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BACKGROUND
Polyamorous relationships are stigmatized, treated as illegitimate in the 

moral, social, and legal lenses of the United States (Balzarini, et al., 2017). 

“Safeguarding community morality” is often cited by states like Florida, New York, 
Maryland, and North Carolina to justify harsh legal penalties for those who do not 
recognize monogamy as a fulfilling romantic partnership (U.S.A. Laws on Infidelity 
and Adultery, 2020). Additionally, the validity of monogamous relationships is not 
acknowledged in systems within our society such as banks, health insurance, taxes, 
and churches (Stark et al, 2012). This discrimination that non-monogamous 
relationships are faced with does not align with the reality that other relationship 
structures exist and that they are actively participated in. In fact, among US adults 
who are in a relationship, 5% say their current relationship is non-monogamous to 
some degree (Shucart, 2016). According to Wang (2018), the adult demographic of 
never-married reached an all time high in 2018 and 35% of American adults between 
25-50 have never been married, electing not to wed. Similarly, Millennials and 
Generation Z cohorts perceive conventional, heteronormative relationships with less 
reverence than former generations (e.g., Gen Z, Baby Boomers, Silent Generation, 
etc.).  In fact, compared to Baby Boomers, born between 1946 to 1964 to Millennials, 
born between 1989-1996, and Generation Z, born between 1997 to 2012 (Kasasa, 
2020(Kasasa, 2020), 85% of Boomers agreed that relationships should be 
monogamous compared to only 65% of Millennials and 75% among Gen Z (Family 
Studies, 2019). 

In a YouGov 2020 poll of more than 1,300 US adults, they found that 32% assert 
that their ideal relationship is not monogamous.  In fact, 43% of the Millennials were 
more likely to to state their ideal relationship is non-monogamous (Ballard, 2020). 

Figure 1 and 2 reflects reported desired relationship structure of 13,000 Americans. 
Additionally, it indicates that out of these 13,000 people, 32% of them reported that 
their ideal relationship structure was non monogamous in some way (Ballard, 2020). 

Purpose 
Given the social evolution of gender identity, sexual identity, and cohort 

differences reported in the YouGov 2020 poll relative to ideal partnership structure, 
the purpose of this study was to further existing research on romantic attachment, 
relationship satisfaction, and perceived equity, as well as to answer the question, 

Are polyamorous relationships more satisfying and secure 
than monogamous, heteronormative relationships?

Predictions
Hypothesis 1: Polyamorous participants would report higher scores of 
relationship satisfaction among their partnerships than monogamous couples.

Hypothesis 2: Polyamorous participants would report more relationship security 
than monogamous couples.

Hypothesis 3: Polyamorous participants would report less sexual jealousy 
than monogamous couples.

CONCLUSIONS
The purpose of this study was to assess contemporary attitudes among college-

age students about their relationships and to see if the distribution of relationship 
structures have changed to include more polyamorous relationships.  This was 
clearly true for our sample, of the 54 participants, 18 reported polyamorous 
partnerships.  Overall polyamorous relationships are quite like monogamous 
relationships and given the greater complexity when more relationships are 
included, require more communication, clearer boundaries, and potentially a 
broader distribution of resources; thereby provide healthy social supports.  

Limitations
The recruitment of participants of this study occurred during the COVID-19 

pandemic, wherein so much of their education was virtual or hybrid, or flexible, 
should an uptick occur in COVID cases (and it did).  This made recruitment of 
participants, participant commitment and interest challenge.  Our sample, for what 
should have been an easy process for buy-in was limited and difficult to procure.  
We also realized after data collection began that we would have liked to include a 
romantic attachment scale; but it was too late. 

Broader Implications
Further research on this subject would generate more conversation, 

understanding, and transparency in the full breadth of partnership options, and 
destigmatize unconventional, less traditional social and romantic bonds. For those 
interested in pursuing this topic for future study, we recommend the following: 1.) 
Sample non-college-aged populations, 2.) Compare different methods beyond 
survey; 3.) consider including broader romantic categories, including both 
heteronormative and nonheteronormative persons as well as asexual 
relationships, and 4.) a broader series of assessments, including the Adult 
Romantic Attachment Measure.
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METHOD
Participants

We solicited undergraduate college students
using convenience and snowball sampling from
Pacific University’s College of Arts and Sciences,
yielding a total sample of 54 (M=21.26; SD= 4.50)
with 35 females, 9 nonbinary, and 10 males.
The figure to the right illustrates the distribution
of relationship preferences among the sample.

Materials

We used Qualtrics®, an online survey software, to distribute informed consent and 
surveys. Participants were asked a variety of demographic questions consistent with 
the following constructs, Identity (e.g., Age, Gender, Ethnicity), Sexuality Questions 
(e.g., Dating History, Dating Preferences, Sexuality, etc.), asked along a 17-item Likert 
agreement scale, Relationship Questions (e.g., Structure, Conflict resolution, 
Communication, Boundaries, Satisfaction, etc.), also using a 17-item Likert agreement 
scale.  Two established measures were also provided, the Self-Report Jealousy Scale 
(Bringles, 1982), and Couples Satisfaction Index (Funk & Rogge, 2007), consisting of 
one question, “Please indicate your level of happiness in your relationship (7-option 
happiness scale).”  Cronbach alpha reliabilities yielded coefficients of 0.94 for the 
SRJS and 0.88 for the Relationship Satisfaction Index and Fulfillment questions.

Design and Procedure
This study is a descriptive design involving an online survey platform, Qualtrics.  

Informed consent was achieved through a standard online protocol, wherein 
participants agreed to participate and gave consent using an “assent procedure” 
with a click of a “continue to survey” button.  Following completion of the survey, 
participants were offered a debriefing form.

RESULTS
Hypothesis 1: Polyamorous participants will report higher scores on measures of 
relationship satisfaction (combined Relationship Satisfaction Index AND the 
Relationship Fulfillment questions) among their partnerships than among monogamous 
couples.
☑ Supported: In an independent samples t-test of polyamorous (M=5.31; SD=1.10) 

and monogamous relationships (M=4.9, SD=1.00)  those in polyamorous 
partnerships reported greater relationship satisfaction, t(35) = -2.15, p=0.02, 
d=0.10, a moderate effect size.

Hypothesis 2: Polyamorous participants would report more relationship security than 
monogamous couples.
☒ Not Significant: In an independent samples t-test of polyamorous (M= 51.93; 

SD=8.91) and monogamous relationships (M=49.18, SD=11.74), those in 
polyamorous partnerships reported more relationship security; although this was 
not significant, with a larger sample it may approach significance, t(35) = 0.75, p= 
0.25

Hypothesis 3: Polyamorous participants would report less sexual jealousy 
than monogamous couples.
☒ Not Significant: Finally, polyamorous partnerships (M=39.67; SD=12.5) (reported 

less sexual jealousy than those in monogamous relationships (M=54.35; 
SD=14.19); however, like relationship security, this was not significant, t(35) = 3.53,
p=0.57


