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Abstract 

This exploratory study examined the prevalence of victimization for men who have sex 

with men (MSMs) who use geo-social dating applications like Grindr. A semi-structured 

survey was administered through the Health Initiative for Men (HIM), an agency 

providing resources to MSMs focused on sexual health, to determine patterns of 

application use, prevalence of victimization, and reporting of incidents to authorities with 

concern for secondary victimization.  

Findings of this study show that use of geo-social applications have a high rate of use for 

sexual purposes and are popular due to their convenience and ability to provide instant 

access to nearby users. Results included qualitative data which provide concerns in 

areas of sexual consent, online attitudes of mistrust and safety, and a less overt 

prevalence of physical victimization. The study highlights negative opinions of 

applications but also a reliance on using applications to retain connection to the gay 

community. 

Keywords:  MSM (Men who have sex with men); victimization; geo-social dating 

applications; sexual health; consent; Grindr 
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   Chapter 1.
 
Introduction 

This thesis highlights the rising use of online dating and hook-up applications, 

and the risks and dangers that emerge from incorporating the internet and new 

technologies into areas of dating and sexual activity. The research focus is to 

understand the risks associated with the use of Geo-Social and GPS-based dating and 

hook-up applications (apps) for men who have sex with men, acknowledging that gay 

men as a sexual minority group are already at heightened risk of victimization. This 

research surveys men who have sex with men (MSM) who use applications such as 

Grindr, Tinder and Scruff to determine patterns in use of such applications, prevalence 

of victimization, and the reporting of incidents to authorities which in some cases lead to 

experiences of secondary victimization.  

The literature review includes a summary of recently emerging issues of Grindr 

crime, and the issues of sexually ‘risky’ behaviour associated with online dating and 

hook-up apps are explored to better understand risks of victimization and dangers 

among users. The Internet provides an opportunity for people to connect with a sense of 

immediacy and proximity with the rising use of GPS-based mobile apps, when a cell 

phone is used to access online satellite-based applications, allowing users to see a 

visual representation of physical proximity of other users in their area in real-time 

(Quiroz, 2013, p. 182). What is missing from the literature is a discussion of the risks that 

accompany the use of these apps. People victimized through meetings facilitated by 

such apps not only expose themselves to risk, but may have actively sought out 

personal and intimate interactions knowing there was a certain level of risk, while 

ignoring warning factors of potential dangers. 
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According to news articles in the United Kingdom in January 2016, “Crimes 

linked to dating apps Tinder and Grindr, including rape, child sex grooming and 

attempted murder, have increased seven fold in just two year” (Whitehead, 2016, para. 

1). The article expands that police records for 2015 in England relayed, “violent and 

sexual crimes were the most common (reported to police), with 253 allegations of 

violence against the person and 152 reports of sex offences, including grooming, rapes 

and the sexual exploitation of children” (Whitehead, 2016, para. 10). There are currently 

no statistics available for crimes linked to these apps in North America, which provides a 

need for this research. Whitehead (2016) discusses apps like Grindr and Scruff, and 

includes Tinder, an app used in both heterosexual and homosexual groups. Stereotypes 

of homosexual promiscuity and risky behaviour are often the focus on crimes victimizing 

homosexuals, but the inclusion of Tinder, which caters to both heterosexual and 

homosexual communities, removes this stereotype. The article does not specify risky 

types of behaviour but does include examples of offences that involves the use of such 

apps. 

This research expands on issues surrounding the use of online-dating and ‘hook-

up’ apps such as Grindr, Tinder and Scruff, and other GPS-based apps by MSMs. The 

research provides insight into the use of sex and ‘hook-up’ applications and the influence 

of the internet on how men meet one another. An online survey posted on a community 

organization website inquiring about the general uses and negative experiences of users 

on apps like Grindr, Tinder, and Scruff was used to identify insight into victimization of 

MSM in the Vancouver gay community. 

Chapter Two provides a review of current literature regarding sexual minority 

victimization, geo-social satellite applications and risks associated with online 

interactions, focusing on ‘risky’ sexual behaviour for MSMs and how it may be influenced 

using apps that may lead to more risk. Male victimization and issues of underreporting 

as well as stigmatization toward male victims are explored, as is victim blame in relation 

to sexuality and gender. Secondary victimization is highlighted to identify whether male 

victims perceptions of being taken seriously by authorities, resulting in underreporting to 

law enforcement. This research provides insight into current risks associated with Geo-

social apps like Grindr, and the prevalence of victimization facilitated by these apps. 
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Chapter 3 provides specific details of how the approach to the research and the methods 

and procedures implemented during the research project including the survey, 

recruitment, sampling, coding, and analysis of data. Chapter 4 provides survey results 

including statistical data to show a representation of current use of apps, patterns in app 

behaviour, details of in person meetings facilitated by apps, with a narrow focus on the 

negative experiences had by participants. Chapter 4 also includes a qualitative section 

highlighting four emerging themes and a number of subthemes that demonstrate insight 

into the opinions of participants about their involvement and use of hook-up/dating apps. 

Chapter 5 outlines key components of this research, gaps in current research, the 

overall findings of this study and its implications, as well as potential suggestions for 

future research that may be useful in preventing future risk for the MSM community. 
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  Chapter 2.
 
Literature Review 

This chapter lays the groundwork for this research identifying characteristics of 

gay men’s experiences with victimization as a sexual minority group and outlining 

current research regarding how gay men engage with one another in an online 

atmosphere. A summary of how people have turned to technology for social connection 

and dating due to its convenience, and instant gratification is provided. Mobile satellite or 

GPS-based apps such as Grindr are highlighted to help readers understand the users’ 

experience of such apps, and motivations for their use. Motivations for use range from 

individuals seeking connection on a spectrum from dating to one-night stands also 

referred to as hook-ups. The subsequent section moves into the risks associated with 

using applications like Grindr and risky sexual behaviour often associated with hook-up 

apps. The next section outlines some risks associated with using GPS-based 

applications. The final section titled ‘Victim Blame’ summarizes the issues surrounding 

victimization that may occur while using these apps. This section explores the ‘belief in a 

just world theory,’ victims’ identity and issue of self-blame, their perception of the 

victimization which then influences their confidence in reporting incidents to authorities, 

and homonegativity (a negative attitude toward homosexuality) and improper responses 

by police which lead to secondary victimization.  

 Sexual-Minority Victimization & Minority Stress 2.1.

Before exploring how the Internet has changed the way gay men interact with 

one another and the increased risk that occurs through online-facilitated meetings, rates 

of victimization experienced by gay men must be acknowledged to provide evidence for 

the importance of this research. “Unfortunately, lesbian, gay, and bisexual (LGB) 
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individuals are exposed to varied and substantial amounts of victimization” (Zerach, 

2016, p. 292). Gay and bisexual men, or any non-heterosexual men, are often exposed 

to ideations of stigma for nonheterosexual behaviour. This stigma “may lead to 

experiences of verbal, physical, and sexual victimization” (Katz-Wise & Hyde, 2012, p. 

143). Herek (2009) states that “sexual stigma” or negative regard for “nonheterosexual” 

behaviour can be expressed both by institutions and by individual members and notes, 

“Individual enactments of stigma can range from personal ostracism to criminal attacks 

against people perceived to be homosexual or bisexual,” with behaviour expanding to 

harassment and discrimination (p. 57). Victimization can in some cases “be a result of 

gender-atypical appearance and behavior, rather than known sexual orientation” (Katz-

Wise & Hyde, 2012, p. 159). Minority stress theory may also provide insight into 

victimization of MSM, antigay behaviour, and increased risk of victimization. Minority 

stress is defined as “a multifaceted construct that includes experiences specifically 

related to one’s sexual-minority status such as: identity concealment and confusion; 

experienced and anticipated rejection, victimization and discrimination; and internalized 

homonegativity” showing that those belonging to a sexual minority group are already 

exposed to more negative experiences and negative self-ideations that put them at 

greater risk for victimization (Lewis, Milletich, Kelley, & Woody, 2012, p. 251).  

Herek’s (2009) findings provide statistics on antigay behaviour showing that 

“approximately 20% of the U.S. sexual minority population has experienced a crime 

against their person or property since age 18 based on their sexual orientation,” “half of 

sexual minority adults (are) reporting verbal abuse at some time in their adult life as a 

consequence of their sexual orientation,” and finally, “more than 1 sexual minority adult 

in 10 has experienced housing or employment discrimination because of her or his 

sexual orientation” (pp. 68–69). D’Augelli and Grossman (2001) make clear that 

“victimization of LGB [lesbian, gay, bisexual] people can be verbal or physical, blatant or 

subtle, brief or long lasting. Abuse can take the form of slurs, attacks, threats to tell 

others, or discrimination at work in obtaining housing,” making evident that victimization 

takes many forms and requires specific attention (D’Augelli & Grossman, 2001, p. 1024). 

Sexual orientation victimization can result in negative impacts on mental health of 

victims including issues with self-esteem, loneliness, depression, suicidal thoughts, and 

substance and alcohol abuse (D’Augelli & Grossman, 2001, pp. 1012–1013).  
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To expand on the problem, interpersonal victimization is of great concern; 

“sexual minority men experience sexual victimization at a higher rate than heterosexual 

men, [and] most research on sexual victimization remains overwhelmingly dominated by 

the experiences of heterosexual females” (Anderson et al., 2016, p. 4). Gay men are at 

higher risk for sexual coercion and rape victimization than heterosexual men and 

women, but these risks are rarely discussed in research (Anderson et al., 2016, p. 4).  

Research on sexual minority youth determined that gay youth: 

Showed significantly higher rates of all types of dating victimization and 
perpetration experiences, compared to heterosexual youth. More 
specifically, LGB youth were more likely to report being victimized by 
physical dating violence, psychological dating abuse, cyber dating abuse, 
and sexual coercion than heterosexual youth. (Dank, Lachman, Zweig, & 
Yahner, 2014, p. 854) 

Similar data in adult populations show that homosexual men report “higher levels of 

cyberbullying dating victimization as compared to homosexual women and heterosexual 

groups” (Zerach, 2016, p. 297), meaning that online bullying and victimization originating 

from online dating connections is a concern for gay men of all ages, and the use of 

online dating and hook-up apps should be a focus for victimization prevention. Research 

shows a “positive relation between sexual minority status and cyber victimization as well 

as a positive relation between cyber victimization and depressive symptoms” (Ramsey, 

Dilalla, & Mccrary, 2016, p. 497) making this research especially important in identifying 

victimization facilitated by the use of online dating and hook-up apps. 

 Online dating and GPS-based Applications 2.2.

Online dating acts and sexual interactions have changed noticeably as the 

Internet and apps evolve into the social network and online dating category. Quiroz 

(2013) refers to the use of these sites as a way of ‘personal advertising’ that has become 

common practice in marketing oneself (p. 181). Quiroz (2013) states, “modern personal 

advertising is linked to geographic mobility, demographic and cultural changes, 

occupational constraints, the limited success of more traditional dating methods, and 

innovations linked to twenty-first-century technology,” (p. 181) and describes satellite 
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dating as the “use of cell phones and satellite Apps [online applications] to form what is 

now called location-based dating, also known as Satellite, Mobile, and GPS dating” (p. 

182). Satellite dating is a relationship based on ‘thin trust,’ where trust is granted to 

anonymous strangers online, with expectations that ‘thick trust’ can be achieved through 

a series of text conversations (Quiroz, 2013, p. 182). People seem to be at ease with 

providing strangers with information about themselves at an accelerated rate compared 

to what may have been shared after entering a dating situation meeting in person. 

Quiroz (2013) mentions that these Apps can be used in place of typical dating habits, 

thereby providing convenience and adapting to technological opportunity. Proximity and 

instantaneous gratification can be a reward for using these Apps, but can also provide 

opportunities for predatory offenders to exploit victims with ease and anonymity (Quiroz, 

2013, p. 184). 

 Grindr & similar internet applications 2.3.

Aunspach (2015) describes applications like Grindr as “a locative, mobile 

application primarily marketed as a way to hook up and form relationships for men who 

have sex with men (MSM)” (p. 3). Prestage et al. (2015) states that “over the past 

decade and a half, internet-based dating sites have become an increasingly common 

way for GBM [gay, bisexual males] to meet sexual partners” (p. 1905). Grindr, a geo-

social application allows users to post pictures of themselves on a profile that is then 

aggregated by geographic location, sorted into a grid of profiles allowing other users 

nearby to see profiles in their area with whom they can instant message (Aunspach, 

2015, p. 3). Aunspach (2015) explains that Grindr has a wide array of motivations for its 

use, typically for sexual and personal interactions between gay men, with approximately 

300,000 men online globally at any minute (p. 3). Van De Wiele and Tong (2014) state 

Grindr creates an “ability to locate other men who are ’0 feet away,’ suggesting that 

Grindr can provide virtual and physical access to other users along with geographic and 

temporal immediacy” (Van De Wiele & Tong, 2014, p. 3). The site uses filters allowing 

users to search for specific cities, areas, and neighborhoods. Filters sort search results 

by age, body type, sexual position, ethnicity, and other subgroups or ‘tribes’ used within 

the gay community (bears [hairy men], twinks [young and skinny men], jocks [into 
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sports], and other groups that are defined based mostly on physical attributes) 

(Aunspach, 2015, p. 5). Filters personalize the findings to achieve more ‘hits’ on profiles 

which the user will be inclined to contact, with the intent of leading to a physical, in-

person connection in most cases. 

Grindr and similar apps challenge previous strategies for meeting intimate 

partners within gay communities, and change forms of communication between men, 

resulting in new areas of risk and victimization. Aunspach (2015) helps to identify one of 

the prominent issues in the expansion of the internet, the change in gay ‘space,’ 

referring to places where the gay community congregates, and goes to feel safe, 

comfortable, and to meet other gay men to build some sort of relationship, short or long 

term (p. 9). Before the Internet, gay men typically met in physical places such as bars, 

underground clubs, and parks. The ‘spaces’ where men meet, have evolved to include 

other physical spaces like gyms, clubs, sport groups, entire neighborhoods, where men 

feel safe to meet other men for intimacy and friendship (Aunspach, 2015, p. 44). 

Frequenting these ‘safe’ spaces can be accompanied by a risk of violence from being 

observed as ‘out’ in public which can lead to feeling targeted by those who wish gay men 

harm (Van De Wiele & Tong, 2014, p. 4). Van De Wiele and Tong (2014) explain, 

“Grindr’s ability to integrate seamlessly multiple contexts may result in a re-definition of 

space and place within gay/bisexual and heteronormative environments” (p. 4). The 

‘space’ where gays go to meet other men is no longer a physical place, but instead a 

virtual world that takes form in apps like Grindr where technology has helped to create a 

non-threatening ‘space’ for gay men to meet other men (Aunspach, 2015; Van De Wiele 

& Tong, 2014). This virtual ‘space’ allows gay men to avoid stigma in public as they are 

protected behind a virtual wall, promoting an easier way of meeting other men in a 

convenient and presumably safe way (Rice et al., 2012). The physical ‘space’ is 

decreasing as gay men now occupy more heteronormative spaces connecting to a 

virtual ‘space’ where they feel comfortable, eliminating the confinement to physical 

places and re-mapping heteronormative social spaces (Batiste, 2013; Van De Wiele, & 

Tong, 2014). This adjustment to gay ‘space’ may allow gay men to connect more easily 

in online environments, but users may underestimate risks associated with online 

connection, as they cannot know exactly with whom they are speaking until they meet in 

person. 
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Grindr type applications are shifting connection and gay ‘space’ into a virtual 

realm using geo-social location technology. Profiles that began as anonymous, are 

tagged and linked by geographical area (Aunspach, 2015; Batiste, 2013; Rice et al., 

2012). The extension of gay space into heteronormative regions allows for instant 

connection to gay space, supporting the notion that “mobility is central to queerness” 

(Aunspach, 2015, p. 9). Triangulation of profiles is sorted based on GPS data, offering 

the user a selection of individuals within a certain area with whom they can connect, also 

known as ‘location-based real-time’ applications or ‘people nearby applications’ (PNA) 

(Van De Wiele & Tong, 2014, p. 1). Larger inner cities tend to be popular locations, 

providing opportunity for connection with larger numbers of active users as rural areas 

may have less user involvement (Aunspach, 2015, p. 30). 

Geo-social technology appears to have less risk to users compared to attending 

physical locations where a threat of physical harm is higher; however, the anonymity that 

technology creates poses alternate risks to users who choose to meet other users in 

person after limited interaction via instant messaging on Grindr type (Rice et al., 2012, p. 

6). This mixed-mode of communication shows users beginning their discussion online 

leading to offline physical contact, bridging the gap between online and offline 

communication, adding opportunity for risk of victimization (Batiste, 2013; Van De Wiele 

& Tong, 2014). Users in metropolitan areas may attract predatory users as it provides 

more opportunity to meet potential victims in a relatively easy way. Comparatively, users 

in rural areas may also be at higher risk, as perpetrators may actively seek opportunities 

to victimize users in areas with fewer witnesses and reduced chances of detection (Rice 

et al., 2012, p. 2). Instant access to gay space may provide users with less risk 

compared to physical locations (Aunspach, 2015), but arguably attracts new risk when 

meeting users with limited knowledge of who they are, putting individuals in potential 

danger depending on whom they are meeting. Solutions to online victimization are 

difficult to determine based on a lack of supervision, and monitoring all online 

conversations is not realistic and infringes on privacy, “but spreading awareness about 

the effects of cyber victimization and the potential legal ramifications of cyberbullying 

may be more helpful” (Ramsey et al., 2016, p. 498). 
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 Grindr & Promiscuity 2.4.

Issues with online dating and instant connection need to be expanded to issues 

of risky online connection and sexual behaviour. Promiscuous behaviour can be 

observed in any demographic but is often associated with gay men, in accordance with 

the stereotype that gay men are more promiscuous than heterosexuals. Research is 

available discussing the sexual activities of MSM, and the prevalence of sexually risky 

behaviour within the gay community. McKirnan, Houston, & Tolou-Shams (2007) look 

directly at MSM, primarily the “psychosocial processes that underlie the relationship 

between Internet sex seeking and behavioral risk” (p. 151). McKirnan et al. (2007) state 

“selective exposure to sites that feature attractive and apparently healthy gay men 

practicing unprotected sex may induce a ‘false consensus’ that such practices are 

normative, creating increasingly extreme individual norms or attitudes” (p. 152). Internet 

use is linked to risky sexual behaviour, as internet connection changes the norms of 

sexual interaction, as well as attracting vulnerable participants (McKirnan et al., 2007, p. 

152). McKirnan et al. (2007) focus narrowly on the acts of unprotected sex without the 

use of condoms and use of drugs and alcohol that are commonplace with this type of 

behaviour. Prestage (2015) states, “[m]eeting partners online has been associated with 

a greater likelihood to engage in high risk behaviours, such as condomless anal 

intercourse with casual partners” (p. 1906). MSM who use the internet are more sexually 

active, but it cannot be determined if the Internet influences higher levels of unsafe sex. 

Prestage (2015) claims: 

What is unclear, though, is the extent to which Internet use by GBM is 
specifically associated with changes in types of sexual partnering and 
increases in sexual risk behavior, or whether it represents instead a shift 
in how GBM meet partners, both sexual and romantic, in general. 
(Prestage et al., 2015, p. 1906) 

Risky sexual behaviour is not dependant on the use of apps but is explained by “an 

interaction of men’s pre-existing psychosocial vulnerabilities and the properties of the 

Internet itself” (McKirnan et al., 2007, p. 158). Those who take sexual risks may have 

pre-existing vulnerabilities, which result in higher risks using apps both in homosexual 

and heterosexual communities.  
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Grindr type applications allow for easier connections between gay men, with 

motivations including sex, social networking, friendship, and romantic relationships. 

Social inclusion and acceptance are driving factors for young gay men to explore 

technology, useful to men who are traveling offering them a chance to connect with 

users, and reveal their sexuality to men in a seemingly safe environment (Aunspach, 

2015; Rice et al., 2012). The owner and creator of the application, Joel Simkhai, has 

responded to questions about Grindr, claiming it not only facilitates sexual interactions, 

but promotes new friendships, relationships, and can help with the coming-out process 

for those who feel isolated. He implies the motivation for Grindr use is about human 

connection and creation of bonds rather than solely for sexual fulfillment (Batiste, 2013; 

Rice et al., 2012; Trebay, 2014). Grindr may be an entry point for those with low barriers, 

to explore homosexuality from a safe distance without risk of homophobia, helping 

young men overcome feelings of loneliness (Batiste, 2013; Rice et al., 2012; Van De 

Wiele & Tong, 2014). Attraction to online connection is heightened by the removal of 

social barriers and the avoidance of awkward introductions in public as it provides users 

with a place where they can avoid feelings of initial rejection and negative 

consequences. Users feel safe behind the screen, as opposed to being face-to-face 

where rejection may have a greater impact. Gay men who wish to break free from 

heteronormative environments may do so by logging on with their smart phones, 

connecting them and facilitating a sense of belonging (Batiste, 2013, p. 130). 

Discussion of Grindr type applications provides areas where Grindr appears to 

promote positive connection and self-expression among the gay community, but equal 

discussion about the concerns and problems that arise from its use are important. 

Although Simkhai claims Grindr facilitates connection, he also promotes the visual focus 

that takes place (Rice et al., 2012, p. 2). The creator acknowledges prevalence of 

shirtless profile pictures and the exchange of nude photos in personal chats. Grindr aims 

to summarize the user in 140 characters with one profile, as a way of marketing oneself 

to others. The profile image can be any photo excluding complete nudity.  Most profile 

pictures include shirtless photos, some with faces showing and many without. Grindr 

instructions suggest posting pictures which will attain more hits, motivating the user to be 

creative which may change how users see and present themselves (Aunspach, 2015; 

Trebay, 2014). Simkhai asserts that the visual aspect is important, as it speeds up the 
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process of small talk, and the self-marketing experience, he states, “What Grindr does is 

makes you raise your game” (Trebay, 2014, para. 21). 

Aunspach (2015) explores the visual focus and sexual nature of Grindr, stating it 

“offers attention and a reclamation of promiscuity as a way to normalize non-

monogamous sexual expression” (p. 11). Gay, geo-social apps promote more sexual 

connection that coincide with sexual risks and dangerous behaviour (Rice et al., 2012, p. 

1). Research shows that men who seek sexual partners through online connection have 

more unprotected sex and engage in sexual activity with more partners than those who 

do not access apps; however, little research has been done specifically on sexual 

partners who meet through Grindr (Rice et al., 2012; Winetrobe, Rice, Bauermeister, 

Petering, & Holloway, 2014). Winetrobe et al. (2014) state “those with longer 

memberships of at least a year were more likely to have UAI [unprotected anal 

intercourse] with more partners in a recent period” (p. 1304). Aunspach (2015) claims 

that Grindr “Capitalizes on this thirsty nosiness,” and how a lack of immediate physical 

contact creates a desire for further use of the app due to imagery, accelerating the users 

on screen time (p. 28). This ‘hunger’ for interaction evolves into cycles of checking, or 

habitual checking the app on a smart device. Simkhai, the owner of Grindr, states he 

checks his account hourly, “because there’s always that possibility you will hit the 

jackpot and find someone who will move you” (Trebay, 2014, para. 28). 

Although Grindr creates connection, it attracts compulsive behaviour that 

revolves around sexual imagery, and promiscuity as a rebellion from heteronormative 

behaviour. Zerach (2016) states that “online dating sites are capable of catalysing 

pathological narcissistic characteristics of homosexual men and women, making them 

potentially at risk for aggression (as both agents and victims) in the process of 

negotiating online relationships” (p. 298). This image-centric space may help speed up 

the process of meeting people, as Simkhai claims, but it may also create a space where 

sexual preference and discrimination prevail (Van De Wiele & Tong, 2014, p. 11). For 

example, the use of filters, and profile selection in the app can facilitate discrimination 

based on race, body type, penis size, mannerisms (feminine/masculine traits), and safe 

sexual practices. Some users blatantly tell other users they do not date black men, sleep 

with fat guys, or use condoms. These statements challenge the notion that Grindr 
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creates connection, as clearly these statements are discriminatory, hurtful and 

discouraging, amplify discrimination and the worst parts of gayness (Van De Wiele & 

Tong, 2014, p. 11). These areas of concern and discussion offer reason to hesitate 

accepting Grindr as a conventional way of creating connection in gay communities as it 

may also segregate individuals. 

Grindr and similar apps are capable of facilitating connection that cannot be 

offered elsewhere, which should be available to users, but may lack a level of 

supervision and user education to promote safe interaction. Levels of promiscuity, and 

hunger for sexual interaction may lead users to make choices that put them at risk when 

meeting other users, or allow them a place where they enact more aggressive behaviour 

with the protection of anonymity in the app (Zerach, 2016, p. 298). When the mode of 

interaction moves from online to offline in person meetings, opportunity for risk is then 

amplified. If users have not honestly portrayed themselves through their profile, or have 

misled other users, this may lead to discrimination, awkward conversations, and in some 

cases harassment or physical altercations depending on the reaction. Unfortunately, no 

research was located on the prevalence of violent and negative interactions that result 

when users meet online through apps such as Grindr. The only research found focused 

on sexual behaviour and the prevalence of unprotected anal sex among gay men who 

meet online, which demonstrates the need for more research. 

 Online technology application threats  2.5.

Modern technology is changing so rapidly that social problems arising from its 

use cannot be fully understood or adequately prevented. Geo-social network technology 

used by Grindr and other online applications produces a number of issues that need to 

be addressed to maintain the safety of users. Specifically with geo-social networks 

(GeoSNs), the concept of real-time geo-located content being shared and published for 

other users to see, provides reason to expect threats to privacy (Karklins & Dalton, 2012; 

Vicente, Freni, Bettini, & Jensen, 2011). This threat is seen across a spectrum of 

GeoSNs, ranging from apps such as Grindr and Tinder to Facebook and Twitter. All of 

these apps provide users with options to share their current location in real time, creating 
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immediate connections that create an attraction to users (Rege, 2009, p. 494). These 

posts are created with elevated levels of spatial and temporal accuracy, increasing the 

level of threat to re-identification in real life. Re-identification is defined as the ability to 

identify another person in real life by using location and personal characteristics to 

exclude other individuals, making the threat to privacy much higher  (Vicente, Freni, 

Bettini & Jensen 2011, p. 9). 

When discussing satellite apps like Grindr, the concept of instant connection is a 

desirable feature, where “proximity, convenience, and technology merge to promote 

finding love, literally around the corner” (Quiroz, 2013, p. 185). Spatial and temporal 

cloaking are used in some GeoSNs, expanding the general location and delaying the 

temporal accuracy of the apps, helping to prevent re-identification. However, in removing 

location accuracy, cloaking also takes away from the excitement that the GPS 

technology provides, which makes apps like Grindr so attractive (Vicente et al., 2011, p. 

24). Grindr allows 2 forms of location revealing, first it shows how many feet or meters 

away another user is, with a level of ‘cloaking’ in areas where many people are located, 

and the user also has the choice to send a pin (exact location on a map) to other users. 

The Grindr user also has the option to turn off location settings thus removing some of 

the risks of re-identification. The image-centric focus of Grindr (Aunspach, 2015, p. 27) 

makes it easy to identify users in public areas if they have seen an image of the user 

online, supporting the concern that risks of re-identification heighten when using 

GeoSNs, compromising privacy of one’s identity (Vicente et al., 2011, p. 9). Users who 

use a photo showing their face may be inviting opportunity for re-identification due to the 

apps geographical capabilities, whereas those who do not show their face may be able 

to maintain anonymity until they are more comfortable, and have a better knowledge of 

the person they are meeting.  

Anonymity needs to be further researched to determine the potential threat when 

users do not protect their identity. Rege (2009) explains how “technology, cyberspace, 

and the poorly regulated internet dating industry permit fraudsters to organize and 

operate romance scams successfully” (p. 495). I suggest that this finding also supports 

that anonymity and the use of fake profiles create an opportunity for users to be more 

easily victimized, thus increasing risk. Rege (2009) also explains that misrepresentation 
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of one’s true identity is a common occurrence made evident by online romance scams, 

perhaps due to an unregulated and poorly supervised internet dating industry, which 

may help explain the potential for personal and physical  victimization (p. 495). Research 

on misrepresentation found that “the strongest predictor of strategic misrepresentation 

was self-monitoring other-directed, supporting past research on the importance of self-

monitoring in the presentation of self in the context of offline dating” outlining the lack of 

supervision in online dating apps and “individuals with certain characteristics that lead to 

misrepresentation may be drawn to online dating services” as this outlet provides ease 

of access for them (Hall, Park, Song, & Cody, 2010, pp. 118–132). 

 Rege (2009) expands, “Most dating sites handle scammers through a ‘report 

abuse’ feature on their websites,” thus promoting that users are responsible for their 

safety, not the dating sites (p. 505). This statement supports that little supervision takes 

place in online dating and hook-up apps and that users are expected to take 

responsibility for their own safety. The issue here, as previously mentioned, is that the 

internet attracts vulnerable individuals who face increased risk of victimization that may 

go unreported and unnoticed by authorities. In the next section, I outline factors that may 

influence whether victims report sexual assault to authorities, based on perceptions of 

blame and levels of self-blame that sexual assault victims often experience. 

 Victim Blame 2.6.

To expand on the use of geo-social networking applications, this section presents 

the reality that some app users are exploited and victimized. Online connections that 

lead to in-person meetups with limited knowledge of the person can result in a range of 

negative outcomes with violent sexual assault at the severe side of the spectrum. The 

following sections explore the reality of the reporting process that victims must endure.  

Individuals often hold the belief that they live in a just world where bad things 

happen to bad people and that people get what they deserve (Cramer, Nobles, 

Amacker, & Dovoedo, 2013; Hayes, Lorenz, & Bell, 2013; Strömwall, Alfredsson, & 

Landström, 2013). This theory may be challenged when used to analyze male 
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victimization, influencing perceptions that affect the way male victims are treated. 

Negative experiences for male victims influence reduction in reporting, perpetuate myths 

that men cannot be raped, homonegativity (a negative attitude toward homosexuality) 

and discrimination of victims, leaving them with a sense of shame or self-directed blame 

(Cramer, Nobles, et al., 2013, p. 2898). The process for reporting sexual assault for 

male victims is seen through interactions with service providers in support organizations 

and during police investigations, and if not handled professionally, can result in 

secondary victimization, loss of confidence in authorities, stigmatization, and gender 

stereotyping (Javaid, 2015; Patterson, 2011; Wolff & Cokely, 2007). The following 

sections explore these issues in more depth, demonstrating the need for research to 

explore negative online dating experiences and to learn if underreporting is still prevalent 

within incidents of male victimization.  

A lack of research explores levels of victimization that occur because of meeting 

through geo-social dating and hookup applications. In the absence of literature 

discussing negative experiences of users, the next section presents literature on male 

victimization including male sexual assault, and the issues surrounding how male rape 

victims perceive their experience and their treatment in the reporting process. This 

literature can be applied to male victims anywhere on the spectrum of victimization, not 

only for sexual assault, as it focuses narrowly on perceptions of police response to 

homosexuals, lending its importance to victims of hate crimes and discrimination. 

Although no current statistics exist regarding the prevalence of rape among male users 

of satellite dating apps, I suspect some cases of sexual assault occur through 

connections made by users of these apps. Male victims may feel their sense of 

masculinity is challenged inducing a sense of self-blame, which influences the reporting 

process with fear of discrimination by authorities. 

2.6.1. Belief in a just world 

The ‘belief in a just world’ hypothesis (BJWH) provides context to ‘victim blame’ 

explaining how people tend to believe good things happen to good people and bad 

people get what they deserve (Cramer, Nobles, et al., 2013; Hayes et al., 2013; 

Strömwall et al., 2013). Lerner (1965) outlines how BJWH influences people’s perception 
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of the world and of themselves, allowing them to place blame on victims based on this 

worldview (as cited by Hayes et al., 2013, p. 202). BJWH implies that people have 

control of their lives, but is challenged when a ‘good’ person is victimized, causing the 

individual to reinforce their beliefs by placing blame on the offender or the victim, and 

discrediting the victimization (Hayes et al., 2013, p. 204). Examples of victim blame can 

be observed in campaigns suggesting women should not subject themselves to risk of 

sexual assault by being out alone late at night; victims may be ‘deserving of their fate’ if 

they put themselves in harm’s way (Davies, Rogers, & Whitelegg, 2009, p. 332; 

Strömwall et al., 2013, p. 254). These victims are deemed more ‘blameworthy,’ having 

engaged in risky and reckless behaviour resulting in their victimization (Cramer, Nobles, 

et al., 2013, p. 2895; Davies et al., 2009, p. 337). This type of ‘blameworthiness’ can be 

applied to MSM populations as they are often viewed as promiscuous, engaging in 

sexual interactions with men after short conversations on an app; this type of victim 

blame reflects an attitude of homonegativity (Cramer, Nobles, et al., 2013, p. 2898). 

In maintaining the ‘just world belief,’ society places blame on victims to neutralize 

injustices, providing support for their beliefs. Victims may hold ‘just world’ views, which in 

turn influence perceptions of their own experience of victimization, leading to greater 

self-blame (Cramer, Nobles, et al., 2013, p. 2895; Hayes et al., 2013, p. 206). Victims 

may blame themselves to reassure that their beliefs hold true, negating the offender’s 

role in the victimization, often seen in MSM populations. MSMs who have been actively 

seeking sex via apps such as Grindr, may see themselves as ‘deserving of their fate,’ 

perpetuating thoughts of self-blame (Hayes et al., 2013, p. 207). The next section 

expands on how a victim’s identity can affect their perception of how they will be treated 

when reporting victimization to authorities. 

2.6.2. Identity 

Victims may hold negative assumptions of how authorities will treat them, which 

may influence their actions or reporting behaviour. Sexual orientation and masculinity 

influence factors in reporting victimization based on levels of perceived blame and self-

blame. Gender roles and the effects of gender and sexuality are also important 

considerations when exploring victim blame. One ongoing myth is that men cannot be 
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raped and that they should be strong enough to escape sexual assault. When this myth 

is challenged, male victims are seen as weak, blamed for their victimization more than 

women, especially by heterosexual men who cannot accept that men can be raped 

(Davies & McCartney, 2003, p. 392). 

Male victims attract the most negative perceptions because they are expected to 

be ‘masculine,’ ‘strong,’ and able to escape assault (Davies et al., 2009, p. 332), 

supporting the notion that rape is a gendered crime. Breaking the gender stereotype of 

women as victims, leads to higher levels of blame toward male victims due to lack of 

strength and inability to fulfill their role as a man (Pedersen & Strömwall, 2013, p. 933). 

When referring to male rape victims, ‘male-on-male rape’ is used as a term to explain 

the occurrence. “The gendering of the word ‘rape’ by the addition ‘male’ emphasises the 

sense that this rarely happens to men” (McLean, 2013, p. 41). Men also have a sense of 

shame and self-blame due to their physical experience during sexual assault. Bullock 

and Beckson (2011) state: 

Studies of the physiological mechanisms governing erection and 
ejaculation suggest that these can occur in the context of nonconsensual 
receptive anal sex. Erections and ejaculations are only partially under 
voluntary control and can take place during times of extreme stress or 
duress. (Bullock & Beckson, 2011, p. 204) 

In a legal context, this evidence has been used to try and discredit victimization claiming 

the accuser enjoyed the act, especially in an absence of genital injuries, which to some, 

presumes consent. These physical reactions not only create problems in the legal 

system, they increase levels of guilt and self-blame for the victim as the “effect of assault 

on sense of sexuality and identity (especially masculinity) may be stronger for men,” 

increasing levels of stigmatization and leading to underreporting to police (McLean, 

2013, p. 43). 

Male victims tend to have more blame directed at them when they appear to be 

engaged in acts not normally perceived as masculine, such as an absence of resistance 

during sexual assault, or an inability to remain in control (Davies et al., 2009, p. 331). 

Blame can be assigned to both heterosexual and homosexual men, with significant 

impacts for both; however, homosexual victims experience higher levels of victim blame, 
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as well as homophobia. When a male is raped, his sexuality is brought into question as 

“gay male victims would receive the most blame when the perpetrator was perceived to 

be another gay male” (Cramer, Wakeman, Chandler, Mohr, & Griffin, 2013, p. 203).  

Cramer et al. (2013) also provide findings supporting that attitudes of homonegativity 

can affect legal decision-making, in some cases resulting in more victim blame due to 

stereotypes of promiscuity (Cramer, Wakeman, et al., 2013, p. 211). Homosexual male 

victims are blamed more than heterosexual victims, because they appear to break the 

common hegemonic masculine role and are therefore weak and defenceless (Burcar, 

2012, pp. 172–175). This breach of ‘normal’ gender roles challenges societal gender 

descriptions and causes outsiders to view these men as more ‘blameworthy’ due to their 

deviation from gender stereotypes.  When the implications of homosexuality and threats 

to identity are associated with male rape, it is not surprising that male victims are more 

likely to repress the incident and avoid reporting to authorities (McLean, 2013, p. 45). 

The following section expands on factors influencing reporting victimization to 

authorities, focusing primarily on the response of police to male victims of sexual 

assault. 

2.6.3. Reporting 

Davies and McCartney (2003) state few cases of male rape appear in police files 

(p. 392). The social costs or benefits of doing so influence male decisions to report a 

crime against oneself (Burcar, 2012, p. 174). Issues with reporting stem from victims’ 

perceptions that they will be blamed for their victimization and from negative responses 

by police and other authorities who often handle the victimization insensitively, resulting 

in secondary victimization, or the ‘re-victimization’ of victims (Wolff & Cokely, 2007, p. 4).  

McLean (2013) claims “under-reporting that afflicts all sexual assaults is especially 

strong in the situation of male victims owing to additional social and cultural factors” (p. 

39). Male victims of sexual assault have a tough time coming to terms with victimization, 

influencing their choice in reporting. This finding is especially true in the cases of 

homosexual male victims who face not only victim blame, but potential homophobic 

attitudes from police due to a predominantly heterosexual police subculture (Javaid, 

2015, p. 86). Burcar (2011) states that failure to report can also be influenced by the 
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victim’s assumption that police will not find the perpetrator, or that their experience is not 

serious enough to warrant an investigation (p. 177). 

Men’s narratives for choosing to report are influenced by a number of factors 

resulting in high levels of underreporting and therefore lack of male rape convictions, 

combined with the “limited awareness of the rape of males in society may explain why  

research on male rape is over twenty years behind that of female rape” (Jamel, 2010, 

pp. 689–91). Javaid (2015) claims “the social norms of masculinity and men feeling 

shame for not being able to fulfil the expected masculine roles, then, may be of great 

help in explaining men’s reluctance to report sexual assault and rape” (p. 83). Negative 

interactions with police “seem to impact not only homosexual male rape victims, but also 

heterosexual male rape victims in that the police presume that all male rape victims are 

gay” (Javaid, 2015, p. 89).  

Police subculture paired with individual belief systems held by police officers, and 

inconsistent levels of diversity training between regions affect the response victims 

receive when they report victimization. Research into police response shows male 

victims are not treated seriously, their sexuality becomes the focus rather than the crime, 

and questions about the victim’s criminality arise (Jamel, 2010, p. 703). Wolff and Cokely 

(2007) expand: “often citizens’ fail to report crime due to their beliefs about police 

attitudes toward the community to which they belong” (p. 4). Negative beliefs about 

police attitudes may still support the prevalence of social attitudes that encompass 

homophobia and discrimination regarding male victims that are perpetuated by police 

response to them. Victims may not wish to have their sexuality disclosed or challenged 

and fear or “public humiliation may force the victim to remain silent” (Javaid, 2015, p. 

84). Homosexual victims who fear being exposed to homophobic attitudes may avoid 

reporting incidents to evade re-experiencing homophobia that they may be sheltered 

from, residing in gay friendly neighborhoods where they feel safe.  

Inappropriate police responses include abuse toward victims resulting in negative 

perceptions of police. “These ‘negative’ incidents range from police acting disrespectful, 

rude, in an inappropriate manner, engaging in harassment, and denying services to 

victims, to officers acting as the actual perpetrators of anti-LGBT verbal harassment, 
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intimidation, and physical assault” (Wolff & Cokely, 2007, p. 12). With lack of empathy 

from police and blame directed at victims, it is not surprising that victims do not wish to 

come forward to report victimization. Victims may feel especially isolated from society 

due to double victimization of sexual assault, paired with fear of discrimination, 

homophobia and stereotyping inflicted upon them during the reporting process (Javaid, 

2015, p. 84; Wolff & Cokely, 2007, p. 4). 

Javaid (2015) summarizes previous research that shows the inaccuracy of police 

statistics, and the vast amount of underreported and undiscovered crimes of male 

victimization (p. 82). Problems with police response are that the police have discretion 

over whether they move forward with investigations based on how an event is classified, 

police perceptions of the person claiming victimization, and whether police have time to 

complete an investigation (Jamel, 2010, p. 697). Male victims may see police as 

homophobic by nature, and assume police disbelieve victims as they see male rape as 

‘trivial’ (Javaid, 2015, p. 89). The need for research to expand on reporting of male 

victims of sexual assault are important, as well as “training and education for the police, 

as they deal with male rape victims, in order to eradicate male rape myths in the police” 

(Javaid, 2015, p. 89). It is possible that these perceptions of police can be deduced 

based on media’s lack of male representation in sexual assault victimization, Jamel 

(2010) expands: “The reduced level of awareness of male rape is reinforced by the 

invisibility of male rape survivors in media and policing campaigns featuring rape 

survivors” (Jamel, 2010, p. 707). The following section expands on how victim blame 

attitudes held by support organizations and police can result in secondary victimization, 

further discouraging male victims to come forward regarding victimization, thus 

propelling the issue of underreporting.  

2.6.4. Secondary victimization 

Professional service providers are often the first contact point for male victims. 

These professionals have a responsibility to ease the process for victims to come 

forward about their experience. Pedersen and Strömwall (2013) explain that “[b]lame is 

an all too common response to victims of rape, both from professional service providers 

and from family and friends” (p. 932). Attitudes of victim blame stem from pre-existing 
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notions of male victimization, and result in secondary victimization. A victim may 

experience secondary victimization from any person who challenges the credibility of 

their victimization, but is especially impactful when delivered by detectives and 

professionals who are supposed to be trusted for support.  

Secondary victimization can feel like a “second rape” (Patterson, 2011, p. 329). 

Patterson (2011) compares prosecuted and dismissed cases of rape to identify how 

victims were treated throughout the legal procedures to see if patterns of treatment 

differed between cases that go to court and those that do not. In prosecuted cases, 

participants report they were treated with respect and kindness, and that police were 

supportive and helpful. In non-prosecuted cases, participants claimed the police were 

insensitive, unsupportive and humiliating (Patterson, 2011, pp. 334–338). Results 

showed a range of bad behaviour, police “denying services to victims, to officers acting 

as the actual perpetrators of anti-LGBT verbal harassment, intimidation, and physical 

assault” (Wolff & Cokely, 2007, p. 12). Patterson (2011) offers a statement from one 

participant: “My feelings were hurt for so long, and just having that happen, just made it 

so much worse. It’s hard enough telling someone your story let alone having them react 

the way they did” (Patterson, 2011, p. 338). This comparison provides support that if 

police feel the investigation will not result in prosecution, the investigator may discredit 

the victim’s account, resulting in secondary victimization. Police decide if a case will 

result in trial based on evidence presented in the victims account, such as if the victim 

fought back.  

When investigators hear reports from male victims, they may presume that due 

to the victim’s gender, he should have been able to escape his attacker, fulfilling 

masculine stereotypes (Davies et al., 2009, p. 332). Victims’ perceptions of police 

influence their choice in reporting as a way of avoiding secondary victimization. McLean 

(2013) states “[t]hese compounding prejudices of society inhibit disclosure by male 

victims even more than is the case for females” (p. 44). Jamel (2010) provides an 

example of negative police response expanding on the issue: 

Male rape survivors were not provided with any sources of advocacy; this 
may have been because officers were unaware of relevant crisis 
resources. This is a cause for concern as one of the key motivations for 



 

23 

reporting male rape to the police was to access appropriate services. 
(Jamel, 2010, p. 704) 

Not only does a secondary victimization take place, leaving the victim worse off than 

before they reported, but they also leave the experiences with no services provided to 

them, leaving them isolated from support. 

2.6.5. Current Study 

Prevalence of victim blame within society and in police reporting research 

provides insight into the how male victims are continuously stigmatized for their failure to 

fulfill society’s definition of what ‘masculinity’ should consist of, leaving them isolated and 

victimized for a second time. Attitudes of victim blame within society need to be explored 

and unveiled to determine polices or procedures to better support the needs of male 

victims. This research aims to determine the prevalence of victimization in online dating 

and hook-up applications, and to identify how perceptions of victim blame and self-blame 

may be contributing to underreporting of victimization through these apps to authorities.  

The following chapter provides the details regarding the methods of this research 

project. Specifics of the sampling method, survey details, plans for the use of interviews, 

as well as discussion on data coding and analysis procedures are presented. The 

chapter concludes with focus on reflexivity, ethical considerations and limitations of the 

study. 
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   Chapter 3.
 
Methods 

The purpose of this research is to increase understanding regarding the use of 

GPS-based dating/hook-up applications in the MSM community to determine if issues of 

safety need to addressed for its users. This research examined the prevalence of 

negative experiences or victimization to app users. A survey was developed to answer 

the following research questions: 

1) What are the general experiences of users of online dating/hook-up 
applications? 

2) What is the prevalence of victimization among users of online dating/GPS 
based applications (apps) such as Grindr, Scruff, and Tinder?  

3) What types of victimization are taking place for these users? 

4) What identifying variables are present for those who are being victimized 
when using these apps?  

5) What is the prevalence of reporting of negative experiences to authorities 
when using apps? 

 Surveys 3.1.

Surveys were used to gather participant beliefs and experiences of dating/hook-

up app use among the MSM community. The survey was created and issued with 

guidance from a community organization, the Health Initiative for Men (HIM) located in 

Vancouver’s gay community. Questions focused narrowly on overall experiences while 

using apps to gain an understanding in patterns of use of these apps. The survey 

consisted of demographic questions, as well as questions about the general patterns of 
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app use, user perceptions of trust and safety while using apps, negative experiences of 

users, and reporting negative incidents to authorities. The survey was offered both 

online, using Fluid Surveys software and as a paper version to participants using 

services at HIM. The complete survey is found in Appendix A. 

 Sampling Method 3.2.

A purposive sampling method was used to reach participants in the specific 

demographic for this study. Contact with HIM was facilitated by my previous contacts 

within the social work support industry. HIM was the most obvious choice for a 

supporting agency as it specifically provides resources to gay men and the MSM 

community with a focus on research-based activities and sexual health. HIM has 2677 

followers who have ‘liked’ its social media Facebook page and provides clinic support to 

hundreds of people on a weekly basis and therefore provides a critical role in accessing 

the MSM population with its social media platform as the clinic only serves adult men. 

Everyone with access to the survey via HIM social media or in person at the HIM health 

clinic was invited to participate. 

The survey was administered in two ways. First, the survey was posted on the 

agency’s Facebook page targeting all subscribers to the HIM page. The post asked 

potential candidates if they used apps like Grindr, Tinder, and Scruff and had negative 

experiences they wished to share with hopes that the information could be used to help 

prevent future risks. The post included the survey link and participants were offered 

anonymity. The first page of the survey included information about the study and details 

regarding informed consent. Prior to completing the survey, participants indicated 

consent by responding to a specific question asking them to confirm their understanding 

of consent and agreeing to participate. 

Second, a paper version of the survey was made available at the in-person 

health clinic open five evenings a week, accessed by community members seeking free 

sexual health tests and access to counselling, one of the many resources offered at 

HIM. The paper surveys completed in person at the HIM clinic included the first page on 
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study details and informed consent, and participants returned completed surveys to the 

front desk, where they were placed them in an envelope that was kept confidential, and 

secured in the desk drawer. At the end of each day, this envelope was passed to the 

Knowledge Translation Manager who stored the documents securely in a locked cabinet 

until provided to the researcher for analysis.  

 Interviews 3.3.

Upon completion of the surveys, I intended to conduct one-on-one interviews to 

gather more contextual data about negative experiences that occur based on the use of 

hook-up and dating apps. All participants who completed the survey were informed that 

if they wished to share more information about their experience, one-on-one interviews 

would be conducted, and they could respond to an email address if they were interested 

in participating in an interview. Two participants emailed inquiring about the interview, 

and one participant provided his email in one of the text boxes within the survey itself. A 

follow up email was sent to these participants, clarifying that the goal of the interview 

was to discuss any negative experiences participants wished to share to contribute to 

the study, and to confirm that participants understood the topic of the interview. Two of 

the participants did not respond, and the third stopped responding after I began asking 

when he would be available. Consequently, no interviews were conducted and the 

request for interview interest was removed from the in-clinic version of the survey as the 

time commitment to complete interviews given deadlines for completing this Honours 

project no longer allowed for interviews.  

 Data Coding and Analysis 3.4.

Survey data were exported from Fluid Surveys upon completion and all survey 

participants were assigned a case number prior to analysis. Questions were entered and 

analyzed as categorical variables in questions with specific response choices, ordinal 

variables that ranked feelings and opinions, and dichotomous variables with yes or no 

answers. Many questions included qualitative data in text boxes, which were read 
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numerous times in a preliminary report to gain insight into potential categories for 

coding. A line by line technique was used for coding to provide an inductive approach to 

analysis. Once a new category was observed, it would be added to the list of categories 

and given a highlight colour for coding purposes. I continued reading comments with the 

list of colour coded categories viewable on the screen, highlighting words and phrases 

into their appropriate category while reading. The coding process was conducted three 

separate times to assure that comments were coded properly. I then reviewed and 

organized all categories into themes. 

 Ethical Considerations 3.5.

The study was approved by Simon Fraser University’s Research Ethics Board in 

February 2017 and classified as “minimal risk.” Study details also included plans for data 

retention, detailed actions taken to ensure confidentiality, as well as detailed consent 

procedures for both surveys and interviews. All participants were informed of their ability 

to withdraw from the survey at any time, and that the survey was voluntary. Participants 

were also informed that the survey was to be kept anonymous, and that participants 

should not provide any information that would reveal identity to assure anonymity was 

guaranteed.   

The first page of the survey included the informed consent form that outlined the 

purpose of the study and contact information if any questions arose. Informed consent 

for the survey is provided in Appendix B. Confidentiality and anonymity was guaranteed 

to participants. Upon reading the consent form, the first question of the survey asked 

participants if they were willing to participate in the survey, providing their consent by 

answering ‘yes.’ Those completing the paper version in the clinic, indicated consent to 

participate by returning the survey to the volunteer desk and placing it in the confidential 

envelope. Contact information was provided for anyone who had questions or concerns 

regarding the survey. Online survey data were kept both within the Fluid surveys 

software that required password login access, and reports were stored in a folder on my 

password-protected computer.  
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 Reflexivity  3.6.

Within this specific study, I made every effort to be aware of my biases and my 

social role within the study and the community I was researching. I understand that 

researchers should “reflect on their role in the entire process of undertaking the 

research, carefully scrutinizing what they say and do, and reflecting on the possible 

interpretations and consequences of their actions’ (Guillemin & Heggen, 2009, p. 296). 

As a gay man with connections to the downtown Vancouver gay community and with my 

previous employment as a service provider, I had insider status with the support services 

community. My inside connection to the target population made reflexivity crucial in 

maintaining ethical boundaries, emphasizing the importance of reflecting on how my 

behaviour and status may affect the data collection (as recommended by Roberts, 2014, 

p. 459). Writing in a research journal about my emotional responses and relying on 

colleagues within the Honours program and my supervisor for support and debriefing 

throughout the research helped to identify if the research was having any negative affect 

on the research I was conducting (Dickson-Swift, James, Kippen, & Liamputtong, 2009, 

p. 75).  

 Study Limitations 3.7.

A number of limitations emerged during data collection. At the end of the first 

week the survey was live, I reviewed completion rate statistics and the response rate 

was only five participants. Two possible reasons exist. First, the attrition rate could be 

due to the length of the survey, as the entirety of the survey included up to sixty 

questions, with numerous text boxes where participants could leave qualitative 

responses. The average response time for the survey was approximately 17 minutes 

online, suggesting some participants experienced survey fatigue and withdrew their 

participation by not completing the survey. Second, due to the nature of the survey topic 

and potentially emotional responses, some participants may have felt uncomfortable or 

uninterested in providing personal details about their online dating and hook-up 

experiences leading them to withdraw their participation in completing the survey.  
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Although there are some limitations to this research, this study has engaged the 

gay community in Vancouver providing important results about use of apps for MSMs. 

Specifically having comments from participants in question results act as a 

representation of the voices of the MSM community. The following chapter provides the 

results of the survey and includes specific discussion about certain findings within the 

question groups that deserve attention. These comments highlight emerging themes that 

add contextual support for the MSM community concerning sexual health, and concerns 

for in-person meetings facilitated by the use of these apps. 
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  Chapter 4.
 
Quantitative Results & Discussion 

This chapter presents the survey results and discussion. First, I describe details 

regarding the final sample as well as demographic details, followed by patterns of use of 

the apps, participant’s perception of other users, information about meeting other users 

in person, negative experiences, and reporting experiences. The following chapter 

concludes the results with a discussion of qualitative data and participant comments, 

exploring emerging themes of the use of these apps. 

 The Sample 4.1.

Analytics performed on the Facebook post including the survey indicate that 

4,876 people viewed the post, and 311 people clicked on the survey link. A total of 210 

people agreed to participate in the online survey with 170 participants responding that 

they were at least 19 years of age thereby fulfilling the criteria for eligibility to complete 

the survey. Only five copies of the survey were submitted in the clinic, resulting in 175 

completed surveys. A total of 164 participants stated they lived in the Metro Vancouver 

area with seven noting they lived outside the Metro Vancouver area. Of the 169 

participants who provided residence location, 96% stated they lived in the  Metro 

Vancouver area, with 47% living in the Vancouver Downtown core and 15% living in the 

West end, a small residential burrow of Vancouver located downtown with often high 

priced rent and cost of living.  
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 Patterns of Use 4.2.

As shown in Figure 4-1, when asked how they met other guys for dating and 

hookups, of the 175 participants who responded, 89% of participants reported using 

GPS based apps, 21% meet guys in person or in public spaces, and 17% meet guys 

from online-based websites without a GPS function (multiple responses permitted). 

 

Figure 4-1 Methods for Meeting Guys   

When asked if they had used Grindr or other GPS based dating/hook-up apps 

like it even once, of the 175 participants who responded, 174 reported using apps like 

Grindr or other apps like it and one did not. As shown in Figure 4-2, participants reported 

using dating/hook-up apps for the following purposes: 95% use apps for sex, 75% for 

dating, 62% for friendship, and 27% for networking (n=166). An additional 7% chose 

‘other,’ and provided written comments noting apps were used for the following reasons: 

to chat, for tourist information when traveling, to gossip, and for conversation. One 

participant reported using apps for stalking.  
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Figure 4-2  Purposes of Using Dating/Hook-up Apps 

When asked about the frequency of using dating/hook-up apps (including leaving 

the app open in the background),  57% of participants reported checking apps more than 

10 times per week, 29% between 1-10 times per week and 10% stated less than once 

per week (n=166). Participants offered additional comments stating they used apps 

‘everyday’ and ‘several times per day.’ Of those who use apps on a daily basis,  34% of 

participants reported they spend less than an hour on apps, 44% between 1 and 2 

hours, 13% between 3-5 hours, and 9% spend over 5 hours on apps daily (n=166). 

Respondents were asked if they had experienced a one night stand or sexual 

encounters with someone they met from dating/hook-up apps: 97% said yes, and 3% 

said no, making it clear that almost the everyone in the sample had at some point used 

the apps to meet someone for a sexual encounter (n=166). For those who answered 

yes, a follow up question asked about apps they primarily used. As shown in Figure 4-3, 

Grindr and Scruff were used most frequently: 84% of participants use Grindr and 54% 

used primarily Scruff, with all other apps used by 15% or less of participants. These 

findings show that Grindr and Scruff are the most popular apps used by participating in 

this study, and users may have accounts on multiple apps. A complete list of all apps 

presented in the survey questions is found in Appendix A. 
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Figure 4-3  Most Used Apps for One Night Stands & Sexual Encounters 

Participants reported a high frequency of sexual encounters with someone met 

on dating/hook-up apps: 18% reported having had sex more than 100 people, 37%  

reported between 21-100 people, 16% answered between 11-20 people, 21% with 10 

people or less, and 7% stated they were not sure how many (n=160). Statistics 

demonstrate the prevalence of apps within the MSM community, and how technology 

acts as a gateway to provide men with access to sexual encounters when using apps. 

As seen below in Figure 4-4 participants state frequency of meeting or hooking 

up with someone from dating/hook-up apps: 6% very often, 17% often, 31% sometimes, 

24% rarely, 22% very rarely (no one reported ‘never’ using the app for these purposes) 

(n=156). This measure provides evidence that almost half of respondents rarely or very 

rarely meet up using apps, and more than half meet guys ranging at least once per 

month to a couple times per week, showing those who use apps are using them to meet 

guys often, and apps are not used only for chatting. Additional comments provide insight 

into the different responses: “It changes over time, can be none when in a relationship or 

very often when single” showing that the app is user specific, and use fluctuates as one 

user says it “changes at different times. Sometime very often, sometimes rarely.” These 

data indicate that rate of app use changes based on individual circumstances, 

relationship status, and interest levels, with one participant noting, “I have not used apps 
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for 2 years. I am much happier without them and find it easier to meet people on 

Facebook” showing that not all users find the apps beneficial. 

 

Figure 4-4  Rate of meetings/Hook-ups 

As shown in Figure 4-5, 158 participants reported the following reasons for using 

dating/hook-up apps: 84% said it is easy and convenient, 70% said to meet guys in 

close proximity quickly, 49% have trouble meeting guys in public/social settings, and 

27% do not do well in social settings. These findings are important, as users stated they 

are not only attracted to convenience and location-based features, but half of the 

participants noted having trouble meeting guys in public. Moreover, the data support the 

prevalence of these apps due to the ease of use and proximity, providing users with 

increased options, where “proximity, convenience, and technology merge to promote 

finding love, literally around the corner” (Quiroz, 2013, p. 185). It seems likely that the 

MSM community will continue to rely on these apps to meet guys, thereby, supporting 

the need to provide a safe space for users to meet other men. 
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Figure 4-5  Reasons for use of Hook-up apps 

Expanding on the reliance on apps for specific users, participants also reported 

their comfort in social settings: 8% said they were extremely comfortable, 41% said 

comfortable, 26% said neutral, 25% said uncomfortable, and 2% said extremely 

uncomfortable (n=147). Data reveal that 25% acknowledge they are uncomfortable 

meeting guys in public, which provides support for the popularity of apps like Grindr, and 

suggests participants who are uncomfortable in groups may already have some barriers 

to social interaction. Users may be attracted to apps because of vulnerabilities they have 

when meeting potential partners, and therefore they turn to “the Internet as a 

nonthreatening space in which to form connections, pursue relationships, and develop 

their personal sexual identities” making clear the need to provide a safe space for users 

of these apps (Van De Wiele & Tong, 2014, p. 2). 

When asked how far they usually travel to meet guys using these apps, 34% said 

they traveled within 1 kilometre, 59% said they travelled between 2-10 kilometres, and 

7% traveled more than 10 kilometres (n=158). This finding emphasizes that participants 

are attracted to apps like Grindr because they “translate online connections to offline 

interactions” giving users the “ability to locate other men who are 0 ‘feet away’” using 

location-based data, making in person connection that much easier (Van De Wiele & 

Tong, 2014, p. 3). The prevalence of apps allows users to find guys in their area much 

easier in an online community. 
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 Perceptions of Trust 4.3.

The following results show data regarding how users felt about their levels of 

safety and trust toward other users. These data provide insight into the behaviour of 

users based on their perceptions of trust. 

Respondents reported perceptions of their own safety when meeting up with 

guys for hookups or dates as follows: 11% said extremely safe, 59% said somewhat 

safe, 14% said unsure, 16% said a little unsafe, and 0% said extremely unsafe (n=145). 

This finding indicates most survey participants felt safe when meeting guys, and no 

participants felt extremely unsafe. These details imply that users feel in control of their 

safety when engaging in dates and hook-ups with other men they meet online. 

Respondents were asked about precautions they took regarding safety when 

meeting guys from Grindr type apps. Of the 158 respondents, 63% said yes, and 37% 

said no. This finding reveals that users do not appear overly concerned with risks in 

meeting guys from these apps given that 37% stated they do not take precautions. Of 

the 68% who reported taking precautions (n=99), 76% said they make sure their phone 

is handy in case something happens, 53% said they meet guys in public or on the street 

near their homes instead of at their front doors, 46% said they tell someone where they 

are going, 34% said they tell someone who they are meeting, and 3% said they bring 

something to defend themselves. Qualitative responses included explanations of how 

users try to identify guys they are meeting using social media, asking questions about 

the person with continued chatting supporting that users engage in a number of tactics 

referred to by Gibbs, Ellison, and Lai (2011) as uncertainty reduction strategies, to try 

and identify who they are meeting (p. 91). Other qualitative responses included leaving 

an address of where they are going with a friend or at their home, in case something 

happens. For those who said they brought something to defend themselves, two 

participants stated they brought keys or a pocketknife, revealing that few participants 

actually feel the need to protect themselves requires a weapon. 
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 Figure 4-6 Precautions for in-person meetings with those met through apps 

When asked about perceptions of trustworthiness of people online, 70% of 

participants said other users are extremely or somewhat trustworthy, 12% had no 

opinion, and 18% said other users are somewhat or extremely untrustworthy (n=150). 

These results are important, as they show that the majority of the participants feel other 

internet users are mostly trustworthy, which may result from pre-existing beliefs or 

ideologies that participants hold about other users online in general. However, 18% 

believe other users are untrustworthy, which may influence their own behaviour online. 

To better understand app user’s perceptions of online trust, participants were 

asked about their user profiles. Of 154 responses to these questions, 96% reported 

using their own photo in their profile, 87% stated the photo showed their face and 86% 

used their real name when interacting with other users. Similarly, 91% of users (141 of 

155) stated that they had never sent pictures which were not their own. On the other 

hand, 13% of users reported creating fake profiles, and 9% send pictures which are not 

their own. Although this sample is not representative, if this trend were compared to the 

5 million users of these apps around the globe who spend an average of 90 minutes on 

the app each day (Wortham, 2013, para. 2), this would equal over 450,000 people 

around the globe who send pictures that are not theirs or create fake profiles. These 

data may support the need for apps to use photo verification techniques to prevent 

people from being manipulated online, thus taking more responsibility for the safety of its 
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users. The app, Zoosk, claims to be the first to address the issue of online dating 

misrepresentation by launching a photo verification system for its users. Moscaritolo 

(2014) provides the description of its use: 

The app will prompt you to record and submit a video "selfie" that will 
capture your face from a variety of angles. Zoosk then compares that 
video selfie to your profile photo to check that your profile photos are 
accurate representations of your real life appearance. If the moderators 
approve your photo, you'll be notified and a badge - like a verified 
checkmark on Twitter - will be added to your page. The video "selfie" will 
remain private. (para. 3) 

Moscaritolo (2014) outlines that the video ‘selfie,’ a video of oneself, is used as proof of 

identity. With apps using this type of verification to help users trust other users to be 

honest about their appearance, feelings of frustration with misrepresentation and trust 

may decrease. It may be beneficial for all popular dating apps to consider these 

techniques to ensure a more consistent level of safety for users. 

Figure 4-7 presents data regarding the speed at which personal details are 

shared over online apps. Of the 147 respondents, 16% said they shared personal 

information extremely quickly, 43% said somewhat quickly, 12% said not sure, 26% said 

not quickly, and 3% said not at all, because they do not share information. The fact that 

more than half of the sample shares personal information quickly or somewhat quickly 

supports the notion that relationships built online take place at an elevated rate with an 

expectation that a thick layer of trust is being established during the conversation. This 

finding is supported in Quiroz’s (2013) work who found that users may feel they have 

begun a personal relationship “embedded in reciprocity” in the online environment (p. 

184). Users may expect they can trust other users based on brief online interactions, 

believing their method of screening other users is adequate, or they may believe 

meeting the other user is worth the risk for the benefit of achieving instant gratification, 

and sexual connection. The risk assessment  in determining sexual behaviour may be 

comparable to when two people meet in a bar with an expectation that sex be the result 

of that meeting, supporting that bars “have served many of the same spatial functions as 

the full-scale gayborhood [gay space],” providing access for men to meet other men 

(Aunspach, 2015, p. 20). With the advances in technology and increased popularity of 

geo-social applications, risk assessment for sexual interaction has changed with an 
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“active ‘remapping’ of physical space through Grindr use…shifting parts of the physical 

“gayborhood” to online space” (Van De Wiele & Tong, 2014, p. 10). 

 

Figure 4-7  Rate of Sharing Personal Information 

 Planning in-person meetings 4.4.

This section explores user behaviour patterns when meeting other users in 

person for dates or sexual encounters. I wanted to investigate the rates at which users 

meet others to identify whether the literature was accurate on how people are meeting 

people at an elevated rate without taking any precautions. Question results include the 

conversation process before and during a meeting to assess participant’s perceptions of 

other users while engaging in plans to meet, and issues of consent, which arise when a 

person no longer feels comfortable or interested in meeting or remaining with a person 

he has already met in person. 

Participants explained that they meet other users at increased rates after chatting 

online. Of 154 respondents, 18.2% said they meet guys extremely quickly after chatting 

online, 33.1% said somewhat quickly, 30.5% said not quickly, 6.5% said slowly, and 

4.5% said not at all. More than half of users admitted to meeting guys at a somewhat or 

extremely quick rate, within the next few hours or that same day. These results provide 
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more support that users may be meeting without considering the depth of risks they are 

taking. Future research should explore verification techniques used to mitigate risks 

involved when meeting other users through apps. These uncertainty reduction 

techniques include any actions users take to verify other user’s identities, to reduce 

uncertainty about the person they are chatting with, which then influences their 

willingness to self-disclose personal information leading to a safe in person 

meeting.(Gibbs et al., 2011, p. 74). 

Table 4-1 shows how participants felt when they encountered someone who was 

not completely committed to meeting or flaked out of meeting in person. Results show 

that 84% felt annoyed but would move on with their day, demonstrating that they were 

not heavily affected, and 30% stated that they might block the user if they felt the user 

would not follow through (n = 154, multiple responses permitted). Of particular interest is 

that 11% of participants disclosed sending angry messages to make their frustration 

known, suggesting they held some sort of grudge. This result may provide insight into 

how the online world deviates from the offline, real world. Batiste (2013) claims that 

“codes of conduct, concerning generally accepted forms of ‘manners’, are abandoned in 

exchange for behaviours” when online, supported by the sending of angry messages in 

this study (p. 129).  

Table 4-1 Responses to Online Rejection 

Response Participants  
(n=154) 

Percentage 

I feel annoyed but move on and get on with my day/night  129 84% 

I feel angry and send messages expressing myself  17 11% 

I block them because further chatting would be a waste of time  46 30% 

I tell my friends or other users that they aren’t worth talking to  14 9% 

I’ve never had this experience  2 1% 

 

As shown in Table 4-2, when someone backed out of hooking up/having sex 

after meeting in person, 47% of respondents stated they would move on with their day (n 

= 154) compared to the 84% who would move on from an online connection seen in the 

previous question results. Additionally, 22% said that they thought the rejection reflected 

something about them, which suggests that participants may take rejection in person 

more seriously than rejection experienced online. When engaging in online interactions 
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“gains and losses are only symbolic” and rejection “can represent no great material loss” 

providing motivation for online dating (Lawson & Leck, 2006, p. 206). Lawson and Leck 

(2006) continue that people use the Internet for dating to avoid “the pain of rejection” 

implying in-person dating may result in more rejection than online interactions (p. 206). 

The irony of online dating is that “the dater’s primary task is to meet someone to form a 

relationship, but that meeting will unmask the dater and destroy any false pretenses” 

when they meet in person (Lawson & Leck, 2006, p. 200). 

Table 4-2 Responses to In-Person Rejection 

Response Participants 
(n=154) 

Percentage 

Feel annoyed but move on and get on with your day/night  72 47% 

Feel very angry and tell them how you feel  7 5% 

Think it reflects something about yourself  34 22% 

Tell your friends or other users that they aren’t worth talking to  3 2% 

I’ve never had this experience  49 32% 

Participants were asked if they felt safe telling someone they were chatting with 

online that they were no longer interested: 87% said yes, and 10% said no (n = 154). 

Respondents were given an option to provide additional comments some of which raise 

issues of consent; these responses are discussed in section 5.3.3 below. Participants, 

who felt safe to state a change in interest, commented that it is not always necessary to 

inform other users of their lack of interest, simply ending communication is sufficient, 

while other users chose to block the person. Some participants stated that although they 

felt safe expressing a lack of interest, they were not always comfortable doing so, or they 

felt awkward saying no directly. In hindsight, this question could have been reworded to 

ask whether participants felt ‘comfortable’ telling someone they that were no longer 

interested, as the use of ‘safe’ implies risks to safety. Results show, however, that some 

would rather use the block option and stop messaging to end the online relationship and 

avoid confrontation, while others seem comfortable stating their honest opinion and 

saying no directly. 

Participants also acknowledged how safe they felt telling other users they were 

no longer interested after having met up in person: 71% of participants said yes, and 

25% of participants said no (n=154). Some participants provided additional comments 
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and some responded only with comments. Results highlight that 25% of people will not 

back out of a meeting once they arrived due to feelings of safety even when they are no 

longer interested.  Participant comments provided a division of feelings around saying 

no, and concerns about removing consent once they have shown up. Comments range 

on a spectrum from absolute removal of consent, to avoidance of confrontation leading 

users to carrying out unwanted sexual encounters. These comments result in a theme 

discussed below in section 5.3.3.It may be appropriate to assume that many app users 

may interpret that when a person shows up for a hook up and enters the other person’s 

home, that this action provides sexual consent when in reality the man still has an option 

to leave at any time. Men in this situation may be unaware of their ability to remove 

consent once in a situation where they feel pressured to go through with the sexual act, 

regardless of if that pressure is warranted or not. It would be useful for future research to 

explore if men feel pressured to engage in unwanted sexual activity, and what leads 

them to develop those feelings.  

Most respondents described their attitudes toward stopping a hook-up after it 

began as acceptable behaviour with 96% saying yes, 3% no, and 12 participants 

providing extra comments (n=154). Results contradict the above question asking users if 

they could state their disinterest after meeting up, whereas this question asks about 

stopping a sexual encounter once it has started. These results imply that in the case 

where a hook-up has already begun, more users (96%) state their willingness to stop the 

sexual encounter versus those interactions in which sex had not been initiated. 

Respondents claim to be more capable of saying no in a ‘sexual situation’ compared to 

the 71% who previously stated they felt safe stating their disinterest when ‘having met in 

person’ only. These contrary findings may be the result of the question’s wording. 

However, the issue of consent did appear to carry more importance when the question 

included the act of sex. Additional comments provide a division in participants’ abilities to 

take back consent as seen in previous questions; details are discussed below in section 

5.3.3. Of particular concern is one comment in which the participant said, “you need to 

quickly consider the volatility it may cause ... this is where faking it comes into play.” It 

seems clear that for some, safety and fear of confrontation influence decisions to go 

through with unwanted sexual encounters.  
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Respondents offered insight into issues of consent when asked if they were ever 

expected to go through with a hookup they were not into or felt uncomfortable with 67% 

who said yes, and 33% who said no (n=153). Those who answered yes were asked to 

provide details about their response to such situations (n=101, multiple responses 

permitted). Results show 39% of participants did not go through with the unwanted 

sexual encounter, 37% did so to avoid an awkward conversation, 7% felt they’d be 

unsafe if they didn’t follow through, 20% felt obligated because they’d invited the person, 

53% said “I wasn’t into him but did it anyways just because,” and 24% said “I am not 

sure why I went through with it.” These statistics are alarming considering that 61% 

participants went through with a sexual encounter in which they were not interested or 

with which they felt uncomfortable, but did it anyway; of greater concern is that 53% of 

participants did so without knowing why they went through with it. 

Comments in this section also demonstrate divided responses when discussing 

the removal of consent during a sexual interaction as discussed in section 5.3.3. 

Comments suggest participants make snap decisions in the moment to appraise the 

situation, and more concerning that some users felt too shy to stop, and go through with 

the encounter just to get off (referring to reaching ejaculation during sex). Only 7% of 

participants who responded went through with a hook-up because they felt unsafe to 

stop it, whereas the rest of participants’ responses all involve awkward conversations, or 

feeling pressure to perform because they had made the invitation; most comments are 

absent of concern for safety. These findings suggest that safety concerns are not the 

issue I initially predicted, but that issues of consent and having confidence to say ‘no’ 

emerge. Additionally, some participants appear to have no insight for why they make 

certain choices and are unaware of what type of behaviour they should tolerate during 

their sexual encounters. A lack of concern for sexual safety or preferred interactions 

appears prevalent in the findings, as some participants do not seem to be thinking about 

the risks they take, made evident by participants stating they were unsure about why 

they went through with an encounter.  

Findings in this study present support for issues of consent that arise in the MSM 

community. Beres, Herold, and Metland (2004) found that many people believe “that it 

was not essential to obtain verbal consent before initiating sexual interactions” 
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suggesting that there may be other forms of consent that do not include verbal 

communication (Beres, Herold, & Maitland, 2004, p. 477). Beres et al. (2004) also note 

that “some participants viewed extensive verbal communication as an unnatural 

interruption of the sexual activity” (p. 477). Findings in this study support Beres et al. 

(2004) as participants essentially give consent by the absence of actions or speech 

implying otherwise, even if they are not explicitly stating their consent verbally. 

Therefore, the line on which the lack of consent evolves to sexual coercion is blurred, 

making it “seem reasonable to require active resistance to unwanted sexual activity to be 

labeled sexual coercion” (Beres et al., 2004, p. 484). Some participants did state they 

endured uncomfortable or unwanted sexual encounters, wished to avoid awkward 

conversation, and some appeared confused about how to remove consent. Participants 

may believe that without the act of resistance or verbal removal of consent, they are 

providing consent, when in reality the lack of resistance or verbal consent is not 

equivalent to consent. Communication of consent may have many alternatives, but 

should be identified clearly for those users who feel it is their fault for being unable to 

walk away from an uncomfortable situation. 

 Negative experiences had by app users 4.5.

This section explores specific negative experiences participants shared to gain 

an understanding of negative interactions or experiences app users are having in 

Vancouver currently.  

When participants were asked if they had ever had a negative experience from 

interactions with guys they met through dating or hook-up apps, 76% said yes, and 24% 

said no (n=151). Negative experience was not overtly defined to be as inclusive as 

possible regarding experiences, and to gain a better understanding of what types of 

negative experiences were taking place by allowing respondents to define negative 

experiences. Respondents stated that negative experiences took place mostly within 1 

kilometer of their home (42%), 50% said within 2-10 kilometers away, and 8.1% said 

more than 10 kilometers away (n=62) making clear that the majority of incidents happen 

within 10 kilometers of a person’s home. 
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Participant responses show that 47% state either the participant or the person 

they met during these negative experiences were under the influence of drugs or 

alcohol. This finding shows that almost half of respondents admitted to being under the 

influence, which may seem high; however, the finding contradicts my original 

assumption that a higher volume of drug use would be associated with online sexually 

facilitated encounters. 

As seen in Table 4-3, when discussing reactions to negative experiences, 57% of 

participants said they left when they were uncomfortable, 48% told friends about it, 10% 

told someone in a safe place (such as a community center), 0% reported it to authorities, 

and 30% said they did nothing (n = 60, multiple responses permitted).  

 

Table 4-3 Reactions to Negative Experiences on Apps  

Response Participants (n=60) Percent 

I left the person when I felt uncomfortable 34 57% 

I told my friends about it  29 48% 

I told someone in a safe place about it like 6 10% 

I reported it to the authorities/police  1 2% 

I did nothing 18 30% 

 Reporting experiences to authorities 4.6.

Results regarding the reporting of negative incidents to police or other 

authorities, show that only 5% of respondents stated they had reported a negative 

incident to authorities, 55% stated they had not (n=112), and additional responses 

providing contextual answers for why they did or did not report. Comments from 

participants who reported incidents to authorities showed a clear division in attitude 

toward police based on police treatment to victims. Participants offered contradictory 

feelings of comfort, stating whether they felt listened to and cared for by police. 

Comments offer contextual data on why app users may avoid reporting anything to 

authorities (see section 5.2 below). 
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The following questions were used to explore participant ideologies of self-blame 

connected to negative experiences with online app use, which may influence confidence 

in reporting incidents to authorities. Some participants felt responsible for incidents 

(42%) because they had put themselves in a dangerous position by meeting someone 

they did not know well (n=110). Additionally, 32% of participants felt ashamed that the 

negative experience happened to them (n=110). Over 25% of participants who said they 

were nervous to report anything to police, worried they might be blamed for it, and 27% 

were worried that if they reported an incident, they would not be taken seriously based 

on their male gender, based on the assumption that their gender should imply their 

ability to protect themselves (n=108). Of the 107 participants who responded, 27% said 

were worried they would not be helped by authorities because male victims are treated 

differently than female victims, indicating that these participants did not trust they would 

be treated with adequate care by police.  

With 42% of participants feeling responsible for incidents, 32% feeling ashamed, 

25% worried they may be blamed by police, and 27% worried they would not be taken 

seriously, results show support research indicating perceptions of police treatment may 

influence a person’s actions in reporting incidents to police. These results indicate that 

for some participants, their sense of responsibility and shame is greater than their 

worries regarding treatment by law enforcement. In all three questions concerning 

perceptions of police treatment, at least 25% of participants signified hesitation because 

of expectations that they would not be treated well by police. These findings support 

previous research that LGBTQ individuals often avoid reporting incidents to authorities 

because they fear of secondary victimization (Wolff & Cokely, 2007, p. 4). Reductions in 

reporting serious incidents to police by LGBTQ community members and males in 

general are often influenced by fear of perceived stigma and anti-LGBTQ bias as well 

are supported by this study (Jamel, 2010, p. 703; Javaid, 2015, p. 84; Wolff & Cokely, 

2007, p. 19). 

This chapter has explored the quantitative responses included in the survey to 

determine patterns of use, alongside contextual data from comments exploring 

behaviour on geosocial dating apps like Grindr. The following chapter explores the 

qualitative responses provided by app users, allowing for a more in depth look at 
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ideologies and decision making patterns held by app users identifying areas of concern 

for app users surrounding sexual behaviour, safety, and overall attitudes toward the use 

and reliance of geosocial dating apps  
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  Chapter 5.
 
Qualitative Results & Discussion 

This chapter presents themes that emerged from the qualitative responses 

offered by the participants in this study. Comments provide specific contextual data to 

reflect the opinions and experiences of the respondents involving their negative 

experiences that occur with GPS based apps, the occurrence of reporting incidents to 

police, expectations when interacting with other users online and the common opinions 

about the usefulness and negative view of the apps in the gay community. Comments 

provide an in-depth look at the experience of app users in the gay community 

highlighting serious concerns that surrounding safety for app users. Comments make 

clear that for some app users, experiences are often negative and unpleasant, providing 

need in addressing online behaviours and encouraging techniques to reduce risky 

sexual behaviour. 

 Negative experiences on geo-social apps 5.1.

This theme emerged from comments related to survey questions regarding 

negative experiences in interactions with guys they had met through dating/hook-up 

apps, reporting these incidents to the police or other authorities, and experiences with 

reporting to authorities. Many of the comments showed that participants’ negative 

experiences using apps are not primarily physical. Participants stated they “did not feel 

physically unsafe during or after the interaction,” that they had “never been robbed or 

anything like that,” and that “negative experiences have been unfortunate and awkward, 

but never unsafe, [or] violent.” Many participants made similar comments noting they 

were “less concerned about being harmed physically” but more concerned with “the 

mental toll dating or hooking up in the gay community is having.” These comments show 
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that participants face situations not perceived as dangerous, but more as awkward or 

uncomfortable (see section 5.4 below). 

5.1.1. Defining a ‘negative experience’  

Participants offered frustration with how the survey did not define a ‘negative 

experience,’ commenting that the survey structure may not have best represented the 

user’s thoughts because the survey progressed from asking about users’ negative 

experiences and shifted focus to reactions to negative experiences, and then to the 

reporting of experiences to police. Comments here imply that the survey structure may 

have presumed definitions of ‘a negative experience.’ ‘Negative experience’ was left 

deliberately vague to encourage participants to interpret it themselves. This exploratory 

research project aimed to identify the severity of negative experiences, and to get a 

broad picture of the experiences taking place. In leaving ‘negative experiences’ 

undefined, participants could comment on their individual experiences and avoid 

grouping specific incidents together. Participants could skip questions about reporting, 

and text boxes delegated to the questions offered opportunities for participants to clarify 

their experiences. 

Participants stated, “This survey is not capturing my experiences. Seems to be 

looking for something more serious than just general low end lying or meanness and that 

the survey asked about negative moments” but “follow-up questions are all to do with 

physical harm and protection.” One participant asked, “Why do you assume a ‘negative’ 

meeting can only mean that (physical harm)?” Another participant said ““I think you may 

have needed to specify what you meant by ‘negative experiences’ because the 

questions being asked in this survey seem to be leading to some assumptions about 

what "negative experiences" means...” These comments provide insight into the survey 

design, but they also support that “negative experiences don't always have to be 

physical in their nature.” Many participants made clear that their negative experiences 

did not involve high levels of sexual or physical assault that warranted police attention. 

These results were surprising and not predicted at the outset of this study. 
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5.1.2. Sexual Assault  

This subtheme explains how few participants mentioned any experiences relating 

to physical danger discussing sexual assault, and were associated with hookups in 

general, not with use of apps. One user states: 

You're allowed to say no if you don't feel comfortable. Boundaries are 

there for a reason. Make sure to give information to a friend or support 

system where you're going and who you're meeting up with. Take this 

from someone who got sexually assaulted using Grindr and Craigslist. 

This comment represents a few participants who stated they had been sexually 

assaulted during GPS facilitated meetings, but also alludes to issues of consent further 

discussed in section 5.3.3 below. Other comments appear linked to historical abuse that 

was not specified in the survey; it is difficult, however, to understand the relationship 

between the use of apps, abuse and consent, in part because of the small number of 

respondents disclosing experiences of this nature. One comment stated: 

I never knew what to do when I first started hooking up. The amount 

of prostitution offers I received and the amount of men who tried to 

rape me is too many to count.  And after a while, you become numb to 

it. 

This comment details abuse and assault, but without a clear link to the use of apps. 

Another respondent stated “[t]he one time I passed out, it was a friend's boyfriend that 

abused me” but the same respondent omitted details about how they met the boyfriend 

or the abuser. Finally, one participant stated: “I was raped when I was 16 and knew I 

couldn't tell the police because the process is so difficult emotionally and logistically” 

which focuses on assumptions about police treatment, but again does not specify the 

use of apps. My impression of this comment is that the line of questioning in the survey 

may have stirred up memories of negative experiences and historical sexual abuse of 

the participant, which they felt the need to share, but may not be associated with the use 

of apps. Future research should ask questions that are more direct about specific 

abusive acts or assault directly linked to meetings facilitated by apps to provide a clearer 

picture of the dangers of app use. 
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5.1.3. “I have a stalker” 

Instead of negative experiences that focused on victimization, this subtheme 

shows that the severity of negative experiences focused on specific issues regarding 

interpersonal communication within the apps themselves. Comments indicate that the 

majority of problems arise before participants actually meet up with other users. 

Comments include “I have a stalker on Grindr who keeps creating new profiles after 

being blocked. He uses someone else's picture and lies to me that he is single when I 

know he is engaged”; another participant states: 

I have had to report a Stalker, I originally met on Manhunt, many 

years ago, he phones me from a blocked number, numerous times 

during the day. I have had to call Police, and this stopped, but has 

now started again. I will contact the Police. I know he has some 

mental health Issues, which concerns me to some extent. 

These comments show that issues may arise online but can be dealt with before a 

physical interaction takes place by reporting users to the apps through a ‘report abuse’ 

feature. One participant states, “I always take the time to report their profile directly on 

the apps. On their side they have the proof of violent threats sometimes” demonstrating 

that some responsibility should lie with the app administrators for reducing negative 

interactions online, ensuring a safe online space is provided. 

 Reporting incidents to authorities 5.2.

This theme outlines the avoidance of reporting incidents to authorities based on 

the nature of the incidents which may be interpreted as not worthy of reporting. This 

theme is divided into subthemes that offer understanding of the assessment process for 

participant’s choice in reporting. For some users, the negative experiences discussed 

were not worthy of police action, and users attempted to deal with them using 

block/report features on the apps without effect. Other users’ comments suggest there 

was no point to reporting incidents either because they were not seen as serious 

enough, or because of preconceived notions regarding police treatment if they reported. 

The last subtheme outlines why some participants would rather not report incidents to 
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authorities, as they believe that in some way the incident was their fault. Underreporting 

is prevalent in crimes that are sexual in nature and may be influenced by numerous 

factors including: “fear of being blamed; lack of confidence or trust in the legal system; 

and lack of confidence or trust in police” and is true for both men and women in society 

(Taylor & Gassner, 2010, pp. 241–42). However, McLean (2013) explains, under-

reporting may be “especially strong in the situation of male victims owing to additional 

social and cultural factors” (p. 39) due to effect on the victim’s masculinity, making them 

“more likely to repress the event or avoid disclosure” (p. 45). 

5.2.1. Block/report 

For those who experience negative interactions or unwanted communication 

online, some comments demonstrate that reporting incidents to police is unnecessary 

but they use alternate ways to deal with incidents. Some report using the apps’ 

block/report options that often resulted in no resolution. Participants claim that they 

“have reported incidences to Grindr but they did nothing” with one user noting he was 

victim of verbal abuse and had to block the user from reaching him again; this action 

emphasizes that responsibility is placed on the user. Participants claim the “reporting 

button on Grindr has no accountability.” Other participants state they have had negative 

interactions “but not enough to really alert officials—maybe warn friends about a 

particular profile” showing that users feel reporting to police is unnecessary, and that 

reporting to apps is a waste of time. 

5.2.2. Severity of events: “It wasn’t a police worthy problem” 

More than twenty-five comments about reporting incidents to police included an 

explanation that the incident was not worthy of police action. Users felt it was not “a 

serious breach of my security or that my safety was in danger”; that “the negative 

experiences I had were not criminal activities,” and that “Nothing criminal took place, just 

minor lies or general meanness.” The majority of comments stated things such as no 

negative experiences “really warrant involving authorities.” One respondent noted, 

“perhaps there should be a middle person involved where we can report to who isn't the 

police so that if more than one user encountered the same experience they could track 
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the person down.” The volume of comments explaining the lack of severity in the 

negative experiences participants provide additional evidence of low rates of 

victimization revealed in this study.  

This study supports previous research which indicates that men often hesitate 

reporting incidents because they believe police will not arrest the perpetrator, or because 

an “incident was not serious enough to report” (Burcar, 2012, p. 177). It is possible that 

perceptions of the severity of the event are misinterpreted or minimized. These results 

suggest that app users are either not experiencing serious victimization, or that app 

users deny their experience was a serious incident of victimization when in fact it was, 

justifying their denial based on a sense of responsibility or self-directed blame for the 

incident. Issues of self-blame and victim shame are discussed in section 5.2.4 below. A 

large number of participants claimed no serious incidents deemed worthy of reporting to 

police took place. The following subtheme, however, offers insight into the negative 

experiences of users, and how their perceptions of police behaviour influenced their 

willingness to report. 

5.2.3. Perceptions of police treatment of victims: “Interrogative 
tactics are getting old” 

A large number of comments contradict the previous subtheme, signifying that 

some participants believed they would be treated inappropriately if they reported an 

incident to police. Participants claimed, “They're not going to care” and “Why bother” 

signifying their belief that the police would not take appropriate action. Another 

respondent stated, “I didn't know what to say and I didn't want to out myself” suggesting 

that this person thought they may be treated differently based on their sexual orientation. 

Another respondent bluntly stated the “police fucking suck, are u kidding? Police DO 

NOT help when it comes to sexual assault, ESPECIALLY when it's homosexual. 

ESPECIALLY, ESPECIALLY when you met online” (emphasis in original). The last 

comment contains a strong message regarding expectations of fair treatment by police 

based on sexual orientation, making clear that “reporting of sexual offences and the high 

attrition rate has a direct relationship with victims’ lack of confidence in the responses of 

both police” (Taylor & Gassner, 2010, p. 252). One comment outlines the reporting 
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process stating, “When you get an unprofessional comment, a laugh, or a question that 

is absolutely misplaced it doesn’t make you feel very comfortable or let you think that 

they intend to do anything about it” providing support that homosexual victims are not 

taken seriously, and their victimization is unimportant (Javaid, 2015, p. 85). The same 

respondent went on to note “Interrogative tactics are getting old. Treating everyone like a 

criminal is one of my largest pet peeves with authorities.” These comments show 

apprehension to reporting and make broad statement about the lack of professionalism 

of police when dealing with the gay community or with victims of crimes that are sexual 

in nature supporting a reduction in reporting of violent and sexual incidents by LGBTQ 

individuals based on perceived stigma (Wolff & Cokely, 2007, p. 19). 

Some app users may not have clear definitions of acceptable online behaviour, 

or a clear understanding of illegal acts worthy of reporting to police. One participant 

notes: “I was young and didn't know what was reportable, I also didn't want to be tied to 

the experience in anyway if I had to testify against him. I just wanted to stay away from 

this person.” This comment also outlines the issue with users who report incidents who 

do not always wish to go through the hassle of filing a report, when emotionally it may be 

easier for them to pretend the situation never occurred. Another comment expands on 

the emotional price of reporting “I was raped when I was 16 and knew I couldn't tell the 

police because the process is so difficult emotionally and logistically and VERY RARELY 

results in an arrest” clearly outlining lack of support for police response to the sexual 

assault of male victims. 

Another area of specific concern to reporting involves comments left by those 

who identified as Trans persons or transgender persons. One participant says:  

Female victims are already treated badly enough. Transgender victims 

are treated especially badly. I have no interest in being re-victimized 

by the police or the court system. I have seen it happen to other 

people (both in the media and people I know personally) more than 

enough times to know not to ever go to the police. 

Personal accounts of sexual crimes further support this claim “In addition to having been 

sexually assaulted, I feel it's important to state that I'm a transgender male and that it 

was sort of dismissed by police in terms of trying to follow through with a course of 
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action.”  This comment highlights that those who identify as Trans may have an even 

more difficult time reporting incidents to police in fear of inadequate and unprofessional 

treatment. Summarizing the experience had by some Trans respondents, one participant 

said, “Reporting would also be complicated because I am Trans, and I don't feel 

comfortable around police in general.” Although there may be contributing factors to the 

circumstances mentioned in these comments, these statements are concerning that 

people in the Trans community do not feel safe to report incidents to police providing 

support for current literature in this area. These comments may support a fear of 

transphobic treatment from police, Redfern (2013) states how transgender individuals 

often are “verbally harassed or called the wrong name or pronoun” during interactions 

with police, and in some cases are physically and sexually assaulted, failing to 

safeguard the transgender population (p. 5). Research also outlines that “limited 

awareness of the rape of males in society may explain why research on male rape is 

over twenty years behind that of female rape” which may imply the same for trans 

populations (Jamel, 2010, p. 691). If information on male victimization is behind that of 

female rape, this may imply that awareness of Trans victimization may be even more 

limited based on the “Absence of transgender-related issues in police department’s 

policy guidelines and procedures” (Redfern, 2013, p. 6). It is unknown if comments in 

this study were based on personal experiences, but research does support that “despite 

training, many officers fail to recognize or take anti-LBGT situations seriously” which 

may result in “inappropriate, and even abusive behavior, when answering a call for 

assistance” as implied by these comments (Wolff & Cokely, 2007, p. 4). This type of 

secondary victimization that occurs from “hostility and disbelief from police” perpetuate 

underreporting of incidents by LGBTQ victims (Davies & McCartney, 2003, p. 391). 

5.2.4. Victim blame and self-blame 

Finally, on the topic of reporting, this subtheme emphasizes the belief that the 

incident was in some way the responsibility of the person who experienced it, outlining a 

level of self-blame. Comments include “I felt like it was my fault for letting it get that far”; 

and “We all assume a share of the risk and nobody wants to feel more shamed than they 

already have by the experience.” Such comments are disappointing in that users do not 

feel their experiences are worthy of reporting, possibly explained by incidents which did 
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not qualify as physical threats, or because participants may have felt that they had a 

sense of blame for the event. The latter reason provides evidence of how “A young man 

who has been subjected to violent crime could be seen as discursively trapped in the 

juncture between ‘being a man’ and ‘being a victim,’” (Burcar, 2012, p. 174) where the 

victim may decide to avoid reporting due to the sense of responsibility, which some 

comments support in this study. Previous research shows that victim blame has 

detrimental consequences, ultimately leading to higher levels of shame and self-directed 

blame as possibly experienced by these participants (Jamel, 2010, p. 705). 

One respondent notes a specific fear regarding how the police would perceive 

them: “I was afraid of what my family, or anyone would think about me. That I was a slut” 

which may be a realistic fear for those who are using apps like Grindr or other GPS 

based apps which have a sex focused reputation, it is not surprising that users may wish 

to avoid unwanted questions and attention which would arise should they report an 

incident to authorities. This comment supports previous research, how attitudes of 

“sexist prejudice” and patronizing attitudes motivate negative responses toward victims 

because they appear to have engaged in dangerous sexual behaviour (Pedersen & 

Strömwall, 2013, p. 938). One last comment expands on why users of GPS apps may 

struggle to see any negative attention directed toward them as anyone’s fault but their 

own: 

I think many gay guys (me included) have underlying shame 

mechanisms from our early development which make it difficult for us 

to fix things (we suppress the shame and move on). Instead of 

changing behaviour or finding resolution with an authority, we remain 

insular, blaming ourselves, and trying to avoid the shame.  

The participant expands on the difficulties in facing the negative feelings and the 

assumption they will experience stigma, even without firsthand experience, turning the 

blame inward instead. Perceptions of victim blame in male victimization may lead to self-

directed blame based on underlying ideologies of homonegativity in society (Cramer, 

Nobles, et al., 2013, p. 2898). Self-blame may then lead to isolation and depression 

(Jamel, 2010, p. 704), which could have been prevented if individuals felt safe to report 

an incident in which they were harmed. 
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This study may provide support for the belief that avoidance of police may 

appear like the easiest way to avoid uncomfortable attention. Negative treatment from 

law enforcement can result in secondary victimization based on insensitive, unsupportive 

and humiliating experiences in reporting (Patterson, 2011, p. 337) resulting in further 

beliefs of self-blame. Underreporting is especially the case for victims who feel their 

identity and sexuality is threatened, supporting that male victims are more likely to 

repress negative experiences than report them (McLean, 2013, p. 45). For those who 

have already been exposed to attitudes of homonegativity by police and other 

authorities, a sense of self-directed blame may be heightened, especially when incidents 

pertain to sexual encounters because of stereotypes of promiscuity (Cramer, Wakeman, 

et al., 2013, p. 211), which may be the case in this study. Follow up questions for 

specific respondents on historical interactions with police would have been useful in 

identifying incidents of secondary victimization.  

 ‘Sexpectations’ & Stereotypes 5.3.

The next two themes outline the main issue with GPS based apps like Grindr, 

based on comments provided by participants. The current theme suggests there are 

specific sexual expectations and assumptions about the purpose of these apps that may 

differ between users, leading to miscommunications, rejection, and upsetting 

conversations. This theme is broken into subthemes including the image/sex centric 

focus on apps, dealing with feelings of rejection, and finally the ongoing issues of sexual 

consent. 

5.3.1. “Sex, Sex, Sex” 

This subtheme specifies the extremely body and sex focused component to apps 

demonstrating discrimination related to body shaming. Participants made comments that 

express their frustration with the overt ‘sex focus’ and expectations that users look a 

certain way, or have a specific body type, suggesting that interactions become negative 

when men feel avoided based on their inability to live up to physical perfection. One 

participant says, “if you're not white and muscular and have a beard you're not going to 
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do well with getting anyone to talk to you.” This comment expands on both body image 

and racial preference. Another participant says, “Guys who reject me usually come 

around when I get in shape” suggesting that men may attract more attention based on 

appearance. Another user speaks to the use of apps saying, “They are awful, but 

incredibly addicting. They also help perpetuate unrealistic expectations and stereotypes, 

and are bad for mental health if your appearance and popularity is anything less of 

shirtless magazine front-page-worthy.” Such experiences are supported by previous 

research stating gay men are fixated on achieving the ideal body which may lead to 

experiences of distress (Kane, 2010, p. 315). Pressure to have a physically fit and 

masculine appearance may be self-enforced by gay men in order to be accepted by 

society, and then projected on those who do not live up to the same ideals, resulting in 

low self-esteem of users (Gil, 2017, p. 242). 

Participants said apps are “addictive and people on there make split-second 

judgements about people they see in one photograph. There is very seldom a personal 

connection made on them and they are just simply used for sex” or that it is a “culture of 

sex, sex, sex” evolving around “ego, validation, and a need for self-worth” supporting the 

image centric and sexually charged environment which can undoubtedly cause some 

users with existing self-esteem issues to be affected. 

5.3.2. “There are more fish in the stream” Issues of Rejection 

This subtheme reveals how the expectation of sex and in-person meetings 

facilitated by apps can often result in rejection. Certain outcomes may leave users with 

negative feelings of self-worth that are potentially amplified based on self-esteem issues 

and potentially higher volumes of interactions in a drive for sexual contact. The following 

comments provide context for the individual’s experience facing these expectations 

when engaging in the GPS app environment. 

Participants discussed feelings of rejection, after having another user back out of 

meeting or hooking up with them. Comments show divisions of feelings, those who felt 

rejected say they felt “Depressed” and “take it personally” saying they felt “attached to 

the validation that comes with being with another man.” Users can also fall “into self-
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destructive behaviour” including “guilt and shame.” One participant explains, “I often 

think it has something to do with me and end up feeling shitty about the night” showing 

that online interactions affect self-esteem. Other participants said they felt ambivalent, 

felt nothing, or felt neutral about the situation signifying they did not give the interaction 

much weight or thought.  

Those who state that they were unaffected by rejection made these claims: “It's 

not a big deal,” “I don't really mind, I just move on,” and “it happens but I try not to have 

too many expectations or attachments to an outcome.” Some participants explained they 

respect the choices of others who may not be interested based on other preferences. 

Some app users have been exposed to rejection and chose not to let it affect their self-

perception believing other users have preferences outside of their range; their self-

esteem is unaffected by rejection. However, vulnerable users may be more heavily 

impacted by rejection, due to low self-esteem. 

Comments arose demonstrating how participants process rejection. Some 

participants stated, “It depends on their reason. If they don't feel comfortable then I'd 

rather they didn't push themselves in to an unwanted sexual encounter” and that they 

“feel glad they felt comfortable enough to not feel pressured into sex.” One user explains 

“while it's not great for self-esteem to be told that individuals are not attracted to you, 

each person has the right to choose what they do with their body” showing importance 

for personal choice regarding sexual activity. Comments in this subtheme make evident 

that some app users may have higher sexual self-esteem than others may, and as a 

result are more affected by rejection of potential sex partners. Kelly and Erickson (2007) 

explain how levels of sexual self-esteem may influence behaviour in heterosexual men 

resulting in sexually aggressive behaviour toward women (p. 236). Kelly and Erickson’s 

(2007) findings were inconclusive in finding a correlation between sexual self-esteem 

and sexually coercive behaviour. However, a relationship between femininity scores and 

victimization suggested that “being sensitive makes these individuals vulnerable to 

coercive tactics” (p. 242), which can be interpreted to explain why some users are more 

affected by rejection than others in this study. Kelly and Erickson’s (2007) findings may 

also provide support for the following findings regarding consent. 
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5.3.3.  “My body my choice” Issues of Consent  

When participants were asked how safe they felt to tell someone they were no 

longer interested before having already met up in person, some issues around consent 

emerged a subtheme where there appears to be a division of ideologies around saying 

no. Participants said they felt safe, but awkward and uncomfortable, that they did not 

want to hurt anyone’s feelings. Some participants stated they easily state their 

disinterest or block that user. 

Participants gave the impression that they worry about appearing polite when 

discussing their ability to state their disinterest after already having met another user in 

person. One respondent stated “It's not that I don't feel safe, but there are times when it 

may be too awkward to back out” and that is “a bit rude I feel. So you just have sex and 

get on with the day. Sometimes it's good. Sometimes it's bad.” Other concerning 

comments show a lack of consideration for their own desires stating, “I've had situations 

in the past where I wasn't sure and did it anyway. Felt gross after.” These comments 

indicate that users may be experiencing unwanted sexual activity, but are afraid to voice 

their disinterest. Within this study, participants seem to avoid removing their consent 

through verbal means. Beres et al. (2004) suggest that people in their study “reported 

using nonverbal behaviors more frequently than verbal behaviors as indicators of 

consent” making clear that nonverbal indicators must be considered when discussing 

sexual consent (p. 483). A follow-up question to participants asking if they gave any 

nonverbal cues indicating their disinterest would have been useful in this study to 

determine if nonverbal cues would have made any difference in the unwanted sexual 

activity. 

Previous research dating back to the 1980s explores unwanted sexual activity: 

“men’s engaging in unwanted sex due to physical coercion is less common” and may be 

more psychological, but issues with unwanted sex are more difficult for men to talk 

about, which appears to be true in this study (Muehlenhard & Cook, 1988, p. 71). 

Muehlenhard and Cook (1988) also suggest that younger men may consent to unwanted 

sexual behaviour as “they would be less sexually experienced and perhaps more 

influenced by peer pressure than men in the general population” which may be true for 

men in this study, but unfortunately age was not specified within the sample. This study 
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may also support previous research that discusses “cultural stereotypes and sexual 

scripts [which] emphasize that men are always ready and eager for sex” (Wright, Norton, 

& Matusek, 2010, p. 657) which can be linked to studies discussing promiscuity in the 

gay community. Aunspach (2015) states that within the MSM community, Grindr offers a 

reclamation of ”promiscuity as a way to normalize non-monogamous sexual expression” 

( p. 11). Users of apps like Grindr may feel pressured to endure unwanted sexual activity 

due to pressure of a normalized gay promiscuity, as well as a way to gain sexual 

experience. 

In contrast to those who engage in unwanted sexual activity, other participants 

appear to find it easy to say ‘no.’ One user says, “I am not a push over” and “I would not 

hesitate to say no if did not want to have sex” showing ease in saying no, which supports 

that members of the MSM community can avoid having unwanted sexual activity. Issues 

highlighting the opposite sides of consent show the need for awareness and education in 

this area as some users still need support and tools that can help them say no. 

Serious concern arises when users provide comments discussing if they felt safe 

to stop a hookup after it had begun. Participants said “I rarely do it as it may come 

across a bit rude,” another user says “you need to quickly consider the volatility it may 

cause....this is where faking it comes into play” highlighting issues around removing 

sexual consent. A more serious example discusses safety in saying no: 

It should be, but I've never felt safe doing so. If I've felt the need to 

stop, it's been because the person has already crossed boundaries and 

I'm afraid trying to assert boundaries will endanger me more than just 

doing nothing or going along with what they want. 

Users encountered issues with removing consent, and appear to be unaware of what 

their choices are regarding consent, unaware of their rights when engaging in sexual 

encounters. Evidence shows, however, that some users are very comfortable saying 

‘no,’ one participant saying “duh its 2017” which may imply the participant believes 

awareness of consent should be of importance based on the progression of sexual 

awareness in the last decade. 
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Although few comments provide explicit evidence of sexual assault and ongoing 

victimization in the gay community, the issue of consent emerged as an important theme 

speaking to the safety and expectations of app users. Comments were divided between 

those who have a strong sense of personal consent, to those who feel uncomfortable 

saying ‘no,’ enduring unwanted sexual activity. This theme is concerning, especially 

because the sample was accessed through the Health Initiative for Men’s (HIM) social 

media site. HIM is recognized for its work in the community encouraging safe sexual 

decisions and gay men’s sexual health. Comments indicate that many participants who 

follow HIM and subscribe to their social media have difficulty asserting consent and 

navigating online connection without feeling obligated to endure unwanted sexual 

encounters is concerning. This finding indicates a need for future research regarding 

knowledge and education of sexual consent in the gay community. 

  “Dating and hookup apps are terrible” 5.4.

The final theme that emerged from this research focuses on the comments of 

participants regarding their overall outlook and opinions of GPS dating/hook-up apps. 

The first subtheme reveals that app users feel apps should be a place for inclusion and 

connection, but instead, they often house a space in which racism, sexism, and 

elements of shaming dominate and affect the self-esteem and self-worth of users. The 

second subtheme highlights issues of online etiquette and how anonymity on apps is an 

excuse to be disrespectful as users are conveniently hidden behind a screen. The last 

subtheme outlines the overall opinions of users and makes strong statements about how 

apps are affecting the gay community in a negative way. 

5.4.1. “Lots of blatant racism, sexism, ageism, body shaming, slut 
shaming, and more” 

Many participants explain that apps are a space in which users continue to 

perpetuate harassment and exclusionary behaviour online.  One participant wrote that 

apps have “Lots of blatant racism, sexism, ageism, body shaming, slut shaming, and 

more!” Another said “For some reason some folks thin[k] online dating apps are an 
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appropriate place to treat other people like garbage” challenging the notion that Grindr 

creates connection as often mentioned by the owner of Grindr, Joel Simkhai (Rice et al., 

2012, p. 2). Comments like these show that users deviate from inclusion and connection, 

instead expressing discriminatory, hurtful and discouraging comments that amplify 

discrimination and the worst parts of ‘gayness’ (Van De Wiele & Tong, 2014, p. 11). 

 One user discusses the “predominant white audience of these apps.” Another 

user expressed how “a lot of white guys tend to be racist to minority groups” offering 

perceptions of racism, and how “it's a fairly harmful gay culture when people say no fats, 

fems, or [A]sians” making clear the prevalence of racial bias, discrimination, and body 

shaming. One user states: 

I found that with Grindr and Scruff and others where the primary focus 

is sex and re-enforcing gay tribes and tropes that that people become 

toxic and more likely to behave in ways that are negative and harmful 

to others: overt racism, classism, body-shaming, bullying. They feel 

the need to speak out to people about their dislikes and masked-

hatred. 

This comment supports previous research outlining how Grindr “affords an accentuated, 

heightened flavor of discrimination” expanding that gay spaces have a history of 

“flourishing in – isms: racism, sexism, ageism, ableism” supporting the issues found in 

this study (Aunspach, 2015, p. 37). Another participant’s comments capture the 

experience of someone who feels discriminated against based on ethnicity: 

There is overt racism on all the dating apps I've used. As a gay Asian 

man, when I question the guys if what they think what they write (e.g. 

"No Asians") is offensive, they respond with, "I'm not a racist, I just 

have preferences." Preferences are fine, but completely cutting out 

conversation with an entire race of people based on stereotypes is 

racist, in my opinion. It hurts, and makes me feel less valued in 

today's gay community, which is why I have withdrawn a bit. 

All of these highlighted comments show that although the excuse of ‘preference’ 

is used, app users feel unwanted, but also out of place within their own gay community, 

especially if part of a visible minority. Aunspach (2015) explains how guys who meet 

others in person have the opportunity where they may engage with someone outside of 

their preference, whereas Grindr “encourages users to hide these potential moments of 
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recognition through its systems of filtration” and in some cases users feel comfortable 

voicing their preference resulting in discrimination online (p. 37). Gay men already face 

stigma and ostracism that accompanies coming out of the closet in some cases (Herek, 

2009, p. 59), but added exposure to discriminatory comments and disrespectful 

language based on body shape, and other forms of online bullying from one’s own 

community must influence even greater feelings of isolation and divide.  

This study also supports comments from participants in other studies, Van De 

Wiele and Tong (2104) highlight the same issues with Grindr that were found in this 

study: 

It [Grindr] often allows some of the worst aspects of the gay 

community to flourish. Specifically, sex-obsessed shallowness, racism 

(‘no blacks, sorry’), discrimination against body types (‘no chubs’), 

discrimination against perceived unattractiveness, discrimination 

against penis size (I’ve seen guys that won’t talk to you if you're less 

than 9 inches) discrimination against femininity (‘masc looking only for 

another masc’ or ‘no fems’), discrimination against the practice of 

safer sex (‘poz looking to bareback’) and general discrimination based 

on physical attributes. (p. 10) 

Van de Wiele and Tong (2014) suggested how future research should examine if the 

issues of discrimination, racism, and body shaming exist for other users, and how 

technology may “extend, promote, or reify these less desirable dynamics” which my 

study has done as seen in comments mentioned above (p. 11).  

Although Vancouver is a multicultural city, users still experience discrimination 

based on ethnicity, making evident the need for a solution to online harassment and 

bullying. One participant stated he “[h]oped this research would be looking at sexual 

racism, especially in Vancouver,” he then provided a link to a website offering 

information for app users which exposes myths about online communication. The 

website highlights how comments like “no blacks” or “no Asians” is not stating 

preference, but “it’s racially prejudiced and it seriously damages the self-esteem of the 

people it’s aimed at”(“Sexual Racism Sux!,” n.d.). 
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5.4.2. “People need to learn online etiquette” 

This subtheme reflects how interactions between app users is strained by 

discrimination, and how many app users are overtly disrespectful to others. One user 

says “for some reason some folks think online dating apps are an appropriate place to 

treat other people like garbage” and another states how apps instill “an artificial sense of 

power to an individual in that because the other party is just an online stranger, they are 

not deserving of a reply indicating lack of interest.” Of even greater concern is the 

following comment: “The rejection and verbal abuse I have received over the years on 

these apps is scar[r]ing but unfortunately the only way our community seems to 

communicate these days” expanding on the reliance on these apps for connection. 

Participants emphasize the need to “learn online etiquette” because “when they are 

hidden anonymously behind their phone they tend to say whatever they want to get 

themselves off,” proving “a lack of respect, compassion and sometimes even 

acknowledgement.” All of these statements offer examples of frustrated app users who 

feel that many guys lack proper levels of respect and humanity in the online community, 

highlighting issues of stigma and isolation that already exist for gay men, and are 

exacerbated by a lack of community and mutual respect when interacting with other gay 

men online. Van de Wiele and Tong (2014) outline how the ‘gay space’, where men go 

to find community, has shifted to the online world where there is an acceptance of 

homosexuality, but some argue, “this new post-gay era characterizes a fragmenting of 

the gay community” (p. 10). The comments from this study uncover how the segregation 

of men based on race, body, age, and other characteristics is breaking the sense of gay 

community into compartments isolating men from one another. This isolation leads to the 

final subtheme that users have an overall negative outlook of apps paired with a reliance 

on apps in order to be part of a community.  

5.4.3. “Total Love-Hate-Relationship” 

The last subtheme highlights the overall love-hate-relationship that participants 

have with dating/hook-up apps. A number of participants offer a range of perspectives 

and opinions about their online interactions and overall position on the use of apps. One 

participant said, “We're our own worst enemies thanks to these sites. Yet, it is sheer 



 

66 

impossible to go off them as not to lose contact to the gay community. Total Love-Hate-

Relationship.” 

One participant said, “Dating/hook up apps are demoralizing and ruining our 

culture! I try so hard to stay off of them but without them it's almost impossible to connect 

with guys” highlighting the belief that there are fewer options for meeting guys that do 

not involve apps. Another user expands saying, “They are an exhausting waste of time, 

but outside of going to bars or joining sports teams, there is really no other way to meet 

people.” One last comment explained “It's very sad that dating apps have taken 

connection and commitment out of meeting people” offering a unique perspective of 

online dating/hook-up apps. These comments are extremely concerning considering that 

Vancouver is filled with activities, yet gay men still feel isolated from other men within 

their own community and rely on the use of apps, when they often feel uncomfortable, 

meeting guys. A popular argument for use of apps is how they offer connection to a ‘gay 

space’ (Aunspach, 2015), but comments represent how apps perpetuate the “worst part 

of gayness” with examples of “sex-obsessed shallowness,” racism, and discrimination, 

which may provide evidence that Grindr type apps are not promoting connection for 

everyone, but instead are offering a place where some users are at risk of victimization. 

This subtheme provides an important conclusion to this chapter discussing the 

use of GPS apps. This chapter has addressed the qualitative results from this study 

which include a division of feelings regarding perceptions of trust, safety, and consent, 

which may provide explanation for certain online behaviours. A large majority of the 

participants have had negative experiences from connections made through apps like 

Grindr, and concurrently do not believe that reporting these incidents to police is either 

necessary, or if so, would result in any positive outcome. Overall negative attitudes of 

apps outline that many users feel reliant on the use of apps, but experience unwanted 

negative interactions, and in some cases after meeting in person, experience unwanted 

sexual activity. The next and final chapter provides concluding thoughts and implications 

for future research in the area of GPS based app use. 
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  Chapter 6.
 
Conclusion 

This research, exploring the prevalence of victimization among users of geo-

social hook-up and dating applications in the MSM community, has resulted in some key 

findings that address risks associated with apps and the populations that use them. This 

purposive sampling study captured the voices and perceptions of MSMs in Vancouver, 

Canada. The phenomenon is new and under-studied, and this research offers unique 

insight into the world of online dating. Study results emphasize the need for more 

research to understand the role of safety and victimization for users of geo-social 

applications as a tool to meet other users, whether as a means to achieve romantic 

relationships or as part of a hook-up culture.  

Findings in this study demonstrate the popularity of apps like Grindr amongst the 

gay and MSM community, with many users engaging in sexual activity with people they 

have met online shortly after their online introduction based on expectations that a thick 

layer of trust has been established (Quiroz, 2013, p. 182) though their online 

interactions. Apps like Grindr are common because they are convenient, and easy to 

use, paired with their ability to locate other users nearby using built-in GPS technology 

(Aunspach, 2015; Quiroz, 2013). Grindr type apps provide access to technology that 

helps users fulfill a need for instant gratification, changing the norms of sexual 

interaction and in some cases attracting vulnerable users (McKirnan et al., 2007, p. 152). 

This study provides evidence of users’ trouble meeting people in public and in social 

situations, supporting reasons for participant’s motivation for the use of apps like Grindr 

including sex, friendship and romantic relationships (Aunspach, 2015; Rice et al., 2012) 

making clear the need for a safe space online for app users to meet guys. 
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Literature outlines the potential for threats that arise from use of geo-social apps 

like Grindr due to a “poorly regulated internet dating industry” where misinterpretation of 

one’s identity is common (Rege, 2009). Users of apps in this study state their mixed 

feelings about their ability to trust other users with more than half of the sample stating 

they take precautions when meeting other guys in person after chatting online. 

Precautions include a number of “uncertainty reduction strategies” (Gibbs et al., 2011, p. 

91) which focus on user identity verification, and sharing location information with 

someone in case of unexpected negative experiences that may occur. Surprisingly, 37% 

of the sample stated they did not take any precautions when meetings guys implying that 

they trust the guys they are meeting or are willing to take a risk for the sake of instant 

gratification (n=158). This statistic refutes my original prediction that most app users 

would be worried about their safety. 

More than 10% of users claim they have created fake profiles and almost 10% of 

users send pictures which are not their own, outlining the issue with profile verification 

and misrepresentation in the online dating atmosphere (n=154). My suggestion based 

on this information is for apps to take steps toward photo verification technology to 

ensure more safety among online connections. Examples of this type of verification can 

be seen with apps like Zoosk, which offer users the choice in sending a ‘selfie’ video to 

verify the pictures on their profile belong to them, allowing other users to choose only 

verified users to communicate with (Moscaritolo, 2014, para. 3). Verification techniques 

like these reduce the number of fake profiles and negative impact they have on the 

online dating/hook-up community, mitigating some of the risks associated with online 

dating. 

Although a high number of participants report negative experiences (76%, 

n=151) with meetings facilitated from online interactions, results of this study show users 

are not exposed to severe or physical danger but suggest that users’ experience, in their 

words, is more “just general low end lying or meanness.” Negative experiences had by 

participants did not include a prevalence of serious or physical incidents worth reporting 

(based on participant’s comments) to authorities due to their lack of severity. Some 

users did discuss historical victimization that the survey may have triggered. A limitation 

of this study may include a lack of direct questions of sexual or physical victimization that 
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occurred through online app facilitated meetings, which would be useful in future studies. 

Participant comments focused more on experiences which took place before the in-

person meetings, with an emphasis on disrespectful behaviour of users explained by 

participants as “hidden anonymously behind their phone,” saying whatever they want, 

“rather than considering the person behind the screen” which may be solved by using 

the block/report abuse features on apps in some cases. 

For those participants who discussed negative incidents worth reporting to police, 

commented on their negative attitudes toward police based on perceived 

homonegativity, and risk of secondary victimization (Wolff & Cokely, 2007), as well as 

sexist prejudice (Pedersen & Strömwall, 2013). When discussing their negative 

experiences, participants stated they felt partially responsible, and worried they would be 

blamed by police if they reported the incident based on gender, sexuality, or 

promiscuous and sexual behaviour, supporting previous literature on attitudes toward 

police in gay communities (Jamel, 2010; Javaid, 2015; Wolff & Cokely, 2007). Ongoing 

apprehension toward reporting incidents supports a need for future research to measure 

attitudes toward police in Vancouver’s gay community specifically, and compared to 

previous studies to determine if rates of underreporting are increasing or decreasing due 

to police efforts. Based on qualitative results in this study, a portion of the gay 

community continues to feel uncomfortable reporting incidents to police, which should be 

addressed to ensure the gay community feels safe and protected especially in cases of 

physical and sexual victimization. Comments made by transgender individuals also 

highlight the relationship between police and the Trans community that reflects the 

discomfort Trans people have with police in general. It is clear that occurrences of 

secondary victimization and “hostility and disbelief from police” are still taking place 

based on comments provided in this study (Davies & McCartney, 2003, p. 391). 

The results of this study also reveal some troubling findings regarding in-person 

meetings, and sexual encounters with users met through apps like Grindr. A number of 

participants do not recognize their ability to withdraw consent before or during a sexual 

encounter. More than half of the sample identified as having gone through with an 

unwanted sexual encounter to avoid an awkward conversation, ‘just because,’ or they 

were unsure why they went through with it. Comments provided in response to questions 
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asking how participants handled unwanted sexual encounters include “It's a bit rude I 

feel. So you just have sex and get on with the day. Sometimes it's good. Sometimes it's 

bad” and “you need to quickly consider the volatility it may cause....this is where faking it 

comes into play” making evident that users of apps may be struggling with the ability to 

remove consent once they have provided it, or that there may be a lack of awareness 

around consent in general. Some app users are experiencing unwanted sexual activity, 

and may be afraid or unsure of how to voice their disinterest. This study may support 

cultural stereotypes that men are “always ready and eager for sex” (Wright et al., 2010, 

p. 657) and therefore men are expected to go through with sex, simply to ‘get off’ based 

on the nature of male sexual compulsion. However, comments support that users may 

feel pressured to endure unwanted sex based on the expectation of promiscuity in gay 

culture, or due to a sense of obligation based on meeting other users with the initial 

intention of having sex. This potential pressure on sex creates concern, as users may 

feel that they do not have a choice once they begin a sexual encounter. Beres et al 

(2004) outline that consent does not consist only of verbal confirmation, but that people 

“reported using nonverbal behaviors more frequently than verbal behaviors as indicators 

of consent” supporting that users may in fact be victims of sexual coercion based on 

limited knowledge of sexual consent (Beres et al., 2004, p. 483). These app users, when 

engaged in sex, may show nonverbal signs of their removal of consent, which are being 

ignored by their sexual partner.  Results show need for future research to measure 

behaviours of consent including both verbal and nonverbal behaviours to explore if app 

users are recognizing nonverbal cues during sex. Additionally the inclusion of separate 

age categories would help determine whether unwanted sexual activity takes place due 

to physiological pressure, as a means of gaining sexual experience, or based on a gay 

sexual stereotype that gay men should be ready and wanting sex at all times. These 

results should be used to determine whether education on consent in the gay community 

requires a greater focus for the future, based on the concerns found in this study. 

Results of the study also reveal disturbing beliefs and attitudes toward the use of 

apps that focus on sex and body image, reinforcing negative stereotypes of 

homosexuality, contributing to issues of self-esteem and low self-worth. Lastly, this study 

captures voices of many participants who agree that apps like Grindr allow for and fail to 

prevent negative interactions, perpetuating issues of online racism, classism, ageism, 
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body shaming, slut shaming, and in the words of the participant, “an appropriate place to 

treat other people like garbage.” Users propose that it is impossible to meet men for 

short or long term relationships without using apps like Grindr, as this is where the gay 

community congregates more than in public places; the gay ‘space’ has changed to that 

of a virtual space (Aunspach, 2015, p. 9). This study supports how online interactions 

continue to expose users to issues of “racism, sexism, ageism, ableism” among other 

issues of discrimination (Aunspach, 2015, p. 37; Van De Wiele & Tong, 2014, p. 10) 

which amplify the worst part of ‘gayness.’ This study provides evidence that online 

issues of discrimination are still prevalent within the MSM community and apps continue 

to promote a space where this takes place, neglecting to discourage this negative 

behaviour. Users state that this reliance on geo-social apps results in a love-hate 

relationship as users often struggle to find meaningful connections without being 

exposed to discriminatory and disrespectful comments from users. These results require 

that action be taken to prevent future issues of discrimination and disrespect from taking 

place online. Implications for this may include more online supervision by apps, or better 

responses to report abuse features included in apps as well as the presence of apps 

taking a stand in promoting positive online interactions with campaigns discouraging 

discrimination.  

In conclusion, app users need to learn to take more care in their screening 

process to protect themselves from unnecessary harms. Increased supervision on apps 

like Grindr and administrator involvement, as well as verification software may help 

reduce the use of fake profiles, and unwanted negative interactions providing users with 

a stronger sense of online safety. Additionally, this research shows a need for more 

education on sexual consent as well as online research conducted on what impacts 

users’ willingness to endure unwanted sexual activity. Future studies should evaluate 

attitudes toward police to measure if more action need to be taken in reducing the 

occurrence of underreporting by the gay community. Special attention should be placed 

on transgender communities to increase confidence in police, based on results of this 

study. Lastly, online etiquette and respect within the gay community need to be targeted 

by community organizations and app administrators to provide a more inclusive and safe 

space for all users. Campaigns like ‘Think before you type’ created by HIM focus on 

creating awareness and dialogue of communication that occurs on apps like Grindr, and 
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should be used to expand education and standards for online behaviour. The first step in 

reducing online harassment and disrespect requires creating a more inclusive and safe 

space for men to meet one another online and should be expanded to other groups and 

communities in the future (“Think before you type,” 2015). 
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Appendix A 
 
Survey 

GPS Dating Info Survey 

General Information  

1. Do you identify as male aged 19 or older who has sex with other males?  

      (must be 19+ to complete this survey. IF NOT, please do not participate in survey) 

 Yes 

 No 

2. Do you live in the Metro Vancouver Area? 

 Yes   (If yes, answer 3A) 

 No   (If NO, Answer 3B) 

3A) If Yes, what municipality/area of Greater Vancouver do you live in: 

              Vancouver Downtown (IF Downtown, which neighborhood do you live in?) 

                   __________________________________________________________ 

     East vancouver      West Vancouver      North Vancouver  

     South 
Vancouver  

    Burnaby      New Westminster  

     Surrey     Langley       Coquitlam  

     Port Coquitlam      Maple Ridge     Pitt Meadows  

     White Rock     Delta      Richmond  

3B) If Not in Vancouver, where do you live?  

______________________________________________________________________ 

4. Which of the following options do you use MOST to meet guys for dating or hookups? 

 In person (public spaces, through friends) 

 From online websites (like manhunt.net, adam4adam, dudesnude.com) 

 GPS based mobile apps (like Grindr, Scruff, Tinder) 

 Comments 
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____________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________ 

5. Have you ever used Grindr or other GPS based dating/hook-up apps like it? (Even 
once)  

      (IF YOU HAVE NOT, please do not participate in survey) 

 Yes 

 No 

If Yes, What apps have you used?  

(Please check all that apply) 

     Grindr     Scruff     Tinder  

     Growler     Hornet     Jack’d  

     Squirt     Guy Spy      Match  

     Daddy Chaser     OkCUpid     Bristlr  

     Surge     Boy Ahoy     Romeo  

     VGL     Zoosk     Mr X  

Patterns of Use 

7. For what purposes do you use Dating/hook-up apps? (please check all that apply) 

 Friendship 

 Sex 

 Dating 

 Networking 

 Other, please specify... 
____________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________ 

8. How many times per week do you look at dating/hook-up apps? (choose which best 
applies) 

 Less than once per week 

 1-5 times per week 

 6-10 times per week 
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 More than 10 times per week 

 Other, please specify... 
____________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________ 

9. How much time do you spend on Dating/hook-up apps on a daily basis (this can 
include having it on in the background)? 

 Less than an hour 

 1-2 hours 

 3-5 hours 

 more than 5 hours 

10. Have you ever had a one night stand or sexual encounter with someone that you 
met from dating/hook-up apps? 

 Yes 

 No 

11. If yes, what apps do you primarily use: 

     Grindr     Scruff     Tinder  

     Growler     Hornet     Jack’d  

     Squirt     Guy Spy      Match  

     Daddy Chaser     OkCUpid     Bristlr  

     Surge     Boy Ahoy     Romeo  

     VGL     Zoosk     Mr X  

12. How many sexual encounters have you had with someone you met on dating/hook-
up Apps? 

 None 

 Less than 5 

 6 - 10 

 11 - 20 

 21-50 
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 51-100 

 more than 100 

 Not sure 

 Other, please specify... 
____________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________ 

13. How often do you meet/hookup with someone from dating/hook-up apps? 

(Choose 1 option which is most applicable to you) 

 I never have 

 Very rarely (less than 5 per year) 

 Rarely (once every month or 2) 

 Sometimes (couple times per month) 

 Often (once per week at least) 

 Very Often (2-5 times per week) 

 Any additional comments...   

____________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________ 

14. I use Dating/Hook-up apps to meet guys for the following reasons: 

(Check all that apply) 

 It is easy and convenient 

 I like the ability to meet guys quickly and close by  

 I have trouble meeting guys in public/social settings  

 I don’t do well in social settings  

 Please provide any additional comments 
____________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________   

 

 



 

82 

15. How do you view yourself in social settings (anywhere you can potentially meet guys 
in person)  

 Extremely Comfortable 

 Comfortable 

 Neutral 

 Uncomfortable 

 Extremely Uncomfortable 

16. When you meet up with guys, how far do you usually travel?  

 Within 1 km 

 2-10 kms 

 11-20 kms 

 More than 20 kms 

17. When you do meet up with guys for hookups or dates, how safe do you usually feel? 

(in respect to your physical and sexual well being) 

 Extremely safe 

 Safe 

 Unsure 

 A little unsafe 

 Extremely unsafe 

 Please explain... 

18. Do you take any precautions to assist in safety when you go to meet guys from 
Grindr type apps? 

 Yes 

 No 

  IF YES, What precautions do you take? 

(Check all that apply) 

 I tell someone where I am going 
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 I tell someone who I am meeting 

 I meet them in public or on the street near my home/or theirs instead of meeting at 
my/their front door 

 I make sure my phone is handy in case something happens 

 I bring something to defend myself (please explain) 
____________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________ 

 Other, please specify... 
____________________________________________________________ 

 

Trust and Dating/Hook-up Apps 

19. In your experience, how trustworthy are people that you have met on the internet?  

 Extremely trustworthy  

 Somewhat trustworthy 

 No opinion 

 Somewhat untrustworthy 

 Extremely untrustworthy 

20. In your profile, do you use your own photo?  

 Yes 

 No 

21. Does your profile picture show your face?  

 Yes 

 No 

22. Do you provide your real name to other users?  

 Yes 

 No 
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23. Have you ever sent pictures that were not yours but pretended they were? 

 Yes 

 No 

24. Have you ever created a fake profile? (leading another user to believe you are 
someone you are not) 

 Yes 

 No 

25. How quickly after meeting people on the internet do you begin sharing personal 
details about yourself?  

 Extremely quickly 

 Somewhat quickly 

 Not sure 

 Not quickly 

 Not at all (I share no personal information) 

 

Meeting other Users 

26. How quickly after chatting online do you meet in person?  

 Extremely quickly (within the next few hours) 

 Somewhat quickly (within the next day or 2) 

 Not quickly (within the next week or 2) 

 Slowly (its often more than a few weeks of chatting before I meet someone in 
person) 

 Not at all (I do not meet people usually) 

 Other, please specify... 
____________________________________________________________ 
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27. How do you feel when you chat with someone but they are not completely committed 
to meeting, or they flake out on you, how do you feel:  

(Check all that apply) 

 I Feel annoyed but move on and get on with my day/night  

 I Feel angry and send messages expressing myself  

 I Block them because further chatting would be a waste of time  

 I tell my friends or other users that they aren’t worth talking to  

 I’ve never had this experience  

 Other, please specify...  

____________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________ 

28. How do you feel when you meet someone in person but they back out of hooking 
up/having sex, do you:  

(Check all that apply) 

 Feel annoyed but move on and get on with your day/night  

 Feel very angry and tell them how you feel  

 Think it reflects something about yourself  

 Tell your friends or other users that they aren’t worth talking to  

 I’ve never had this experience  

 Other, please specify... 
____________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________ 

29. When you are chatting online, do you feel safe to tell someone that you are no 
longer interested?  

 Yes 

 No 

 Additional comments... 

____________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________ 
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30. When you meet up with someone in person, do you feel safe to tell them that you are 
no longer interested after you have already met up?  

 Yes 

 No 

 Additional comments... 
____________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________ 

31. Is it acceptable to stop a hookup after you have already started?  

 Yes 

 No 

 Additional comments 
____________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________ 

32. Have you ever felt that you were expected to go through with a hookup when you 
weren’t into it or you felt uncomfortable?  

 Yes 

 No 

33. If YES, what did you do? (Please check all that apply)  

 I did not go through with it  

 I did it just to avoid an awkward conversation  

 I felt like if I did not follow through that I would not be safe  

 I felt like I owed him because I asked him to come over  

 I wasn’t into him but did it anyway just because  

 I am not sure why I went through with it  

 Any additional comments 
____________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________ 
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34. Have you ever had a negative experience from your interactions with guys you have 
met through Dating/Hook-up apps?   

 Yes 

 No (IF NO, Skip to FINAL QUESTION 46.)  

(If Yes, Please explain)  

______________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________ 

If yes, was this: 

 An online connection only (if online only, skip to Question 38) 

 An in person connection 

 

Your experience 

35. When you have had negative experiences where did they take place in relation to 
your home?  

(Choose the most appropriate answer) 

 Within 1 km 

 2-10 kms 

 11-20 kms 

 More than 20 kms 

36. In situations where you have had a negative experience, were either you or the guy 
you met with under the influence of any drugs or alcohol?  

 Yes 

 No 

37. If you have had negative experiences during in person meetings, how did you react:  

(Check all that apply) 

 I left the person when I felt uncomfortable 

 I told my friends about it  

 I told someone in a safe place about it like: (HIM, QMUNITY, other)   

 I reported it to the authorities/police  
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 I did nothing 

 Please offer any additional comments 
____________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________ 

Reporting 

38. If you have had a negative experience through online dating apps, did you report the 
incident to the police or any other authorities?   

 Yes 

 No (IF NO, please explain why and then skip to Question 40) 

 ____________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________ 

39. If you reported an incident, how did you feel about reporting it?  

(Check all that apply) 

 Comfortable 

 Listened to 

 That my safety was important 

 Uncomfortable 

 Judged 

 Not listened to 

 Additional comments 
____________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________ 

  

40. Do you feel responsible for the incident because you put yourself in a dangerous 
position by meeting someone you did not know very well?  

 Yes 

 No 

41. Do you feel ashamed that the negative experience happened to you?  

 Yes 
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 No 

42. Were you nervous that if you told police that you may feel blamed for the incident?  

 Yes 

 No 

43. Were you worried that if you reported it, that you may not be taken seriously because 
you are a man and should have been able to protect yourself?  

 Yes 

 No 

44. Were you worried that you would not be helped because male victims may be 
treated differently than female victims?  

 Yes 

 No 

45. Any additional comments you would like to make about reporting your experiences to 
authorities? 

______________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________ 

 

Final Question 

46. Is there anything else about your experiences with Dating/Hook-up Apps that you 
would like to share? (This can be about any experiences you may have had that you 
want people to know about) 

______________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________ 

Thank you for participating in this survey. Your participation will provide insight 
into what needs to be addressed in order to maintain that all app users feel 
comfortable and safe when using dating and hook-up apps. 
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Appendix B 
 
Informed Consent 

Consent Form 

Title of Study: GPS Dating INFO Survey 

Dear Participant,   

You have been asked to participate in the following study. Your participation is 

completely voluntary and you can withdraw from the study or refuse to answer any or all 

of the questions.   

Principal Investigator: Dr. Sheri Fabian, School of Criminology, Simon Fraser 

University, sfabian@sfu.ca, 778-782-8136.  

SFU Collaborator: Jeremy Long, Honours Undergraduate Student, Simon Fraser 

University, jdlong@sfu.ca.  

Goals of the Study:  

We want to learn more about experiences of Males who have sex with Males (MSM) 

who have had negative experiences when using online dating and hookup applications 

such as Grindr and other applications like it. This research is to be conducted to better 

understand the risks associated with use of these applications, to provide data that may 

be used to prevent negative occurrences in the future. You will be given a survey with 45 

questions to answer. The survey should take approximately 15 minutes to complete. 

Eligibility Criteria 

Your participation in this study requires that you meet the following requirements in order 

to participate: 

- Male who has sex with other males (MSM) 

- 19 years of age or older 
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- Uses online dating/hook-up applications (IE. Grindr, Scruff, Tinder) 

Your participation is voluntary:  

You have the right to refuse to participate in this study. If you decide to participate, you 

may still choose to withdraw from the study at any time without any negative 

consequences to the education you are presently receiving, or you may choose not to 

answer specific questions.  

Risks/Benefits of Participation 

There are some foreseeable risks and discomforts to you for participating in this study 

which may include psychological or emotional discomforts due to the nature of the 

material discussed. During your recollection of negative experiences, you may re-

experience some uncomfortable feelings associated with these occurrences. The 

risk/discomfort associated with this interview may impact your psychological state, and 

may require counselling. In the case that you would like to speak to a counsellor, 

counseling services will available through the Health Initiative for Men (HIM) 

organization. If you would like to access these services, you may contact HIM at 604-

488-1001, and mention that you took part in this study and request that you would like to 

meet with a counsellor, and one will be made available to you. 

No one knows whether or not you will benefit from this study. There may or may not be 

direct benefits to you from taking part in this study. However, in the future, others may 

benefit from what we learn in this study, and the data collected may later be used to 

influence ways of decreasing risk for users of online dating/hook-up applications. We will 

not pay you for the time you take to be in this study. 

Confidentiality: 

All documents will be identified only by a number and kept in a secure place. 

Participants will not be identified by name in any reports of the completed study. Direct 

quotes may be used but will only be attributed to a participant number. Please do not 

write your name anywhere on the survey or consent form.   
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Study Results:   

The results of the study will be reported in an honours thesis and presented at the 

Criminology Honours Colloquium in April 2017. It is hoped that the thesis may be turned 

into an academic article for publication following completion.  

 If you have any questions about this study or wish to obtain research results once 

completed you can contact Dr. Sheri Fabian at sfabian@sfu.ca or 778-782-8136. If you 

have any concerns about your rights as a research participant and/or your experiences 

while participating in this study you may contact Dr. Jeffery Toward, Director, Office of 

Research Ethics, jtoward@sfu.ca or 778-782-6593.   

Future Use of Participant Data:   

The information collected for this study may be used for future research and will be 

stored in a secure folder on the researcher’s computer with a password which is only 

accessible to the researcher. Any paper written surveys will however be destroyed, only 

digital material will be kept. 

Taking part in this study is entirely up to you. You have the right to refuse to participate 

in this study. If you decide to take part, you may choose to withdraw from the study at 

any time. 

By submitting this questionnaire you are consenting to participate in this research 

study.  

 


