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Polyamory and Mononormativity 
 4-5% of American adults may be engaged in CNM relationships. 

(Conley, Moors, et al., 2013; Conley, Ziegler, Moors, Matsick, & Valentine, 2013) 

 Informal estimates of polys in USA = 500k – 2.25M. (Alan, 2009) 

 Monogamy reified as culturally normative in USA. (Conley, Ziegler, et al., 
2013; Ryan & Jethá, 2010) 

 Promotes perceptions of monogamy’s ubiquity, superiority. (Peace, 
2012; Pratto & Stewart, 2012; Ryan & Jethá, 2010) 

 Despite evidence that assumed benefits of monogamy (eg: safety, 
intimacy, stability, etc.) often not supported. (Conley et al., 2012; Conley, 
Ziegler, et al., 2013; Conley, et al., 2015; Morrison, et al., 2011) 

 Mononormativity = Unquestioned assumption of monogamy’s 
normalcy and naturalness. (Pieper & Bauer, 2005) 

 Monogamist paradigm remains unchallenged while other 
relationship styles are subordinated and stereotyped. (Pratto & 
Stewart, 2012) 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Include prevalence stats here (brief, since Michelle will be covering)	POLY STATS FROM 2009 – ONLY GROWN SINCE THENSet stage for discussing hierarchy and cultural imperialism.Polyamory stigma is linked to cultural erotophobia and sex-negativity.



Stigmatization of CNM & Polyamory 
 Mononormativity   Stigmatization of deviations from monogamy. 

 eg: Singleism (DePaulo & Morris, 2005)  
 

 CNM relationships appear highly stigmatized:  (Conley, Moors, et al., 2013) 

 Monogamous relationships rated overwhelmingly more positively on 
numerous relationship-oriented variables (n = 1,101, η2 =.74). 

 Halo effect: Anti-CNM bias extends to arbitrary qualities (η2 =.09 & .10). 
 

 Bias extends to persons in the relationships, not just CNM itself. 
 CNM couple rated more negatively on many factors (n = 131, η2 =.78). 
 

 Polys face discrimination, harassment, and violence (DHV): 
 43% of large poly sample experienced bias or prejudice. (Weber, 2002) 

 Participants of many small qualitative studies have reported DHV. 
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Unanswered Questions 
 To what extent do CNM/polyamory participants feel stigmatized? 
 What affects polyamorous people’s perceptions of stigmatization? 
 Are perceptions of stigma related to actual experiences of DHV? 
 Does poly relationship structure (eg: hierarchy) and/or self-

identification (eg: triad, poly-family, solo poly, etc.) make a 
difference? 
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The Present Study 
 Internet-based survey. Exploratory.  Correlational Design.   
 Control Variables: 

 Age, Gender Identity, Sexual Orientation, Race/Ethnicity, Income, 
Education, Personality (Big 5). 

 Independent & Dependent Variables: 
 Outness about polyamory.  (OI; Mohr & Fassinger, 2000) 
 Salience of polyamorous identity.   (CSES; Luhtanen & Crocker, 1992) 
 Perceived stigmatization due to polyamory. (SCQ; Pinel, 1999) 
 Experiences of DHV due to polyamory.  (adapted from Cox et al., 2009) 
 Current satisfaction with CNM.  
 2 face-valid questions (α = .78) 

 Poly relationship structure. 
 (eg: hierarchy) 

 Poly relationship self-identification.  
 (eg: triad, poly-family, solo poly, etc.) 
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Participants 
 864 self-identified polyamorous 

adults living in USA. 
 Out of 1,583 CNM participants 

from larger study. 
 Age: M = 37, SD = 10.5  

 (range 18-80) 
 

Gender 
Identity 

 
% 

 
# 

Female 59.7 516 
Male 32.1 277 
Non-Binary 5.7 49 
Trans (M + F) 2.5 22 

Sexual 
Orientation 

 
% 

 
# 

Bisexual/ 
Pansexual 

58.6 506 

Heterosexual 30.2 261 
Gay/Lesbian 4.1 35 
Other 3.9 34 
Queer 3.2 28 

Race/ 
Ethnicity 

 
% 

 
# 

Caucasian 86.1 744 
Black/AA 4.1 35 
Mixed Race 3.8 33 
Latino/Hispanic 3.1 27 
Other 2.9 25 



Participants 
 Income: Median = $40k 

 2013 US median income = $28.8k 
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Some H.S. 
H.S. Grad 

Some College 
AA Degree 

BA/BS Degree 
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MA/MS Degree 
Doctoral Degree 

% of Sample 

Education 

29% 

71% 

2014 U.S. Average 
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Experiences of DHV due to poly 
 58% reported at least 1 type of DHV. 
 30.1% reported 3 or more types of DHV. 

 
 Percentage of sample reporting 1 or more experience of: 

 31.7% - Verbal Harassment 
 18.9% - Discrimination by a medical doctor 
 16.6% - Discrimination by a mental health practitioner 
 12.2% - Sexual Harassment 
 11.9% - Stalking 
 5.6% - Rape or sexual assault 
 4.9% - Physical assault 
 2.5% - Temporary or permanent loss of child custody  



Is perceived stigma related to DHV? 
Perceived 

Stigma
DHV 

Experiences
Outness

Poly Identity 
Salience

CNM 
Satisfaction

1 .310** -.043 .161** -.052

.000 .205 .000 .127

.310** 1 .224** .024 .053

.000 .000 .482 .119

-.043 .224** 1 .023 .169**

.205 .000 .500 .000

.161** .024 .023 1 .043

.000 .482 .500 .203

-.052 .053 .169** .043 1

.127 .119 .000 .203

Poly Identity 
Salience

CNM 
Satisfaction

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

Perceived 
Stigma

DHV 
Experiences

Outness
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What predicts stigma and/or DHV? 

β Sig.
Zero-
order Partial β Sig.

Zero-
order Partial

.049 .243 Bisexual/ Pansexual .138 .001 .165 .118

.070 .040 .073 .072 Mixed Race .093 .005 .122 .097

.170 .000 .162 .165 Openness .028 .416

-.007 .850 Conscientiousness .075 .028 .074 .077

.120 .001 .162 .112 Neuroticism .117 .001 .102 .112

-.018 .628 Education -.080 .026 -.104 -.078

-.016 .638 Multi-Cohabitation .048 .151

-.033 .345 Children at Home .008 .806

.018 .657 Length of CNM ID .104 .009 .130 .092

-.059 .090 Outness .180 .000 .224 .181

.148 .000 .161 .148 Identity Salience .018 .606

Perceived Stigma
R2 = .099, Adj. R2 = .072 R2 = .135, Adj. R2 = .110

Experiences of DHV
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Poly Identity and Structure 
 Length of CNM identification:  M = 9 yrs, SD = 7.8 yrs 
 Longest CNM relationship:  M = 5.8 yrs, SD = 5.4 yrs 
Poly Label %* # 
Vee / “V” 33.7 292 
Other 28.1 243 
Solo Poly 24.7 213 
Poly Family 18.5 160 
Triad 12.6 109 
Poly-Fidelity 8.7 75 
Quad 4.3 37 
Polyandry 2.9 25 
Polygyny 1.9 16 
Poly-Mono .002 2 

47.1 

25.6 

13.8 

9.9 

3.6 
Hierarchy Distribution 

Primary, with 
secondary 
No consistent 
hierarchy 
Secondary only, 
no primary 
Primary is only 
partner 
No primary but 
not a secondary 

*Multiple choice, so %’s add up to >100 
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Does poly relationship hierarchy or self-
identification make a difference? 

 Effects of hierarchy: 
 Sig. effect for DHV Experiences (η2 =.020, p = .002). 
 Highest DHV = No Consistent Hierarchy (M = 2.62, SD = 3.23) 
 Lowest DHV = Primary is Only Partner (M = 1.46, SD = 2.24) 

 Sig. effect for CNM Satisfaction (η2 =.022, p = .001). 
 Highest CNM Satis. = No Consistent Hierarchy (M = 13.03, SD = 1.29) 
 Lowest CNM Satis. = Primary is Only Partner (M = 12.25, SD = 1.85) 

 

 Poly self-identifications as predictors for dependent variables: 
 Poly Family only identity label to emerge as sig. predictor: 
 DHV Experiences: (partial r = .108, p = .002) 
 CNM Satisfaction: (partial r = .124, p < .001) 
 Outness: (partial r = .117, p = .001) 

 Did not sig. moderate or mediate rel. b/w Poly Family & DHV. 
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Clinical Implications & Future Work 
 Poly structures that deviate most from mononormativity may face 

more stigma and DHV. 
 Harder to “pass” as monogamous and/or less desire to do so. 
 

 Perceived stigma can lead to minority stress (Meyer, 2003) 

 Avoidance, concealment, internalized negativity, microaggressions. 
 Clinicians can help poly clients recognize, cope with effects of stigma. 
 

 Outness linked with both higher satisfaction and greater DHV. 
 Polys face coming out process.  Clinicians can help clients prepare. 
 Poly families may particularly need support and allies. 
 

 Mononormativity may lead clinicians to unconsciously enact 
microaggressions against CNM/poly clients. (Kolmes & Witherspoon, 2012) 

 Vigilance, consultation are crucial to remain aware of biases. 
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