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ABSTRACT 

There has been considerable debate about the positive and negative effects of 

engaging in exclusive versus nonexclusive relationships. This has led researchers to ask 

what level of relationship exclusivity partners can or should expect from each other and 

why people engage in exclusive and nonexclusive activities and relationships. Previous 

studies have shown that many couples possess vague expectations about what they should 

and should not share or experience with persons outside their committed relationship. 

Although many people believe that activities that include sexual behavior should remain 

exclusive to a relationship, they seem to be less certain about which types of nonsexual 

behaviors are acceptable to share in other relationship domains. People's perceptions of 

their infidelity as well as their partner's infidelity, and the attributions they make about 

these involvements, also seem to have important implications for the outcome of the 

primary relationship. The Relationship Issues Scale that emerged from this study 

explored participants' attitudes/values and expectations/behaviors regarding exclusivity 

and nonexclusivity. It also examined their perceptions of their exclusive and 

nonexclusive relationships. Analyses showed that participants who were female, high in 

emotional jealousy, low in permissiveness, high in sexual communion, and high in 

relationship satisfaction were more likely to favor exclusive relationships and behaviors. 

In addition, participants had limited communication about these issues and had potential 

for conflict about the acceptability of various nonexclusive behaviors. Although they 

thought some behaviors were wrong, this belief did not seem to stop them from engaging 

in such behaviors. Thus, the effects of engaging in exclusive and nonexclusive 

relationships seem to be quite complex. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

In the United States, people who are in committed relationships often invest much 

of their emotional and psychological well-being in their relationship and their significant 

other. People in committed relationships (i.e., exclusive dating, cohabitation, and 

marriage) expect to have certain needs (e.g., emotional and sexual intimacy) fulfiUed by 

their relationship partner, and they often expect these needs to be met exclusively within 

the relational bond. Yet, is it reasonable for people to expect to have all of their needs 

met by their partner, or are they placing too much of a demand on their partner and their 

relationship to fulfill their needs? Do people violate their commitment to their partner 

and break the trust upon which most relationships are built by venturing outside the 

primary relationship to meet various needs, or are they fmding healthy outlets for meeting 

their needs? As Weis and Felton (1987) noted, "couples can and do experience conflict 

over such nonsexual [extrarelationship] interests as same-sex friendships, cross-sex 

friendships, work commitments, and avocational pursuits" (p. 46). The answers to these 

questions and the way in which couples handle these conflicts may have a significant 

impact on both members of the relationship. Therefore, it is important for the partners, as 

well as the scholars who study relationships, to better understand the causes and effects of 

relationship exclusivity and extrarelationship involvements. 

The current review wiU begin with a description of the social scripts that are 

characteristic of relationship exclusivity and nonexclusivity. Then, after analyzing some 



of the problems encountered in defming the terms in this area, the review will examine 

attitudes toward, and reasons for exclusivity and nonexclusivity. This section is followed 

by an examination of the impact of various exclusive and nonexclusive behaviors on 

committed relationships and the clinical implications associated with these outcomes. 

Exclusive and Nonexclusive Social Scripts 

Weis and Slosnerick (1981) used social scripts to characterize the two extreme 

poles of the continuum regarding relationship exclusivity. At one end, the social script 

for heterosocial extrarelationship involvements is proscriptive towards any 

extrarelationship behavior. Partners who adhere to this social script see love as exclusive. 

value the mutuality and sharing in such relationships, and feel that all needs should and 

wiU be met by their significant others. They view nonexclusivity as competing with the 

primary relationship, a threat to relationship stability, and an opportunity for 

extrarelationship sexual involvement, all of which are likely sources of jealousy and 

conflict. These restraints on nonexclusive behavior are believed to increase with greater 

intimacy and commitment, and conversely, any interest in pursuing or maintaining 

nonexclusive behaviors is a sign of lack of commitment (Weis & Slosnerick, 1981). 

On the other end of the continuum, the social script for heterosocial 

extrarelationship involvements accepts and even prefers extrarelationship behaviors 

(Weis & Slosnerick, 1981). Partners who foUow this script stiU value the specialness of a 

relationship, but they are more welcoming of various behaviors with others and may not 

view love or sex as exclusive to their relationships. They believe that they carmot expect 



to have all of their needs met by their partner. Extrarelationship companions are seen as a 

source of support and personal growth. These involvements can increase intimacy for the 

primary relationship and are an appropriate way to meet various needs. Accordingly, 

autonomy and nonexclusivity are valued, and jealousy and possessiveness are devalued. 

Extrarelationship involvements are not seen as indicative of a lack of commitment, a 

threat to the primary relationship, or a sign of dissatisfaction with the primary relationship 

(Weis & Slosnerick, 1981). As with most continua, it is expected that the majority of 

people wiU fail more towards the middle, but unfortunately, there is little research 

regarding these social scripts and their impact on various relationships. 

Defmitional Issues 

Much of the research on extrarelationship involvements has looked specifically at 

extramarital involvements. Some studies have shown minimal differences between 

married couples and other committed couples on attitudes toward such involvements 

(e.g., Boekhout, Hendrick, & Hendrick, 1997; Boekhout, Hendrick, & Hendrick, 1999; 

Lieberman, 1988; Roscoe, Cavanaugh, & Kennedy, 1988; Thompson, 1983). For 

example, Lieberman found that 88% of participants believed that extramarital intercourse 

was wrong, and 66% believed that extrapremarital intercourse was wrong. Thirty percent 

of participants thought that extrapremarital intercourse was just as reprehensible as 

extramarital intercourse; however, 79% of the people indicated that extramarital 

intercourse was worse than extrapremarital intercourse because marriage is a more 

permanent relationship that incorporates an unbreakable vow of commitment. 



Interestingly, 6% of the respondents believed the opposite, that extrapremarital 

intercourse is worse than extramarital intercourse; however, their reasons were similar. 

They believed that the permanence of a marriage can withstand the disruption of 

extramarital intercourse better than can a dating relationship (Lieberman, 1988). 

Compared to married spouses, committed dating partners are more Hkely to consider 

terminating the relationship after discovering a partner's infidelity. This is probably due, 

in part, to the greater religious and legal barriers faced by spouses wanting a divorce 

(Roscoe et al., 1988). 

Several studies have also noted many similarities between dating partners and 

married partners in such areas as reasons for, reactions to, and consequences of infideHty 

(Boekhout et al., 1999; Roscoe et al., 1988). In addition, dating relationships are often 

seen as socialization experiences that prepare people for marriage (Roscoe et al., 1988). 

There also appear to be some important changes in people's beliefs in the areas of 

relationship exclusivity and extrarelationship involvement that occur at different life 

stages. Roscoe and his colleagues also noted some developmentally appropriate changes 

in people's views based on their dating status: not dating, dating one person, dating 

various people, plan to marry, engaged. For example, compared to the other groups, 

those participants who were not dating were more likely to see dating/spending time with 

another as an example of unfaithfulness. Significantly more participants who were dating 

one person believed that dissatisfaction is an acceptable reason for being unfaithful. 

Participants who were dating various people were more likely to do nothing if they found 

out their partner was unfaithful, whereas participants who were planning to marry would 



be more apt to terminate the relationship (Roscoe et al., 1988). On the other hand, over 

90% of women and 80% of men expect that they and their partners will be sexually 

faithful when they enter their first marriage, but they become more tolerant of 

extramarital sex as the marriage progresses (Lawson, 1988). This might be "attributed to 

the loss of romantic idealism, the realization of unmet needs, increased opportunities, and 

actual extramarital involvement" (Glass & Wright, 1992, p. 382). 

Many of the behavior patterns leamed in committed relationships are Hkely to be 

transferred to and maintained in marriages. Therefore, these factors would also seem to 

be important in the investigation of relationship exclusivity and extrarelationship 

involvement with a younger sample. For example, men are socialized to be 

pleasure-centered and individually- focused, and women are socialized to be 

affection-centered and relationship-focused, which carries over into marital relationships 

(Glass & Wright, 1985). In one study, participants who sought out and had a variety of 

premarital sexual partners were more likely than participants with Httle or no premarital 

sexual behavior to project that they would engage in a variety of extramarital sexual 

behaviors (Bukstel, Roeder, Kilmann, Laughlin, & Sotile, 1978). Thus, there are some 

inherent similarities and differences between married couples and other committed 

couples. In the current study, additional similarities and differences will be highlighted 

when evident, and the research with married couples will be used as a guide for 

hypothesis development with the broader group of committed couples. 



Ambiguous Terminologv 

Thompson (1983) discussed the ambiguity among various terms used in many of 

the studies discussed below. For example, it is often unclear whether the sexual behavior 

that researchers are referring to involves petting, intercourse, and/or other behaviors. 

Also, some studies are vague in their description of the relationship between the partners 

and whether or not the extrarelationship behavior is sanctioned by the pair as consensual 

(i.e., an open marriage) or nonconsensual (i.e., without the partner's awareness or 

permission). Another problem is the ambiguity in the meanings of adultery, affair, 

infidelity, and unfaithfulness and also the issue of whether sexual and nonsexual (e.g., 

emotional) components are included. As Lieberman (1988) noted, if no expectations for 

exclusivity exist between two partners, then an extrarelationship behavior is not believed 

to have occurred. Thompson suggested that most studies seem to refer to nonconsensuai 

sexual intercourse and that future studies should use a three-part system to describe the 

relationship, the specific behaviors, and whether the behaviors were sanctioned. In 

addition, the terms adultery, affair, infidelity, and unfaithfulness all seem to imply an 

extrarelationship act that was not sanctioned by at least one partner, and the terms 

adultery and affair seem to have greater sexual connotations. The current review will 

attempt to employ the terms used in the various studies so as to maintain the meaning 

implied by the authors, as suggested by Thompson. Unless specified, the terms infidelity 

and unfaithfulness will be used interchangeably by this author to describe nonconsensual, 

extrarelationship behaviors that violate partners' expectations for exclusivity in a 

committed relationship (exclusive dating, cohabitation, and marriage). 



Attitudes Toward Exclusivitv and Nonexclusivity 

As noted above, many studies examining extrarelationship involvements have 

looked exclusively at extramarital relationships, and it appears that some extramarital 

situations are more acceptable than others (Weis & Felton, 1987; Weis & Slosnerick, 

1981). "Many people see the relatively new phenomenon of friendship between married 

individuals in a different light from sexual affairs" (Sprey, 1972, p. 36). For example, 

only 9% of a small sample of women reported that working wives should not establish 

friendships with male colleagues, 42% said this was acceptable, and 49% conditionally 

accepted this friendship as long as it remained within the context of the job. Sprey 

suggested that an idealistic belief in marriage as a human bond that excludes all others is 

impossible and even inhumane in contemporary society. In today's culture, there are 

many domains of people's lives that require involvement with others and that realistically 

cannot be shared with their mates (Sprey, 1972). In addition, same-sex and cross-sex 

friendships have been shown to provide social support, intimacy, companionship, help, 

acceptance, and career benefits such as greater job satisfaction and advancement 

(Winstead, Derlega, & Rose, 1997). On the other hand, actual cross-sex friendships have 

not had a long historical existence, and they can be especially challenging and difficult to 

negotiate due to issues of sexuality, gender inequality, and public appraisal. And though 

Sprey favored nonexclusive relationships, he also recognized the difficulty of managing 

extrarelationship friendships and sex at the premarital and extramarital levels in ways that 

do not threaten established intimate human relationships. 



In a study reflecting these concerns, Weis and Slosnerick (1981) asked 

participants to consider a scenario in which their spouse and the opposite-sex spouse of a 

pair of friends were both out of town together, and then rate whether it would be 

acceptable to engage in various activities with the opposite-sex friend. Approximately 

80% of participants reported that going to a movie or spending an evening in the living 

room with the opposite-sex friend was acceptable, but as the activities became more 

suggestive of sexual behavior (e.g., spending a few days at a secluded cabin), the 

percentage of participants who rated the activity as acceptable declined. Activities that 

included specific sexual behaviors were accepted by 15% of the participants. 

Furthermore, only 14% of the participants were rejecting of all activities with members of 

the opposite sex while their spouses were out of town. Men were more accepting than 

women of the sexual and nonsexual extramarital relationships, as were individuals who 

disassociated sex, love, and marriage and who were more permissive toward premarital 

sex (Weis & Slosnerick, 1981). 

A second study used the same scenario and activities with a sample of single 

women (Weis & Felton, 1987). The results were similar to the pattern found by Weis and 

Slosnerick (1981). The nonsexual extramarital relationships that were perceived as 

leading to a sexual encounter were less accepted than those that did not appear to have 

any sexual connotations. Less than 4% of the women were accepting of explicit sexual 

behaviors (Weis & Felton, 1987). "Women with the most exclusive attitudes (those who 

rejected a higher number of the various extramarital activities) were most likely to score 

high on a measure of jealousy, to associate sex and love, to score low on intimacy 
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diffusion (that is, they believed that persons in love wish to spend time only with each 

other), to view themselves as conservative, and to attend church frequently" (Weis & 

Felton, 1987, p. 47). 

It is noteworthy that in both of the studies by Weis and his colleagues, there were 

roughly equal percentages of participants who accepted or rejected some nonsexual 

activities, such as having dinner at a secluded place or dancing to the stereo (Weis & 

Felton, 1987; Weis & Slosnerick, 1981). Therefore, although the majority of participants 

in both studies believed that sexual behaviors should be exclusive to the primary 

relationship, they were less certain about which nonsexual extramarital activities were 

acceptable or not acceptable. Hansen (1985) measured participants' reported level of 

jealousy toward various hypothetical situations involving their dating partners. The 

results of the study indicated that many, but not all, participants would be highly upset by 

their partners' lack of sexual exclusivity and expected their partners to give up close 

cross-sex friendships and same-sex friendships as the relationship became more 

committed. The implication from these studies is that, with such great diversity of 

attitudes, partners might come into conflict if they disagree about what activities should 

be exclusive to their relationship (Weis & Felton, 1987; Weis & Slosnerick, 1981). 

Consequences of Incongruent Attitudes 

Several potentially difficult outcomes of these mixed attitudes have already been 

outlined (Weis & Felton, 1987). One member of a couple might have extreme views 

regarding relationship exclusivity, or a couple may disagree about what behaviors should 



be exclusive. Also, a partner might engage in a behavior that was supposed to be 

exclusive within the relationship. If this relational transgression is a strong breach of a 

partner's personal beliefs, the relationship may be terminated (Roloff & Cloven, 1994). 

The couple may need to reformulate the rules of the relationship so that the behavior is 

minimized and no longer seen as a transgression, or so that it is prevented. A partner 

might also become jealous over an acceptable nonexclusive behavior, which could create 

problems for the primary relationship (Weis & Felton, 1987). Finally, the attitudes of 

each member may change over time. Moreover, these conflicts seem to imply that the 

partners have discussed their views about exclusivity. It appears that these problems 

might be further exacerbated when partners do not communicate their attitudes and then 

formulate agreements about what will remain mutually exclusive to their relationship 

(Weis & Felton, 1987). 

It also seems that some people do not want to discuss their attitudes and 

extrarelationship behaviors because they fear that their partners will misattribute their 

extrarelationship activity as a rejection of the primary relationship (Pestrak, Martin, & 

Martin, 1985). "It is often the truth that would hurt the most and force renegotiation of 

the relationship; in that domain, then, close relationships may be breeding grounds for 

deceit," and it is this secrecy that often has the most negative effects on those who have 

been deceived (Depaulo & Kashy, 1998, p. 77). Some affairs are kept secret for a variety 

of reasons and often for many years. The multitude of lies often produces a feeling of 

disiUusionment in cuckolded partners who had placed unconditional faith in their mates 

(Kaslow, 1993). In addition, Lieberman (1988) found that couples did have some clearly 

10 



defmed expectations about exclusivity, but typically, their expectations of exclusivity 

were ambiguous. Thus, many couples have little certainty about what behaviors can be 

shared with others and what effect such activities will have on their relationship. This is 

supported by the fmding that one of the common issues that couples encounter after an 

extramarital sexual encounter is the partners' debate about the exclusiveness of love 

(Thompson, 1984b). 

Reasons for Exclusivitv 

It seems that the reasons for remaining exclusive in relationships fall under two 

general headings: specialness/sharing and mate-guarding/jealousy. The 

specialness/sharing category includes the many benefits to being in a unique relationship, 

which is supported by the fmding that over 90% of the people in the world today will 

establish a special bond through marriage at least once in their lifetime (Buss, 1985). An 

exclusive relationship allows two individuals to share intimate aspects of their lives with 

each other in ways that are not expressed or experienced with the rest of the world (Weis 

& Felton, 1987). Relationship partners are interdependent, relying on each other for need 

fulfiUment (Hupka et al., 1985). Partners receive attention, affirmation, and satisfaction 

from each other. Along with reciprocal need-meeting, there is comfort in the unifying 

bond that acts as a buffer, protecting the couple from the external environment (Eldridge, 

1983). 

Relationship exclusivity also seems to be employed by people to guard against 

rivals (Shackelford & Buss, 1997a), to protect their egos and self-concepts (Eldridge, 

11 



1983: Nadler & Dotan. 1992). to reduce the negati\e feeHngs associated with jealous) 

(Bringle & Boebinger, 1990). and to preserve the resources that one receives from the 

mate (Buss, 1994). Shackelford and Buss (1997b) have identified 14 cue factors that may 

signal sexual and emotional unfaithfulness. and men and women may be more sensiti\ e 

to cues signaling infidelity in the opposite sex. Shackelford and Buss (1997a) have also 

reported that partners who respond to these cues vvith excessive mate guarding or no mate 

guarding are using ineffective strategies that lead to greater relationship dissatisfaction. 

Thus. partners need to practice some moderate level of mate guarding to show that the 

mates are of value and that the guarders are invested in the relationship. Furthermore, it 

appears that some mate guarding tactics produce greater relationship satisfaction than 

others. Tactics that make the relationship more attractive (e.g., giving gifts, expressing 

love) produced greater relationship satisfaction, particularh in women. On the other 

hand. tactics that impose or threaten to impose costs on the partner (e.g.. emotional 

manipulation, threatening infidelity) were more likely to lower relationship satisfaction. 

Thus, an optimal level of mate guarding vvith the proper strategies wiU help e\'oke 

feelings of relationship satisfaction in exclusive relationships. According to evolutionary 

theory, unsuccessful attempts to combat infidelity will likely lead to less reproductive 

attainment, which limits people's ability to pass on their genes (Buss, 1994). A similar 

pattem is expected with regard to jealousy. 

12 



Jealousv 

According to Buss (1994), jealousy has evolved as a psychological strategy to 

block unfaithfulness. As noted above, many partners appear to react with jealousy to 

their significant others' nonexclusive behaviors (Hansen, 1985; Weis & Felton, 1987). 

The internalized system of norms, such as the social scripts described above, is an 

important determinant of one's sensitivity to relationship jealousy (Hansen, 1985). 

Jealousy is evoked when a partner's behavior threatens the specialness or even the 

existence of the relationship (Bringle & Boebinger, 1990). Similariy, Hansen (1985) 

reported that there are two components that must be present in order to provoke feelings 

of jealousy in couples: partners have to value the relationship, and they must see their 

partner's behavior as violating their defmition of the relationship. For example, 

participants in one study demonstrated the strongest jealous reactions to their partners' 

hypothetical sexual relationship with another person and the least jealous reactions to a 

partner's night out with same-sex friends (Hansen, 1985). Women were more upset than 

men regarding hypothetical situations surrounding their partner's involvements with a 

hobby and with family members. This fmding suggests that, compared to men, women 

expect more exclusive time with their relationship partners. The study also indicated that 

partners tend to become more jealous over some situations, such as a night with same-sex 

friends, as their relationships get more serious (Hansen, 1985). Thus, it appears that 

couples may have different expectations for exclusivity in different stages of their 

relationships, and their attitudes about the exclusivity of certain behaviors may change 

over time. 

13 



Jealousv and Self-Esteem 

Romantic jealousy has been associated with threats to the primary relationship as 

well as threats to one's self-esteem, due to the partner's selection of another person over 

oneself (Nadler & Dotan, 1992). Buunk (1984) reported that the level of intensity of 

spouses' jealous reactions was determined, in part, by the attributions that they made for 

the causes of their partners' extramarital sexual involvement. In addition, spouses tended 

to believe that their partner's behaviors were caused by situational factors or other reasons 

that were less threatening to the marriage. It seems that they wanted to avoid making 

attributions that showed negative attitudes or aggression towards themselves in order to 

protect their self-image and their belief that they had a good marriage. When jealousy 

was evoked, male jealousy was associated with the belief that his partner's involvement 

was caused by aggression and a need for variety, whereas female jealousy was associated 

with the attribution that her husband's behaviors were caused by pressure from the rival 

and marital dissatisfaction (Buunk, 1984). 

Nadler and Dotan (1992) had men and women participants read a story where a 

spouse (the same sex as the participant) had been told by a friend that their partner was 

romantically involved with another person, and the participants were then asked to 

indicate how the spouse in the story would feel and react in this situation. Compared to 

their counterparts, participants with higher self-reported jealousy and with low 

self-esteem were more likely to expect the spouse in the story to have negative feelings. 

Overall, the participants expected more negative feelings and physiological arousal when 

the rival was more attractive and the partner was more committed to the outside 

14 



relationship. However, men and women differed in how they expected the spouse to 

react to the situation. Women expected the female spouse to admit more negative 

feelings and be more vulnerable and approaching toward their partner in an attempt to 

save the relationship. Men expected the male spouse to withdraw and disassociate from 

their partner in order to protect their own ego (Nadler & Dotan, 1992). 

Similarly, participants in another study reported that they believed that women 

would be more likely than men to react with feelings of disappointment and self-doubt to 

a partner's infidelity (Boekhout et al., 1999). Women were also perceived as more wiUing 

to preserve the relationship (e.g., forgive partner, work to improve current relationship). 

On the other hand, participants believed that men would react with more destructiveness 

and aggression (e.g., seek revenge, terminate current relationship; Boekhout et al.. 1999). 

Thus, women seem more driven to protect the relationship, while men are driven to 

protect their egos at the expense of their relationships (Nadler & Dotan, 1992). 

Cultural Differences in Jealousv 

In a cross-cultural survey study of romantic jealousy and envy, Hupka and his 

colleagues (1985) found a "threat to exclusive relationship" factor in the questionnaire 

used, for all seven nations investigated. The items that loaded on this factor suggested 

that the participants from the various nations wanted to be the main source of their 

partners' attention and happiness. Participants experienced jealousy and became 

physically upset when they felt a threat to their relationship, such as when they were 

excluded from activities or when their partner showed regard to others. A "dependency" 
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factor was found in all but one nation, and items from this factor indicated that 

participants' levels of satisfaction were dependent on their relationships vvith their 

partners, vvho were seen as the driving force in their li\ es. Though these core issues are 

found across nations, the specific situations that trigger these issues differ among the 

nations. Yet, it appears that difficulty surrounding issues of relationship exclusivity is a 

fairly universal phenomenon for couples. 

In other research, compared to people in traditional dating reiationships, people 

who entered into nonexclusive, collateral relationships that included sexual activity w ith 

someone already in a dating relationship or already married, w ere less jealous and upset 

regarding their partner's behaviors in the preexisting relationships (Bringle & Boebinger, 

1990). Thus, in these coUateral situations where nonexclusiv ity is inevitable. people are 

able to manage their feelings when their partner engages in jealousv-provoking beha\ iors 

with their preexisting partner. It seems that one way in vvhich they control their jealousy 

is through their level of involvement in the relationship. Overall. people in coUateral 

relationships were less involved in the relationship than people in traditional dating 

relationships, but as their involvement in these collateral relationships increased, so did 

their level of upset regarding their partners' nonexclusive behaviors (i.e., involvement in 

the preexisting relationship). Similar reactions and conflicts are also found in exclusive 

couples. Thus, people entering into relationships where they know it will be 

nonexclusive and where they will be competing for time, attention, and resources wiU 

also likely have jealousy problems with their partners, who may also be controUing the 
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level of involvement out of choice or out of necessity (Bringle & Boebinger, 1990; KeH, 

1992). Thus, jealousy may be a serious and pervasive relational problem. 

Multidimensional Jealousv Scale 

Pfeiffer and Wong (1989) developed the Multidimensional Jealousy Scale (MJS) 

to discriminate between the cognitive, emotional, and behavioral components of romantic 

jealousy experiences. The cognitive and behavioral subscales tend to reflect more distrust 

of a partner, while the emotional subscale reflects a person's emotional reactivity given a 

jealousy-provoking situation. Interestingly, Pfeiffer and Wong found that these subscales 

were differentially related to love. Though behavioral jealousy was unrelated to love, 

emotional jealousy was positively related to love, suggesting that people will become 

more upset during jealousy experiences when they love their partner. However, cognitive 

jealousy was negatively related to love, presumably because people are less suspicious 

when they are more in love (Pfeiffer & Wong, 1989). In addition, for participants, all 

three components of jealousy were negatively related to liking their partners: the more 

the partners caused them to be jealous, the less they liked their partners. Finally, two of 

the three subscales were negatively related to a measure of dispositional happiness. (The 

relationship between cognitive jealousy and happiness was not significant). Thus, the 

MJS may provide a more complete picture than unidimensional measures of how jealousy 

is related to exclusivity. For example, people who become emotionally jealous regarding 

significant others' nonexclusive behavior may still love their partner, but they may not 
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like their partner for causing these negative reactions (a likely reason for relationship 

conflict) and may subsequently have lower relationship satisfaction. 

In summary, the relationship between jealousy and attitudes toward exclusivity is 

an important area of study, due to the potential consequences of jealousy, particularly 

male sexual jealousy. The sexual jealousy of men is the most frequent cause of violence 

against wives (Buss, 1994). Jealousy is a powerful emotion that has often led men to kill 

their partners and male rivals. Historically, infidelity could be punishable by death, and 

many contemporary societies across the worid stiU accept the killing of an unfaithful 

spouse as justifíed (Buss, 1994; Johnson, 1972). "In Texas until 1974, for example, it 

was legal for a husband to kiU his wife and her lover if he did so while the adulterers were 

engaging in the act of intercourse; their murder was considered a reasonable response to a 

powerful provocation" (Buss, 1994, p. 129). Male sexual jealousy is also a common 

factor in homicides committed by women in self-defense against men accusing them of 

being unfaithful. Therefore, it is important to differentiate between jealousy that serves a 

protective function and jealousy that is pathological. The Multidimensional Jealousy 

Scale may aid in understanding these phenomena (Pfeiffer & Wong, 1989). 

Reasons for Nonexclusivitv 

There are two primary models that attempt to explain why some married couples 

choose to engage in nonexclusive behaviors (Thompson, 1984b; Weis & Slosnerick, 

1981), and they account for the fmding that some people actively pursue extrarelationship 

involvements because they are unhappy with their current relationship, whereas others 
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seem to drift into extrarelationships with people who share similar interests (Wiggins & 

Lederer, 1984). According to the deficít model, partners participate in extramarital 

behavior due to problems in their marriage. For example, Glass and Wright (1985) found 

that marital dissatisfaction was positively correlated with both sexual and emotional 

extramarital involvements for men and women, particularly if they were engaged in both 

sexual and emotional types of involvement. Buunk (1987) also found that, compared to 

couples who remained intact after one partner's sexual affair, couples who broke up after 

a partner's affair reported higher levels of dissatisfaction with the primary relationship and 

more conflict due to the extrarelationship involvement. Additionally, the couples who 

broke up tended to be involved in extrarelationships that were more often motivated by 

aggression and deprivation. However, the breakup group did not rate the altematives to 

the primary relationship more positively than did the intact group. Therefore, Buunk 

contended that those who broke up were not pulled away by alternative attractions but 

were pushed away by conflicts with their partner that resulted from the affair and/or 

escalated with the addition of the affair. This would suggest that few people enter into 

nonexclusive relationships out of a desire to fmd better mates. However, Buss (1994) 

reported that people regularly assess whether potential partners might offer more benefits 

than the current partner. Either way, both the push and the pull views indicate that there 

are deficits in the current relationships that lead people to enter into nonexclusive 

relationships. "An implicit assumption of all such themes is that correcting deficits will 

improve the relationship and prevent further extramarital involvement" (Thompson, 

1984b,p. 246). 
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According to the personal growth model, spouses engage in extramarital 

behaviors to enhance their sense of self, not because they are dissatisfíed with their 

marriages (Thompson, 1984b). These partners are interested in self-discovery through 

sharing a wider range of activities and companions. For example, college students 

projected that they expect to engage in extramarital sexual behaviors in the future, and 

they predicted that such involvements would increase their feelings of independence and 

inner security while providing them with adventure and greater social status (Bukstel et 

al., 1978). "Growth interpretations usually imply the need for a redefínition of marital 

expectations with greater emphasis on role flexibility and open companionship" 

(Thompson, I984b, p. 246). Thus, these models wiU differentially affect where the 

couples focus their efforts at resolving conflicts regarding relationship exclusivity. The 

focus can be on improving the deficiencies in their primary relationship or on altering 

their perspectives regarding the acceptability of some extrarelationship behaviors. 

The reasons for engaging in these nonexclusive behaviors may also often 

incorporate some combination of relationship deficit and personal growth. For example, 

Eldridge (1983) suggested that therapists can help some spouses take the positive growth 

and new self-awareness stemming from extramarital sexual encounters and assimilate 

these experiences into previously restrictive marriages. The therapist can help revitalize 

the relationship by using therapeutic strategies that broaden awareness and increase 

interpersonal strength. Thus, incorporating both models, the discovery of increased 

identity and the development of personal growth in another relationship can be integrated 
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into the primary relationship to overcome the previous deficits and broaden the 

functioning and fulfíllment to be found in that system (Eldridge, 1983). 

Impact of Exclusivitv and Nonexclusivitv 

Weis and Felton (1987) noted in their review of the literature that cross-sex 

friendships are reported to increase marital conflict and jealousy and provide the 

opportunity for extrarelationship sex, while other fíndings showed that couples with high 

involvement with friends had lower divorce rates and greater marital satisfaction than 

couples with lower levels of friendship involvements. Thus, there seem to be some 

inconsistencies regarding what effects exclusive and nonexclusive experiences have on a 

relationship. As reported elsewhere, exclusivity can validate the importance and 

uniqueness of the couple's bond, but may also place an excessive amount of pressure on 

the partners to meet each other's needs (Reiss, Anderson, & Sponaugle, 1980). 

Nonexclusivity may provide for personal growth, or it may provide the setting for ensuing 

intimate extrarelationship involvements that detract from the primary relationship. There 

is some debate about whether or not nonexclusivity provides the opportunity for the latter 

outcome. Although Reiss and his colleagues suggest that opportunity for cross-sex 

contact and a diffuse view of infímacy, where individuals rely on a variety of people for 

satisfaction of intimacy needs, are variables that conceptually may be related positively to 

extrarelationship sexual permissiveness, they did not test this proposition. 

Hurlbert (1992) asked married women how they had met their extramarital sexual 

partner and found that only 20% of the women reported having met their partner 
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personally (on their own). However. 49% met their affair partner through a friend, and 

19% met him through her family. Nine percent of the women met their partner at work, 

and 3% met him through their husband. Interestingly, 17% of the women had known 

their partner before their marriage. Women who knew their affair partner for a longer 

period of Ume prior to sexual involvement were more likely to have longer affairs. 

Moreover, the women in this study met their affair partner in a variety of nonexclusive 

contexts, not solely through personal cross-sex contacts (Hurlbert, 1992). 

Intimate Extrarelationship Involvements 

An analysis of the literature indicates that 70% to 85% of Americans disapprove 

of extramarital sex (Pestrak et al.. 1985). Yet, there appears to be a contradiction 

between attitudes and behavior regarding extrarelationship involvements. Though the 

reported incidence rates of extramarital and extrarelationship involvements \ary from 

study to study depending on the sample and the range of behaviors investigated 

(Thompson, 1983), typical of most estimates, Boekhout et al. (1999) found that 59% of 

college men and 44% of college women who had ever been in a committed relationship 

reported being sexually and/or emotionally unfaithful at least once while in the 

committed relationship. While the percentages for men have remained relatively stable, 

the percentages for women have steadily risen since the ground-breaking studies by 

Kinsey and his colleagues (Kinsey, Pomeroy, & Martin, 1948; Kinsey, Pomeroy. Martin, 

& Martin, 1953). Kinsey et al. found that approximately half of all married men and a 

quarter of all married women had engaged in extramarital intercourse by the age of 40. 
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Thus, the rates of extrarelationship involvements for women are catching up to the rates 

for men, particularly when emotional involvements are included. 

When looking at extramarital sex only. Choi, Catania, and Dolcini (1994) found 

no gender differences among Whites, but there were some gender differences among 

African Americans and Hispanics, with men reporting greater involvement in this 

behavior. This increasing rejection of the sexual double standard (i.e., sex outside of 

marriage is permissible for men but not for women) is supported by the fínding that 85% 

of people believe that if a man has extramarital relationships, a woman should be allowed 

to do the same (Lieberman, 1988). In addiHon, Thompson (1983) contends that most 

reported incidence rates are conservative estimates for at least two reasons: social 

desirability in reporting and the inability to ascertain lifetime incidence. However, even 

these conservative estimates illustrate the contradiction that exists: Whereas the majority 

of people disapprove of these relationships, a sizable percentage of people are still 

participating in them (Thompson, 1983). Accordingly, this type of relafíonal behavior 

may pose a real threat to the primary relationship. 

Clinical Implications 

Like researchers, clinicians also continue to debate about the positive and negative 

effects of extrarelafíonship involvements, particularly extramarital sex, that are faced in 

therapy (e.g., Kell, 1992; Marett, 1990). Due to the nature of these issues, therapists need 

to be aware of their own biases conceming marital loyalty and whether a couple can 

survive an extrarelationship infídelity (Eldridge, 1983; Gass & Nichols, 1988). Ellis 
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(1967) suggested that there are both healthy and disturbed reasons for engaging in 

extramarital sexual relationships, and according to his classifícation, some relationship 

defícit and personal growth reasons appear to be healthy and acceptable, while others are 

more dysfuncfíonal. Gass and Nichols characterized an affair as "a coping mechanism for 

personal, individual problems or for expressions of individual wishes and needs of 

various kinds as well as a reaction to marital relationship probIems"(1988, p. 4), and they 

suggested that people need to look at why an affair was chosen as the method for coping 

with these various problems. 

A number of scholars have reviewed the dynamics involved in conducting therapy 

with couples who wish to work through problems surrounding extrarelationship 

involvements. For example, as discussed above, Eldridge (1983) reported that therapists 

are faced with the challenge of reframing extramarital relationships as functional efforts 

for growth that can be channeled back into marriages. According to this view, some 

marital relationships, foUowing social and other norms, place tight boundaries on the 

amount of extramarital behaviors and relationships with other men and women in order to 

protect the relationship and the self-concepts of the spouses. This is often very confming 

for the individuals involved, as it limits the total range of expression of their personal 

needs, capabilities, and identities (Eldridge, 1983). "Ironically the occurrence of an 

outside relationship, however, can sometimes provide the arena for expanded awareness 

and perception in some individuals whose personalities are narrowly expressed-which 

caused conflict in their marriages in the first place" (Eldridge, 1983, p. 4). This implies 

that the involved partners desire marital unity but seek other experiences to fill the voids 
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that have emerged in these exclusive relationships. The involved partners are free to 

explore the new and unknown with other people who may value them in ways that they 

are unaccustomed to and without the "baggage" from the primary relationship. Therapists 

can help couples see how the defenses in their marital systems constricted their individual 

self-concepts and how the excitement and energy in the extramarital relationships 

provided these personality amplificafíons and bolstered the esteem of the involved partner 

(Eldridge, 1983). 

Modeling and trial-and-error approaches can be employed by therapists to help 

couples transfer many of the newly leamed dynamics found in the extramarital 

relationships to the marital relationship (Eldridge, 1983). By helping couples maintain an 

open-minded perspective and providing both partners with a fuller range of personal 

capacities, therapists can stimulate growth in the marital systems as both partners become 

more aware of and responsive to each other's needs. While not condoning the 

maintenance of extramarital affairs that wiU harm uninvolved partners, an increased 

flexibility in people's views (i.e., moving away from rigid traditional beliefs of 

irreversible damage from participating in nonexclusive behaviors) can aid interpersonal 

growth by reducing feelings of guilt in the involved partners and alleviating feelings of 

victimization in the uninvolved partners. It can further help the couples discover their 

relationships' potential for strength in fulfiUing their expansive self-concepts (Eldridge, 

1983). 

However, other perspectives contrast with those discussed above. Some 

researchers and practitioners believe that extramarital relationships have various roots and 
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very negative consequences that need to be worked through in a manner where the 

involved partners seek forgiveness and the uninvolved partners can express their feelings 

of anger and victimization (e.g., Jagers, 1989). Regardless of these viewpoints, it is 

important for therapists to ascertain the type of extrarelationship involvement and the 

justifícation for the involvement. Findings have shown that partners who are in 

extrarelationship involvements that are sexual only are able to disengage from these 

relationships more easily than partners who are in emotional only or combined sexual and 

emotional extrarelafíonship involvements (Glass & Wright, 1992). For example, women 

who were more in love with their affair partners were more likely to stay in the 

extrarelationship for a longer period of time (Hurlbert, 1992). Marett (1990) reported that 

it is also important for therapists to determine whether the reason for a mate's 

extrarelationship involvement serves the function of getting distance from the primary 

relationship or achieving closeness with the affair pamier, which again supports the 

centrality of the deficit and personal growth models. In addition, justifications and 

excuses provide cues to the involved persons' cognitions, blame-placing, and reasons for 

involvements (Atwater, 1979). The infidelities can have different meanings, because the 

involved partners may be solely seeking excitement and personal growth, or may be 

dissatisfied with various aspects of their relationship. These differences will likely 

influence the strategies that therapists use. 

Therapists also need to be aware of hidden agendas, particularly when involved 

partners are becoming more critical of noninvolved partners who are trying to make 

positive changes and rescue the relationship. This might suggest that involved partners 
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no longer want to remain in the primary relationship (Glass & Wright, 1992). Buunk 

(1987) suggested that involved men often blame their partners when there are problems in 

a relationship and that women tend to accept the blame, wondering what they did wrong. 

Gass and Nichols (1988) also described the phenomenon of "gaslighting" (named for an 

old movie) in which involved partners, particularly men, get caught up in a pattern of 

lying and trying to convince the uninvolved partners that they are being paranoid and just 

imagining things that never happened. 

Similarly. therapists need to attend to jealousy regarding cross-sex friendships for 

several reasons. First, jealousy produces a variety of negative feelings and outcomes, 

including physical harm. Second, the friendship may have greater emotional intimacy 

than the primary relationship. It may also have the potential for evolving into a romantic 

or sexualized relationship (Glass & Wright, 1992), and people are less accepting of 

activities that are suggestive of sexual behavior (Weis & Slosnerick, 1981). Thus, 

clinicians face a difficult task in deciding how to treat couples inside and outside the 

primary relafíonship in ways that benefit all concerned parties (Eldridge, 1983). 

Hopefully, more research in the area of relationship exclusivity and extrarelationship 

involvement can shed additional light on some of these issues. 

The Current Studv 

In summary, there has been considerable debate about what level of relationship 

exclusivity, particularly sexual exclusivity, partners can or should expect from each other. 

Some theories have been developed regarding people's beliefs about and reasons for 

27 



exclusive and nonexclusive behaviors, but few studies have these ideas tested 

empirically, Previous research has shown that many couples have relatively vague 

expectations about what they can and cannot share or experience with persons outside 

their committed relationship. The majority of participants believe that sexual activities 

should remain exclusive to a relationship, yet there is some debate over which types of 

nonsexual involvements are acceptable to share with others. 

Various participant characteristics also seem to have some effect on their attitudes 

regarding relationship exclusivity and extrarelationship involvement. Studies have found 

a number of gender differences, showing that women and men do have different 

perceptions of, attributions for, and reactions to extrarelationship involvements. The 

accuracy of perceptions regarding a partner's infidelity does appear to have important 

implications for the outcome of the committed relationship. Studies have also shown that 

extrarelationship emotional and sexual involvements often have various effects, including 

negative personal and relational consequences for all those involved. Thus, a clearer 

picture of some of these issues would provide added information that could be useful to 

therapists, scholars, and persons in intimate romantic relationships. 

The current study expands on the available fmdings by exploring participants' 

beliefs regarding various aspects of exclusivity and nonexclusivity and people's 

expectations for exclusivity. This research explores whether certain participant 

characteristics influence such beliefs and examines some of the consequences of having 

exclusive and nonexclusive reiationships. Thus, this study explores participants' beliefs 

about exclusive and nonexclusive relationships, their expectations and reasons for 
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engaging in these relationships, and their beliefs about conditions under which various 

situations are acceptable. 

Man\ participant variables have been identified as potential influences on beliefs 

about relationship exclusi\ it\ and extrarelationship involvement. This study also 

explores whether participants' gender and their le\ els of jealousy and self-esteem affect 

their beliefs regarding these issues. Finally. this study examines participants' experiences 

in, reactions to, and the outcomes of exclusi\e and nonexclusi\e relationships. In 

addition, it is important to note that this research focuses on the reports of a \oung, 

coUege sample, since attitudes about relationship exclusivit\' and extrarelationship 

involvement in this age group have been relati\ el\ unexplored. 
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CHAPTER II 

HYPOTHESES 

Much of the research on extrarelationship involvements is exploratory in nature. 

However, based on existing empirical fíndings, some general hypotheses vvere made. 

Participants reported their expectations about what activities should remain exclusive to a 

committed relationship, which nonexclusive activities are acceptable, and which^ 

nonexclusive activities are likely to cause considerable conflict. 

Exclusivitv/Nonexclusi\ itv 

As noted above, there appear to be a few main classifications of reasons for 

engaging in an exclusive or nonexclusive relationship. Weis and Slosnerick (1981) 

outlined a social script for relationship exclusivity where partners value the lo\ e. 

mutuality, and sharing that is found in an exclusive relationship. Several researchers have 

also identifíed beneficial aspects of exclusive relationships, such as interdependence. 

attention, affirmation, protection of resources, reducing feelings of jealousy, and 

preserving self-esteem (e.g., Bringle & Boebinger, 1990; Buss, 1994: Eldridge, 1983; 

Hupka et al., 1985; Nadler & Dotan, 1992; Shackelford & Buss, 1997a). These various 

aspects provide potential reasons for participating in an exclusive relationship, and these 

reasons would seem to fit under the general dimensions of love/specialness and mate-

guarding. Altematively, Weis and Slosnerick (1981) reported that nonexclusive social 

scripts are characterized by a belief that love and sex can be separated, that jealousy is 
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undesirable, and that partners should not expect to ha\e all of their needs met b\ their 

mate. Additional relationships are \alued as a source of support and self-disco\er\'. 

Thompson (1984b) and others have suggested that reasons for participating in 

nonexclusive relationships fall under two main categories: defícits in the primary 

relationship and a desire for personal grovvth. 

Hvpothesis 1. Participants' beliefs about exclusi\ it\' will center around issues of 

love. specialness. and mate guarding. 

Hypothesis 2. Participants" beliefs about nonexclusivity wiU center around 

dissatisfaction with the primary relationship and personal growth. 

Jealousv and Self-Esteem 

People's levels of jealousy and self-esteem may also affect their desire to engage 

in exclusi\ e and nonexclusi\ e relationships. There ha\ e been numerous studies 

examining the effects of jealousy on various relationship issues. and these studies have 

shown that men and women often display jealous reactions to their partner's nonexclusi\e 

behaviors (e.g., Hansen, 1985; Weis & Felton, 1987). Such partners will likely desire 

more exclusive relationships in order to control their mates behaviors and reduce their 

feelings of jealousy (Bringle & Boebinger, 1990). Similarly, compared to partners with 

high self-esteem, partners w ith low self-esteem have greater negative reactions to their 

mate's nonexclusive behaviors (e.g.. Buunk, 1995). and they will likely desire more 

exclusive relationships in order to protect their egos. The relationship between self-

esteem and involvement in extrarelationships appears to be more tenuous. Sheppard et al. 
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(1995) reported that people who are involved in nonexclusive relationships have lower 

self-esteem than people who are not involved in these extrarelationships. Yet, one of the 

major reasons for engaging in nonexclusive behaviors is for relationship enhancement 

(e.g., Thompson, 1984b). 

Hvpothesis 3. Compared to participants who are low in jealousy, participants who 

are high in jealousy will have greater expectations for exclusivity. 

Hypothesis 4. Compared to participants who are high in self-esteem, participants 

who are low in self-esteem will have greater expectations for exclusivity. 

Sexual Attitudes 

The Relationship Issues Scale was developed for this study to address the four 

hypotheses above and to get a better understanding of the various dimensions of 

relationship exclusivity and nonexclusivity. Two subscales of the Sexual Attitudes Scale 

(Hendrick & Hendrick, 1987) were used to test the construct validity of this new scale. 

The permissiveness subscale contains items that pertain to casual sexuality (e.g., "I do not 

need to be committed to a person to have sex with him/her."). The communion subscale 

contains items that describe idealistic sexuality (e.g., "A sexual encounter between two 

people deeply in love is the ultimate human interaction."). 

Hvpothesis 5. Compared to participants who are high in permissiveness, 

participants who are low in permissiveness wiU have greater expectations for exclusivity. 
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Hvpothesis 6. Compared to participants who are low in sexual communion, 

participants who are high in sexual communion will have greater expectations for 

exclusivity. 

Gender 

Thompson (1983) reported in his review of extramarital sex that studies 

consistently show gender as a moderafíng variable in the fíndings. Gender was also 

found to qualify many of the relationships in the studies reported above. For example, 

compared to men, women were less accepting of sexual and nonsexual extrarelationships 

(Weis & Slosnerick, 1981). Men and women were also shown to differ in their 

approaches to their relationships (e.g., Bergner & Bergner, 1990; Buss, 1994; Mansfield, 

McAIHster, & Collard, 1992) and in their reasons for, and reactions to extrarelationship 

involvements (e.g., Boekhout et al., 1999; Buss et al.. 1992; Buunk, 1995; Glass & 

Wright, 1985, 1992; Nadler & Dotan, 1992; Thompson, I984a). 

Hvpothesis 7. General examinations of gender differences will show that, 

compared to women, men will be more accepting of nonexclusivity. 

Research Ouestion: Participants will identify both positive and negative effects 

that exclusivity and nonexclusivity have had on their relationships. To what extent will 

nonexclusivity have positive effects for the primary relationship (measured by 

relationship satisfaction)? To what extent will it provide the opportunity for intimate 

extrarelationship involvements that detract from the primary relationship? Because of the 
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exploratory nature of this research, additional issues not reflected in the hypotheses or 

research question were also explored. 

34 



CHAPTER III 

PILOT STUDY 

A pilot study was conducted to develop and analyze the Relationship Issues Scale 

(RIS). The items for this scale were developed in three ways. Many of these items were 

taken directly from or developed from the literature. First, some items were taken from 

instruments in other studies and molded to fit the design of this study. For example, 

various reasons for, and reactions to unfaithfulness were taken from the original 

Boekhout et al. (1997) survey. In addition, several items were taken and adapted from 

Weis and Slosnerick's (1981) scale measuring attitudes toward marital exclusivity. 

Second, the author developed many of the items from the content and context of the 

above studies and by forming items conceptually-related to this study. Third, some items 

were also developed from another small pilot study with 31 college students asked to list 

the benefits of exclusive and nonexclusive relationships. 

This process resulted in 223 items. This scale was presented to a group of 

researchers who share an interest in various relationship topics. The group reviewed the 

scale in an attempt to eliminate problematic items, combine repetitious items, clarify 

vague items, and organize similar items into appropriate categories. 

The RIS was reduced to 132 items, classified under seven general headings. The 

first four sets of items were formulated to be subscales. They were designed to explore 

several dimensions of exclusivity and nonexclusivity, including attitudes and values, 

expectations and behaviors, impact of other relationships, and perceptions of an exclusive 
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relationship. These subscales were emphasized in the scale development of the RIS. The 

last three sets of items were designed to give additional frequency data regarding 

participants' communication about nonexclusive activities, willingness to participate in 

nonexclusive activities, and actual involvement in nonexclusive activities. 

Accordingly, the fírst of the seven item sets examined participants' attitudes and 

values regarding exclusive and nonexclusive relationships (26 items). The second item 

set (14 items) assessed participants' expectations, perceptions, and behaviors in their 

relationships. The third set (12 items) asked participants to characterize the positive and 

negative components of other relationships they currently have in addition to their 

relationship with their partner. Item set four (31 items) examined participants' beliefs 

about being in an exclusive relationship. 

Note that the four item sets just described constitute the four subscales of the RIS. 

The three additional item sets simply provide added frequency data. The next five items 

(item set fíve) asked participants whether or not they have discussed the acceptability of 

certain nonexclusive behaviors. The sixth group (10 items) taken mostly from the study 

by Weis and Slosnerick (1981), examined participants' attitudes regarding the 

acceptability of participating in ten sexual and nonsexual activities without their partner. 

The seventh item set (20 items) addressed how many times participants have engaged in 

various behaviors. Finally, there were 14 demographic items. 

The RIS was administered to two undergraduate students to make sure that the 

instructions and items were clear and that the scale flowed well, in order to reduce 

chances of people getting confused or making mistakes. It took approximately 30-35 
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minutes to complete the survey, and the students reported that the scale was easy to 

understand and complete. 
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CHAPTER IV 

STUDY I 

Method 

Participants 

Participants were 67 male and 135 female college students enrolled in 

undergraduate psychology classes at Texas Tech University. Participants were volunteers 

who received extra credit or course credit for completing one hour of the experimental 

option of their class requirements. For the purposes of this study, only data from 

participants who reported being in a heterosexual relationship were used. Data from gay, 

lesbian, and bisexual participants were dropped. Data from participants not in a 

relationship were also dropped. Participants were primarily young, Caucasian, and single. 

Specifically, 90% of the participants were 25 years and under, 8% were 26-40 years of 

age, and 2%) were over 40. The ethnicity breakdown was 81% Caucasian, 12% Hispanic, 

4% African American, 1.5% Asian American, and 1.5% Other. For relationship status, 

76% of the participants reported being in a committed relationship, 12% were married, 

9% were cohabitating, and 2% were separated or divorced. Fifty-seven percent of 

participants reported that their relationship was somewhat or very exclusive, 36%) were 

neutral, and 7% were somewhat or very nonexclusive. 
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Procedure 

Testing was done in groups of 25 to 30 participants. Each session began with an 

introduction of the experimenter and a brief description of the study and what the 

participants would be asked to do (see Appendix B). Pencils and consent forms (see 

Appendix C) were passed out. The consent form was reviewed briefly. and 

confídentiality was stressed. If there were no questions. participants were asked to sign 

the consent forms and pass them forward. Participants received a scantron and the RIS 

survey. Participants were asked to take their time and answer as honestly as possible. and 

they were reminded that there were no wrong answers. The surveys and scantrons were 

then passed out. Participants were asked to read the instructions before they began. They 

were allowed to turn in the materials as soon as they were fmished. Participants were 

given a credit slip and thanked for participating. 

Instmments 

Relationship Issues Scale (RIS: see Appendix D). As noted above. this measure 

was developed for the current study, and it includes items examining participants' beliefs 

about exclusivity and nonexclusivity and their participation in exclusive and nonexclusive 

activities. Participants rated their attitudes, expectations, perceptions, and behaviors 

regarding exclusivity and nonexclusivity, their beliefs about conditions under which 

various situations are acceptable, and their level of communication with their partner 

regarding these issues. 
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Results 

Exploratory factor analysis was used with each of the four subscales of the RIS (a 

total of 83 items) in order to determine the number of underlying factors and which items 

best reflected each factor. Principal components analysis with varimax rotation was used. 

Factors were required to have an eigenvalue of one, and items that loaded on multiple 

factors or that loaded less than .35 on a factor were dropped. Additionally. factors that 

contained three or fewer items were dropped. 

This process resulted in two factors for each item set (eight factors in all), with 

reliability coefficients that ranged from .57 to .90. For the fírst subscale examining 

participants' attitudes and values regarding romantic relationships, 13 of the 26 items 

were retained. The two factors that were extracted accounted for 38% of the variance. 

The first factor, labeled Sexual Nonexclusivity, contained seven items and had an alpha 

of .74 (see Table 4.1; Tables are found immediately after the results section). The second 

factor, labeled General Nonexclusivity, contained six items and had an alpha of .57. For 

the subscale examining participants' expectations and behavior regarding their 

relationships, 10 of the 14 items were retained. The two factors that were extracted 

accounted for 49% of the variance. The first factor, labeled Nonexclusive Friendship 

Expectations, contained five items and had an alpha of .77 (see Table 4.2). The second 

factor, labeled Exclusive Relationship Expectations, contained five items and had an 

alphaof .67. 

The third subscale asked participants to characterize the impact of their other 

relationships, outside their relationship with their primary partner. Eleven of the 12 
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items were retained. The two factors that were extracted accounted for 55% of the 

variance. The fírst factor, labeled Benefíts of Other Relationships, contained seven items 

and had an alpha of .86 (see Table 4.3). The second factor, labeled Drawbacks of Other 

Relationships, contained four items and had an alpha of .69. For the fourth subscale 

examining participants' perceptions of an exclusive relationship, 15 of 31 items were 

retained. The two factors that were extracted accounted for 56% of the variance. The 

first factor, labeled Benefits of Exclusive Relationships, contained 10 items and had an 

alpha of .90 (see Table 4.4). The second factor, labeled Drawbacks of Exclusive 

Relationships, contained five items and had an aipha of .80. 

The fínal three subscales of the RIS asked about participants' level of 

communication with their partner regarding certain nonexclusive activities, their 

willingness to participate in various nonexclusive activities without their partner, and 

their actual involvement in nonexclusive activities. The participants' self-reports on 

these three sets of items were examined with frequency data. The fifth RIS subscale 

asked participants to report if they had discussed whether or not it is acceptable to engage 

in five nonexclusive behaviors (see Table 4.5). Approximately 48.5% of participants had 

discussed the issue of keeping the friends they had before they met and agreed that it is 

acceptable, and 42% had not discussed the issue openly but know that it is acceptable. 

Eight percent of participants discussing the issue either cannot agree or believe that it is 

unacceptable to keep their friends acquired before they met, and 1.5% have not discussed 

it and believe that it is unacceptable. 
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Some 95.5% of participants have agreed with their partner or have not discussed it 

but know that it is acceptable to make new same-sex friends. However, 4.5% cannot 

agree or believe that it is unacceptable to make new same-sex friends. When looking at 

the issue of making new cross-sex friends, only 71% agree with their partner or know that 

this is an acceptable activity, 17% cannot agree, and 12% agree or know that it is 

unacceptable. 

Fifty-nine percent of participants have discussed with their partner the issue of 

dating other people, and 50% agree that it is unacceptable, 5% agree that it is acceptable, 

and 4% cannot agree on the issue. Of the 41% who have not discussed the issue with 

their partner, 37% know that it is unacceptable to date other people, and 4% assume that 

it is acceptable. Finally, 95% of participants agree with their partner or know that it is 

unacceptable to have sex with other people, 3% cannot agree, and 2% believe that it is 

acceptable. 

The sixth RIS subscale asked participants if they believed that it is acceptable to 

engage in various nonexclusive behaviors with an opposite-sex friend (see Table 4.6; 

items listed in descending order of agreement). The mean scores indicated that 

participants agreed that some behaviors are permissible, such as "having lunch with an 

opposite-sex classmate/co-worker" and "discussing my life with an opposite-sex friend." 

The participants were less certain about some other behaviors. For example, they 

somewhat agreed that "going to the movies with an opposite-sex friend" was an allowable 

acfívity, but they were less inclined to report that "going out to dinner at a secluded place 

with an opposite-sex friend" was permissible. In addition, participants strongly disagreed 
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with the acceptability of some behaviors. For example, they reported that "spending a 

few days at a secluded cabin with an opposite-sex friend where nobody will fínd out" and 

"becoming sexually involved with an opposite-sex friend" were not acceptable behaviors 

to engage in while in a committed relationship with their partner. 

Eighteen of the 20 items in the seventh RIS subscale asked participants how many 

times they had engaged in various nonexclusive activities (see Table 4.7). Approximately 

72% of participant had at least one friendship turn sexual, 48.5% had casual sex, and 28% 

had sex with more than one person in the same week. The fmdings also indicated that 

49.5% had dated someone who was already in a relationship, and 64% had dated more 

than one person at the same time. 

Approximately 20% of participants had been sexually unfaithful to their current 

partner at least once, and 38% had been emotionally unfaithful at least once. The 

percentage of participants who have been sexually and emotionally unfaithful at least 

once in a past relationship are 31% and 58%, respectively. Some 48.5% reported that 

they wanted to have sex with someone other than their current partner at least once. Over 

70% of participants had kept secrets from their current partner, and 36% had lied to their 

current partner about being with someone else. On the other hand, 86.5% of participants 

had opportunities to be unfaithful but did not. 

More that half of the participants (51.5%) had disagreed with their current partner 

about whether certain activities and behaviors should be exclusive. Fifty-five percent had 

problems with their partner regarding their relationship with someone else, and 61% had 

problems regarding their partners' relationships with someone else. Approximately 
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47.5% of participants had lost or given up a same-sex friendship due to a romantic 

relationship, and 55% had lost or given up an opposite-sex friendship in a similar manner. 
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Table4.I. 

Factor Analysis of RIS Subscale I 

My Attitudes/Values Regarding Romantic Relationships: 

Factor Alpha Item Loading 
Item 

Factor I - Sexual Nonexclusivity .74 

17. Having sex with someone other than one's primary partner is a threat -.49 
to relationship intimacy/stability. 

18. Once they are married, men and women should be free to have .52 
extramarital sexual relationships. 

21. Casual sex with a variety of partners can be as satisfying as sex that .50 
is limited to an established partnership. 

22. Sexual intercourse with someone other than ones primarv partner .62 
pro\ ides adventure. 

23. Sexual intercourse with someone other than one's primary partner is -.76 
a betrayal. 

24. Sexual intercourse with someone other than ones primary partner leads -.72 
to problems in the primary relationship, such as anger, disappointment, 
and self-doubt. 

25. Sex with other people can be very stimulating/strengthening for the .69 
primary relationship. 
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Table 4.1. Continued. 

Factor Alpha Item Loading 
Item 

Factor 2 - General Nonexclusivity .57 

3. It is possible to love more than one person at the same time. .55 

4. It is acceptable to date more than one person at the same time. .52 

5. An exclusive relationship does not mean that a man and a woman .61 
must give up all of their friends. 

12. Other friendships can be very stimulating/strengthening for the .60 
primary relationship. 

13. Other friendships provide an opportunity to fínd better partners. -48 

19. Once they are married, men and women should be free to have .60 
extramarital friendships. 

Note. N = 202. 
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Table 4.2. 

Factor Analysis of RIS Subscale 2 

My Expectations/Perceptions/Behaviors in My Relationship: 

Factor Alpha Item Loading 
Item 

Factor 1 - Nonexclusive Friendship Expectations .77 

30. I expect to have same-sex friendships while in my primary relationship. .75 

31. I expect to have opposite-sex friendships while in my primary .83 
relationship. 

34. I expect my partner to have opposite-sex friendships. .80 

35. I expect my partner to have same-sex friendships. .61 

39. I get satisfaction from interacting with many people. .56 

Factor 2 - Exclusive Relationship Expectations .67 

28. I prefer to have all of my sexual needs met by one person. .72 

33. I expect to be the only one to meet my partner's sexual needs. .51 

36. I am pleased with the comfort and protection of relationship unity. .64 

37. I am sexually satisfied with my partner. .70 

40. I share all aspects of my life withmy partner. .67 

Note. N = 202. 
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Table4.3. 

Factor Analysis of RIS Subscale 3 

Regarding the fulfillment of my needs, besides my relationship with my partner, I would 
characterize the other relationships (e.g., friendships) that 1 currently have as: 

Factor Alpha Item Loading 
Item 

Factor 1 - Benefits of Other Relationships .86 

42. providing social support and companionship .80 

43. a legitimate means of meeting my needs .72 

44. an opportunity for personal growth .77 

47. a way to express other aspects of myself .66 

48. positive experiences that can supplement my primary relationship .68 

50. providing intellectual sharing .80 

51. providing acceptance and understanding .74 

Factor 2 - Drawbacks of Other Relationships .69 

45. detracting from my primary relationship .71 

46. a potential for sexual encounters .68 

49. causing problems with my primary relationship .76 

52. limiting the uniqueness and importance of the primary bond .71 

Note. N = 202. 
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Table 4.4. 

Factor Analysis of RIS Subscale 4 

In an exclusive relationship, where it is expected that I would do everything with my 
partner and have all of my needs met by my partner, I would: 

Factor Alpha Item Loading 
Item 

Factor 1 - Benefíts of Exclusive Relationships .90 

53. feel special -68 

61. be more certain that my partner is faithful .76 

62. feel more love and affection 79 

64. feel sexually satisfied 74 

69. not have to worry about sexually transmitted diseases .48 

71. want to build towards marriage 70 

76. feel like I always had someone there for me .70 

80. have greater intimacy -80 

81. feel more socially accepted -62 

82. have greater stability -76 
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Table 4.4. Continued. 

Factor Alpha Item Loading 
Item 

Factor 2 - Drawbacks of Exclusive Relationships .80 

55. tend to get bored -73 

56. not like having to tell my partner everything .70 

57. feel obligated to my partner .70 

70. feel more pressured to be in a long-term commitment .76 

77. have more trouble fínding the right person for me .64 

Note. N = 202. 
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98 
5 

11 
85 

48.5 
2.5 

5.4 
42.1 

Table4.5. 

Frequency of Communication Regarding the Acceptability of Nonexclusive Activities 

My partner and I have discussed whether or not it is acceptable to: 

Item Frequency Percent 

84. keep the friends we had before we met 
A = We have discussed this issue and agree that it is acceptable 
B = We have discussed this issue and agree that it is 

unacceptable 
C = We have discussed this issue and we cannot agree 
D = We have not discussed this issue openly but we know that 

it is acceptable 
E = We have not discussed this issue openly but we know that 3 1.5 

it is unacceptable 

85. to make new same-sex friendships 
A = We have discussed this issue and agree that it is acceptable 
B = We have discussed this issue and agree that it is 

unacceptable 
C = We have discussed this issue and we cannot agree 
D = We have not discussed this issue openly but we know that 

it is acceptable 
E = We have not discussed this issue openly but we know that 2 1.0 

it is unacceptable 

86. to make new cross-sex friendships 
A = We have discussed this issue and agree that it is acceptable 
B = We have discussed this issue and agree that it is 

unacceptable 
C = We have discussed this issue and we cannot agree 
D = We have not discussed this issue openly but we know that 

it is acceptable 
E = We have not discussed this issue openly but we know that 12 5.9 

it is unacceptable 

99 
2 

5 
94 

49.0 
1.0 

2.5 
46.5 

72 
12 

35 
71 

35.6 
5.9 

17.3 
35.1 
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Table 4.5. Continued. 

11 
lOI 

8 
8 

74 

5.4 
50.0 

4.0 
4.0 

36.6 

Item Frequency Percent 

87. to date other people 
A = We have discussed this issue and agree that it is acceptable 
B = We have discussed this issue and agree that it is 

unacceptable 
C = We have discussed this issue and we cannot agree 
D = We have not discussed this issue openly but we know that 

it is acceptable 
E = We have not discussed this issue openly but we know that 

it is unacceptable 

88. to have sex with other people 
A = We have discussed this issue and agree that it is acceptable 1 .5 
B = We have í//5cw55eí/this issue and agree that it is 100 49.5 

unacceptable 
C = We have discussed this issue and we cannot agree 6 3.0 
D = We have not discussed this issue openly but we know that 4 2.0 

it is acceptable 
E = We have not discussed this issue openly but we know that 91 45.0 

it is unacceptable 

Note. N = 202. 
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Table 4.6. 

Ranking of Mean Scores for Acceptability of Engaging in Nonexclusive Activities 

Do you agree/disagree that it is acceptable to participate in the various behaviors without 
your partner while in your committed relationship? 

Item Mean 

96. Having lunch with an opposite-sex classmate/co-worker 3.15 

98. Receiving emofíonal support from an opposite-sex friend 3.12 

97 Discussing my life with an opposite-sex friend 3.05 

89. Going to the movies with an opposite-sex friend 2.55 

90. Spending an evening in an opposite-sex friend's living room 2.23 

92. Dancing to the stereo with an opposite-sex friend 1.88 

91. Going out to dirmer at a secluded place with an opposite-sex friend 1.69 

93. Spending a few days at a secluded cabin with an opposite-sex friend 41 
where nobody will fínd out 

94. Engaging in necking/petting with an opposite-sex friend .19 

95. Becoming sexually involved with an opposite-sex friend .16 

Note. Scores range from 0 = Strongly Disagree with the Statement to 4 = Strongly Agree 
with the Statement. N = 202. 
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Table 4.7. 

Frequency of Involvement in Nonexclusive Activities 

How many times have you: 

Item Frequency Percent 

99. had a friendship turn into a sexual relationship 
A = never 
B = once 
C = 2 to 5 times 
D = 6 to lOtimes 
E = 11 or more times 

100. had casual sex with someone you did not know well 
A = never 
B = once 
C = 2 to 5 times 
D = 6 to 10 times 
E = 11 or more times 

108. had sex with more than one person in the same week 
A = never 
B = once 
C = 2 to 5 times 
D = 6 to lOtimes 
E = 11 or more times 

106. dated someone who was already in a relationship with someone else 
A = never 
B = once 
C = 2 to 5 times 
D = 6 to lOtimes 
E = 11 or more times 

57 
64 
75 
4 
2 

104 
31 
47 
8 
12 

145 
24 
26 
2 
5 

102 
56 
35 
4 
5 

28.2 
31.7 
37.1 
2.0 
1.0 

51.5 
15.3 
23.3 
4.0 
5.9 

71.8 
11.9 
12.9 
1.0 
2.5 

50.5 
27.7 
17.3 
2.0 
2.5 
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Table 4.7. Confínued. 

Item Frequency Percent 

107. dated more than one person at the same time 
A = never 
B = once 
C = 2 to 5 times 
D = 6to lOtimes 
E = 11 or more times 

102. been sexually unfaithful to your partner in your current relationship 
A = never 
B = once 
C = 2 to 5 times 
D = 6to lOtimes 
E = 11 or more times 

73 
49 
60 
12 
8 

onship 
160 
20 
14 
2 
5 

36.1 
24.3 
29.7 
5.9 
4.0 

79.6 
10.0 
7.0 
1.0 
2.5 

103. been emofíonally unfaithful to your partner in your current 
relationship 

A = never 
B = once 
C = 2 to 5 times 
D = 6 to 10 times 
E = 11 or more times 

104. been sexually unfaithful in past relafíonships 
A = never 
B = once 
C = 2 to 5 times 
D = 6to lOtimes 
E = 11 or more times 

105. been emotionally unfaithful in past relationships 
A = never 
B = once 
C = 2 to 5 times 
D = 6 to lOtimes 
E = 11 or more times 

125 
35 
32 
5 
5 

139 
33 
23 
4 
3 

85 
47 
51 
9 
10 

61.9 
17.3 
15.8 
2.5 
2.5 

68.8 
16.3 
11.4 
2.0 
1.5 

42.1 
23.3 
25.2 
4.5 
5.0 
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Table 4.7. Continued. 

Item Frequency Percent 

112. wanted to have sex with someone other than your current partner 
during your relationship 

A = never 
B = once 
C = 2 to 5 times 
D = 6 to lOHmes 
E = 11 or more times 

I I I . kept secrets from your current partner 
A = never 
B = once 
C = 2 to 5 times 
D = 6 to lOtimes 
E = 11 or more times 

115. lied to your current partner about being out with someone else 
A = never 
B = once 
C = 2 to 5 times 
D = 6to lOtimes 
E = 11 or more times 

110. had the opportunity to be unfaithful but decided not to 
A = never 
B = once 
C = 2 to 5 times 
D = 6 to 10 times 
E = 11 or more times 

104 
27 
42 
10 
19 

60 
46 
71 
15 
10 

130 
24 
37 
7 
4 

27 
31 
78 
30 
34 

51.5 
13.4 
20.8 
5.0 
9.4 

29.7 
22.8 
35.1 
7.4 
5.0 

64.4 
11.9 
18.3 
3.5 
2.0 

13.5 
15.5 
39.0 
15.0 
17.0 

118. disagreed with your current partner about whether certain activities 
and behaviors should be exclusive 

A = never 
B = once 
C = 2 to 5 times 
D = 6 to lOtimes 
E = 11 or more times 

98 
44 
47 
6 
7 

48.5 
21.8 
23.3 
3.0 
3.5 
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Table 4.7. Continued. 

Item Frequency Percent 

116. had a problem with your current partner regarding any of your 
relationships with someone else 

\ = never 
B = once 
C = 2 to 5 times 
D = 6to lOtimes 
E = 11 or more times 

91 
53 
47 
5 
6 

45.0 
26.2 
23.3 
2.5 
3.0 

117- had a problem with your current partner regarding any of his/her 
relationships with someone else 

A = never 
B = once 
C = 2 to 5 times 
D = 6 to lOtimes 
E = 11 or more times 

79 
64 
47 
8 
4 

39.1 
31.7 
23.3 
4.0 
2.0 

113. lost or given up same-sex friendships because of a romantic 
relationship 

A = never 
B = once 
C = 2 to 5 times 
D = 6 to lOfímes 
E = 11 or more times 

114. lost or given up opposite-sex friendships because of a romantic 
relationship 

A = never 
B = once 
C = 2 to 5 times 
D = 6to lOtimes 
E = 11 or more times 

Note. N = 202. Due to rounding, totals may not equal 100%. 

106 
52 
39 
3 
2 

52.5 
25.7 
19.3 
1.5 
1.0 

91 
49 
53 
7 
2 

45.0 
24.3 
26.2 
3.5 
1.0 
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Discussion 

The exploratory factor analysis of the four subscales of the RIS identified eight 

factors that were classified based on exclusive and nonexclusive themes. The two factors 

of the Attitudes/Values subscale (Subscale One) focused on issues of nonexclusivity. For 

example, the Sexual Nonexclusivity dimension contained items that favored extramarital 

sexual relationships and casual sex, and highlighted the positive aspects of having sex 

with someone other than one's primary partner. The participants' responses to these 

items indicated an overall moderate to strong disapproval (mean score of .50 on a scale 

where 0 = strongly disagree to 4 = strongly agree). The General Nonexclusivity 

dimension contained items that favored having friendships outside of the primary 

relationship and supported the concept that it is acceptable to love and to date more than 

one person at the same time. Participants' responses indicated neutral to moderate 

agreement with these statements (mean score of 2.72). 

The first and second factors in the Expectations subscale (Subscale Two) also 

indicated that participants expect to have nonexclusive friendships while keeping sexual 

aspects exclusive to their relationship. The Nonexclusive Friendship Expectations factor 

contained items indicating that participants would expect that they and their partner 

would have same-sex and opposite-sex friendships. The Exclusive Relafíonship 

Expectations factor contained items that reflected that they expected to have all of their 

sexual needs met within the primary relationship and that they were satisfíed with their 

relationship. Participants showed moderate to strong agreement with each of these 

dimensions (mean scores of 3.43 and 3.55, respectively). 
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The third subscale (Three) examined participants' perceptions of various Other 

Relationships. The fírst factor, Benefíts of Other Relationships, was composed of items 

that indicate that these relationships provide support, understanding, sharing, and need 

fulfíllment beyond the primary relationship. Overall, participants agreed that their 

friendships provided these posifíve aspects (mean score of 3.31). Factor two, Drawbacks 

of Other Relationships, contained items stating that other relationships cause problems 

and detract from the primary relationship. Participants moderately disagreed with these 

statements that their friendships were creating obstacles with their primary relationships 

(mean score of .93). 

The two factors of the Exclusive Relationship subscale (Subscale Four) captured 

participants' beliefs about being in an exclusive relationship and having all of their needs 

met by their partner. The first factor, Benefits of Exclusive Relationships, was composed 

of items indicating that an exclusive relationship has many positive aspects such as 

greater intimacy. stability, satisfaction, and certainty that one's partner is faithful. 

Participants moderately agreed with these items (mean score of 2.88). The second factor, 

Drawbacks of Exclusive Relationships, contained items indicating that exclusive 

relationship create pressure for commitment and a feeling of obligation to, and reliance 

upon one person. Participants' responses indicated that they neither agreed or disagreed 

with this dimension (mean score of 2.07). These eight factors retained 49 of the 83 items, 

and these revised RIS subscales were used in Study 2, discussed in the foUowing chapter. 

The results of the frequency data for the communication items signified that less 

than 60% of the participants openly discussed the acceptability of any of the five 

59 



nonexclusive activities. Interestingly, 96% agreed with their partner or knew it was 

acceptable to make new same-sex friendships, but only 71% felt the same way about 

making new opposite-sex friendships. Also, more participants could not agree about 

whether it was permissible to make new cross-sex friendships than whether it was 

acceptable to make new same-sex friendships (17% to 2.5%). In addition, 9% of 

participants had relationships where they agreed or knew it was acceptable to date other 

people. Finally, a small number of participants had not discussed with their partner the 

issue of having sex with other people but knew it was permissible (2%), and some could 

not agree with their partner about whether or not this was an acceptable activity (3%). 

An inspection of the sixth subscale suggests that participants believe that it is 

acceptable to engage in various activities with opposite-sex friends as long as the 

behaviors appear to be innocent and harmless. However, participants were less certain 

about whether some activities were acceptable with an opposite-sex friend or whether 

those activities threaten the specialness of the primary relationship and are not acceptable 

with an opposite-sex friend. Moreover, as the behaviors became more suggestive of a 

sexual encounter with the opposite-sex friend, they were seen as less and less acceptable 

by the participants. Similar trends were found by Weis and his coUeagues (Weis & 

Felton, 1987; Weis & Slosnerick, 1981). 

Similarly, the seventh subscale indicates a parallel pattem in participants' 

behaviors. For example, the majority of participants have had disagreements with their 

current partner about which activities should be exclusive to their behavior. Nearly nine 

out of 10 participants declined an opportunity to be unfaithful, and over half had lost or 
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given up an opposite-sex friendship, presumably to maintain the specialness of the 

primary relationship. However, many of the participants were also engaging in 

nonexclusive behaviors they reported as unacceptable. In general. they were participating 

in nonexclusive dating relationships and sexual activities, and no less than 20% were 

emotionally and/or sexually unfaithful to their current and past partners. Furthermore. 

nearly half of all participants wanted to have sex with someone other than their current 

partner. Many were keeping secrets from their partner and lying about being with 

someone else. This deceitful behavior suggests that many participants are engaging in 

nonexclusive activities that they know their partners would not fínd acceptable. This 

would indicate, along with the fínding that roughly seven out of 10 participants have had 

friendships turn sexual, that many people in relationships are going to face situations 

regarding their own and their partners' transgressions and violations of behaviors that 

were explicitly or implicitly viewed to be exclusive to their relationship. 
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CHAPTER V 

STUDY 2 

Method 

Participants 

Participants were 143 male and 251 female college students enrolled in 

introductory psychology classes at Texas Tech University. Participants were volunteers 

who received extra credit or course credit for completing one hour of the experimental 

option of their class requirements. For the purpose of this study, only data from 

participants who reported being in a heterosexual relationship were used. Data from gay. 

lesbian, and bisexual participants were dropped. Data from participants not in a 

relationship were also dropped. Participants were primarily young, Caucasian, and single. 

Specifically. 96% of the participants were 25 years and under, 3.5% were 26-40 years of 

age, and .5% were over 40. The ethnicity breakdown was 82% Caucasian, 11% Hispanic, 

2% African American, 3% Asian American, and 2% Other. For relationship status, 83% 

of the participants reported being in a committed relationship, 8% were married, 8% were 

cohabitating, and 1% were separated or divorced. Sixty-one percent of participants 

reported that their relationship was somewhat or very exclusive, 35% were neutral, and 

4% were somewhat or very nonexclusive. These demographics are similar to those in 

Study 1. 

62 



Procedure 

Tesfíng was done in groups of 25 to 30 participants. Each session began with an 

introduction of the experimenter and a brief description of the study and what the 

participants would be asked to do (see Appendix B). Pencils and consent forms (see 

Appendix C) were passed out. The consent form was reviewed briefíy. and 

confídentiality was stressed. If there were no questions, participants were asked to sign 

the consent forms and pass them forward. Participants received a scantron and a packet 

of surveys containing the revised Relationship Issues Scale, Rosenberg Self-Esteem 

Scale, Relationship Assessment Scale, Sexual Attitudes Scale, and Multidimensional 

Jealousy Scale. Participants were asked to take their time and answer as honestly as 

possible, and they were reminded that there were no wrong answers. The surveys and 

scantrons were then passed out. Participants were asked to read the instructions before 

they began. They were allowed to tum in the materials as soon as they were fínished. 

Participants were given a credit slip and thanked for participating. 

Instruments 

Relationship Issues Scale (RIS: see Appendix E for revised version). As noted 

above, this measure was developed for the current study, and it includes items examining 

participants' beliefs about exclusivity and nonexclusivity and their participation in 

exclusive and nonexclusive activities. Participants rate their attitudes, behaviors, and 

expectations regarding exclusivity and nonexclusivity, their reasons for and reactions to 

exclusivity and nonexclusivity, their beliefs about conditions under which various 
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situations are acceptable, and their level of communication with their partner regarding 

these issues. 

Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale (RSES: see Appendix ¥). This instrument 

(Rosenberg, 1965) is a 10-item unidimensional scale measuring global self-esteem, in a 

4-point Likert format. The scale has a reported alpha of .88 and test-retest reliability of 

.82 (Fleming & Courtney, 1984). It has been shown to have a correlation of .68 with the 

Coopersmith Self-esteem Inventory and -.61 with the Low Self-esteem Scale of the 

MMPI-2 (McCurdy & Kelly, 1997). This scale was converted to a 5-point Likert format 

for this study. 

Relationship Assessment Scale (RAS: see Appendix G). This instrument 

(Hendrick, 1988) is a 7-item unidimensional scale measuring general relationship 

satisfaction, in a five-point Likert format. The scale has a reported alpha of .86 

(Hendrick, 1988). It has been shown to have a correlation of .81 for men and .79 for 

women with the widely used Dyadic Adjustment Scale that assesses relationship 

satisfaction (Hendrick, Hendrick, & Adler, 1988). 

Sexual Attitudes Scale (SAS: see Appendix H). This instrument (Hendrick & 

Hendrick, 1987) is a 43-item scale designed to assess four constellations of attitudes 

about sexuality, using a five-point Likert format. The four subscales are: Permissiveness 

(casual sexuality), Sexual Practices (tolerant, responsible sexuality), Communion 

(idealistic sexuality), and Instrumentality (biological sexuality). Alphas ranged from .69 

for sexual practices to .94 for permissiveness, and test-retest reliabilities (approximately 

2-month interval) have been reported as ranging from .66 to .88 (Hendrick & Hendrick, 
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1987). The SAS has been cross-\alidated on se\'eral instmments exploring different 

dimensions of sexualit). including measures of sex guilt, premarital permissi\eness. 

sexual opinions, sensation seeking. and self-esteem, w ith the correlations being 

theoretically consistent (Hendrick & Hendrick, 1987). These scales were also correlated 

with the subscales of the Lo\e Attitudes Scale (Hendrick &. Hendrick. 1986). The 

Permissiveness subscale was positi\ ely correlated with Ludus. a game-playing lo\ e that 

avoids deep commitment, and negati\ely correlated with Agape. a selfless, all-giving love 

(Hendrick & Hendrick, 1987). The Conmiunion subscale was positi\ely correlated with 

Eros. a passionate, romantic love, and with Mania, an intense emotional, possessi\e love. 

The Sexual Practices and ínstmmentality subscales were not used in this study. 

Multidimensional Jealousv Scale (MJS: see Appendix I). This instmment 

(Pfeiffer & W ong. 1989) is a 24-item scale designed to measure three types of jealousy. 

using a seven-point Likert format. The cogniti\ e subscale identifies a person's worries 

and suspicions regarding a partner's behaviors with someone of the opposite sex. The 

emotional subscale examines how intensely a person would react to various situations 

invoh ing their partner and someone of the opposite sex. The behavioral subscale focuses 

on the detective actions and protecti\ e strategies that a person ma\ use to thwart a 

partner's interactions with a rival. Cronbach alphas were .92, .85, and .89 for the 

cogniti\'e, emotional, and behavioral subscales, respectively, and test-retest reliabilities 

(one-month to two-month interval) were .75 for cognitive. .82 for emotional, and .34 for 

behavioral subscales, suggesting that the behavioral subscale may be more situationally 

influenced (Pfeiffer & Wong, 1989). Validity for these subscales is noted in the 
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discussion of the MJS in Chapter 1. For the current study, the scale was converted to a 

5-point Likert format adapted slightly to fít the design of the other instmments. 

Results 

Factor analysis was employed with each of the fírst four subscales of the RIS (a 

total of 49 items in the revised version) in an effort to replicate the underlying factor 

structure found in Study 1. Principal components analysis with varimax rotation was 

again used. The analysis was preset to extract two factors for each of the subscales. The 

eight factors that were extracted using this process had an eigenvalue greater than one, 

and all 49 items loaded .35 or greater on the appropriate factor. The reliability 

coefficients for the eight factors ranged from .53 to .86. (There were no significant 

correlations between the eight factors and participants' age and race/ethnicity [White and 

Hispanic participants only for the latter analysis] Thus, these demographic variables were 

not employed as covariates in later analyses.) Means and standard deviations for all 

measures except the RIS are shovm in Appendix J. 

The two factors of the Attitudes/Values subscale (Subscale One) accounted for 

39% of the variance (see Table 5.1; Tables are found immediately after the results 

section). The Sexual Nonexclusivity dimension retained 7 items and had an alpha of .75. 

The General Nonexclusivity dimension retained six items and had an alpha of .53. 

The two factors of the Expectations subscale accounted for 44% of the variance 

(see Table 5.2). The Nonexclusive Friendship Expectations dimension retained five 
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items and had an alpha of .68. The Exclusive Relationship Expectations dimension 

retained five items and had an alpha of .62. 

The two factors of the Other Relationships subscale accounted for 51% of the 

variance (see Table 5.3). The Benefits of Other Relationships dimension retained seven 

items and had an alpha of .85. The Drawbacks of Other Relationships dimension retained 

four items and had an alpha of .58. 

The two factors of the Exclusive Relationships subscale accounted for 48% of the 

variance (see Table 5.4). The Benefits of Exclusive Relationships dimension retained ten 

items and had an alpha of .86. The Drawbacks of Exclusive Relationships dimension 

retained five items and had an alpha of .72. 

Frequency data were again used to analyze the final three subscales of the RIS. 

The results were similar to those found in Study 1, with regard to participants' self-

reported communication, willingness to participate, and actual involvement in various 

nonexclusive activities (see Tables 5.5, 5.6, and 5.7, respectively). 

As noted above, seven hypotheses were formulated to get a better understanding 

of the various dimensions of relationship exclusivity and nonexclusivity that have been 

addressed in the RIS. The purpose of the first two hypotheses was to explore themes that 

were embodied in the factor analysis of the RIS. The purpose of next four hypotheses 

was to examine the first four subscales of the RIS in the context of several likely related 

constmcts (jealousy, self-esteem, sexual attitudes). The final hypothesis explores likely 

gender differences in the RIS, because gender differences have typically been found in 
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studies examining relationship exclusivit\ issues. Last, the research question asks about 

how exclusivity and nonexclusivity affect relationship satisfaction. 

Hypothesis 1. Participants' beliefs about exclusivity will center around issues 

of love/specialness, and mate guarding. This h> pothesis was examined by looking at 

the content of the items in the factors that were extracted from the Other Relationships 

and Exclusive Relationships subscales that examine how participants characterize their 

relationships. One factor, Benefits of Exclusive Relationships, contains items with 

love/specialness and mate guarding themes (see Tables 5.4). A second factor, Other 

Relationship Drawbacks, contains items that suggest that love/specialness and mate 

guarding are damaged when exclusivity is limited (see Table 5.3). Thus, the factors 

designated to represent participants' beliefs about and reasons for exclusivity are 

comprised of the love/specialness and mate guarding items. Hypothesis 1 was supported. 

Hypothesis 2. Participants' beliefs about nonexclusivity will center around 

dissatisfaction with the primary relationship and personal growth. This hypothesis 

was similarly examined by looking at the content of the items in the factors that were 

extracted from the Other Relationships and Exclusive Relationships subscales. Two of 

the factors, Other Relationship Benefits and Drawbacks of Exclusive Relationships, 

contain items with relationship dissatisfaction and personal growth themes (see Tables 

5.3 and 5.4, respectively). Thus, the factors designated to represent participants' beliefs 

about and reasons for nonexclusivity are comprised of the relationship deficit and 

personal growth items. Hypothesis 2 was supported. 
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Hypothesis 3. Compared to participants who are low in jealousy, 

participants who are high in jealousy will have greater expectations for exclusivity. 

Participants' mean scores on each of the three jealousy subscales, cognitive, behavioral, 

and emotional, were divided into high, medium, and low levels of jealousy. To adjust for 

Type I error, a Boferroni correction was used to establish a significance level of p < .006 

for all MANOVAS. For each subscale, a muldvariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) 

was performed on the high and low levels of jealousy for the eight factors of the RIS. 

The MANOVA yielded a significant effect for the cognitive jealousy subscale, F 

(8, 249) = 7.79, p < .001. Subsequent univariate analyses revealed a significant effect for 

three of the eight factors (see Table 5.8). An inspection of the appropriate means (Table 

5.8) indicated that, compared to participants with low cognitive jealousy, participants 

with high cognitive jealousy had low exclusive relationship expectations and perceived 

more drawbacks from exclusive relationships as well as from other relationships. 

The MANOVA also yielded a significant effect for the behavioral jealousy 

subscale, F (8, 222) = 7.79, p < .001, Subsequent univariate analyses revealed a 

significant effect for three of the eight factors (see Table 5.9). An inspection of the 

appropriate means indicated that, compared to participants with low behavioral jealousy, 

participants with high behavioral jealousy had lower nonexclusive friendship 

expectations and perceived more drawbacks from exclusive relationships as well as from 

other relationships. 

The MANOVA also yielded a significant effect for the emotional jealousy 

subscale, F (8, 284) = 7.79, p < .001. Subsequent univariate analyses revealed a 
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significant effect for three of the eight factors (see Table 5.10). An inspection of the 

appropriate means indicated that, compared to participants with low emotional jealousy. 

participants with high emotional jealousy did not favor general nonexclusivity, had higher 

exclusive relationship expectations, and perceived more benefits from an exclusive 

relationship. Thus, there was mixed support for Hypothesis 3. The findings for the 

emotional jealousy subscale supported the hypothesis, but the findings from the cognitive 

and behavioral jealousy subscales seemed to indicate greater complexity. 

Hypothesis 4. Compared to participants who are hígh in self-esteem, 

participants who are low in self-esteem will have greater expectations for 

exclusivity. Participants' mean scores on the Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale were divided 

into high, medium, and low levels of self-esteem. A MANOVA was performed on the 

high and low levels of self-esteem for the eight factors of the RIS. The MANOVA 

yielded a significant effect for the RSES, F (8, 250) = 2.07, p < .04. Subsequent 

univariate analyses revealed a significant effect for one of the eight factors (see Table 

5.11). An inspection of the appropriate means indicated that, compared to participants 

with high self-esteem, participants with low self-esteem perceived fewer drawbacks from 

other relationships. Hypothesis 4 was not supported. 

Hypothesis 5. Compared to participants who are high in permissiveness, 

participants who are low in permissiveness will have greater expectations for 

exclusivity. Participants' mean scores on the permissiveness subscale of the SAS were 

divided into high, medium, and low levels of permissiveness. A MANOVA was 

performed on the high and low levels of permissiveness for the eight factors of the RIS. 
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The MANOVA yielded a significant effect, F (8, 255) = 21.99, p < .001. Subsequent 

univariate analyses revealed a significant effect for five of the eight factors (see Table 

5.12). An inspection of the appropriate means indicated that, compared to participants 

with high permissiveness, participants with low permissiveness did not favor sexual 

nonexclusivity or general nonexclusivity, had higher exclusive relationship expectations, 

and perceived fewer drawbacks from exclusive relationships as well as from other 

relationships. Hypothesis 5 was supported. 

Hypothesis 6. Compared to participants who are low in sexual communion, 

participants who are high in sexual communion will have greater expectations for 

exclusivity. Participants' mean scores on the sexual communion subscale of the SAS 

were divided into high, medium, and low levels of sexual communion. A MANOVA was 

performed on the high and low levels of sexual communion for the eight factors of the 

RIS, and it yielded a significant effect, F (8, 255) = 3.86, p < .001. Subsequent univariate 

analyses revealed a significant effect for two of the eight factors (see Table 5.13). An 

inspection of the appropriate means indicated that, compared to participants with low 

sexual communion, participants with high sexual communion had higher exclusive 

relafionship expectations and perceived more benefits from exclusive relationships. 

Hypothesis 6 was supported. 

Hypothesis 7. General examinations of gender differences will show that, 

compared to women, men will be more accepting of nonexclusivity. A MANOVA 

was performed, comparing women and men on the eight factors of the RIS, and it yielded 

a significant effect, F (8, 379) = 13.68, p < .001. Subsequent univariate analyses revealed 
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a significant effect for six of the eight factors (see Table 5.14). An inspecdon of the 

appropriate means indicated that, compared to women, men favored sexual 

nonexclusivity, had low exclusive relationship expectations and perceived more 

drawbacks from exclusive relationships as well as from other relationships. Compared to 

men, women had high nonexclusive friendship expectations and perceived more benefits 

of other relafionships, possibly because they were thinking of the benefits of their platonic 

relationships with friends. Thus, Hypothesis 7 was partially supported. 

Research Question: Participants will identify both positive and negative 

effects that exclusivity and nonexclusivity have had on their relationships. To what 

extent will nonexclusivíty have positive effects for the primary relationship 

(measured by relatíonship satisfaction)? To what extent will it provide the 

opportunity for intimate extrarelationship involvements that detract from the 

primary relationship? Participants' mean scores on the Relationship Assessment Scale 

were divided into high, medium, and low levels of relationship satisfaction. A 

MANOVA was performed on the high and low levels of the RAS for the eight factors of 

the RIS. The MANOVA yielded a significant effect for the RAS, F (8, 243) = 25.59, p < 

.001. Subsequent univariate analyses revealed a significant effect for five of the eight 

factors (see Table 5.15). An inspection of the appropriate means indicated that, compared 

to participants with low relationship satisfaction, participants with high relationship 

satisfaction had greater exclusive relationship expectations. On the other hand, compared 

to participants with high relationship satisfaction, participants with low relationship 

satisfaction favored sexual nonexclusivity and general nonexclusivity and perceived more 
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drawbacks from exclusive relafionships as well as from other relationships. Thus. it 

seems that participants who were satisfied with their relationships preferred a more 

exclusive bond, and conversely, participants who were dissatisfíed with their 

relationships favored nonexclusivity. 

However, a slightly different picture is obtained when looking at the RAS scores 

of participants reporting different levels of exclusivity in their current relationship. 

Participants who reported that their current relationship was very exclusive and somewhat 

exclusive still had high levels of relationship safisfacfion (see Table 5.16). Participants 

who reported that their current relationship was somewhat nonexclusive had a low level 

of relationship satisfaction, but participants who reported being in a verv nonexclusive 

relationship were above the neutral point of relationship satisfaction (however, the N for 

this group was very small). 
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TabIe5.I. 

Factor Analysis of RIS Subscale I 

M\ Attitudes/Values Regarding Romantic Relationships: 

Factor Alpha Item Loading 
Item 

Factor I - Sexual Nonexclusivit> .75 

6. Having sex with someone other than one's primary partner is a threat -.43 
to relationship intimacy/stability. 

7. Once they are married, men and women should be free to have 46 
extramarital sexual relationships. 

9. Casual sex with a variety of partners can be as satisíying as sex that .67 
is limited to an established partnership. 

10. Sexual intercourse with someone other than one's primary partner .71 
provides adventure. 

11. Sexual intercourse with someone other than one's priman, partner is -.69 
a betrayal. 

12. Sexual intercourse with someone other than one's primarv partner leads -.64 
to problems in the primary relationship, such as anger. disappointment, 
and self-doubt. 

13. Sex with other people can be ver\' stimulating/strengthening for the .75 
primary relationship. 
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Table5.I. Continued. 

Factor Alpha Item Loading 
Item 

Factor 2 - General Nonexclusivity .53 

1. It is possible to love more than one person at the same time. -50 

2. It is acceptable to date more than one person at the same time. 53 

3. An exclusive relationship does not mean that a man and a woman .50 
must give up all of their friends. 

4. Other friendships can be very sfimulating/strengthening for the .61 
primary relationship. 

5. Other friendships provide an opportunity to fínd better partners. .40 

8. Once they are married, men and women should be free to have .58 
extramarital friendships. 

Note. N = 394. 
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Table 5.2. 

Factor Analysis of RIS Subscale 2 

My Expectations/Perceptions/Behaviors in My Relationship: 

^^c^ov Alpha Item Loading 
Item 

Factor 1 - Nonexclusive Friendship Expectafions .68 

15. I expect to have same-sex friendships while in my primary .44 
relationship. 

16. I expect to have opposite-sex friendships while in my primary .85 
relationship. 

18. I expect my partner to have opposite-sex friendships. .77 

19. I expect my partner to have same-sex friendships. .72 

22. I get satisfaction from interacting with many people. .44 

Factor 2 - Exclusive Relationship Expectations .62 

14. I prefer to have all of my sexual needs met by one person. .71 

17. I expect to be the only one to meet my partner's sexual needs. .38 

20. I am pleased with the comfort and protection of relationship unity. .60 

21. I am sexually satisfied with my partner. .65 

23. I share all aspects of my life with my partner. .72 

Note. N = 394. 
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Table 5.3. 

Factor Analysis of RIS Subscale 3 

Regarding the fulfillment of my needs, besides my relationship with my partner, I would 
characterize the other relationships (e.g., friendships) that I currently have as: 

Factor Alpha Item Loading 
Item 

Factor I - Benefits of Other Relationships .85 

24. providing social support and companionship. PG .75 

25. a legitimate means of meeting my needs. PG .73 

26. an opportunity for personal growth. PG .78 

29. a way to express other aspects of myself PG .70 

30. positive experiences that can supplement my primary relationship. PG .60 

32. providing intellectual sharing. PG .72 

33. providing acceptance and understanding. PG .77 

Factor 2 - Drawbacks of Other Relationships .58 

27. detracting from my primary relafionship. L/S .71 

28. a potenfial for sexual encounters. MG .60 

31. causing problems with my primary relationship. L/S .68 

34. limiting the uniqueness and importance of the primary bond. L/S .63 

Note. PG = personal growth item, L/S = love/specialness item, MG = mate guarding 
item. N = 394. 
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Table 5.4. 

Factor Analysis of RIS Subscale 4 

In an exclusive relationship, where it is expected that I would do everything with my 
partner and have all of my needs met by my partner, I would: 

Factor Alpha Item Loading 
Item 

Factor 1 - Benefits of Exclusive Relationships .86 

35. feel special. L/S .64 

39. be more certain that my partner is faithful. MG .68 

40. feel more love and affection. L/S .81 

41. feel sexually satisfied. L/S .70 

42. not have to worry about sexually transmitted diseases. MG .41 

44. want to build towards marriage. L/S .56 

45. feel like 1 always had someone there for me. L/S .66 

47. have greater intimacy. L/S .72 

48. feel more socially accepted. L/S .62 

49. have greater stability. L/S -78 
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Table 5.4. Confinued. 

Factor Alpha Item Loading 
Item 

Factor 2 - Drawbacks of Exclusive Relationships .72 

36. tend to get bored. D .56 

37. not like having to tell my partner everything. D .71 

38. feel obligated to my partner. D .59 

43. feel more pressured to be in a long-term commitment. D .74 

46. have more trouble fínding the right person for me. D .67 

Note. L/S = love/specialness item, MG = mate guarding item, D = dissatisfaction with 
primary relationship. N = 394. 
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Table 5.5. 

Frequency of Communication Regarding the Acceptability of Nonexclusive Activities 

My partner and I have discussed whether or not it is acceptable to: 

Item Frequency Percent 

199 
9 

24 
158 

50.6 
2.3 

6.1 
40.2 

50. keep the friends we had before we met 
A = We have discussed this issue and agree that it is acceptable 
B = We have discussed this issue and agree that it is 

unacceptable 
C = We have discussed this issue and we cannot agree 
D = We have not discussed this issue openly but we know that 

it is acceptable 
E = We have not discussed this issue openly but we know that 3 .8 

it is unacceptable 

51. to make new same-sex friendships 
A = We have discussed this issue and agree that it is acceptable 175 44.4 
B = We have discussed this issue and agree that it is 6 1.5 

unacceptable 
C = We have discussed this issue and we cannot agree 8 2.0 
D = We have not discussed this issue openly but we know that 200 50.8 

it is acceptable 
E = We have not discussed this issue openly but we know that 5 1.3 

it is unacceptable 

52. to make new cross-sex friendships 
A = We have discussed this issue and agree that it is acceptable 
B = We have discussed this issue and agree that it is 

unacceptable 
C = We have discussed this issue and we cannot agree 
D = We have not discussed this issue openly but we know that 

it is acceptable 
E = We have not discussed this issue openly but we know that 

it is unacceptable 

122 
24 

47 
183 

17 

31.0 
6.1 

12.0 
46.6 

4.3 
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Table 5.5. Confinued. 

Item Frequency Percent 

23 
96 

17 
18 

5.8 
49.7 

4.3 
4.6 

53. to date other people 
A = We have discussed this issue and agree that it is acceptable 
B = We have díscussed this issue and agree that it is 

unacceptable 
C = We have discussed this issue and we cannot agree 
D = We have not discussed this issue openly but we know that 

it is acceptable 
E = We have not discussed this issue openly but we know that 140 35.5 

it is unaccepíable 

54. to have sex with other people 
A = We have discussed this issue and agree that it is acceptable 
B = We have discussed this issue and agree that it is 

unacceptable 
C = We have discussed this issue and we cannot agree 
D = We have not discussed this issue openly but we know that 

it is acceptable 
E = We have not discussed this issue openly but we know that 188 47.7 

it is unacceptable 

Note. N = 394. 

21 
174 

7 
4 

5.3 
44.2 

1.8 
1.0 
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Table 5.6. 

Ranking of Mean Scores for Acceptability of Engaging in Nonexclusive Activities 

Do you agree/disagree that it is acceptable to participate in the various behaviors without 
your partner while in your committed relationship? 

Item Mean 

64. Receiving emotional support from an opposite-sex friend 

62. Having lunch with an opposite-sex classmate/co-worker 

63. Discussing my life with an opposite-sex friend 

55. Going to the movies with an opposite-sex friend 

56. Spending an evening in an opposite-sex friend's living room 

58. Going out to dinner at a secluded place with an opposite-sex friend 

57. Dancing to the stereo with an opposite-sex friend 

59. Spending a few days at a secluded cabin with an opposite-sex friend 
where nobody will fínd out 

60. Engaging in necking/petting with an opposite-sex friend 

61. Becoming sexually involved with an opposite-sex friend 

3.16 

3.12 

3.07 

2.41 

2.28 

2.01 

1.84 

-49 

18 

,12 

Note. Scores range from 0 = Strongly Disagree with the Statement to 4 = Strongly Agree 
with the Statement. N = 394. 
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Table 5.7. 

Frequency of Involvement in Nonexclusive Activities 

How many times have you: 

Item Frequency Percent 

65. had a friendship tum into a sexual relationship 
A = never 
B = once 
C = 2 to 5 times 
D = 6to lOtimes 
E = 11 or more times 

66. had casual sex with someone you did not know well 
A = never 
B = once 
C = 2 to 5 times 
D = 6 to lOfimes 
E = 11 or more times 

74. had sex with more than one person in the same week 
A = never 
B = once 
C = 2 to 5 times 
D = 6to lOtimes 
E = 11 or more times 

72. dated someone who was already in a relationship with someone else 
A = never 
B = once 
C = 2 to 5 times 
D = 6to lOtimes 
E = 11 or more times 

83 
149 
139 
16 
7 

213 
83 
75 
11 
12 

292 
45 
38 
12 
7 

199 
120 
66 
7 
2 

21.1 
37.8 
35.3 
4.1 
1.8 

54.1 
21.1 
19.0 
2.8 
3.0 

74.1 
11.4 
9.6 
3.0 
1.8 

50.5 
30.5 
16.8 
1.8 
.5 
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Table 5.7. Continued. 

Item Frequency Percent 

73. dated more than one person at the same time 
A = never 
B = once 
C = 2 to 5 times 
D = 6to lOtimes 
E = 11 or more times 

68. been sexually unfaithful to your partner in your current relationship 
A = never 
B = once 
C = 2 to 5 times 
D = 6to lOtimes 
E = 11 or more times 

152 
96 
119 
16 
11 

309 
52 
26 
1 
6 

38.6 
24.4 
30.2 
4.1 
2.8 

78.4 
13.2 
6.6 
.3 
1.5 

69. been emotionally unfaithful to your partner in your current 
relationship 

A = never 
B = once 
C = 2 to 5 times 
D = 6to lOtimes 
E = 11 or more times 

70. been sexually unfaithful in past relationships 
A = never 
B = once 
C = 2 to 5 times 
D = 6 to 10 times 
E = 11 or more times 

71. been emotionally unfaithful in past relationships 
A = never 
B = once 
C = 2 to 5 times 
D = 6to lOtimes 
E = 11 or more times 

223 
79 
67 
13 
12 

265 
64 
49 
8 
8 

145 
87 
115 
26 
20 

56.6 
20.1 
17.0 
3.3 
3.0 

67.3 
16.2 
12.4 
2.0 
2.0 

36.9 
22.1 
29.3 
6.6 
5.1 
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Table 5.7. Continued. 

Item Frequency Percent 

78. wanted to have sex with someone other than your current partner 
during your relationship 

A = never 
B = once 
C = 2 to 5 times 
D = 6to lOtimes 
E = 11 or more times 

77. kept secrets from your current partner 
A = never 
B = once 
C = 2 to 5 times 
D = 6to lOtimes 
E = 11 or more times 

81. lied to your current partner about being out with someone else 
A = never 
B = once 
C = 2 to 5 times 
D = 6to lOtimes 
E = 11 or more times 

76. had the opportunity to be unfaithful but decided not to 
A = never 
B = once 
C = 2 to 5 times 
D = 6to lOtimes 
E = 11 or more times 

84. disagreed with your current partner about whether certain activities 
and behaviors should be exclusive 

A = never 
B = once 
C = 2 to 5 times 
D = 6to lOtimes 
E = 11 or more fímes 

208 
75 
66 
7 
37 

102 
107 
146 
18 
21 

250 
55 
71 
12 
6 

45 
62 
173 
64 
50 

52.9 
19.1 
16.8 
1.8 
9.4 

25.9 
27.2 
37.1 
4.6 
5.3 

63.5 
14.0 
18.0 
3.0 
1.5 

11.4 
15.7 
43.9 
16.2 
12.7 

98 
83 
85 
17 
11 

50.3 
21.1 
21.6 
4.3 
2.8 
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Table 5.7. Confínued. 

Item Frequency Percent 

82. had a problem with your current partner regarding any of your 
relationships with someone else 

A = never 
B = once 
C = 2 to 5 times 
D = 6 to lOtimes 
E = 11 or more times 

83. had a problem with your current partner regarding any of his/her 
relationships with someone else 

A = never 
B = once 
C = 2 to 5 times 
D = 6to lOtimes 
E = 11 or more times 

79. lost or given up same-sex friendships because of a romantic 
relationship 

A = never 
B = once 
C = 2 to 5 times 
D = 6 to 10 times 
E = 11 or more times 

80. lost or given up opposite-sex friendships because of a romantic 
relationship 

A = never 
B = once 
C = 2 to 5 times 
D = 6to lOtimes 
E = 11 or more times 

Note. N = 394. Due to rounding, totals may not equal 100%. 

165 
110 
86 
21 
12 

41.9 
27.9 
21.8 
5.3 
3.0 

49 
20 
90 
20 
15 

37.8 
30.5 
22.8 
5.1 
3.8 

204 
112 
69 
8 
1 

51.8 
28.4 
17.5 
2.0 
.3 

165 
108 
97 
20 
4 

41.9 
27.4 
24.6 
5.1 
1.0 
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Table 5.8. 

ANOVA Comparisons for the Cognitive Jealousy Subscale of the MJS 

Factors 
ofRIS 

SN 

GN 

NFE 

ERE 

BOR 

DOR 

BER 

DER 

Note. Hii 

Low Cognitive Jealousy 
(N=139-I41) 

Means 

.42 

2.67 

3.58 

3.71 

3.26 

.87 

3.15 

1.64 

High Cognitive Jealousy 
(N=122-123) 

Means 

.62 

2.80 

3.46 

3.38 

3.28 

1.42 

3.15 

2.24 

gher scores indicate greater endorsement of those factors. SN = 

F-Ratio 

6.39 

2.30 

4.22 

26.52* 

.01 

34.84* 

.00 

28.42* 

= Sexual 
Nonexclusivity, GN = General Nonexclusivity, NFE = Nonexclusive Friendship 
Expectations, ERE = Exclusive Relationship Expectations, BOR = Benefits of Other 
Relationships, DOR = Drawbacks of Other Relationships, BER = Benefits of Exclusive 
Relationships, and DER = Drawbacks of Exclusive Relationships. 
*E<.006. 
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Table 5.9. 

ANOVA Comparisons for the Behavioral Jealousy Subscale of the MJS 

Factors 
ofRlS 

Low Behavioral Jealousy High Behavioral Jealousy 
(N=I13-114) (N=120-121) 

Means Means 

F-Ratio 

SN 

GN 

NFE 

ERE 

BOR 

DOR 

BER 

DER 

Note. Hig 

.50 

2.80 

3.62 

3.60 

3.34 

.84 

3.08 

1.65 

her scores indica 

.56 

2.75 

3.35 

3.46 

3.16 

1.42 

3.24 

2.13 

.33 

.48 

12.92* 

3.58 

5.01 

32.89* 

3.44 

15.76* 

Nonexclusivity, GN = General Nonexclusivity. NFE = Nonexclusive Friendship 
Expectations, ERE = Exclusive Relationship Expectations, BOR = Benefits of Other 
Relationships, DOR = Drawbacks of Other Relationships, BER = Benefíts of Exclusive 
Relafíonships, and DER = Drawbacks of Exclusive Relafíonships. 
*e<.006. 
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Table5.I0. 

ANOVA Comparisons for the Emotional Jealousy Subscale of the MJS 

Factors 
ofRIS 

SN 

GN 

NFE 

ERE 

BOR 

DOR 

BER 

DER 

Note. Higher 

Low Emotional Jealousy 
(N= 146-149) 

Means 

.58 

2.86 

3.57 

3.47 

3.31 

1.00 

2.95 

1.97 

High Emotional Jealousy 
(N=I49-150) 

Means 

.40 

2.60 

3.41 

3.65 

3.22 

1.10 

3.27 

1.84 

scores indicate greater endorsement of those factors. SN = 

F-Ratio 

7.09 

18.46* 

6.91 

11.10* 

2.03 

1.37 

18.49* 

1.90 

= Sexual 
Nonexclusivity, GN = General Nonexclusivity, NFE = Nonexclusive Friendship 
Expectafíons, ERE = Exclusive Relafíonship Expectations, BOR = Benefíts of Other 
Relationships, DOR = Drawbacks of Other Relationships, BER = Benefíts of Exclusive 
Relationships, and DER = Drawbacks of Exclusive Relationships. 
*£<.006. 
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Table5.11. 

ANOVA Comparisons for the RSES 

Factors 
ofRlS 

SN 

GN 

NFE 

ERE 

BOR 

DOR 

BER 

DER 

Note. H 

Low Self-Esteem 
(N=135-136) 

Means 

.48 

2.72 

3.50 

3.55 

3.20 

.99 

3.10 

1.87 

igher scores indicate greater 

High Self-Esteem 
(N=127-I28) 

Means 

.53 

2.77 

3.52 

3.55 

3.32 

1.26 

3.18 

2.04 

endorsement of those factors. SN== = Sexual 

F-Ratio 

.37 

.44 

.04 

.09 

2.47 

8.16* 

.71 

2.16 

Nonexclusivity, GN = General Nonexclusivity, NFE = Nonexclusive Friendship 
Expectations, ERE = Exclusive Relationship Expectations, BOR = Benefíts of Other 
Relationships, DOR = Drawbacks of Other Relationships, BER = Benefits of Exclusive 
Relationships, and DER = Drawbacks of Exclusive Relationships. 
*2<.006. 
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Table5.12. 

ANOVA Comparisons for the Permissiveness Subscale of the SAS 

Factors 
ofRIS 

SN 

GN 

NFE 

ERE 

BOR 

DOR 

BER 

DER 

Note. Hii 

Lovv Permissiveness 
(N=136-137) 

Means 

.21 

2.57 

3.56 

3.75 

3.35 

.89 

3.14 

1.65 

gher scores indicate greater 

High Permissiveness 
(N=129-130) 

Means 

.93 

3.00 

3.45 

3.24 

3.22 

1.42 

3.05 

2.26 

endorsement of those factors. SN = 

F-Ratio 

115.21* 

34.19* 

2.93 

71.35* 

3.07 

31.95* 

1.24 

32.04* 

= Sexual 
Nonexclusivity, GN = General Nonexclusivity, NFE = Nonexclusive Friendship 
Expectations, ERE = Exclusive Relationship Expectations, BOR = Benefits of Other 
Relationships, DOR = Drawbacks of Other Relationships, BER = Benefits of Exclusive 
Relationships, and DER = Drawbacks of Exclusive Relationships. 
*e<.006. 
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TabIe5.I3. 

ANOVA Comparisons for the Communion Subscale of the SAS 

Factors Low Sexual Communion High Sexual Communion 
ofRIS (N=133-135) (N=131) 

Means Means 

F-Ratio 

SN 

GN 

NFE 

ERE 

BOR 

DOR 

BER 

DER 

.55 

2.74 

3.43 

3.47 

3.25 

1.05 

2.96 

1.99 

.43 

2.79 

3.55 

3.66 

3.40 

1.11 

3.30 

1.84 

2.21 

.20 

2.77 

10.02* 

4.54 

.31 

17.36* 

2.41 

Note. Higher scores indicate greater endorsement of those factors. SN = Sexual 
Nonexclusivity, GN = General Nonexclusivity, NFE = Nonexclusive Friendship 
Expectations, ERE = Exclusive Relationship Expectations, BOR = Benefits of Other 
Relationships, DOR = Drawbacks of Other Relationships, BER = Benefits of Exclusive 
Relationships, and DER = Drawbacks of Exclusive Relationships. 
*e<.006. 
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Table5.14. 

ANOVA Comparisons for Gender 

Factors 
ofRIS 

SN 

GN 

NFE 

ERE 

BOR 

DOR 

BER 

DER 

Male 
(N=142-143) 

Means 

.76 

2.82 

3.41 

3.31 

3.14 

1.31 

3.16 

2.15 

Female 
(N=248-251) 

Means 

F-Ratio 

.33 

2.71 

3.57 

3.71 

3.36 

.94 

3.09 

1.78 

56.78* 

2.30 

8.46* 

61.61* 

13.89* 

22.24* 

.92 

14.67* 

Note. Higher scores indicate greater endorsement of those factors. SN = Sexual 
Nonexclusivity, GN = General Nonexclusivity, NFE = Nonexclusive Friendship 
Expectations, ERE = Exclusive Relationship Expectations, BOR = Benefits of Other 
Relationships, DOR = Drawbacks of Other Relationships, BER = Benefíts of Exclusive 
Relationships, and DER = Drawbacks of Exclusive Relationships. 
*E<.006. 
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Table 5.15 

ANOVA Comparisons for the RAS 

Factors Low Relationship Satisfaction High Relationship Satisfaction F-Ratio 
ofRIS (N=135-137) (N=l 18-119) 

Means Means 

SN 

GN 

NFE 

ERE 

BOR 

DOR 

BER 

DER 

.65 

2.90 

3.45 

3.25 

3.27 

1.39 

3.07 

2.31 

.29 26.76* 

2.59 17.41* 

3.51 .94 

3.90 130.96* 

3.25 .08 

.79 41.87* 

3.24 4.34 

1.39 86.07* 

Note. Higher scores indicate greater endorsement of those factors. SN = Sexual 
Nonexclusivity. GN = General .\onexclusivity. NFE = Vonexclusi\ e Friendship 
Expectations. ERE = Exclusi\e Relationship Expectations. BOR = Benefits of Other 
Relationships, DOR = Drawbacks of Other Relationships. BER = Benefits of Exclusive 
Relationships, and DER = Drawbacks of Exclusi\e Relationships. 
*e<.006. 
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Table5.16. 

Mean Scores of RAS for Different Levels of Relationship Exclusi\ity 

How e\clusi\ e N Mean 
is vour current 
relationship o 

ver>' exclusi\e 67 3.33 

somewhat exclusi\ e 173 3.18 

neutral 138 3.01 

somewhat nonexclusive 10 149 

ven. nonexclusive 5 2.71 

Note. Higher scores indicate greater relationship satisfaction. 

95 



Discussion 

The Study II factor analyses of the four subscales of the RIS replicated the 

underlying factor structure found in Study 1. The same eight factors were reproduced 

with every item loading on the appropriate factor, lending support to the stability of the 

four scales. The alpha coeffícients were adequate and relatively similar in the two 

studies. In addition, the frequency data for the fínal three subscales of the RIS were 

remarkably similar for the two sets of participants. Thus, there is promising support for a 

scale measuring various components of relationship exclusivity. The hypotheses explore 

some of these components. 

Hypotheses 1 and 2 were supported. An exploration of the two subscales where 

participants identified the salient features of their exclusive and nonexclusive 

relationships found that all of the items with love/specialness and mate guarding themes 

were contained in the two factors favoring exclusivity in a relationship, Benefits of 

Exclusive Relationships and Other Relationship Drawbacks. In addition, all of the items 

with dissatisfaction with the primary relationship and personal growth themes were 

contained in the two factors favoring nonexclusive relationships, Other Relationship 

Benefits and Drawbacks of Exclusive Relationships. Thus, as noted in Chapter 1, the 

reasons for exclusivity can be explained by two factors containing the two primary 

categories of love/specialness and mate guarding. The reasons for nonexclusivity can be 

explained by two factors containing the general models of personal grov^h and 

relationship dissatisfaction (Thompson, 1984b; Weis & Slosnerick, 1981). 
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Hypothesis 3 received mixed support. Compared to their counterparts, 

participants who were high in emotional jealousy did appear to have greater expectations 

for exclusivity and liked the benefits of an exclusive relationship. Participants who were 

high in behavioral jealousy had lower expectations for nonexclusive friendships and saw 

how these relationships could damage the primary relationship, but they also perceived 

the negative aspects of an exclusive relationship. Similarly, participants who were high 

in cognitive jealousy also seemed to believe that their other relationships detracted from 

the primary relationship, but they believed that there were problems with exclusive 

relationships and had lower expectations for exclusivity. One possible explanation for 

this is that people with more jealous thoughts and behaviors may simply not be satisfied 

with exclusive relationships, or they may have difficulty in exclusive relationships, since 

these two subscales reflect more distrust of their partner. Either way, they also see how 

other relationships are a potential for problems within their primary relationship. These 

fmdings support Pfeiffer and Wong's (1989) belief that jealousy is a complex 

phenomenon, and they also highlight the complexity of relationship exclusivity and 

nonexclusivity. 

Hypothesis 4 was not supported. There was no relationship between participants' 

level of self-esteem and expectations for exclusivity. The only significant fínding was 

that participants with lower self-esteem did not believe that their other relationships 

created problems for their primary relationship, perhaps because they did not see others 

being "interested" in them. One possible reason for the lack of significant fíndings is the 

restricted range of participants' scores on the RSES. Their mean scores for the low, 

97 



medium, and high levels of self-esteem were 1.9, 2.2, and 2.6, respectively. The 1.6 

difference between the low and high levels constituted the smallest range among analyses 

comparing lowest and highest one-third of participants' scores on various scales. 

Hypotheses 5 and 6 examined the cormection between the permissiveness and 

sexual communion subscales of the SAS and the four subscales of the RIS, and they both 

were supported. Compared to their counterparts, participants who were high in sexual 

communion and those who were low in permissiveness had greater expectations for an 

exclusive relationship and perceived fewer drawbacks from exclusive relationships. 

Thus, they appeared to favor the specialness of sharing sexual intimacy only with each 

other (Weis & Felton, 1987). Those with lower permissiveness scores also perceived 

fewer drawbacks from their other relationships, probably because they viewed their other 

relationships as more benign and less likely to interfere with their primary relationship. 

On the other hand, participants who were high in permissiveness were more approving of 

sexual and general nonexclusivity. These participants seemed to follow social scripts that 

do not view love or sex as exclusive to their relationship but that see many benefits of 

nonexclusive companions and activities (Weis & Slosnerick, 1981). 

The gender differences examined in Hypothesis 7 also appeared to receive 

support. Men were more accepting of sexual nonexclusivity, and they agreed that their 

other relationships create problems for their primary relationship. They also had fewer 

exclusive relationship expectations and thought that there were more drawbacks from 

being in an exclusive relationship. On the other hand, women expected to have other 

friendships and saw the benefits of these relationships, but they did not believe that these 

98 



other relationships would detract from their primary relationship. One possible 

explanation for this is that women were more focused on the potential for their other 

relationships to meet their companionship needs, which may be viewed as less 

threatening to a primary relationship than the fulfíllment of other needs (e.g., sexual). 

Their greater endorsement of these extrarelationship activities may be related to their 

greater seeking and giving of social support. However, as noted above, Glass and Wright 

(1992) suggested that these friendships can cross into more romantic feelings and 

behaviors. Furthermore, the frequency data in Table 5.7 showed that 79% of these 

participants have had at least one friendship turn sexual. 

I he research question still remains a bit of a question. Participants who were 

more satisfied with their current relationship preferred a more exclusive relationship, 

whereas participants with low relationship satisfaction perceived more problems from an 

exclusive relationship and were more accepting of nonexclusive activities. However, the 

few participants who reported being in a very nonexclusive relationship (N=5) (e.g., 

agreed to date other people) were also relatively satisfied with their current relationship. 

One possible explanation for this is that nonexclusive relationships have greater potential 

for deceit and conflict unless the couples can agree about the acceptability of certain 

activities. 

Conclusions 

The seven subscales of the RIS do appear to tap into many facets of relationship 

exclusivity and extrarelationship involvement. The first two subscales examine 
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participants attitudes/values and expectations/behaviors regarding exclusivity and 

nonexclusivity. The next two explore how participants characterize their relationships 

with others and how they view an exclusive relationship. The exclusivity factors contain 

items with love/specialness and mate guarding themes, and the nonexclusivity factors 

contain items that center around issues of personal growth and dissatisfaction with the 

primary relationship. Additional analyses found that participants who were high in 

emofíonal jealousy, low in permissiveness, high in sexual communion, and more satisfíed 

with their relationships were more endorsing of exclusivity. They would follow social 

scripts that encourage people to have all of their needs met by their partner (Weis and 

Slosnerick, 1981). The fmdings were less clear for participants with varying levels of 

cognitive and behavioral jealousy, and there was little relationship between self-esteem 

and relationship exclusivity. Although women were more approving of an exclusive 

relationship, they also preferred having nonexclusive friendships, which may be benign at 

first but have the potential to become more threatening to a primary relationship. 

The frequency data for the fínal three subscales showed that many participants do 

not discuss with partners the acceptability of various nonexclusive activities, and a 

substantial number of them cannot agree about what should be exclusive to their primary 

relationship. Participants were also less certain about whether or not certain activities are 

acceptable with opposite-sex friends or should be limited to the primary relationship. 

Participants were less and less accepting of activities that became more suggestive of a 

sexual encounter. Although many participants have had the opportunity to be unfaithful 

but decided not to, many of them have also wanted to have sex with someone other than 
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their current partner during their relationship. They are still engaging in various 

nonexclusive activities, including being sexually and emotionally unfaithful in their 

relafíonships, even though they are not accepting of such activities. 

Implications for Therapv 

The RIS may prove to be a very useful assessment tool for therapists providing 

couples therapy. For example, the fírst four subscales can be used by therapists to assess 

each partner's attitudes and expectations regarding the level of exclusivity they desire, 

their perspective on how their other relationships affect them and their partner, and their 

view on being in an exclusive relationship. Thus, these subscales may be used to help 

clarify each partner's beliefs and to identify where they have discrepant viewpoints and 

relationships that may be potential sources of hardship for the relationship. The themes 

of love/specialness, mate-guarding, personal growth, and relationship dissatisfaction give 

the therapists and couples a vocabularv to discuss their viewpoints and hopeftilly resolve 

any differences. 

The frequency data allow therapists to determine each partner's level of 

involvement in various nonexclusive behaviors and the number of problems that they 

have had due to their nonexclusive relationships. The five communication questions 

provide a quick assessment of whether couples have discussed their perspectives 

regarding certain nonexclusive behaviors and whether they agree about the acceptability 

of those behaviors. Finally, the list of nonexclusive activities in subscale six can be used 
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to help couples talk about what behaviors are acceptable to engage in and what behaviors 

are considered violations of their relationship. 

Limitations 

Although the similarity of results across Study I and Study II suggest that the 

fmdings are quite robust, they do have some limitations. A major problem is that the 

sample of college students is entirely heterosexual. One must be cautious when 

considering how these results may apply to gay, lesbian, and bisexual populations. 

Another sampling issue is that the participants are primarily White (82%). Although 

there were no significant correlations between the eight factors of the RIS and ethnicity in 

Study II, one must again be cautious when generalizing the fíndings to Hispanics or any 

other racial/ethnic group. Additional research needs to be done that targets 

underrepresented groups. Finally, the sample contains mostly young, single participants. 

Studies have found many similarities between dating partners and married partners 

related to issues of exclusivity and nonexclusivity (e.g., Boekhout et al., 1999; Roscoe et 

al., 1988). However, there also seem to be some important differences between the two 

groups. For example, as noted above, Lawson (1988) found that couples become more 

tolerant of extramarital sex the longer they are married. Thus, the fíndings in the current 

research may be conservafíve esfímates of nonexclusive behaviors, due to the youth of the 

sample. 

There are also two Hmitations in the analyses conducted in Study II. First, 

Hypotheses 1 and 2 were tested using the face validity of the items to identify the themes 
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in the factors. Future research should use more stringent criteria to strengthen the 

fíndings. Second, Hypotheses 3 through 6 and the Research Question were tested using 

the extreme scores (highest and lowest one-third) of the participants for the respective 

scales. This increased the chances of fínding signifícance in this initial stage, but 

additional research is needed to examine patterns of results when including participants 

who score in the middle ranges on the respective measures. 

Summarv 

Despite the limitations, Study I and Study II have provided a wealth of 

information regarding the difficulty of navigating the path of an ever evolving committed 

relationship in today's society. These relationships are likely to be affected by other 

social changes, including gender role socialization. For example, women are encouraged 

to be more independent than in the past, and greater numbers of women are working and 

less reliant on men for fmancial security, which is giving women more freedom to move 

in and out of relationships and be more nonexclusive. 

The fmdings indicate that many couples are going to continue to come into 

conflict regarding the level of exclusivity that they desire. How are they going to manage 

the changing perceptions of exclusivity, the relatively new development of cross-sex 

friendships, and the transgressions that impact so many lives? The meaning that they 

attribute to various exclusive and nonexclusive activities wiU be paramount to their 

relationship. The RIS is an initial step in answering these questions; it highlights the 

complexity of relationship exclusivity and extrarelationship involvement and provides a 
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way of assessing and understanding the perceptions, determinants, and consequences of 

exclusivity and nonexclusivity. 

104 



REFERENCES 

Andrus, S., Redfering, D., & Oglesby, J. (1977). Atfítude, desire, and frequency of 
extramarital involvement as correlated with subject characteristics. Social 
Behavior and Personalitv. 5. 131-136. 

Atwater, L. (1979). Getting involved: Women's transition to fírst extramarital sex. 
Altemative Lifestvles. 1. 33-68. 

Bergner, R. M., & Bergner, L. L. (1990). Sexual misunderstanding: A descriptive and 
pragmatic formulation. Psvchotherapv ,27- 464-467. 

Boekhout, B. A., Hendrick, S. S., & Hendrick, C. (1997). Extrarelationship involvement: 
Perceptions. disclosures, and consequences. Unpublished manuscript, Texas Tech 
University. 

Boekhout, B. A., Hendrick, S. S., & Hendrick, C. (1999). Relafíonship infídelity: A loss 
perspective. Joumal of Personal and Interpersonal Loss. 4. 97-123. 

Bringle, R. G., & Boebinger, K. L. G. (1990). Jealousy and the 'third' person in the love 
triangle. Journal of Social and Personal Relafíonships, 7, 119-133. 

Bukstel, L. H., Roeder, G. D., Kilmann, P. R., Laughlin, J., & Sofíle, W. M. (1978). 
Projected extramarital sexual involvement in unmarried college students. Journal 
of Marriage and the Familv, 40, 337-340. 

Buunk, B. (1984). Jealousy as related to attributions for the partner's behavior. Social 
Psvchologv Ouarteriv, 47, 107-112. 

Buunk, B. (1987). Conditions that promote breakups as a consequence of extradyadic 
involvements. Joumal of Social and Clinical Psvchologv, 5, 271-284. 

Buunk, B. (1995). Sex, self-esteem, dependency and extradyadic sexual experience as 
related to jealousy responses. Joumal of Social and Personal Relationships, 12, 
147-153. 

Buunk. B., & Bosman, J. (1986). Attitude similarity and attracfíon in marital 
relationships. The Joumal of Social Psvchologv, 126, 133-134. 

Buss, D. M. (1985). Human mate selection. American Scientist, 73, 47-51. 

105 



Buss, D. M. (1994). The evolution of desire: Strategies of human mating. New York: 
Basic Books. 

Buss, D. M., Larsen, R. J., Westen, D., & Semmelroth. J. (1992). Sex differences in 
jealousy: Evolution, physiology, and psychology. Psvchological Science. 3. 
251-255. 

Charny, I. W., & Pamass, S. (1995). The impact of extramarital relationships on the 
continuation of marriages. Journal of Sex and Marital Therapv. 21, 100-115. 

Choi, K. H., Catania, J. A., & Dolcini, M. M. (1994). Extramarital sex and HIV risk 
behavior among us adults: Results from the national aids behavior survey. 
American Journal of Public Health, 84, 2003-2007. 

Cohen, L. L., & Shotland, R. L. (1996). Timing of first sexual intercourse in a 
relationship: Expectations, experiences, and perceptions of others. The Joumal 
ofSexResearch. 22. 291-299. 

DePaulo, B. M., & Kashy. D. (1998). Everyday lies in close and casual relationships. 
Journal of Personalitv and Social Psvchologv, 74, 63-79. 

Edwards, J. N., & Booth, A. (1976). Sexual behavior in and out of marriages: An 
assessment of correlates. Journal of Marriage and The Familv. 38, 73-81. 

Eldridge, W. B. (1983). Therapists use of informafíon and dynamics from extramarital 
relationships to sfímulate growth in married couples. Familv Therapv. 10. 1-11. 

EIlis, A. (1969). Healthy and disturbed reasons for having extramarital relations. In G. 
Neubeck (Ed.), Extramarital relafíons (pp. 490-501). Englewood Cliffs, NJ: J^ 
Prentice-Hall. 

Fleming, J. S., & Courtney, B. E. (1984). The dimensionality of self-esteem: II. 
Hierarchical facet model for revised measurement scales. Joumal of Personalitv 
and Social Psvchologv. 46, 404-421. 

Gass, G. Z., & Nichols, W. C. (1988). Gaslighfíng: A marital syndrome. Contemporary 
Familv Therapv. 10, 3-16. 

Glass, S. P., & Wright, T. L. (1985). Sex differences in type of extramarital involvement 
and marital dissafísfacfíon. Sex Roles. 12, 1101-1120. 

106 



Glass, S. P., & Wright, T. L. (1992). Jusfífícations for extramarital relationships: The 
association between attitudes, behaviors, and gender. The Journal of Sex 
Research, 29. 361-387. 

Hansen, G. L. (1985). Dafíngjealousy among coUege students. Sex Roles, 12, 713-721. 

Hartnett. J.. Mahoney, J.. & Bernstein, A. (1977). The errant spouse: A study in person 
perception. Perceptual and Motor Skills. 45. 747-750. 

Hartnett, J.. & Secord, G. (1983). Physical attraction and its effects on the perception of 
extra-marital affairs. Perceptual and Motor Skills. 56. 310. 

Hartnett, J., & Wollman , N. (1979). Extramarital affairs: A study in person perception. 
Perceptual and Motor Skills. 48. 1306. 

Hendrick, C , & Hendrick, S. S. (1986). A theory and method of love. Joumal of 
Personalitv and Social Psvchologv. 50. 392-402. 

Hendrick, S. S. (1988). A generic measure of relationship satisfaction. Joumal of 
Marriage and the Familv. 50. 93-98. 

Hendrick, S. S., & Hendrick, C. (1987). Multidimensionality of sexual attitudes. Journal 
of Sex Research. 23. 502-526. 

Hendrick, S. S., Hendrick, C, & Adler, N. L. (1988). Romantic relafíonships: Love, 
satisfaction, and staying together. Joumal of Personalitv and Social Psvchologv. 
54, 980-988. 

Hupka, R. B., Buunk, B., Falus, G., Fulgosi, A., Ortega, E.. Swain. R., & Tarabrina, N. V. 
(1985). Romantic jealousy and romantic envy: A seven-nation studv- Journal of 
Cross-Cultural Psvchologv, 16, 423-446. 

Hurlbert, D. F. (1992). Factors influencing a woman's decision to end an extramarital 
sexual relationship. Joumal of Sex and Marital Therapv. 18. 104-113. 

Jagers, J. L. (1989). Putting humpty together again: Reconciling the post affair marriage. 
Joumal of Psvchologv and Christianitv, 8, 63-72. 

Johnson, R. E. (1970). Some correlates of extramarital coitus. Joumal of Marriage and 
the Familv. 32. 449-456. 

Johnson, R. E. (1972). Attitudes toward extramarital relafíonships. Medical Aspects of 
Human Sexualitv. 6. 168-191. 

107 



Kaslow, F. (1993). Attraction and affairs: Fabulous and fatal. Journal of Familv 
Psvchotherapv. 4, 1-34. 

Kell, C (1992). The intemal dynamics of the extramarital relationship: A counselling 
perspective. Sexual and Marital Therapv. 7. 157-172. 

Kinsey, A. C , Pomeroy, W. B., & Martin, C E. (1948). Sexual behavior in the human 
male. Philadelphia: W. B. Saunders. 

Kinsey, A. C , Pomeroy, W. B., Martin, C E., & Gebbhard, P. H. (1953). Sexual 
behavior in the human female. Philadelphia: W. B. Saunders. 

Kurdek, L. A. (1995). Assessing multiple determinants of relationship commitment in 
cohabiting gay, cohabiting lesbian, dating heterosexual, and married heterosexual 
couples. Familv Relations. 44, 261-266. 

Lawson, A. (1988). Adulterv: An analvsis of love and betraval. New York: Basic 
Books. 

Lieberman, B. (1988). Extrapremarital intercourse: Attitudes toward a neglected sexual 
behavior. The Journai of Sex Research. 24. 291-299. 

Mansfíeld, P., McAlHster, F., & Collard, J. (1992). Equality: Implications for sexual 
intimacy in marriage. Sexual and Marital Therapv- 7- 213-220. 

Marett, K. M. (1990). Extramarital affairs: A birelational model for their assessment. 
Familv Therapv. 17, 21-28. 

McCurdy, B. A., & Kelly, D. B. (1997). Correlafíons of the MMPI-2 low self-esteem 
scale with two self-esteem measures. Psvchological Reports, 81, 826. 

Meyering, R. A., & Epling-McWherter, E. A. (1986). Decision-making in extramarital 
relafíonships. Lifestvles. 8. 115-129. 

Nadler, A., & Dotan, I. (1992). Commitment and rival attractiveness: Their effects on 
male and female reactions to jealousy-arousing situations. Sex Roles, 26, 
293-310. 

Pestrak, V. A., Martin, D., & Martin, M. (1985). Extramarital sex: An examination of 
the literature. International ioumal of Familv Therapv, 7, 107-115. 

Pfeiffer, S. M., & Wong, P. T. P. (1989). Multidimensional jealousy. Journal of Social 
and Personal Relafíonships, 6, 181-196. 

108 



Prins, K. S., Buunk, B. P., & VanYperen, N. W. (1993). Equity, normative disapproval 
and extramarital relationships. Journal of Social and Personal Relationships. 10, 
39-53. 

Regan, P. C , & Berscheid, E. (1995). Gender differences in beliefs about the causes of 
male and female sexual desire. Personal Relationships. 2. 345-358. 

Reiss, I. L., Anderson, R. E., & Sponaugle, G. C (1980). A mulfívariate model of the 
determinants of extramarital sexual permissiveness. Joumal of Marriage and the 
Familv. 42. 395-411. 

Roloff M. E., & Cloven, D. H. (1994). When partners transgress: Maintaining violated 
relafíonships. In D. J. Canary & L. Stafford (Eds.), Communication and relational 
maintenance (pp. 23-43). New York: Academic Press. 

Roscoe, B., Cavanaugh, L. E., & Kennedy, D. R. (1988). Dafíng infídelity: Behaviors, 
reasons, and consequences. Adolescence, 23. 35-43. 

Rosenberg, M. (1965). Societv and the adolescent self-image. Princeton, NJ: Princeton 
University Press. 

Shackelford, T. K., & Buss, D. M. (1997a). Marital satisfaction in evolutionary 
psychological perspective. In R. J. Stemberg & M. Hojjat (Eds.). Satisfaction in 
close relationship (pp. 7-25). New York: The Guilford Press. 

Shackelford, T. K., & Buss, D. M. (1997b). Cues to infídelity. Personalitv and Social 
Psvchologv BuUefín. 23. 1034-1045. 

Sheppard, V. J., Nelson, E. S., & AndreoH-Mathie, V. (1995). Dafíng relationships and 
infídelity: Attitudes and behaviors. Journal of Sex and Marital Therapv, 21. 
202-212. 

Singh, K. B., Walton, B. L., & Williams, J. S. (1976). Extramarital sexual 
permissiveness: Conditions and contingencies. Journal of Marriage and The 
Familv. 38. 701-712. 

Sprey, J. (1972). Extramarital relationships. Sexual Behavior. 2. 34-40. 

Thompson, A. P. (1983). Extramarital sex: A review of the research literature. The 
Joumal of Sex Research, 19, 1-22. 

Thompson, A. P. (1984a). Emotional and sexual components of extramarital relations. 
Joumal of Marriage and the Familv, 46, 35-42. 

109 



Thompson, A. P. (1984b). Extramarital sexual crisis: Common themes and therapy 
implications. Joumal of Sex and Marital Therapv. 10. 239-254. 

Weil, M. A. (1975). Extramarital relafíonships: A reappraisal. Journal of Clinical 
Psvchologv-3I. 723-725. 

Weis. D. L., & Felton, J. R. (1987). Marital exclusivity and the potential íbr marital 
conflict. Social Work. 32. 45-49. 

Weis, D. L., & Slosnerick, M. (1981). Attitudes toward sexual and nonsexual 
extramarital involvements among a sample of college students. Journal of 
Marriage and the Familv. 43. 349-358. 

Whitehurst, R. (1983). Sexual behavior in and out of marriage. Marriage and Familv 
Review. 6. 115-124. 

Wiggins, J. D., & Lederer, D. A. (1984). Differential antecedents of infídelity in 
marriage. American Mental Health Counselors Association Journal. 6. 152-161 

Winstead, B. A., Derlega, V. J., & Rose, S. (1997). Gender and close relationships. 
Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage. 

110 



APPENDIX A 

EXTENDED LITERATURE REVIEW 

Sexual and Nonsexual Relationships 

Although many relafíonships today will deal with extrarelationship sexual 

involvements, virtually all relationships will deal with issues of sexual and nonsexual 

exclusivity. Thus, extrarelationship sex is just one aspect of the broader issue of 

exclusivity (Weis & Felton, 1987). However, the majority of empirical fmdings have 

focused specifically on extrarelationship sex, particularly extramarital sex (see 

Thompson, 1983). Fortunately, many of the relationship issues that are dealt with in the 

realm of extrarelationship sexual involvements appear to be representative of the broader 

issues that couples face in dealing with exclusivity. Accordingly, this review of the 

literature will examine the research on the general issue of exclusivity as well as provide 

a detailed inspection of the specific nature of extrarelationship sex as it relates to 

exclusivity. 

The review will begin with an analysis of various justifications for, and 

perceptions of, nonexclusive behaviors. Then, after reviewing the different expectations 

for exclusivity and nonexclusivity, the review will examine some of the outcomes 

resulting from various nonexclusive behaviors. Finally, a summary of the variables that 

are predicfíve of extrarelafíonship sexual involvement is presented as the backdrop for 

guiding the exploration of the broader relafíonship exclusivity issues. 
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Justifícations for Nonexclusive Behavior 

Atwater (1979) examined the differences between excuses and justifications that 

people use as explanatory reasons for their nonexclusive behavior. Excuses are used to 

reduce personal responsibility for performing a behavior and to suggest that external 

events are causing the behavior and need to be changed. On the other hand, justifications 

are used to take responsibility and to explain the internally driven reasons why the 

behavior is viewed as acceptable and not needful of change. Compared to people who 

employ excuses, people who use justifícations have greater congruence between their 

attitudes and behaviors (Atwater, 1979). 

Glass and Wright (1992) have also delineated four main categories of 

justifications for having more romantic extrarelationship involvements. The first is a 

sexual category that includes novelty, excitement, and curiosity. The second category, 

emotional intimacy, is encompassed by intellectual sharing, understanding, 

companionship, and respect. The researchers noted that the same set of items can be used 

to describe a close friendship, and it is important to distinguish between this type of 

friendship and one that crosses into romanfíc love and other intimate feelings and 

behaviors. This is supported by the fínding that participants' justifícations for emotional 

intimacy did not differentiate between their sexual or emotional involvements. A 

separate love justifícation (category three) includes receiving love and affection and 

falling in love. Finally, extrinsic motivation (category four) includes reasons such as 

getting even with the partner and seeking career advancement. Interestingly, only 20% of 

men and 30% of women disapproved of all reasons as justifications for an extramarital 
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relationship, suggesting that approval is strongly affiliated with the exact type of 

jusfífication (Glass & Wright, 1992). In addifíon, the fírst three categories would appear 

to fall under the personal growth model, while the last category seems to fit within the 

deficit model. 

Gender Differences in Justifications 

Some strong gender differences seem to be present for the first three justifications. 

For example, 77% of women and only 43% of men reported that "falling in love" would 

be a justification for an extramarital relationship, but 75% of men and only 53% of 

women reported that sexual excitement would be a satisfactory justification (Glass & 

Wright, 1992). Glass and Wright (1985) also found that men are more likely to be 

involved in sexual affairs without emotional involvement, and women are more inclined 

to have greater emotional involvement in their extramarital relationships. However, men 

and women may add the other component (emotional for men, sexual for women) after 

the relationship is established. Several studies have shown that women desire a feeling of 

closeness and affirmation through talking and sharing prior to engaging in sex, and they 

see the act of sexual intercourse as an extended expression of this already established 

feeling of togethemess (Bergner & Bergner, 1990; Mansfield, McAIHster, & Collard, 

1992). On the other hand, men perceive the sexual act as a means for establishing these 

feelings of closeness, affirmation, and relatedness. A longitudinal study showed that, 

after six years of marriage, husbands and wives were still attributing different meanings 
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to the act of sex and were having difficulty communicating and understanding each 

other's perspecfíve of togetherness (Mansfield et al., 1992). 

In addition, Glass and Wright (1985) contended that "women appear to approach 

extramarital involvement from the perspective of their marital relationships, while men 

appear to approach involvement from a more individualistic perspective" (p. 1115). 

Women were more likely than men to link their extrarelationship involvements with 

marital dissatisfaction, which implies that either women enter such relationships only 

when they are not content with their marriage, or women's deeper extramarital 

involvement creates greater marital dissafísfaction (Glass & Wright, 1985; Prins, Buunk, 

& VanYperen, 1993). However, men may view an affair as having little consequence for 

their primary relationship, because it appears that they are more likely than women to 

separate sex from love and marriage (Glass & Wright, 1992). Research also shows that 

men who do refrain from extrarelationship sex do so, not because of a lack of desire, but 

because of their attitudes and beliefs (Pestrak et al., 1985; Prins et al., 1993). Therefore, 

it appears that their level of marital satisfaction often has little to do with whether or not 

men have an affair. Women, on the other hand, may believe that they have to have a 

"good reason" (e.g., being dissatisfied with the relationship) for engaging in extramarital 

relafíonships (Prins et al., 1993). Overall, these fíndings suggest that women are more 

likely to subscribe to the deficit model as a reason for nonexclusive behaviors, whereas 

men are more likely to engage in nonexclusive behaviors for personal growth. 

Similar results were also reported by Thompson (1984a). Compared to women, 

men engaged in significantly more "sexual only" extrarelafíonship involvements, and 
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women reported more "emofíonal only" involvements than men, though the difference 

was not significant. Boekhout et al. (1999) also found that more men than women 

reported having sexual only involvements, and though the difference was less discrepant, 

more women than men reported engaging in extrarelationship involvements that were 

emotional only. Interestingly, the most common type of involvement reported by women 

contained both sexual and emotional elements (Boekhout et al., 1997). Glass and Wright 

(1985, 1992) would suggest that women are becoming more willing to add the sexual 

component once an emotional involvement is established. In addition, the least common 

type of involvement reported by women was sexual only; the least common reported by 

men was emotional only (Boekhout et al., 1999). 

Perceptions of Nonexclusive Behavior 

One study found that men and women participants were more similar than 

dissimilar in their perceptions of these gender differences in extrarelationship intimate 

involvements (Boekhout et al., 1999). The participants perceived that more men than 

women would likely employ reasons for infidelity that had a sexual component (e.g., 

sexual excitement in a new relationship), whereas, more women than men would employ 

reasons that had an emotional component (e.g., emotional satisfaction in a current 

relationship). Interestingly, this fínding challenges the assertion that men wiU attribute 

"male" reasons to women who have been unfaithful and vice versa (Glass & Wright, 

1992). Several interesting beliefs were also articulated in this study (Boekhout et al., 

1999). For example, participants reported that, compared to men, women were more 
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likely to be unfaithful in order to advance their career, which would suggest that women 

were more commonly seen as willing to "sleep their way to the top." On the other hand, 

the results suggested that male reasons for being unfaithful were often perceived as 

resulting from stereotypic male needs for sexual gratifícation. 

However, there were also some differences in perception. For example, more 

women than men perceived male reasons for infídelity to be arising from ego needs (e.g., 

to prove sexual attractiveness). Accordingly, though men may view their involvements as 

healthy ways of meeting their sexual needs, women may view unfaithful men as 

•'insensitive jerks" who have sexual conquest as their only purpose. Thus, women 

perceive that men may often participate in extrarelationship involvements so that they can 

gratify or boost their egos, but men believe that this is not a likely reason (Boekhout et al., 

1999). 

A related study by Buunk and Bosman (1986) examined the attitudes of married 

couples in which each spouse had been involved in at least one extramarital affair. The 

results showed that although partners perceived that their attitudes were similar, their 

actual attitudes toward these extramarital relationships were not the same. Pestrak et al. 

(1985) suggested that such possible misperceptions of what the affair signifies might be a 

more important determinant of relational problems than the affair itself For example, a 

woman may experience a myriad of negative responses including personal rejection if she 

falsely believes that her partner's infidelity indicates that she did something wrong and 

that he is no longer satisfied with her or the relafíonship (Gass & Nichols, 1988). 

However, 56% of men who had had sexual affairs reported still having happy marriages 
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(Glass & Wright, 1985). Furthermore, several studies have shown that people's 

perceptions of involved spouses, uninvolved spouses, and third parties in extramarital 

affairs are differentially affected by such variables as: attractiveness of involved and 

uninvolved spouses, being in love with the third party, and having children present in the 

primary relationship (Hartnett, Mahoney, & Bernstein, 1977; Hartnett & Secord, 1983: 

Hartnett & Wollman, 1979). Accordingly, people may have a good understanding of the 

overall trend reflecfíng gender differences in reasons for being unfaithful, but they may or 

may not accurately perceive specific, individual reasons for engaging in intimate 

nonexclusive behaviors. 

Pestrak and his colleagues (1985) contended that some people may keep their 

involvement a secret to protect their partner from hurt feelings because they fear that their 

partner wiU not understand why they had the affair. Similarly, Boekhout and his 

coUeagues (1999) found that participants' reasons for not telling their partner when they 

had been unfaithful tended to reflect an effort to protect their partner and their 

relationship (e.g., "If I would have told her, I knew she would have broken up with me"). 

Interestingly, more men reported that they did not tell their partner, whereas more women 

did tell their partner (Boekhout et al., 1999). This is consistent with the fínding that, 

compared to men, women have a greater tendency to disclose (Winstead et al., 1997). 

Reasons for telling their partner centered around feelings of guilt and a desire to make 

amends and set the record straight (e.g., "Because I felt guilty and I didn't want to keep 

the secret inside any longer, I wanted him to know"; Boekhout et al., 1999). This may 

help explain why some people in extrarelationship involvements had lower self-esteem 
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than uninvolved individuals (Sheppard, Nelson, & AndreoH-Mathie, 1995) and why guilt 

is negatively related to satisfaction with extramarital sex (Spanier & Margolis, 1983). 

Only three participants told their partner about their infidelities because they had wanted 

to break up (Boekhout et al., 1999), which supports Buunk's (1987) contenfíon that few 

people are lured away by possible altematives to being in the relationship, but they may 

be pushed away by conflicts with their partners after the infídelity is revealed. 

Expectations of Exclusivitv and Nonexclusivitv 

There are a number of variables regarding sexual expectations that appear to be 

conceptually related to people's general expectations for an exclusive or nonexclusive 

relationship. For example, studies have shown that men and women have different 

beliefs, standards, and desires regarding sexual behaviors and relationships (e.g., Cohen 

& Shotland, 1996; Regan & Berscheid, 1995). Glass and Wright (1992) noted that "even 

within the same extramarital relationship, the woman focuses primarily on the emotional 

aspects while the man she is involved with is focused primarily on the sexual aspects" (p. 

379). Men have difficulty distinguishing between cross-sex relationships that are 

intended to be friendships and ones that are intended to be sexual, and they tend to be 

more sex-oriented than women in relationships, having sex as a goal for the relationship 

(Pestrak et al., 1985). Men also expected to have sex significantly sooner in a dating 

relationship than did women (Cohen & Shotland, 1996). In addition, men and women 

perceived that the average man and woman would expect sex earlier in a relationship than 

was the actual standard for men or women, reflecting a belief in a social norm that is 
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more liberal than what research participants had for themselves. AIso, compared to 

women's estimates of the "average woman," men perceived that the average woman 

would expect sex sooner within a relationship. Similarly, men and women also believed 

that, compared to their own experiences, the average man and woman would have sex in 

a wider range of relationships (e.g., relationships with no physical attraction or emotional 

closeness). In reality. the majority of men and women participants had sex only in 

situations in which they were attracted to and emotionally involved with a partner, 

although men were more willing to have sex without being emotionally close to a partner 

(Cohen & Shotland, 1996). 

Participants in another study also overestimated their expectations of the 

percentages of men and women engaging in emotional, sexual, and combined 

extrarelationship involvements, although these estimates were more in line with actual 

incidence rates (Thompson, 1984a). Cohen and Shotland described this tendency of 

participants to overestimate the sexual activities of "average" men and women as a 

situation of pluralistic ignorance, where many people believe in a social norm that does 

not exist in reality. This false belief could lead people to feel that they have to live up to 

this exaggerated standard, and they feel dissatisfied with their experiences and 

relationships for not meeting these false expectafíons. 

Expectations for exclusivity and nonexclusivity also seem to be related to people's 

level of relationship commitment. Kurdek (1995) reported that, based on 

interdependence theory, solid relationship commitments are determined by six 
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independent factors, which appear to be assessed in one form or another in various 

relationship exclusivity issues. 

These include perceptions that one derives many rewards from the relationship, 
that one incurs few costs to being in the relationship, that outcomes derived from 
the relationship meet some comparison level or intemalized standard of what is 
expected, that the quality of alternatives to the current relationship is low, that 
investments made in the current relafíonship are high, and that barriers to leaving 
the current relafíonship are high. (Kurdek, 1995, p. 261) 

Kurdek's study showed that, compared to dating couples, married couples had higher 

levels of relationship commitment based on these six dimensions, which again may 

confirm that there are some inherent differences between these two populations. This 

was also one of the few studies that examined the relationships of cohabiting gay and 

lesbian couples, and these couples had relationship commitment scores similar to those of 

married couples (Kurdek, 1995). Moreover, these dimensions of relationship 

commitment also seem to be related to the level of exclusivity that people expect in their 

relationships. 

Nonexclusive Outcomes 

The emotional and sexual extrarelationship involvements often, though not 

always, have negative personal and relational consequences (Boekhout et al., 1999). 

Although some researchers have reported posifíve effects of extramarital relationships 

(e.g., Weil, 1975), most have found that such relafíonships are likely to have negative 

consequences (e.g., Buunk 1995; Thompson, 1984a). As noted above, participants in one 

study who projected that they would have extramarital sexual relationships in their future 
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marriages were more likely than participants who did not make these predictions to 

expect that these involvements would have positive outcomes, including increased 

self-esteem, independence, adventure, and increased social status (Bukstel et al., 1978). 

However, people anticipating positive outcomes may not be aware of the possible 

negative results that may affect their partners and their relationships, as well as 

themselves, or they may be trying to reduce their dissonance by not considering these 

outcomes. Similar reasoning may explain why people who are involved in extramarital 

sex are more likely to jusfífy such behavior than are uninvolved people (Johnson, 1970). 

However, participants in another study, even those who had been involved in an 

intimale extrarelationship, believed that such extrarelationship involvements would 

detract from the primary relafíonship (Thompson, 1984a). In addition, the participants 

believed that extrarelationship involvements that were both emotional and sexual, as 

opposed to emotional only or sexual only, were more wrong and detracted more from the 

primary relationship than either sexual only or emotional only involvements, and they 

were less likely to pursue such "combined" relationships. Also, people who were asked 

to imagine that their partner had admitted having sex with another person reported that 

they would react with betrayal-anger, disappointment, and self-doubt (Buunk, 1995). 

These negative reactions were intensifíed when the men and women were more 

emotionally dependent upon their actual partner and reduced when they had actually been 

in extrarelationship sexual involvements themselves. 
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Gender Differences in Reactions 

As noted above. men and women have different reasons for their own 

involvement in extrarelationships. Men and women also appear to have different 

reactions to a partner's extrarelationship involvement. Overall, men and women may not 

differ in the intensity of their jealous responses (Buunk, 1995). However, compared to 

men, women were viewed as more likely to react with disappointment and self-doubt to a 

partner's infídelity, and women were also perceived to be more willing to protect the 

relationship (Boekhout et al., 1999). Additionally. women were seen as more likely to 

deny their partner's involvement and as more willing to confront their partner and fínd out 

the reason for the infidelity. These fíndings appear somewhat contradictory, which 

iUustrates the complexity of attitudes toward infidelity. Participants believed that men 

would react with more destructiveness and aggression. In addition. significanth more 

women than men believed that a feeling of betrayal is a common female reaction to a 

partner's infidelity (Boekhout et al., 1999). Buunk (1995) also found that, when asked to 

imagine their reactions to a partner having a sexual affair, men and women were similar 

in reporting feelings of betrayal-anger. However, significantly more women than men 

reported that they would also feel disappointment and self-doubt. Self-esteem had a 

significant effect on self-doubt only, such that participants with low self-esteem were 

more likely to react with self-doubt. Again, this fínding was particularly true for women. 

FinalK. compared to men, women whose partners had actually been in extrarelationship 

sexual involvements were less likely to react with disappointment and anger, which 
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suggests that women may be more resigned to adapting to the unfaithful behaviors of 

their partners (Buunk, 1995). 

Some interesting conclusions can be drawn from these different perceptions. For 

example, since men are more able to separate sex from love (Glass & Wright, 1992). they 

may not see their affair as a betrayal, because it has no consequences for their feelings 

towards their current relationship. This is also supported by the fínding that men felt less 

guilty than women after engaging in extramarital sex (Spanier & Margolis, 1983) and that 

men who had been in extrarelationship sexual involvements had less negative reactions 

than men who had not been unfaithful, when imagining that their partner had been 

unfaithful (Buunk, 1995). Involved men may also be trying to reduce their cognitive 

dissonance because their extrarelationship behavior is inconsistent with their attitudes and 

beliefs, and they actually do feel guilty. Furthermore, the perception of females' greater 

willingness to try to preserve relationships, along with their greater feelings of betrayal, 

are consistent with sociobiological explanations indicating that women seek stable mating 

relationships in order to increase their reproducfíve fitness (e.g., Buss, 1994). Males' 

"sowing their wild oats" and reacting to a partner's infidelity aggressively are also 

consistent with male reproduction strategies and mate guarding (Buss. 1994). Gender 

role socialization and social leaming perspecfíves can also account for these perceived 

differences. 

Level of jealousy for men and women also appears to be related to a partner's 

sexual versus emotional extrarelationship involvement. Buss and his colleagues (Buss, 

Larsen, Westen, & Semmelroth, 1992) asked participants to choose whether a partner's 
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emotional attachment or sexual intercourse with another person would be more 

distressing. They found that 60% of the men believed they would be more upset with 

their partner's sexual involvement; however, 83% of the women reported that a partner's 

emotional infidelity would be more distressing. Similar results were produced from 

physiological measures (e.g., pulse rate) of parfícipants who were asked to imagine their 

partner having a sexual affair and to imagine their partner falling in love with another 

person. Finding this difference in both psychological and physiological tests 

demonstrates the magnitude of this effect (Buss et al., 1992). Therefore, it seems that 

men and women do have different reasons for, and reactions to, extrarelationship 

involvements. 

Additional Negative Consequences 

In one study, the majority of the participants reported negative consequences due 

to their infidelity or their partner's infidelity (Boekhout et al., 1999). Almost 80% of the 

partners of unfaithful participants did learn about the infidelity, and many of these 

relationships were terminated or characterized as irreversibly damaged (e.g., "I feel bad, 

my stomach is always in knots, and it causes much unknown tension between us"). 

However, many couples also eventually worked out their differences and reconciled, 

usually after experiencing a variety of negative consequences and separation (e.g., "We 

talked it out - he was very upset but forgave me and wanted to stay together"). Similar 

results were also found when participants' partners had been unfaithful, although more of 

these reiationships were reportedly terminated (Boekhout et al., 1999). 
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Along with these negative reactions, several other potentially diffícult outcomes 

have been outlined. For example, one national survey found that less than 12% of the 

respondents who were engaging in extramarital sex reported that they always used 

condoms with their primary and secondary relationships (Choi et al., 1994). This 

behavior puts many people at risk of contracting the AIDS virus and other sexually 

transmitted diseases. For example, the author vividly recalls having a discussion on 

HIV/AIDS with one of his classes, when a student tearfully reported that her father had 

secretly cheated on her mother and had recently contracted the HIV virus. Both she and 

her mother feared the possibility that her mother had contracted the virus from her father. 

Unless other forms of birth control are being used, the lack of condom use may 

also lead to pregnancies as a result of these extrarelationship involvements. Kaslow 

(1993) provided several case examples of affairs that led to children and the effects that 

these "reminders" of the affairs have had on the lives of all those involved. For example, 

one married man with three children had a child as a result of an affair and eventually 

wanted that child to be a member of his family. The wife and children were devastated 

and enraged, and their once stable family became very chaotic and tenuous. In another 

case, a woman committed suicide after having a child who was obviously racially 

different from her and her husband. The tragedy has left her husband and children in 

therapy, searching for answers and understanding. In these situations, the child of the 

affair, an innocent victim, is often blamed for the family's disruption (Kaslow, 1993). 
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Therapists' Accounts 

In one study of therapists, therapist participants were asked to give detailed 

accounts of extramarital sexual relationships that they were quite familiar with while in 

the various roles of therapist, friend, or participant (Charny & Parnass, 1995). The 

therapists reported that 34% of the cases ended in divorce, and 50% of the cases had 

intact marriages that were characterized as empty or in great distress. In 15% of the 

marriages, the relationship continued in the context of positive growth. More destructive 

outcomes were reported for cases with more frequent affairs, such that 39% of marriages 

characterized by frequent extramarital relafíonships ended in divorce, whereas 31% of 

marriages with one-time affairs confínued in a context of growth. Thus, the spouses in 

marriages that have a one-time affair may see it as a "slip" that can be worked through 

and eventually result in positive growth for the relationship. However, overall, therapists 

reported that the impact of the affair on the betrayed spouse was quite negative. The most 

common negative impact suffered was significant injury to their self-image and their 

personal and sexual confidence. The betrayed spouses also endured loss of trust and 

sense of belonging, feelings of abandonment and rage, and a heightened desire to leave 

their spouses (Chamy & Parnass, 1995). 

The therapists also reported that 89% of the betrayed spouses in these memorable 

cases consciously knew of the affair or showed indications that they knew (Charny & 

Parnass, 1995). Moreover, 58% of the betrayed spouses were seen as accepting of their 

partners' affairs, and the majority of the 36%) of spouses who expressed opposition to 

their partners' affairs were still seen by the therapists as unconsciously allowing the 
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affairs. Only 10% of the betrayed spouses were believed to be actively opposing the 

affairs. Therefore, many spouses may want their partners to quit their extramarital affairs, 

but they may be unable to effectively express this or have the power to fíght back. Thus, 

spouses are resigned to accepting the behaviors on both conscious and unconscious 

levels. Consequently, the betrayed spouses are likely to also experience shame and guilt 

for colluding with their partners, and this complicity may adversely influence the level of 

respect and dignity that the spouses feel for themselves and for each other. The 

researchers concluded that the fíndings "suggest that it is appropriate to issue 'public 

health wamings' that affairs can lead to serious outcomes for marriages" and that betrayed 

spouses may need support and strengthening when confronting and blocking their 

partners' involvement in extramarital sexual relationships (Charny & Parnass, 1995, p. 

111). 

On the other hand, it must also be noted that in this study (and others like it), a 

substantial percentage of couples report being positively affected as a result of these 

extrarelationships (Charny & Pamass, 1995). Unfortunately, it is impossible to tell 

whether these couples had prearranged agreements regarding their nonexclusive 

behaviors or whether they were able to overcome the common problems and issues and 

negotiate new and improved roles and ways of relating. Roloff and Cloven (1994) 

discussed several strategies that people use to manage effectively relationships in which 

there are transgressions that violate the explicit or implicit rules of the relationship. 

Retribution (i.e., punishing the behavior) and reformulation (i.e., changing the relafíonal 

contract to legitimize the behavior) efforts tended to be fairly ineffective approaches for 
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relational maintenance, while prevenfíon (i.e., not allowing the behavior to recur) 

strategies had varying degrees of effectiveness. Efforts to minimize the threat to the 

relationship were fairly effective in the short-term, but they may have been less effective 

in the long-term. Couples also tried to manage their relationships by providing 

justifications for staying in the relationship, such as high benefits, low costs, and few 

alternatives to the relationship. 

Predictors of Extrarelationship Sexual Involvement 

Since extrarelationship sex is perceived as unacceptable by most people (Pestrak 

et al., 1985; Weis & Felton, 1987; Weis & Slosnerick, 1981) and since it often has 

extremely negative consequences (e.g., Boekhout et al., 1999; Reiss et al., 1980), it is 

important to understand the determinants of such behaviors and why many people still 

participate in them. Further understanding of extrarelationship sex might provide a basis 

for comprehending other types of relationship exclusivity issues. In his review of 

extramarital sex literature, Thompson (1983) described three broad categories of 

predictors of extramarital sexual involvement: social background, marital, and personal 

readiness characteristics. 

Social Background Characteristics 

This category of predictors includes demographic variables and other variables 

that represent the realization and fulfíllment of early socialization factors (Thompson, 

1983). For example, one study identifíed eight antecedents in a causal model of 
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extramarital sexual permissiveness (Reiss et al., 1980). In considering extramarital 

sexual permissiveness, education and premarital sexual permissiveness were directly and 

positively related to extramarital sexual permissiveness, whereas marital happiness was 

directly and negatively related to extramarital sexual permissiveness. Education was also 

positively related to marital happiness, religiosity, £ind gender equality. In considering 

relationships among variables in the model, religiosity was positively related to marital 

happiness and negatively related to premarital sexual permissiveness, while the opposite 

was found for gender equality and these two variables. Political liberality was positively 

related to premarital sexual permissiveness. Age was positively related to religiosity and 

negatively related to premarital sexual permissiveness, gender equality, and political 

liberality. In considering gender differences, women were more endorsing of religiosity 

and gender equality and less endorsing of marital happiness and premarital sexual 

happiness than were men. Accordingly, this eight-variable model explained 17% of the 

variance in extramarital sexual permissiveness, with three variables being directly related 

to this permissive attitude. Interestingly, these same variables explained only 13% of the 

variance for the less educated subsample and 25% of the variance for the more educated 

subsample, suggesting that this model is a better predictor and more appropriate for 

higher educated groups (Reiss et al., 1980). 

In a similar study, premarital sexual permissiveness explained 18% of the 

variance in extramarital sexual permissiveness attitude, whereas age, sex, race, social 

class, marital status, religiosity, and liberality only accounted for an additional 5% of the 

variance (Singh, Walton, & WiUiams, 1976). However, these studies examined 
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extramarital attitudes and not extramarital behavior. In his review of the literature in this 

area, Thompson (1983) concluded that these and other social background characteristics. 

such as occupational status, geographic location, ethnicity, and wife's employment are 

only minimally effective in accounting for who engages in extramarital sex. In most 

studies, these variables rarely explained more than 10% of the overall variance in 

extramarital sexual behavior (Thompson, 1983). This may suggest that early 

socialization experiences have a limited effect on extramarital sexual behavior (Edwards 

&Booth, 1976). 

Marital Characteristics 

Compared to social background characteristics, marital characteristics and 

personal readiness variables, discussed below, were more strongly related to extramarital 

sex (Thompson, 1983). Variables that reflect characteristics of the marriage have been 

shown to account for approximately 25% of the variance in whether or not people engage 

in extramarital sex. Some of these relationship characteristics included: length of 

marriage, marriage stmcture, history of divorce, romanticism, presence of children, 

threats to leave, marital satisfaction, need fulfillment, and frequency and quality of 

marital intercourse. Partners who assessed these marital characteristics negatively were 

more likely to engage in extramarital sex (Thompson, 1983). This fínding provides 

strong support for the defícit model, wherein people have extrarelationship involvements 

because they are dissatisfied with their primary relationship. For example, it was 

suggested that conflicts over marital power, marital sexual satisfaction, and marital sexual 
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experimentation may lead spouses to become more extramaritally sexually permissive 

(Reiss et al., 1980). Thompson contended that two major variables, marital satisfaction 

and sexual satisfaction, encompass the other characteristics of the marriage and are more 

directly related to participation in extramarital sex. 

Personal Readiness Characteristics 

Thompson (1983) found that the personal readiness variables for extrarelationship 

involvement included: disassociating sex and love, perceived desire of others for 

involvement/opportunity, alienation, knowing and talking to someone who has 

participated in extramarital sex, and thinking about extramarital sex. For example, 

although men and women did not differ greatly in their number of actual extrarelationship 

involvements, men were more desiring of these relationships (Andrus, Redfering, & 

Oglesby, 1977; Johnson, 1970; Prins et al., 1993). For women, over 25% of the variance 

in their extrarelationship involvements and approximately 40% of the variance in their 

desire for extramarital sex were explained by their positive appraisal and moral approval 

of extrarelationship involvements, their perceptions of inequality, and relationship 

dissatisfaction. For men, relationship dissatisfaction and normative approval of 

extrarelationship involvements were related to desire for extramarital sex, but only 

normative approval was related to their actual extrarelationships (Prins et al., 1993). 

These personal readiness variables also included personal growth characteristics, such as 

need for intimacy, need for variety, sex role egalitarianism, and emotional independence 
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(Thompson, 1983), which suggests that the personal growth model also "fíts" for many 

people who wish to have nonexclusive relationships. 

Meyering and EpIing-McWherter (1986) proposed an ongoing decision-making 

model that people use to determine if they will participate in extramarital sex. The model 

included preconditions of permissive atfítude and opportunity, perceptions of the payoffs 

and risks of getting involved, and mediating factors of personal meanings and practical 

considerations, which lead to decisions of whether or not to engage in the behaviors. The 

study found that men were more influenced by the payoffs and were less likely to believe 

that the risks would occur, and they had more expectations for involvement. On the other 

hand, women's decision-making was more strongly influenced by the risks that were seen 

as more destructive and more likely to occur. Women's identities were more associated 

with their feelings of relatedness to their primary relationship. Men's identities appeared 

to be more strongly linked to their feelings of autonomy, and "they are more likely to 

think they can psychologically separate relationships and enhance their identity through 

experiences and roles which they view as complementary" (Meyering & 

Epling-McWherter, 1986, p. 126). In addition, compared to married participants, single 

participants were more likely to believe that they would not engage in extramarital sex, 

and they were less likely to feel that marital deficits were not adequate reasons for such 

an involvement, suggesting that they may have more idealistic views of marriage that do 

not fít with reality. Whitehurst (1983) concluded that "since there is a very high 

probability that most people will not experience the long-term satisfactions anticipated • 

from marriage, many will toy with deviance of some sort to achieve substitute 
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satisfactions" (p. 122). Similar levels of minor and major "deviance" are likely to be 

present in other types of committed relationships as well. 
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APPENDIX B 

INSTRUCTIONS TO PARTICIPANTS 

Hi, my name is Brock Boekhout, and I am a graduate student here at Texas Tech. 
I want to thank you for participating in this experiment. Today's experiment will involve 
completing a biref questionnaire relating to exclusive and nonexclusive romantic 
relafíonships, and involvements outside of a committed relationship. You will be helping 
me develop a new scale that examines whether couples can enhance their relationships by 
having all of their needs met by their partner, or are they placing too much of a demand 
on the relationship and their partner to meet the various emotional and physical needs. 
Before we begin, I need you to read and sign this consent form that I am passing out now. 

This consent form lets you know that your participafíon is strictly voluntary, and 
you may quit at any time without penalty. No physical or emotional harm is expected 
from your participation. In addition, the data you provide will be confidential, and no 
identiíying information will be attached to the material. After you have read the consent 
form, please sign it and pass it forward. 

I will now pass out the surveys to each of you. Please read the instructions and 
mark your answers on the scantron, Whenever possible, please answer with your current 
partner in mind. If you are not in a current relationship, answer with with your most 
recent or most important relationship in mind. You should have plenty of time to 
complete the material. Some of these items address sensitive issues, but please 
understand that there are no wrong answers and please answer as honestly as possible. If 
you have any questions or comments regarding any of the items, please let me know. 
You may tum in the materials when you are fmished. Again, thank you for your 
participation. 
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APPENDIX C 

CONSENT FORM 

Thank you for agreeing to participate in this study of "Relationship Exclusivity 
and Extrarelationship Involvement: Perceptions, Determinants, and Consequences." 
Please read the foUowing form carefully. 

I understand that the purpose of this research is to study relationship issues. I 
understand that I will be asked to answer a questionnaire with items relating to my 
attitudes regarding relationship exclusivity as well as sexual and emotional involvements 
outside of a comitted relationship, my perceptions of these involvements, and my 
behavior in my primary relafíonship and in my relationship with others. I understand that 
the information I provide will be confidenfíal and that the data will be available only to 
the investigators associated with the project. In addition, no identifying information will 
be attached to the data. I understand that I may discontinue my participation in this 
research at any time without penalty. There are no known risks associated with this 
project. 

I understand that Brock Boekhout has agreed to answer any questions I may have 
concerning the study. I may also contact the Texas Tech Institutional Review Board for 
the protection of Human Subjects by writing them in care of the Office of Research 
Services, Texas Tech University, Lubbock, Texas 79409, or by calling (806) 742-3884. 

I understand that, if this research project causes any emotional or physical injury 
to participants in this study, treatment is not necessarily available at Texas Tech 
University or the Student Health Center, nor is there necessarily any insurance carried by 
the University or its personnel applicable to cover any such injury. Financial 
compensation for any such injury must be provided through the participant's own 
insurance program. Further information about these matters may be obtained from Dr. 
Robert M. Sweazy, Provost for Research, 742-3884, Room 203 Holden Hall, Texas Tech 
University, Lubbock, Texas 79409-1035. 

Signature of Subject Date 

Signature of Research Project Representative ^__________ 
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APPENDIX D 

RELATIONSHIP ISSUES SCALE 

People in romantic relationships have to deal with many issues. Among these 
issues are the decisions about how exclusive they want their relationship to be. Do they 
expect to spend all of their free time together and have all of their needs met by their 
partner, or is it acceptable for partners to spend time separately with same-sex and 
opposite-sex friends and have certain needs met in these various relationships. Likewise, 
the partners must decide what activities (e.g., sex) should remain exclusive to the 
relationship. 

This research explores people's opinions and beliefs on these and similar 
relationship issues. For each statement listed below, fill in the response on the answer 
sheet that indicates how much you agree or disagree with that statement. The items refer 
to a specific love relationship. Whenever possible, answer the quesfíons with your 
current partner in mind. 

For each statement: 
A = Strongly agree with the statement 
B = Moderately agree with the statement 
C = Neutral - neither agree nor disagree 
D = Moderately disagree with the statement 
E = Strongly disagree with the statement 

My Attitudes/Values Regarding Romantic Relationships: 

1. People have to make many sacrifices to be in an exclusive relationship. 

2. Couples place too much of a demand on their relafíonship to meet all of their needs. 

3. It is possible to love more than one person at the same time. 

4. It is acceptable to date more than one person at the same time. 

5. An exclusive relationship does not mean that a man and a woman must give up all of 
their friends. 

6. It is important to date different people in order to see what qualities people want in a 
mate. 

7. It is important to have sex with different people in order to see what sexual qualities 
people want in a mate. 
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A = Strongly agree with the statement 
B = Moderately agree with the statement 
C = Neutral - neither agree nor disagree 
D = Moderately disagree with the statement 
E = Strongly disagree with the statement 

8. People should not tell their partners everything about their past relationships with 
others. 

9. Some types of jealousy are normal behaviors for protecfíng a relationship. 

10. Some types of possessiveness are normal behaviors for protecting a relationship. 

11. Having independence is important in a relationship. 

12. Other friendships can be very stimulating/strengthening for the primary relationship. 

13. Other friendships provide an opportunity to fínd better partners. 

14. People have the right to expect their partners to be a virgin at the time they marry. 

15. Having same-sex friendships can be a threat to relationship intimacy/stability. 

16. Having cross-sex friendships can be a threat to relationship intimacy/stability. 

17. Having sex with someone other than one's primary partner is a threat to relationship 
intimacy/stability. 

18. Once they are married, men and women should be free to have extramarital sexual 
relationships. 

19. Once they are married, men and women should be free to have extramarital 
friendships. 

20. Love can be separated from sex. 

21. Casual sex with a variety of partners can be as satisfying as sex that is limited to an 
established partnership. 

22. Sexual intercourse with someone other than one's primary partner provides 
adventure. 

23. Sexual intercourse with someone other than one's primary partner is a betrayal. 
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A = Strongly agree with the statement 
B = Moderately agree with the statement 
C = Neutral - neither agree nor disagree 
D = Moderately disagree with the statement 
E = Strongly disagree with the statement 

24. Sexual intercourse with someone other than one's primary partner leads to problems 
in the primary relationship, such as anger, disappointment, and self-doubt. 

25. Sex with other people can be very stimulating/strengthening for the primary 
relationship. 

26. Sex with other people is irresponsible in view of the chance of contracting AIDS. 
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A = Strongly agree with the statement 
B = Moderately agree with the statement 
C = Neutral - neither agree nor disagree 
D = Moderately disagree with the statement 
E = Strongly disagree with the statement 

My Expectations/Perceptions/Behaviors in My Relationship: 

27. I prefer to have all of my emotional needs met by one person. 

28. I prefer to have all of my sexual needs met by one person. 

29. I prefer to have all of my companionship needs met by one person. 

30. 1 expect to have same-sex friendships while in my primary relationship. 

31. I expect to have opposite-sex friendships while in my primary relationship. 

32. I expect to be the only one to meet my partner's emotional needs. 

33. I expect to be the only one to meet my partner's sexual needs. 

34. I expect my partner to have opposite-sex friendships. 

35. I expect my partner to have same-sex friendships. 

36. I am pleased with the comfort and protection of relafíonship unity. 

37. I am sexually satisfied with my partner. 

38. When I fall in love, it seems to consume all of my fíme. 

39. 1 get satisfaction from interacting with many people. 

40. I share all aspects of my life with my partner. 
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A = Strongly agree with the statement 
B = Moderately agree with the statement 
C = Neutral - neither agree nor disagree 
D = Moderately disagree with the statement 
E = Strongly disagree with the statement 

Regarding the fulfillment of my needs, besides my relationship with my partner, I 
would characterize the other relationships (e.g., friendships) that I currently have 
as: 

41. an expression of intimacy 

42. providing social support and companionship 

43. a legitimate means of meeting my needs 

44. an opportunity for personal growth 

45. detracting from my primary relationship 

46. a potential for sexual encounters 

47. a way to express other aspects of myself 

48. positive experiences that can supplement my primary relationship 

49. causing problems with my primary relationship 

50. providing intellectual sharing 

51. providing acceptance and understanding 

52. limiting the uniqueness and importance of the primary bond 
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A = Strongly agree with the statement 
B = Moderately agree with the statement 
C = Neutral - neither agree nor disagree 
D = Moderately disagree with the statement 
E = Strongly disagree with the statement 

In an exclusive relationship, where I was expected to do everything with my partner 
and have all of my needs met by my partner, I would: 

53. feel special 

54. feel tied down/feel less independent 

55. tend to get bored 

56. not Hke having to tell my partner everything 

57. feel obligated to my partner 

58. feel closer to my partner 

59. be respected 

60. have greater confidence and self-esteem 

61. be more certain that my partner is faithful 

62. feel more love and affection 

63. feel that I have to guard my mate 

64. feel sexually safísfied 

65. feel emotionally safísfied 

66. feel inner security 

67. not beabletoexpressmyself ftilly 

68. not be able to have all of my needs met 
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A = Strongly agree with the statement 
B = Moderately agree with the statement 
C = Neutral - neither agree nor disagree 
D = Moderately disagree with the statement 
E = Strongly disagree with the statement 

69. not have to worry about sexually transmitted diseases 

70. feel more pressured to be in a long-term commitment 

71. want to build towards marriage 

72. feel that I would not have enough support 

73. not want to give up same-sex friendships 

74. not want to give up opposite-sex friendships 

75. not be satisfied 

76. feel like I always had someone there for me 

77. have more trouble fínding the right person for me 

78. feel smothered 

79. get frustrated frequently with my partner 

80. have greater intimacy 

81. feel more socially accepted 

82. have greater stability 

83. be more devastated by a breakup 
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For each statement: 
A = We have discussed this issue and agree that it is acceptable 
B = We have discussed this issue and agree that it is unacceptable 
C = We have discussed this issue and we cannot agree 
D = We have not discussed i\)\s issue openly but we know that it is acceptable 
E = We have not discussed ih\s issue openly but we know that it is unacceptable 

My partner and I have discussed whether or not it is acceptable to: 

84. keep the friends we had before we met 

85. to make new same-sex friendships 

86. to make new cross-sex friendships 

87. to date other people 

88. to have sex with other people 
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For each statement: 
A = Strongly agree with the statement 
B = Moderately agree with the statement 
C = Neutral - neither agree nor disagree 
D = Moderately disagree with the statement 
E = Strongly disagree with the statement 

Do you agree/disagree that it is acceptable to participate in the various behaviors 
without your partner while in your committed relationship? 

89. Going to the movies with an opposite-sex friend 

90. Spending an evening in an opposite-sex friend's living room 

91. Going out to dinner at a secluded place with an opposite-sex friend 

92. Dancing to the stereo with an opposite-sex friend 

93. Spending a few days at a secluded cabin with an opposite-sex friend where nobody 
will fínd out 

94. Engaging in necking/petting with an opposite-sex friend 

95. Becoming sexually involved with an opposite-sex friend 

96. Having lunch with an opposite-sex classmate/co-worker 

97. Discussing my life with an opposite-sex friend 

98. Receiving emotional support from an opposite-sex friend 
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For each statement: 
A = never 
B = once 
C = 2 to 5 times 
D = 6to lOtimes 
E = 11 or more times 

How many times have you: 

99. had a friendship turn into a sexual relationship 

100. had casual sex with someone you did not know well 

101. had sex with your current partner 

102. been sexually unfaithful to your partner in your current relationship 

103. been emotionally unfaithful to your partner in your current relationship 

104. been sexually unfaithful in past relationships 

105. been emotionally unfaithful in past relationships 

106. dated someone who was already in a relationship with someone else 

107. dated more than one person at the same time 

108. had sex with more than one person in the same week 

109. been in a committed dating relationship 

110. had the opportunity to be unfaithful but decided not to 

111. kept secrets from your current partner 

112. wanted to have sex with someone other than your current partner during your 
relationship 

113. lost or given up same-sex friendships because of a romantic relationship 

114. lost or given up opposite-sex friendships because of a romantic relationship 

115. lied to your current partner about being out with someone else 
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A = never 
B = once 
C = 2 to 5 times 
D = 6to lOtimes 
E = 11 or more times 

116. had a problem with your current partner regarding one of your relationships with 
someone else 

117. had a problem with your current partner regarding one of his/her relafíonships with 
someone else 

118. disagreed with your current partner about whether certain activities and behaviors 
should be exclusive 
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119. What is your sex? (A) Male (B) Female 

120. What is your age? (A) 20 or less (B)2I-25 (C) 26-30 (D)31-40 (E)41orover 

121. What is your racial/cultural heritage? (A) White (B) Black (C) Hispanic 
(D)Asian (E) Other 

122. What is your sexual orientation? (A) Heterosexual (B) Gay or Lesbian 
(C) Bisexual 

123. How religious do you consider yourself? (A) Extremely religious (B) Religious 
(C) Neutral (D) Not very religious (E) Not at all religious 

124. Have either of your parents ever had an affair? (A) Yes- father (B) Yes- mother 
(C) Yes-both parents (D)No (E) Don't know 

125. How would you describe yourself? (A) Very outgoing (B) Outgoing (C) Average 
(D)Quiet (E)Veryquiet 

126. How would you describe your Hfe right now? (A) Very happy (B) Happy 
(C) Okay (D) Unhappy (E) Very unhappy 

127. How long have you been involved in your current relationship? 
(A) less than a month (B) 1 to 6 months (C) 7 to 12 months (D) 1 to 3 years 
(E) 4 or more years 

128. What is your current status? (A) Married (B) Divorced or separated 
(C) Cohabitating-living together (D) In a committed relationship but not living 
together (E) Not in a relationship 

129. If you have been unfaithful, how long did the extrarelationship last? 
(A) Never been unfaithful (B) One time (C) One week (D) One month 
(E) Several months or longer 

130. Has a committed partner ever been unfaithful to you? (A) Yes (B) No 
(C) Don't know 

131. If a committed partner has been unfaithful to you, how was the partner unfaithful? 
(A) Not applicable (B) Emotional only (C) Sexual only 
(D) Both emotional and sexual 
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132. How exclusive is your current relationship? 
(A) Very exclusive - we spend all of our time only with each other 
(B) Somewhat exclusive - we do some things together with our friends 
(C) Neutral - we do some things together and some things with other people 
(D) Somewhat nonexclusive - we do many things separately with other friends 
(E) Very Nonexclusive - we agree that it is acceptable to date other people 
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APPENDIX E 

RELATIONSHIP ISSUES SCALE - REVISED 

People in romantic relationships have to deal with many issues. Among these 
issues are the decisions about how exclusive they want their relationship to be. Do they 
expect to spend all of their free time together and have all of their needs met by their 
partner, or is it acceptable for partners to spend time separately with same-sex and 
opposite-sex friends and have certain needs met in these various relationships. Likewise, 
the partners must decide what activities (e.g., sex) should remain exclusive to the 
relationship. 

This research explores people's opinions and beliefs on these and similar 
relationship issues. For each statement listed below, fill in the response on the answer 
sheet that indicates how much you agree or disagree with that statement. The items refer 
to a specific love relationship. Whenever possible, answer the questions with your 
current partner in mind. 

For each statement: 
A = Strongly agree with the statement 
B = Moderately agree with the statement 
C = Neutral - neither agree nor disagree 
D = Moderately disagree with the statement 
E = Strongly disagree with the statement 

My Attitudes/Values Regarding Romantíc Relationships: 

1. It is possible to love more than one person at the same time. 

2. It is acceptable to date more than one person at the same time. 

3. An exclusive relationship does not mean that a man and a woman must give up all 
of their friends. 

4. Other friendships can be very stimulating/strengthening for the primary relationship. 

5. Other friendships provide an opportunity to fínd better partners. 

6. Having sex with someone other than one's primary partner is a threat to relationship 
intimacy/stability. 

7. Once they are married, men and women should be free to have extramarital sexual 
relationships. 
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A = Strongly agree with the statement 
B = Moderately agree with the statement 
C = Neutral - neither agree nor disagree 
D = Moderately disagree with the statement 
E = Strongly disagree with the statement 

8. Once they are married, men and women should be free to have extramarital 
friendships. 

9. Casual sex with a variety of partners can be as satisfying as sex that is Hmited to 
an established partnership. 

10. Sexual intercourse with someone other than ones primary partner provides 
adventure. 

11. Sexual intercourse with someone other than one's primary partner is a betrayal. 

12. Sexual intercourse with someone other than one's primary partner leads to 
problems in the primary relationship, such as anger, disappointment, and self-doubt. 

13. Sex with other people can be very stimulating/strengthening for the primary 
relationship. 
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A = Strongly agree with the statement 
B = Moderately agree with the statement 
C = Neutral - neither agree nor disagree 
D = Moderately disagree with the statement 
E = Strongly disagree with the statement 

IVly Expectations/Perceptions/Behaviors in My Relationship: 

14. 1 prefer to have all of my sexual needs met by one person. 

15. I expect to have same-sex friendships while in my primary relationship. 

16. I expect to have opposite-sex friendships while in my primary relationship. 

17. I expect to be the only one to meet my partner's sexual needs. 

18. I expect my partner to have opposite-sex friendships. 

19. í expect my partner to have same-sex friendships. 

20. I am pleased with the comfort and protection of relationship unity. 

21. I am sexually satisfied with my partner. 

22. I get satisfaction from interacting with many people. 

23. I share all aspects of my life with my partner. 
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A = Strongly agree with the statement 
B = Moderately agree with the statement 
C = Neutral - neither agree nor disagree 
D = Moderately disagree with the statement 
E = Strongly disagree with the statement 

Regarding the fulfillment of my needs, besídes my relationship with my partner, I 
would characterize the other relationships (e.g., friendships) that I currently have 
as: 

24. providing social support and companionship 

25. a legitimate means of meeting my needs 

26. an opportunity for personal growth 

27. detracting from my primary relationship 

28. a potential for sexual encounters 

29. a way to express other aspects of myself 

30. positive experiences that can supplement my primary relationship 

31. causing problems with my primary relationship 

32. providing intellectual sharing 

33. providing acceptance and understanding 

34. limifíng the uniqueness and importance of the primary bond 
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A = Strongly agree with the statement 
B = Moderately agree with the statement 
C = Neutral - neither agree nor disagree 
D = Moderately disagree with the statement 
E = Strongly disagree with the statement 

In an exclusive relationship, where it is expected that I would do everything with my 
partner and have all of my needs met by my partner, I would: 

35. feel special 

36. tend to get bored 

37. not Hke having to tell my partner everything 

38. feel obligated to my partner 

39. be more certain that my partner is faithful 

40. feel more love and affection 

41. feel sexually satisfied 

42. not have to worry about sexually transmitted diseases 

43. feel more pressured to be in a long-term commitment 

44. want to build towards marriage 

45. feel like I always had someone there for me 

46. have more trouble fínding the right person for me 

47. have greater intimacy 

48. feel more socially accepted 

49. have greater stability 
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For each statement: 
A = We have discussed this issue and agree that it is acceptable 
B = We have discussed this issue and agree that it is unacceptable 
C = We have discussed this issue and we cannot agree 
D = We have not discussed this issue openly but we know that it is acceptable 
E = We have not discussed this issue openly but we know that it is unacceptable 

My partner and I have discussed whether or not it is acceptable to: 

50. keep the friends we had before we met 

51. to make new same-sex friendships 

52. to make new cross-sex friendships 

53. to date other people 

54. to have sex with other people 
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For each statement: 
A = Strongly agree with the statement 
B = Moderately agree with the statement 
C = Neutral - neither agree nor disagree 
D = Moderately disagree with the statement 
E = Strongly disagree with the statement 

Do you agree/disagree that it is acceptable to participate in the various behaviors 
without your partner while in your committed relationship? 

55. Going to the movies with an opposite-sex friend 

56. Spending an evening in an opposite-sex friend's living room 

57. Going out to dinner at a secluded place with an opposite-sex friend 

58. Dancing to the stereo with an opposite-sex friend 

59. Spending a few days at a secluded cabin with an opposite-sex friend where nobody 
will fínd out 

60. Engaging in necking/petting with an opposite-sex friend 

61. Becoming sexually involved with an opposite-sex friend 

62. Having lunch with an opposite-sex classmate/co-worker 

63. Discussing my life with an opposite-sex friend 

64. Receiving emotional support from an opposite-sex friend 
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For each statement: 
A = never 
B = once 
C = 2 to 5 times 
D = 6to lOtimes 
E = 11 or more times 

How many times have you: 

65. had a friendship tum into a sexual relationship 

66. had casual sex with someone you did not know well 

67. had sex with your current partner 

68. been sexually unfaithful to your partner in your current relationship 

69. been emotionally unfaithfiil to your partner in your current relationship 

70. been sexually unfaithful in past relationships 

71. been emotionally unfaithful in past relafíonships 

72. dated someone who was already in a relationship with someone else 

73. dated more than one person at the same time 

74. had sex with more than one person in the same week 

75. been in a committed dating relationship 

76. had the opportunity to be unfaithful but decided not to 

77. kept secrets from your current partner 

78. wanted to have sex with someone other than your current partner during your 
relationship 

79. lost or given up same-sex friendships because of a romantic relationship 

80. lost or given up opposite-sex friendships because of a romantic relationship 

81. lied to your current partner about being out with someone else 
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A = never 
B = once 
C = 2 to 5 times 
D = 6 to lOtimes 
E = 11 or more times 

82. had a problem with your current partner regarding any of your relationships with 
someone else 

83. had a problem with your current partner regarding any of his/her relationships with 
someone else 

84. disagreed with your current partner about whether certain activities and behaviors 
should be exclusive 
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85. What is your sex? (A) Male (B) Female 

86. What is your age? (A) 20 or less (B) 21-25 (C) 26-30 (D) 31-40 (E)41orover 

87. What is your racial/cultural heritage? (A) White (B) Black (C) Hispanic 
(D)Asian (E) Other 

88. What is your sexual orientafíon? (A) Heterosexual (B) Gay or Lesbian 
(C) Bisexual 

89. How religious do you consider yourself? (A) Extremely religious (B) Religious 
(C) Neutral (D) Not very religious (E) Not at all religious 

90. Have either of your parents ever had an affair? (A) Yes- father (B) Yes- mother 
(C) Yes-both parents (D)No (E)Don'tknow 

91. How would you describe yourself? (A) Very outgoing (B) Outgoing (C) Average 
(D)Quiet (E)Veryquiet 

92. How would you describe your life right now? (A) Very happy (B) Happy 
(C) Okay (D) Unhappy (E) Very unhappy 

93. How long have you been involved in your current relationship'!^ (A) less than a 
month (B) 1 to 6 months (C) 7 to 12 months (D) I to 3 years 
(E) 4 or more years 

94. What is your current status? (A) Married (B) Divorced or separated 
(C) Cohabitating-living together (D) In a committed relationship but not living 
together (E) Not in a relationship 

95. If you have been unfaithful, how long did the extrarelationship last? (A) Never been 
unfaithful (B) One time (C) One week (D) One month (E) Several months or 
longer 

96. Has a committed partner ever been unfaithftil to you? (A) Yes (B) No 
(C) Don't know 

97. If a committed partner has been unfaithfiil to you, how was the partner unfaithful? 
(A) Not applicable (B) Emotional only (C) Sexual only (D) Both emotional 
and sexual 
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98. How exclusi\ e is your current relationship? 
(A) Very exclusi\e - \ve spend all of our time onh with each other 
(B) Somewhat exclusi\e - \\e do some things together with our friends 
(C) Neutral - \ve do some things together and some things w ith other people 
(D) Somewhat nonexclusive - \ve do many things separately with other friends 
(E) Very Nonexclusive - \ve agree that it is acceptable to date other people 
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APPENDIX F 

ROSENBERG SELF-ESTEEM SCALE 

For each statement: 
A = Strongly agree with the statement 
B = Moderately agree with the statement 
C = Neutral - neither agree nor disagree 
D = Moderately disagree with the statement 
E = Strongly disagree with the statement 

99. I feel that I am a person of worth, at least on an equal plane with others. 

100. I feel that I have a number of good abilities. 

101. All in all, I am inclined to feel that I am a failure. 

102. I am able to do things as well as most people. 

103. I feel that I do not have much to be proud of 

104. I take a positive attitude toward myself 

105. On the whole, I am satisfied with myself 

106. I wish I could have more respect for myself 

107- 1 certainly feel useless at fímes. 

108. At times I think I am no good at all. 

160 



APPENDIX G 

RELATIONSHIP ASSESSMENT SCALE 

109. How well does your partner meet your needs? 
A B C 

Poorly Average 
D 

Extremely well 

110. In general, how satisfied are you with your relationship? 
A B C D 

Unsatisfied Average Extremely satisfied 

111. How good is your relationship compared to most? 
A B C 

Poor Average 
D E 

Excellent 

112. How often do you wish you hadn't gotten in this relationship? 
A B C D 

Never A\'erage 
E 

Verv often 

113. To what extent has your relationship met your original expectations? 
A B C D E 

Hardly at all Average Completely 

114. How much do you love your partner? 
A B C 

Not much Average 
D E 

Very much 

115. How many problems are there in vour relationship? 
A B C D 

Very few Average 
E 

Very many 
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APPENDIX H 

SEXUAL ATTITUDES SCALE 

Listed below are several statements that reflect different attitudes about sex. For 
each statement fiU in the response on the answer sheet that indicates how much you agree 
or disagree with that statement. Some of the items refer to a specifíc sexual relationship, 
while others refer to general attitudes and beliefs about sex. Whenever possible, answer 
the questions with your current partner in mind. 

For each statement: 
A = Strongly agree with the statement 
B = Moderately agree with the statement 
C = Neutral - neither agree nor disagree 
D = Moderately disagree with the statement 
E = Strongly disagree with the statement 

116. I do not need to be committed to a person to have sex with him/her. 

117. Casual sex is acceptable. 

118. I would like to have sex with many partners. 

119. One-night stands are sometimes very enjoyable. 

120. It is okay to have ongoing sexual relationships with more than one person at a time. 

121. It is okay to manipulate someone into having sex as long as no future promises are 
made. 

122. Sex as a simple exchange of favors is okay if both people agree to it. 

123. The best sex is with no strings attached. 

124. Life would have fewer problems if people could have sex more freely. 

125. It is possible to enjoy sex with a person and not like that person very much. 

126. Sex is more fun with someone you don't love. 

127. It is all right to pressure someone into having sex. 
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A = Strongly agree with the statement 
B = Moderately agree with the statement 
C = Neutral - neither agree nor disagree 
D = Moderately disagree with the statement 
E = Strongly disagree with the statement 

128. Extensive premarital sexual experience is fíne. 

129. Extramarital affairs are all right as long as one's partner doesn't know about them. 

130. Sex for its own sake is perfectly all right. 

131. I would feel comfortable having intercourse with my partner in the presence of other 
people. 

132. Prostitution is acceptable. 

133. It is okay for sex to be just good physical release. 

134. Sex without love is meaningless. 

135. People should at least be friends before they have sex together. 

136. In order for sex to be good, it must also be meaningful. 

137. Sex gets better as a relationship progresses. 

138. Sex is the closest form of communication between two people. 

139. A sexual encounter between two people deeply in love is the ultimate human 
interaction. 

140. Orgasm is the greatest experience in the world. 

141. At its best, sex seems to be the merging of two souls. 

142. Sex is a very important part of life. 

143. Sex is usually an intensive, almost overwhelming experience. 

144. During sexual intercourse, intense awareness of the partner is the best frame of 
mind. 

145. Sex is fundamentally good. 
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APPENDIX I 

MULTIDIMENSIONAL JEALOUSY SCALE 

For each statement: 
A = Always 
B = Often 
C = Sometimes 
D = Rarely 
E = Never 

How often do you have the following thoughts about your partner? 

146. 1 suspect that my partner is secretly seeing someone of the opposite sex. 

147. I am worried that some member of the opposite sex may be chasing after my 
partner. 

148. I suspect that my partner may be attracted to someone else. 

149. 1 suspect that my partner may be physically intimate with another member of the 
opposite sex behind my back. 

150. I think that some members of the opposite sex may be romantically interested in my 
partner. 

151. I am worried that someone of the opposite sex is trying to seduce my partner. 

152. I think that my partner is secretly developing an intimate relationship with someone 
of the opposite sex. 

153. I suspect that my partner is crazy about members of the opposite sex. 
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For each statement: 
A = Always 
B = Often 
C = Sometimes 
D = Rarely 
E = Never 

How often do you engage in the following behaviors? 

154. I look through my partners drawers, handbag, or pockets. 

155. I call my partner unexpectedly just to see if he or she is there. 

156. I question my partner about previous or present romantic relationships. 

157. I say something nasty about someone of the opposite sex if my partner shows an 
interest in that person. 

158. I question my partner about his or her telephone calls. 

159. I question my partner about his or her whereabouts. 

160. I join in whenever I see my partner talking to a member of the opposite sex. 

161. I pay my partner a surprise visit just to see who is with him or her. 
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For each statement: 
A = Very Upset 
B = Somewhat Upset 
C = Neutral - neither pleased or upset 
D = Somewhat Pleased 
E = Very Pleased 

How would you emotionally react to the following situation? 

162. Your partner comments to you on how great looking a particular member of the 
opposite sex is. 

163. Your partner shows a great deal of interest or excitement in talking to someone of 
the opposite sex. 

164. Your partner smiles in a very friendly manner to someone of the opposite sex. 

165. A member of the opposite sex is trying to get close to your partner all the fíme. 

166. Your partner is flirting with someone of the opposite sex. 

167. Someone of the opposite sex is dating your partner. 

168. Your partner hugs and kisses someone of the opposite sex. 

169. Your partner works very closely with a member of the opposite sex (in school or 
offíce). 
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APPENDIX J 

MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS FOR MEASURES IN STUDY II 
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Table J. 1 Means and Standard Deviations for Measures in Study II 

Scale N Mean Standard Deviation 

Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale 393 2.24 .31 

Relationship Assessment Scale 393 3.10 .79 

Permissiveness Subscale (SAS) 390 .85 .77 

Communion Subscale (SAS) 392 3.04 .64 

Cognitive Subscale (MJS) 393 .93 .74 

Behavioral Subscale (MJS) 393 .84 .62 

Emotional Subscale (MJS) 394 3.01 .48 

Note. SAS = Sexual Attitudes Scale. MJS = Multidimensional Jealousy Scale. 
Variables were scored on a 0-4 basis. In all cases, higher scores indicate greater 
endorsement. 
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