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Definition

Depending on the theoretical perspective taken
(e.g., biological, evolutionary, relationships sci-
ence, individual differences), different factors
can promote or predict infidelity. While each fac-
tor may independently contribute to infidelity, it is
likely that the occurrence of infidelity is contin-
gent on a multitude of factors.

Introduction

Humans are the only species of primates (and one
of few mammalians) to engage in the formation of
long-term, monogamous relationships (Conroy-
Beam, Goetz, & Buss, 2015). Indeed, most rela-
tionships scholars agree that monogamy over-
whelmingly defines how humans mate. Yet for

as long as monogamy has been practiced, so has
infidelity. While most people disapprove of infi-
delity (e.g., Laumann, Gagnon, Michael, &
Michaels, 1994; Thompson, 1984), extra-dyadic
relationships remain a feature of human relation-
ships. Depending on the definition of infidelity
used and the population of interest being studied,
estimates for the incidence of infidelity vary sub-
stantially (e.g., Martins et al., 2016; Weis &
Jurich, 1985; Whisman, Gordon, & Chatav,
2007; Wiederman, 1997). This entry briefly
examines evidence from different perspectives
that, taken together, paints a complex picture of
why infidelity occurs.

Biological Perspectives of Infidelity

From a biological perspective, the nontrivial rates
of infidelity that occur universally can be under-
stood by examining the various hormonal mecha-
nisms that facilitate mating behaviors. For
instance, arginine vasopressin (AVP) and oxyto-
cin (OT) are two hormones that play a major role
in facilitating monogamous behaviors (Walum &
Young, 2018). Studies conducted on monoga-
mous animal species have shown that AVP and
OT can facilitate attachment, pair-bonding behav-
iors, and social affiliation (Gobrogge & Wang,
2016; Insel, 2010). In one study, prairie voles
injected with either AVP or OT exhibited a greater
preference for their partners and displayed higher
levels of social behavior (Cho, DeVries, Williams,
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& Carter, 1999). Similarly, when AVP receptors
were introduced into the ventral forebrains of
meadow voles — typically a promiscuous species —
preference for familiar partners increased, indicat-
ing higher levels of pair-bonding behaviors (Lim
et al.,, 2004). In voles, AVP and OT are also
released during copulation, which facilitates the
release of dopamine in the reward regions of the
brain and conditions an association between
bonding with a partner and rewards (Insel, 2010;
Lim, Murphy, & Young, 2004).

Several lines of research suggest that similar
hormonal pathways may modulate infidelity-
related behaviors in humans. For instance, twin
studies provide compelling evidence for the influ-
ence of genes and hormones on (non)-
monogamous behavior in humans. In one such
study, men carrying the 334 allele of an AVP
receptor gene reported less attachment to their
partner, experienced more marital crises, and
reported lower satisfaction with their marriages;
these effects intensified among individuals with
two copies of the 334 allele, further emphasizing
the influence of genetics on pair-bonding behavior
(Walum et al., 2008). Separately, other twin stud-
ies have highlighted similar links between AVP
and oxytocin receptors and pair-bonding behav-
iors (Walum et al., 2012; Zietsch, Westberg,
Santtila, & Jern, 2015). Both AVP and oxytocin
can also facilitate functioning of the dopaminergic
system in humans, which can, in turn, influence
sexual behaviors (see Melis & Argiolas, 1995).
One study found that individuals with at least one
7R+ allele in the dopamine D4 receptor gene
(compared to those without) reported 50% greater
instances of previous sexual infidelity (Garcia
etal., 2010).

There is also evidence that other neurohor-
mones come into play. Testosterone has been pro-
posed to facilitate behaviors associated with
mating, especially for men (Wingfield, Hegner,
Dufty, & Ball, 1990). Indeed, testosterone is asso-
ciated with higher levels of sex drive (Baumeister,
Catanese, & Vohs, 2001) and risk-taking behav-
iors (Ronay & Von Hippel, 2010) like infidelity.
Furthermore, whereas men with higher levels of
testosterone are less likely to be married, when
they do marry, they seem to display lower levels
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of commitment (Hooper, Gangestad, Thompson,
& Bryan, 2011) and engage in higher levels of
infidelity (Booth & Dabbs, 1993; Klimas, Ehlert,
Lacker, Waldvogel, & Walther, 2019). Finally,
women’s estradiol (a major form of estrogen)
predicted somewhat greater dissatisfaction with
and lower commitment to the women’s current
partner, and a greater self-reported likelihood of
flirting, kissing, and having a serious affair with
someone other than their primary partner (Durante
& Li, 2009). However, the correlational findings
do not necessarily indicate a direct causal relation-
ship between estrogen and infidelity per
se. Women with higher levels of estrogen did not
indicate a greater willingness to engage in brief,
casual sexual encounters and had indicated having
had more long-term, but not short-term, partners.
As the researchers suggested, women with high
estrogen may be primarily interested in long-term
relationships, but because they are considered
desirable by more men, they are more able and
willing to opportunistically trade-up their long-
term partners for a better one.

Evolutionary Perspectives of Infidelity

A fertile line of infidelity research stems from an
evolutionary perspective, which contends that
engaging in infidelity may, in some cases, have
contributed to the survival reproductive success in
the evolutionary past (Greiling & Buss, 2000;
Schmitt & Buss, 2001). Consequently, humans
have evolved and inherited specialized psycho-
logical mechanisms that are facultatively
employed to promote infidelity behaviors.
According to this perspective, men and women
are expected to value different types of infidelity
and value different traits in their infidelity
partners.

Because males are physiologically required to
contribute relatively less in reproduction — essen-
tially little more than their sex cells — men have
evolved to be less choosy and compete more
vigorously for access to mates (Trivers, 1972). In
turn, the male mating psychology has evolved to
comprise a coherent suite of preferences that
include: a heavy orientation toward short-term
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sexual relationships (Schmitt, Shackelford, &
Buss, 2001), a preference for sexual variety
(Schmitt, 2003), and partners who possess physi-
cal cues to youth and fertility (Buss & Schmitt,
1993; Kenrick & Keefe, 1992; Sugiyama, 2015).
More than women, men generally display a more
unrestricted sociosexual orientation (Schmitt,
2005), desire a greater number of different sexual
partners over a lifetime (Buss & Schmitt, 1993;
Schmitt, 2003), are more likely to engage in
purely sexual infidelities (Thompson, 1984), and
prioritize physical attractiveness in their affair
partners (Li & Kenrick, 2006).

On the other hand, because women are obliged
to bear substantial costs of reproduction (includ-
ing gamete production, gestation, lactation), they
have evolved to be more discriminating and care-
ful in their choice of mates (Trivers, 1972).
Indeed, unlike men, women are much more selec-
tive in their choice of short-term partners
(Kenrick, Sadalla, Groth, & Trost, 1990) and
desire a fewer number of sexual partners over a
lifetime (Schmitt, 2003). That said, some women
may nonetheless stand to gain substantially from
occasional extrapair mating (see Greiling & Buss,
2000). According to the “good genes” hypothesis,
women may have evolved to seek extrapair short-
term matings at opportune times with men who
demonstrate markers of heritable, phenotypic
quality (Gangestad & Simpson, 2000; for a
review, see Gangestad, Thornhill, & Garver-
Apgar, 2015). That is, given the difficulty of
obtaining a long-term mate who is a good pro-
vider and has good genetic quality, women may
settle for good providers over good genes but
obtain those good genes through extrapair copu-
lations. Evidence for this dynamic comes from
research showing that when ovulating (and most
likely to conceive), women have a preference for
masculine (Puts, 2005), muscular (Gangestad,
Garver-Apgar, Simpson, & Cousins, 2007), sym-
metrical (Gangestad & Thornhill, 1997), and
dominant men (Gangestad, Simpson, Cousins,
Garver-Apgar, & Christensen, 2004); ovulating
women also report greater sexual desire for men
other than their primary partner (Pillsworth &
Haselton, 2006), especially when their primary
partners are also perceived to be physically

unattractive (Haselton & Gangestad, 2006).
Women around ovulation even view charismatic
and attractive men (as opposed to nice and reliable
ones) as being more committed partners and
devoted fathers (Durante, Griskevicius, Simpson,
Cantu, & Li, 2012). However, the validity of
ovulation-induced shifts in women’s mating
behaviors have recently come into question, as
recent meta-analyses have documented support
for and against ovulation effects (Gildersleeve,
Haselton, & Fales, 2014; Wood, Kressel, Joshi,
& Louie, 2014). Nonetheless, the mixed findings
may reflect, in part, varying methods used to study
ovulation effects; thus, more consistent and robust
designs will be needed for more stringent tests and
greater clarification of the good genes hypothesis
(Gangestad et al., 2016; Jones, Hahn, &
DeBruine, 2019).

However, a separate (and in some ways, com-
peting) hypothesis proposes that women may
engage in infidelity as a way to gain immediate
resources through “back-up” mates (e.g., Greiling
& Buss, 2000) and that women may assess infi-
delity partners as potential long-term mates for
whom they might abandon their primary partner
for (i.e., mate-switching hypothesis; Buss, Goetz,
Duntley, Asao, & Conroy-Beam, 2017; Greiling
& Buss, 2000). Various studies have found sup-
port for such a hypothesis. For instance, women,
more than men, tend to fall in love with their
infidelity partners (Glass & Wright, 1985, 1992).
Support has also been found from studies on
hunter-gather societies, which evolutionary psy-
chologists suggest provide a close approximation
for the practices of ancestral humans. In one
recent study of the Himba hunter-gatherers,
Scelza and Prall (2018) documented that while
women preferred wealthy husbands, they also
preferred generous infidelity partners; even while
these back-up mates do not represent a clear
“upgrade” on their current primary partner, they
may represent potentially beneficial back-up
mates.

Additionally, research informed by the evolu-
tionary perspective has also examined how third
parties to a relationship engage in infidelity. In
particular, this line of research examines the why
and how this practice of mate-poaching occurs,



where individuals attempt to attract other already-
mated individuals. In a cross-cultural study of
53 nations categorized into 10 world regions,
Schmitt (2004) found that more than women,
men reported having more-frequently attempted
short-term mate-poaching and also reported being
successfully poached for short-term relationships
more frequently — in line with evolutionary pre-
dictions that men should have evolved to be more
oriented toward short-term sexual relationships.
Furthermore, and consistent with extant personal-
ity research, individuals who engage in mate
poaching, much like individuals who tend to
engage in infidelity, generally also display low
conscientiousness and agreeableness scores.

Relationships Science Perspectives
of Infidelity

A burgeoning body of research conducted by rela-
tionships scientists concerns how individuals
form and maintain romantic relationships (Finkel,
Simpson, & Eastwick, 2017). From this perspec-
tive, individuals’ satisfaction levels in and com-
mitment to a relationship, as well as attachment
styles may be important to predicting the occur-
rence of infidelity.

Relationship Dissatisfaction and Commitment
One of the most consistently identified major pre-
dictor of infidelity is relationship dissatisfaction
(e.g., Adamopoulou, 2013; Glass & Wright, 1985;
Mark, Janssen, & Milhausen, 2011; Previti &
Amato, 2004; Thompson, 1983; Whisman et al.,
2007). In one study of over 4000 respondents,
compared to those who were “very happy” in
their marriages, individuals who reported being
“not too happy” were four times more likely to
have engaged in extramarital sex (Atkins,
Baucom, & Jacobson, 2001). Indeed, marital con-
flict and a lack of marital support are strong pre-
disposing factors of infidelity (Allen et al., 2005).
Some evidence suggests that the relationship
between infidelity and relationship dissatisfaction
may be bidirectional (Fincham & May, 2017); in
one 17-year longitudinal study, individuals who
were in unhappy marriages were more likely to
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end up engaging in extramarital sex, which in turn
negatively predicted marital happiness and posi-
tively predicted the likelihood of divorce (Previti
& Amato, 2004). One model for understanding
the roots of infidelity is Rusbult’s (1980, 1983)
investment model. According to this model, sat-
isfaction, the quality of alternative partners, and
the level of investments made in a relationship
contribute to an individual’s level of commitment;
this, in turn, promotes and motivates the psycho-
logical attachment key to maintaining a romantic
relationship (Drigotas & Barta, 2001). Consistent
with this argument, individuals who report higher
(compared to lower) levels of commitment to a
relationship also reported less permissive attitudes
to infidelity (Rodrigues, Lopes, & Pereira, 2017),
intentions to engage in infidelity (Mattingly et al.,
2011), and actual engagement in infidelity (Le,
Korn, Crockett, & Loving, 2010). In one notable
study applying the investment model to the study
of infidelity, researchers used both survey and
diary methods to measure each of three compo-
nents of commitment (Drigotas, Safstrom, &
Gentilia, 1999). Individuals’ commitment levels
as measured by these components were demon-
strably strong predictors of whether individuals
were likely to actually engage in both sexual and
emotional infidelity and whether individuals were
likely to report greater physical and emotional
intimacy in their interactions with opposite-sex,
non-primary partner individuals.

Attachment Styles

Attachment styles have also been used to account
for why some individuals engage in infidelity, but
not others. Depending on the amount of positive
care and attention received in early childhood,
individuals tend to vary in their tendency toward
a secure or insecure attachment style (Ainsworth,
1991). Attachment styles have been categorized
along four types: (a) secure, with individuals hold-
ing positive working models of themselves and
others; (b) fearful-avoidant, with negative models
of self and others; (c) dismissive-avoidant, with a
positive model of self but negative model of
others; (d) preoccupied-attachment, with a nega-
tive model of self and positive model of others
(Bartholomew & Horowitz, 1991).
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Because attachment styles can influence how
individuals form, maintain, and act in their rela-
tionships, this can potentially influence their like-
lihood of engaging in infidelity (Del Giudice,
2009). Some evidence suggests that different
attachment styles may also lead to different moti-
vations for infidelity; for instance, Allen and
Baucom (2004) noted that while those with fearful
and preoccupied attachment styles viewed infidel-
ity as an avenue for fulfilling self-esteem and
intimacy motivations, those with dismissive
attachment styles reported autonomy motivations
for engaging in infidelity. Nonetheless,
researchers  contend that anxiously- or
avoidantly-attached individuals may be more pre-
disposed to infidelity (Bogaert & Sadava, 2002;
Fish, Pavkov, Wetchler, & Bercik, 2012). For
instance, avoidantly-attached individuals may be
less committed in relationships and, hence, less
resistant to temptations of infidelity (DeWall et al.,
2011). Across eight studies, avoidant individuals
possessed more permissive attitudes to infidelity,
were more interested in alternative partners,
viewed such alternatives more positively, and
engaged in more infidelity over time. As another
example, recent evidence showed that attachment
anxiety was associated with a stronger fear of
being single, which, in turn, predicted self-
reported infidelity behaviors — indicating that
anxiously-attached individuals engage in infidel-
ity as a strategy to not be alone (Sakman, Urganci,
& Sevi, 2021).

However, the influence of attachment styles
also depends on the type of primary relationship
individuals are in. Contrary to research conducted
on dating couples, Russell, Baker, and McNulty
(2013) found no significant associations between
an avoidant attachment style and infidelity among
married couples. Russell and colleagues proposed
that married couples were potentially more com-
mitted in their relationships and less influenced by
antecedents to infidelity; importantly, the authors
argued that the ostensible contradiction of their
findings with those reported by previous studies
(e.g., Allen & Baucom, 2004; Bogaert & Sadava,
2002) indicated a greater need for examining the
boundary conditions of the influence of attach-
ment styles.

Individual Differences Perspectives
of Infidelity

Personality Factors

Big Five Personality traits as identified in the
“Big five” dimensions can reliably predict the
occurrence of infidelity. A substantial body of
research suggests that individuals who possess
low levels of agreeableness and conscientiousness
are more likely to engage in infidelity (Apostolou
& Panayiotou, 2019; Barta & Kiene, 2005;
Schmitt, 2004; Schmitt & Buss, 2001;
Shackelford, Besser, & Goetz, 2008). Individuals
possessing such traits are often also impulsive,
undependable, and wunreliable (Buss &
Shackelford, 1997) and partners of such individ-
uals experience lower levels of relationship satis-
faction, which in turn, can lead to a greater
likelihood of infidelity (Shackelford et al., 2008).
Consistent with these ideas, a large-scale study of
over 16,000 participants from 52 nations
(Schmitt, 2004) reported that, universally, low
conscientiousness and agreeableness predicted
infidelity while extraversion was significantly
associated with sexual promiscuity in most
regions. More recent findings suggest that while
an individual’s personality can account for the
likelihood of infidelity, the interactive effects of
both partners’ personalities may also play an
important role (Altgelt, Reyes, French, Meltzer,
& McNulty, 2018). Among newlywed couples
who were followed over a 3-year period, both
men and women who had a neurotic and extro-
verted partner were more likely to engage in infi-
delity. These associations remained significant
even after controlling for the effects of relation-
ship satisfaction, further indicating that the effects
of personality may manifest in the occurrence of
infidelity ~ through  (potentially)  various
mechanisms.

Sociosexual Orientation Some theorists posit
that individuals who exhibit a more unrestricted
sociosexual orientation may also be more suscep-
tible to infidelity. In their original formulation of
this dimension of individual difference, Simpson
and Gangestad (1991) defined sociosexuality as



an individual’s implicit prerequisites for entering
a sexual relationship; whereas sociosexually
restricted individuals require more time, attach-
ment, and closeness to a partner before entering a
sexual relationship, sociosexually unrestricted
individuals require less. Research indicates that
individuals with a more unrestricted sociosexual
orientation are also inclined toward short-term
casual sexual relationships, have more fantasies
about extramarital sex, and desire a greater num-
ber of sexual partners (Gangestad & Simpson,
1990; Simpson & Gangestad, 1991, 1992). In
line with these findings, sociosexually
unrestricted individuals report more positive per-
ceptions of infidelity (Greiling & Buss, 2000;
Seal, Agostinelli, & Hannett, 1994), lower levels
of commitment to their current relationships
(Rodrigues et al., 2017; Rodrigues & Lopes,
2017), and engage in higher levels of offline
(e.g., Mattingly et al., 2011; Penke & Asendorpf,
2008) and online (Liu & Zheng, 2019; Weiser
et al., 2018) infidelity behaviors. In particular,
sociosexually unrestricted individuals
(as compared to sociosexually restricted ones)
perceive their partners as being less desirable
mates, which leads to lower levels of commitment
to their partner (Hackathorn & Brantley, 2014).

Dark Triad Traits that make up the Dark Triad
(i.e., narcissism, psychopathy, and Machiavellian-
ism), which promote self-centered, antisocial, and
manipulative behaviors have also been linked to
infidelity (Dane, Jonason, & McCaffrey, 2018;
Paulhus & Williams, 2002). Potentially, those
high in the Dark Triad tend to also possess a
callous nature that may facilitate infidelity
(Jonason & Buss, 2012; Jonason, Li, & Buss,
2010). Trait psychopathy characterizes a willing-
ness to break rules — such as the normative rules
that undergird monogamous relationships — with-
out remorse (Josephs, 2018) and individuals who
score highly on such a trait report more previous
experience with infidelity (Jones & Weiser, 2014;
Sevi, Urganci, & Sakman, 2020) and greater
intentions to commit infidelity (Brewer, Hunt,
James, & Abell, 2015). Comparatively, trait
Machiavellianism is defined by marked distrust
for others and the use of manipulative tactics in
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interpersonal relationships. Various studies sug-
gest that high trait Machiavellianism predicts
engaging in infidelity for various self-benefitting
reasons (e.g., boosting one’s self-esteem, status,
resources, revenge; Brewer & Abell, 2015) and
the use of deceptive tactics (Dussault, Hojjat, &
Boone, 2013), especially in the absence of culpa-
bility (McHoskey, 2001). In comparison, whereas
Machiavellianism and psychopathy are percepti-
bly negative traits, narcissistic individuals often
create more positive first impressions; interest-
ingly, some evidence suggests that the very traits
contributing to a positive first impression can be
detrimental to the long-term success of interper-
sonal relationships (Back, Schmukle, & Egloff,
2010). In particular, the self-centered nature of
narcissistic individuals — such as an inflated
sense of self-worth and entitlement — can facilitate
infidelity intentions and behaviors (Brewer et al.,
2015). Indeed, among married couples, narcis-
sism has been shown to predict infidelity (Buss
& Shackelford, 1997). Narcissistic individuals are
also more tolerant of the risk involved while
engaging in infidelity (Adams, Luevano, &
Jonason, 2014), which potentially emboldens
these individuals. Additionally, narcissistic indi-
viduals are more likely to engage in infidelity and
also attract narcissistic partners — the very people
likely to be unfaithful (Campbell, Foster, &
Finkel, 2002).

Non-Personality Factors

While reviews elsewhere have comprehensively
discussed, the role of various individual differ-
ences factors in influencing the likelihood of infi-
delity (Blow & Hartnett, 2005; Haseli, Shariati,
Nazari, Keramat, & Emamian, 2019; Tsapelas,
Fisher, & Aron, 2010), here we review five fac-
tors: sex, income, education, religiosity,
technology.

Sex Sex differences are apparent in infidelity. On
average, men tend to desire a greater number of
sexual partners over a lifetime (Schmitt, 2003),
perceive opposite-sex individuals as displaying
more sexual interest than they actually are
(Abbey, 1982; Perilloux & Kurzban, 2015), and
display a more unrestricted sociosexual
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orientation (Schmitt, 2005). More than women,
men also display greater intentions to commit
infidelity (Apostolou & Panayiotou, 2019; Prins,
Buunk, & Van Yperen, 1993), report more expe-
rience with infidelity (Adamopoulou, 2013;
Atkins & Kessel, 2008; Brand, Markey, Mills, &
Hodges, 2007), are less likely to condemn marital
affairs (Lopes, Holub, Savolainen, Schwartz, &
Shackelford, 2020), and are less motivated by
love or relationship dissatisfaction when commit-
ting infidelity (Glass & Wright, 1985, 1992; Prins
et al., 1993). Furthermore, women (but not men)
who perceive their relationship as being inequita-
ble report a greater desire to engage in extradyadic
behaviors (Prins et al., 1993); indeed, women who
report greater satisfaction with their relationship
also report a lower propensity to engage in infi-
delity (Apostolou & Panayiotou, 2019). Consis-
tent with these findings, women’s experiences
with infidelity are also more likely to be com-
prised of emotional than sexual infidelities
(Spanier & Margolis, 1983; Thompson, 1983,
1984).

Religiosity Religiosity of partners involved in a
relationship is also related to infidelity. Individ-
uals who report placing a greater emphasis on
religion in their lives engage less in infidelity
(DeMaris, 2009; Whisman et al., 2007). It is
worth noting that, at least among American sam-
ples, variant of religious affiliation displayed no
significant influence on likelihood of infidelity
(Burdette, Ellison, Sherkat, & Gore, 2007).
Among married or previously married individ-
uals, higher attendance of religious services was
related to a lower likelihood of infidelity (Atkins
& Kessel, 2008; Burdette et al., 2007). In an
experimental set up, Fincham, Lambert, and
Beach (2010) examined the effects of praying
for a partner on infidelity; in one study, individ-
uals were assigned to either pray for their partners,
think positive thoughts of their partners, or to do
nothing (i.e., control). More than those who
thought positive thoughts of their partners and
the control group, individuals who prayed more
frequently for their partners viewed their relation-
ships as more sacred and engaged in less extra-
dyadic romantic behaviors. These individuals

were also rated as more committed to their
partners.

Income Income may also be predictive of infi-
delity, though the current evidence for this rela-
tionship remains unclear. Some scholars have
reported that income and reported infidelity may
be positively correlated (Allen et al., 2005; Atkins
et al., 2001; Glass & Wright, 1985) as higher-
earning individuals may encounter more opportu-
nities in their professional lives to engage in infi-
delity. Consistent with this evidence, one study
showed that individuals who perceived them-
selves as having greater power at work also
reported greater actual and intended infidelity
(Lammers, Stoker, Jordan, Pollmann, & Stapel,
2011). On the other hand, others found no such
difference (e.g., Jackman, 2015; Mark et al.,
2011), though it is worth noting that sampling
issues may obscure any potential income effects
on infidelity (Jackman, 2015).

Education Educational attainment may be
related to infidelity. Although some studies indi-
cate that less-educated individuals are more likely
to engage in infidelity (Treas & Giesen, 2000;
Weis & Jurich, 1985), others document that
more highly educated individuals are more sus-
ceptible instead (Atkins et al., 2001). However, it
is likely that such effects are more contingent on
other factors as well; for instance, Atkins et al.
(2001) showed that the positive effects of educa-
tion on infidelity were more likely for those who
had previously undergone divorce (Atkins et al.,
2001), while others have shown that the influence
of one’s own educational status relative to one’s
partner may be more important in predicting infi-
delity (Blow & Hartnett, 2005).

Technology Finally, rapid technological pro-
gress can facilitate short-term mating and infidel-
ity by increasing the ease with which people
access, get acquainted with, and arrange clandes-
tine meetings with a wider variety of potential
mates. On the one hand, given the ease with
which infidelities can be conducted through mod-
ern electronic platforms (e.g., messaging applica-
tions, online dating sites), such platforms may



attract individuals looking to engage in extrapair
relationships. Consistent with such reasoning,
among individuals in a committed relationship,
users (versus non-users) of the popular dating
application Tinder are more likely to report
being low on agreeableness and conscientious-
ness — traits that reliably predict infidelity
(Timmermans, De Caluwé, & Alexopoulos,
2018). Relatedly, technological developments
that increase one’s real and perceived mating
options can also result in the increasing destabili-
zation of long-term relationships and marriages
(Abbasi & Alghamdi, 2018; Li & Choy, in
press). Indeed, when exposed to images of
opposite-sex others with highly attractive quali-
ties, people evaluate their current relationships
less favorably (Kenrick, Neuberg, Zierk, &
Krones, 1994; see also Yong, Li, Valentine, &
Smith, 2017).

Conclusion

This entry has provided a nonexhaustive review of
various factors that promote or predict infidelity.
Research conducted from the biological, evolu-
tionary, relationships science, and individual dif-
ferences perspectives has provided a rich
understanding on the causes of infidelity. Sum-
marily, individuals with certain genetic and bio-
logical dispositions, dissatisfactory relationships,
a lack of commitment to their relationships, an
avoidant or preoccupied attachment style, dis-
agreeable and unconscientious dispositions
(or who have neurotic and extraverted partners),
and who have Dark Triad personalities are more
susceptible to infidelity. Moreover, such factors
are also contingent on various demographic fac-
tors, including sex, religiosity income, and educa-
tion. Lastly, we close by noting that because
technology increases one’s access to potential
mates, infidelity may become increasingly preva-
lent while long-term relationships and marriage
may become increasingly rare.
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