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Non-consensual and Consensual Non-monogamy in Norway
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ABSTRACT
The paper sets out to study Norwegians’ experiences of non-monogamy. Data were col-
lected by questionnaires in a web sample of 4160 Norwegians (18–89 years). 26.3% of men
and 17.8% of women reported that they ever had non-consensual non-monogamy.
Consensual non-monogamy was reported by 3%. Compared to participants with no or non-
consensual experience, consensual non-monogamy was highly related to relationship intim-
acy and positive sexual attitudes toward sex and sexuality. At the most recent extradyadic
event, 21.5% of heterosexual men and 47.1% of gay/bisexual men reported condom use,
which implies a risk for sexually transmitted diseases.
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Introduction

Monogamy in committed relationships is a cen-
tral norm in most societies and cultures (Blow &
Hartnett, 2005a). An important characteristic of
committed relationships where monogamy is
agreed upon and expected is that sexual inter-
action is regarded as acceptable only for the two
individuals involved in the relationship (Luo et
al., 2010). Accordingly, when one of the partners
engages in sexual interaction with someone out-
side the primary relationship without the part-
ner’s consent (subsequently called an extradyadic
partner), such behaviors may be termed “non-
consensual non-monogamy.” Likewise, it may be
termed “consensual non-monogamy” if an indi-
vidual engages in sexual interaction with someone
outside the primary relationship with the part-
ner’s consent. It should be noted that monogamy
agreements refer to more than just sexual activity
with someone outside a romantic relationship.
There are many forms of non-consensual non-
monogamy, for instance, romantic, or online.

People of all ages tend to condemn non-consen-
sual non-monogamy as a serious break from social
norms (Feldman & Cauffman, 1999; Watkins &
Boon, 2016). Nevertheless, a considerable number
of people worldwide engage in non-consensual

non-monogamy. Bearing in mind that different
studies use different definitions of non-monogamy
(Blow & Hartnett, 2005a, 2005b), it is estimated
that non-consensual non-monogamy occurs in
<25% of committed relationships in the USA.
According to Luo et al. (2010), the prevalence of
non-consensual non-monogamy can far surpass
25% depending on how it is defined. In Norway,
17% of the married or cohabiting population in
1987, 15% in 1992, and 13% in 2002 claimed they
had had an extradyadic sexual partner during their
current relationship (Træen et al., 2007; Træen &
Stigum, 1998). However, in these previous studies,
no distinction between consensual and non-
consensual non-monogamy was made, and world-
wide, few studies have made this distinction.
People have different ways of organizing their lives
together, and some engage in non-monogamy with
their partners’ consent (Barker & Langdridge,
2010; Blow & Hartnett, 2005a; Hackathorn &
Ashdown, 2021; Haupert et al., 2017a; Rodrigues
et al., 2019; Rossman et al., 2019; Vaillancourt,
2006). North-American studies using convenience
samples have estimated that 3–7% of the popula-
tion is currently in relationships that permit non-
monogamy (Haupert et al., 2017a, Rubin et al.,
2014). However, it is estimated that a substantially
higher proportion, �20%, has been part of a
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consensual non-monogamy relationship at least
once during their lifetime (Haupert et al., 2017b).

Studies on non-consensual non-monogamy
have focused on the relationship with, e.g. gender,
age, sexual orientation, attitudes toward sex and
sexuality, emotional closeness to the primary part-
ner, and relationship satisfaction (Allen et al.,
2005; Blow & Hartnett, 2005a; Drigotas & Barta,
2001; Hackathorn & Ashdown, 2021; Martins et
al., 2016), but less is known about what consen-
sual non-monogamy is associated with. The pre-
sent paper sets out to explore the prevalence of
consensual, and non-consensual non-monogamy
in the Norwegian population, and what separates
people who are monogamous, consensual, and
non-consensual non-monogamy, respectively, with
regards to relationship intimacy and attitudes
toward sexuality. In addition, we explore the
extent to which non-monogamy, whether consen-
sual or non-consensual, represents a risk of con-
tracting sexually transmitted infections (STI). To
the latter, we explore the circumstances around
non-monogamy, what type of sex people have,
and whether or not condoms are used during
non-monogamy. Non-monogamy is a field of
research with no strong theoretical anchoring, and
studies have mainly had a behavioral epidemi-
ology approach when exploring such activity. The
present study is also of a behavioral epidemio-
logical approach, and the selection of variables for
the analyses is based on previous literature.

Gender, age, and non-monogamy

A common finding is that more men than
women have non-consensual non-monogamy
experiences, and men have had more extradyadic
partners than women (Atkins et al., 2001; Blow &
Hartnett, 2005a; Lewin et al., 2000). Men also
seem to be less emotionally involved with their
extradyadic partners than women are (Banfield &
McCabe, 2001; Buss & Shackelford, 1997;
Hackathorn & Ashdown, 2021; Kelly & Byrne,
1992). Studies of non-consensual non-monogamy
often emphasize that men have greater sexual
interest than women. However, recent studies
show that this difference is diminishing (Burdette
et al., 2007; Martins et al., 2016). In the past dec-
ades, women have changed their sexual behavior,

including non-monogamy, more than men have
(Blow & Hartnett, 2005a; Lewin et al., 2000;
Traeen et al., 2007; Traeen & Stigum, 1998;
Valkenburg & Peter, 2007).

Wiederman (1997) found that gender differen-
ces in non-consensual non-monogamy in the USA
had nearly disappeared among persons below
40 years of age, and discussed whether this is an
effect of the so-called sexual revolution. Among
other things, the sexual revolution in the 1960s
and 70 s meant more liberal sexual attitudes,
change in the traditional female gender role, and
access to secure female contraception (the pill).
Atkins et al. (2001) found that women’s experi-
ence of non-monogamy increased up to the age of
40 years and dropped for women above the age of
40 years. Men aged 40–60 years were most likely
to report having had an extradyadic partner, and
the likelihood decreased significantly among
older men. However, as emphasized by Blow
and Hartnett (2005b), as most studies are cross-
sectional, there is no way to decide if it is a devel-
opment effect or a cohort effect. Even so, Kontula
and Haavio-Mannila (1995) concluded that much
of the sexual behavior change in Finland is a
generational phenomenon. Social changes across
generations may produce different attitudes
toward sex and sexuality and norms in various
age groups. Today’s younger adults have grown
up in a time of greater acceptance of sexual
minorities’ rights and emphasis on sexual diver-
sity. Therefore, younger adults are expected to be
more likely than older adults to have engaged in
consensual non-monogamy. On the other hand,
the lifetime experience of non-monogamy,
whether consensual or non-consensual, is more
likely to be a reflection of the period in which the
individual has lived (Træen & Stigum, 1998).

In this study, we hypothesize that men will have
more experience of non-consensual non-monogamy
than women, but that there are no gender differen-
ces in consensual non-monogamy. Furthermore, we
hypothesize that the gender differences are less pro-
nounced in younger than in older individuals.

Sexual orientation and non-monogamy

Sexual orientation is another factor associated
with non-monogamy (Blow & Hartnett, 2005a;
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Blumstein & Schwartz, 1983). Kurdek (1991b)
found evidence that individuals who identify as
gay and lesbian have more experience with non-
monogamy than individuals who identify as het-
erosexuals. However, as of today, this is not
widely studied, most likely because sexual minor-
ities have traditionally faced stigmatization and
stereotypes that emphasize sexual promiscuity
(Pinsof & Haselton, 2017). However, a qualitative
study by Worth et al. (2002) concluded that non-
monogamy in some gay relationships may be
regarded as more acceptable, and does not cause
jealousy and pain. On that background, we
hypothesize that individuals who identify as les-
bian, gay, bisexual, and transsexual (LGBTþ) will
have more experience of both non-consensual
and consensual non-monogamy than individuals
who identify as heterosexuals.

Attitudes toward sex and sexuality and
non-monogamy

Research has shown that people with more per-
missive attitudes toward non-monogamy are more
likely to have engaged in (nonconsensual) non-
monogamy (Blow & Hartnett, 2005a; Solstad &
Mucic, 1999; Treas & Giesen, 2000). However, the
direction of this relationship is not clear. Based on
Balzarini et al. (2020) study among swingers, it
may be assumed that people who have consensual
non-monogamy have more permissive general
sexual attitudes and are more unrestricted sexually
than monogamous people. Even though individu-
als who have consensual non-monogamy are not
synonymous with swingers, they may also be
more sexually permissive than most people are.
Accordingly, one can reasonably expect that indi-
viduals who give their consent to non-monogamy
have more permissive sexual attitudes than the
majority of the population.

Relationship quality and non-monogamy

It is well-documented that important motives for
non-consensual non-monogamy are dissatisfac-
tion with the primary relationship (Blow &
Hartnett, 2005a; Bui et al., 1996; Christopher &
Sprecher, 2000; Drigotas et al., 1999; Hackathorn
& Ashdown, 2021; Impett et al., 2001; Kurdek,

1991a; Previti & Amato, 2004; Traeen & Stigum,
1998; Treas & Giesen, 2000). Omarzu et al.
(2012) explored the motivations for non-monog-
amy and emotions connected to it in 22 men and
55 women engaged in extramarital relationships.
They found that sexual needs, emotional needs,
and falling in love were the most important rea-
sons for non-monogamy. Both genders were
equally likely to report sexual or emotional moti-
vations if either of these elements were not satis-
factory in their primary relationship.
Furthermore, most participants reported experi-
encing both negative and positive emotions
related to non-monogamy. However, much less is
known about the motivation for those who
engage in consensual non-monogamy. The few
studies that exist indicate that those who engage
in consensual non-monogamy tend to have a
higher socio-sexual orientation than those who
engage in non-consensual non-monogamy
(Balzarini et al., 2020), in the sense that they see
non-monogamy as a way to experience some-
thing new, explore sexual fantasies, and experi-
ence emotional and sexual variance (Haupert
et al., 2017a; Rossman et al., 2019). Consensual
non-monogamy has also been reported to posi-
tively affect the primary relationship functioning,
especially for those with high socio-sexual back-
ground (Rodrigues et al., 2016).

Thus, we hypothesize that persons who have
non-consensual non-monogamy have a lower rela-
tionship closeness to their primary partner than
persons who do not have extradyadic experience
and persons who have consensual non-monogamy.
Furthermore, we hypothesize that persons who
have consensual non-monogamy have more per-
missive attitudes toward sex and sexuality than
persons who have non-consensual non-monogamy
or no non-monogamy.

Non-monogamy and STIs

Unprotected sexual intercourse with extradyadic
partners may increase the potential risk of con-
tracting STIs and passing on this infection to the
primary partner. This will of course depend upon
the type of sexual activities one engages in extra-
dyadically, what knowledge one has of the extra-
dyadic partner’s infection status, and the use of
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condoms for STI protection. The use of condoms
among Europeans during sex with extradyadic
partners is shown to be less widespread than desir-
able from a health perspective (Dubois-Arber &
Spencer, 1998; Traeen et al., 2007). Most married
or cohabiting persons are likely to believe they are
their partner’s only sex partner. This perception of
monogamy creates a feeling of security regarding
unprotected sex (Beadnell et al., 2007; Magnus,
1998). Intense feelings of love and trust are associ-
ated with a tendency to perceive condoms as
unnecessary (Pilkington et al., 1994). Insisting on
condom use in a permanent relationship may raise
suspicion, unpleasant questions, and reduce trust
(Gavin, 2000). There are indications that non-con-
sensual non-monogamy is associated with less con-
dom use than consensual non-monogamy (Conley
et al., 2012). Furthermore, many with non-consen-
sual extradyadic experiences define themselves as
monogamous individuals based on their emotions
rather than sexual attachment to the primary part-
ner (Swan & Thompson, 2016). As they perceive
themselves as monogamous, they may feel more
protected against sexual health risks, and use less
condoms, than individuals who define themselves
as being non-monogamous. On this background,
we hypothesize that the use of condoms during
non-monogamy is in general is low, and lower
among those who have non-consensual non-mon-
ogamy than among those who have consensual
activity. Accordingly, non-monogamy represents a
risk for spreading STIs.

Purpose

This study aims to describe the prevalence of
non-monogamy in a web panel sample of the
Norwegian population 2020. Based on the exist-
ing literature, we propose the following
four hypotheses:

H1: Men have more experience of non-consensual
non-monogamy than women, but there are no gender
differences in consensual non-monogamy. The gender
differences are less pronounced in younger than in
older individuals.

H2: Individuals who identify as LGBTþ have more
experience of both non-consensual and consensual
non-monogamy than individuals who identify as
heterosexuals.

H3: Persons with consensual non-monogamy, or
who have no non-monogamy experience, have a
more intimate relationship with their primary partner
and have more accepting attitudes toward sex and
sexuality than persons who have non-consensual
non-monogamy.

H4: The use of condoms during non-monogamy is
low, particularly among those who have non-
consensual non-monogamy. Accordingly, non-
monogamy represents a risk for spreading STIs.

Methods

Participants

The results from this study are based on the
responses from 4160 members of KANTAR’s
Gallup Panel aged 18–89 years. The Gallup Panel
is presented more in detail below. The recruitment
of respondents was conducted in March-April
2020 by e-mail to a randomly selected sample of
11,685 Norwegians registered in Kantar’s Gallup
Panel. Recruitment of participants continued until
at least 4000 individuals had agreed to participate.
The response rate in the present study was 35.6%,
and 51% completed the survey on a mobile
device. Results from this study are also published
in other publications (Fischer & Traeen, 2021;
Koleti�c et al., 2021; Træen et al., 2021; Træen &
Fischer, 2021)

Recruitment

The Gallup Panel consists of �46,000 members
randomly recruited based on questionnaire sur-
veys conducted by phone using probability sam-
ples. It is not possible to self-recruit for the
Gallup Panel, and members of the Panel are sup-
posed to be representative of the 98% of the
population with access to the Internet (see http://
www.medienorge.uib.no/english/), that is,
Norway’s Internet population. The members are
registered with a large set of social background
variables (see Træen et al., 2021), which allows
Kantar to select sub-samples according to differ-
ent criterion variables (e.g. stratum, county, or
community type), which makes it possible to
draw specific target groups representing the
desired sample. It is also possible to survey
the same sample several times and to select
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sub-samples based on previous answers. Kantar
operates with a small incentive to motivate par-
ticipation, but not large enough to be the cause
of participation in surveys.

KANTAR surveys follow the ethical guidelines
developed for the market- and poll organization
surveys (https://www.tnsglobal.com/press-release/
we-are-strongly-committed-ethical-and-sustainab
le-practices). All members of the Gallup Panel
are guaranteed safety and anonymity, and all par-
ticipation in surveys is voluntary. Before this
study, a pilot survey was conducted in a self-
selected Facebook, and this pilot was approved
by the internal ethical committee at the
Department of Psychology.

Survey questions

The questionnaire used in the study was devel-
oped by a group of researchers at the
Department of Psychology, University of Oslo,
based on the experience with the 2013
Norwegian Sex Study of 18–29 year-olds (Kvalem
et al., 2014; Træen et al., 2016). The average time
to complete the survey was 15min.

Sociodemographic characteristics of the sample

The sample consists of 52.4% men (n¼ 2181),
47.3% women (n¼ 1967), and 12 persons “other”
(0.3%). In Kantar’s database, three of these par-
ticipants were classified as men and nine as
women. The age of the participants ranged from
18 to 89 years [mean age 46.5 years (SD
17.1 years); median age 44.0 years]. The men were
somewhat older than the women [mean agemen

48.4 years (SD 17.1 years)/median agemen

48.0 years (range 18–87 years)/mean agewomen

44.4 years (SD 16.8 years)/median agewomen

41.0 years (range 18–89 years)]. With regards to
sexual orientation, 93.5% reported to be hetero-
sexual; 2.6% were homosexual/lesbian, 3.3%
bisexual, and 0.6% asexual. Approximately six of
10 participants reported that they had no reli-
gious affiliation (59.5%), and 38.7% were
Christians (mainly Protestants or Christians with
no particular denomination). A total of 41.4%
reported having a short university education, and
22.8% reported long university education. The

majority of participants lived in urban areas
(56.8%), and 16.3% lived in rural areas. The
majority of participants lived with a partner
(63.4%); one of four reported being unmarried
(25.4%), 8.4% separated/divorced, and 2.8%
widow/widower. Other sample characteristics are
presented elsewhere (Traeen et al., 2021).

The measures

Experiences of non-monogamy were measured by
the following questions previously used in a sur-
vey of 18–29 year-olds in Norway in 2013
(Kvalem et al., 2014), and in the German Sex
Survey 2019 (www.gesid.eu): “Have you ever,
while married or cohabiting, had sex with
someone other than your primary partner?”
and “Have you had other sex partners after you
established your present permanent relation-
ship, that is, extradyadic partners?” The
response categories for both questions were
1¼No; 2¼Yes, without my partner’s consent;
and 3¼Yes, with my partner’s consent. Condom
use was measured by the question “Did you use
contraception/protection the first time you had
intercourse with your most recent extradyadic
partner?” The response categories were “No,
none,” “Condom,” “Both condom and other
contraception,” “Hormonal contraception (oral
contraceptives, rings, patches, syringes, hormone
IUD),” “IUD,” “Pessar,” “Spermicides,”
“Interrupted intercourse or safe periods,”
“Emergency contraception,” “Sterilization,”
“Other protection,” “Uncertain/Don’t know,” and
“Prefer not to answer.” For this study, the vari-
able was recoded and dichotomized into 1 ¼ “No
condom use,” and 2 ¼ “Condom use” (previous
categories “Condom,” and “Both condom and
other contraception”). To study the relationship
with the most recent extradyadic partner we
asked the questions “What was your relationship
with your most recent extradyadic partner?”
The response categories were “It was a one night
stand,” “It was a longer term relationship,” “It
was a service I paid for,” “Other, what?” and
“Prefer not to answer;” “What was the gender
of your most recent extradyadic partner?”
The response categories were “Man,” “Woman,”
“Non-binary/gender fluent,” and “Prefer not to
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answer;” “How did you meet your most recent
extradyadic partner?” The response alternatives
were “Through studies or work,” “Through
acquaintances, friends or family,” “On a restaur-
ant//bar/night club,” “Through a leisure time
activity or on vacation,” “On social media (e.g.
Facebook, Twitter, Instagram),” “Through a dat-
ing app or dating site,” “Other (please specify),”
and “Prefer not to answer;” “Was your most
recent extradyadic partner in a permanent
relationship?” The response categories were
“No,” “Yes,” “Don’t know,” and “Prefer not to
answer,” and “What kind of sex did you have
the first time you had sex with your most
recent extradyadic partner (tick all that
apply)?” The response alternatives were “Vaginal
intercourse,” “Oral intercourse,” “Anal inter-
course,” “Other,” and “Prefer not to answer.”

Other variables used in the statistical analyses
in this paper were:

Age groups – The continuous age variable was
recoded into four categories: 1¼ 18–29 years,
2¼ 30–44 years, 3¼ 45–59 years, and
4¼ 60þ years.

Sexual orientation – This was measured by the
question Do you currently regard yourself as: … ,
The response alternatives were 1¼Homosexual/les-
bian, 2¼Heterosexual, 3¼Bisexual/pansexual,
4¼Asexual, and 5¼Other. The variable was
recoded into a dichotomous variable,
1¼ LGBTþ and 2¼ heterosexual.

Emotional closeness to partner – This measure
was adapted from Aron et al. (1992), and the
German Sex Survey 2019 (www.gesid.eu). These
figures attempt to portray how close two per-
sons may feel to each other. Choose the figure
that best describes your relationship with your
partner (see illustration below). Intimacy was
rated on a scale of 1¼ low degree of intimacy to
7¼ high degree of intimacy.

Relationship satisfaction – This was assessed
by a question adapted from the German Sex
Survey 2019 (www.gesid.eu): All things consid-
ered, how satisfied are you with your current
relationship? Relationship satisfaction was rated
on a scale of 1¼ not satisfied at all to
7¼ completely satisfied.

Attitudes toward sex and sexuality were taken
from the 1996 Swedish Sex Study (Lewin et al.,

2000), and were assessed by nine items following
this introduction: “People are sexually stimulated
by different things. Is this something you would
be stimulated by, something you think you can-
not do yourself but can accept that others can
(for instance, your partner), or do you think it’s
completely unacceptable?” The items were as fol-
lows: Being sexually stimulated by things, such as
shoes or underwear/Being sexually stimulated by
people of the same gender/Being sexually stimu-
lated by ritual games connected to dominance
and submission/Being sexually stimulated by
dressing like the opposite gender/Being sexually
stimulated by exposing oneself/Being sexually
stimulated by using consensual dominance/sub-
mission/pain/Being sexually stimulated by spying
on what others do sexually/Being sexually stimu-
lated by violence/Being sexually stimulated by
sending nude pictures. The response categories
were 1¼ Can think of doing this myself;
2¼Cannot think of doing this myself, but would
accept it in my partner; 3¼Cannot think of
doing this myself, and would not accept it in my
partner, but accept that others function that way;
and 4¼Unacceptable.

Statistical analyses

All data analyses were carried out using SPSS
25.0 for Windows. Contingency table analysis,
and comparing means were used to study group
differences. To the question of what kind of sex
one had with the extradyadic partner, the partici-
pants could tick for as many response alternatives
as necessary. Therefore, the cross-tabulation was
carried out using multiple responses. To explore
the differences in attitudes toward sex and sexu-
ality, relationship satisfaction, and emotional
closeness to the primary partner between three
groups of participants (groups: monogamous,
non-consensual non-monogamy, consensual non-
monogamy), a discriminant analysis was per-
formed. The variables were entered into the
analysis using Wilk’s lambda (Klecka, 1980). A
lambda of 1 occurs when the mean of the dis-
criminant scores is the same in all groups and
there is no between-group variability. Wilk’s
lambda provides a test of the null hypothesis that
the population means are equal. The larger the
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lambda value, the less discriminating power is
present. The standardized canonical discriminant
function coefficients show the relative association
between the discriminating variables and discrim-
inant functions.

Results

Prevalence of non-monogamy

Lifetime experience. To the question “Have you
ever, while married or cohabiting, had sex with
someone other than your primary partner?”
26.3% of the men and 17.8% of the women
reported that they had ever engaged in non-
consensual non-monogamy. The proportion who
reported consensual non-monogamy was 3.1% of
men and 2.6% of women. Gender differences
within each age group were also studied (not
shown in a Table). The proportion who reported
consensual non-monogamy varied from 0% (in
18–29 year-old women) to 3.1% (in 30–44 year-
old men). However, there was a statistically sig-
nificant gender difference in the reporting of
non-consensual non-monogamy in all age groups.
In all age groups, men reported more experience
of non-consensual non-monogamy than women
did. The proportion who reported such experi-
ence increased from 6.0% of men and 2.6% of
women aged 18–29 years (Chi-square 8.070, p ¼
.018), to 23.5% of men and 13.5% of women
aged 60þ years (Chi-square 11.079, p ¼ .004).

Among individuals who identify as heterosex-
uals, 22.6% reported lifetime non-consensual
non-monogamy, compared to 19.0% among indi-
viduals who identify as LGBTþ, and 16.8% of
individuals who identify as LGBTþ compared to
2.1% of individuals who identify as heterosexual
reported consensual non-monogamy.

Experience in the current relationship. About
twice as many men as women reported non-con-
sensual non-monogamy in their current relation-
ship (Table 1). The experience of non-consensual
non-monogamy increased from 3.8% among partic-
ipants younger than 30 years to 19.9% among those
aged 60þ years. Lastly, consensual non-monogamy
was reported by 16.2% of individuals who identify
as LGBTþ, and 1.2% of individuals who identify as

heterosexuals, but there was no difference in the
reporting of non-consensual non-monogamy.

Table 2 shows the experience of non-monogamy
by perceived closeness to one’s primary partner
and relationship satisfaction. Participants who had
engaged in non-consensual non-monogamy within
their current relationship consistently reported
lower levels of relationship satisfaction and feeling
less close to their primary partner, compared to
those who had not engaged in non-monogamy or
engaged in consensual non-monogamy.

The discriminant analysis to explore the differen-
ces between participants who had not engaged in
non-monogamy during their current marriage or
cohabitation (Table 3), those who had engaged in
non-consensual, and consensual non-monogamy,
attitudes toward sex and sexuality, relationship sat-
isfaction, and closeness to the primary partner,
resulted in two statistically significant discriminant
functions (see Wilk’s lambda). The first discrimin-
ant function was dominated by the attitude toward
sex and sexuality variables, and expresses how
unaccepting or accepting individuals are toward a
series of sexual expressions. For this reason, the
first discriminant function was called “Attitudes
toward sex and sexuality.” As can be seen from the
magnitude of the standardized canonical discrimin-
ant coefficients, the second discriminant function
was dominated by the variable on relationship satis-
faction and perceived closeness to the primary part-
ner. This discriminant function was called
“Relationship intimacy.”

To focus more on group differences, the group
centroids were studied. Group centroids are the
mean discriminant scores for each group on the
respective functions. The centroids summarize

Table 1. Non-monogamy in the current relationship, by
selected social background variables (percentages).
Variables N No Non-consensual Consensual p-Value

All 2595 85.1 13.1 1.8
Gender
Men 1403 80.5 17.4 2.1 .000
Women 1192 90.5 8.0 1.5

Age groups
18–29 367 95.4 3.8 0.8 .000
30–44 817 87.4 9.7 2.9
45–59 661 83.7 14.7 1.7
60þ 750 78.9 19.9 1.2

Sexual orientation
LGBTþ 99 69.7 14.1 16.2 .000
Heterosexual 2462 85.6 13.2 1.2

Note. Tested for statistically significant differences between the groups by
means of Chi-square test.
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the group locations in the space defined by the
discriminant functions. This is visualized in
Figure 1, where the group centroids are plotted
on a graph defined by the two discrimin-
ant functions.

Monogamous participants in the current rela-
tionship grouped in the direction of the positive
pole on the “Relationship intimacy” function, and
close to the point of intersection between the two
functions on the “Attitudes toward sex and
sexuality” function. This indicates that compared
to those with extradyadic experience, participants
who had no extradyadic experience were charac-
terized by relatively higher relationship intimacy
and neutral attitudes toward sex and sexuality.
Participants with non-consensual extradyadic
experience grouped somewhat to the negative
pole on the “Relationship intimacy” function, and
somewhat to the negative pole on the “Attitude
toward sex and sexuality” function. The group
with consensual non-monogamy grouped close to

the positive pole on the “Relationship intimacy”
functions and close to the negative pole on the
“Attitude toward sex and sexuality” function.
Accordingly, compared to participants with no or
non-consensual non-monogamy in their current
relationship, participants with consensual non-
monogamy were very highly related to relation-
ship intimacy and had very positive attitudes
toward trying out different sexual expressions.

The most recent non-monogamy

Of the participants with extradyadic sexual
experience in their current relationship (Table 4),
the majority reported that their most recent
extradyadic partner was a one-night stand/casual
relationship, one of three said it was a long-term
relationship, and a minority had paid for the sex
or reported “other.” About one of two women
and one of three men reported having met the
extradyadic partner through studies or work.

Table 2. Non-monogamy in the current relationship, by degree of intimacy with the primary partner.
Variables No Non-consensual Consensual p-Value

Degree of feeling close to the primary partner 5.0 (1.7) 4.2 (1.8) 5.0 (2.0) .000
n¼ 2156 N¼ 336 n¼ 46

Relationship satisfaction 6.1 (1.1) 5.3 (1.5) 5.9 (1.4) .000
n¼ 2198 N¼ 338 n¼ 47

Means (standard deviation).
Note. Tested for statistically significant differences between the groups by means of F-test.

Table 3. Attitudes toward sex and sexuality and relationship to the primary partner according to three distinct groups of partici-
pants being monogamous, having experience of non-consensual or consensual non-monogamy in the current cohabiting relation-
ship (discriminant analysis) (n¼ 1707).

Attitudes toward sex and sexuality Relationship intimacy

Being sexually stimulated by … Pooled within group correlations between discriminating variables and standardized canonical
discriminant functions

… sending nude pictures 0.573� �0.161
… using violence 0.539� �0.513
… people of the same gender 0.534� �0.345
… ritual games connected to dominance
and submission

0.487� �0.269

… spying on what others do sexually 0.481� 0.183
… exposing oneself 0.480� 0.104
… using consensual dominance/submission/pain 0.395� �0.323
… things by things like shoes or underwear 0.270� �0.165
… dressing like the opposite gender 0.130� �0.102
Relationship satisfaction 0.457 0.611�
Emotional closeness to primary partner 0.411 0.466

Canonical corr coeff.
0.307 0.196

Wilk’s lambda
0.871 0.962

p < .001 p < .001
Group centroids

Monogamous 0.124 0.033
Non-consensual non-monogamy �0.585 �0.363
Consensual non-monogamy �1.617 1.109

Note. �Largest absolute correlation between each variable and any discriminant function.
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The second most frequently reported means of
meeting the extradyadic partner was through
acquaintances, friends, or family, followed by
restaurants/bars, leisure time activities/vacations,

and dating apps. A minority of men and women
reported that their most recent extradyadic
partner had the same gender as themselves.

Consensual non-monogamy

(Negative) attitudes toward 
sex and sexuality

Relationship intimacy

0.5

- 0.5

- 0.5

Non-consensual non-monogamy

Monogamous 

Figure 1. The placement of the discriminant groups in terms of group centroids along the two discriminant functions.

Table 4. Circumstances around the most recent non-monogamous incident, by gender (percentages).
All Men Women p-Value

Relationship to the most recent extradyadic partner
It was a one night stand 57.4 59.5 52.4 ns
It was a longer term relationship 33.5 32.4 36.3
It was a service I paid for 3.3 3.9 1.6
Other 5.8 4.2 9.7
N 430 306 124

Gender of the most recent extradyadic partner
Same-sex partner 13.4 8.9 ns
Other-sex partner 86.6 91.1
N 306 124

Where the most recent extradyadic partner was met
Through studies or work 38.5 34.4 49.2 ns
Through acquaintances, friends or family 16.8 16.7 16.9
On a restaurant//bar/night club 12.5 14.4 7.6
Through a leisure time activity or on vacation 12.1 12.5 11.0
On social media (e.g. Facebook, Twitter, Instagram) 4.3 4.9 2.5
Through a dating app or dating site 9.2 9.5 8.5
Other (please specify) 6.6 7.5 4.2
N 423 305 118

Extradyadic partner in a relationship
No 46.8 48.5 42.3 ��
Yes 41.0 36.6 52.0
Don’t know 12.3 14.9 5.7
N 432 309 123

ns: not statistically significant.
Note. Tested for statistically significant gender differences by means of the Chi-square test.��p < .01.
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There was no statistically significant gender dif-
ference in reporting.

To the question of whether or not the extra-
dyadic partner was in a permanent relationship,
more women than men said yes (Chi-square ¼
11.937, p ¼ .003).

Regarding condom use (Table 5), about three
times as many men aged 18–29 years as men aged
60þ years claimed they used condoms the first
time they had sex with their most recent extra-
dyadic partner. At this time, about one in five
men individuals who identify as heterosexual and
one in two men who identify as LGBTþ reported
condom use. Women generally reported less con-
dom use, and there was no statistically significant
difference in the reporting by age groups or sex-
ual orientation. About three of ten of those with
consensual extradyadic experience reported con-
dom use, compared to about one of five those
without consensual extradyadic experience.
However, this difference was not statistically sig-
nificant (p¼ .258). The three most commonly
reported reasons for not having used condoms
among men were “I felt we were both healthy,”

“There was no condom available,” and “Sex with
condoms is less sensual.” Likewise, the three most
commonly reported reasons among women were
“I felt we were both healthy,” “Other reasons,”
and “There was no condom available.”

The type of sex during the first sexual inter-
course with the most recent extradyadic partner
was examined. In both men and women, the
majority reported vaginal sex, followed by oral
sex, anal sex, and “other” sexual practices. Table 6
shows the type of sex by age group and sexual
orientation for men and women. In both sexes,
the prevalence of vaginal sex increased with age,
whereas oral sex and anal sex decreased with
increasing age. Heterosexuals of both genders
reported mainly vaginal sex, followed by oral sex.
Men who identify as LGBTþ reported mainly
anal sex and oral sex, and women who identify as
LGBTþ reported mainly oral sex and vaginal sex.

Discussion

To sum up the findings from the present study,
approximately one of four men (26%) and one of
five women (18%) had a lifetime experience
of non-consensual non-monogamy, and about 3%
of both genders had the experience of consensual
non-monogamy. In their current marriage or
cohabitation, less than one of five men and less
than one of 10 women engaged in non-consensual
non-monogamy, and about 2% engaged in consen-
sual non-monogamy. Comparing these estimates to
previous findings is difficult due to different defini-
tions and operationalizations of “extradyadic sex”
(Blow & Hartnett, 2005b). Even so, we would claim
that the findings from this study largely support
the findings of previous Norwegian studies

Table 5. Condom use during the first sexual intercourse with
the most recent extradyadic partner (percent).

Men Women

Age group
18–29 years 43.5��� 11.1ns

30–44 years 36.8 25.0
45–59 years 22.5 23.3
60þ years 13.8 11.6
N 311 126

Sexual orientation
LGBTþ 47.1��� 8.3ns

Heterosexual 21.5 19.5
N 309 125

ns: not statistically significant.
Note. Tested for statistically significant gender differences by means of
the Chi-square test.���p < .001.

Table 6. Type of sex during the first sexual intercourse with the most recent extradyadic partner (multiple response, percent).
Men Women

Vaginal sex Oral sex Anal sex Other Vaginal sex Oral sex Anal sex Other

Age group
18–29 years 43.5 47.8 43.5 8.7 37.5 50.0 12.5 12.5
30–44 years 64.4 49.3 16.4 6.8 72.7 38.6 4.5 4.5
45–59 years 80.7 46.6 6.8 11.4 79.3 37.9 3.4 3.4
60þ years 88.4 19.8 2.5 5.0 82.9 9.8 3.4 9.8
N 235 112 31 23 92 36 4 8

Sexual orientation
LGBTþ 15.2 48.5 54.5 15.2 36.4 54.5 9.1 9.1
Heterosexual 84.9 35.1 4.8 6.6 80.0 26.4 2.7 6.4
N 235 111 31 23 92 35 4 8

Note. Not tested for statistically significant differences as multiple response is applied.
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(Træen et al., 2007; Træen & Stigum, 1998) as well
as research from other countries (Hackathorn &
Ashdown, 2021; Haupert et al., 2017a, 2017b). In a
recent update, studies estimate that around 25% of
married men and 15% of married women have
had extradyadic sexual relations (Hackathorn &
Ashdown, 2021). In 2002, 29% of Norwegian men
aged 18–49 years and 23% of women reported life-
time experience of non-monogamy, and 16% of
men and 11% of women engaged in non-monog-
amy in their current marriage (Træen et al., 2007).
Although not directly comparable with this study,
the findings suggest there has been little overall
change from the 1990s to 2020 in the prevalence of
non-monogamy in the Norwegian population.

We first hypothesized that men would have
more experience of non-consensual non-monogamy
than women, but that there would be no gender
differences in consensual non-monogamy. We also
hypothesized that gender differences would be less
pronounced in younger than in older individuals.
Hypothesis 1 was verified. For both men and
women, the prevalence of non-consensual extradya-
dic sexual experience increased statistically signifi-
cantly with the increasing age group. This finding
has also been reported in other studies (Kontula &
Haavio-Mannila, 1995; Lewin et al., 2000). More of
the older participants reported such experience, as
they have had the time to accumulate this experi-
ence. The increase in non-consensual non-monog-
amy with age can also be seen as a function of how
long the primary relationship has lasted, and may
therefore not be a true age development effect (Liu,
2000; Træen & Stigum, 1998). Based on previous
research, gender differences in the prevalence of
extradyadic experiences were expected (Hackathorn
& Ashdown, 2021; Hubert et al., 1998; Lewin et al.,
2000; Træen et al., 2007). However, when we exam-
ined the circumstances around the most recent
extradyadic relationship, few gender differences
were detected in this study. This indicates that
women and men having non-monogamy may have
become more similar. Even so, it is worth noticing
that women more often than men reported having
met their most recent extradyadic partner through
studies or work. This may have had an impact on
the perception of quality of the extradyadic rela-
tionship, in the sense that this may make the indi-
vidual more emotionally connected to the

extradyadic partner compared to a previously
unknown partner (Blow & Hartnett, 2005a; Buss &
Shackelford, 1997; Daneback et al., 2009; Træen,
1998; Træen et al., 2007).

The second hypothesis was that individuals
who identify as LGBTþwill have more experi-
ence of both non-consensual and consensual
non-monogamy than individuals who identify as
heterosexuals. We found that sexual orientation
was associated with consensual non-monogamy,
and the hypothesis was therefore only partly con-
firmed. Regarding consensual and non-consensual
non-monogamy jointly, this corresponds to previ-
ous research (Blow & Hartnett, 2005a). Kurdek
(1991b) found that a higher percentage of same-
sex couples than mixed-sex couples had extradya-
dic sexual partners. As suggested by Kontula and
Haavio-Mannila (1995), the gay subculture may
not share the heterosexual love script and does
not regard non-monogamy as infidelity. Within
such a permissive subculture, pleasure theory
(Abramson & Pinkerton, 2002), may provide
another explanation for the observed differences
in consensual non-monogamy, and the search for
sexual pleasure is seen as the main drive for seek-
ing sex with extradyadic partners (Matsick et al.,
2021). Furthermore, since Kurdek’s studies, HIV-
prevention medication has become available for
men who have sex with men, and this may
explain why men who identify as LGBTþ engage
in more non-monogamy, as well as more anal sex
than men who identify as heterosexuals, and why
men who identify as LGBTþ fail to use condoms
in potentially risky sexual situations, such as
unprotected anal sex with extradyadic partners.

H3: Persons with consensual non-monogamy, or
who have no non-monogamy experience, have a
more intimate relationship with their primary partner
and have more accepting attitudes toward sex and
sexuality than persons who have non-consensual
non-monogamy.

The third hypothesis was that persons with con-
sensual non-monogamy, or who have no non-mon-
ogamy experience, have a more intimate relationship
with their primary partner and have more accepting
attitudes toward sex and sexuality than persons who
have non-consensual non-monogamy. This hypoth-
esis was confirmed. This also corresponds to previ-
ous findings (Blow & Hartnett, 2005a). The plotting
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of the group centroids gives an image of distinct
systems of attitudes toward sex and sexuality and
relationship intimacy between participants with
no, non-consensual, and consensual extradyadic
experiences. The mapping of groups shows the
distance between these groups. Of particular
interest is how the consenting participants are
particularly different from the other groups
regarding attitudes toward sex and sexuality and
relationship intimacy, and how non-consenting
participants are positioned in different compart-
ments on the relationship intimacy axis.
Participants who had no extradyadic experience
were characterized by relatively higher relation-
ship intimacy and neutral attitudes toward sex
and sexuality. Participants with non-consensual
extradyadic experience had comparatively low
relationship intimacy but had more positive atti-
tudes toward sex and sexuality. Participants with
consensual extradyadic experience were high in
both relationship intimacy and positive attitudes
toward sex and sexuality. This finding supports
Balzarini et al. (2020) findings that swingers have
the most permissive sexual attitudes and are the
most unrestricted sexually, whereas strictly mon-
ogamous individuals were the opposite.

H4: The use of condoms during non-monogamy is
low, particularly among those who have non-
consensual non-monogamy. Accordingly, non-
monogamy represents a risk for spreading STIs.

The fourth hypothesis was partly confirmed.
Non-monogamy was related to low condom use,
but not we found no difference in condom use
between people with non-consensual and consen-
sual non-monogamy. About one of two women,
and one of three men, reported having met the
extradyadic partner through studies or work. This
indicates that the place of work/studying is still
an important arena to meet the extradyadic part-
ner (Kontula & Haavio-Mannila, 1995; Træen
et al., 2007). More importantly, this also indicates
that those who engage in non-monogamy are
likely to have prior knowledge of each other; this
may explain the relatively low use of condoms,
particularly among middle-aged and older indi-
viduals, and explain why the non-condom users
trust they are healthy. This is by Swan and
Thompson (2016) finding that individuals in

self-defined monogamous relationships may feel
more protected against sexual health risks and use
less condom than individuals who define their
primary relationship as non-monogamous.

Two decades ago, 29% of people living in the
Norwegian capital, Oslo, used condoms during
their most recent intercourse with an extradyadic
partner (Træen et al., 2002). Our study reveals that
at the first occasion of sex with the extradyadic
partner, condom use was low, particularly among
heterosexuals. Men who identify as LGBTþwere
much better condom users than men who identify
as heterosexual. Only one of five men who identify
as heterosexual and nearly every other man who
identifies as LGBTþ reported condom use, and
penetrative sexual activity was frequent. This raises
the question if, and how, safe sex is negotiated in
extradyadic settings (Swan & Thompson, 2016).
Denes and Speer (2018), analyzed 819 ads that
partnered individuals seeking extra-dyadic sexual
relationships on Craigslist, to explore how safe sex
was negotiated. They found that partnered men
seeking sexual activity with other men posted the
most ads and had the largest percentages for sev-
eral keywords related to safe sex, whereas this was
not as common in heterosexual constellations. In
the wake of the AIDS epidemic, it may have
become more accepted for men who identify as
LGBTþ to negotiate safe sex and use condoms.

Either way, the low condom use makes non-
monogamy a risk situation for STIs. As every
other participant reported that the extradyadic
partner was in a permanent relationship or this
was uncertain, many of those engaging in non-
monogamy risk being infected with STIs. Studies
have shown that most often, heterosexuals use
condoms to protect against unwanted pregnancy
and not primarily against STIs (Træen &
Hovland, 1998). In men who identify as LGBTþ,
the introduction of hiv-prevention medication
may explain the low condom use.

Limitations

Previous Norwegian sexual behavior surveys have
shown a drop in response rates from 63% in
1987 to 21% in 2008 (Træen & Stigum, 2010;
Træen et al., 2007). In this respect, the response
rate of 35.6% in this study can be said to be

12 B. TRÆEN AND F. THUEN



fairly good. Even so, the response rate may pose
problems regarding generalizing the results to the
general population of Norway. Stigum (1997)
studied dropouts in the sexual behavior study
1992 and concluded that the dropouts were ran-
dom rather than systematic. Likewise, Træen
et al. (2003) concluded that dropouts in the 1997
and 2002 surveys were not likely to be biased.
When we compare the results from this study to
the previous Norwegian sex surveys, we believe
that dropouts in this survey are random rather
than systematic. However, compared to the gen-
eral population our sample may be somewhat
biased about the proportion of participants who
had more than 14 years of education (Træen
et al., 2021).

Different operationalizations and definitions
throughout the literature make comparison with
other studies difficult (Blow & Hartnett, 2005b).
We did not define for the respondents what was
meant by “sex partners.” However, by asking
what kind of sex they had with their most recent
extradyadic partner, we could have a fuller under-
standing of that. It should also be noted that this
study focused only on sexual non-consensual
non-monogamy as opposed to other forms that
exist (e.g. online). Lastly, the cross-sectional
nature of this study makes it impossible to con-
clude cause and effect.

Conclusions

Based on the results of this study, it can be con-
cluded that the monogamy norm is still strong in
Norwegian society. The majority of the popula-
tion is monogamous and does not report engag-
ing in non-monogamy. Of those who have
extradyadic sex, the majority engages in non-con-
sensual non-monogamy, but about 3% of the
population engages in consensual non-monogamy
and thus breaks with the norms related to mon-
ogamy (Træen et al., 2007). The monogamy
norm is challenged by this small group of indi-
viduals who have their partner’s consent to have
sex with extradyadic partners.

There are important lessons to be learned
from this study for future research. First, it is
necessary to define for respondents what is meant
by the different terms and concepts introduced

(Blow & Hartnett, 2005b). It should be explicitly
defined what is meant by for instance concepts,
such as “extradyadic partner,” “extradyadic sexual
activity,” or “non-monogamy.” Furthermore,
future research should avoid asking questions
about “infidelity,” as this concept is morally
loaded, and instead focus on non-consensual and
consensual non-monogamy. Also, more studies
are needed to explore the social reality of people
who engage in consensual non-monogamy as this
is something we know little of to the present. For
example, to what extent do these couples have an
explicit sexual agreement about non-monogamy?
A previous study indicates that many mixed-sex
couples do have some kind of sexual agreement
(Lee & Mitchell, 2017), but that this is more
common in consensual non-monogamy relation-
ships (Mogilski et al., 2017).

Lastly, the results of this study illustrate the
complexity underlying research on non-monog-
amy. Future research should focus more on
understanding the factors behind the low rate of
condom use during such events. In this context, a
qualitative research approach may be useful to
understand why condom use is neglected, and
whether or not there is a difference between those
who engage in consensual and non-consensual
nonmonogamy in this respect. This may be of
importance also for health promotion and getting
the right message out to the specific target group.

Conflict of interest statement
The authors report no conflicts of interest. The authors
alone are responsible for the content and writing of
the paper.

ORCID

Bente Træen http://orcid.org/0000-0002-7335-9917

References

Abramson, P. R., & Pinkerton, S. D. (2002). With pleasure:
Thoughts on the nature of human sexuality. Oxford
University Press.

Allen, E. S., Atkins, D. C., Baucom, D. H., Snyder, D. K.,
Gordon, K. C., & Glass, S. P. (2005). Intrapersonal, inter-
personal, and contextual factors in engaging in and
responding to extramarital involvement. Clinical
Psychology, 12(2), 101–130. https://doi.org/10.1093/clipsy.
bpi014

INTERNATIONAL JOURNAL OF SEXUAL HEALTH 13

https://doi.org/10.1093/clipsy.bpi014
https://doi.org/10.1093/clipsy.bpi014


Aron, A., Aron, E. N., & Smollan, D. (1992). Inclusion of
other in the self scale and the structure of interpersonal
closeness. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology,
63(4), 596–612. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.63.4.596

Atkins, D. C., Baucom, D. H., & Jacobson, N. S. (2001).
Understanding infidelity: correlates in a national sample.
Journal of Family Psychology, 15(4), 735–749. https://doi.
org/10.1037/0893-3200.15.4.735

Balzarini, R. N., Shumlich, E. J., Kohut, T., & Campbell, L.
(2020). Sexual attitudes, erotophobia, and sociosexual
orientation differ based on relationship orientation. The
Journal of Sex Research, 57(4), 458–469. https://doi.org/
10.1080/00224499.2018.1523360

Banfield, S., & McCabe, M. P. (2001). Extra relationship
involvement among women: Are they different from
men? Archives of Sexual Behavior, 30(2), 119–142. https://
doi.org/10.1023/A:1002773100507

Barker, M., & Langdridge, D. (2010). Whatever happened to
non-monogamies? Critical reflections on recent research
and theory. Sexualities, 13(6), 748–772. https://doi.org/10.
1177/1363460710384645

Beadnell, B., Baker, S. A., Gillmore, M. R., Morrison, D. M.,
Huang, B., & Stielstra, S. (2007). The theory of reasoned
action and the role of external factors in heterosuxual
men’s monogamy and condom use. Journal of Applied
Social Psychology, 38(1), 97–134. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.
1559-1816.2008.00298.x

Blow, A. J., & Hartnett, K. (2005a). Infidelity in committed
relationships II: A substantive review. Journal of Marital
and Family Therapy, 31(2), 217–233. https://doi.org/10.
1111/j.1752-0606.2005.tb01556.x

Blow, A. J., & Hartnett, K. (2005b). Infidelity in committed
relationships I: A methodological review. Journal of
Marital and Family Therapy, 31(2), 183–216. https://doi.
org/10.1111/j.1752-0606.2005.tb01555.x

Blumstein, P., & Schwartz, P. (1983). American couples:
Money, work, sex. William Morrow.

Bui, K. V. T., Peplau, L. A., & Hill, C. T. (1996). Testing
the Rusbult model of relationship commitment and sta-
bility in a 15-year study of heterosexual couples.
Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 22(12),
1244–1257. https://doi.org/10.1177/01461672962212005

Burdette, A. M., Ellison, C. G., Sherkat, D. E., & Gore,
K. A. (2007). Are there religious variations in marital
infidelity? Journal of Family Issues, 28(12), 1553–1581.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0192513X07304269

Buss, D. M., & Shackelford, T. K. (1997). Susceptibility to
infidelity in the first year of marriage. Journal of Research
in Personality, 31(2), 193–221. https://doi.org/10.1006/
jrpe.1997.2175

Christopher, F. S., & Sprecher, S. (2000). Sexuality in mar-
riage, dating, and other relationships: A decade review.
Journal of Marriage and Family, 62(4), 999–1017. https://
doi.org/10.1111/j.1741-3737.2000.00999.x

Conley, T. D., Moors, A. C., Ziegler, A., & Karathanasis, C.
(2012). Unfaithful individuals are less likely to practice
safer sex than openly nonmonogamous individuals.

The Journal of Sexual Medicine, 9(6), 1559–1565. https://
doi.org/10.1111/j.1743-6109.2012.02712.x

Daneback, K., Træen, B., & Månsson, S. A. (2009). Use of
pornography in a random sample of Norwegian hetero-
sexual couples. Archives of Sexual Behavior, 38(5),
746–753. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10508-008-9314-4

Denes, A., & Speer, A. C. (2018). Infidelity goes online:
communicating about sexual health in personal ads when
seeking extra-dyadic relationships on craigslist.
International Journal of Sexual Health, 30(2), 177–194.
https://doi.org/10.1080/19317611.2018.1477898

Drigotas, S. M., & Barta, W. (2001). The cheating heart:
Scientific explorations of infidelity. Current Directions in
Psychological Science, 10(5), 177–180. https://doi.org/10.
1111/1467-8721.00143

Drigotas, S. M., Safstrom, C. A., & Gentilia, T. (1999). An
investment model prediction of dating infidelity. Journal
of Personality and Social Psychology, 77(3), 509–524.
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.77.3.509

Dubois-Arber, F., & Spencer, B. (1998). Condom use. In M.
Hubert, N. Bajos, & T. Sandfort (Eds.), Sexual behaviour
and HIV/AIDS in Europe. UCL Press.

Feldman, S. S., & Cauffman, E. (1999). Sexual betrayal
among late adolescents: Perspectives of the perpetrator
and the aggrieved. Journal of Youth and Adolescence,
28(2), 235–258. https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1021605532205

Fischer, N., & Træen, B. (2021). Prevalence of sexual diffi-
culties and related distress, and the association with sex-
ual avoidance in Norway. International Journal of Sexual
Health. DOI: 10.1080/19317611.2021.1926040

Fugl-Meyer, K., Helmius, G., Lalos, A., Månsson, S. A., &
Lewin, B. (Eds.). (2000). Sex in Sweden. On the sex-life in
Sweden 1996. The National Institute of Public Health.

Gavin, J. (2000). Arousing suspicion and violating trust:
The lived ideology of safe sex talk. Culture, Health &
Sexuality, 2(2), 117–134. https://doi.org/10.1080/
136910500300750

Hackathorn, J., & Ashdown, B. K. (2021). The webs we
weave: Predicting infidelity motivations and extradyadic
relationship satisfaction. The Journal of Sex Research,
58(2), 170–182. https://doi.org/10.1080/00224499.2020.
1746954

Haupert, M. L., Moors, A. C., Gesselman, A. N., & Garcia,
J. R. (2017a). Estimates and correlates of engagement in
consensually non-monogamous relationships. Current
Sexual Health Reports, 9(3), 155–165. https://doi.org/10.
1007/s11930-017-0121-6

Haupert, M. L., Gesselman, A. N., Moors, A. C., Fisher,
H. E., & Garcia, J. R. (2017b). Prevalence of experiences
with consensual nonmonogamous relationships: Findings
from two national samples of single Americans. Journal
of Sex & Marital Therapy, 43(5), 424–440. https://doi.org/
10.1080/0092623X.2016.1178675

Hubert, M., Bajos, N. & Sandfort, T. (Eds.). (1998). Sexual
behaviour and HIV/AIDS in Europe. UCL Press.

Impett, E. A., Beals, K. P., & Peplau, L. A. (2001). Testing
the investment model of relationship commitment and

14 B. TRÆEN AND F. THUEN

https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.63.4.596
https://doi.org/10.1037/0893-3200.15.4.735
https://doi.org/10.1037/0893-3200.15.4.735
https://doi.org/10.1080/00224499.2018.1523360
https://doi.org/10.1080/00224499.2018.1523360
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1002773100507
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1002773100507
https://doi.org/10.1177/1363460710384645
https://doi.org/10.1177/1363460710384645
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1559-1816.2008.00298.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1559-1816.2008.00298.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1752-0606.2005.tb01556.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1752-0606.2005.tb01556.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1752-0606.2005.tb01555.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1752-0606.2005.tb01555.x
https://doi.org/10.1177/01461672962212005
https://doi.org/10.1177/0192513X07304269
https://doi.org/10.1006/jrpe.1997.2175
https://doi.org/10.1006/jrpe.1997.2175
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1741-3737.2000.00999.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1741-3737.2000.00999.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1743-6109.2012.02712.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1743-6109.2012.02712.x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10508-008-9314-4
https://doi.org/10.1080/19317611.2018.1477898
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8721.00143
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8721.00143
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.77.3.509
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1021605532205
https://doi.org/10.1080/19317611.2021.1926040
https://doi.org/10.1080/136910500300750
https://doi.org/10.1080/136910500300750
https://doi.org/10.1080/00224499.2020.1746954
https://doi.org/10.1080/00224499.2020.1746954
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11930-017-0121-6
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11930-017-0121-6
https://doi.org/10.1080/0092623X.2016.1178675
https://doi.org/10.1080/0092623X.2016.1178675


stability in a longitudinal study and married couples.
Current Psychology, 20(4), 312–326. https://doi.org/10.
1007/s12144-001-1014-3

Kelly, K., & Byrne, D. (1992). Exploring human sexuality.
Prentice Hall.

Klecka, W. R. (1980). Discriminant analysis. Sage University
paper. Series: Quantitative applications in the social scien-
ces. Sage Publications.

Koleti�c, G., Stulhofer, A., Hald, G. M., & Træen, B. (2021).
Self-assessed effects of pornography use on personal sex
life: Results from a large-scale study of Norwegian adults.
International Journal of Sexual Health. https://doi.org/10.
1080/19317611.2021.1918310

Kontula, O., & Haavio-Mannila, E. (1995). Sexual pleasures.
Enhancement of sex life in Finland, 1971–1992.
Dartmouth Publishing Company.

Kurdek, L. A. (1991a). Predictors of increases in marital dis-
tress in newlywed couples: A 3-year prospective longitu-
dinal study. Developmental Psychology, 27(4), 627–636.
https://doi.org/10.1037/0012-1649.27.4.627

Kurdek, L. A. (1991b). Sexuality in homosexual and heterosex-
ual couples. In K. McKinney & S. Sprecher (Eds.), Sexuality
in close relationships. Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.

Kvalem, I. L., Træen, B., Lewin, B., & �Stulhofer, A. (2014).
Self-perceived effects of internet pornography use, genital
appearance satisfaction, and sexual self-esteem among
young Scandinavian adults. Cyberpsychology, 8(4). https://
doi.org/10.5817/CP2014-4-4

Lee, J. Y., & Mitchell, J. W. (2017). Brief report: Who has a
sexual agreement among mixed-sex partnered adults in
the US? International Journal of Sexual Health, 29(4),
338–345. https://doi.org/10.1080/19317611.2017.1329766

Liu, C. (2000). A theory of marital sexual life. Journal of
Marriage and Family, 62(2), 363–374. https://doi.org/10.
1111/j.1741-3737.2000.00363.x

Luo, S., Cartun, M. A., & Snider, A. G. (2010). Assessing
extradyadic behavior: A review, a new measure, and two
new models. Personality and Individual Differences, 49(3),
155–163. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2010.03.033

Magnus, P. (1998). Risk behavior and risk context. In M.
Hubert, N. Bajos, & T. Sandfort (Eds.), Sexual behaviour
and HIV/AIDS in Europe. UCL Press.

Martins, A., Pereira, M., Andrade, R., Dattilio, F. M., Narciso,
I., & Canavarro, M. C. (2016). Infidelity in dating relation-
ships: Gender-specific correlates of face-to-face and online
extradyadic involvement. Archives of Sexual Behavior,
45(1), 193–205. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10508-015-0576-3

Matsick, J. L., Kruk, M., Conley, T. D., Moors, A. C., &
Ziegler, A. (2021). Gender similarities and differences in
casual sex acceptance among lesbian women and gay
men. Archives of Sexual Behavior, 50(3), 1151–1166.
https://doi-org.ezproxy.uio.no/10.1007/s10508-020-01864-y
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10508-020-01864-y

Mogilski, J. K., Memering, S. L., Welling, L. L. M., &
Shackelford, T. K. (2017). Monogamy versus consensual
non-monogamy: alternative approaches to pursuing a
strategically pluralistic mating strategy. Archives of Sexual

Behavior, 46(2), 407–417. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10508-
015-0658-2

Omarzu, J., Miller, A. N., Schultz, C., & Timmerman, A.
(2012). Motivations and emotional consequences related
to engaging in extramarital relationships. International
Journal of Sexual Health, 24(2), 154–162. https://doi.org/
10.1080/19317611.2012.662207

Pilkington, C. J., Kern, W., & Indest, D. (1994). Is safer sex
necessary with a “safe” partner? Condom use and roman-
tic feelings. The Journal of Sex Research, 31(3), 203–210.
https://doi.org/10.1080/00224499409551753

Pinsof, D., & Haselton, M. G. (2017). The effect of the
promiscuity stereotype on opposition to gay rights. PLOS
One, 12(7), e0178534. https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.
pone.0178534

Previti, D., & Amato, P. R. (2004). Is infidelity a cause or a
consequence of poor marital quality? Journal of Social
and Personal Relationships, 21(2), 217–230. https://doi.
org/10.1177/0265407504041384

Rodrigues, D., Lopes, D., & Pereira, M. (2016). “We Agree
and Now Everything Goes My Way”: Consensual Sexual
Nonmonogamy, Extradyadic Sex, and Relationship
Satisfaction. Cyberpsychology, Behavior, and Social
Networking, 19(6), 373–379. http://doi.org/10.1089/cyber.
2016.0114

Rodrigues, D. L., Lopes, D., Pereira, M., De Visser, R., &
Cabaceira, I. (2019). Sociosexual attitudes and quality of
life in (non)monogamous relationships: The role of
attraction and constraining forces among users of the
second love web site. Archives of Sexual Behavior, 48(6),
1795–1809. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10508-018-1272-x

Rossman, K., Sinnard, M., & Budge, S. (2019). A qualitative
examination of consideration and practice of consensual
nonmonogamy among sexual and gender minority cou-
ples. Psychology of Sexual Orientation and Gender
Diversity, 6(1), 11–21. https://doi.org/10.1037/sgd0000300

Rubin, J. D., Moors, A. C., Matsick, J. L., Ziegler, A., &
Conley, T. D. (2014). On the margins: Considering diver-
sity among consensually non-monogamous relationships.
Journal Fur Psychologie, 22, 1–23.

Solstad, K., & Mucic, D. (1999). Extramarital sexual rela-
tionships of middle-aged Danish men: Attitudes and
behavior. Maturitas, 32(1), 51–59. https://doi.org/10.1016/
s0378-5122(99)00012-2

Stigum, H. (1997). Mathematical models for the spread of
sexually transmitted diseases using sexual behavior data.
Norwegian Journal of Epidemiology, 7(suppl 5).

Swan, J., & Thompson, S. C. (2016). Monogamy, the pro-
tective fallacy: Sexual versus emotional exclusivity and
the implication for sexual health risk. Journal of Sex
Research, 53(1), 64–73. https://doi.org/10.1080/00224499.
2014.1003771

Træen, B. (1998). Seksuallivet i Oslo 1997. Noen resultater
fra Folkehelsas undersøkelse av livsstil, seksualitet og helse
i Oslo [On the sex-life in Oslo 1997. Some results from a
survey on life-style, sexuality and health in Oslo]. Report.
National Institute of Public Health.

INTERNATIONAL JOURNAL OF SEXUAL HEALTH 15

https://doi.org/10.1007/s12144-001-1014-3
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12144-001-1014-3
https://doi.org/10.1080/19317611.2021.1918310
https://doi.org/10.1080/19317611.2021.1918310
https://doi.org/10.1037/0012-1649.27.4.627
https://doi.org/10.5817/CP2014-4-4
https://doi.org/10.5817/CP2014-4-4
https://doi.org/10.1080/19317611.2017.1329766
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1741-3737.2000.00363.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1741-3737.2000.00363.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2010.03.033
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10508-015-0576-3
https://doi-org.ezproxy.uio.no/10.1007/s10508-020-01864-y
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10508-020-01864-y
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10508-015-0658-2
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10508-015-0658-2
https://doi.org/10.1080/19317611.2012.662207
https://doi.org/10.1080/19317611.2012.662207
https://doi.org/10.1080/00224499409551753
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0178534
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0178534
https://doi.org/10.1177/0265407504041384
https://doi.org/10.1177/0265407504041384
http://doi.org/10.1089/cyber.2016.0114
http://doi.org/10.1089/cyber.2016.0114
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10508-018-1272-x
https://doi.org/10.1037/sgd0000300
https://doi.org/10.1016/s0378-5122(99)00012-2
https://doi.org/10.1016/s0378-5122(99)00012-2
https://doi.org/10.1080/00224499.2014.1003771
https://doi.org/10.1080/00224499.2014.1003771


Træen, B., & Fischer, N. (2021). Use of protection for
unwanted pregnancy and sexually transmitted infections
in six birth cohorts in Norway 2020: A descriptive study.
Sexuality & Culture. https://doi.org/10.1007/s12119-021-
09879-w

Træen, B., Fischer, N., & Kvalem, I. L. (2021). Sexual inter-
course activity and activities associated with sexual inter-
action in Norwegians of different sexual orientations and
ages. Sexual and Relationship Therapy. https://doi.org/10.
1080/14681994.2021.1912316

Træen, B., Holmen, K., & Stigum, H. (2007). Extradyadic
sexual relationships in Norway. Archives of Sexual
Behavior, 36(1), 55–65. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10508-
006-9080-0

Træen, B., & Stigum, H. (2010). Sexual problems in 18-67
year old Norwegians. Scandinavian Journal of Public
Health, 38(5), 445–456. https://doi.org/10.1177/
1403494810371245

Træen, B., Samuelsen, S. O., & Roen, K. (2016). Sexual debut
ages in heterosexual, lesbian, gay, and bisexual young
adults in Norway. Sexuality & Culture, 20(3), 699–716.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12119-016-9353-2

Træen, B., & Stigum, H. (1998). Parallel sexual relationships
in the Norwegian Context. Journal of Community &
Applied Social Psychology, 8(1), 41–56. https://doi.org/10.
1002/(SICI)1099-1298(199801/02)8:1< 41::AID-CASP440
> 3.0.CO;2-3

Træen, B., Stigum, H., & Magnus, P. (2003). Rapport from
seksualvaneundersøkelsene in 1987, 1992 and 2002 [A
brief report from the sexual behaviour surveys in 1987,
1992, 1997 and 2002]. Report. National Institute of
Public Health.

Træen, B., & Hovland, A. (1998). Games people play. Sex,
alcohol and condom use among urban Norwegians.
Contemporary Drug Problems, 25(1), 3–48. https://doi.
org/10.1177/009145099802500101

Treas, J., & Giesen, D. (2000). Sexual infidelity among mar-
ried and cohabiting Americans. Journal of Marriage and
Family, 62(1), 48–60. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1741-3737.
2000.00048.x

Vaillancourt, T. V. (2006). Reconstructing the meaning of
fidelity: A qualitative inquiry into swinging relationships.
Virginia Polytechnic Institute & State University.

Valkenburg, P. M., & Peter, J. (2007). Who visits online
dating sites? Exploring some characteristics of online dat-
ers. Cyberpsychology & Behavior, 10(6), 849–852. https://
doi.org/10.1089/cpb.2007.9941

Watkins, S. J., & Boon, S. D. (2016). Expectations regarding
fidelity in dating relationships. Journal of Social and
Personal Relationships, 33(2), 237–256. https://doi.org/10.
1177/0265407515574463

Wiederman, M. W. (1997). Extramarital sex: Prevalence and
correlates in a national survey. Journal of Sex Research,
34(2), 167–174. https://doi.org/10.1080/00224499709551881

16 B. TRÆEN AND F. THUEN

https://doi.org/10.1007/s12119-021-09879-w
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12119-021-09879-w
https://doi.org/10.1080/14681994.2021.1912316
https://doi.org/10.1080/14681994.2021.1912316
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10508-006-9080-0
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10508-006-9080-0
https://doi.org/10.1177/1403494810371245
https://doi.org/10.1177/1403494810371245
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12119-016-9353-2
https://doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1099-1298(199801/02)8:141::AID-CASP4403.0.CO;2-3
https://doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1099-1298(199801/02)8:141::AID-CASP4403.0.CO;2-3
https://doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1099-1298(199801/02)8:141::AID-CASP4403.0.CO;2-3
https://doi.org/10.1177/009145099802500101
https://doi.org/10.1177/009145099802500101
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1741-3737.2000.00048.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1741-3737.2000.00048.x
https://doi.org/10.1089/cpb.2007.9941
https://doi.org/10.1089/cpb.2007.9941
https://doi.org/10.1177/0265407515574463
https://doi.org/10.1177/0265407515574463
https://doi.org/10.1080/00224499709551881

	Abstract
	Introduction
	Gender, age, and non-monogamy
	Sexual orientation and non-monogamy
	Attitudes toward sex and sexuality and non-monogamy
	Relationship quality and non-monogamy
	Non-monogamy and STIs
	Purpose

	Methods
	Participants
	Recruitment
	Survey questions
	Sociodemographic characteristics of the sample
	The measures
	Statistical analyses

	Results
	Prevalence of non-monogamy
	The most recent non-monogamy

	Discussion
	Limitations

	Conclusions
	Conflict of interest statement
	Orcid
	References


