relationships, but not when comparing lesbian women and gay men in same- 
gender relationships, where traditional gender-differentiated sexual scripts are less 
prescriptive. 

Power and Sexual Assertiveness 

Sexual script theory provides a framework for understanding how gendered and het-
eronormative norms shape sexual assertiveness, predicting that women and men will 
differ in woman-man relationships due to prescriptive expectations (Gagnon & Simon, 
1973; Wiederman, 2005). In contrast, power-based frameworks offer an alternative 
explanation, positing that power can directly influence assertive behavior by shaping goal 
pursuit and agency, independently of traditional gendered scripts. Indeed, prominent 
power theories conceptualize power as a predictor of relationship behaviors and outcomes 
(Keltner et al., 2003; Simpson et al., 2015). Power and agency, which shares similarities 
with assertiveness, are closely linked (Rucker & Galinsky, 2016), and research suggests 
that power similarly affects sexual behaviors in both women and men. For instance, 
individuals in positions of power are more likely to perceive sexual interest from others, 
engage in infidelity, or act on gender non-conformist sexual fantasies, with similar 
patterns observed among women and men (Kunstman & Maner, 2011; Lammers et al., 
2011; Lammers & Imhoff, 2016). Most importantly, one study showed that power— 
measured as having authority over others in the workplace—had the same effect on 
sexual assertiveness for women and men (Lammers & Stoker, 2018). Importantly, power 
experienced in the relationship have been found to be a stronger predictor for relationship 
outcomes than work-related or objective power (Körner & Schütz, 2021). As gender and 
work-related power are somewhat conflated (e.g., men earn more money than women), 
we focus in the present study on experienced power within the relationship. Accordingly, 
in the present study, we conceptualize power as the degree to which one partner perceives 
that they are able to influence their partner (Anderson et al., 2012; Simpson et al., 2015). 
Consequently, a power hypothesis would suggest that sexual assertiveness is better 
explained by individuals’ experienced power within the relationship—rather than by their 
gender per se—and that this link should appear both across and within relationship types. 

The Present Research 

Sexual assertiveness has long been viewed through a gendered lens, with research often 
showing that men report higher assertiveness than women (e.g., Haavio-Mannila & 
Kontula, 1997; Pierce & Hurlbert, 1999). Yet such differences may not reflect inherent 
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gender traits, but rather the social and relational contexts in which sexuality unfolds. 
Building on theories of gender, heteronormativity, and power, we tested three competing 
explanations for individual differences in sexual assertiveness. 

(1) Gender hypothesis: Men report higher sexual assertiveness than women, re-
gardless of couple type. 

(2) Heteronormativity hypothesis: Gender differences in sexual assertiveness appear 
only in woman-man couples. 

(3) Power hypothesis: Sexual assertiveness will show a stronger association with 
experienced power than gender. 

By testing these competing models, we aim to disentangle whether sexual asser-
tiveness reflects gender differences, heteronormativity, or power. Clarifying this dis-
tinction advances theory on gender, sexuality, and power within intimate relationships. 
Furthermore, studies show that sexual assertiveness is linked with higher sexual self- 
esteem, greater sexual and relationship satisfaction, better sexual functioning, and safer 
sex practice (McNicoll et al., 2016; Menard & Offman, 2009; Noar et al., 2002; Santos- 
Iglesias et al., 2013). Sexual assertiveness is moreover especially important for women’s 
sexual health, as it is linked to greater satisfaction, communication of needs, and im-
proved ability to negotiate consent (Kiefer & Sanchez, 2007; Klein et al., 2020; Sanchez 
et al., 2006). Understanding its sources can therefore inform interventions and relational 
strategies that promote sexual well-being across diverse couple types. 

In addition, we tested two additional models to advance our understanding of how 
power and sexual assertiveness intersect: We examined whether a potential significant 
power-sexual assertiveness link varies across couples, that is, some couples may show a 
stronger link than others. Further, we examined whether the power-sexual assertiveness 
link differs between woman-man and LGBTQ couples—past research on power within 
relationships did hardly study whether associations hold across diverse relationship types. 

Method 

Transparency and Openness 

We report how we determined our sample size, all data exclusions, and all measures in the 
study, and we follow JARS (Kazak, 2018). All data, syntax, and research materials focal 
to our research question are available at https://osf.io/6u24h. Data were analyzed using 
SPSS Version 28. Hypotheses, measures, and data analysis strategy were preregistered 
(after data collection; https://aspredicted.org/ep2n6t.pdf). 

Participants and Procedure 

Data were collected as part of a larger survey on power and relationship functioning in 
romantic relationships (Körner et al., 2025). Data collection took place from 2024 to 
2025. Only variables relevant to the present research question are reported here. Par-
ticipants were recruited in Germany for a study advertised as ‘Personality in 

https://aspredicted.org/ep2n6t.pdf
https://osf.io/6u24h
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Relationships’ through social media and word-of-mouth advertising. To also reach 
LGBTQ couples, we posted flyers at queer-friendly venues and counseling centers and 
used social media groups aimed at LGBTQ audiences. Inclusion criteria were: 
age ≥18 years and at least one month in the current relationship. Participants completed an 
online survey (approximately 15–25 minutes). Informed consent was obtained elec-
tronically from all participants prior to participation. Participants were provided with 
information about data protection and the voluntary nature of participation, and they 
indicated their consent before proceeding to the survey. Each partner responded inde-
pendently, and a couple code was generated to match partners. Students received course 
credit, while other participants could enter a lottery to win one of three €15 online 
shopping vouchers (redeemable at wunschgutschein.de). The study was approved by the 
University of Bamberg Ethics Committee. 

The final sample consisted of 383 couples from two samples: 287 woman–man 
couples and 96 LGBTQ couples (51.6% women, 43.7% men, 4.7% non-binary).2 

Participants were on average 29.06 years old (Mdn = 25.00, SD = 11.83, range 18–90) and 
had been in their current relationship for an average of 4.94 years (Mdn = 2.83, SD = 7.18, 
range 1 month–37 years). Most participants were not married (87.6%), while some were 
married (12.4%). Among LGBTQ participants, the majority identified as gay/lesbian 
(54.3%), followed by bisexual (32.6%) and pansexual (9.7%). Most participants had a 
high school diploma (without a college degree or vocational qualification, 42.6%), 
followed by those holding a college or university degree (36.4%), those with completed 
vocational training (18.4%), and those who had completed intermediate secondary school 
only (1.6%). Approximately half of the sample consisted of university students (49.0%). 

Instruments 

Sexual Assertiveness. Sexual assertiveness was measured using the Sexual Assertiveness 
subscale of the Multidimensional Sexuality Questionnaire (Snell et al., 1993; German 
version: Brenk-Franz & Strauß, 2011), which consists of five items (e.g., “When it comes 
to sex, I usually ask for what I want;” “I am very assertive about the sexual aspects of my 
life”; “When it comes to sex, I usually ask for what I want”, 1 = strongly disagree, 7 = 
strongly agree). In the German validation paper, good internal consistency (α = .94), and 
in the English original, good test-retest reliability (r = .65, after 3 weeks), are reported. 
The sexual assertiveness subscale showed no significant link to social desirability (r = 
.05) and both good convergent and discriminant validity with other sexuality measures 
(Snell et al., 1993). Cronbach’s alpha coefficients for all measures for women and men 
appear in Table 1. 

Power. Power was assessed with the German-language Personal Sense of Power Scale 
(Anderson et al., 2012; Körner et al., 2022). Participants responded to six items (e.g., “I 
can get him/her to listen to what I say.”, 1 = strongly disagree, 7 = strongly agree) using a 
relationship-specific instruction (“In my relationship with my partner…”) to capture their 
perceived ability to influence their romantic partner. In the German validation paper, 
good internal consistencies (α ≥ .79; ω ≥ .80), high test-retest reliability (r = .72, after 
three months), and a robust unidimensional structure are reported (Körner et al., 2022). 

https://wunschgutschein.de
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Further, the scale score demonstrated strict measurement invariance across gender 
(women, men), known-groups validity, and a nomological pattern closely replicating that 
of the original scale. 

Analytic Strategy 

We conducted a sensitivity power analysis to evaluate whether our sample size was 
sufficient to detect small-to-medium effects of β = .15 (α = .05, two-tailed; statistical 
power = .80). Because participants were nested within couples, we adjusted for the 
nonindependence of partners by incorporating the intraclass correlation coefficient 
(ICC = .125) into the power calculation (Snijders & Bosker, 2011). Based on analytical 
approximations for multilevel models (West et al., 2022), we computed that 188 couples 
would be required to detect a β = .15 for a fixed effect with low collinearity (VIF ≈ 1.00). 
For effects with moderate collinearity (VIF ≈ 1.20–2.00, typical of interactions), the 
required sample increased to 225–372 couples. Our final sample of 383 couples therefore 
provided sufficient power (≥.80) to detect small-to-medium effects for all focal 
predictors. 

Prior to estimating the multilevel models, we checked model assumptions by in-
specting the linearity of the relationship between power and sexual assertiveness as well 
as the normality of residuals and random effects; no violations were detected. The 
correlation between absolute residuals and fitted values was small (r = �.07, Model 3), 
indicating no substantial heteroscedasticity. Multicollinearity diagnostics indicated no 
problematic collinearity among predictors (all VIFs ≤1.14). 

To account for the nonindependence of partners within couples, we computed a series 
of multilevel models. Sexual assertiveness was designed as the dependent variable; 
gender, couple type, and power (and specific interactions, see below) were predictors 
entered at the individual level. A random intercept for the couple identifier captured 
between-couple variance. We report two-tailed p values for all tests. We computed three 
models to test our hypotheses: In Model 1 (gender model), we included gender as a fixed 
effect and tested whether men report higher sexual assertiveness than women across all 
couples. Non-binary participants were excluded because we had no prediction about their 
sexual assertiveness in our gender hypothesis. In Model 2 (heteronormativity model), we 
included gender, couple type (woman-man vs. LGBTQ couples), and their interaction, 
testing whether gender differences in sexual assertiveness depend on couple type. Non-
binary participants were excluded. In Model 3 (power model), we included power (grand- 
mean centered), gender, couple type, and their interaction, testing whether individual 
differences in power predict sexual assertiveness and account for any gender or couple- 
type differences. Non-binary participants were included. Model fit was compared using 
information criteria (AIC, BIC), with lower values indicating better fit (though Model 
3 was re-computed without non-binary participants to make fit statistics comparable with 
Models 1 and 2, but key results are reported with all participants included for Model 3). 

Additionally, we conducted two supplementary analyses: In Model 4, we added a 
random slope for power to examine whether the power-assertiveness link varies across 
couples. In Model 5, we added the interaction between power and couple type to test 
whether the power-assertiveness link differs between woman-man and LGBTQ couples. 

https://1.20�2.00
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Because relationship length, age, and relationship type can affect structural aspects of 
the relationship—such as commitment, household labor division, and financial 
arrangements—which in turn may shape power dynamics, we ran additional models 
while including these variables as covariates. 

Results 

Preliminary Analyses 

Table 1 displays descriptive statistics for the power and sexual assertiveness measures. 
The means and standard deviations of the power scale were comparable to those reported 
in other research conducted in the same cultural context (i.e., Germany, Körner & Schütz, 
2025), but were slightly lower than those reported in other cultural contexts (i.e., New 
Zealand, Overall et al., 2025). Power showed moderate negative skewness (mean across 
subsamples = �1.28), indicating that participants tended to report relatively high levels of 
power. This suggests slightly restricted variability, which would likely yield more 
conservative estimates of associations. Sexual assertiveness showed descriptive statistics 
similar to prior research (Brenk-Franz & Strauß, 2011), and skewness was minimal (mean 
across subsamples = �.18). 

Primary Analyses 

Table 2 displays results of the multilevel models. The gender hypothesis (Model 1) was 
not supported: Gender was not a significant predictor of sexual assertiveness (p = .214). In 
other words, we found no gender differences in sexual assertiveness. 

The heteronormativity hypothesis (Model (2) was also not supported: Adding the 
interaction between gender and couple type slightly decreased the non-significant co-
efficient for gender, but the interaction was also non-significant (p = .175). Thus, gender 
differences in sexual assertiveness did not depend on couple type (woman-man vs. 
LGBTQ). In fact, in woman-man couples the difference in sexual assertiveness was 
negligible between women and men (mean difference = 0.07, SE = 0.06, p = .268) 
whereas in LGBTQ couples the difference between women (mostly lesbian) and men 
(mostly gay) just missed conventional levels of significance (mean difference = 0.23, 
SE = 0.13, p = .070). Model fit indices (AIC, BIC) became slightly worse relative to the 
gender model. 

The power hypothesis (Model 3) was supported: Power was a significant predictor of 
sexual assertiveness (p < .001). Individuals who felt one unit more powerful reported 
being 0.22 units more sexually assertive. Further, the power model showed the best fit 
indices compared to the gender model and the heteronormativity model. Adding power 
(R2 = .06) increased the explained variance (see row marginal R2) in sexual assertiveness 
compared to the gender model (ΔR2 = .059) and the heteronormativity model (ΔR2 = 
.053). The power model (fixed and random effects) explained in total 18% of the variance 
in sexual assertiveness. This indicates that power accounted for a small to moderate 
portion of individual differences in sexual assertiveness, beyond between-couple vari-
ability (see Table 2). 
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Secondary Analyses 

We tested whether the strength of the power-assertiveness link varies across couples 
(Model 4) by adding a random slope for power. The average link between power and 
sexual assertiveness (fixed effect) remained almost identical to Model 3. Yet, we found 
that couples differed in how strongly power predicted assertiveness. Specifically, the 
random intercept variance (σ2 = 0.08, 95% CI [0.04, 0.16], p = .007) showed that couples 
differed in their average level of sexual assertiveness. The random slope variance for 
power (σ2 = 0.09, 95% CI [0.04, 0.20], p = .023) indicated that the link between power 
and assertiveness varied significantly across couples—some couples showed a stronger 
positive link than others. Finally, the positive covariance between intercept and slope (σ = 
0.05, 95% CI [0.01, 0.09], p = .014) suggested that couples with higher overall asser-
tiveness tended to show a stronger power-assertiveness link. Moreover, model fit was 
better compared to Model 3 for the AIC but not the BIC value. Model 4 (fixed and random 
effects) explained in total 23% of the variance in sexual assertiveness, indicating that 
allowing the random slope to vary captured additional between-couple variance. 

In a final model, we tested whether the link between power and assertiveness differed 
between woman-man and LGBTQ couples (Model 5). The interaction between power 
and couple type was not significant (p = .080), indicating that the power-sexual as-
sertiveness link is similar across couple types. Model fit indices were not better than those 
for Model 3 and Model 4. 

Note that the results of all five models replicated closely when controlling for age, 
relationship status (married vs. not married) or relationship duration (see Online 
Supplement, https://osf.io/6u24h). 

Finally, in an exploratory fashion we computed Actor-Partner Interdependence 
Models (Kenny et al., 2020) for indistinguishable dyads to examine whether partner’s 
power related to actor’s sexual assertiveness (for details, see Online Supplement). We 
found a significant link between actor’s power and actor’s sexual assertiveness (b = 0.22, 
95% CI [0.14, 0.30] p < .001), replicating the results of Model 3 from the multilevel 
models. The link between partner’s power and actor’s sexual assertiveness was non-
significant (b = �0.02, 95% CI [�0.10, 0.06], p = .639). 

Discussion 

We explored whether differences in sexual assertiveness are best explained by gender, 
heteronormativity, or power in relationships. Including both heterosexual and LGBTQ 
couples, we found in our samples that only power significantly related to sexual as-
sertiveness, with no support for the gender or heteronormativity hypothesis. In an ex-
ploratory fashion, we found that the power-sexual assertiveness link varied across 
couples and was strongest among couples who reported the highest sexual assertiveness. 

The Role of Power in Sexual Assertiveness 

Although sexual script theory predicts gender differences in sexual assertiveness, our 
findings suggest that experienced power may be a stronger determinant. Social 

https://osf.io/6u24h
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psychological power-based frameworks (e.g., Guinote, 2017; Keltner et al., 2003; Rucker 
& Galinsky, 2016) propose that individuals with greater power pursue their goals more 
effectively and express higher agency—concepts closely aligned with sexual asser-
tiveness. Power further attenuates the influence of gendered expectations (Lammers & 
Imhoff, 2016), which in turn enables individuals to behave assertively regardless of 
traditional sexual scripts. Consistent with this perspective, participants with higher power 
in their relationship reported greater sexual assertiveness, suggesting that power-based 
frameworks may better account for our observed patterns than gendered scripts alone. 
This result provides further evidence that experienced power in romantic relationships 
shapes sexual behavior (Körner & Schütz, 2025; Overall et al., 2025). It further extends 
prior work by showing that not only work-related power (Lammers & Stoker, 2018) but 
also experienced power within romantic relationships matters for sexual assertiveness. 
Interestingly, consistent with a previous study (Lammers & Stoker, 2018), the link 
between power and sexual assertiveness was independent of gender and, additionally, 
independent of sexual orientation. This supports the literature suggesting that observed 
gender differences in sexual behavior may reflect actual differences in power rather than 
inherent gender traits (Kunstman & Maner, 2011; Lammers et al., 2011; Lammers & 
Imhoff, 2016). This finding also aligns with broader findings that differences in psy-
chological experiences and behaviors can be better explained by power than by gender 
differences (see Galinsky et al., 2024). Further, the current findings strengthen theoretical 
approaches suggesting that power facilitates the pursuit of personal goals (e.g., Guinote, 
2017; Overall et al., 2023), including sexual ones in relationships. 

Gender Differences in Sexual Assertiveness 

Our findings make an additional theoretical contribution. Contrary to predictions derived 
from sexual script theory, we found no evidence that men report higher sexual asser-
tiveness than women, nor support for the heteronormativity hypothesis. This lack of 
gender differences aligns with emerging literature documenting comparable—and in 
some cases higher—levels of sexual assertiveness among women (Gil-Llario et al., 2022; 
Lopez-Alvarado et al., 2022; Nagy et al., 2025). For example, in one study, women in a 
Dutch sample reported greater sexual assertiveness than men (whereas men reported 
higher sexual assertiveness in South-East Asian and British samples, and no gender 
differences emerged in an U.S. sample; Lammers & Stoker, 2018). This pattern suggests 
that traditional sexual scripts prescribing men’s dominance and women’s submission may 
be weakening in some sociocultural contexts. 

One interpretation of these converging findings is that sexual scripts are undergoing 
meaningful transformation in Western contexts, with increasing flexibility in sexual 
assertiveness for both women and men. However, longitudinal research tracking how 
sexual scripts evolve over time is lacking, which limits this conclusion. Moreover, our 
study was conducted in Germany, a context comparable to the Netherlands in terms of 
liberal sexual attitudes (Klein & Brunner, 2018); whether a similar pattern would emerge 
in majority-world settings remains an open question. Replication among couples from 
diverse cultural contexts is therefore crucial for evaluating the generalizability of our 
findings. Finally, although women may report higher sexual assertiveness in some 
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studies, research also shows that they continue to face backlash (such as reduced romantic 
interest from partners) for expressing sexual agency (Fetterolf & Sanchez, 2014; Klein 
et al., 2018), reflecting the persistence of gendered expectations. 

Sexual Minority Status and Sexual Assertiveness 

Some groups of LGBTQ participants in our sample showed descriptive differences in 
sexual assertiveness compared to heterosexual participants, although differences between 
woman and men regardless of sexual orientation were not statistically significant. 
Heterosexual and gay men scored similarly, while lesbian women scored lower than 
heterosexual women, and non-binary participants scored the lowest. This finding con-
trasts with a recent multi-country study suggesting that sexual minority individuals often 
report higher sexual assertiveness compared to heterosexual people (Nagy et al., 2025), 
potentially due to norm-challenging orientations or more egalitarian relationship 
structures. However, our findings should be interpreted cautiously and may reflect 
contextual factors specific to Germany or differences in sample composition compared to 
earlier cross-national work. 

Another possible explanation for these results comes from intimate justice theory 
(McClelland, 2010, 2014), which proposes that individuals’ feelings of deserving and 
expectations around sexual satisfaction are shaped by their social position. Historically 
marginalized groups, such as women and sexual minorities, may internalize lower ex-
pectations or reduced entitlement to sexual pleasure (McClelland, 2010, 2014), which can 
be reflected in lower sexual assertiveness. This seems to be particularly true for groups 
with (at least) two minority statuses (e.g., lesbian women). From this perspective, lower 
sexual assertiveness may reflect broader social hierarchies rather than relationship- 
specific dynamics. These unexpected findings among lesbian and non-binary partici-
pants highlight the need for intersectional research on how social location shapes sexual 
assertiveness. Future studies should explore variations in sexual scripts across socio-
cultural contexts and how structural inequalities interact with relational dynamics to 
influence sexual experiences. 

Limitation and Future Directions 

Our correlational design precludes causal conclusions. However, power theories con-
ceptualize power as a predictor of relationship behaviors (e.g., Guinote, 2017; Keltner 
et al., 2003; Overall et al., 2023; Simpson et al., 2015) such as sexual assertiveness. 
Empirical research also supports the causal effect of power on sexuality (Kunstman & 
Maner, 2011) and general assertiveness (Rucker & Galinsky, 2016). Nevertheless, 
longitudinal or experimental research would be valuable to confirm the direction of this 
association. 

Although we used an established scale on sexual assertiveness (Snell et al., 1993), it 
was measured via self-report; while objective behavioral measures would be ideal, these 
are not feasible due to ethical constraints in sexual contexts. Further, one might expect 
that self-reported sexual assertiveness is a stronger predictor of sexual health and related 
positive outcomes than actual sexually assertive behavior. Future research could also 
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examine additional predictors of sexual assertiveness, such as endorsement of sexual 
scripts or gender roles. Perhaps the degree to which people conform to traditional gender 
roles is a better predictor of sexual behaviors than gender per se. 

Moreover, the sexuality scale has not been examined for measurement invariance 
across gender, raising concerns whether scale scores are comparable across woman and 
men. However, other sexual assertiveness scales have been found to be invariant across 
gender (e.g., Gil-Llario et al., 2022; Nagy et al., 2025). Furthermore, because our 
measures relied on self-reports, socially desirable responding may be a concern. 
However, recent research indicates that associations between power and relationship 
outcomes remain stable even after controlling for social desirability (Körner & Altmann, 
2025). 

Our sample is drawn from a Western country (Germany), limiting the generalizability 
of our findings to other cultural contexts. Sexual assertiveness is a culturally shaped 
construct, as norms around it differ widely across societies, with women’s sexuality and 
assertiveness more restricted in some countries than others (e.g., Hall, 2019). Moreover, 
our inclusion of LGBTQ participants reflects a population that remains stigmatized in 
many parts of the world (United Nations Office of the High Commissioner for Human 
Rights, 2015), highlighting that both our sample and our findings are situated within a 
Western context and underscoring the need for cross-cultural research. 

Furthermore, our study focused exclusively on sexual assertiveness within committed 
relationships, leaving it unclear how the links we identified operate among singles or in 
casual sexual encounters. Singlehood involves unique intrapersonal, interpersonal, and 
societal dynamics, including differences in social support, discrimination, and well-being 
(Girme et al., 2021, 2022). Power in casual contexts may differ from power within 
established partnerships, and traditional gendered sexual scripts appear more prevalent in 
early-stage or casual encounters (O’Sullivan & Byers, 1993; Seal et al., 2007; Vannier & 
O’Sullivan, 2010; Wiederman, 2005). Consequently, gender differences in sexual as-
sertiveness and the role of power may be amplified in these contexts (Klein et al., 2023), 
suggesting that testing our hypotheses beyond committed relationships represents a 
promising direction for future research. 

Finally, the relatively small number of non-binary participants limited group com-
parisons. However, our study contributes to extending research beyond traditional 
heteronormative frameworks. 

Conclusion 

Our findings suggest that sexual assertiveness is shaped less by gender or hetero-
normative expectations and more by how powerful partners feel within their intimate 
relationship. Those who feel powerful are more likely to have their sexual needs pri-
oritized, highlighting that experienced power—not societal norms—contributes to sexual 
assertiveness. Recognizing this can inform sexual education, relationship counseling, and 
interventions aimed at promoting mutually satisfying sexual experiences. 
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in the study or they could not be matched based on couple codes (thus, data of 851 participants 
were collected in total). 

References 

Anderson, C., John, O. P., & Keltner, D. (2012). The personal sense of power. Journal of Per-
sonality, 80(2), 313–344. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6494.2011.00734.x 

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6494.2011.00734.x
https://aspredicted.org/ep2n6t.pdf
https://osf.io/6u24h
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-8793-0830
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-5830-7991


Klein and Körner 15 

Bandura, A., Freeman, W. H., & Lightsey, R. (1999). Self-efficacy: The exercise of control. Journal 
of Cognitive Psychotherapy, 13(2), 158–166. https://doi.org/10.1891/0889-8391.13.2.158 

Brenk-Franz, K., & Strauß, B. (2011). Der Multidimensionale Fragebogen zur Sexualität (MFS): 
Erste Evaluation der deutschsprachigen Version des Multidimensional Sexuality Question-
naire (MSQ) [An initial evaluation of the German language version of the Multidimensional 
Sexuality Questionnaire (MSQ)]. Zeitschrift für Sexualforschung, 24(3), 256–271. https://doi. 
org/10.1055/s-0031-128706 

Conley, T. D., & Klein, V. (2022). Women get worse sex: A confound in the explanation of gender 
differences in sexuality. Perspectives on Psychological Science, 17(4), 960–978. https://doi. 
org/10.1177/17456916211041598 

Costa, P. T., & McCrea, R. B. (1992). Revised NEO personality inventory (NEO PI-R) and NEO 
five-factor inventory (NEO-FFI). In Medical entomology and zoology. httpS://ci.nii.ac.jp/ 
ncid/BA20569924 

Dolezal, M. L., Decker, M., & Littleton, H. L. (2023). The sexual scripts of transgender and gender 
diverse emerging adults: A Thematic analysis. Psychology of Women Quarterly, 48(2), 
271–289. https://doi.org/10.1177/03616843231218699 

Eagly, A. H., & Wood, W. (2012). Social role theory. In P. A. M. van Lange, A. W. Kruglanski, & 
E. T. Higgins (Eds.), Handbook of theories of social psychology (2, pp. 458–476). Sage. 
https://doi.org/10.4135/9781446249222.n49 

Fahs, B., & McClelland, S. I. (2016). When sex and power collide: An argument for critical 
sexuality studies. The Journal of Sex Research, 53(4–5), 392–416. https://doi.org/10.1080/ 
00224499.2016.1152454 

Fetterolf, J. C., & Sanchez, D. T. (2014). The costs and benefits of perceived sexual agency for men and 
women. Archives of Sexual Behavior, 44(4), 961–970. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10508-014-0408-x 

Gagnon, J. H., & Simon, W. (1973). Sexual conduct: The social sources of human sexuality. Aldine. 
Galinsky, A. D., Turek, A., Agarwal, G., Anicich, E. M., Rucker, D. D., Bowles, H. R., Magee, 

J. C., & Levin, C. (2024). Are many sex/gender differences really power differences? PNAS 
Nexus, 3(2), 1–19. https://doi.org/10.1093/pnasnexus/pgae025 

Gil-Llario, M. D., Fern´ ıa, O., Gil-Juli´ ıa, V., & Ballester-Arnal, R.andez-Garc´ a, B., Estruch-Garc´ 
(2022). Development and psychometric properties of an instrument for the assessment of 
assertiveness in sexual relations. Sexuality Research and Social Policy, 19(3), 1255–1269. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s13178-021-00630-6 

Girme, Y. U., Park, Y., & MacDonald, G. (2022). Coping or thriving? Reviewing intrapersonal, 
interpersonal, and societal factors associated with well-being in singlehood from a within- 
group perspective. Perspectives on Psychological Science, 18(5), 1097–1120. https://doi.org/ 
10.1177/17456916221136119 

Girme, Y. U., Sibley, C. G., Hadden, B. W., Schmitt, M. T., & Hunger, J. M. (2021). Unsupported 
and stigmatized? The association between relationship status and well-being is mediated by 
social support and social discrimination. Social Psychological and Personality Science, 13(2), 
425–435. https://doi.org/10.1177/19485506211030102 

Guinote, A. (2017). How power affects people: Activating, wanting, and goal seeking. Annual 
Review of Psychology, 68, 353–381. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-psych-010416-044153 

Haavio-Mannila, E., & Kontula, O. (1997). Correlates of increased sexual satisfaction. Archives of 
Sexual Behavior, 26(4), 399–419. https://doi.org/10.1023/a:1024591318836 

https://doi.org/10.1023/a:1024591318836
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-psych-010416-044153
https://doi.org/10.1177/19485506211030102
https://doi.org
https://doi.org/10.1007/s13178-021-00630-6
https://doi.org/10.1093/pnasnexus/pgae025
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10508-014-0408-x
https://doi.org/10.1080
https://doi.org/10.4135/9781446249222.n49
https://doi.org/10.1177/03616843231218699
httpS://ci.nii.ac.jp
https://doi
https://doi
https://doi.org/10.1891/0889-8391.13.2.158


16 Journal of Social and Personal Relationships 0(0) 

Hall, K. S. K. (2019). Cultural differences in the treatment of sex problems. Current Sexual Health 
Reports, 11(1), 29–34. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11930-019-00189-9 

Kazak, A. E. (2018). Editorial: Journal article reporting standards. American Psychologist, 73(1), 
1–2. https://doi.org/10.1037/amp0000263 

Keltner, D., Gruenfeld, D. H., & Anderson, C. (2003). Power, approach, and inhibition. Psy-
chological Review, 110(2), 265–284. https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.110.2.265 

Kenny, D. A., Kashy, D. A., & Cook, W. L. (2020). Dyadic data analysis. Guilford Publications. 
Kiefer, A. K., & Sanchez, D. T. (2007). Scripting sexual passivity: A gender role perspective. 

Personal Relationships, 14(2), 269–290. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1475-6811.2007.00154.x 
Klein, V., & Brunner, F. (2018). Zwischen Liberalität und Retraditionalisierung – Einstellungen zu 

sexualit¨ 31(03),atsbezogenen Themen in Deutschland. Zeitschrift Für Sexualforschung, 
250–262. https://doi.org/10.1055/a-0664-4322 

Klein, V., Imhoff, R., Reininger, K. M., & Briken, P. (2018). Perceptions of sexual script deviation 
in women and men. Archives of Sexual Behavior, 48(2), 631–644. https://doi.org/10.1007/ 
s10508-018-1280-x 

Klein, V., Kosman, E., & Kahalon, R. (2023). Devaluation of Women’s sexual pleasure: Role of 
relationship context and endorsement of the madonna-whore dichotomy. Sex Roles, 90(1), 
67–81. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11199-023-01424-3 

Klein, V., ˇ c, S., Kohut, T., & ˇSevi´ Stulhofer, A. (2020). Longitudinal assessment of the association 
between the use of sexually explicit material, hyperfemininity, and sexual agency in ado-
lescent women. Psychology and Sexuality, 13(2), 213–227. https://doi.org/10.1080/19419899. 
2020.1757500 

Körner, R., & Altmann, T. (2025). Power in friendships: How experienced and desired power are 
associated with relationship functioning. Journal of Social and Personal Relationships, 42(9), 
2335–2362. https://doi.org/10.1177/02654075251342704 

Körner, R., Heydasch, T., & Schütz, A. (2022). It’s all about power: Validation of trait and state 
versions of the German personal sense of power scale. European Journal of Psychological 
Assessment, 38(1), 36–48. https://doi.org/10.1027/1015-5759/a000642 

Körner, R., & Schütz, A. (2021). Power in romantic relationships: How positional and experienced 
power are associated with relationship quality. Journal of Social and Personal Relationships, 
38(9), 2653–2677. https://doi.org/10.1177/02654075211017670 

Körner, R., & Schütz, A. (2025). Power balance and relationship quality: An overstated link. Social 
Psychological and Personality Science, 16(5), 471–482. https://doi.org/10.1177/ 
19485506241234391 

Körner, R., Schütz, A., & Bushman, B. J. (2025). Low power and high psychopathy: A toxic 
combination for psychological aggression. Aggressive Behavior, 51(5), e70045. https://doi. 
org/10.1002/ab.70045 

Kunstman, J. W., & Maner, J. K. (2011). Sexual overperception: Power, mating motives, and biases 
in social judgment. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 100(2), 282–294. https:// 
doi.org/10.1037/a0021135 

Lammers, J., & Imhoff, R. (2016). Power and sadomasochism: Understanding the antecedents of a 
knotty relationship. Social Psychological and Personality Science, 7(2), 142–148. https://doi. 
org/10.1177/1948550615604452 

https://doi
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0021135
https://doi
https://doi.org/10.1177
https://doi.org/10.1177/02654075211017670
https://doi.org/10.1027/1015-5759/a000642
https://doi.org/10.1177/02654075251342704
https://doi.org/10.1080/19419899
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11199-023-01424-3
https://doi.org/10.1007
https://doi.org/10.1055/a-0664-4322
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1475-6811.2007.00154.x
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.110.2.265
https://doi.org/10.1037/amp0000263
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11930-019-00189-9


Klein and Körner 17 

Lammers, J., & Stoker, J. I. (2018). Power affects sexual assertiveness and sexual esteem equally in 
women and men. Archives of Sexual Behavior, 48(2), 645–652. https://doi.org/10.1007/ 
s10508-018-1285-5 

Lammers, J., Stoker, J. I., Jordan, J., Pollmann, M., & Stapel, D. A. (2011). Power increases 
infidelity among men and women. Psychological Science, 22(9), 1191–1197. https://doi.org/ 
10.1177/0956797611416252 

Lamont, E. (2017). “We can write the scripts ourselves”: Queer challenges to heteronormative 
courtship practices. Gender & Society, 31(5), 624–646. https://doi.org/10.1177/ 
0891243217723883 

Lopez-Alvarado, S., Prekatsounaki, S., Van Parys, H., & Enzlin, P. (2022). Sexual assertiveness 
and its correlates in emerging adults: An exploratory study in Cuenca (ecuador). Inter-
national Journal of Sexual Health, 34(4), 679–690. https://doi.org/10.1080/19317611.2022. 
2106527 

McClelland, S. I. (2010). Intimate justice: A critical analysis of sexual satisfaction: Intimate justice. 
Social and Personality Psychology Compass, 4(9), 663–680. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1751- 
9004.2010.00293.x 

McClelland, S. I. (2014). “What do you mean when you say that you are sexually satisfied?” A 
mixed methods study. Feminism & Psychology, 24(1), 74–96. https://doi.org/10.1177/ 
0959353513508392 

McNicoll, G., Corsini-Munt, S., Rosen, N. O., McDuff, P., & Bergeron, S. (2016). Sexual as-
sertiveness mediates the associations between partner facilitative responses and sexual 
outcomes in women with provoked vestibulodynia. Journal of Sex & Marital Therapy, 43(7), 
663–677. https://doi.org/10.1080/0092623x.2016.1230806 

Menard, A. D., & Offman, A. (2009). The interrelationships between sexual self-esteem, sexual 
assertiveness and sexual satisfaction. The Canadian Journal of Human Sexuality, 18(1–2), 
35–45. 

Nagy, L., Koós, M., Kraus, S. W., Demetrovics, Z., Potenza, M. N., Ballester-Arnal, R., Batthyány, 
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