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Abstract

Although bisexual-identified people make up the majority of the LGBTQIA+ community,
bisexuality continues to be poorly understood. Researchers have previously defined bisexuality
as based on behavior, identity, or capacity for attraction, but recent qualitative and mixed-
methods research suggests that plurisexual people (people attracted to two or more genders) tend
to define bisexuality as based on attraction or capacity for attraction. However, research also
observed extensive variability in participants’ responses with definitions varying based on
contextual factors and along sexual identity lines. The present study extends previous research by
exploring how plurisexual adults in the Midwestern United States define bisexuality for
themselves and to others. Participants completed a brief online survey answering open-ended and
closed-ended questions of how they define bisexuality. Responses from 46 plurisexual adults in
the Midwestern U.S. were analyzed using reflexive thematic analysis and repeated measures
ANOVA. Reflexive thematic analysis revealed five key themes: (1) bisexuality predominantly
defined as attraction, (2) (lacking) use of the split attraction model, (3) influence of partner
gender, (4) engagement with identity politics, and (5) nuances between definitions used for
oneself and those given to others. Repeated measures ANOVA found a significant preference for
interest and capacity for interest definitions over behavior definitions. Participants provided
various definitions of bisexuality, with many participants defining bisexuality as attraction to two
genders or as attraction to two or more genders. No clear differences along gender or sexual
identity lines were observed in this sample. Findings suggest that plurisexuals people’s
individual definitions of bisexuality are highly varied and that behavior- and self-identity-based
definitions of bisexuality may not accurately capture the experiences of plurisexual people.

Keywords: Sexual identity, bisexuality, plurisexuality, queer, gender diversity
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Midwestern Plurisexuals Define Bisexuality

Recent data suggest that about 5.3% of all United States adults identify as bisexual
(Jones, 2025). Per population estimates, this equates to approximately 14,000,000 people (see
U.S. Census Bureau, 2023). Due to the social stigma surrounding bisexuality (Yoshino, 2000),
this is likely an underestimate of the actual number of U.S. adults who identify as bisexual.
Despite the prevalence of bisexual people in the U.S., bisexuality continues to be poorly
understood (Galupo, 2011; Galupo et al., 2017; Morgenroth et al., 2021). Researchers have
defined bisexuality in various ways, such as sexual behavior, sexual and/or romantic attraction,
capacity for attraction, and personal identity labels (Cipriano et al., 2022; Galupo et al., 2017;
Kinsey et al., 1948, 1953; Klein, 1993; Meyer & Wilson, 2009). Researchers’ varied definitions
of bisexuality can yield contrasting analytical conclusions (Kann et al., 2011; Matthews et al.,
2014) and present challenges to academic communication and the accurate representation of
bisexual people (Gooß, 2008; Meyer & Wilson, 2009; Ruberg & Ruelos, 2020). These issues are
further complicated by research suggesting that bisexual and other plurisexual people define
bisexuality differently than researchers (Barker et al., 2008; Cipriano et al., 2022; Flanders et al.,
2017). As such, researchers may not adequately capture the diverse experiences of bisexual and
other plurisexual people. Therefore, a critical step in improving research involving bisexual and
other plurisexual people is developing a better understanding of how plurisexual people actually
define bisexuality.

Existing research suggests that plurisexual people tend to define bisexuality along axes of
attraction and capacity for attraction rather than axes of sexual and/or romantic behavior (Barker
et al., 2008; Cipriano et al., 2022; Flanders et al., 2017). However, plurisexual people’s
definitions of bisexuality may differ in the perceived importance of the gender binary (viewing
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women and men as the only genders) to bisexual identity (Cipriano et al., 2022; Flanders et al.,
2017). Plurisexual people’s attraction-based definitions of bisexuality contrast researchers’ focus
on behavioral definitions (e.g., Kinsey et al., 1948, 1953) and assumption of binary sex/gender
(e.g., Kinsey et al., 1948, 1953; Klein, 1993). This contrast between researchers’ definitions of
bisexuality and those of plurisexual people suggests that researchers’ current understanding of
bisexuality may not accurately reflect the experiences of bisexual people. For example,
researchers holding behavioral definitions of bisexuality might recategorize participants who
self-identify as bisexual as straight, gay, or lesbian based on their reported behaviors (see
Matthews et al., 2014). In effect, this recategorization erases the bisexual identities of
participants and could be viewed as an example of bisexual erasure, or the denial that bisexual
identities exist (see Pennasillico & Amodeo, 2019; San Francisco Human Rights Commission,
2011). Researchers’ personal understanding of bisexuality might also shape their interpretations
of bisexual participants’ data. For instance, a researcher who defines bisexuality as
simultaneously dating women and men partners might view all participants who self-identify as
bisexual as engaging in this behavior. As such, potential differences between bisexual
participants and gay and lesbian participants might be implicitly attributed to this presumed
promiscuity rather than differences in social experience. Although no known studies have
explored this possibility, this potential scenario intersects with the concept of reflexivity
(Holland, 1999); the idea that researcher’s views, experiences, and identities influence their
research.

Although some studies have explored how plurisexual people define bisexuality, these
studies have primarily focused on plurisexual women (e.g., Cipriano et al., 2022). Studies
including plurisexual men and plurisexual gender-expansive people (e.g., Barker et al., 2008;



PLURISEXUALS DEFINE BISEXUALITY 8
Flanders et al., 2017) focused on the prominent plurisexual identities of bisexual and plurisexual
and did not explore potential differences among genders. Therefore, it is unclear if and how
sexual orientation labels and/or gender identity may help shape plurisexual people’s definitions
of bisexuality. The present study seeks to address this gap in the literature by exploring how
plurisexual people of various sexual orientation labels and gender identities define bisexuality.
Key Terminology
Sex and Gender

In both academic and lay conversation, the terms “sex” and “gender” are often used
interchangeably. Traditionally, gender is often viewed as originating from sex, with some
researchers arguing that sex and gender are deeply and inescapably intertwined (DuBois and
Shattuck-Heidorn, 2021). Although the immensely nuanced discussion of sex and gender cannot
be meaningful addressed in this paper (see Ainsworth, 2015; DuBois and Shattuck-Heidorn,
2021; van Anders, 2015; Wood & Eagly, 2015), some general distinctions between sex and
gender can be made. For the purposes of this paper, “sex” is defined as sex-related body features
such as genitalia and body shape which are associated with concepts of “femaleness” and
“maleness,” whereas “gender” is defined as social and cultural expectations such as dress,
behavior, and speech patterns associated with masculinity, femininity, and gender diversity (van
Anders, 2015; Wood & Eagly, 2015).
Capacity for Attraction

An important concept in the discussion of attraction toward multiple genders is capacity
for attraction. Unlike an explicit experience of attraction toward someone of a particular gender
(e.g., experiencing romantic attraction toward a specific man), capacity for attraction can be
defined as an openness to the potential of experiencing attraction toward someone of a particular
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gender (see Cipriano et al., 2022; Flanders et al., 2017). For instance, someone might
acknowledge an openness to attraction toward nonbinary people even if they have not explicitly
experienced attraction toward a specific nonbinary person. Capacity for attraction can be
especially relevant when discussing openness toward genders outside of the woman/man binary,
such as nonbinary and agender, due to the relative infrequency of people who identify with these
genders. For example, recent survey data suggest that only about 1.0% of all U.S. adults identify
as nonbinary (Brown, 2022).
Plurisexuality, Bisexuality, and Monosexuality

As used in this paper, “plurisexuality” is defined as an umbrella term encompassing any
pattern of attraction in which someone has the capacity to be sexually and/or romantically
attracted to more than one gender within which gender may or may not be a factor in their
attraction (Cipriano et al., 2022; Galupo, Davis, et al., 2014; Galupo et al., 2017). Rather than
being a separate identity label, plurisexuality is an overarching category of people who have the
capacity to experience attraction to more than one gender. The plurisexual umbrella encompasses
people who might use labels such as bisexual, pansexual, queer, or fluid; as well as people who
might not use any label (Cipriano et al., 2022; Galupo, Davis, et al., 2014; Galupo et al., 2017;
Hayfield & Křížová, 2021; Rust, 2001). In effect, plurisexuality captures the experience of multi-
gender attraction independently of identity labels.

A prominent identity under the plurisexual umbrella is bisexuality. As aforementioned,
“bisexuality” has been defined by researchers in numerous ways. As used in this paper,
“bisexuality” is defined as the capacity to be sexually and/or romantically attracted to two or
more genders within which gender may or may not be a factor in one’s attraction and in which
one’s pattern of attraction may change over time (Cipriano et al., 2022; Diamond, 2008; Flanders
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et al., 2017; Galupo, Davis, et al., 2014; Galupo et al., 2017; Ochs & Rowley, 2009; Rust, 2001).
This definition acknowledges the diverse experiences of bisexual people and the frequent use of
“bisexual” as an umbrella term for people who have the capacity to be attracted to more than one
gender (Callis, 2014; Cipriano et al., 2022; Flanders et al., 2017; Galupo et al., 2017; Rust,
2001).

Similar to bisexuality, pansexuality entails capacity for attraction toward multiple
genders. However, pansexuality places explicit emphasis on gender inclusivity, or the inclusion
of genders outside the woman/man binary (e.g., nonbinary people and agender people). Unlike
bisexuality, plurisexuality generally does not include gendered preferences and is often framed
as “gender-blind” (Galupo et al., 2017; Hayfield & Křížová, 2021). Based on these nuanced
distinctions, as used in this paper, “pansexuality” is defined as the capacity to be sexually and/or
romantically attracted to all genders within which gender is not a factor in one’s attraction
(Callis, 2014; Cipriano et al., 2022; Galupo, Davis, et al., 2014; Galupo et al., 2017; Hayfield &
Křížová, 2021).

Plurisexual attraction such as that experienced by bisexual and pansexual people is
contrasted by attraction exclusively toward one gender. As used in this paper, “monosexuality” is
defined as an umbrella term for any pattern of attraction in which someone has the capacity to be
sexuality and/or romantically attracted to only gender and in which gender is a key factor in their
attraction. Similar to the plurisexual umbrella, the monosexual umbrella is not a separate identity
label, but an overarching category of people who experience attraction to only one gender. The
monosexual umbrella encompasses homosexual people (those attracted to their own gender) and
heterosexual people (those attracted to one gender which is not their own gender; Callis, 2014;
Galupo, Davis, et al., 2014). Notably, due to homosexuality being framed as attraction to the
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“same” gender and heterosexuality being framed as attraction to the “opposite” gender,
monosexuality often implies a gender binary, or the belief that gender identity only encompasses
women and men (Callis, 2014; Galupo, Davis, et al., 2014; Hayfield & Křížová, 2021;
Morgenroth et al., 2021).
Gender Inclusivity and Gender Exclusivity

In the context of bisexuality, the gender binary is intimately related with gender
exclusivity, or the perception that bisexual attraction is exclusively toward the binary genders of
cisgender women and cisgender men (Cipriano et al., 2022; Flanders et al., 2017). The gender
exclusive view of bisexuality is contrasted by gender inclusivity, or the view that bisexuality
encompasses attraction toward nonbinary genders and transgender people alongside cisgender
women and cisgender men (Cipriano et al., 2022; Flanders et al., 2017). Gender exclusive and
gender inclusive views of bisexuality have both been observed among plurisexual communities,
with pansexual people appearing to more often hold gender exclusive views of bisexuality than
do bisexual people (Barker, 2008; Cipriano et al., 2022; Flanders et al., 2017).
Split Attraction Model

As initially popularized by members of the LGBTQIA+ community and formally
articulated by researchers such as Diamond (2003), attraction can be separated into independent
categories such as romantic attraction and sexual attraction (see AVENwiki, 2022). The
distinction between romantic attraction and sexual attraction – often called the “split attraction
model” or “split model of attraction” – is used by many asexual people to describe their
experience of romantic attraction in the absence of sexual attraction (Winer, 2024). The split
attraction model is also used by some plurisexual people to describe the complexities of their
attraction toward multiple genders (see Cipriano et al., 2022; Flanders et al., 2017). Plurisexual
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people might use the split attraction model to describe how their attraction compares across
genders (e.g., equally sexually attracted to women and men but more romantically attracted to
women than men), how their romantic attraction and sexual attraction may or may not align (e.g.,
romantically attracted to women but not sexually attracted to women), and how their attraction
shifts over time and across situational contexts.
Bisexuality as Previously Defined by Scientists and Plurisexual People
How Researchers Have Defined Bisexuality

As aforementioned, researchers have defined bisexuality in various and often
contradictory ways. Academic definitions of bisexuality tend to come in three general forms:
behavioral, self-identity, and attraction (see Bi.org, n.d.b; Feinstein & Dyar, 2017; Yoshino,
2000). Behavioral definitions of bisexuality have been historically popular among researchers
and are influenced by the seminal works of Kinsey and colleagues (1948, 1954). As popularized
by Kinsey et al. (1948, 1953), sexual orientation can be defined along axes of sexual behavior
and desire. Kinsey et al. (1948, 1953) conceptualized sexual orientation on a 7-point scale, often
called “the Kinsey Scale,” ranging from 0 (“Exclusively heterosexual”) to 6 (“Exclusively
homosexual”) with an additional response of X (“No socio-sexual contacts or reactions”)
capturing those who lack behavioral experience necessary to place themselves on the scale.

Although seemingly objective, the behavioral definitions of sexual orientation implied by
the Kinsey Scale are not necessarily consistent, especially regarding bisexuality. Because all
intermediate scores on the Kinsey scale from 1 (“Predominantly heterosexual, only incidentally
homosexual”) to 5 (“Predominantly homosexual, but incidentally heterosexual”) are
characterized by a mixture of heterosexual and homosexual behavior and/or desire, all of these
intermediate scores could encompass different experiences of bisexuality (see Kinsey et al.,
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1948, p. 656, for an early discussion of this ambiguity). Since the publication of the Kinsey
Scale, researches have extended competing behavior-based operational definitions of bisexuality,
such as defining bisexuality as roughly equal sexual experience with both women and men (a 3
on the Kinsey Scale, “Equally heterosexual and homosexual,” Kinsey et al., 1948) versus
defining bisexuality as having at least one same-sex and one other-sex sexual experience (Bauer
& Brennan, 2013; Galupo, Mitchell, et al., 2014; Yoshino, 2000). Although this latter behavioral
definition of bisexuality is arguably more inclusive of individual differences in sexual behavior
and desire, researchers’ tendency to collapse responses at or near the midpoint of the Kinsey
Scale into the label “bisexual” obscures these individual differences and inaccurately portrays
bisexuality as a homogeneous experience (Bauer et al., 2016; Galupo, Mitchell, et al., 2014).

Expanding on Kinsey et al.’s (1948, 1953) seminal work, Klein et al. (1985, as cited in
Klein, 1993) proposed the Klein Sexual Orientation Grid (the “Klein Grid”) which describes
sexual orientation as encompassing sexual and social attraction, sexual behavior, and self-
identity. The Klein Grid also entails a temporal component within which respondents consider
their sexual orientation as they have previously experienced it, how they currently experience,
and how they would ideally like to experience it in the future (Klein, 1993). Compared to the
Kinsey Scale, the Klein Grid readily views sexual orientation as multidimensional and better
captures individual differences among plurisexual people, such as fluidity in attraction (Galupo,
Davis, et al., 2014; Galupo, Mitchell, et al., 2014; Thompson & Morgan, 2008; Weinrich &
Klein, 2002, as cited in Galupo, Mitchell, et al., 2014). Although analyses of the Klein Grid lend
themselves to more nuanced conceptualizations of sexuality, the lack of clear behavioral
categories can lead to inconsistencies in how behavior experiences are categorized and discussed
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by researchers (see Thompson & Morgan, 2008; Weinrich & Klein, 2002, as cited in Galupo,
Mitchell, et al., 2014).

Despite maintaining frequent use among researchers, behavioral definitions of bisexuality
have been critiqued for their inconsistencies in what patterns of behavior are considered
“bisexual,” overemphasis of overt behavioral experiences, limited consideration of sexual and
gender fluidity, reinforcement of sexual and gender binaries, and oversimplification of sexuality
(Bauer & Brennan, 2013; Bauer & Jairam, 2008; Galupo, Mitchell, et al., 2014). In addition to
the aforementioned inconsistencies regarding what combination of same- and other-gender
sexual behaviors researchers consider “bisexual,” variability in what specific sexual behaviors
(e.g., penetrative versus non-penetrative sex) and within what time frame those behaviors
“count” yields an opaque description of what behaviors researchers may consider indicative of
“behavioral bisexuality” (Bauer & Brennan, 2013; Matthews et al., 2014, see also Feinstein &
Dyar, 2017; Jeffries, 2014, for examples of “behaviorally bisexual” and similar language).
Methodologically, these inconsistencies in defining what pattern of behavior and within what
time frame is “bisexual” can lead to contrasting analytical conclusions and may conflate
“behavioral bisexuality” with having a greater number of sexual partners (Bauer & Brennan,
2013; Bauer & Jairam, 2008). Further, these inconsistencies hinder the ability to synthesize
research findings as one researcher’s conceptualization of “bisexual behavior” may drastically
differ from that of another researcher despite using similar or identical terminology.

Research using behavioral measures to assign participants to specific identity categories
has also been critiqued for failing to acknowledge sexual fluidity and variability in experience,
especially when these behavioral measures enforce strict time frames (e.g., sexual behaviors
within the past six months; Bauer & Brennan, 2013; Diamond, 2008; Galupo, Davis, et al., 2014;
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Galupo, Mitchell, et al., 2014). For example, a behavioral measure that only considers sexual
behavior within the past six months would classify a bisexual man who has monogamously
partnered with a woman for five years as “straight/heterosexual” regardless of that bisexual
person’s past behavior or their current attractions or self-identity. Further, this same bisexual
man would only be deemed “bisexual” by this behavioral measure if he were to engage in sexual
behavior with someone who is not a woman, such as with a man or an agender person. As such,
these restrictive behavioral measures of sexuality effectively erase the experiences and identities
of plurisexual people who are in long-term monogamous relationships. Although the Klein
Grid’s enhanced focus on sexual fluidity and multidimensionality of sexuality has led the Klein
Grid to be viewed more favorability than strictly behavior-based definitions of sexuality, the
Klein Grid has faced similar criticism for not considering gender diversity and not fully
capturing the intricacies of sexual fluidity (Galupo, Mitchell, et al., 2014). Despite these
limitations, behavioral definitions of (bi)sexuality are still prevalent, especially among health
researchers (e.g., Feinstein & Dyar, 2017; Jeffries, 2014, see also Bauer & Brennan, 2013; Bauer
& Jairam, 2008; Young & Meyer, 2005, for critiques of this practice)

Partly in reaction to the shortcomings of behavioral definitions of bisexuality, researchers
have also defined bisexuality per self-identity. Self-identity definitions of bisexuality take
people’s identity labels at face value and do not require prerequisite experiences to be considered
under their personal identity label(s) (see Galupo et al., 2015; Nelson, 2024). Due to accepting
one’s identity labels as-is, researchers using self-identity definitions of bisexuality do not attempt
to recategorize people’s experiences or lack thereof. This practice of taking participants’
experiences and identities at face value rather than imposing preconceived ideas of those
experiences and/or identities broadly relates to feminist research practices which seek to
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minimize power discrepancies between researchers and participants and to view participants as
whole people who are experts on themselves and their experiences (see Guimaraes, 2007, for a
personal account using these practices). Although self-identity definitions address many of the
issues associated with behavioral definitions such as requiring behavioral experiences and
reinforcement of the gender and sexual binaries (Galupo, Mitchell, et al., 2014), self-identity-
based definitions of bisexuality simultaneously exaggerate differences among identity labels
(e.g., between bisexual and pansexual) and similarities within a given identity label (see
Feinstein et al., 2023; Mitchell et al., 2015, for discussions of this topic). This latter point is
especially relevant to plurisexuality identities (e.g., bisexual and pansexual) as recent interview
studies suggest that plurisexual people’s conceptualizations of their and other’s identity labels
are highly variable (Barker et al., 2008; Cipriano et al., 2022; Flanders et al., 2017).

Due to the relatively antithetical relationship between behavioral and self-identity
definitions of bisexuality, it is unsurprising that these contrasting definitions can lead to
differential categorization of participants and, as consequence, draw dissimilar analytical
conclusions (Kann et al., 2011; Matthews et al., 2014). Because behavioral definitions of
bisexuality focus on reported sexual behaviors regardless of self-identity, it is readily plausible
for someone to be labeled as “behaviorally heterosexual” despite identifying as bisexual. In a
telling exercise, Matthews and colleagues (2014) analyzed data from the Massachusetts Youth
Risk Behavior Survey independently using a behavioral operationalization and a self-identity
operationalization of sexual orientation to demonstrate the different conclusions drawn from
each analysis. As anticipated, Matthews and colleagues (2014) drew dissimilar conclusions
regarding the target behaviors of smoking, suicide risk, and methamphetamine use depending on
if sexual orientation was conceptualized as behavior or as self-identity. Concerningly, this
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finding suggests that analytical conclusions generated from one operationalization of bisexuality
(e.g., sexual contact with both women and men in the last two years) do not necessarily apply to
other operationalizations of bisexuality (e.g., self-identity; Bauer & Jairam, 2008; Young &
Meyer, 2005). This finding is especially troubling in light of researchers’ tendency to conflate
sexual behavior and self-identity (Bauer & Jairam, 2008; Young & Meyer, 2005).

More recently, researchers have defined bisexuality as attraction (or capacity for
attraction) to multiple genders (e.g., Cipriano et al., 2022, 2023; Flanders et al., 2017; Galupo,
Davis, et al., 2014; Galupo et al., 2017). Unlike both behavior and self-identity definitions,
attraction definitions of bisexuality do not require previous behavioral experience nor assume
homogeneous experiences among people using the same sexual identity label (e.g., not assuming
that all bisexual people are attracted to people of their same gender; Flanders et al., 2017;
Hayfield & Křížová, 2021). Rather, attraction definitions consider the diverse range of
experiences that fall under the umbrella of (capacity for) attraction toward multiple genders
(Flanders, 2016; Flanders et al., 2017; Galupo, Davis, et al., 2014; Galupo et al., 2017; Hayfield
& Křížová, 2021). In other words, (capacity for) attraction definitions do not ascribe what
bisexuality should look like and instead focus on what bisexuality could and does look like.
Notably, the emerging academic focus on attraction-based definitions of bisexuality aligns with
prominent community definitions, such as that of bisexual activist Robyn Ochs, which define
bisexuality per capacity for attraction (Ochs & Rowley, 2009).

The acknowledgment of nuanced differences among bisexual people’s experiences with
their bisexuality is interrelated with (bi)sexuality researchers’ shift toward using “plurisexuality”
as an umbrella term describing any pattern of attraction in which someone has the capacity to
experience attraction toward two or more genders (e.g., Cipriano et al., 2022, 2023; Flanders et
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al., 2017; Galupo, Davis, et al., 2014; Galupo et al., 2017; Hayfield & Křížová, 2021). In
practice, this shift toward attraction-based definitions of bisexuality and interrelated use of the
plurisexual umbrella fall in line with broader Queer data efforts. As described by Ruberg and
Ruelos (2020), “Queer data” refers to demographic data collection methods which intentionally
acknowledge the variability and fluidity of LGBTQIA+ identities (e.g., allowing participants to
select multiple gender and sexual identity labels). Ruberg and Ruelos (2020) contrast Queer data
with traditional demographic data collection methods which are said to construct data in ways
which reinforce dominate social and cultural norms surrounding gender and sexuality which may
not accurately represent LGBTQIA+ participants’ experiences. Due to their potentially
inaccurate representation of LGBTQIA+ participants, data generated from traditional
demographic data collection methods may lead to inaccurate empirical conclusions, especially if
participants are collapsed under a specific identity label (e.g., bisexual; see Feinstein et al., 2023;
Mitchell et al., 2015). Attraction-based definitions address these methodological concerns by
simultaneously engaging with the heterogeneity of plurisexual people’s individual experiences as
well as the nuanced differences and similarities among specific plurisexual labels (e.g., bisexual,
pansexual, queer; see Galupo et al., 2015).
How Plurisexual People Seem to Define and Describe Bisexuality

Sociohistorical Background. Although media outlets periodically frame bisexuality as a
fad, craze, or “new sexuality,” (see Leland & Rhodes, 1995, for a famous example), bisexuality
has existed throughout history as illustrated by Ancient Greece’s Alexander the Great being
celebrated for his plausible plurisexuality (Bi.org, n.d.a). However, attempting to trace the
history of bisexuality is complicated by the historical lack of language to describe attraction to
multiple genders coupled with the retroactive relabeling of famous figures as “homosexual”
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despite them having experiences that indicate plurisexuality (e.g., Walt Whitman and Eleanor
Roosevelt; Herrmann, 2007; Rung, 2017; San Francisco Human Rights Commission, 2011).
Although a historical review of plurisexuality is outside the scope of this paper, it is crucial to
briefly mention the sociohistorical basis of modern community definitions of bisexuality.

The 1991 inaugural issue of the influential plurisexuality-focused magazine Anything
That Moves opens with a brief article outlining the goals of the magazine and providing
information about the parent organization (Bay Area Bisexual Network, 1991). Colloquially, this
brief article has been referred to as “the bisexual manifesto” by many plurisexual people due to
the article’s nuanced and inclusive conceptualization of bisexuality (Flanders, 2017). Notably,
the article does not provide a definition of bisexuality per se (and in fact cautions the reader that
every bisexual person has a unique definition of bisexuality), but illustrates that bisexuality is
gender-inclusive, can encompass various forms of attraction (e.g., emotional, spiritual, and/or
sexual), can vary in sexual and/or gender preference, and encompasses people’s experiences
regardless of if they are monogamous, non-monogamous, or celibate (Bay Area Bisexual
Network, 1991). Although the understanding of gender and sexuality and the language used to
describe the intersections thereof have drastically changed since the the article’s publication, “the
bisexual manifesto” serves as a key indicator of the inclusiveness and complexity of bisexuality
and other identities under the plurisexual umbrella.

Despite the aforementioned historical inclusivity of bisexuality, some plurisexual people
maintain that bisexuality upholds gender and sex binaries (Cipriano et al., 2022; Flanders, 2017;
Flanders et al., 2017; Galupo et al., 2017; Hayfield & Křížová, 2017). The inaccurately assumed
binary nature of bisexuality (see Galupo et al., 2017) has reportedly been a motivating factor in
some plurisexual people’s decision to identify as pansexual rather than as bisexual (Belous &
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Bauman, 2017; Greaves et al., 2019). This intentional framing of pansexuality as distinct from
bisexuality has contributed to a somewhat antagonist relationship between pansexual and
bisexual identities focused in part on which label is more explicitly inclusive of transgender and
gender expansive people (Belous & Bauman, 2017; Dingle, 2017, as cited in Hayfield &
Křížová, 2017; Flanders, 2017; Hayfield & Křížová, 2017; Jakubowski, 2014). However, the
distinctiveness of pansexual and bisexual identities is troubled by plurisexual people often using
multiple sexual identity labels which may include the simultaneous (and potentially context-
dependent) use of pansexual and bisexual identities (Galupo et al., 2015; Mitchell et al., 2015).

Although minimal research known to the author has explicitly explored the plausible
connection between need for distinctiveness and preference for a pansexual identity over a
bisexual identity (see Flanders, 2016, for an exception), some plurisexual people’s observed
tendency to emphasize distinctions between pansexuality and bisexuality rather than similarities
(see Belous & Bauman, 2017; Cripiano et all, 2022; Hayfield & Křížová, 2017) is strikingly
similar to Social Identity Theory’s (SIT) concept of positive distinctiveness (Trepte & Loy,
2017). Among other elements, SIT argues that people categorize themselves and others into
social groups based on various factors such as gender or age, compare their social ingroup to
social outgroups, and desire to feel positively about their social ingroup (Trepte & Loy, 2017).
Positive distinctiveness, the act of favoring one’s ingroup over a defined outgroup, includes two
components: ingroup favortism (attributing positive characteristics to the ingroup) and outgroup
degradation (attributing negative characteristics to the outgroup; Harwood, 2020; Trepte & Loy,
2017). Both components of positive distinctiveness are observed in some plurisexual peoples’
comparisons of pansexuality and bisexuality, notably that pansexuality is more explicitly
inclusive of transgender and gender expansive people (ingroup favortism) and that bisexuality



PLURISEXUALS DEFINE BISEXUALITY 21
reinforces gender and sex binaries (outgroup degradation; Belous & Bauman, 2017; Cripiano et
al., 2022; Dingle, 2017, as cited in Hayfield & Křížová, 2017; Flanders et al., 2017; Hayfield &
Křížová, 2017). As such, potential differences in how pansexual, bisexual, and other plurisexual
people define bisexuality may be influenced in part by a desire for positive distinctiveness rather
than tangible group-level differences in the conceptualization of gender and/or sexuality.

Recent Research Findings. In light of the historically-acknowledged variability in
individuals’ definitions of bisexuality and the somewhat antagonist framing of pansexual and
bisexual identities, studies exploring how plurisexual people define bisexuality have found
notable variability both within and between bisexual and pansexual people (Cipriano et al., 2022;
Flanders et al., 2017; see Barker et al., 2008). These observed nuances between bisexual and
pansexual people challenge traditional assumptions that identities are fixed and discrete (Ruberg
& Ruelos, 2020). More pointedly, these nuances between bisexual and pansexual people
problematize researchers’ tendencies to collapse all plurisexual people into supposedly
homogeneous groups such as “bisexual and “bi+” (e.g., Feinstein et al., 2023; Wang & Feinstein,
2022; see Flanders, 2017; Galupo et al., 2015; Hayfield & Křížová, 2017, for discussions of this
topic). This tendency to collapse plurisexual people into supposedly homogeneous groups is
further problematized by plurisexual people often using multiple gender and/or sexual identity
labels which questions the usefulness of solely comparing plurisexual people along identity lines
(Galupo et al., 2015; Mitchell et al., 2015). Adding yet more complexity, longitudinal research
has underscored the fluidity of sexual orientation labeling, especially among plurisexual people
(Diamond 2008). In stark contrast to traditional concepts of identity, plurisexual people are a
diverse and fluid group consisting of nuanced perspectives.
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Considering these nuanced perspectives of plurisexual people, fundamental differences

have been observed between plurisexual people’s and researcher’s prevalent definitions of
bisexuality. Qualitative and mixed-methods research suggest that plurisexual people tend to
endorse attraction and capacity for attraction definitions of bisexuality more than behavioral
definitions (Barker et al., 2008; Cipriano et al., 2022; Flanders et al., 2017). Plurisexual people’s
apparent preference for attraction and capacity for attraction definitions of bisexuality over
behavioral definitions directly contrasts the continued use of behavioral definitions of
(bi)sexuality among some health researchers (e.g., Feinstein & Dyar, 2017; Jeffries, 2014).
Plurisexual people’s apparent preference for attraction and capacity for attraction definitions of
bisexuality also contrasts prominent sexual orientation scales such as the Kinsey Scale and Klein
Grid which rely on sexual behavior to conceptualize sexual orientation, albeit to different
degrees (Galupo, Davis, et al., 2014; Galupo, Mitchell, et al., 2014).

Relatedly, bisexual people tend to describe bisexuality as gender inclusive (Cipriano et
al., 2022; Flanders et al., 2017) which contrasts academic definitions of bisexuality as attraction
to men and women or males and females (e.g., Morandini et al., 2025; Timmins et al., 2025) as
well as assumptions that bisexuality reinforces the gender and sex binaries (Belous & Bauman,
2017; Cipriano et al., 2022; Flanders, 2017; Flanders et al., 2017; Galupo et al., 2017; Greaves et
al., 2019; Hayfield & Křížová, 2017). In comparison, pansexual people tend to hold gender
exclusive definitions of bisexuality more often than bisexual people, such as viewing bisexuality
as attraction to exclusively cisgender women and cisgender men (Cipriano et al., 2022; Flanders
et al., 2017). As aforementioned, these differences in how bisexual and pansexual people define
bisexuality are strikingly similar to SIT’s concept of positive distinctiveness (Harwood, 2020;
Trepte & Loy, 2017), potentially indicating that these dissimilarities in defining bisexuality
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originate in part from a desire to positively distinguish one’s group from other identities under
the plurisexual umbrella. However, because previous research on how plurisexual people define
bisexuality has predominantly focused on bisexual- and pansexual-identifying people, it is
unclear if similar differences are present among people with other identity labels under the
plurisexual umbrella (e.g., omnisexual) given the extensive diversity of experiences seen within
and across identity labels (see Flanders, 2017; Galupo et al., 2015).

Considering women more readily report identifying as bisexual than do men (Brown,
2023; Jones, 2024), it is unsurprising that research on plurisexual people’s definitions of
bisexuality has explicitly (e.g., Cipriano et al., 2022) or incidentally (e.g., Barker et al., 2008;
Flanders et al., 2017) focused on plurisexual women. Additionally, research on plurisexual
people’s definitions of bisexuality which has included plurisexual women, men, and gender
diverse people (e.g, Barker et al., 2008; Flanders et al., 2017) has not readily considered potential
differences across gender identity labels. This lack of considering plurisexual men’s and
plurisexual gender diverse people’s experiences is intertwined with the prevalence of sexual
behavioral research conducted on plurisexual men. Due to sexual health research readily using
behavioral definitions of (bi)sexuality (e.g., Feinstein & Dyar, 2017; Jeffries, 2014) and the
research focus on plurisexual men’s sexual health, partly due them being viewed as a disease
vector, much of the research on plurisexual men occurs through a behavioral lens (e.g., Bowring,
et al., 2017; Jeffries, 2014; Schrimshaw et al., 2018). This overemphasis on plurisexual men’s
behavioral experiences precludes researchers from developing a robust understanding of
plurisexual men’s experiences with and definitions of their plurisexual identity.

Complicating this focus on plurisexual women, some evidence suggests that bisexual
women and bisexual men differ in their identity-related experiences, such as bisexual men often
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being perceived as “actually gay” and downplaying their same-gender attraction whereas
bisexual women are often perceived as either equally attracted to women and men or as “actually
straight” (Morgenroth et al., 2021). Bisexual women may also face assumptions that they are
faking their bisexuality for attention and face pressures to provide behavioral “proof” of their
bisexual identity (Cipriano et al., 2023). In light of these potential differences in bisexual
women’s and bisexual men’s identity-related experiences, it is crucial for research exploring
plurisexual people’s experiences and their definitions of bisexuality to expressly include
plurisexual men and plurisexual gender diverse people.

In a different vein, existing research suggests that plurisexual people’s definitions of
bisexuality may vary depending on if they are defining bisexuality generally or in relation to
their specific experiences (Flanders et al., 2017). This variation in plurisexual people’s
definitions of bisexuality illustrates that personal definitions of bisexuality may be context-
dependent, such as being influenced by a conversation partner’s perceived knowledge of gender
diversity (see Barker et al., 2008; Flanders et al., 2017). However, it is unclear if these potential
context-dependent differences in personal definitions of bisexuality are common among all
plurisexual people and, if not, whether they are common among a certain identity group (e.g.,
pansexual and/or queer people).

Collectively, findings from extant research on plurisexual people’s definitions of
bisexuality display extensive variability within personal definitions of bisexuality with this
variability occurring both within and across identity lines. However, the specific nuances of
these differences have not been fully explored. Past research’s explicit focus on plurisexual
women (Cipriano et al., 2022), implicit focus on bisexual people (Barker et al., 2008), and
explicit focus on comparing bisexual and pansexual people (Flanders et al., 2017) present unique
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challenges in determining whether the observed differences among plurisexual people’s
definitions of bisexuality hold true for the broader plurisexual community.
Bisexuality in Context

As aforementioned, recent survey data suggest that about 5.3% of all United States adults
identity as bisexual (Jones, 2025). Notably, due to social stigma surrounding bisexuality
(Yoshino, 2000) which may have discouraged participants from reporting a bisexual identity
coupled with this estimate focusing solely on self-identifying bisexual people, this percentage is
a conservative estimate of the number of plurisexual adults in the U.S. Illustrating the prevalence
of bisexual-identifying people, other survey data indicate that among Americans who identify as
lesbian, gay, or bisexual, 62% identify as bisexual (Brown, 2023). The prevalence of bisexual
and other plurisexual people has contributed to plurisexual people to be collectively described as
the “invisible majority” within the LGBTQIA+ community (Movement Advancement Project,
2016; San Francisco Human Rights Commission, 2011).

The persistence of plurisexual people being the “invisible majority” within the
LGBTQIA+ community can be largely attributed to bisexual erasure, alternatively known as
bisexual invisibility. As defined by Miller et al., (2007, as cited in San Francisco Human Rights
Commission, 2011) “[Bisexual erasure] refers to a lack of acknowledgment and ignoring of the
clear evidence that bisexuals exist.” Functionally, bisexual erasure can occur through everyday
language such as describing sexuality as binary, delegitimization of bisexual identity (e.g.,
claiming that bisexuality is a phase), lack of or stereotyped media representations of bisexuality,
and relabeling of known bisexual figures as straight or gay, such as in the cases of Walt Whitman
and Eleanor Roosevelt (Herrmann, 2007; Israel & Mohr, 2004; Pennasillico & Amodeo, 2019;
Rung, 2017; San Francisco Human Rights Commission, 2011; Yoshino, 2000). Bisexual erasure
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can also occur systematically, such as through the collapsing of plurisexual identities into other
groups such as “gay,” “lesbian,” and “men who have sex with men” (Miller et al., 2007, as cited
in San Francisco Human Rights Commission, 2011; see Jeffries, 2014, for an example in the
context of sexual health research).

Bisexual and other plurisexual people also face a variety of negative stereotypes,
including sexual promiscuity, indecisiveness and/or confusion, incapability of maintaining
monogamous relationships, untrustworthiness, inauthenticity, and greediness (Bostwick &
Hequembourg, 2014; Burke & LaFrance, 2016; Israel & Mohr, 2004). Plurisexual people’s
chronic exposure to bisexual erasure, negative stereotypes of bisexuality, and general negativity
toward bisexuality has been associated with the internalization of these negative experiences
which may result in negative physical and mental health outcomes, the expression of similar
negative stereotypes toward other plurisexual people, and reduced identification with plurisexual
identity labels (Burke & LaFrance, 2016; Dyar & London, 2018; Feinstein et al., 2019). On a
different note, preliminary research suggests that in lieu of a prototypical model of a bisexual
person, plurisexual people may use internalized stereotypes of bisexuality to conceptualize what
characteristics a “typical” bisexual person might have (Flanders et al., 2016).

Notably, bisexual erasure, negative stereotypes of bisexuality, and general negativity
toward bisexuality are perpetrated by heterosexual people as well as gay and lesbian people,
creating a situation described as “bisexual double discrimination” (Friedman et al., 2014; Israel
& Mohr, 2004; Mitchell et al., 2015; Ross et al., 2010; Yoshino, 2000). Bisexual double
discrimination, also known simply as “double discrimination,” can be understood through
Yoshino’s (2000) bisexual erasure hypothesis. Per the bisexual erasure hypothesis, heterosexual
people as well as gay and lesbian people are said to be socially incentivized to erase and
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delegitimize plurisexuality (Yoshino, 2000). In particular, plurisexuality’s existence is said to
disrupt hegemonic social systems formed around sexual- and gender-based hierarchies with both
heterosexual people and gay and lesbian people having vested interests in the perpetuation of
these hierarchies (Yoshino, 2000). Although gay and lesbian people are disadvantaged by these
hierarchies, the bisexual erasure hypothesis argues that this known – albeit disadvantaged –
position in the current sexual- and gender-based social hierarchies is preferable to an unknown
social position within revised or eradicated hierarchies (Yoshino, 2000). These underlying social
incentives for heterosexual people and gay and lesbian people to erase and deny bisexuality can
place plurisexual people in an awkward position wherein which they are unwelcome or
otherwise disconnected from both heterosexual communities and LGBTQIA+ communities
(Mitchell et al., 2015; Nelson, 2020, 2024; Ross et al., 2010).

Interrelated with bisexual erasure and general negativity toward bisexuality, social and
academic discourse regarding bisexuality has repeatedly engaged with the concept of “bisexual
privilege,” or the claim that bisexual people have distinct social privileges that gay and lesbian
people do not (Nelson, 2024; Ross et al., 2018). Typically, discourse of “bisexual privilege”
revolves around the beliefs that bisexual people are more readily able to pass as heterosexual
than are gay and lesbian people, that bisexual people in heterosexual-presenting relationships do
not experience sexuality-based discrimination, and that bisexual people can “choose” to be
heterosexual by dating someone of a different (binary) gender (Nelson, 2024; Ross et al., 2018).
Despite the supposed privileges attributed to bisexual and other plurisexual people, research
suggests that many plurisexual people wish not to pass as heterosexual and instead want their
plurisexual identity to be known to others in their social environments (thus “sacrificing” their
supposed “bisexual privilege”) so long as it is safe to do so in the given social context (Nelson,
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2020; Nelson, 2023, as cited in Nelson, 2024). Plurisexual people who do wish to disclosure
their plurisexual identity are at odds with the societal assumption of monosexuality which itself
contributes to plurisexual people being perceived as heterosexual (Nelson, 2020, 2024). As such,
plurisexual people’s supposed “privilege” of being perceived as heterosexual therein itself erases
the complex experiences plurisexual people have with societal assumptions of monosexuality
(Nelson, 2024). In particularly stark contrast to “bisexual privilege” rhetoric, bisexual people
have been found to experience a plethora of physical and mental health disparities relative to
both heterosexual and gay and lesbian people, such as higher rates of depression, anxiety,
suicidality, and substance use (Dyar & London, 2018; Feinstein et al., 2019, Mereish et al., 2017;
Ross et al., 2018; Semlyn et al., 2016). Theoretical underpinnings of these and other health
disparities are discussed below.
Theoretical Frameworks
Intersectionality

As independently described by Crenshaw (1989) and Collins (1990, 2000),
intersectionality posits that each person simultaneously holds numerous social identities which
collectively shape their interactions with social systems and with the broader social world. These
numerous social identities encompass identity axes including but not limited to race, sex/gender,
sexual orientation/sexuality, religion, social class, age, and physical ability. Rather than being
disparate elements of one’s overall identity, each identity axis intersects with one another to
develop complex social experiences.

A key concept of intersectionality is that the oppression faced by various marginalized
groups is due to an overarching system of power, domination, and discrimination rather than
piecemeal systems which disadvantage along specific identity axes (Collins, 1990, 2000;
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Crenshaw, 1989). In practice, this means that the oppression faced by a straight Black man and
by a straight White women originates from the same overarching system of power rather than
individual systems operating along the identity axes of race and gender, respectively. That said,
it is important to clarify that intersectionality does not view identities as additive and instead
acknowledges the nuanced experiences that occur at the intersections of these identities. For
example, a gay Black man’s experience is not the additive experiences of oppression for being
gay, oppression for being Black, and privilege for being a man; it is unique combination of
oppression and privilege specific to being a gay Black man (see Bowleg, 2008, for a discussion
of this concept and on the complexities of intersectional research).

Importantly, intersectionality’s theorized overarching system of power is said to privilege
certain social identities (e.g., middle-to-upper class straight White men) while marginalizing
others (e.g., working-class queer Asian women). Intersectionality stresses that many people hold
a combination of privileged and marginalized social identities (Collins, 1990, 2000). Due to the
duality of holding both privileged and marginalized social identities, how someone interacts with
the overarching system of power and their role therein can vary contextually. The role of context
in one’s interactions with and position in the overarching system of power can be illustrated
through the intersecting identities of a fictional middle-class lesbian White woman named
Shannon. In a context highlighting sexuality and/or gender, such as an LGBTQIA+ pride event
or a campaign for women’s rights, Shannon’s marginalized social identities as a lesbian and as a
woman would be salient and likely result in her being seen as a member of an oppressed group.
Conversely, in a context highlighting social class and/or race, such as a townhall meeting on
affordable housing programs or a discussion of institutional racism, Shannon’s privileged social
identities as middle-class and as White would be salient and likely result in her being seen as an
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oppressor (see Collins, 1990, for a similar example focused on White women). Therefore,
contextual factors can influence which of one’s social identities are made salient as well as how
those social identities are perceived.

Steeped in the concept of one’s unique combination of identities shaping their experiences
with an overarching system of power and oppression, intersectionality provides the analytical
concept of partial perspective: the idea that each person and group has an incomplete view on
any given social system or experience (Collins, 1990, 2000). Because each group has a partial
and thus imperfect view on any given social system or experience, it is argued that these systems
and experiences can be best understood by synthesizing across multiple groups’ partial
perspectives (Collins, 1990, 2000). In essence, each groups’ view provides a piece to the larger
social “puzzle,” with the intricacies of the larger social “puzzle” becoming clearer as more
groups’ views are considered. However, two crucial points must be made: 1) intersectionality
does not assume social groups to be monolithic and thus values individual-level insight, and 2)
intersectionality does not aspire to find an “objective truth” of a given social system or
experience and instead explores the multitude of subjective truths experienced by social groups
and their individual members (Collins, 1990, 2000).
Minority Stress Theory & Bisexual Minority Stress

As proposed Brooks (1981) and advanced by Meyer (2003), minority stress theory seeks
to explain the physical and mental health disparities seen among marginalized groups –
particularly sexual minorities – relative to nonmarginalized groups (see Carter, 2007, for a
conceptually similar model focused on the impact of race-based traumatic stress). Physical and
mental health disparities among sexual minority populations are numerous, such as sexual
minority people experiencing higher rates of suicidal ideation and suicide attempts, smoking, and
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tension and worry than their heterosexual peers (Conron et al., 2010; Frost et al., 2015; Meyer et
al., 2021). According to minority stress theory, marginalized people uniquely experience chronic
minority stress in addition to general stress experienced by all people (Frost & Meyer, 2023;
Meyer, 2003). Minority stressors are said to come in two main forms: distal processes outside of
the self, such as discrimination and violence, and proximal processes inside the self, such as
expecting rejection and internalizing stigma (Meyer, 2003). As further influenced by one’s
unique characteristics of their marginalized identity and the coping strategies and social support
systems available to them, this added minority stress is said to contribute to mental health
disparities seen in marginalized groups relative to nonmarginalized groups (Meyer, 2003).

Since its conception, minority stress theory has been applied to numerous populations
beyond the original focus on lesbian, gay, and bisexual people, such as gender diverse people
(e.g., Matusno et al., 2024; Tan et al., 2020), same-gender couples (e.g., LeBlanc & Frost, 2020),
and racially/ethnically marginalized people (e.g., Wei et al., 2010). Researchers have also
explored minority stress theory through an intersectional lens by specifically investigating the
experiences of multiply marginalized people (e.g., Cyrus, 2017; Panza et al., 2021; Rubin-
McGregor et al., 2025; Schmitz et al., 2020). Amid the broader application of minority stress
theory, other researchers have refined and expanded upon the theoretical framework to
investigate the unique stressors experienced by bisexual and other plurisexual people (Feinstein
& Dyar, 2017; Feinstein et al., 2023).

Bisexual minority stress argues that bisexual and other plurisexual experience unique
chronic stressors, such as bisexual erasure, invisibility, delegitimization and denial of identity,
negative stereotypes, and double discrimination from both heterosexual and monosexual
populations, with these chronic stressors being additive to sexual minority stress and to general



PLURISEXUALS DEFINE BISEXUALITY 32
stressors (Bostwick & Hequembourg, 2014; Cipriano et al., 2023; Feinstein & Dyar, 2017;
Feinstein et al., 2019, 2023; Herek, 2002; Israel & Mohr, 2004; Katz-Wise et al., 2017; Mereish
et al., 2017; Mitchell et al., 2015; Pennasilico & Amodeo, 2019; Pollitt & Roberts, 2021;
Yoshino, 2000). The impact of these bisexual-specific stressors may be further perpetuated
through the internalization of these stressors (Burke & LaFrance, 2016; Dyar & London, 2018).
According to bisexual minority stress, the compounding effects of general stress, sexual minority
stress, and bisexual-specific minority stress are said to place bisexual and plurisexual people at
elevated risk for poor physical and mental health relative to both heterosexual and gay/lesbian
populations (Feinstein & Dyar, 2017; Feinstein et al., 2023). The theoretical underpinnings of
bisexual minority stress are supported by the plethora of physical and mental health disparities
seen among plurisexual populations relative to both heterosexual and gay/lesbian populations.
For example, plurisexual people experience higher rates of depression, anxiety, substance use,
and suicidality than both heterosexual and gay/lesbian populations and also experience higher
proportions of long-term illness/disability than heterosexual populations (Dyar & London, 2018;
Feinstein et al., 2019, Mereish et al., 2017; Ross et al., 2018; Semlyn et al., 2016). Furthermore,
bisexual people have been found to be at elevated risk for experiencing multiple negative mental
health and/or substance use outcomes (Bauer et al., 2016). Bisexual-specific minority stress has
also been found to significantly predict overall physical health and general health above and
beyond that predicted by sexual minority stress, further illustrating the influence of bisexual-
specific minority stress on physical and mental health (Katz-Wise et al., 2017).
The Present Study

The present study adds to the growing body of literature on how plurisexual people
define bisexuality by expanding on previous work which used samples limited by gender
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(Cipriano et al., 2022), sexual orientation (Flanders et al., 2017), and physical location (Barker et
al., 2008; Cipriano et al., 2022). Specifically, the present study samples plurisexual people of
various genders and sexual identities from across the Midwestern United States. A Midwestern
sample was selected to serve as a conceptual extension of previous qualitative work focused on a
sample of plurisexual women in one Midwest city (Cipriano et al., 2022). Due to the plausible
influence of geographic location and sociocultural differences across regions of the United States
on participants’ definitions of bisexuality, the scope of this project was limited to the Midwestern
United States.

To elaborate, the present study’s focus on plurisexual people in the Midwestern United
States is a novel addition to work on plurisexual and other LGBTQIA+ people in the U.S.
Previous work on how plurisexual people define bisexuality focused on relatively small
geographic areas, such as a bisexuality convention in the United Kingdom (Barker et al., 2008),
the greater Lincoln, Nebraska area (Cipriano et al., 2022), and (predominantly) the University of
Hawaii campus (Flanders et al., 2017). More broadly, research on plurisexual and other
LGBTQIA+ people in the United States has historically focused on large metropolitan areas and
coastal regions (Myrdahl, 2013; Stone, 2018). Due to differences in contextual factors such as
population density, political climate, and accessibility of LGBTQIA+ and/or plurisexual-specific
community organizations, exploring the experiences of plurisexual people in the Midwestern
United States uniquely adds to existing literature on plurisexual and other LGBTQIA+ people.
Likewise, the present study’s explicit inclusion of plurisexual men and plurisexual gender
diverse people expands on related work on plurisexual people’s definitions of bisexuality which
only surveyed plurisexual women (Cipriano et al., 2023) or did not consider potential differences
along gender identity lines (Barker et al., 2008; Flanders et al., 2017). Because plurisexual men
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and gender diverse people may have different identity-related experiences from plurisexual
women, such as being perceived as “actually gay” and experiencing less pressure to “prove”
their plurisexuality to others (Cipriano et al., 2023; Morgenroth et al., 2021), plurisexual men
and gender diverse people provide a unique perspective on defining bisexuality. Therefore, to
develop a robust understanding of how plurisexual people understand and define bisexuality, it is
critical to consider the perspectives of plurisexual men and gender diverse people in addition to
plurisexual women.

To reiterate, intersectionality theory asserts that people’s experiences with systems of
domination are shaped by their intersecting identities and social contexts (Collins, 1990; 2000).
Minority stress theory further claims that sexual minority people are treated particularly harshly
with social and systematic treatment varying contextually (Meyer, 2003; Frost & Meyer, 2023).
Further, bisexual minority stress states that bisexual and other plurisexual people face unique
negative treatment from heterosexual and gay and lesbian populations in addition to the general
challenges faced by sexuality minority people (Feinstein & Dyar, 2017; Feinstein et al., 2023).
Although the theorized mechanisms of minority stress theory and bisexual minority stress are not
explicitly considered in the current project, as interpreted through the framework of
intersectionality, the extensive stressors and negative treatment experienced by bisexual and
other plurisexual people uniquely position plurisexual people to provide valuable and nuanced
insight on how people describe and experience bisexuality. The present study moves beyond the
traditional study of monosexual people’s perceptions of bisexual people (e.g., Herek, 2002, see
also Israel & Mohr, 2004, for a review) by centering the insights of plurisexual people. Although
mild differences in bisexual definitions have been observed between bisexual and pansexual
people (Cipriano et al., 2022; Flanders et al., 2017), the potential differences between other
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plurisexual identities and potential differences among other identity axes (e.g., gender) have not
been fully explored. The present study seeks to address these literature gaps by examining the
definitions of bisexuality of plurisexual people of various gender and sexual identities who reside
within the broader geographic region of the Midwestern United States.

Based on existing literature, the current study explored the following research questions:
RQ1: How do plurisexual adults in the Midwestern United States define bisexuality?
RQ2a: Do plurisexual adults of different sexual orientations define bisexuality differently?

RQ2b: If so, how do their definitions differ?
RQ2c: If so, how do these differences compare to those seen between bisexual and

pansexual people (Cipriano et al., 2022; Flanders et al., 2017)?
RQ3a: Do plurisexual adults of different genders define bisexuality differently?

RQ3b: If so, how do their definitions differ?

To help answer these research questions, I conducted a mixed-methods study assessing
how plurisexual adults in the Midwestern United States define bisexuality through both closed-
ended and open-ended (free response) questions. The decision to conduct a mixed-methods study
design was informed by the interconnected factors of the lack of a comprehensive quantitative
measure of personal definitions of bisexual and the complexity of plurisexual people’s
conceptualizations of bisexuality seen in previous small-sample interview studies (Barker et al,
2008; Cipriano et al., 2022). At present, the best quantitative measure of personal definitions of
bisexuality known to the author comes from Flanders et al. (2017) and assesses participants’
endorsement of six different definitions of bisexuality. However, this measure has had limited
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use outside of Flanders et al.’s (2017) original convenience sample of self-identified bisexual and
pansexual college students, making it unclear if the measure is reliable and/or valid when applied
to other populations. Additionally, Flanders et al.’s (2017) quantitative bisexual definitions
measure used dichotomous Yes-No response options which greatly limit the variability of data
and level of nuance which participants can provide. Despite these shortcomings, Flanders et al’s
(2017) quantitative bisexual definitions measure remains the best quantitative measure of
personal bisexual definitions known to the author and is why a modified version of this scale is
nevertheless included in the present study.

Due to the aforementioned lack of a comprehensive quantitative measure of personal
bisexual definitions paired with the previously discussed complexities of plurisexual people’s
conceptualizations of bisexuality seen in small-sample interview studies (Barker et al, 2008;
Cipriano et al., 2022), the present study focuses on participant’s qualitative responses. The
intentional centering of plurisexual participant’s qualitative responses aligns with Flanders et
al.’s (2017) emphasis on centering the voices of groups who have been historically marginalized
by researchers. Relatedly, the selection of a mixed-method research design allowed both
qualitative and quantitative data to be considered in comparison and in concert, increasing the
richness of knowledge generated by the present study (Creswall & Plano Clark, 2011). In
particular, quantitative measures focused on participants’ endorsement of various definitions of
bisexuality relative to each other whereas qualitative measures explored how participants defined
bisexuality in their own words. Considering these converging analytical methods, the goal of this
project was to characterize how plurisexual people in the Midwestern U.S. define bisexuality –
both for themselves and to others – and to identify potential overlaps and distinctions across
participants’ gender and/or sexual identities.
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Method

Participants
Recruitment occurred in two phases with an overall recruitment goal of 100 participants.

The first phase (Phase 1) recruited participants through LGBTQIA+-related organizations,
groups, clubs, and businesses whereas the second phase (Phase 2) recruited participants through
the Reddit group r/BisexualMen (https://www.reddit.com/r/BisexualMen/). Details regarding
Phase 1 and Phase 2 recruitment are discussed below.
Phase 1 – Community Sample

The Phase 1 online survey collected 79 responses with 42 (53.2%) of those responses
being flagged as “complete” as determined by Qualtrics’ quota feature. All 37 responses which
were not flagged as “complete” were omitted due to missing data. Of the 42 participants whose
responses were flagged as “complete,” one participant was removed due to not meeting inclusion
criteria and four participants were removed due to not spending an adequate amount of time
completing the survey (completion times under five minutes), leaving 37 responses for analysis
from the Phase 1 sample. Descriptive statistics of the Phase 1 sample and combined sample are
summarized in Table 1. Participants’ identity labels and other demographic inforamtion are
summarized in Table 2 and Table 3, respectively. Due to the small number of participants in the
Phase 2 sample, only details of the combined sample are provided in Table 2 and Table 3.

Phase 1 participants were recruited through targeted recruitment campaigns with
bisexual/plurisexual-, transgender-, and racial and ethnic minority-inclusive LGBTQIA+
organizations. Organizations were contacted via email with digital recruitment messages and
recruitment fliers to share with their members. Due to the study’s focus on diverse sexual and
gender identities, purposeful sampling was used to oversample plurisexual people with other

https://www.reddit.com/r/BisexualMen/
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marginalized identities (e.g., women, people from racial/ethnic minority groups, and people who
are socioeconomically disadvantaged).

Inclusion criteria entailed participants being 18 years old or older, currently living in the
Midwestern United States, and considering themselves to be attracted to multiple genders.
Participants were excluded if they did not consent to the survey, reported an age under 18,
reported living outside the Midwestern United States, and/or did not report considering
themselves to be attracted to multiple genders.

Table 1
Descriptive Statistics of Phase 1, Phase 2, and Combined Samples

Sample N Age in Years Subjective SESa
M(SD) Min-Max M(SD) Min-MaxPhase 1 37 31.1(8.7) 19-47 6.3(1.7) 2-9

Phase 2 9 47.1(15.0) 25-76 7.0(.7) 6-8Combined 46 34.3(11.9) 19-76 6.5(1.6) 2-9Note. SES = Subjective socioeconomic status.
a Range: 1-10. Higher values indicate higher subjective socioeconomic status.

Phase 1 Recruitment. Participants were indirectly recruited by contacting organizations,
groups, clubs, and businesses serving plurisexual people to request that these organizations share
recruitment materials with their members. This recruitment strategy was based on Dr. Allison
Cipriano’s U.S. plurisexual recruitment framework, and was modified for the target population
of plurisexual people in the Midwestern United States. Organizations were identified through
several strategies. For example, the Gayellow Pages (January 2025 edition) was used to identify
LGBTQIA+ community centers, organizations, and groups in the Midwestern U.S. Likewise,
LGBTQIA+ centers at higher education institutions in the Midwestern U.S. were identified using
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a list maintained by the Consortium of Higher Education LGBT Resource Professionals.
Organizations were sent targeted emails asking them to share study information and the
recruitment flyer with their members via email. The targeted email template, study information
message, and recruitment flyer are included in Appendix A.

To help recruit plurisexual transgender, nonbinary, and gender expansive people, regional
and national organizations that serve the transgender, nonbinary, and gender expansive
community were contacted. To help recruit plurisexual people of color, regional and national
organizations specifically serving LGBTQ people of color were also contacted. These
organizations were sent targeted recruitment emails asking them to share studying information
and recruitment flyer via email with their members located in the Midwestern U.S.

The final recruitment framework identified 304 potential organizations to contact. Phase 1
recruitment started July 1, 2025 and continued until November 10, 2025. A total of 145
organizations were contacted, accounting for 42.6% of all organizations in the recruitment
framework. Due to unclear university and federal policy at the time of Phase 1 recruitment, a
research incentive was unable to be provided to Phase 1 participants. Two (1.4%) of contacted
organizations replied to inquire about the lack of a research incentive with one (.7%) contacted
organization explicitly stating that they only distribute recruitment materials for surveys
providing research incentives. Because the lack of a research incentive may have impacted
recruitment, this issue was addressed for the Phase 2 sample.
Phase 2 – r/BisexualMen Sample

The Phase 2 online survey collected 24 responses with 14 (58.33%) of those responses
being flagged as “complete” as determined by Qualtrics’ quota feature. Of the 10 responses
which were not flagged as “complete,” eight responses were omitted due to missing data with the
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remaining two responses having been erroneously labeled as not “complete” due to the
corresponding participants exiting the survey upon reaching the research incentive questions.
These two responses were otherwise complete and were included in subsequent analyses. Of the
14 participants whose responses were flagged as “complete,” six participants were omitted due to
not meeting inclusion criteria, one participant was omitted due to low-quality data (e.g., one-
word answers to open-ended questions), with the other seven participants being included for
analysis. This left nine responses for analysis from the Phase 2 sample and a combined sample
size of 46 across both phases. Descriptive statistics of the Phase 2 sample and combined sample
are summarized in Table 1. Participants’ identity labels and other demographic information are
summarized in Table 2 and Table 3, respectively. Due to the small number of participants in the
Phase 2 sample, only details of the combined sample are provided in Table 2 and Table 3.

Phase 2 participants were recruited through a social media post on the Reddit group
r/BisexualMen (https://www.reddit.com/r/BisexualMen/). Inclusion criteria entailed participants
being 18 years old or older, currently living in the Midwestern United States, considering
themselves to be attracted to multiple genders, and being users of the Reddit group
r/BisexualMen. Participants were excluded if they did not consent to the survey, reported an age
under 18, reported living outside the Midwestern United States, and/or did not report consider
themselves to be attracted to multiple genders.

The selection of r/BisexualMen for the Phase 2 sample was informed by the observed
lack of cisgender men in the original Phase 1 sample even following targeted recruit through
community organizations likely to include plurisexual men, such as queer men’s choirs and
athletic-focused queer organizations. Because men less readily report identifying as bisexual than
do women (Brown, 2023; Jones, 2024) and may experience greater social barriers to disclosing
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their sexual orientation (Schrimshaw et al., 2018), it was suspected that plurisexual men were
less likely than other plurisexual people to be involved in queer organizations due to men’s
involvement in these organizations functionally outing their sexual orientation. Recruiting
through r/BisexualMen helped to sidestep the lower outness of plurisexual men by utilizing an
anonymous online forum which, in principle, does not functionally out its users’ sexual
orientation. Due to this added layer of anonymity provided by the online forum, it was
anticipated that recruitment through r/BisexualMen would yield more plurisexual men
participants than did recruiting through formal queer organizations.

Phase 2 Recruitment. Participants were directly recruited through a social media post on
the Reddit group r/BisexualMen. Per r/BisexualMen’s policy regarding research recruitment
posts, moderator approval was received February 10, 2026 and the recruitment message was
posted to r/BisexualMen later that day. The Phase 2 survey was open for three weeks (21 days)
and closed on March 3, 2026. The recruitment message, recruitment flyer, and Reddit account
information are included in Appendix B.

Thanks to clarified university and federal policy prior to Phase 2 recruitment, a small
research incentive was offered to Phase 2 participants. Participants who provided their name and
email address and demonstrated a good faith effort to complete the survey were entered into a
random drawing to receive one of five $10 Tango gift cards. To demonstrate a good faith effort,
participants must have spent an adequate amount of time on the study (no less than five minutes)
and provided coherent and complete responses to questions. Some examples of response
behaviors which would have classified participants as responding in bad faith include completing
the survey within two minutes, providing one-word or nonsensical answers to open-ended
definition questions, excessive missing data (e.g, not answering any open-ended definition
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questions), and answering questions randomly. Participants were informed about the research
incentive and corresponding eligibility criteria in the consent document and in the survey
question requesting their name and email address for the purpose of providing the research
incentive. Of the 24 total responses collected in Phase 2, three responses met the research
incentive eligibility criteria. Contact details for the three eligible participants were removed from
the original data set and moved to a different document. Because only three participants met the
research incentive eligibility criteria, all three of these participants received the incentive and no
randomized drawing of recipients was required. Contact details for the three eligible selected
participants were provided to Tango on March 5, 2026, to facilitate the electronic delivery of the
gift cards. The document containing participants’ contact details was destroyed that same day
and no personally identifiable information was retained.
Measures
Open-Ended Bisexuality Definition Questions

Six open-ended bisexuality definition questions assessed participants’ definitions of
bisexuality. Open-ended bisexuality definition questions explored participants’ definitions of
bisexuality for themselves and to other people as well as how their definitions have (or have not)
changed over time. Three questions assessed how participants define bisexuality for themselves
and three additional questions assessed how participants define bisexuality to others. Sample
questions include “How do you currently define bisexuality for yourself?” and “How have you
previously defined bisexuality to other people?” All six open-ended bisexual definition questions
are listed in Appendix C.
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Table 2
Participant Identity Labels of Final Combined Sample

Gender Identity Cis-Trans Identity Status Sexual Identity Racial/Ethnic IdentityLabel n % Status n % Label n % Label n %
Agender 2 4 Cisgender 31 67 Ambiamorous 1 2 Asian and/orPacific Islander 2 4

Crossdressingbisexual 1 2 Trans / genderexpansive 14 30 Asexual 5 11 Black and/orAfrican American 0 0
Gender fluid 7 15 Other nuancedstatus 1 2 Bisexual 32 70 Indigenous orNative American 1 2

Genderfluidflux 1 2 Demisexual 1 2 Latine/x/a/o 3 7
Genderqueer 10 22 Gay 3 7 Middle Eastern and/orNorth African 1 2

Man 13 28 Lesbian 1 3 White 44 96
Nonbinary 9 20 Multisexual 8 17 Multiple labelsd 5 11Trans feminine 1 2 No labelb 6 13Trans woman 1 2 Omnisexual 5 11Trans masculine 2 4 Pansexual 17 37Trans man 1 2 Queer 21 46Two-spirit 1 2 Straight / Het 2 4Woman 19 41 Unsure / Questioning 1 2Multiple labelsa 14 30 Multiple labelsc 30 65Note. N = 46. Participants could select multiple gender, sexual, and racial/ethnic identity labels. Some labels are shortened.

a Common examples were combining Genderqueer with other labels, such as nonbinary, woman, and Gender fluid. b Paradoxically,
most participants who selected this option also reported conventional sexual identity labels. c Common examples included Bisexual,
Pansexual, Queer; and Queer alongside one other sexual identity label. d Most participants selected White and one other identity.
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Table 3
Participant Location Type, Disability Status, and Education Level of Final Combined Sample

Location Disability EducationType n % Status n % Level n %Rural 3 7 Yes 15 33 Less than high school 1 2Suburban 23 50 No 27 59 High school 0 0Urban 20 43 Unsure 2 4 Some college 6 13Prefer not to answer 2 4 Two-year degree 5 11Four-year degree 19 41Master’s degree 12 26Doctoral degree 3 7Note. N = 46. Participants were able to select multiple general geographical regions in the United
States in which they currently live: Midwest, Northeast, South, West, United States territory, and
None of the above, please specify. Midwest = 46, South = 1.

Open-ended bisexuality definitions questions were developed for the present study and
are face valid. Question wording was refined based on feedback to an informal draft survey
distributed to members of Dr. Allison Cipriano’s research lab in early summer 2025. The
separation of questions relating to personal definitions for oneself and personal definitions
provided to other people was informed by observed differences in plurisexual people’s
definitions of bisexuality based on contextual factors such as a conversation partner’s perceived
knowledge of gender diversity (Barker et al., 2008; Flanders et al., 2017). The intentional
language of asking participants’ current and previous definitions of bisexuality acknowledges the
fluidity of gender identity and sexual orientation (see Diamond, 2008; Ruberg & Ruelos, 2020
Closed-Ended Bisexuality Definition Questions

Closed-ended bisexuality definition questions included six questions adapted from
Flanders et al. (2017). Flanders et al. (2017) developed the original six dichotomous closed-
ended bisexuality definitions questions to quantitatively compare bisexuality definitions
endorsed by bisexual people and by pansexual people. Questions were developed from previous
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research describing bisexuality along axes of behavior, attraction, and desire and were educated
by the authors’ expertise in the field (Flanders et al., 2017). Questions are arranged in a 2
(attraction modality: sexual or romantic) by 3 (definition axis: interest, behavior, or capacity for
interest) design. Original dichotomous questions were modified to use a 10-point multi-item
scale ranging from 1 (very strongly disagree) to 10 (very strongly agree). The decision to use a
10-point scale was based on a related pilot study that used a 7-point multi-item scale ranging
from 1 (very strongly disagree) to 7 (very strongly agree) and observed floor/ceiling effects for
these questions (Wibben & Holtgraves, 2025). Modified closed-ended bisexuality definition
questions are summarized in Appendix D. These six questions were prefaced with the following
added instructions: “Below are various definitions of bisexuality. Please respond with how much
you agree that each definition accurately describes bisexuality.”
Demographic Questions

Demographic questions assessed age, geographic location, location type, whether
participants considered themselves to be attracted to multiple genders, gender identity,
cisgender/transgender identity status, sexual orientation, race/ethnicity, disability status,
education level, and subjective socioeconomic status. Age, geographic location, and attraction to
multiple genders were used as inclusion criteria questions.

General geographic location and location type questions were adapted from Hughes et al.
(2022). Locations outside the United States were removed from the general geographic location
question to improve clarity. The “I prefer not to answer” response option was removed from the
general geographic location question due to its use as an inclusion criterion question. Questions
assessing gender identity, cisgender/transgender identity status, sexual orientation, race/ethnicity,
disability status, and education level were sourced from Dr. Allison Cipriano’s ongoing work.
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The subjective socioeconomic status question was sourced from Zhao et al. (2023). Although all
demographic questions were forced-choice, all demographic questions aside from age, general
geographic location, and attraction to multiple genders included an “I prefer not to answer”
response option. Demographic questions were prefaced with the following message: “You will
now complete a short series of demographic questions. If you are not comfortable answering a
question, please select ‘I prefer not to answer.’” Demographic questions are summarized in
Appendix E.
Recruitment Questions

To inform recruitment efforts for future projects focused on plurisexual people, three
questions assessed recruitment strategies. Two exploratory questions of computer ownership and
computer operating system use, respectively, were included. The third question asked
participants how they learned about the survey. Although organizations contacted in Phase 1
were instructed to share survey information by email, it is plausible that some organizations may
have shared recruitment materials through social media. Individual members might have also
shared recruitment materials with friends or other personal contacts. Similarly, although Phase 2
recruitment efforts were exclusive to the Reddit group r/BisexualMen, it is plausible that users
may have shared the recruitment message with friends or other personal contacts. Responses to
recruitment questions were used to assess the influence of inadvertent recruitment avenues (e.g.,
word of mouth) and to inform recruitment efforts for future projects. Recruitment questions were
optional and included an “I prefer not to answer” response option. Recruitment questions are
summarized in Appendix F.
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Research Incentives Questions

Phase 2 participants – but not Phase 1 participants – completed two optional questions
regarding research incentives. Participants who wished to be considered to receive one of five
$10 Tango gift cards had the option to provide their name and email address in two
corresponding open-ended questions, respectively. These two research incentive questions were
prefaced with information about and eligibility requirements for the incentive. Participants were
informed that they would only be eligible to potentially receive a gift card if they provided their
name and email address and demonstrated a good faith effort in completing the survey. In that
message, participants were explicitly told that they would not be eligible to receive a gift card if
they “responded randomly, nonsensically, or completed questions in an unrealistically short
amount of time.” The full research incentive information message and corresponding open-ended
questions are included in Appendix G.
Procedure
General Procedure

Participants completed a 15-minute long survey through Qualtrics. The survey began
with an informed consent form explaining the study’s purpose of understanding how plurisexual
people in the Midwestern United States define bisexuality. Participants then provided their age,
general geographic region, and location type as well as if they consider themselves to be
attracted to multiple genders. Participants then completed six open-ended bisexuality definition
questions followed by the six closed-ended bisexuality definition questions adapted from
Flanders et al. (2017). Participants then completed a series of demographic questions.
Participants then completed three questions related to recruitment.
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Phase 2 Variation in Procedure

Participants in the Phase 2 survey followed the general survey procedure with the
addition of completing two incentive following the completion of the three questions related to
recruitment.
Mitigation of Potential Bot Interference

Amid ongoing concerns of bots and fraudulent data in internet-based research (see
Lawson et al., under review, for a discussion of these factors’ impact on the field of
psychological science) and broader concerns of internet-enabled fraud (Dickson & Preputnik,
2024), steps were taken to mitigate the impact of potential interference on the online survey.
Although the Phase 1 study did not offer an incentive, the survey was still at potential risk of
experiencing a bot attack and, as such, also incorporated bot mitigation measures. Although
organizations contacted as part of Phase 1 were instructed to share recruitment materials via
email, it was plausible that organizations and/or their members would post recruitment materials
on public-facing social media pages. This plausible event would have opened the study to the
influence of bad actors who might have used the study to test or develop sophisticated bots.
These concerns were amplified for the Phase 2 study which directly recruited participants via
social media and offered a small incentive. As such, the Phase 2 study was readily susceptible to
fraudulent interference. Unfortunately, online recruitment platforms such as MTurk or Prolific
were not viable options for recruiting the target population. With these concerns in mind, several
steps were taken to mitigate the potential interference of bots and other fraudulent data.

Drawing on the suggestions of Griffin et al. (2022) and Hitches et al. (2024), preventative
measures of enabling Qualtrics’ reCAPTCHA and anti ballot box stuffing settings were
implemented. The original Phase 1 Qualtrics survey was limited to 100 responses to reduce the
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potential impacts of an attack. Likewise, the Phase 2 Qualtrics survey was limited to 50
responses. Two honeypot questions were placed in the survey to help detect bots. Honeypot
questions are “fake” questions that are hidden from normal participants but might be visible to
and answered by bots (Griffin et al., 2022). One honeypot question was placed alongside
inclusion criteria questions and the second was placed alongside the recruitment questions.
Honeypot questions and their respective JavaScript code are listed in Appendix H. Data were
periodically checked throughout both Phase 1 and Phase 2 data collection to identify potential
data integrity concerns such as several responses being completed in a short time or participants
completing the survey within a few seconds. No such issues were observed.
Analytic Method
Data Cleaning and Preparation

General Data Cleaning Procedure. Data for both Phase 1 and Phase 2 surveys were
downloaded from the Qualtrics online platform on February 20, 2026 and initially included 79
and 24 responses, respectively. Data for both Phase 1 and Phase 2 surveys were independently
assessed for participant eligibility and data quality. Participants who did not meet the inclusion
criteria (were not 18 years old or older, were not living in the Midwestern United States, and/or
did not report being attracted to multiple genders) but were still included in the data set were
removed from the sample and not included in any analyses. Participants who failed to
demonstrate a good faith effort to complete the survey were also removed from the respective
sample. After excluding participants who did not meet the inclusion criteria and/or failed to
demonstrate a good faith effort to complete the survey, the final Phase 1 and Phase 2 sample
sizes were 37 and nine, respectively, for a final total sample size of 46 participants. Participant
names and email addresses were removed from the Phase 2 survey data set and the Phase 1 and
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Phase 2 data sets were combined into one data set. This combined data set was used for
subsequent analyses.

Incentive Eligibility. Phase 2 survey participants who met the inclusion criteria and
demonstrated a good faith effort to complete the survey were further assessed for their eligibility
to enter the research incentive drawing. Participants who met the inclusion criteria, demonstrated
a good faith effort to complete the survey, and provided their name and email address were
considered eligible to enter the research incentive drawing. Of the nine Phase 2 survey
participants included in the final sample, three participants provided their name and email
address and were thus eligible to enter the research incentive drawing. One additional Phase 2
survey participant not included in the final sample provided their name and email address, but
failed to demonstrate a good faith effort to complete the survey and was thus not eligible to enter
the research incentive drawing. The names and email addresses of the three Phase 2 survey
participants eligible to enter the research incentive drawing were copied to a separate document.
The names and email addresses of all Phase 2 survey participants were then removed from the
data set. The names and email addresses of the three Phase 2 survey participants eligible to enter
the research incentive drawing were provided to Tango on March 5, 2026, to facilitate the
electronic delivery of the research incentive. After providing this information to Tango, the
document containing the names and email addresses of the three Phase 2 survey participants
eligible to enter the research incentive drawing was deleted and all Phase 2 survey participants’
names and email addresses were deleted from the Qualtrics online platform. No names or email
addresses of any participants were retained.

Open-Ended Bisexuality Definition Questions. Participants in the combined data set
who did not respond to the target open-ended bisexuality definition questions “How do you
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currently define bisexuality for yourself?” and “How do you currently define bisexuality to other
people?” were omitted from corresponding qualitative analyses but were not removed from the
combined data set. Based on this criterion, no participants from the combined data set were
omitted from qualitative analyses. The combined data set was then copied to a separate
spreadsheet file and edited to only include participants’ ID numbers and their responses to the
target open-ended bisexuality definition questions “How do you currently define bisexuality for
yourself?” and “How do you currently define bisexuality to other people?” The trimmed
spreadsheet file only included participants’ responses to the target questions and did not include
any demographic information. The order of responses was randomized to help obscure the
inferred identities of participants (e.g., if the first organization that was contacted primarily
serves Black women, it could be inferred that Participant 3 is a Black woman). These
randomized data were analyzed using reflexive thematic analysis as described below.

Closed-Ended Bisexuality Definition Questions. Participants who responded to less
than four of the six closed-ended bisexuality definition questions were omitted from
corresponding statistical analyses. For participants who responded to at least four closed-ended
bisexuality definition questions, missing data were omitted. Based on these criteria, no
participants from the combined data set were omitted from statistical analyses. All participants in
the combined data set responded to all six closed-ended bisexuality definition and no data were
omitted during statistical analyses.

Erroneous Inclusion of Bad Faith Participants. After initially completing the above
data cleaning procedures, four participants in the Phase 1 sample who did not demonstrate a
good faith effort to complete the survey (as indicated by completion times under five minutes)
were mistakenly included in the combined data set and were used for initial qualitative analyses.
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This error was discovered and corrected prior to the competition of final qualitative analyses and
these four participants were removed from the final qualitative data set. These four participants
were not included in any quantitative analyses.
Reflexive Thematic Analysis

Participants’ responses to the target open-ended bisexual definition questions “How do
you currently define bisexuality for yourself?” and “How do you currently define bisexuality to
other people?” were analyzed using reflexive thematic analysis (Braun & Clarke, 2006, 2019;
Braun et al., 2019). Reflexive thematic analysis acknowledges and values researchers’
subjectivity in analyzing data (Braun & Clarke, 2019; Braun et al., 2019). Throughout the
analytical process, I and others of the research team meaningfully considered how our social
identities influenced how to approached and interpreted the data.

Initial and Second Rounds of Open Coding. To streamline the coding process, I acted
as the primary coder and Dr. Alison Cipriano acted as the code checker. I generated initial codes
inductively from the data by analyzing the aforementioned randomized spreadsheet of
participants responses to the target questions “How do you currently define bisexuality for
yourself?” and “How do you currently define bisexuality to other people?” After familiarizing
myself with the data, I generated initial open codes based on the isolated data. All open coding
was conducted in Microsoft Excel. While open coding, I “flagged” responses which I suspected
as being fraudulent or unusable, such as being generated by AI, written by an inattentive
participant, or duplicates of other participants’ responses (suggesting that the participant
completed the survey multiple times). Based on these criteria, no responses were “flagged” for
being potential fraudulent and/or unusable. These initial open codes and corresponding
preliminary themes formed the initial codebook.
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After generating the initial codebook, the codebook was revised through a second round

of open coding. For the second round of open coding, participants’ answers to the target
questions “How do you currently define bisexuality for yourself?” and “How do you currently
define bisexuality to other people?” were included alongside participants’ demographic
information and responses to other measures. This additional information allowed me to better
contextualize my open coding and to clarify insights which were ambiguous when only
considering participants’ responses to the target questions. This second round of open coding
generated the revised codebook. The revised codebook was imported into Dedoose version
10.0.59 (SocioCultural Research Consultants, 2025) which was used for all subsequent coding.

Third Round of Coding. After importing the revised codebook, participants’ responses
to the target questions of “How do you currently define bisexuality for yourself?” and “How do
you currently define bisexuality to other people?” were recoded in Dedoose using the revised
codebook generated from the second round of open coding. Participants’ key demographic
information (e.g., age, gender, sexuality, and race/ethnicity) and their responses to other open-
ended questions were included in Dedoose alongside their responses to the target questions.
Although participants’ responses to the other open-ended questions were not coded for this
project, these responses were used to clarify participants’ responses to the target questions. No
substantial alternations to the revised codebook were made during the third round of coding.

Code Checking. After completing the third round of coding, Dr. Allison Cipriano
reviewed the finalized codebook and code application. Any disagreements were rectified through
discussion.
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Reflexivity Statement. The author holds a combination of ingroup and outgroup

identities with participants along identity axes such as gender, sexual identity, age, geographic
location, race/ethnicity, disability status, education level, and subjective socioeconomic status.
For example, the author is White, mid-20s, (lower) middle-class, highly formally educated, has
lived in the Midwestern United States since birth, and identifies under the plurisexual umbrella.
At present, the author personally defines bisexuality as: “An attraction of any kind to two or
more genders of people with that attraction potentially being different across genders and/or
changing over time and with the potential for gender preferences.” The author also has previous,
albeit limited, experience researching the experiences of plurisexual and/or gender diverse
people as well as people’s perceptions of these diverse groups. The author’s lived experience as a
plurisexual person and as a plurisexuality researcher may have enhanced qualitative data
analyses by enabling the identification and interpretation of community-specific language (e.g.,
acronyms, phrases, cultural references, and emerging identity labels) and insights on prevalent
community discourse (e.g., if the phrase “women and men” inherently includes transgender
women and transgender men). However, the author’s familiarity with community discourse of
defining bisexuality may have influenced qualitative data analysis and shaped which concepts
were considered meaningful. The plausible influence of the author’s familiarity with the topic
was addressed by generating codes inductively from the data. Nevertheless, it is likely that the
author’s preexisting familiarity still influenced the meaning assigned to these codes and the
connections drawn among them.
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Repeated Measures Analysis of Variance

Participants’ answers to closed-ended bisexuality definition questions were analyzed with
a 3 (definition axis: interest, behavior, capacity for interest) X 2 (attraction modality: sexual,
romantic) repeated measures Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) to evaluate if participants
collectively preferred specific closed-ended definitions of bisexuality. Definition axis and
attraction modality were treated as within-subjects variables. All quantitative analyses were
conducted using IBM SPSS version 30.0.0.0.

Recommended sample size for the repeated measures ANOVA was calculated using
G*Power version 3.1.9.7 (Faul et al., 2007). Because Flanders et al.’s (2017) closed-ended
bisexuality definitions were modified from their original scale, predicted effect size and
correlations among items were unknown. Therefore, to obtain a conservative sample size
estimate, the effect size was assumed to be small (f = .10) and the correlation among repeated
measures was left at G*Power’s default value of r = .50. To obtain 80% power to detect a small
effect size (f = .10, α = .05) assuming one experimental group, six repeated measures, and a
moderate correlation among repeated measures (r = .50), G*Power version 3.1.9.7 (Faul et al.,
2007) recommended a sample size of 109.

Because the final combined sample size of 46 was well below the suggested sample size
of 109, the repeated measures ANOVA had reduced statistical power. To evaluate actual
statistical power, a sensitivity analysis was conducted for the repeated-measures ANOVA using
G*Power version 3.1.9.7 (Faul et al., 2007). With the final sample size of 46, 80% power, α
= .05, assuming one experimental group, six repeated measures, and a moderate correlation
among repeated measures (r = 50), G*Power version 3.1.9.7 (Faul et al., 2007) calculated that
effect sizes at or above f = .15 could be detected.
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Results

Reflexive Thematic Analysis
Participants’ responses to the target open-ended bisexuality definition questions “How do

you currently define bisexuality for yourself?” and “How do you currently define bisexuality to
other people?” were analyzed using reflexive thematic analysis (Braun & Clarke, 2006; 2019;
Braun et al., 2019). Qualitative analysis revealed five key themes: Bisexuality Predominantly
Defined as Attraction, (Lacking) Use of the Split Attraction Model, Influence of Partner Gender,
Engagement with Identity Politics, and Nuances Between Definitions Used for Oneself and those
Given to Others. Each of these key themes are discussed below.
Bisexuality Predominantly Defined as Attraction

The theme of Bisexuality Predominantly Defined as Attraction captured the various axes
along which participants defined bisexuality. Although the vast majority of participants defined
bisexuality along the axis of attraction (n = 43, 93.5%, for oneself; n = 36, 78.3%, to others), a
small minority of participants defined bisexuality along axes of behavior, capacity/openness,
“liking,” and interest.

The dominate rhetoric of defining bisexuality as attraction was voiced by participants of
various identities. For example, P017 who reported multiple gender and sexual identity labels
defined bisexuality for themselves as “potential for attraction to two or more genders of people”
– Asexual, Bisexual, Gay, Queer; Agender, Genderqueer, Nonbinary. A similar attraction-based
definition came from P080 who defined bisexuality for himself as: “Attraction to multiple types
of people: male, female, transgender, nonbinary, etc.” – Bisexual, Multisexual, Pansexual; Man.
Yet still, P005 defined bisexuality to others as “Being sexually attracted to at least two genders”
– Asexual, Bisexual; Woman. Broadly speaking, the commonality of describing bisexuality
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along the axis of attraction, at least within the present sample, appears to transcend both gender
and sexual identity labels.

Although the vast majority of participants’ definitions of bisexuality utilized the
definition axis of attraction, it is crucial to illustrate the variability observed within participants’
attraction-based definitions. In contrast to P017’s and P080’s definitions, P029 described
bisexuality for himself as an “Openness to being attracted to more than one gender and/or
regardless of gender” – Bisexual, Pansexual, Queer; Man. In this way, P029 combined the
attraction axes of capacity/openness and attraction to illustrate that being bisexual does not
necessarily require actively experiencing attraction to people of multiple genders. This concept
was shared by a small handful of participants who defined bisexuality as the potential for
attraction (n = 2, 4.3%, for oneself; n =1, 2.2%, to others).

However, this perspective was contrasted by that of P030’s definition of bisexuality to
others: “[An] active attraction to more than one gender” – Bisexual, Queer; Man. Rather than
viewing attraction as something that could happen, P030’s definition suggests that some
plurisexual people may describe bisexuality as a more active experience of attraction. The
importance of actively experiencing attraction was also voiced by P006 who defined bisexuality
to others as “A person who experiences attraction to men and women” – Pansexual, Queer;
Woman. As such, some plurisexual people may require experiential “evidence” in the form of
active attraction toward multiple genders for someone to be considered bisexual. Notably, this
interpretation is somewhat troubled by P006 herself who defined bisexuality for herself as “A
person who is attracted to men and women over the course of their life.” Although the phrase “is
attracted” can be read in such a way as to mean an active attraction (say, is attracted rather than
can be attraction), the ambiguity of the phrase “over the course of their life” can be read to mean
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that this active attraction to men and women must consistently occur throughout one’s life, or to
mean that someone who is bisexual has experienced attraction to men and women at least once
throughout their life. Inspection of P006’s responses to other open-ended questions seems to
support the latter “at least once” reading.

Despite the overwhelming prevalence of attraction definitions, it is important to
acknowledge the handful of dissenting voices. For example, two participants defined bisexuality
either for themselves or to others based on (sexual) behavior. P082 defined bisexuality to others
as being explicitly dependent of past sexual behavior: “If one is having sex with partners of both
sexes either at the same time or separately, I would consider that to be bisexual” – Bisexual,
Multisexual; Gender fluid, Man, Two-spirit. Yet other participants defined bisexuality along
different axes, such as P076 who used the ambiguous axis of “liking” to define bisexuality both
for herself and to others: “Liking men and women, regardless of sex assigned at birth” –
Bisexual; Woman. This ambiguous “liking” definition axis was used by three unique
participants, one of which as part of a short-hand definition of bisexuality given to others: “I like
everyone” – P034, Bisexual, Pansexual, Queer, No Label; Woman. In either case, these
dissenting voices demonstrate that although attraction-based definitions of bisexuality are
dominant in this sample of plurisexual people, attraction-based definitions of bisexuality are not
shared by all plurisexual people.
(Lacking) Use of the Split Attraction Model

As the name suggests, the theme of (Lacking) Use of the Split Attraction Model captured
participants’ (lacking) use of the split attraction model to describe their attraction-based
definitions of bisexuality. Although the vast majority of responses included attraction-based
definitions of bisexuality (n = 43, 93.5%, for oneself; n = 36, 78.3%, to others), only a subset
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incorporated the split attraction model (n = 11, 23.9%, for oneself; n = 10, 21.7%, to others). The
limited use of the split attraction model was therein itself noteworthy considering plurisexual
people have been previously found to utilize the split attraction to model to capture how their
attraction might differ across genders, situational contexts, and time (see Cipriano et al., 2022;
Flanders et al., 2017). Nevertheless, participants who did incorporate the split attraction model
did so from a variety of angles, such as describing bisexuality as sexual; romantic and/or sexual;
or sexual, romantic, emotional, and physical attraction.

Among participants who incorporated the split attraction model in their definition of
bisexuality, the most prevalent description was sexual attraction. Sexual attraction definitions of
bisexuality were observed across nine responses spanning six unique participants. These sexual
attraction definitions tended to be quite direct, such as P098 defining bisexuality both for himself
and to others as “Sexual attraction to multiple genders” – Bisexual, Pansexual, Queer; Man.
However, P087 added additional sex- and gender-related nuance to his sexual attraction
definition used for himself: “Sexual attraction to more than one sex/many gender identities” –
Bisexual; Man. This response illustrates that although sexual attraction definitions can be fairly
direct, they still provide room for elaboration.

Despite the relative popularity of sexual attraction definitions, participants also provided
different uses of the split attraction model which considered forms of attraction other than or in
addition to sexual attraction. P075, for instance, defined bisexuality both for herself and to others
as encompassing both romantic and sexual attraction: “The romantic and sexual attraction to two
genders” – Queer, No Label; Woman. P024 took the split attraction model one step further and
incorporated several types of attraction in his definitions of bisexuality: “Physical, emotional,
romantic, and sexual attraction to people presenting as both male and female” – Bisexual,
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Pansexual, Straight/heterosexual; Man. In mild contrast to participants who clearly defined a
form or forms of attraction, P089 provided a more open-ended perspective: “Attraction of any
kind to more than one gender” – Bisexual, Multisexual, Omnisexual, Pansexual, Queer;
Nonbinary. This observed variability in how participants engaged with the split attraction model
illustrates that despite the relative popularity of sexual attraction definitions of bisexuality seen
in this sample, plurisexual people can differ in both if and how they utilize the split attraction
model to conceptualize bisexuality.

Perplexingly, the observed popularity of defining bisexuality purely as sexual attraction
(at least relative to other uses of the split attraction model) is seemingly at odds with the finding
that very few participants defined bisexuality per behavior. Although sexual attraction does not
necessarily equate to sexual behavior, sexual attraction could be argued as being conceptually
closer to discernible behavior than is romantic attraction. Whereas sexual attraction can be
conceptually connected to sexual behavior, romantic attraction is more conceptually ambiguous
and may relate to discernible behaviors such as dating or internal experiences such as crushes.
Unfortunately, the current data do not provide clear insight regarding this speculation. Further
study will be needed to determine if sexual attraction definitions of bisexuality tend to coincide
with expectations of future and/or past sexual behaviors.

The use of sexual attraction definitions of bisexuality appeared to differ along gender
lines. Among the six unique participants who defined bisexuality as purely sexual attraction,
three participants identified as men. Phrased differently, nearly one-quarter of all man-
identifying participants defined bisexuality per sexual attraction. When broadening the scope to
also include participants who considered forms of attraction in addition to sexual attraction, five
of the 12 unique participants identified as men. Although this observation seems to suggest that
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plurisexual men are more likely than plurisexual people of other genders to define bisexuality in
part based on sexual attraction, it is critical to note that the age demographics of plurisexual men
recruited through r/BisexualMen were notably higher than those of the initial community sample
(Table 1). Due to these contrasting age demographics, it is plausible that the observed gender
difference in the use of sexual attraction definitions of bisexuality is conflated with age-related
differences. For instance, it is plausible that sexual attractions of bisexuality may be more
common among older plurisexual people (or specifically older plurisexual men) rather than being
more common among plurisexual men in general.

Another intriguing gender difference among participants’ use of sexual attraction
definitions of bisexuality was that most participants who defined bisexuality in whole or in part
based on sexual attraction exclusively identified with binary gender identities (Woman and
Man). Among the 12 unique participants who provided a variant of a sexual attraction definition
of bisexuality, 10 of them identified as a woman or as a man. This is not to say that sexual
attraction definitions of bisexuality were necessarily restricted to binary conceptualizations of
gender. Notably, P011 provided a nuanced perspective of how bisexuality challenges binary
concepts of sex and gender in his personal definition of bisexuality:

I define bisexuality for myself as an aspect of non-straightness and queerness, where I
have the potential to be sexually and/or romantically attracted to any kind of person,
regardless of their biological sex and gender expression. This definition includes people
who identify as male, female, trans and non-binary. – P011; Bisexual, Queer, No Label;
Man
Although within this sample it was found that participants with binary gender identities

tended to more readily define bisexuality based in part on sexual attraction, these definitions did
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not necessarily reinforce sex and/or gender binaries, nor were they necessarily exclusionary of
transgender people.
Influence of Partner Gender

The theme Influence of Partner Gender captured the plethora of ways in which
participants integrated partner gender in their definitions of bisexuality. All 46 participants
defined bisexuality in relation to partner gender. Descriptions of partner gender were highly
variable with some examples codes being “Two genders,” “Men and non-men,” “Women and
Men,” “Females and Males,” “Multiple genders,” “Same and Different,” “Gender Preference,”
and “Gender Presentation/Expression.” Participants tended to use sex (female and male) and
gender (women and men) terms somewhat interchangeably, as illustrated by P057’s definition of
bisexuality: “Being attracted to both male and female genders” – Bisexual; Man, as well as
P016’s definition of bisexuality for herself: “Finding men attractive [and] females as well, but in
a different way” – No Label; Woman. Considering this, a participant’s use of sex terms was not
interpreted as them necessarily defining bisexuality as being restricted to biological sex.

In light of participants’ overlapping and interchangable use of sex and gender terms to
define bisexuality, participants’ insights regarding number of genders can be summarized into
two main groups: participants who described bisexuality as attraction to two genders, and
participants who described bisexuality as attraction to two or more genders. Participants who
described bisexuality as attraction to two genders tended to specifically state attraction to women
and men (n = 9, 19.6%, for oneself; n = 7, 15.2%, to others) or to females and males (n = 7,
15.2%, for oneself; n = 4, 8.7%, to others). Despite using binary sex and/or gender terms, two
participants expressly stated that bisexuality is not based on biological sex: “Liking men and
women, regardless of sex assigned at birth” – P076; Bisexual; Woman. Notably, no participant
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directly claimed that bisexuality is exclusionary of transgender people. A small minority of
responses expressly used the language “two genders,” (n = 2, 4.3%, for oneself; n = 1, 2.2%, to
others) with one example being P012’s definition of bisexuality for herself: “Bisexuality is the
attraction to either males or females. Two genders only” – Pansexual, Queer; Woman.
Participants who described bisexuality as attraction to two genders provided definitions that
varied in complexity and which came from people of various different identity labels. For
example, P006 provided a straight-forward definition of bisexuality that she gives to others: “A
person who experiences attraction to both men and women” – Pansexual, Queer; Woman. A
similarly straight-forward definition came from P002: “Attraction to men and women” –
Bisexual; Woman. However, other participants provided more nuanced insights, such as P058’s
definition for himself which touches on attraction to gender presentation: “Being attracted to
specifically people presenting as male and female; not necessarily including nonbinary or
genderqueer, etc.” – Multisexual; Man. Based on the variety of participants who voiced
definitions of bisexuality that focused on attraction to two genders, at least in this sample, it does
not appear that identifying as bisexual versus a different identity under the plurisexual umbrella
(e.g., pansexual) necessarily makes someone more or less likely to define bisexuality as
attraction to women and men.

Conversely, several participants defined bisexuality as attraction to two or more genders.
Participants used various phrases to describe attraction to two or more genders, such as “multiple
genders,” “at least two genders,” and “two or more genders.” Among these, the most common
phrase was “multiple genders,” being used by 13 unique participants. Similar to participants who
defined bisexuality as attraction to two genders, participants who defined bisexuality as
attraction to two or more genders did so to varying degrees of complexity. P069, for instance,
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provided a straight-forward definition of bisexuality based on attraction to multiple genders:
“Attraction to people of multiple genders” – Bisexual, Queer; Woman. In contrast, P018’s
definition of bisexuality for himself noted differences in attraction across genders: “I experience
attraction to multiple genders and that experience is different between different genders” –
Bisexual; Man. Collectively, definitions of bisexuality which emphasize attraction to two
genders and those which emphasize attraction to two or more genders are both prevalent among
the plurisexual people represented in this sample. Based on the varying degrees of complexity
seen within both of these categories of definitions, it is apparent that defining bisexuality either
as attraction to two genders or as attraction to two or more genders does not dictate the nuance of
one’s definition.

Aside from differences in the number of genders bisexuality encompasses, participants
also differed in what partner genders are associated with bisexuality and what gendered
attraction might look like. As aforementioned, several participants specifically described
bisexuality as attraction to the binary genders of women and men. However, other participants
described bisexuality as an attraction to all genders, potentially with the ability to prefer certain
genders over others. For example, P077 defined bisexuality for themselves as: “I am able to
experience attraction to anyone of any gender identity, but I am primarily attracted to women and
nonbinary people” – Bisexual, Multisexual, Queer; Genderqueer, Nonbinary, Woman. Yet other
participants defined bisexuality as attraction independent from gender, as the case of P059’s
definition of bisexuality for themselves: “Experiences attraction that isn’t tethered by gender;
having the capacity for attraction to any gender” – Asexual, Bisexual; Nonbinary. As such, even
when attraction extends beyond binary gender, there is variability in what those specific
attractions might look like.
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In a similar vein, participants varied both in what aspect(s) of gender bisexuality referred

to as well as if bisexuality entails attraction toward nonbinary people. P058’s definition of
bisexuality for himself (“Being attracted to specifically people presenting as male and female;
not necessarily including nonbinary or genderqueer, etc.” – Multisexual; Man) touches on both
of these points, describing bisexuality as attraction to gender presentation rather than gender
identity and expressly stating that bisexuality does not inherently include attraction to people
outside the gender binary. Similar sentiment was voiced by P013 who also contextualized her
definition of bisexuality within her identity as pansexual:

To me, bisexuality is feeling sexual attraction to people who present either as masculine
or feminine. I identify as pansexual, as I feel like nonbinary, genderqueer, gender-fluid,
or androgynous people don't fit very well into this definition, and I consider myself to be
attracted to all sorts of people that fit into these categories as well as masculine- or
feminine- presenting people. – Pansexual; Woman

P058’s and P013’s responses illustrate that bisexuality can be defined in relation to attraction to
specific gender presentations rather than someone’s specific gender identity. Notably, these
gender presentations may be limited to masculine- and feminine-typed presentations and not
encompass other gender presentations, such as androgynous presentations. Interestingly,
although nonbinary, genderqueer, and gender fluid people may also present in masculine or
feminine ways, P013 argues that these genders are not readily captured when defining
bisexuality as attraction to masculinity and femininity. An alternative viewpoint in provided by
P047 who defined bisexuality for herself as expressly gendered by also interrelated with
qualitatively different attraction to different gender presentations:
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Attraction to multiple genders in a way that is specifically attraction to that person's
gender. The attraction I feel towards men/masculine people is different than the attraction
I feel towards women/feminine people and is different still to the attraction I feel towards
nonbinary/gender fluid/agender/androgynous people (in contrast to my understanding of
pansexuality which I imagine is more of a similar attraction regardless of gender). –
Bisexual; Woman

Contrary to P013, P047 readily includes attraction to androgynous people in her definition of
bisexuality. Further, P047 illustrates how one’s attraction toward one gender or gender
presentation (e.g., women and feminine-presenting people) may look or feel different to one’s
attraction toward a different gender or gender presentation (e.g., agender people). In light of
these opposing viewpoints, at least within the present sample, it is apparent that plurisexual
people can hold various and sometimes contradictory definitions of what gendered attraction is
characteristic of bisexuality.
Engagement with Identity Politics

The theme Engagement with Identity Politics captured the numerous ways in which
participants discussed identity politics either in the context of the plurisexual community or in
broader society. In particular, some participants compared bisexuality and pansexuality, how
their personal understanding of bisexuality has shaped their choice of (pluri)sexual identity
labels, and the inherent subjectivity of labels and experiences.

Three participants made direct comparisons between bisexuality and pansexuality. In her
definition of bisexuality for herself, P047 framed both bisexuality and pansexuality as attraction
to multiple genders but described pansexuality as attraction independent of gender:
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Attraction to multiple genders in a way that is specifically attraction to that person's
gender. The attraction I feel towards men/masculine people is different than the attraction
I feel towards women/feminine people and is different still to the attraction I feel towards
nonbinary/gender fluid/agender/androgynous people (in contrast to my understanding of
pansexuality which I imagine is more of a similar attraction regardless of gender). –
Bisexual; Woman

P048 also distinguished between bisexuality and pansexuality but did so from a different
perspective. Specifically, in her definition of bisexuality to others, P048 framed pansexuality as
inclusive of nonbinary people and bisexuality as attraction to only women and men:

Someone who is romantically and/or sexually interested in both men and women - I am
not including gender non binary people because that to me is pansexuality, but I am
including trans people who identify as a man or woman. – Lesbian; Woman

Interestingly, despite differentiating between bisexuality and pansexuality, none of these three
participants exclusively identified with plurisexual labels other than bisexual (e.g., no participant
identified as Omnisexual, Pansexual, Queer). This observation seems to suggest that at least
among these participants that differentiating between bisexuality and pansexuality comes from a
cultural understanding of these terms rather than personal relevance.

In addition to some participants’ comparisons of bisexuality and plurisexuality, three
different participants described how their understanding of bisexuality influenced their choice of
(pluri)sexual identity labels. For instance, in their definition of bisexuality for themselves, P031
mentions that despite them viewing bisexuality as attraction to two or more genders, “bi”
meaning “two” motivated them to select other identity labels: “Attract[ion] to two or more
genders… although I think there are now other words that do not use ‘bi’ which means 2 that
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make more sense for me” – Gay, Multisexual, Omnisexual, Pansexual, Queer; Genderqueer,
Nonbinary. Likewise, in P013’s definition of bisexuality for herself she describes that she
identifies as pansexual because her pattern of attraction does not fit her definition of bisexuality:

To me, bisexuality is feeling sexual attraction to people who present either as masculine
or feminine. I identify as pansexual, as I feel like nonbinary, genderqueer, gender-fluid,
or androgynous people don't fit very well into this definition, and I consider myself to be
attracted to all sorts of people that fit into these categories as well as masculine or
feminine -presenting people. – Pansexual; Woman

These examples of plurisexual people’s selection of identity labels being influenced by their
definitions of bisexuality illustrate the interconnectedness of plurisexual identities and how
someone’s understanding of one identity may influence their understanding of other identities.

Speaking further to this point of interconnectedness among plurisexual identity labels,
five participants provided striking insight on the subjectivity of their and others’ identity labels.
P049’s definition of bisexuality to others directly stated that other plurisexual people may define
bisexuality differently: “Attraction to multiple genders, but also, [different people] may define it
differently for themselves” – Queer; Genderqueer, Gender fluid. P049’s response directly speaks
to the subjective nature of plurisexual identity labels and how that subjectivity may manifest
itself in different personal definitions. Similarly, P059’s definition of bisexuality to others
mentioned that differences between identity labels exist only if someone believes that they do:
“Attraction that isn't restricted by gender, being attracted to any gender. Not different from other
labels unless you feel strongly that it's different” – Asexual, Bisexual; Nonbinary. This element
of personal importance further speaks to the subjective nature of plurisexual identity labels; the
differences between labels can be emphasized or minimized on a context-dependent basis. P036



PLURISEXUALS DEFINE BISEXUALITY 69
provides a different perspective on this subjectivity, noting that the subjectivity can also produce
confusion: “I find it confusing to distinguish between bisexuality and pansexuality. I’m afraid of
offending folks or being exclusionary, so I avoid discussing it” – Asexual, Queer; Genderqueer,
Nonbinary. These participants’ self-acknowledged subjectivity of plurisexual identity labels and
their experiences therewith illustrate the “realness” of this subjectivity. The various definitions of
bisexuality provided by the plurisexual people in this sample are as equally “correct” as they are
“incorrect,” with each individual definition representing a subjective reality.
Nuances Between Definitions Used for Oneself and those Given to Others

The theme Nuances Between Definitions Used for Oneself and those Given to Others
encapsulates the ways in which participants’ definitions of bisexuality given to others differed
from their definitions for themselves. A notable chunk of participants reported identical or
otherwise highly similar definitions across these two contexts (n = 24, 52.2%), whereas other
participants provided dissimilar definitions.

Twelve participants provided definitions of bisexuality to others that were simplified
versions of the definitions they used for themselves. For example, P029 (Bisexual, Pansexual,
Queer; Man) simplified his definition from “Openness to being attracted to more than one gender
and/or regardless of gender” to “Being attracted to more than one gender” when defining
bisexuality to other people. Likewise, P034 (Bisexual, Pansexual, Queer, No Label; Woman)
simplified her definition from “Attraction to more than one gender” to “I like everyone.” In both
of these examples, the participant trimmed nuance from their definition for themselves to make
their definition more accessible for other people.

In contrast, five participants provided definitions of bisexuality to others that were more
nuanced and/or inclusive than their definitions for themselves. For instance, P012’s (Pansexual,
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Queer; Woman) definition of bisexuality for herself framed bisexuality as attraction to two
genders, “Bisexuality is the attraction to either males or females, two genders only,” whereas her
definition given to others utilized a more all-encompassing attraction to multiple genders,
“Experiencing attraction to multiple genders.” Similarly, P009’s (Bisexual, Pansexual, Queer;
Genderqueer, Genderfluid, Nonbinary) definition of bisexuality for themselves described
bisexuality as attraction to multiple genders, “[Bisexuality] means I’m attracted to people of
many genders,” but elaborated in their definition to others regarding bisexuality being attraction
regardless of gender, “Bisexuality is about being attracted to whoever you find yourself attracted
to, with their gender just being an element of who they are.”

Collectively, these dissimilar definitions given to others relative to definitions for oneself
suggest that situational factors may influence how someone defines bisexuality to other people.
In some cases, such as talking with someone unfamiliar with gender diversity, it may be
beneficial to simplify one’s definition of bisexuality. In other cases, such as talking with another
plurisexual person, it may be beneficial to provide a more nuanced and inclusive definition.
Repeated Measures Analysis of Variance

Participants’ endorsements of the six closed-ended bisexuality definition questions were
analyzed using a 3 (definition axis: interest, behavior, capacity for interest) X 2 (attraction
modality: sexual, romantic) repeated measures analysis of variance (ANOVA) with definition
axis and attraction modality treated as within-subjects variables. All 46 participants fully
completed the closed-ended bisexuality definitions measure and no participants were excluded
due to missing data nor was the analysis run with any missing data. Mean values are listed in
Table 4. Mauchly’s Test of Sphericity revealed that the assumption of sphericity was violated for
definition axis, χ2(2) = 20.56, p < .001, but not for the interaction between definition axis and
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attraction modality, χ2(2) = .64, p = .73. Therefore, the Greenhouse-Geisser correction was used
only for definition axis, ε = .728. Analyses revealed a significant main effect of definition axis,
F(1.46, 65.53) = 40.90, p < .001, η2 = .48, a non-significant main effect of attraction modality,
F(1, 45) = .03, p = .87, η2 = .00, and a significant interaction between definition axis and
attraction modality, F(2, 90) = 4.63, p = .01, η2 = .09. The observed significant interaction
between definition axis and attraction modality is displayed graphically in Figure 1.

Inspection of the interaction between definition axis and attraction modality suggested
that participants endorsed the romantic behavior definition of bisexuality more than the sexual
behavior definition of bisexuality. To test this interpretation, a post-hoc paired samples t-test was
conducted comparing endorsement of the romantic behavior definition of bisexuality (M = 4.70,
SD = 2.90) and the sexual behavior definition of bisexuality (M = 4.43, SD = 2.94) and found a
non-significant difference trending in the predicted direction, t(45) = 1.60, one-tailed p = .06.

Due to the inconclusive findings of the observed significant interaction between
definition axis and attraction modality, the significant main effect of definition axis was further
explored. Post-hoc pairwise comparisons with Bonferroni corrections revealed that participants
endorsed interest and capacity for interest definitions of bisexuality significantly more than
behavior definitions of bisexuality, p < .001, p < .001, respectively, but that participants’
endorsement of interest definitions of bisexuality were effectively identical to their endorsement
of capacity for interest definitions, p = 1.00. Capacity for interest definitions were rated the
highest (M = 7.77, SD = .31), followed by interest definitions (M = 7.71, SD = .34), and then by
behavior definitions (M = 4.57, SD = .42).
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Table 4
Descriptive Statistics for Closed-Ended Bisexual Definition Questions Split by Attraction
Modality (Interest, Behavior, Capacity for Interest) and Attraction Modality (Sexual, Romantic)

Definition Axis Romantic Attraction Sexual AttractionM SD M SD
Interest 7.61 2.32 7.80 2.55
Behavior 4.70 2.90 4.43 2.94Capacity 7.70 2.17 7.85 2.27Note. Higher values indicate higher endorsement. Values ranged from 1 (very strongly disagree)

to 10 (very strongly agree).
Figure 1
Interaction of Definition Axis (Interest, Behavior, Capacity for Interest) and Attraction Modality
(Sexual, Romantic)

Note. Higher values indicate greater endorsement.
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Comparison of Findings

At the overall sample level, the findings generated from reflexive thematic analysis and
repeated measures ANOVA both demonstrated participants’ overwhelming preference for non-
behavioral definitions of bisexuality over behavioral definitions. Qualitative analyses revealed an
overwhelming use of attraction definitions both for participants’ definitions of bisexuality for
themselves (n = 43, 93.5%) and their definitions of bisexuality given to others (n = 36, 78.3%).
In stark contrast, only two participants defined bisexuality for themselves and/or to others as
dependent on behavior. Likewise, quantitative analyses revealed that participants provided
significantly greater endorsements of interest and capacity for interest definitions of bisexuality
than behavioral definitions of bisexuality. Although reaching slightly different conclusions
(preference for attraction definitions versus preference for interest and capacity for interest
definitions), the converging findings of qualitative and quantitative analyses demonstrate a
general avoidance of behavioral definitions of bisexuality.

Discussion
General Discussion

The present study explored how plurisexual adults in the Midwestern United States
currently define bisexuality both for themselves and to others and how their personal definitions
compare to participants’ overall endorsement of various closed-ended bisexuality definitions.
Regarding RQ1, in general, participants’ open-ended definitions of bisexuality both for
themselves and to others tended to conceptualize bisexuality as attraction to either two genders,
most often expressed as “women and men” or “females and males,” or to two or more genders,
as expressed through phrases such as “multiple genders” or “more than one gender.” The
centrality of attraction-based definitions of bisexuality seen in participants’ open-ended
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responses was corroborated by quantitative analysis of participants’ endorsement of closed-
ended definition questions which found significantly higher endorsement of interest and capacity
for interest definitions of bisexuality than of behavior definitions of bisexuality. Participants’
observed preference for attraction definitions of bisexuality over behavior definitions replicates
findings of research exploring plurisexual people’s definitions of bisexuality (Barker et al., 2008;
Cipriano et al., 2022; Flanders et al., 2017).

Although most participants provided attraction definitions of bisexuality, some
participants defined bisexuality along other axes, such as past behavior and openness.
Participants also varied in how they incorporated partner gender in their definitions of
bisexuality, such as number of genders, what those genders might be (e.g., “women and men”
versus “any two genders”), whether bisexuality encompasses attraction to nonbinary people, and
if attraction is toward someone’s gender identity or to their gender presentation. The observed
variability in participants’ definitions aligns with findings from previous related research which
collectively illustrates the absence of a shared definition of bisexuality among plurisexual people
(Barker et al., 2008; Cipriano et al., 2022; Flanders et al., 2017). Strikingly, the observed
variability of participants’ definitions of bisexuality was noted by some participants themselves
who discussed the subjectivity of their and others’ (pluri)sexual identity labels. Participants’ self-
acknowledgment of the subjectivity of identity labels reflects historical community definitions of
bisexuality which acknowledged extensive variability in bisexual people’s experiences with and
definitions of their bisexuality (Bay Area Bisexual Network, 1991).

Perplexingly, very few participants conceptualized bisexuality using the split attraction
model, such as by distinguishing between romantic and sexual attraction. The observed limited
use of the split attraction model differs from previous research which suggested that plurisexual
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people may utilize the split attraction model to describe the complexities of their attraction
toward multiple genders, such as how their attraction might differ across genders and change
over time (Cipriano et al., 2022; Flanders et al., 2017). Participants’ limited use of the split
attraction model also diverges from findings of a related pilot study focused on a more general
college student sample which found that most participants incorporated the split attraction model
in their open-ended definition of bisexuality (Wibben & Holtgraves, 2025). The divergent
findings between the pilot study and present study suggest a potential framing effect of having
participants complete closed-ended definition questions that incorporate the split attraction
model prior to answering open-ended definitions questions, as was the case for the pilot study
but not for the present study. Further research is needed to evaluate this potential framing effect
and what personal and/or contextual factors may influence its impact on open-ended definitions
of bisexuality.

Speaking to both RQ2 and RQ3, participants’ open-ended definitions of bisexuality did
not readily differ across sexual identity and/or gender identity lines. These findings were in
contrast to previous research which suggested that bisexual and pansexual people may define
bisexuality differently, particular regarding whether bisexual is inclusive of transgender and/or
gender expansive people (Cipriano et al., 2022; Flanders et al., 2017). This finding also
challenges the potential, albeit untested, role of positive distinctiveness (see Harwood, 2020;
Trepte & Loy, 2017) in motivating pansexual people to differentiate bisexuality from other
plurisexual identities. Complicating this finding, some participants discussed how their personal
understanding of bisexuality motivated their selection of other plurisexual identity labels, partly
due to perceived restrictiveness of the bisexual identity label. The selection of other plurisexual
identity labels may be conceptually related to ongoing discourse of pansexuality being more
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explicitly inclusive of transgender and gender expansive people than is bisexuality and
plurisexual people opting to self-identify as pansexual to readily convey their attraction to
transgender and gender expansive people (Belous & Bauman, 2017; Dingle, 2017, as cited in
Hayfield & Křížová, 2017; Flanders, 2017; Hayfield & Křížová, 2017; Jakubowski, 2014).
Nevertheless, further research is needed to explore plurisexual people’s selection of identity
labels and how this selection may be shaped by personal conceptualizations of identity labels.

Comparing participants’ definitions of bisexuality for themselves and definitions given to
others revealed varying levels of overlap. Whereas many participants reported identical or higher
similar definitions for themselves and to others, other participants provided simplified, more
nuanced, and/or more inclusive definitions when defining bisexuality to others than when
defining bisexuality for themselves. The observed differences between definitions of bisexuality
for oneself and definitions given to others seen in some participants’ responses supports previous
research suggesting that plurisexual people may define bisexuality differently based on
contextual factors, such as a conversation partners’ perceived knowledge of gender diversity
(Barker et al., 2008; Flanders et al., 2017).

Overall, the findings of the present study illustrate that plurisexual people define
bisexuality in various ways which tend to revolve around attraction to two, or more than two,
genders. As such, academic definitions of bisexuality which focus solely on behavioral and/or
self-identity conceptualizations of bisexuality are likely ill-suited to capture the full nuance of
plurisexual people’s identities and experiences. In line with broader Queer data efforts (Ruberg
& Ruelos, 2020), results of the present study suggest that researchers should readily integrate
plurisexual people’s personal definitions of their identity label(s) within the analytical process.
Rather than recategorizing participants based on recent behavior or assuming homogeneity of
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experience among people of a given identity label, engaging with plurisexual people’s individual
definitions of their identity label(s) yields a more holistic understanding of participants’ lived
realities and, by extension, clarifies that what populations research findings may apply to.
Strengths and Limitations

The present study demonstrated notable strengths relative to previous research on
plurisexual people’s definitions of bisexuality. The focus on the Midwestern United States
expanded upon previous geographically-limited research (e.g., Barker et al., 2008; Cipriano et
al., 2022). Likewise, the recruitment of plurisexual men and gender diverse people of various
sexual identities expanded upon previous work which was limited by gender and/or sexual
identity (e.g., Cipriano et al., 2022; Flanders et al., 2017). Regarding participant demographics,
the present sample was highly diverse in regards to gender identity, cisgender-transgender
identity status, sexual identity, and disability status (see Table 2 and Table 3). The sample was
also notably diverse in regards to age and mildly diverse in regards to location type (see Table 1
and Table 3). Methodologically, the mixed-method research design increased the richness of
knowledge produced by the study through the comparison and integration of quantitative and
qualitative data (Creswall & Plano Clark, 2011).

Despite these strengths, the present study also had several limitations. Although the
sample was notably diverse along numerous demographic factors, the sample was relatively
homogeneous regarding racial/ethnic identity, education level, and subjective socioeconomic
status. Participants were predominantly White, highly formally educated, and on average
perceived themselves to be of moderately high socioeconomic status (see Table 1, Table 2, and
Table 3). The homogeneity along these demographic factors limits the populations to which the
present study’s findings can be reasonably applied to. Although the present findings would
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reasonably apply to other groups of White highly formally educated plurisexual people of
moderately high subjective socioeconomic status living in the Midwestern United States, it is
unclear if findings would also apply to, say, Asian American plurisexual people living in the
Southern United Status who have limited education and are of low subjective socioeconomic
status. Interrelatedly, although the present study did expand the geographic scope of recruitment
relative to previous research, the study was still limited to a Western context. As such, the results
of the present study cannot be reasonably applied to other cultural contexts. From a qualitative
research perspective, the present study was also limited by the use of short-form qualitative data
rather than in-depth interviews. The use of in-depth interviews either in place of or in addition to
short-form qualitative data could have answered questions raised during qualitative analyses,
such as potential contextual factors which influence definitions of bisexuality given to other
people. From a quantitative research perspective, the closed-ended bisexuality definitions
measure lacked reliability and/or validity testing, thus questioning the usefulness of the measure.
Further, corresponding statistical analyses were underpowered which may have contributed to
the inability to fully decompose the observed significant interaction between definition axis and
attraction modality.
Future Directions

Future research can extend the present study in various ways. Most directly, future
research could replicate the procedure in different geographical and/or cultural contexts.
Replicating the study in a different geographic and/or cultural context would enable comparisons
across these contexts and the identification of potential geographical differences in plurisexual
adults’ definitions of bisexuality. Future research could also explore the questions raised from
the present study’s findings, such as experimentally testing the potential framing effect generated
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by completing closed-ended bisexuality definition questions which incorporate the split
attraction model and conducting in-depth qualitative interviews regarding plurisexual people’s
selection of sexual identity labels. Alternatively, the present findings may be used to inform the
creation of quantitative scales of bisexuality definitions, whether that be an extension of Flanders
and colleagues’ (2017) dichotomous scale or an entirely new scale.

Conclusion
A mixed-method online survey of how plurisexual adults in the Midwestern United States

define bisexuality for themselves and to others generated insights similar to and divergent from
those generated from previous studies of how plurisexual people define bisexuality (e.g., Barker
et al., 2008; Cipriano et al., 2022; Flanders et al., 2017). Qualitative analysis revealed that
participants’ definitions of bisexuality were primarily variations of “attraction to two/two or
more genders.” The emphasis on attraction definitions of bisexuality over behavioral definitions
was corroborated by the participants’ endorsement of various closed-ended bisexual definitions.
However, participants’ definitions varied, such as including behavioral definitions and
contrasting views regarding partner gender. The observed emphasis on attraction definitions
amid individual variability in said definitions aligns with previous research (Barker et al., 2008;
Cipriano et al., 2022; Flanders et al., 2017). Diverging from previous research, participants’
definitions did not readily distinguish between sexual, romantic, or other forms of attraction, nor
were differences in definitions readily observed across sexual identity and/or gender identity
lines (see Cipriano et al., 2022; Flanders et al., 2017). Nevertheless, some participants discussed
how their understanding of bisexuality shaped their selection of identity labels with other
participants acknowledging the subjectivity of their and other’s labels. Comparing participants’
definitions of bisexuality for themselves and their definitions given to others revealed nuanced
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differences, such as some participants simplifying, adding nuance, or making their descriptions
more inclusive when defining bisexuality to others, supporting past research suggesting that
defining bisexuality may be context-dependent (Barker et al., 2008; Flanders et al., 2017).
Overall findings suggest that research should readily integrate plurisexual participants’
definitions of their identity label(s) in order to develop a robust understanding of participants’
lived realities and identify to what groups corresponding conclusions may apply.
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Appendix A

Phase 1 Recruitment Materials
Figure A1
Recruitment Email Template and Accompanying Study Information Message

Title:Research Survey - Midwest Plurisexuals Define Bisexuality (BSU IRB #FY2025-292)
Dear [NAME],
I am a psychology master’s student at Ball State University. I am currently recruiting people in theMidwestern U.S. who experience attraction to multiple genders (e.g., bisexual, pansexual, queer,omnisexual, polysexual, multisexual, plurisexual, fluid, no label) to participate in an online research studyabout defining bisexuality (BSU IRB Number: FY2025-292).
I was wondering if you would be willing to forward the study information by email to members of[[[ORGANIZATION]]] who may be eligible. The recruitment email message for the study appears belowmy signature and I have also attached our approved flyer.
Please let me know if you may be comfortable distributing this information.
Thank you for your time and assistance!
Elijah Wibben (they/them)Master’s Student, Psychological Science & Social PsychologyDepartment of Psychological ScienceDepartment of Counseling Psychology, Social Psychology, and CounselingBall State University
Do you live in the Midwestern U.S. and experience attraction to multiple genders? If so, you are invited toparticipate in an online research study – Midwest Plurisexuals Define Bisexuality.
In this study, we are interested in learning about how people who experience attraction to multiple genders(e.g., bisexual, pansexual, queer, omnisexual, polysexual, multisexual, plurisexual, fluid) definebisexuality.
Participation will involve completing one online survey. The online survey will talk about 15 minutes tocomplete.
By participating, you can help us better understand how people attracted to multiple genders definebisexuality.
To be eligible, you must:
1) Live in the Midwestern United States2) Experience attraction to multiple genders3) Be at least 18 years old or older
If you are interested in participating, please use the following link to access the online survey:https://bsu.qualtrics.com/jfe/form/SV_3WPooRWMh7SHlUG

https://bsu.qualtrics.com/jfe/form/SV_3WPooRWMh7SHlUG
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If you have any questions, please contact eli.wibben@bsu.edu
Elijah Wibben (they/them)Master’s Student, Psychological Science & Social PsychologyDepartment of Psychological ScienceDepartment of Counseling Psychology, Social Psychology, and CounselingBall State University

Figure A2
Phase 1 Recruitment Flyer
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Appendix B

Phase 2 Recruitment Materials
Figure B1
Recruitment Message Posted to r/BisexualMen

Title:Research Survey - Midwest Plurisexuals Define Bisexuality (BSU IRB #FY2025-292)
Midwest Plurisexuals Define Bisexuality (BSU IRB #FY2025-292)
Hi all!
Do you live in the Midwestern U.S. and experience attraction to multiple genders? If so, you are invited toparticipate in an online research study – Midwest Plurisexuals Define Bisexuality. This study is approvedby the Ball State University IRB (IRB #FY2025-292).
In this study, we are interested in learning about how people who experience attraction to multiple genders(e.g., bisexual, pansexual, queer, omnisexual, polysexual, multisexual, plurisexual, fluid) definebisexuality.
Participation will involve completing one online survey. The online survey will take about 15 minutes tocomplete.
By participating, you can help us better understand how people attracted to multiple genders definebisexuality.
To be eligible, you must:
1. 1) Live in the Midwestern United States2. 2) Experience attraction to multiple genders3. 3) Be at least 18 years old or older4. 4) Use the subreddit r/BisexualMen
Eligible research subjects who complete the study in good faith can enter into a random drawing for achance to receive one of five Tango gift cards.
If you are interested in participating, please use the following link to access the online survey:https://bsu.qualtrics.com/jfe/form/SV_6MwniS19Y45pUl8
If you have any questions, please contact eli.wibben@bsu.edu
Principal Investigator:Dr. Allison Cipriano (she/her)Assistant Professor of Social PsychologyDepartment of Counseling Psychology, Social Psychology, and CounselingBall State UniversityEmail: allison.cipriano@bsu.edu
Student Co Investigator:Elijah Wibben (they/them)Master’s Student, Psychological Science & Social Psychology

https://bsu.qualtrics.com/jfe/form/SV_6MwniS19Y45pUl8
mailto:eli.wibben@bsu.edu
mailto:allison.cipriano@bsu.edu
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Department of Psychological ScienceDepartment of Counseling Psychology, Social Psychology, and CounselingBall State UniversityEmail: eli.wibben@bsu.edu

Figure B2
Phase 2 Recruitment Flyer

Note. Due to the Reddit group r/BisexualMen’s policy against attaching files to posts, the Phase
2 recruitment flyer was not included alongside the recruitment message and went unused.

mailto:eli.wibben@bsu.edu
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Figure B3
Reddit Account Avatar

Note. The Reddit account name was Eli-Wibben_BSU and was created and used for the
exclusive purpose of participant recruitment. The Reddit account had the following biography:
“Master's student @ BSU Survey recruitment account.” The Reddit account avatar was
customized in order to build rapport with potential participants by 1) demonstrating familiarity
with Reddit’s profile customization features and 2) signaling my (Elijah Wibben’s) in-group
membership as a bisexual person.
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Appendix C

Open-Ended Bisexuality Definition Questions
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Appendix D

Close-Ended Bisexuality Definition Questions
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Appendix E

Demographic Questions
Figure E1
Age Question

Figure E2
General Geographic Region Question
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Figure E3
Location Type Question

Figure E4
Multi-gender Attraction Question
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Figure E5
Gender Identity Question
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Figure E6
Cisgender/Transgender Identity Status Question
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Figure E7
Sexual Orientation Question
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Figure E8
Race/Ethnicity Question
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Figure E9
Disability Status Question

Figure E10
Education Level Question
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Figure E11
Subjective Socioeconomic Status Question
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Figure E11 (Continued)
Subjective Socioeconomic Status Question
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Appendix F

Recruitment Questions
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Appendix G

Phase 2 Research Incentive Questions
Figure G1
Research Incentive Informational & Instructional Message

Figure G2
Research Incentive Contact Details Questions
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Appendix H

Honeypot Questions
Figure H1
Employment Status Honeypot Question Embedded in Inclusion Criteria Block and
Corresponding JavaScipt Code

Qualtrics.SurveyEngine.addOnload(function(){ jQuery("#"+this.questionId).prev('.Seperator').hide();jQuery("#"+this.questionId).hide();
});

Figure H2
Survey Interest Honeypot Question Embedded in Recruitment Question Block and
Corresponding JavaScript Code

Qualtrics.SurveyEngine.addOnload(function(){ const quest = this;const qc = quest.getQuestionContainer();
qc.style.position = "fixed";qc.style.left = "-2000px";qc.style.top = "-2000px";

});


