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Abstract
People view monogamy as the optimal form of partnering and stigmatize consensual non-
monogamous (CNM) relationships. Likewise, attachment researchers often equate
romantic love (and security) with sexual exclusivity. Interestingly, a sizeable minority of
people engage in CNM and report high levels of satisfaction. Across two studies, we exam-
ined how individual differences in attachment were associated with attitudes toward
CNM, willingness to engage in CNM, and current involvement in CNM. Among individuals
who had never engaged in CNM, avoidance was robustly linked to more positive attitudes
and greater willingness to engage in CNM. However, avoidant individuals were less likely to
engage in CNM than in monogamous relationships. Understanding attachment in multiple
partner relationships can provide new avenues for exploring the complexities of relationships.
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In our marriage vows, we didn’t say ‘forsaking all others.’ The vow that we made was that

you will never hear that I did something after the fact . . . one spouse can say to the other,

‘Look, I need to have sex with somebody. I’m not going to if you don’t approve of it, but

please approve of it.’

Will Smith (as quoted in Simpson, 2005)

In this quote, Will Smith, well-known actor, clearly explains that he has an agreement

with his wife (of 15 years) Jada Pinkett to have outside sexual relationships—a situation

distinct from infidelity or unfaithfulness. This Hollywood couple is not alone in their

departures from monogamy; other well-known figures who have (allegedly) engaged

in consensual nonmonogamy (CNM) include Demi Moore (and Ashton Kutcher), Tilda

Swinton, Simone deBeauvoir, and Pablo Picasso. Such open relationships are not limited

to the famous; approximately 4–5% of individuals identify themselves as part of a CNM

relationship, an arrangement in which all partners involved agree to have extradyadic

romantic and/or sexual relationships (e.g., polyamory or swinging; Conley, Moors,

Matsick, & Ziegler, 2011, 2013; Rubin, Moors, Matsick, Ziegler, & Conley, in press).

Although a sizable number of individuals engage in CNM, these relationships

are highly stigmatized. Compared to monogamous relationships, CNM relationships are

perceived by the public as less satisfying and lower in relationship quality; those

involved in CNM are perceived as fundamentally flawed (Conley, Moors, et al., 2013;

Moors, Matsick, Ziegler, Rubin, & Conley, 2013). Moreover, contemporary psycholo-

gical frameworks and measures assume dyadic (i.e., monogamous) partnering is uni-

versal (see Conley, Ziegler, Moors, Matsick, & Valentine, 2012, for further discussion).

For instance, adult attachment researchers focus almost exclusively on monogamous

relationships and often interchange the terms ‘‘adult attachment’’ and ‘‘love’’ with ‘‘pair

bond’’ (see Hazan, Campa, & Gur-Yaish, 2006, for an example). The use of these terms

as synonyms reflects a broader conceptualization of attachment that equates sexual and

romantic exclusivity with love, suggesting that dyadic relationships are the most natural

and healthiest romantic partnerships. Researchers have thus neglected to examine attach-

ment processes among a group that may be particularly skilled at simultaneously man-

aging multiple emotional bonds; indeed, CNM people’s ability to implement ‘‘secure’’

attachment behaviors may predict relationship functioning in CNM relationships.

CNM and attachment

CNM differs from monogamy in that all partners in the relationship agree that it is

acceptable to have more than one concurrent romantic partner. In the present study, we

focus on two popular types of CNM: polyamory (partners involved agree on loving

sexual and romantic relationships with others) and swinging (partners agree on sexual

relationships with others, typically engaged in as a couple and often at parties; see

Matsick, Ziegler, Moors, & Conley, 2013). All partners involved in these types of

relationships typically engage in sexual and/or romantic relationships with others.

However, in some cases it is mutually agreed upon for one partner, but not another
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partner(s), to engage in other relationships or for more than two people agree to sexual

and romantic exclusivity with each other (e.g., Klesse, 2006; Pines & Aronson, 1981).

Despite differences in definitions among types of CNM relationships and types of

configurations (see Conley, Ziegler, et al., 2012, for a further discussion on types of

CNM), they share common themes of communication, honesty, negotiation, and con-

sensus about the terms of the relationships (Barker, 2005; Jenks, 1998; Klesse, 2006).

Research suggests that individuals in CNM relationships report relatively high levels of

trust, honesty, intimacy, friendship, and satisfaction as well as relatively low levels

of jealousy within their relationships (Barker, 2005; Bonello & Cross, 2010; Cole

& Spaniard, 1974; de Visser & McDonald, 2007; Jenks, 1985; Kurdek, 1988; Ritchie &

Barker, 2006). For instance, in qualitative studies, the majority of individuals engaged

in CNM reported that their marriage improved (Dixon, 1985) and that they felt

increased warmth, closeness, and love toward their partner as a result of their CNM

lifestyle (Varni, 1974). Moreover, individuals engaged in CNM reported less jealousy

than those not engaged in CNM (Jenks, 1985) and often described feeling positive about

their partner’s relationship(s) with others (Ritchie & Barker, 2006).

Despite the negative connotations associated with CNM relationships, positive rela-

tionship qualities reported by those in such relationships are notably similar to those of

secure attachment relationships. At its core, attachment theory suggests that close bonds

with others are important sources of support, emotional stability, and safety. Moreover,

these bonds emerge out of early parent–child interactions and are considered evolved

behavioral strategies that promote infant protection (Belsky, Steinberg, & Draper, 1991;

Simpson & Belsky, 2008). Researchers suggest that the attachment process developed in

infancy continues to guide relationship behavior through the remainder of the human life

span, including how individuals approach sex and reproduction (e.g., Del Giudice, 2009).

Although (Western) attachment theorists typically assume that adult attachment is equiv-

alent to monogamous bonding, monogamy may not be strictly necessary for the develop-

ment of attachment security. In fact, multiple caregivers are common in other cultures, and

such arrangements do not appear to interfere with parent–child attachment relationships

(van Ijzendoorn & Sagi-Schwartz, 2008). Of course, it is not yet clear whether and how

CNM relationships influence (and are influenced by) adult romantic attachment orienta-

tions. However, the parallels between parent–child and adult romantic bonds, and the exis-

tence of multiple attachment relationships throughout the life span (Howes & Spieker, 2008)

point to the possibility that CNM adult attachment relationships would also reflect secure

attachment bonds.

Attachment orientations are thought to differ along two dimensions: anxiety

(insecurity about partner’s availability) and avoidance (discomfort with closeness to a

partner, see Cassidy, 2000, for a review). Secure individuals score low on both

dimensions, being confident of their partner’s responsiveness and comfortable with the

intimacy of an interdependent relationship. Attachment security is linked with stable

relationships characterized by high trust, commitment, satisfaction, and intimacy as well

as low jealousy (Feeney, 2008). Secure individuals are less likely to be unfaithful and

more likely to enjoy sexual activity within a committed relationship than insecure

individuals (Brennan & Shaver, 1995; DeWall et al., 2011). Taken together, these

findings suggest that attachment security is beneficial for establishing happy, healthy,
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and sexually satisfying long-term romantic relationships (e.g., Birnbaum, 2007; Butzer

& Campbell, 2008; Davis et al., 2006).

Yet attachment theory presumes that healthy, satisfying relationships are, by defi-

nition, dyadic. Although attachment orientations have not been studied in the context of

CNM relationships, the similarities between CNM relationships and those of secure

individuals appear to present a paradox: On the one hand, CNM relationships are widely

perceived as less satisfying, lower in quality, and generally morally reprehensible

(Conley, Moors, et al., 2013); on the other hand, a growing body of literature suggests

that individuals engaged in these alternative romantic partnerings are happy, well

adjusted, and satisfied (e.g., de Visser & McDonald, 2007; Jenks, 1985; Ritchie &

Barker, 2006). That is, research suggests that both monogamous and CNM relationships

can have positive relationship qualities.

Components of sexuality

Sexuality is a multifaceted construct, which includes behaviors, attitudinal dispositions,

and desire (cf. Penke & Asendorpf, 2008). Over the course of one’s life, sexual behaviors

reflect patterns of short-term versus long-term mating strategies. Typically, short-term

mating strategies are conceptualized as (uncommitted) sexual activity with a variety

of partners, whereas long-term mating strategies are conceptualized as investment in a

single committed relationship and potential offspring (Buss & Schmitt, 1993; Simpson

& Gangestad, 1992). According to an evolutionary model of human mating, the beha-

vioral component of sexuality is key, as it determines reproductive outcomes (Penke

& Asendorpf, 2008). However, individuals’ attitudes and desires are influenced by past

sexual experiences. Evaluative dispositions toward sex are also influenced by social

norms and personal moral values (e.g., Conley, Moors, Matsick, Ziegler, & Valentine,

2011; Haidt, 2001). These sociocultural influences may not necessarily reflect desire

or determine behavior; thus, attitudes reflect both personal and cultural values. Unlike

attitudinal dispositions, desire is a motivational state to engage in sex, which is

accompanied by sexual arousal and fantasies.

Previous research has established that these three components of sexuality are

distinguishable and may even have different biological profiles (Edelstein, Chopik, &

Kean, 2011), but that they operate together (e.g., Penke & Asendorpf, 2008; Rempel &

Baumgartner, 2003). Specifically, sexual behavior is a result of both an individual’s

degree of desire and attitude toward sex that is based on socialization and culture (Penke

& Asendorpf, 2008). In the current studies, we apply this framework to a specific type of

romantic and sexual relationship, CNM, to better understand how these distinct com-

ponents operate in nonmonogamous relationships. In the next section, we discuss how

individual differences in attachment orientation may be differentially related to attitudes

toward CNM, desire to engage in CNM, and engagement in CNM.

Aims and hypotheses: Are attachment insecurity and gender linked to CNM?

There are reasons to believe that attachment insecurity might be differentially related to

attitudes about CNM versus actual engagement. For individuals who have not engaged in
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CNM, attachment insecurity may play a role in attitudes and desire in relation to CNM.

Specifically, attachment anxiety is characterized by fixation on the availability of one’s

romantic partner and extreme romantic jealousy (Collins, 1996; Mikulincer, Gillath, &

Shaver, 2002). Anxious individuals tend to have obsessive concerns with love and

concerns that their partners will be ‘‘poached’’ (taken) by someone else (Schachner &

Shaver, 2002; Stephan & Bachman, 1999). In addition to worrying about partner

poaching, other trust-related issues highly anxious people may be preoccupied with

include concerns related to sexually transmitted infections and paternity. Although anx-

ious individuals tend to rely on sex as a route for obtaining security and love needs, these

individuals tend to inhibit their own sexual needs and default to their partner’s

preferences (see Birnbaum, 2010, for a review). Given that anxious individuals prioritize

others’ sexual and romantic needs above their own, it seems likely that CNM may not be

a desirable route. Thus, thinking about CNM relationships may exacerbate anxious indi-

viduals’ concerns about the availability of their partners and heighten the fear of losing

their partner. Therefore, anxious individuals may be less likely to hold positive attitudes

toward CNM and less willing to engage in these types of relationships.

Attachment-related avoidance is characterized by attempts to create psychological

distance from one’s romantic partner and suppress attachment-related distress (Edelstein

& Shaver, 2004; Fraley & Shaver, 1997). Given that avoidant individuals tend to

minimize expressions of intimacy (Fraley & Shaver, 1998), which is presumably very

challenging in monogamous relationships, avoidant individuals may view CNM rela-

tionships positively. That is, avoidant individuals may prefer CNM relationships because

these relationships allow them to dilute emotional closeness with one partner by invest-

ing less across multiple partners. Additionally, highly avoidant individuals hold more

positive attitudes toward casual sex (Gentzler & Kerns, 2004) and, although casual sex

is not a defining feature of CNM relationships, an agreement within a relationship to

have sex with other people may be more attractive to avoidant individuals. Thus, avoi-

dant individuals may hold more positive attitudes toward CNM and be more willing to

engage in these relationships.

In addition to attachment orientation, we expected that gender would also be related

to attitudes toward CNM and willingness to engage in these relationships. For instance,

men tend to be higher in avoidance than women (Szielasko, Symons, & Price, 2013),

although Chopik, Edelstein, and Fraley (2013) found different results. Moreover,

compared to women, men report more lifetime sexual partners and sexual permissive-

ness (Del Giudice, 2009; Sprecher, 2013; Szielasko et al., 2013). Men also express

greater preference for noncommittal relationships and greater desire for unrestricted sex

than women (Baumeister, Catanese, & Vohs, 2001; Bradshaw, Kahn, & Saville, 2010;

Edelstein et al., 2011; Lambert, Kahn, & Apple, 2003; Yost & Zurbriggen, 2006). Some

types of CNM relationships (e.g., swinging) involve noncommittal sexual relationships

with others; thus, men may prefer CNM to a greater extent than women. However, some

evidence suggests that women may prefer CNM more than men. Specifically, women,

but not men, habituate to sexual stimuli over time (Both, Laan, & Everaerd, 2011).

Moreover, among people in long-term relationships, sexual desire declines more

strongly for women compared to men (Klusmann, 2002). Thus, women may be attracted

to a relationship configuration that could allow them to engage in sex with multiple
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partners. Additionally, women are more oriented than men toward friendship-based love,

whereas men prefer game-playing love (Hendrick & Hendrick, 1995). Unlike swinging,

polyamory places an emphasis on friendship and loving connections; therefore, women

may prefer these types of CNM relationships more than men do.

Present studies

We aim to provide a differentiated perspective on attachment and CNM by separately

examining three components of CNM: attitudinal dispositions, desire, and behavior

(cf. Penke & Asendorpf, 2008). The objectives of the present studies were to examine (1)

how attachment orientations are associated with attitudes toward CNM and willingness

(desire) to engage in CNM relationships among individuals who have never engaged in

CNM and (2) how attachment orientations are associated with actual engagement

(behavior) in CNM versus monogamy.

Study 1

In Study 1, we focused on heterosexual individuals (currently single or in a monogamous

relationship) who had never been in any type of CNM relationship and can thus be

considered solely monogamous. To better understand the relationship between attach-

ment and CNM relationships, we examined both attitudes and desire in relation to CNM.

Method

Participants and sample characteristics

A community sample of participants were recruited via social networking sites,

including Craigslist.org (volunteer sections) and Facebook.com, to take part in a study

about attitudes toward romantic relationships. Previous research has established that

Internet-based samples are valid, that they can provide useful data for psychological

research, and that responses are similar to in-person and other recruitment strategies

(e.g., Casler, Bickel, & Hackett, 2013; Gosling, Vazire, Srivastava, & John, 2004).

Additionally, our work has replicated in-person effects (Clark & Hatfield, 1989) using

Internet samples from Craistlist.org (Conley, Ziegler, & Moors, 2013).

To minimize selection bias, we did not indicate that the questions in our survey were

about CNM. Individuals who identified as nonheterosexual (N ¼ 107) or were currently

(or previously) engaged in a CNM relationship (N ¼ 80) were excluded from analyses

because we did not have enough participants for between-group comparisons; 305 par-

ticipants were also excluded because they did not respond to questions regarding the

study variables of interest (e.g., measure of attachment and gender). The final sample

included 1,281 heterosexual, solely monogamous respondents. Of these participants,

71% were female and 57% were currently in a monogamous relationship. Our sample’s

racial/ethnic composition was 70% White, 9% African American, 9% Asian/Pacific

Islander, 5% Latino/Latina, and 4% multiracial; the remaining did report ethnicity. Par-

ticipants’ age ranged from 18 to 67 years (M ¼ 23.10, SD ¼ 7.24).1
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Material

Adult attachment. The Experiences in Close Relationships Inventory–Short version

(ECR-S; 12 items; Wei, Russell, Mallinckrodt, & Vogel, 2007) assessed individual dif-

ferences in adult attachment. The ECR-S Avoidance subscale (a ¼ .82) reflects discom-

fort with closeness. The Anxiety subscale (a¼ .76) reflects concern about abandonment.

Sample items include ‘‘I try to avoid getting too close to my partner’’ (Avoidance) and ‘‘I

worry that romantic partners won’t care about me as much as I care about them’’ (Anxi-

ety). Participants rated agreement with each statement, using a 7-point Likert scale, rang-

ing from 1 (disagree strongly) to 7 (agree strongly). Previous research has shown that the

ECR-S has demonstrated validity and reliability in nonclinical and clinical samples (e.g.,

Lo et al., 2009; Wei et al., 2007).

Attitudes toward CNM. We assessed attitudes toward CNM using a scale composed of the

following 6 items (a ¼ .79): ‘‘Every couple should be monogamous (reverse scored),’’

‘‘If people want to be in openly/consensually nonmonogamous relationship, they have

every right to do so,’’ ‘‘I would like to be in a nonmonogamous relationship,’’

‘‘Monogamy is very important to me (reverse scored),’’ ‘‘If my partner wanted to be

nonmonogamous, I would be open to that,’’ and ‘‘I would consider being in an openly/

consensually nonmonogamous relationship.’’ Participants rated the extent to which they

agreed with each statement, using a 7-point Likert scale, ranging from 1 (strongly dis-

agree) to 7 (strongly agree). Higher scores indicated more positive attitudes toward

CNM.

Willingness to engage in CNM. We assessed willingness to engage in various CNM sce-

narios, using a 6-item scale (a¼ .90), in which participants rated the extent to which they

were willing to engage in each type of CNM using a 7-point Likert scale, ranging from 1

(very unwilling) to 7 (very willing). All 6 items began with the stem ‘‘You and your part-

ner’’: ‘‘ . . . may have sex with whomever they want, using condoms, no strings attached,

no questions asked,’’ ‘‘ . . . go together to swinger parties where partners are exchanged

for the night,’’ ‘‘ . . . may form outside romantic relationships, but they must always be

less important than the relationship between the two of you,’’ ‘‘ . . . may have sex with

others, but never the same person more than once,’’ ‘‘ . . . may have sex and romantic

relationships with whomever they want, but there must be no secrets between you,’’ and

‘‘ . . . take on a third partner to join you in your relationship on equal terms.’’

Results and discussion

Avoidance correlated positively with attitudes toward CNM and willingness to engage in

CNM; additionally, men reported higher levels of avoidance, more positive attitudes

toward CNM, and greater willingness to engage in CNM than women (see Table 1).

Building on attachment theory and prior research, we expected that anxiety would be

negatively related to attitudes toward CNM and willingness to engage in CNM, and that

avoidance would be positively related to both outcomes. To test these predictions, we

conducted two hierarchical multiple regression analyses. Attitudes toward CNM and
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willingness to engage in CNM were the dependent variables. Anxiety and avoidance

were centered prior to analyses; gender was coded as 0 ¼ female and 1 ¼ male. Initially,

we included current relationship status (i.e., single or currently in a monogamous rela-

tionship) as a predictor in both hierarchical multiple regression analyses because people

may feel differently toward CNM when engaged in a monogamous relationship (e.g.,

feel loyalty toward their partner and thus may not be inclined to endorse CNM).

However, current relationship status was not a significant predictor of CNM attitudes or

willingness, including in interaction with the other independent variables (gender,

anxiety, and avoidance), all ps > .25. Thus, current relationship status was not included in

subsequent analyses.

In the first step of the hierarchical regression, gender, anxiety, and avoidance

accounted for 11% of the variance in attitudes toward CNM (R2 ¼ .11, p < .001). The

inclusion of the three two-way interactions among the first-order variables did not

significantly increase the amount of variance explained in the second step (R2 ¼ .11,

p ¼ .35), and none of the interaction terms were significant (all ps > .13); thus, the

two-way interactions were not included in the final analysis. Consistent with our hypoth-

eses, avoidance predicted positive attitudes toward CNM and anxiety predicted negative

attitudes toward CNM (see Table 2). Additionally, men held more positive attitudes

toward CNM than women.

A similar pattern emerged for willingness to engage in CNM (see Table 2). In the first

step, the first-order effects accounted for 13% of the variance in willingness to engage in

CNM (R2 ¼ .13, p < .001). The inclusion of the second-order interaction effects did not

significantly increase the amount of variance explained in the second step (R2¼ .13, p¼ .15)

and none of the interaction terms were significant (all ps > .09); thus, these terms were

not included in the final analysis. Consistent with our hypotheses, avoidance predicted

more willingness to engage in CNM; however, anxiety was not significantly associated

with willingness to engage in CNM. Men were also more willing to engage in CNM com-

pared to women.

In sum, avoidance was robustly linked with positive attitudes toward and desire to

engage in CNM among individuals who had never engaged in CNM: Individuals higher

in avoidance endorsed more positive attitudes toward alternatives to monogamy and

were more willing to hypothetically engage in these types of relationships. Perhaps

Table 1. Study 1: Correlations, means, and standard deviations among individuals who have never
engaged in CNM.

Mean (SD) 1 2 3 4 5

1. Gender – –
2. Avoidance 2.65 (1.04) .12*** –
3. Anxiety 3.72 (1.08) �.01 .12*** –
4. Attitudes toward CNM 2.95 (1.09) .16*** .29*** �.05y –
5. Willingness to engage in CNM 1.83 (1.16) .27*** .27*** .01 .67*** –

Note. Gender (0 ¼ female, 1 ¼ male). CNM ¼ consensual non-monogamous.
yp ¼ .07; ***p < .001.
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avoidant individuals view CNM relationships favorably and are more willing to engage

in them because these relationships promote distance from their partners and support

their accepting attitudes toward uncommitted and casual sex (Feeney & Noller, 1990;

Gentzler & Kerns, 2004). Attachment anxiety was related to more negative attitudes

toward CNM but not desire to engage in these types of relationships, perhaps reflecting

anxious individuals’ generally ambivalent approach to intimacy and closeness (Allen &

Baucom, 2004).

Study 2

Study 1 focused on associations between attachment orientations and endorsement of

CNM among individuals who had never engaged in CNM. However, attachment

orientations may differ for actual engagement in CNM. To fully understand how

attachment relates to CNM, Study 2 examined whether attachment orientations predicted

the likelihood of actual engagement in CNM versus monogamous relationships. Thus,

we expanded on the third component of sexuality: behavior (cf. Penke & Asendorpf,

2008). Given that individuals in CNM relationships report several positive relationship

qualities that resemble attachment security (e.g., Jenks, 1985; Ritchie & Barker, 2006),

we expected that individuals lower in avoidance and anxiety would be more likely to

currently be in a CNM relationship compared to a monogamous relationship.

Method

Participants and sample characteristics

Participants were recruited online via social networking sites (e.g., Craigslist.com

volunteer section and Facebook.com) as well as listservs and websites devoted to CNM

(e.g., Meetup.com/Santa-Cruz-Polyamory and ‘‘swing_cafe’’) to ensure that a substan-

tial number of individuals in CNM relationships participated. We directly contacted

directors and/or webmasters of the CNM-specific websites and listservs and asked them

to post advertisements for our study. Given that only 4–5% of people engage in CNM

relationships and that these relationships are highly stigmatized (e.g., Conley, Moors,

Table 2. Study 1: Multiple regression analyses of attitudes toward CNM and willingness to engage
in CNM predicted by gender, avoidance, and anxiety.

Attitudes toward CNMa Willingness to engage in CNMb

Predictors b SE b t b SE b t

Gender .31 .06 .13 4.84*** .62 .07 .24 9.23***
Avoidance .30 .03 .28 10.48*** .27 .03 .24 9.18***
Anxiety �.08 .27 �.08 �3.08** �.01 .03 �.01 �.44

Note. CNM ¼ consensual non-monogamous.
a F(3, 1277) ¼ 50.34, p < .001.
b F(3, 1277) ¼ 64.21, p < .001.
**p < .01; ***p < .001.
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et al., 2013; Moors et al., 2013), this type of targeted recruitment was required to obtain a

large enough sample for comparisons.

A total of 1,952 volunteer Internet respondents completed the questionnaire. Because

we were interested in relationship configuration (i.e., monogamy and CNM) and

attachment among heterosexual individuals, from our analyses we excluded 644 parti-

cipants who identified as nonheterosexual, were not currently in a relationship, or did not

respond to the present study’s variables of interest. Thus, the final sample included 1,308

participants: 73% female, 85% currently in a monogamous relationship, and 15% cur-

rently in a swinging or polyamorous relationship (i.e., CNM relationship). Our sample’s

racial/ethnic composition was 77% Caucasian, 4% African American, 3% Asian/Pacific

Islander, 7% Latino/Latina, and 4% multiracial; the remaining did not select a response.

Participants’ age ranged from 18 to 85 years (M ¼ 34.47, SD ¼ 12.72).2 In terms of the

gender breakdown in each type of relationship, of those currently in a monogamous

relationship, 76% identified as female (N ¼ 848) and 24% identified as male (N ¼ 264).

Of those in a CNM relationship, 53% identified as female (N ¼ 103) and 47% identified

as male (N ¼ 93).

Measures

Participants were provided with detailed descriptions of several relationship types (e.g.,

monogamy, casually dating, swinging, and polyamory) and were asked to select the

option that best represented their current relationship configuration.

Adult attachment. The ECR-S (Wei et al., 2007) was used to assess attachment avoidance

(a¼ .76) and anxiety (a¼ .74); see Study 1 for information on the reliability and validity

of this measure.

Results and discussion

See Table 3 for intercorrelations among variables. Given that individuals in CNM

relationships and secure individuals report similar relationship qualities, including high

levels of trust, honesty, intimacy, and relationship satisfaction as well as low levels of

jealousy (e.g., de Visser & McDonald, 2007; Jenks, 1985; Ritchie & Barker, 2006), we

expected that individuals lower in avoidance and anxiety would be more likely to be in a

CNM relationship than a monogamous relationship.

Preliminary analyses assessed whether individuals in swinging and polyamorous

relationships (two types of CNM relationships) differed on the present study’s main

variables of interest. Individuals in swinging and polyamorous relationships did not

significantly differ from each other with respect to avoidance or anxiety, t(194) ¼ .78,

p¼ .45 and t(194)¼�1.37, p¼ .17, respectively. Additionally, gender composition did

not significantly differ between the two relationship configurations, w2(1)¼ .35, p¼ .56.

Because there were no significant differences between individuals in these two types of

CNM, we dichotomized current relationship type (0 ¼ monogamy; 1 ¼ CNM: swinging

or polyamorous). Avoidance and anxiety were centered prior to analyses and gender was

coded as 0 ¼ female and 1 ¼ male.
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To test our hypotheses, we conducted a hierarchical multiple logistic regression, with

current relationship type (monogamy vs. CNM) as the outcome variable. In the first step,

w2(3) ¼ 56.58, Nagelkerke R2 ¼ .074, p < .001, the first-order variables gender, anxiety,

and avoidance were significantly associated with whether one was in a monogamous or

CNM relationship. The inclusion of the three two-way interactions among the first-order

variables did not significantly increase the amount of variance explained in the second

step, w2(3)¼ 3.48, Nagelkerke R2¼ .079, p¼ .32, and none of the interaction terms were

significant (all ps > .09); thus, the two-way interactions were not included in the final

analysis.

Consistent with our predictions, individuals lower in avoidance were more likely to be

in a CNM relationship over a monogamous relationship (see Table 4 for results).

However, inconsistent with our predictions, anxiety was unrelated to current relationship

status. Additionally, there was a main effect of gender, such that there were more

individuals involved in CNM relationships that identified as male compared to mono-

gamous relationships.

In sum, these findings are consistent with research on CNM (Jenks, 1998; Ritchie &

Barker, 2006), suggesting that those in CNM relationships exhibit characteristics of

secure attachment. Individuals low (not high) in avoidance were more likely to be in

CNM versus monogamous relationships. Additionally, a larger percentage of the CNM

sample identified as male relative to the monogamous sample.

Table 4. Study 2: Logistic regression analyses of current relationship type predicted by gender,
avoidance, and anxiety.

Predictors B SE Wald Exp(B)

Gender 1.15 .16 49.34*** 3.16
Avoidance �.27 .08 12.50*** .76
Anxiety .04 .07 .33 .12

Note: Gender (0 ¼ female, 1 ¼ male) and current relationship type (0 ¼ monogamous, 1 ¼ CNM). CNM ¼ con-
sensual non-monogamous.
***p < .001.

Table 3. Study 2: Correlations, means, and standard deviations among monogamous and CNM
individuals.

Mean (SD) 1 2 3 4

1. Gender – –
2. Avoidance 2.58 (1.11) .10** –
3. Anxiety 3.73 (1.23) �.14** .09** –
4. Current relationship type – .19*** �.08** �.02 –

Note. Gender (0 ¼ female, 1 ¼ male) and current relationship type (0 ¼ monogamous, 1 ¼ CNM). CNM ¼ con-
sensual non-monogamous.
**p < .01, ***p < .001.
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General discussion

Although monogamy is generally perceived as the most natural and optimal form of

romantic partnering in Western cultures (Conley, Moors, et al., 2013; Conley, Ziegler,

et al., 2012; Moors et al., 2013; Perel, 2006), truly monogamous practices are non-

normative in the majority of the world’s societies (Schmitt, 2005). By assuming that

monogamy is optimal, researchers tend to overlook the diversity of intimate partnering.

Consequently, the majority of our understanding of relational processes applies only to

dyadic partnering (Conley, Ziegler, et al., 2012). Motivated by the striking parallels

between characteristics reported by secure individuals and those engaged in CNM

relationships, we examined individual differences in attachment and attitudes toward

CNM, desire to engage in CNM, and actual engagement in these relationships. Despite

theoretical connections between attachment and CNM, surprisingly, there had been no

previous inquiry into empirical associations between these constructs.

The present studies were a first step toward understanding CNM within an attachment

framework. For individuals who had never engaged in CNM, we expected that avoidance

would predict more positive attitudes toward CNM and more willingness to engage in

CNM, given highly avoidant individuals’ tendency to keep psychological and physical

distance from romantic partners (Edelstein & Shaver, 2004; Pistole, Roberts, & Chap-

man, 2010). In contrast, given that highly anxious individuals tend to experience extreme

romantic jealousy (Mikulincer et al., 2002; Schachner & Shaver, 2002), we expected that

anxious individuals would view CNM more negatively and be less willing to engage in

CNM relationships.

Consistent with our hypotheses, Study 1 revealed that avoidant individuals hold

positive attitudes toward CNM and report greater willingness to engage in various forms

of CNM. Additionally, those higher in anxiety held negative attitudes toward CNM;

however, anxiety was unrelated to willingness to engage in CNM. Perhaps anxiety was

not related to willingness to engage in CNM because anxious people envision both the

negative and positive implications of CNM relationships. For instance, highly anxious

individuals might see CNM as an opportunity to gain affection from multiple partners

but also as involving heightened threat of abandonment by those partners.

Importantly, the results of Study 2 illustrate that avoidance differently predicted

actual engagement in CNM versus monogamy. Individuals in CNM relationships report

that they are happy, satisfied, and in love (de Visser & McDonald, 2007; Jenks, 1985;

Ritchie & Barker, 2006), paralleling the qualities reported by those low in avoidance and

anxiety. Thus, we expected those currently involved in a CNM relationship to be lower in

avoidance and anxiety than those in a monogamous relationship. In Study 2, we found

that people in CNM relationships reported lower levels of avoidance compared to people

in monogamous relationships. However, anxiety did not differ between people in CNM

and monogamous relationships. That is, those who engage in multiple romantic part-

nerships report lower avoidance but not necessarily lower anxiety, suggesting that

anxiety may not play as important a role in current relationship configuration. These

results support previous work that has shown that people in CNM report relatively high

levels of trust and intimacy as well as low levels of jealousy in their romantic relationship

(e.g., Barker, 2005; Bonello & Cross, 2010; Jenks, 1985). Moreover, couples with
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insecure orientations report more negative communication patterns (e.g., demand

withdraw and mutual avoidance) than couples with secure orientations (Domingue &

Mollen, 2009). CNM relationship may require more open and honest communication

among partners and is also congruent with the finding that people engaged in CNM are

lower in avoidance than individuals engaged in monogamy. In sum, our findings provide

important new evidence that people can exhibit aspects of security (i.e., low levels of

avoidance) without sexual exclusivity.

Additionally, these results suggest that avoidance may be more relevant to whether

people abide to shared rules and practices in romantic relationships (be they mono-

gamous or CNM) than to the specific content of those rules and practices. For instance, a

defining characteristic of monogamy is sexual exclusivity; therefore, attachment security

may be a by-product of adherence to the rules established within that particular relation-

ship, rather than a result of monogamy per se. Unfortunately, research has not yet

directly assessed whether individuals in CNM relationships are more likely than those

in monogamous relationships to abide by their relationship rules and boundaries.

However, when individuals in monogamous relationships engage in sex outside their

relationship (i.e., violate a central tenet of monogamy), they are far less likely than indi-

viduals in CNM relationships to tell their romantic partner about the incident (Conley,

Moors, Ziegler, & Karathanasis, 2012). Thus, individuals in CNM relationships may

be better than individuals in monogamous relationships at abiding by their relationship

agreements (i.e., sharing sexual history).

Implications and future directions

Most contemporary psychological theories of human development, and measures used in

romantic relationship research, including attachment orientation, assume that a normal

and healthy developmental transformation in one’s life is monogamous dyadic part-

nering (e.g., Bowlby, 1969; Erikson, 1982). Likewise, the vast majority of research on

romantic relationships presumes that participants who report being in a romantic

relationship are monogamous (or ostensibly monogamous). Given that a sizable number

of people engage in CNM, future research should allow participants to self-describe their

own relationship status. For instance, researchers should provide multiple options for

relationship status and/or configuration (e.g., monogamous, casually dating, polyamor-

ous, and swinging).

Additionally, future research should consider life stages, including older individuals

who have or plan to have children, and attitudes toward parenting in relation to attitudes

toward multiple partnered relationships and desire to engage in such unions. Previous

research has shown that parents and coparents in polyamorous relationships report

several benefits for the children they are raising (e.g., less time spent in day care and

wider range of hobbies; Sheff, 2010). However, no research has examined the associ-

ation between life stage or parental status and attitudes toward CNM or desire to engage

in such relationships. Related, future work should consider the role of marital status or

length of relationship on the link between attachment and attitudes toward CNM. We

believe that these are fruitful future research directions that could shed light on predictors

of engagement in multiple partnered relationships.
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Two other interesting avenues for future research include examining how people enter

into CNM relationships and whether attachment orientations change during this transi-

tion. For instance, at what point do people realize they want to pursue sexual and/or

romantic relationships with more than one person? It seems plausible that this realization

could occur while people are in a monogamous relationship (presumably later in life).

Or, potentially, people understand earlier in life that they are inclined to engage in CNM.

Related, future research should consider how attachment is linked to entering into a

CNM relationship. Not captured in the present studies are people who have engaged in

CNM in the past but no longer continue with this lifestyle. This group of individuals

would be particularly interesting for examining if CNM exacerbates highly anxious

individuals’ concerns.

Finally, researchers should also examine how individuals in CNM relationships are

different from (or similar to) those who engage in monogamy. For example, inherent in

the definition of monogamy is the presumption of remaining faithful and committed to

one’s partner; thus, if the ‘‘general rule’’ of monogamy is upheld, then it seems logical

that those who report not cheating on their partner have more secure relationships

(a prediction made and supported by previous research; e.g., DeWall et al., 2011).

Instead of focusing on sexual exclusivity in attachment research, the specific ‘‘rules’’

within a given relationship should be explored vis-à-vis relationship security. Insofar as

future research supports this idea, there may ultimately be empirical support for the old

saying, ‘‘the more the merrier,’’ at least for those who desire this lifestyle.
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Notes

1. To examine how age affected the results of Study 1, we conducted two additional hierarchical

linear regression analyses with attitudes toward CNM and willingness to engage CNM serving

as the dependent variables. For each analysis, we included gender, age, anxiety, and avoidance

in the first step and all possible two-way interactions in the second step. In the first step, gender,

anxiety, and avoidance remained significant predictors of attitudes toward CNM (all ps < .01);

only gender and avoidance remained significant predictors of willingness to engage in CNM

(all ps < .01, consistent with analyses without age). Age significantly initially predicted more

negative attitudes toward CNM (b¼�.02, p¼ .01) and less desire to engage in CNM (b¼�.08,

p ¼ .04). However, in the second step, age did not significantly predict attitudes toward CNM

(b ¼ �.06, p ¼ .25) or willingness to engage in CNM (b ¼ �.04, p ¼ .45). Additionally, in the

second step, none of the two interactions that included age were significant for attitudes toward

CNM (brange¼�.04 to�.07, ps > .13) or willingness to engage in CNM (brange¼ �.04 to�.05,
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ps > .25). Additionally, we decided to exclude age from our analyses because a sizable number of

participants (N ¼ 533) in Study 1 did not report their age. We believe this was a result of the age

item being an open-ended and optional item toward the end of our survey. Thus, given that includ-

ing age did not affect our results, we excluded this variable from our analyses to retain a larger

sample size.

2. To examine how age affected the results of Study 2, we conducted an additional logistic

regression analysis with current relationship type (0 ¼ monogamous; 1 ¼ CNM) serving as the

dependent variable. We included gender, age, anxiety, and avoidance in the first step and all

possible two-way interactions in the second step. In the first step, gender and avoidance

remained significant (all ps < .01); age significantly predicted relationship status (b ¼ .03,

p ¼ .001), such that older individuals were more likely to be currently involved in a CNM

relationship than a monogamous relationship. In the second step, age remained a significant

predictor of relationship status (b ¼ .06, p ¼ .001); however, none of the two interactions that

included age were significant (brange ¼ �.02 to �.01, ps > .07).

References

Allen, E. S., & Baucom, D. H. (2004). Adult attachment and patterns of extradyadic involvement.

Family Process, 43, 467–488.

Barker, M. (2005). This is my partner, and this is my . . . partner’s partner: Constructing a poly-

amorous identity in a monogamous world. Journal of Constructivist Psychology, 18, 75–88.

Baumeister, R. F., Catanese, K. R., & Vohs, K. D. (2001). Is there a gender difference in strength

of sex drive? Theoretical views, conceptual distinctions, and a review of relevant evidence.

Personality and Social Psychology Review, 5, 242–273.

Belsky, J., Steinberg, L., & Draper, P. (1991). Childhood experience, interpersonal development,

and reproductive strategy: An evolutionary theory of socialization. Child Development, 62,

647–670.

Birnbaum, G. E. (2007). Attachment orientations, sexual functioning, and relationship satisfaction

in a community sample of women. Journal of Social and Personal Relationships, 24, 21–35.

Birnbaum, G. E. (2010). Bound to interact: The divergent goals and complex interplay of attach-

ment and sex within romantic relationships. Journal of Social and Personal Relationships, 27,

245–252.

Bonello, K., & Cross, M. C. (2010). Gay monogamy: I love you but I can’t have sex with only you.

Journal of Homosexuality, 57, 117–139.

Both, S., Laan, E., & Everaerd, W. (2011). Focusing ‘‘hot’’ or focusing ‘‘cool’’: Attentional

mechanisms in sexual arousal in men and women. The Journal of Sexual Medicine, 8, 167–179.

Bowlby, J. (1969). Attachment and loss: Vol. 1. Attachment. New York, NY: Basic Books.

Bradshaw, C., Kahn, A., & Saville, B. (2010). To hook up or date: Which gender benefits? Sex

Roles, 62, 661–669.

Brennan, K. A., & Shaver, P. R. (1995). Dimensions of adult attachment, affect regulation, and

romantic relationship functioning. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 21, 267–283.

Buss, D. M., & Schmitt, D. P. (1993). Sexual strategies theory: An evolutionary perspective on

human mating. Psychological Review, 100, 204–232.

Butzer, B., & Campbell, L. (2008). Adult attachment, sexual satisfaction, and relationship satisfac-

tion: A study of married couples. Personal Relationships, 15, 141–154.

236 Journal of Social and Personal Relationships 32(2)



Casler, K., Bickel, L., & Hackett, E. (2013). Separate but equal? A comparison of participants and

data gathered via Amazon’s MTurk, social media, and face-to-face behavioral testing.

Computers in Human Behavior, 29, 2156–2160.

Cassidy, J. (2000). Adult romantic attachments: A developmental perspective on individual

differences. Review of General Psychology, 4, 111–131.

Chopik, W. J., Edelstein, R. S., & Fraley, R. C. (2013). From the cradle to the grave: Age differ-

ences in attachment from early adulthood to old age. Journal of Personality, 81, 171–183.

Clark, R. D., & Hatfield, E. (1989). Gender differences in receptivity to sexual offers. Journal of

Psychology & Human Sexuality, 2, 39–55.

Cole, C. L., & Spaniard, G. B. (1974). Comarital mate-sharing and family stability. Journal of Sex

Research, 10, 21–31.

Collins, N. L. (1996). Working models of attachment: Implications for explanation, emotion, and

behavior. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 71, 810–832.

Conley, T. D., Moors, A. C., Matsick, J. L., & Ziegler, A. (2011). Prevalence of consensual

non-monogamy in general samples. Unpublished data.

Conley, T. D., Moors, A. C., Matsick, J. L., & Ziegler, A. (2013). The fewer the merrier: Assessing

stigma surrounding non-normative romantic relationships Analyses of Social Issues and Public

Policy, 13, 1–30.

Conley, T. D., Moors, A. C., Matsick, J. L., Ziegler, A., & Valentine, B. A. (2011). Women, men,

and the bedroom: Methodological and conceptual insights that narrow, reframe, and eliminate

gender differences in sexuality. Current Directions in Psychological Science, 20, 296–300.

Conley, T. D., Moors, A. C., Ziegler, A., & Karathanasis, C. (2012). Sexually unfaithful individ-

uals are less likely to practice safer sex than openly nonmonogamous individuals. Journal of

Sexual Medicine, 9, 1559–1565.

Conley, T. D., Ziegler, A., & Moors, A. C. (2013). Backlash from the bedroom: Stigma mediates

gender differences in acceptance of casual sex offers. Psychology of Women Quarterly, 37,

392–407.

Conley, T. D., Ziegler, A., Moors, A. C., Matsick, J. L., & Valentine, B. (2012). A critical exam-

ination of popular assumptions about the benefits and outcomes of monogamous relationships.

Personality and Social Psychology Review, 17, 124–141.

Davis, D., Shaver, P. R., Widaman, K. F., Vernon, M. L., Follette, W. C., & Beitz, K. (2006).

‘‘I can’t get no satisfaction’’: Insecure attachment, inhibited sexual communication, and sexual

dissatisfaction. Personal Relationships, 13, 465–483.

Del Giudice, M. (2009). Sex, attachment, and the development of reproductive strategies.

Behavioral and Brain Sciences, 32, 1–21.

de Visser, R., & McDonald, D. (2007). Swings and roundabouts: Management of jealousy in

heterosexual ‘swinging’ couples. British Journal of Social Psychology, 46, 459–476.

DeWall, C. N., Lambert, N. M., Slotter, E. B., Pond, R. S., Jr, Deckman, T., Finkel, E. J., . . .

Fincham, F. D. (2011). So far away from one’s partner, yet so close to romantic alternatives:

Avoidant attachment, interest in alternatives, and infidelity. Journal of Personality and

Social Psychology, 101, 1302–1316.

Dixon, J. K. (1985). Sexuality and relationship changes in married females following the com-

mencement of bisexual activity. Journal of Homosexuality, 11, 115–134.

Domingue, R., & Mollen, D. (2009). Attachment and conflict communication in adult romantic

relationships. Journal of Social and Personal Relationships, 26, 678–696.

Moors et al. 237



Edelstein, R. S., Chopik, W. J., & Kean, E. L. (2011). Sociosexuality moderates the association

between testosterone and relationship status in men and women. Hormones and Behavior,

60, 248–255.

Edelstein, R. S., & Shaver, P. R. (2004). Avoidant attachment: Exploration of an oxymoron. In D.

Mashek & A. Aron (Eds.), Handbook of closeness and intimacy (pp. 397–412). Mahwah, NJ:

Lawrence Erlbaum.

Erikson, E. H. (1982). Major stages in psychosocial development. New York, NY: W. W. Norton.

Feeney, J. A. (2008). Adult romantic attachment: Developments in the study of couple

relationships. In J. Cassidy & P. R. Shaver (Eds.), Handbook of attachment: Theory, research,

and clinical applications (2nd ed., pp. 456–481). New York, NY: Guilford Press.

Feeney, J. A., & Noller, P. (1990). Attachment style as a predictor of adult romantic relationships.

Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 58, 281–291.

Fraley, R. C., & Shaver, P. R. (1997). Adult attachment and the suppression of unwanted thoughts.

Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 73, 1080–1091.

Fraley, R. C., & Shaver, P. R. (1998). Airport separations: A naturalistic study of adult attachment

dynamics in separating couples. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 75, 1198–1212.

Gentzler, A. L., & Kerns, K. A. (2004). Associations between insecure attachment and sexual

experiences. Personal Relationships, 11, 249–265.

Gosling, S. D., Vazire, S., Srivastava, S., & John, O. P. (2004). Should we trust web-based studies?

A comparative analysis of six preconceptions about internet questionnaires. American Psychol-

ogist, 59, 93.

Haidt, J. (2001). The emotional dog and its rational tail: A social intuitionist approach to moral

judgment. Psychological Review, 108, 814–834.

Hazan, C., Campa, M., & Gur-Yaish, N. (2006). What is adult attachment? In M. Mikulincer & G.

S. Goodman (Eds.), Dynamics of romantic love: Attachment, caregiving, and sex (pp. 47–70).

New York, NY: Guilford Press.

Hendrick, S. S., & Hendrick, C. (1995). Gender differences and similarities in sex and love.

Personal Relationships, 2, 55–65.

Howes, C., & Spieker, S. (2008). Attachment relationships in the context of multiple caregivers. In

J. Cassidy & P. R. Shaver (Eds.), Handbook of attachment: Theory, research, and clinical

applications (2nd ed., pp. 317–332). New York, NY: Guilford Press.

Jenks, R. J. (1985). Swinging: A test of two theories and a proposed new model. Archives of Sexual

Behavior, 14, 517–527.

Jenks, R. J. (1998). Swinging: A review of the literature. Archives of Sexual Behavior, 27, 507–521.

Klesse, C. (2006). Polyamory and its ‘others’: Contesting the terms of non-monogamy. Sexualities,

9, 565–583.

Klusmann, D. (2002). Sexual motivation and the duration of partnership. Archives of Sexual

Behavior, 31, 275–287.

Kurdek, L. (1988). Relationship quality of gay and lesbian cohabiting couples. Journal of

Homosexuality, 15, 217–234.

Lambert, T. A., Kahn, A. S., & Apple, K. J. (2003). Pluralistic ignorance and hooking up. Journal

of Sex Research, 40, 129–133.

Lo, C., Walsh, A., Mikulincer, M., Gagliese, L., Zimmermann, C., & Rodin, G. (2009). Measuring

attachment security in patients with advanced cancer: Psychometric properties of a modified

and brief experiences in close relationships scale. Psycho-Oncology, 18, 490–499.

238 Journal of Social and Personal Relationships 32(2)



Matsick, J. L., Ziegler, A., Moors, A. C., & Conley, T. D. (2013). Evaluating love and sex:

Polyamorous relationships are perceived more favourably than swinging and open relation-

ships. Psychology and Sexuality. Advance online publication. doi: 10.1080/19419899.2013.

832934

Mikulincer, M., Gillath, O., & Shaver, P. R. (2002). Activation of the attachment system in adult-

hood: Threat-related primes increase the accessibility of mental representations of attachment

figures. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 83, 881–895.

Moors, A. C., Matsick, J. L., Ziegler, A., Rubin, J., & Conley, T. D. (2013). Stigma toward

individuals engaged in consensual non-monogamy: Robust and worthy of additional research.

Analyses of Social Issues and Public Policy, 13, 52–69.

Penke, L., & Asendorpf, J. B. (2008). Beyond global sociosexual orientations: A more differen-

tiated look at sociosexuality and its effects on courtship and romantic relationships. Journal

of Personality and Social Psychology, 95, 1113–1135.

Perel, E. (2006). Mating in captivity: Reconciling the erotic þ the domestic. New York, NY:

HarperCollins.

Pines, A., & Aronson, E. (1981). Polyfidelity. Alternative Lifestyles, 4, 373–392.

Pistole, M. C., Roberts, A., & Chapman, M. L. (2010). Attachment, relationship maintenance, and

stress in long distance and geographically close romantic relationships. Journal of Social and

Personal Relationships, 27, 535–552.

Rempel, J. K., & Baumgartner, B. (2003). The relationship between attitudes towards menstruation

and sexual attitudes, desires, and behavior in women. Archives of Sexual Behavior, 32, 155–163.

Ritchie, A., & Barker, M. (2006). ‘There aren’t words for what we do or how we feel so we have to

make them up’: Constructing polyamorous languages in a culture of compulsory monogamy.

Sexualities, 9, 584–601.

Rubin, J. D., Moors, A. C., Matsick, J. L., Ziegler, A., & Conley, T. D. (in press) On the margins:

Considering diversity among consensually non-monogamous relationships. Journal fur

Psychologie.

Schachner, D. A., & Shaver, P. R. (2002). Attachment style and human mate poaching. New

Review of Social Psychology, 1, 122–129.

Schmitt, D. P. (2005). Sociosexuality from Argentina to Zimbabwe: A 48-nation study of sex,

culture, and strategies of human mating. Behavioral and Brain Sciences, 28, 247–275.

Sheff, E. (2010). Strategies in polyamorous parenting. In M. Barker & D. Langdridge (Eds.),

Understanding non-monogamies (pp. 169–181). New York, NY: Routledge.

Simpson, R. (2005). Will: Ask your wife before you cheat on her, Daily Mail UK. Retrieved

October 30, 2012, from http://www.dailymail.co.uk/tvshowbiz/article-337032/Will-Ask-

wife-cheat-her.html

Simpson, J. A., & Belsky, J. (2008). Attachment theory within a modern evolutionary framework.

In J. Cassidy & P. R. Shaver (Eds.), Handbook of attachment: Theory, research, and clinical

applications (2nd ed., pp. 131–157). New York, NY: Guilford Press.

Simpson, J. A., & Gangestad, S. W. (1992). Sociosexuality and romantic partner choice. Journal of

Personality, 60, 31–51.

Sprecher, S. (2013). Attachment style and sexual permissiveness: The moderating role of gender.

Personality and Individual Differences, 55, 428–432.

Stephan, C. W., & Bachman, G. F. (1999). What’s sex got to do with it? Attachment, love schemes,

and sexuality. Personal Relationships, 6, 111–123.

Moors et al. 239

http://www.dailymail.co.uk/tvshowbiz/article-337032/Will-Ask-wife-cheat-her.html
http://www.dailymail.co.uk/tvshowbiz/article-337032/Will-Ask-wife-cheat-her.html


Szielasko, A. L., Symons, D. K., & Price, E. L. (2013). Development of an attachment-informed

measure of sexual behavior in late adolescence. Journal of Adolescence, 36, 361–370.

van Ijzendoorn, M. H., & Sagi-Schwartz, A. (2008). Cross-cultural patterns of attachment: Univer-

sal and contextual dimensions. In J. Cassidy & P. R. Shaver (Eds.), Handbook of attachment:

Theory, research, and clinical applications (2nd ed., pp. 880–905). New York, NY: Guilford

Press.

Varni, C. A. (1974). An exploratory study of spouse swapping. In J. R. Smith & L. G. Smith (Eds.),

Beyond monogamy: Recent studies on sexual alternative in marriage (pp. 230–245). Baltimore,

MD: John Hopkins University Press.

Wei, M., Russell, D. W., Mallinckrodt, B., & Vogel, D. L. (2007). The experiences in close

relationship scale (ECR)-short form: Reliability, validity, and factor structure. Journal of

Personality Assessment, 88, 187–204.

Yost, M. R., & Zurbriggen, E. L. (2006). Gender differences in the enactment of sociosexuality:

An examination of implicit social motives, sexual fantasies, coercive sexual attitudes, and

aggressive sexual behavior. Journal of Sex Research, 43, 163–173.

240 Journal of Social and Personal Relationships 32(2)



<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Gray Gamma 2.2)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Warning
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.3
  /CompressObjects /Off
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages false
  /CreateJDFFile false
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.1000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams true
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness false
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Remove
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages false
  /ColorImageMinResolution 266
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Average
  /ColorImageResolution 175
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50286
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.40
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages false
  /GrayImageMinResolution 266
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Average
  /GrayImageResolution 175
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50286
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.40
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages false
  /MonoImageMinResolution 900
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Average
  /MonoImageResolution 175
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50286
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox false
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier (CGATS TR 001)
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName (http://www.color.org)
  /PDFXTrapped /Unknown

  /Description <<
    /ENU <>
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AllowImageBreaks true
      /AllowTableBreaks true
      /ExpandPage false
      /HonorBaseURL true
      /HonorRolloverEffect false
      /IgnoreHTMLPageBreaks false
      /IncludeHeaderFooter false
      /MarginOffset [
        0
        0
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetadataAuthor ()
      /MetadataKeywords ()
      /MetadataSubject ()
      /MetadataTitle ()
      /MetricPageSize [
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetricUnit /inch
      /MobileCompatible 0
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (GoLive)
        (8.0)
      ]
      /OpenZoomToHTMLFontSize false
      /PageOrientation /Portrait
      /RemoveBackground false
      /ShrinkContent true
      /TreatColorsAs /MainMonitorColors
      /UseEmbeddedProfiles false
      /UseHTMLTitleAsMetadata true
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /BleedOffset [
        9
        9
        9
        9
      ]
      /ConvertColors /ConvertToRGB
      /DestinationProfileName (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
      /DestinationProfileSelector /UseName
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /ClipComplexRegions true
        /ConvertStrokesToOutlines false
        /ConvertTextToOutlines false
        /GradientResolution 300
        /LineArtTextResolution 1200
        /PresetName ([High Resolution])
        /PresetSelector /HighResolution
        /RasterVectorBalance 1
      >>
      /FormElements true
      /GenerateStructure false
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles true
      /MarksOffset 9
      /MarksWeight 0.125000
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /PageMarksFile /RomanDefault
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
  /SyntheticBoldness 1.000000
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [288 288]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


