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ABSTRACT 

Attachment, Emotion Regulation, and Gender Role Issues in BDSM Relationships: 

An Exploratory Analysis 

by 

Rachel Ryan 

Chairperson: Dr. Eunyoe Ro 

 

BDSM (Bondage/Discipline, Dominance/Submission, Sadism/Masochism) has 

become more widely known as a common, nonpathological interest (Holvoet et al., 2017; 

Powell, 2010). However, there is still much stigma associated with romantic relationships 

within the BDSM community, the most deviant of which may be the 24/7 

Dominant/submissive (D/s) relationship in which a Dominant partner is permanently in 

control of a submissive partner (Dancer, Kleinplatz, & Moser, 2006). The current study 

investigated different types of issues that may arise given the 24/7 D/s dynamic in order to 

better understand romantic relationships involving BDSM. Participants involved in 24/7 D/s 

relationships, other relationships involving BDSM, and relationships that do not incorporate 

BDSM were included and compared in this study. It was found that 24/7 relationships did 

contain significantly less equity than other types of relationships, and that people in other 

forms of BDSM relationships had the least amount of traditional gender role beliefs. Overall, 

the current study is one of the few to incorporate quantitative data regarding this population 

and provides further information regarding the different types of relationships in the BDSM 

community. 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

Defining BDSM 

 The acronym “BDSM” represents a combination of bondage and discipline, 

dominance and submission, and sadism and masochism (Holvoet et al., 2017). In BDSM, 

experiences such as physical restraint, intense sensorial feeling, and fantasy about dominance 

and submission can play a key part in role play among consenting adults. These activities are 

consensual and contrary to popular belief, not always sexual (Holvoet et al., 2017). BDSM 

has been called many things, including a sexual interest, subculture, sexual orientation, 

cultural phenomenon, and an intense recreational practice (Agree, 2014; Ambler et al., 2017). 

Likewise, its practitioners have described it in many ways: consensuality, power imbalance, 

sexual stimulation, fun, pleasure, and transcendence. Clearly, BDSM cannot be defined as 

one singular experience. It represents a myriad of behaviors and activities that many different 

types of people become involved with for a variety of reasons (Agree, 2014). 

 One of the main assumptions about BDSM is that its practitioners enjoy inflicting or 

experiencing pain. Contrary to this assumption, Agree’s research (2016) revealed that 

practitioners do not necessarily like intense pain – only a few participants in the study 

enjoyed administering pain and identified themselves as “sexual sadists.” Instead, 

participants discussed the pleasurable sensations they experienced through BDSM, as well as 

the idea that pain symbolizes an exchange of power (Agree, 2016). This manifestation of 

control and surrender, called “playing with power,” is often understood as the main goal of 

BDSM, rather than the experience or deliverance of pain (Williams et al., 2016; Powell, 

2010).  

One possible conceptualization of BDSM is as a form of leisure (Ambler et al., 2017). 

Like BDSM, leisure can encompass many things, but is essentially understood as a freely 
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chosen, intrinsically motivated, and personally meaningful activity (Williams et al., 2016). 

Also similar to BDSM, leisure activities exist on a spectrum from casual (playful and 

spontaneous) to serious (requiring continual effort and skills, associated with identity, and 

provides rewards) and can be understood as either deviant or legitimate (Williams et al., 

2016). Support for BDSM as a serious leisure activity includes the fact that sexual behaviors 

do sometimes qualify as leisure, and many common terms in the BDSM community such as 

play, toys, games, and fantasy reflect the idea of leisure. Additionally, a study in which 

BDSM practitioners were given a survey assessing their BDSM experience according to 

attributes of leisure found that BDSM fits with the framework of serious leisure activity for 

many who participate regularly (Williams et al., 2016). 

Just as the motivations for involvement in BDSM are varied, there are several 

different roles a BDSM practitioner can take. Two basic roles are “top” and “bottom.” A 

person in the role of “bottom” is the person who is bound, receives stimulation, or follows 

orders (Ambler et al., 2017). A person in the role of “top” provides stimulation, orders, or 

structure. Many BDSM practitioners self-identify as switches, sometimes taking on the top 

role and sometimes taking on the bottom role in BDSM activities (Ambler et al., 2017).  In 

one small qualitative study involving interviews of four BDSM couples, several practitioners 

identified as bottoms in their primary relationships, but are either switches (playing both 

“top” and “bottom” roles) with other partners, or had been dominant in past relationships 

(Agree, 2014).  These findings indicate that dominance and submission actually exist on a 

spectrum, as people do not always identify consistently one way or the other (Agree, 2014). 

BDSM practitioners also vary in the amount of time spent in these roles. There is a 

vast range of level of involvement in BDSM – from being a monogamous couple that 

occasionally engages in kinky sex to participating in a 24/7 Dominant/submissive 
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relationship (Agree, 2010). Roles such as Old Guard, Highly Experienced, and Relative 

Newcomers are related to length of time spent and degree of involvement in the BDSM 

community (Powell, 2010). The Old Guard are among the oldest, most experienced, and 

most dedicated in the community, while the Highly Experienced may have been involved a 

shorter amount of time but have a high amount of experience in, and commitment to, BDSM. 

Relative Newcomers are just that – people who have not had as much time and experience in 

the community (Powell, 2010). 

People in the Old Guard are most likely to engage in 24/7 Dominant/submissive 

relationships (Powell, 2010). In these relationships, the submissive is a full-time “slave” to 

the dominant partner. Powell (2010) noted that many who perform this role hold middle to 

upper management positions in a variety of fields; while they may be slaves in their 

relationships, this role does not translate in all aspects of their lives. Many are able to 

compartmentalize their career role needs and their BDSM role needs, stepping out of “job 

mode” and into “slave mode” at the end of the workday. Many slaves describe this as a 

therapeutic escape from the stresses and demands of leadership. The requirements of their 

slave roles are usually specifically laid out for them that they are able to “just let go” and lose 

themselves in this role (Powell, 2010). 

Just as there are multiple roles and motivations involved in BDSM, the spectrum of 

activities under the umbrella of BDSM are numerous and varied (Ambler et al., 2017). 

Several researchers have tried to categorize these activities. Ambler et al. (2017) included 

physical restriction (e.g., bondage and handcuffs), administration of pain (e.g., clothespins, 

spanking), and humiliation (e.g., verbal humiliation, gags) as categories. Powell (2010) 

identified the major categories as impact play, bondage/restraints, discipline, and any 

combination of activities that induce endorphin release. Practitioners of BDSM use a process 
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called negotiation to decide what activities will and will not occur during a session, taking 

into account the elimination of activities that could be harmful to one of the participants. 

While the length and depth of negotiations varies depending on the relationship between 

participants, consent, health, and safety are always taken into account when negotiating 

activities (Powell, 2010). 

Although BDSM in itself has been difficult to define, a well-defined BDSM 

subculture exists in places around the world (Powell, 2010). With this subculture comes a 

BDSM community that practitioners can be involved with as much or as little as they like. 

Many choose to participate; over 70% of BDSM practitioners in one study were members of 

at least one BDSM club (Powell, 2010). Additionally, the majority of these participants 

stated that their involvement gave them social support, and 85% stated that their membership 

resulted in friendships. This could be due to the fact that the BDSM community is 

characterized by intense group involvement: there are frequent gatherings and the community 

acts as a support network for those in need (Powell, 2010). 

This last statement reflects the fact that the BDSM subculture has its own values, 

norms, hierarchies, jargon, and rules of social interaction. The “Safe, Sane, and Consensual” 

philosophy seems to be the main basis of BDSM values (Powell, 2010). The tenets of this 

philosophy debunk the myth that BDSM is inherently abusive. Jofika (2013) explicitly 

outlined what makes BDSM different from abuse. First, BDSM involves voluntariness and 

consent; consent is especially seen as a non-negotiable element of BDSM. The common 

negotiation arrangement described above ensures that clear communication of expectations, 

needs, and desires between partners is incorporated. This includes choosing a “safeword” that 

a partner can use to stop an activity. Finally, unless agreed upon by partners, the BDSM 

sexual “scene” and the hierarchy of dominance and submission that often goes with it are not 
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carried over into everyday aspects of life. Many of these tenets, such as consent, respect, and 

communication, coincide with those common to any traditional, healthy romantic or sexual 

relationship (Jofika, 2013).  

Overall, BDSM could be defined in many ways; a subculture, a community, a method 

of serious leisure or emotion regulation, or simply a sexual interest. Either way, research 

supports the idea that BDSM is less deviant and more varied than previously thought, 

involving a spectrum of practitioners, behaviors, roles, and practices. Although BDSM 

relationships can be unhealthy, BDSM is not inherently unhealthy, just as traditional 

relationships can be healthy or unhealthy (Jofika, 2013).  

Prevalence and Depathologization of BDSM 

 The practice of BDSM is more varied and more prevalent than previously thought. 

Approximately half of participants in a recent study examining BDSM interest in the general 

population of Belgium had performed at least one BDSM-related activity in their lives (N = 

481), and an additional 22% (N = 226) had fantasies at least once about at least one BDSM-

related activity (Holvoet et al., 2017). However, there was a discrepancy between activities 

performed and self-reported interest in BDSM; when subjects were asked whether they were 

interested in BDSM, only 26% stated that they were, and only 7.6% self-identified as BDSM 

practitioners. This is consistent with research on a community-based sample, which found 

that 40% of the sample had engaged in a BDSM-related behavior, but not all participants 

viewed the behavior as BDSM-related (Powell, 2010). Taken together, these statistics 

suggest that some degree of interest in BDSM could be found in approximately 70% of the 

general population (Holvoet et al., 2017). This level of prevalence provides a strong 

argument against pathologic characterization and stigmatization of BDSM. 
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 Unfortunately, much stigmatization of the BDSM still exists. According to Holvoet et 

al. (2017), BDSM practitioners still commonly report being stigmatized and discriminated 

against. Consequently, many practitioners conceal their preferences from friends, family, 

and/or colleagues to protect themselves and others (Holvoet et al., 2017). The stigmatization 

of BDSM goes back in history, stemming from Freud’s early psychoanalytic work involving 

clinical observations of patients suffering from their BDSM interests (Weierstall & Giebel, 

2017). This perspective saw BDSM as a psychopathological deviation, which has shaped 

early ideas about BDSM. The view of BDSM as a non-pathological behavior was not 

introduced until the 1970s and 1980s. While there is a growing body of literature supporting 

this view, BDSM is clearly not yet fully understood, leaving many to view BDSM as 

controversial at best and akin to sexual assault at worst (Weierstall & Giebel, 2017). 

Furthermore, many not only believe that people in the BDSM community have poor 

psychological functioning, but that BDSM inherently renders its practitioners dysfunctional 

(Connolly, 2006). 

 The field of psychology has contributed in the pathologization of BDSM by including 

sexual sadism and sexual masochism as disorders in the DSM. Many researchers have 

proposed that these disorders be removed from the DSM because of changing cultural and 

historical factors and because of the lack of data to support their characterization as a mental 

disorder (Holvoet et al., 2017). While they haven’t been fully removed, a subtle but 

important change was made in the DSM-5 in that the terms “sexual sadism” and “sexual 

masochism” were changed into “sexual sadism disorder” and “sexual masochism disorder” to 

differentiate between deviant and pathological sexual behavior (Weierstall & Giebel, 2017). 

According to the DSM-5, people who practice sadism or masochism in the BDSM 

community would either have to feel personal distress about their interest not solely related 
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to society’s disapproval or have a sexual desire that involves lack of consent, psychological 

distress, or physical harm in order for their BDSM practices to be labeled pathological 

(Weierstall & Giebel, 2017). 

 In addition to BDSM not inherently being a psychological disorder, BDSM has not 

been found to be significantly related to other psychological disorders. Researchers have 

found that BDSM practitioners may have comparable or lower levels of anxiety and 

depression compared to normative samples, and that OCD and PTSD symptoms – including 

any symptoms related to sexual coercion – are no more prevalent in BDSM practitioners than 

the general population (Connolly, 2006; Powell, 2010). Higher-than-average levels of 

narcissism and dissociation, however, were found in a sample of 32 BDSM practitioners 

(Connolly, 2006). This suggests that while there may be some slight differences between 

levels of functioning among the BDSM community, these most likely do not warrant enough 

concern for the community to be labeled inherently “dysfunctional” or to be diagnosed with a 

clinical disorder due to their practices (Connolly, 2006). 

 Further evidence supporting the depathologization of BDSM involves research on 

personality traits. Wismeijer and Assen (2013) found that BDSM practitioners (N = 902) 

were less neurotic, more extraverted, more open, more conscientious, less rejection sensitive, 

and higher in subjective well-being, than a control group of non-BDSM practitioners (N = 

434). Additionally, BDSM was related to sexual openness rather than sexual issues (Richters, 

de Visser, Rissel, Grulich, & Smith, 2008). In Richters et al.’s study, BDSM practitioners 

were more likely to be sexually diverse than non-BDSM practitioners. BDSM involvement 

was more prevalent among gay, lesbian, and bisexual participants, and was associated with 

less “traditional” sexual activities, as well as a greater participation and interest in sex. These 
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results suggest that while BDSM practitioners may be more sexually open, this openness is 

unrelated to sexual dysfunction (Richters et al., 2008). 

 Contrary to the idea that BDSM signals dysfunction, evidence suggests that BDSM 

might provide important psychological and social benefits (Williams et al., 2016). For 

example, safe and consensual BDSM practices can promote intimacy and creative 

stimulation between partners (Weierstall & Giebel, 2017). Additionally, research has shown 

that BDSM practitioners have more education than the general population and that the 

majority of practitioners work in professional fields (Powell, 2010). Overall, evidence shows 

the BDSM community to be happy, well-adjusted, educated, and fairly well-off (Powell, 

2010). 

 While there is still a great deal of stigma and secrecy surrounding the BDSM 

community, the process of depathologization is well under way as research has provided 

evidence debunking the myth that BDSM is dysfunctional. Better mainstream representation 

may further streamline this process, as misrepresentation can be quite damaging. For 

example, the typical image of BDSM is of people who lead very alternative lifestyles when 

in reality, some couples do not discover BDSM until after years of marriage and raising 

children, thus living a fairly traditional lifestyle (Agree, 2014). These facts support the 

argument that BDSM is not necessarily deviant or pathological and that its practitioners are 

not much different than the general population. 

Levels of BDSM Involvement 

 While there is a thriving BDSM community, not all members are heavily involved in 

it. BDSM practitioners usually have certain degrees of attachment and commitment to the 

community. Members can spend as much or as little time as they like participating in 

community activities, events, and online groups. Those who do choose to actively participate 
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in the BDSM community, however, report many benefits: the community allows people to be 

themselves, learn about the lifestyle, and create relationships (Agree, 2014). In fact, many 

couples practicing BDSM socialize predominantly with other people in the BDSM 

community. The relationships formed can range from new play partners to platonic 

friendships (Agree, 2014). 

Defining BDSM-oriented relationships, just as defining any other aspect of BDSM, 

can be challenging. Relationships among the BDSM community involve differing amounts of 

exclusivity, emotional connection, longevity, sexuality and egalitarianism (Dancer, 

Kleinplatz, & Moser, 2006). A qualitative study involving 70 interviews of BDSM 

practitioners found that many practitioners practice some form of polyamory (“50 Shades of 

Deviant,” 2015). However, even self-described monogamous relationships in the BDSM 

community are not necessarily monogamous in the way American culture defines 

monogamy. Among the most common of arrangements in relationships involving BDSM is 

when monogamous couples allow each other to engage in BDSM scenes with others, as long 

as sex is not involved. However, these couples still identify as monogamous, indicating that 

monogamy is defined differently by many people in the BDSM community (“50 Shades of 

Deviant,” 2015).  

Just as BDSM relationships contain varying levels of sexuality and monogamy, they 

also contain different amounts of time in BDSM interactions. For those that only take part in 

time-limited “scenes,” the rules and roles established during that scene, including power 

differentials, are abandoned as a more egalitarian status resumes (Dancer et al., 2006). In 

contrast, some couples take part in 24/7 Dominant/submissive (D/s) relationships in which 

rules, roles, and power differentials are permanently in place; in these relationships, the 

Dominant is permanently in charge of the submissive partner (Agree, 2014). People who 
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engage in time-limited BDSM scenes see themselves as egalitarian and see BDSM as more 

for fun, while those in 24/7 D/s relationships have an intense interest in BDSM and see it as 

part of their identity. The BDSM structure between partners does not necessarily reflect the 

primary relationship dynamic; someone who is a submissive during a “scene” is not 

necessarily submissive in their relationship (Agree, 2014).   

Although the BDSM subculture clearly fosters a myriad of sexual, non-sexual, 

romantic, and non-romantic relationships, at their core is an emphasis of connection and 

intimacy that makes them more similar to mainstream relationships than many may think 

(“50 Shades of Deviant,” 2015). Relationships that have a primary focus on BDSM can result 

in deeper emotional connections. Additionally, many couples use BDSM as a way to become 

more intimate and to connect (“50 Shades of Deviant,” 2015). Regardless of level of 

involvement with the BDSM community, relationships involving BDSM are consensual; 

partners agree to the power differential in the relationships and explicitly state their limits 

(Dancer et al., 2006). 

24/7 D/s Relationships 

As briefly mentioned above, some BDSM relationships are deviant in their adoption 

of “submissive” and “dominant” rules and roles at all times. These relationships are called 

24/7 D/s (Dominant/submissive) or M/s (Master/slave) relationships (Dancer et al., 2006). In 

these relationships, a total power transfer is involved; the submissive partner yields all 

control to the dominant partner, choosing to identify as a “slave.” This does not mean that the 

person is a literal slave; participation in the relationship and identification as a slave is 

voluntary. For this reason, these relationships are often defined as “consensual non-consent” 

because although the Dominant can control any and all aspects of the slave’s life, entering 

the relationship on these grounds is completely voluntary (Dancer et al., 2006). Only a few 
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studies have analyzed 24/7 D/s relationships, but in these studies about half of BDSM 

couples interviewed were in 24/7 D/s relationships (Agree, 2014; “50 Shades of Deviant,” 

2015). These studies have been relatively small, with one study only including interviews 

with eight BDSM couples (“50 Shades of Deviant,” 2015). Given this lack of research, there 

has been a lack of understanding of 24/7 relationships.  

To combat this lack of understanding, Dancer and colleagues (2006) conducted 

qualitative research involving only relationships identified as 24/7 D/s or M/s relationships. 

This study included 146 “slaves” in these relationships and identified four distinguishing 

themes of these relationships. The first is that the relationship reinforces the slave mindset. 

All aspects of daily life are structured by an unequal power differential in order to make 24/7 

slavery “real.” Slaves are usually responsible for menial everyday tasks, and often wear some 

sort of collar. They can wear something subtle, like a necklace, to represent this in public, but 

are often collared at home and are even shackled to the bed as they sleep. This restraint 

serves as a symbolic representation of the fact that the power differential exists even when 

nothing is going on. Additionally, rules around even mundane aspects of everyday life are 

usually involved in these relationships, including where to sit and what to eat. Rituals 

surrounding things like getting up in the morning, going to bed at night, or greeting one’s 

owner were also mentioned by 86% of respondents in Dancer et al.’s (2006) study. 

The second prominent theme in 24/7 relationships is that participants must engage in 

their relationship surreptitiously. It is very easy to practice a full-time power differential in 

the privacy of one’s home, but it can be very difficult to do so in the outside world. For this 

reason, different types of “form” are usually involved so that the boundaries and structure of 

the relationship still exists when the slave is in public. In “private form,” the slave is bound 

by all rules of the relationship. This form takes effect when the couple is alone together or in 
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the presence of others who are aware of their arrangement. In “friendly form,” in places 

where BDSM events occur, most rules apply unless they would draw undue attention to the 

couple. Finally, “public form” is applied when the D/s relationship is not known or 

understood by those present. More subtle behaviors or speech indicating the power 

differential are used in these instances. Other than these forms, 75% of slaves indicated being 

“allowed” out of role under some conditions, including at work, around family, or when sick 

(Dancer et al., 2006). 

The third theme in 24/7 relationships is that the relationship is structured to safeguard 

the slave. People do not enter these relationships upon first meeting; a deep level of trust and 

respect is established before entering these relationships. Additionally, negotiations about 

rules and limits are made at the beginning of the relationships. Unlike the traditional idea of 

slavery, slaves and submissives in 24/7 relationships can and do initiate termination of their 

relationships; 69% of participants who had had a previous owner declared that they initiated 

termination. However, some slaves claim that they do not have the right to refuse orders, and 

many slaves turned over money earned over to their owners and had their financial activity 

monitored by their owners. Therefore, while there are some structures in place to safeguard 

slaves before entering a 24/7 relationship, ongoing consent and financial independence may 

not always be included in these safeguards (Dancer et al., 2006). 

The fourth theme of 24/7 relationships is the extent to which they mirror conventional 

relationships. First, these relationships are based on mutual consent, as the nature of the 

relationship is negotiated at the outset.  Additionally, slaves and Dominants are chosen 

carefully, often through online services similar to online dating services. Participants 

indicated being not only satisfied with their relationships, but more satisfied overall than they 

were before the relationship. This indicates that there is a romantic aspect to these 
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relationships just as there is in non-BDSM relationships. However, given the power 

differentials inherent within these relationships, there is a possibility of domestic abuse 

within these relationships. The BDSM community is well aware of this possibility and 

famously shuns domestic violence in relationship advertisements often used by those who 

seek 24/7 relationships. Even so, the risk of domestic abusers using a 24/7 relationship to 

legitimize abuse still exists in these relationships (Dancer, et al., 2006). This serves as a 

possible refute to the argument that 24/7 relationships mirror conventional relationships. 

“50 Shades of Deviant” (2015) further adds to qualitative research regarding 24/7 D/s 

relationships. This research is unique in that the researcher was a BDSM practitioner, which 

may account for the fact that their name is redacted from their publication. The researcher 

conducted 70 interviews of BDSM practitioners, being as careful as possible not to interview 

practitioners close to them in their social network in order to reduce possible biases. 

However, this could not be completely avoided, nor could the potential bias inherent in 

studying a community one is an active part of. Given the scarce amount of research regarding 

BDSM relationships and the breadth of information provided in this research, many of its 

findings are relevant, as well as reflective of the fact that more quantitative, objective 

research is needed to depathologize 24/7 D/s relationships within the BDSM community. 

One interesting finding in “50 Shades of Deviant” (2015) is that 24/7 couples claim 

that their dynamic serves as a way to increase their intimate bond. First, in order to maintain 

this lifestyle, it is essential for the couple to live together. Second, while the slaves agree to 

relinquish control to their owners, owners still must take care of the slaves’ personal needs 

independent of the owner. Both partners care for each other; slaves by tending to practical 

needs like fetching water, and owners by caring for emotional and security needs. 

Submissives describe the satisfaction of pleasing someone who is important to them and 
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feeling a purpose in life, while Dominants describe the pleasure of having needs taken care of 

and rewarding someone for a job well done. In this way, the unique BDSM practices within 

these relationships become a demonstration of love and commitment (“50 Shades of 

Deviant,” 2015). 

All of these accounts emphasize the fact that primary 24/7 D/s relationships are first 

and foremost relationships, focusing on many of the same things that all romantic 

relationships are about: love, emotional intimacy, support, and care (“50 Shades of Deviant,” 

2015). The difference is people in 24/7 relationships use symbols of power to create the sense 

that one partner is more in control, and that it means something different when the Dominant 

cares for the submissive than when the submissive cares for the Dominant. It seems that 24/7 

relationships may serve very specific and clearly defined needs for those who participate in 

it. However, concerns such as a sense of “role overload” for slaves who maintain 

management positions at work and can have a hard time going from leader to slave, as well 

as concerns of domestic abuse, have not been assuaged through research (“50 Shades of 

Deviant,” 2015). Further analysis and understanding of the unique dynamics is needed in 

order to further depathologize 24/7 relationships and understand what separate them from 

abuse.  

BDSM, Emotion Regulation, and Attachment 

 While emotion regulation has been interpreted many different ways, one theory is that 

there are two different dimensions: attention orientation, which is characterized by avoidant 

and task-oriented strategies, and social support-seeking which is characterized by a tendency 

to express emotions and seek social support (Pascuzzo, Cyr, & Moss, 2013). It has been 

shown that individuals with anxious romantic attachment styles use more emotion-oriented 

strategies that center on negative emotions, rumination, and catastrophizing. Avoidant 
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individuals suppress attachment by inhibiting support-seeking behaviors; essentially, where 

anxiously attached individuals exaggerate emotions, avoidant individuals suppress. These 

emotion regulation strategies are related to both adolescent and adulthood attachment styles, 

indicating that emotion regulation strategies an attachment models are fundamentally 

connected (Pascuzzo et al., 2013). 

 Although not much research to date has measured emotion regulation or attachment 

styles in couples that practice BDSM, several findings and theories point to the possibility 

that BDSM could be used as a way of emotional release and as a way for partners to feel 

attached to each other. One study found that many couples view BDSM as a way to satisfy 

emotional needs for one or both partners (Agree, 2014). For dominant partners, BDSM can 

act as a way to release or reduce anger in a controlled, consensual environment. In one study, 

a participant explained that he used to experience overwhelming rage until he took on his 

dominant role; he felt that this role helped him reduce his anger. Likewise, the power 

structure can be used to contain the anger and emotions of the submissive partner. When the 

submissive is reminded that the dominant is in charge, he or she feels safety and relief 

(Agree, 2014). These anecdotal testimonials provide evidence that BDSM may be used to 

regulate emotions. 

 Emotional release may be especially necessary for BDSM practitioners, many of 

whom refer to feeling anger that they are unable to verbalize, as well as experiencing 

“intense” emotions (Agree, 2014). Some may think that the pain involved in BDSM is what 

provides emotional release. On the contrary, many BDSM practitioners describe the pleasure 

they feel. Things like flogging may be painful at first, but after some time the sensation 

crosses over from pain to pleasure; this is what provides emotional release.  This pleasure 

may be attributed to the release of endorphins, adrenaline, serotonin, and dopamine creating 
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“subspace” during BDSM activities (Ambler et al., 2017). Subspace has been described as a 

trance-like state in which the submissive mentally separates from their environment as the 

pain and pleasure would absorb their full attention, allowing any other negative thoughts or 

feelings to fall out of focus. This, rather than the inflicting of pain, seems to be a common 

goal of BDSM. In fact, one study found that dominant partners had no desire to cause 

suffering to their submissive partners and were careful not to injure them (Agree, 2014). 

Couples in 24/7 D/s relationships may be even more likely to use their relationship as 

a way to regulate emotions (Agree, 2014). The role of the Dominant is to maintain control 

when the sub is experiencing dysregulated emotions. The Dominant handles these emotions 

while remaining composed, providing an environment of emotional safety and de-escalating 

the sub’s emotions. In many situations, the Dominant is able to sense when the sub is feeling 

overwhelmed. Subs describe themselves as unreasonable if they do not have their Dominants 

to remind them of their control and dominance. This dominance makes the sub feel safe and 

calm, but implies that submissives cannot regulate their own emotions. Dominants may also 

have issues in regulating their own emotions and may use their Dominant role to feel a sense 

of control and release their anger in ways they could not in previous, non-BDSM 

relationships (Agree, 2014).  

While this can be effective, it could also create a sense of co-dependency between 

both partners (Agree, 2014).Therefore, for couples in 24/7 D/s relationships, attachment may 

be an additional and potentially dangerous and unhealthy goal of BDSM. These couples 

immerse themselves in an illusion of non-separation, while couples who share an egalitarian 

relationship outside of BDSM play do not. This is evidenced by 24/7 D/s couples’ heavy 

reliance on rules, rituals, and symbols such as collars that serve as reminders of this non-
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separation. Rope play can also play a specific role in symbolizing attachment, as it is a way 

for Dominants to communicate complete control over submissives (Agree, 2014).  

While research has found that people who identify as submissive report higher 

attachment anxiety, no formal research has examined attachment styles in different types of 

relationships involving BDSM (Botta, Tripodi, Silvaggi, Nimbi, & Rossi, 2017). 

Additionally, any research regarding 24/7 D/s relationships has been largely qualitative, often 

relying on information given in interviews of small samples of the population being studied 

(Agree, 2014; “50 Shades of Deviant,”  2015). The quantitative study of emotion regulation 

and attachment styles in BDSM relationships may have important implications in the 

depathologization of these relationships, especially those involving the 24/7 D/s dynamic. 

Gender Role Conformity in BDSM Relationships 

While BDSM is open to all genders and partnership configurations, the mainstream 

BDSM subculture is still largely heteronormative, with most relationships and activities 

involving BDSM being heterosexual (Zambelli, 2017; “50 Shades of Deviant,” 2015). Most 

long-term romantic BDSM relationships are between men and women, mostly involving men 

in the dominant role and women in the submissive role (Botta et al., 2017; “50 Shades of 

Deviant,” 2015). Some of these relationships model the power dynamics of religious and 

traditional marriage (Dancer et al., 2006). In fact, many 24/7 D/s relationships use traditional 

gender roles and a 1950s style marriage as a model for their dynamic (Agree, 2014). 

Although many BDSM relationships reproduce the hegemonic hierarchies of genders, 

there are still others that challenge them (Zambelli, 2017). However, the heteronormative 

aspect of BDSM has been heavily criticized by many members (“50 Shades of Deviant,” 

2015). In fact, many BDSM practitioners have commented that they struggled to accept the 

socio-political implications of their preferences. Overall, while the BDSM subculture can be 
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very progressive, it is not as progressive as many believe. Still, the fact that BDSM 

subculture is heteronormative could indicate that it is less deviant than many believe; even 

power inequalities in these relationships can be comparable to those in relationships not 

involving BDSM (“50 Shades of Deviant,” 2015). However, research has not yet examined 

differences in power differentials and gender roles in BDSM relationships vs. non-BDSM 

relationships, nor has it analyzed the effects of the enhanced power differentials on levels of 

equity in 24/7 D/s relationships. This research could further serve to depathologize BDSM 

relationships if they are shown to have similar levels of equity and gender role adherence 

regardless of enhanced power differentials portrayed in 24/7 D/s relationships. 

The Present Study 

 The current study focused on differences between 24/7 D/s relationships, other 

BDSM relationships, and non-BDSM relationships that have not been addressed by past 

research. Because much of the existing literature is qualitative, the hypotheses made in this 

quantitative study were exploratory. 

• 24/7 D/s Dominants will have an avoidant attachment style. 

• 24/7 D/s submissives will have an anxious attachment style. 

• People in 24/7 D/s relationships will use the dysfunctional emotion regulation 

technique of expressive suppression significantly more frequently than people in 

other BDSM relationships.  

• Power differentials will be significantly more pronounced in 24/7 D/s relationships 

than other BDSM relationships, as well as non-BDSM relationships. 

• Submissives in 24/7 D/s relationships will be significantly more feminine than 

submissives in other BDSM relationships; likewise, dominants in 24/7 D/s 

relationships will be more masculine than dominants in other BDSM relationships. 
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• People in 24/7 D/s relationships will subscribe to a significantly higher amount of 

traditional gender role beliefs than people in other BDSM relationships, as well as 

non-BDSM relationships.  

The overarching prediction of these exploratory hypotheses was that insecure attachment, 

dysfunctional emotion regulation techniques, power differentials, and gender role 

subscription would be more present for 24/7 practitioners than any other group. Furthermore, 

attachment, emotion regulation, power differentials, and gender role patterns would be 

similar between those in non-24/7 BDSM and non-BDSM relationships. 
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CHAPTER 2 

METHOD 

Participants  

 Given the difficulty of finding participants in the BDSM community in past research, 

several recruiting methods were used to reach the goal of approximately 150 participants: 50 

non-BDSM participants, 50 participants in 24/7 D/s relationships, and 50 participants in other 

BDSM relationships. These participants included only people who had been in their current 

romantic relationships for at least six months. While there were no criteria regarding 

monogamy or exclusivity in these relationships, it had to be a long-term relationship (i.e., at 

least six months) in order to have established components such as power differentials and 

attachment styles that were crucial to this study. Couples in non-BDSM relationships, 24/7 

D/s relationships, and other relationships that incorporate BDSM were included in this study. 

 Recent studies have used BDSM-oriented websites and other forms of social media to 

recruit participants involved in BDSM (Ambler et al., 2017; Zambelli, 2017). Similarly, to 

recruit BDSM practitioners for this study, a link to the questionnaire was posted on a website 

called Fetlife, as well as Facebook and Tumblr. FetLife has been compared to Facebook for 

BDSM practitioners; people can communicate with each other and share BDSM-related 

photos, videos, and activities through the site.  

MTurk was used in order to recruit participants who were not involved in BDSM and 

those who are involved but do not participate in FetLife or other activities. This ensured 

diversity in the sample of BDSM participants, as well as allowed for a sample of participants 

that were not involved in BDSM. MTurk, short for Mechanical Turk, is an online 

crowdsourcing website hosted by Amazon. It allows businesses and fields to collect data 

through Human Intelligence Tasks that people can participate in for monetary compensation. 
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The use of MTurk was cost effective and provided a more diverse sample, as people with any 

level of BDSM involvement – from zero to 24/7 – can have an account on MTurk and could 

participate in this study. 

Measures 

Demographics 

This study included several demographic measures (see Appendix A): a measure of 

relationship status to verify that our study only analyzed participants who were in romantic 

relationships at the time, and a measure verifying that participants had been in their current 

relationships for at least six months. Participants were then asked whether or not their 

relationship incorporated BDSM, and if so whether it was a 24/7 D/s relationship, and 

whether the participant identified as predominantly dominant or submissive in their 

relationship. Finally, measures regarding age, gender, sexual orientation, ethnicity, and level 

of education were included. These measures were included to compare demographic findings 

with those of studies that have found that BDSM practitioners are more sexually diverse but 

also mostly white and well-educated (Powell, 2010; Williams et al., 2016). See Table 1 for 

these comparisons. 

Experiences in Close Relationships-Revised Questionnaire  

The ECR-R (see Appendix B) is a 36-item self-report measure of adult attachment 

style (Fraley, Waller, & Brennan, 2000). The ECR-R measures individuals on two subscales 

of attachment: Avoidance (e.g., “I prefer not to show a partner how I feel deep down”) and 

Anxiety (e.g., “My desire to be very close sometimes scares people away”), each of which 

contains 18 items. Participants rate how much each item has applied to their general 

experience of relationships on a 7-point Likert scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly 

agree). Cronbach’s alpha in Fraley et al.’s (2000) study indicates that internal consistency is 
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very strong for both romantic attachment avoidance (α = .91) and anxiety (α = .94). Two 

items are reverse scored, and higher scores in Avoidance items indicate avoidant romantic 

attachment, while higher scores in Anxiety indicate anxious romantic attachment. 

Emotion Regulation Questionnaire  

Created by Gross and John (2003), the ERQ (see Appendix C) is a 10-item scale that 

measures respondents’ tendency to regulate their emotions through Cognitive Reappraisal 

(e.g., “I control my emotions by changing the way I think about the situation I’m in”) and 

Expressive Suppression (e.g., “I control my emotions by not expressing them”). Six items 

make up the Cognitive Reappraisal facet, and four items make up the Expressive Suppression 

facet. Respondents answer each item on a 7-point Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (strongly 

disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). Cronbach’s alpha in Gross & John’s (2003) study indicate 

that both the Cognitive Reappraisal factor (α = .80) and the Expressive Suppression factor (α 

= .73) have moderately strong internal consistency. Higher scores on Cognitive Reappraisal 

items indicate functional emotion regulation, while higher scores on Expressive Suppression 

items indicate dysfunctional emotion regulation. 

Multi-Trait Measure of Equity  

The MTME (see Appendix D) consists of 25 items that measure equity, or give-and-

take, in romantic relationships (Traupmann, Peterson, Utne, & Hatfield, 1981). Respondents 

are first asked how fair and equitable their dating and marital relationships are and to indicate 

their judgments on a seven point Likert scale, ranging from +3 (“I am getting a much better 

deal than my partner) to -3 (“My partner is getting a much better deal than I am”).The items 

are split into four categories: Personal Concerns (e.g. Social Grace, Intelligence), Emotional 

Concerns (e.g. Liking and Loving, Acceptance), Day-to-Day Concerns (e.g. Finances, 

Sociability), and Things One Gains or Loses Simply by Dating or Being Married (e.g. 



23 
 

 
 

Opportunities Gained, Opportunities Forgone). Respondents use the same Likert scale 

described above to indicate the level of equity they feel regarding these facets. During the 

development of the MTME, Traupmann and her colleagues (1981) demonstrated the larger 

scale’s internal consistency for total inputs (α = .87) and total outputs scales (α = .90). 

Scoring involves the calculation of a Total Index by summing the respondents’ estimates of 

how over-benefited, equitably treated, or under-benefit they consider themselves to be on 

each of the 25 scales. Participants who rate their relationships positively are considered over-

benefited; those who rate them negatively are under-benefited, and those who rate them as 0 

are in equitable relationships. 

Personal Attributes Questionnaire  

Created by Spence, Helmreich, and Stapp (1973), the PAQ (see Appendix E) is a 24-

item measure that assesses respondents’ individual sex-role orientations. The PAQ yields 

three scores based on eight items each: Individual Masculinity (e.g., competitiveness), 

Individual Femininity (e.g., kindness), and Masculinity-Femininity (e.g., need for approval) 

(Burnett, Anderson, & Heppner, 1995). Each item gives a personality trait, and respondents 

indicate how much they identify with that personality trait on a 5-point Likert scale from A 

(e.g., “Not at all aggressive”) to E (e.g., “Very aggressive”). According to Wilson and 

Cook’s (1984) Cronbach’s alpha, the PAQ has moderately strong internal consistency for the 

Masculinity (α = .85), Femininity (α = .82), and Masculinity-Femininity scales (α = .78). 

High scores on each scale indicate higher masculinity, femininity, and masculinity-femininity 

respectively. 

10-Item Gender Role Beliefs Scale 

The GRBS-10 (see Appendix F) is a 10-item measure that assesses gender role 

ideology, or prescriptive beliefs about gender roles (Brown & Gladstone, 2012). Two factors 
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are measured through these items: beliefs about women’s roles in the household and in the 

workplace (e.g., “It is ridiculous for a woman to run a train and a man to sew clothes”) and 

beliefs regarding protectionism and chivalry toward women (e.g.  “It is disrespectful to swear 

in the presence of a lady”). Responses to the items are measured on a 7-point Likert scale 

between 1 (strongly agree) and 7 (strongly disagree). According to Brown and Gladstone 

(2012), the GRBS-10 has strong internal consistency (α = .81), as do the factor regarding 

beliefs about the roles of women (α = .78) and the factor regarding beliefs about chivalry 

toward women (α = .74). Total scores on the GRBS-10 range from 10 to 70, with higher 

scores indicating more feminist gender role beliefs and lower scores indicating more 

traditional gender role beliefs.  

Procedure 

 Participants accessed the link to the survey through postings on MTurk, FetLife, 

Facebook, and Tumblr. There were no differences in the order that survey questions were 

presented. The survey took approximately 30 minutes. Participants completing the survey 

through MTurk were given the incentive of $2, as payment was required by MTurk. 

Participants accessing the survey through other postings were not given incentives. 

Data Analysis 

 The first two hypotheses were analyzed through two t-tests: the first to compare 

avoidant attachment scale scores and the second to compare anxious attachment scale scores 

between 24/7 Dominants and 24/7 submissives. It was determined that the first hypothesis 

would be confirmed if Dominants scored significantly higher in Avoidance than submissives. 

The second hypothesis would be confirmed if submissives scored significantly higher in 

Anxiety than Dominants. 
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 The third hypothesis was analyzed through a t-test to compare scores on the 

Expressive Suppression scale of the ERQ between participants in 24/7 D/s relationships and 

participants in other BDSM relationships. It was determined that the hypothesis would be 

confirmed if participants in 24/7 D/s relationships scored higher in Expressive Suppression 

than participants in other BDSM relationships. 

The fourth hypothesis was analyzed through a one-way ANOVA, which compared 

means of scores on the Multi-Trait Measure of Equity among participants in 24/7 D/s 

relationships, participants in other BDSM relationships, and participants in non-BDSM 

relationships. It was determined that the hypothesis would be confirmed if the mean for 

participants in 24/7 D/s relationships was significantly further from zero than means for 

participants in other BDSM relationships and participants in non-BDSM relationships. 

The fifth hypothesis was examined using two t-tests: one comparing submissives in 

24/7 D/s relationships and submissives in other BDSM relationships, and another comparing 

Dominants in 24/7 D/s relationships and Dominants in other BDSM relationships. It was 

determined that the hypothesis would be confirmed if 24/7 D/s submissives scored higher in 

the femininity facet of the PAQ than submissives in other BDSM relationships, and if 24/7 

D/s Dominants scored higher in the masculinity facet of the PAQ than dominants in other 

BDSM relationships.  

The sixth and final hypothesis was analyzed through a one-way ANOVA, which 

compared means of scores on the 10-Item GRBS among participants in 24/7 D/s 

relationships, participants in other BDSM relationships, and participants in non-BDSM 

relationships. It was determined that the hypothesis would be confirmed if the mean for 

participants in 24/7 D/s relationship was lower than means for participants in other BDSM 

relationships and participants in non-BDSM relationships. 
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CHAPTER 3 

RESULTS 

 Of 250 participants, data from 95 individuals were removed prior to data analysis due 

to reported relationship status (single or in a relationship lasting less than six months) or 

missing data. This resulted in 155 total participants: 42 participants in 24/7 relationships, 45 

participants in other BDSM relationships, and 68 participants in non-BDSM relationships. Of 

participants in other BDSM relationships, 22 dominants and 23 submissives were included. 

Of participants in 24/7 relationships, 27 Dominants and 15 submissives were included. 

Together, a total of 49 dominants and 38 submissives were included in the study.  

Data regarding the age, gender, sexual orientation, education, and ethnicity 

demographics of the sample, as well as data on each group, can be found in Table 1. Chi 

square tests were run in to detect significant differences in demographics information 

between the three groups. No significant differences in age, gender, education, and ethnicity 

were found. However, a chi square test revealed that the relationship between sexual 

orientation and type of relationship was significant, X2 (14, N = 155) = 26.54, p < .05. The 

data suggest that participants in BDSM relationships (24/7 or non-24-7) were significantly 

less likely to identify as straight than participants in non-BDSM relationships. Additionally, 

the majority of BDSM practitioners included in this study were white and had obtained at 

least a Bachelor’s degree. These findings align with past studies findings that BDSM 

practitioners are more sexually diverse, mostly white, and well-educated (Powell, 2010; 

Williams et al., 2016).  
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Table 1  

Age, Gender, Sexual Orientation, Education, and Ethnicity Demographics  

 

24/7 

Other 

BDSM 

Non-

BDSM 

Overall 

Age     

M  39.55 34.07 35.27 36.04 

SD 13.63 11.29 11.20 12.03 

Range 19-63 19-65 20-68 19-68 

Gender     

Male 63 40 46 48.7 

Female 37 53 54 49.4 

Transgender Male 0 2 0 0.6 

Transgender Female 0 0 0 0 

Nonbinary 0 4 0 1.3 

Other 0 0 0 0 

Sexual Orientation     

Straight 64 60 90 74.2 

Gay 2 2 0 1.3 

Lesbian 2 0 3 1.9 

Bisexual 24 20 6 14.8 
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Pansexual 5 7 0 3.2 

Asexual 0 4 0 1.3 

Queer 0 4 1 1.9 

Other 2 2 0 1.3 

Education     

Some high school 0 2 0 0.6 

High school graduate 5 11 10 9 

Some college 33 33 22 28.4 

Bachelor’s degree 40 33 50 42.6 

Master’s degree 17 20 18 18.1 

Doctorate degree 5 0 0 1.3 

Ethnicity     

White 86 91 65 78.1 

Hispanic/Latino 2 0 6 3.2 

Black/African American 0 2 7 3.9 

Native American/American 

Indian 
2 0 3 1.9 

Asian/Pacific Islander 10 4 18 11.6 
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Other 0 2 1 1.3 

Note.  Gender, sexual orientation, education, and ethnicity data is presented as percentages.   

 

Descriptive statistics and reliability values for each measure for all participants can be 

found in Table 1. Descriptive statistics and reliability values for each measure for participants 

in 24/7 relationships, other BDSM relationships, and non-BDSM relationships separately can 

be found in Tables 2-4. All measures and their scales showed good to strong internal 

consistency alphas (range .70-.96). 

Table 2  

Descriptives and Reliabilities of the Measures: All Participants 

 

M SD 

Possible 

Range 

Range  

Anxious Attachment 2.93 1.27 1 – 7 1 – 6.89 .94 

Avoidant Attachment 2.55 1.23 1 – 7 1 – 6.22 .96 

Expressive Suppression 3.49 1.29 1 – 7 1 – 7 .79 

Equity 0.01 0.76 -3 – 3 -2 – 3 .91 

Masculinity 3.42 0.77 1 – 5 1.25 – 5 .82 

Femininity 3.81 0.63 1 – 5 1.88 – 5 .79 

Traditional Gender Role 

Beliefs 

3.23 1.16 1 –  7 1 –  6.20 .78 
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Table 3  

Descriptives and Reliabilities of the Measures: 24/7 Participants 

 

M SD 

Possible 

Range 

Range  

Anxious Attachment 

2.79 1.29 1 – 7 

1.06 – 

6.67 

.94 

Avoidant Attachment 2.59 1.35 1 – 7 1 – 6.22 .96 

Expressive Suppression 3.35 1.33 1 – 7 1 – 7 .78 

Equity -0.19 0.67 -3 – 3 -1.76-1.71 .86 

Masculinity 3.55 0.75 1 – 5 1.38 – 5 .78 

Femininity 3.81 0.65 1 – 5 2.13 – 5 .74 

Traditional Gender Role 

Beliefs 

3.34 1.01 1 –  7 1.10 - 6.20 .70 

 

Table 4  

Descriptives and Reliabilities of the Measures: Other BDSM Participants 

 

M SD 

Possible 

Range 

Range  

Anxious Attachment 3.24 1.40 1 – 7 1 – 6.89 .95 

Avoidant Attachment 2.72 1.30 1 – 7 1 – 5.83 .96 

Expressive Suppression 3.18 1.23 1 – 7 1 – 5.75 .78 

Equity -0.13 0.58 -3 – 3 -2 – 1.62 .85 

Masculinity 

3.37 0.75 1 – 5 

1.75 – 

4.75 

.83 
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Femininity 

3.85 0.55 1 – 5 

2.63 – 

4.88 

.75 

Traditional Gender Role 

Beliefs 

2.80 1.29 1 –  7 1 –  4.80 .83 

 

Table 5 

Descriptives and Reliabilities of the Measures: Non-BDSM Participants 

 

M SD 

Possible 

Range 

Range  

Anxious Attachment 2.82 1.15 1 – 7 1 – 5.72 .92 

Avoidant Attachment 2.41 1.11 1 – 7 1 – 5 .96 

Expressive Suppression 3.78 1.27 1 – 7 1 – 6.75 .79 

Equity 0.23 0.87 -3 – 3 -1.19 – 3 .93 

Masculinity 3.38 0.80 1 – 5 1.25 – 5 .84 

Femininity 

3.79 0.68 1 – 5 

1.88 – 

4.88 

.85 

Traditional Gender Role 

Beliefs 

3.44 1.11 1 –  7 1 –  6.20 .77 

 

An independent samples t-test was conducted to compare avoidant attachment 

tendencies in 24/7 Dominants to those of 24/7 submissives. Dominants scored an average of 

2.52 (SD = 1.42) on the avoidant attachment measure, while submissives scored an average 

of 2.71 (SD = 1.25). This difference was not statistically significant (t = -.42, p = .62), 
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suggesting that 24/7 Dominants display no more avoidant attachment tendencies than 

submissives. 

A second independent samples t-test was conducted to compare anxious attachment 

tendencies in 24/7 Dominants to those of 24/7 submissives. Dominants scored an average of 

2.67 (SD = 1.11) on the anxious attachment measure, while submissives scored an average of 

3.02 (SD = 1.59). This difference was not statistically significant (t = -.84, p = .15), 

suggesting that 24/7 Dominants display no more anxious attachment tendencies than 

submissives. 

A third independent samples t-test was conducted to compare expressive suppression 

tendencies in participants in 24/7 D/s relationships to those of participants in other BDSM 

relationships. Participants in 24/7 D/s relationships scored an average of 3.35 (SD = 1.33) on 

the expressive suppression measure, while participants in other BDSM relationships scored 

an average of 3.18 (SD = 1.23). This difference was not statistically significant (t = .61, p = 

.47), suggesting that people in 24/7 D/s relationships display no more avoidant attachment 

tendencies than people in other forms of BDSM relationships. 

An independent-samples one-way ANOVA was run in order to understand the 

relationship between power differentials and type of relationship. The ANOVA determined 

that there was a statistically significant relationship between power differentials and type of 

relationship, F(2,152) = 5.17, p < .05.  Effect size was estimated to be small (η2 = .06).  

Overall, an examination of the means revealed that participants in 24/7 D/s relationships (M 

= -0.19, SD = 0.67) were found to be the most likely to report feeling that their partner gets a 

better deal than them, followed by participants in other BDSM relationships (M = -0.13, SD 

= 0.58).  People in non-BDSM relationships (M = 0.23, SD = 0.87) were found to be most 
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likely to report feeling that they are getting a better deal than their partner.  A bar graph of 

these means can be found in Figure 1.   

 

Figure 1.  Mean MTME (Equity) score for participants in 24/7 D/s relationships, other 

BDSM relationships, and non-BDSM relationships. Error bars represent the 95% confidence 

interval around the mean. 

 

Tukey’s HSD was conducted to explore the differences between the conditions. The 

difference between power differentials in 24/7 D/s relationships and those of other BDSM 

relationships was found to be insignificant (p = 0.93). However, the differences between 

power differentials in 24/7 D/s relationships and non-BDSM relationships was statistically 

significant (p = 0.01). The difference between power differentials in other BDSM 

relationships and non-BDSM relationships was also found to be statistically significant (p = 

0.04). This result supports the conclusion that those in BDSM relationships may be more 

likely to feel that their partner is getting a better deal compared to those in non-BDSM 

relationships. 
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To further explore these results, independent samples t-tests comparing dominants’ 

and submissives’ views on power differentials within their relationships. Dominants scored 

an average of -0.06 (SD = 0.65), and submissives scored an average of -0.28 (SD = 0.56). 

This difference was not statistically significant (t = 1.70, p = 0.99). When only 24/7 

Dominants and 24/7 submissives were analyzed, 24/7 Dominants scored an average of -0.01 

(SD = 0.63) and 24/7 submissives scored an average of -0.50 (SD = 0.65). This difference 

was not statistically significant (t = 2.37, p = 0.32). Finally, when only other BDSM 

dominants and other BDSM submissives were compared, other BDSM dominants scored an 

average of -0.11 (SD = 0.69) and other BDSM submissives scored an average of -0.14 (SD = 

0.46). This difference was not statistically significant (t = 0.19, p = 0.23). These results 

suggest that dominants and submissives are similarly likely to feel that their partner is getting 

a better deal within their relationship, regardless of type of BDSM relationship. 

An independent samples t-test was conducted to compare masculine traits in 24/7 D/s 

Dominants to those of dominants in other BDSM relationships. Dominants in 24/7 D/s 

relationships scored an average of 3.75 (SD = 0.67) on the masculinity measure, while 

dominants in other BDSM relationships scored an average of 3.73 (SD = 0.61). This 

difference was not statistically significant (t = .15, p = .63), suggesting that 24/7 Dominants 

and dominants in other BDSM relationships do not significantly differ in their masculine 

traits. 

Another independent samples t-test was conducted to compare feminine traits in 24/7 

D/s submissives to those of submissives in other BDSM relationships. Submissives in 24/7 

D/s relationships scored an average of 4.08 (SD = 0.55) on the femininity measure, while 

submissives in other BDSM relationships scored an average of 3.90 (SD = 0.60). This test 
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was not statistically significant (t = .93, p = .56), suggesting that there 24/7 submissives and 

submissives in other BDSM relationships do not significantly differ in their feminine traits. 

An independent-samples one-way ANOVA was run in order to understand the 

relationship between traditional gender role beliefs and type of relationship (See Table 3).  It 

should be noted that homogeneity of variance was violated, so results may not be reliable. 

The ANOVA determined that there was a statistically significant relationship between 

traditional gender roles and type of relationship, F(2,152) = 4.57, p < .05.  Effect size was 

estimated to be small (η2 = .04).  An examination of the means revealed that participants in 

non-BDSM relationships (M = 3.44, SD = 1.11) were found to have the most traditional 

gender role beliefs, followed by participants in 24/7 D/s relationships (M = 3.34, SD = 1.01).  

People in other BDSM relationships (M = 2.80, SD = 1.29) were found to have the least 

traditional gender role beliefs. A bar graph of these means can be found in Figure 2.   

 

Figure 2.  Mean GRBS (traditional gender role beliefs) score for participants in 24/7 D/s 

relationships, other BDSM relationships, and non-BDSM relationships. Error bars represent 

the 95% confidence interval around the mean. 
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Tukey’s HSD was conducted to explore the differences between the conditions. The 

difference between traditional gender role beliefs in other BDSM relationships and non-

BDSM relationships was statistically significant (p = 0.01), and differences between 

traditional gender role beliefs in 24/7 D/s relationships and non-BDSM relationships were 

found to be insignificant (p = 0.90). While the difference between traditional gender role 

beliefs in participants in 24/7 D/s relationships and those of participants in other BDSM 

relationships was found to be insignificant in Tukey’s HSD (p = 0.07), an independent 

samples t-test did find a statistically significant difference (t = 2.19, p < .05). Taken together, 

these results indicate that those in non-24/7 BDSM relationships may have less traditional 

gender role beliefs compared to those in 24/7 relationships and non-BDSM relationships. 
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CHAPTER 4 

DISCUSSION 

  

Many of the above results provide evidence against the overarching hypothesis that 

insecure attachment, dysfunctional emotion regulation techniques, power differentials, and 

gender role subscription would be more present for 24/7 practitioners than any other group. 

For example, the hypotheses regarding insecure attachment and emotion regulation were not 

supported. Dominants in 24/7 relationships were no more likely than submissives to have 

avoidant attachment styles. Likewise, 24/7 submissives were no more likely than Dominants 

to have anxious attachment styles. Additionally, participants in 24/7 relationships were no 

more likely than participants in other BDSM relationships to use the dysfunctional emotion 

regulation technique of suppressive expression.  

These findings provide further support for the depathologization of 24/7 D/s 

relationships, as identifying as a 24/7 submissive did not predict anxious attachment, 

identifying as a 24/7 Dominant did not predict avoidant attachment, and taking on a certain 

role at all times in a relationship did not predict any more dysfunctional emotion regulation 

than what was seen in other BDSM groups. In fact, mean scores on anxious attachment, 

avoidant attachment, and expressive suppression scales were below the midpoint (4 on a 

scale of 1 to 7) for those in 24/7 D/s relationships, as well as those in other BDSM 

relationships, indicating low levels of each of these dysfunctional traits (See Tables 3 and 4). 

Research has already shown that BDSM has not been found to be significantly related 

to other psychological disorders (Connolly, 2006; Powell, 2010). Insecure attachment and 

maladaptive emotion regulation patterns have been shown to predict psychological disorders 

such as eating disorders, PTSD, and panic disorder (Monteleone et al., 2017; Stanton, Rosek, 
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& Stasik-O’Brien, 2016). Therefore, the lack of connection between BDSM and 

psychological disorders could be explained by the lack of connection between BDSM and 

insecure attachment, as well as the lack of connection between BDSM and maladaptive 

emotion regulation patterns. 

However, power differentials were indeed more pronounced in 24/7 relationships 

than in any other type of relationship. Specifically, 24/7 practitioners were significantly more 

likely to believe that their partners were getting a better deal than them compared to 

participants in non-BDSM relationships, regardless of whether they identified as a Dominant 

or a submissive. As the literature describes, both Dominants and submissives in 24/7 

relationships must take on their role at all times (Agree, 2014). Therefore, role exhaustion 

may be an explanation for dominants and submissives to believe that their partner is “getting 

a better deal.” However, it is also possible that believing one’s partner is getting a better deal 

does not have a negative connotation for people in these relationships. Given that people in 

24/7 D/s relationships choose to be in their respective roles at all times, self-sacrifice may be 

a value for someone in a 24/7 D/s relationship. Therefore, this inequity may be viewed 

positively. 

Other BDSM practitioners also were significantly more likely to believe that their 

partners were getting a better deal than them compared to participants in non-BDSM 

relationships. It may be that while people practicing BDSM recreationally are only officially 

in dominant or submissive roles at certain times, they may be taking on these roles 

unofficially in day-to-day aspects of the relationship, creating a role exhaustion similar to 

that which may be seen in 24/7 D/s relationships. It is also possible that those who take on 

these roles, either recreationally or full-time, value self-sacrifice and therefore do not view 

this inequity negatively. Making sure a partner is getting the better deal may be seen as a goal 
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and not a chore in BDSM relationships. Further research is needed to investigate relationship 

satisfaction within the context of relationship equity. 

 While there were significant differences in equity between 24/7 relationships and 

other BDSM relationships, there were no significant differences in femininity between 24/7 

submissives and other submissives. Likewise, there were no significant differences in 

masculinity between 24/7 Dominants and other dominants. There was, however, a tendency 

toward feminine traits for all types of submissives, and a tendency toward masculine traits 

for all types of dominants. As past research has indicated that 24/7 D/s relationships are 

modeled on traditional gender roles, it was thought that hypermasculinity in Dominants and 

hyperfemininity in submissives would also be present in these relationships (Agree, 2014). 

However, it seems that masculinity, not hypermasculinity, is related to dominance and 

femininity, not hyperfemininity, is related to submission. This may be explained by the fact 

that the vast majority of submissives identified as female and the vast majority of dominants 

identified as male, no matter which BDSM group they were in.  

The final finding of this study highlights a significant difference between non-24/7 

BDSM relationships compared to 24/7 D/s relationships and non-BDSM relationships. 

Participants in other BDSM relationships had significantly less traditional gender role beliefs 

than those in non-BDSM relationships, which may be explained by the differences in gender 

and sexual diversity between these two groups. Ninety percent of non-BDSM participants 

were straight, while only 63% of participants in the other BDSM group were straight and 

many identified as less traditional identities within the LGBT community (i.e. pansexual, 

asexual, and queer). The other BDSM group was also the only group to include transgender 

or nonbinary participants. The less traditional identities taken on by many participants in this 

group may have made them less likely to have traditional gender role beliefs. The fact that 
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participants in other BDSM relationships had significantly less traditional gender role beliefs 

than those in 24/7 relationships reflects Agree’s (2014) research claiming that many 24/7 D/s 

relationships use traditional gender roles as a model for their dynamic. 

 Another reason that this finding was so surprising was that participants in 24/7 

relationships and participants in non-BDSM relationships had similar amounts of traditional 

gender role beliefs. This finding is actually supported by research stating that the mainstream 

BDSM subculture is still quite heteronormative (Zambelli, 2017; “50 Shades of Deviant,” 

2015). The vast majority of non-BDSM participants did identify as straight, and most 

participants in 24/7 relationships were in traditional roles in their relationships (i.e. female 

submissives and male Dominants). Additionally, all participants in 24/7 relationships and 

non-BDSM relationships identified as cisgender. These results match up with claims from 

former research stating that most long-term romantic BDSM relationships are between men 

and women, mostly involving men in the dominant role and women in the submissive role 

(Botta et al., 2017; “50 Shades of Deviant,” 2015). Therefore, similarities in gender identity 

and dynamics within 24/7 and non-BDSM relationships could explain the similarities in 

traditional gender role beliefs. 

While BDSM is open to all genders and partnership configurations, the mainstream 

BDSM subculture is still largely heteronormative, with most relationships and activities 

involving BDSM being heterosexual (Zambelli, 2017; “50 Shades of Deviant,” 2015). Most 

long-term romantic BDSM relationships are between men and women, mostly involving men 

in the dominant role and women in the submissive role (Botta et al., 2017; “50 Shades of 

Deviant,” 2015). Some of these relationships model the power dynamics of religious and 

traditional marriage (Dancer et al., 2006). In fact, many 24/7 D/s relationships use traditional 

gender roles and a 1950s style marriage as a model for their dynamic (Agree, 2014). 
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Strengths, Limitations, and Future Directions 

 The largest strength of this study comes from being the first known quantitative 

analysis on different types of BDSM relationships and the issues that could exist within 

them. As much of the literature on BDSM relationships, and 24/7 relationships in particular, 

is qualitative, this exploratory study introduces many possibilities for quantitative analysis of 

this population. Additionally, people from all over the country of many different ages, 

ethnicities, genders, and sexualities, were able to participate in this study due to the use of 

MTurk and FetLife, making the results more generalizable to the population of BDSM 

practitioners. 

 However, there are also several limitations in this study as well. Since all recruiting 

was done online through only a handful of websites, those in the BDSM community who do 

not have an online presence through those sites may have been excluded, damaging the 

generalizability of the study. Future researchers interested in studying this population may 

need to attend public meetings and gatherings of BDSM groups in order to get a larger and 

more diverse sample of the community. Having more community involvement will also help 

researchers gain the trust of BDSM practitioners, which could allow them to get a larger 

sample as well. 

Additionally, only one maladaptive emotion regulation technique – expressive 

suppression – could be analyzed through the measure used. Research has shown that many 

adaptive and maladaptive emotion regulation techniques can be used by one person 

(Pascuzzo et al., 2013). Therefore, while this study provides evidence that people in 24/7 

relationships are not especially likely to use expressive suppression, it does not provide 

sufficient evidence that people in 24/7 relationships are not more likely to use maladaptive 
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emotion regulation techniques in general. More research will be needed in order to 

investigate this hypothesis.  

One final limitation that should be corrected in future studies is the lack of inclusivity 

of BDSM practitioners in polyamorous or aromantic relationships. A space was left in the 

survey for participants of this study to “add any comments about this survey or any other 

information you feel would be relevant to this research.” Several participants commented that 

since the study specified that only romantic relationships qualified for this study, their 

aromantic relationship experiences and many other BDSM practitioners’ experiences would 

be left out of this study. Additionally, a few people commented that while they were in a 

BDSM relationship, they used their non-BDSM relationship to answer the questions in the 

survey.   

As the current study has shown, some may be in one relationship that does not 

include BDSM but have a secondary relationship that does. This reflects the fact that many 

BDSM practitioners are polyamorous; of the 51 BDSM practitioners in one study, all 

participants practiced some form of polyamory (“50 Shades of Deviant,” 2015). As this study 

only allowed for participants to answer relationship questions based on their romantic 

relationship with one partner, participants in these types of relationships were forced to 

choose one partner and could only include the participant’s experiences in one relationship. 

This further limits the generalizability and scope of the research to include the many types of 

relationships that BDSM practitioners are involved in. To be more generalizable, future 

research will need to make room for polyamorous and aromantic relationships, as well as the 

possibility that a person can be in multiple relationships simultaneously, each with differing 

levels of BDSM incorporated.   
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The findings of this study can ultimately provide direction for future researchers that 

want to learn more about this population. For example, it may be of interest for future 

researchers to delve deeper into what makes for a successful 24/7 D/s or M/s relationship. 

While this study’s findings indicate that many in these relationships feel that their partner is 

getting a better deal than them, past research has claimed that people in 24/7 relationships 

enjoy this dynamic, so this may have a positive connotation (Agree, 2014; “50 Shades of 

Deviant,” 2015).  

It may also be interesting to explore the differences in gender role beliefs and traits 

within this population; even though participants in other BDSM relationships did not have 

traditional gender role beliefs, they still tended to take on roles that aligned with their gender 

identities and gender role traits. It may be that gender role beliefs do not necessarily line up 

with traditional gender role traits, but this has not yet been analyzed. Finally, a more in-depth 

exploration of emotion regulation techniques used by BDSM practitioners is needed to 

provide further evidence that BDSM practitioners are not especially likely to use maladaptive 

emotion regulation techniques. 

Overall, this study has paved the way for future quantitative analysis of BDSM 

practitioners. It further contributes to the depathologization and exploration of different types 

of relationships within the BDSM community. Looking at the components of relationship 

satisfaction in 24/7 relationships may be particularly important for psychologists working 

with members of couples in these relationships.  
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APPENDICES 

APPENDIX A 

Screening Questions 

1. Are you currently in a romantic relationship? 

a. Yes 

b. No 

2. How long have you been in your current romantic relationship? 

a. Under six months 

b. Six or more months 

 

Demographics 

1. Age __ 

2. Gender 

a. Female  

b. Male 

c. Transgender male 

d. Transgender female 

e. Non-binary 

3. Sexual orientation 

a. Straight 

b. Gay 

c. Lesbian 

d. Bisexual 

e. Pansexual 

f. Asexual  

g. Queer  

h. Other  

4. Level of education 

a. Some high school 

b. High school graduate 

c. Some college 

d. Bachelor’s degree 

e. Master’s degree 

f. Doctorate degree 

5. Ethnicity 

a. White 

b. Hispanic/Latino 

c. Black/African American 
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d. Native American/American Indian 

e. Asian/Pacific Islander 

f. Other  

6. Are you in a relationship that incorporates BDSM (Bondage and discipline, 

dominance and submission, and/or sadism and masochism)? 

a. Yes 

b. No 

7. If yes, is your relationship identified as a 24/7 Dominant/submissive or Master/slave 

relationship? 

a. Yes 

b. No 

8. If in a relationship that incorporates BDSM, in your current relationship(s), do you 

identify as predominantly dominant or submissive? 

a. Dominant 

b. Submissive  
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APPENDIX B 

Experiences in Close Relationships-Revised Questionnaire (ECR-R) 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Strongly 

disagree 

  Neutral   Strongly 

agree 

 

Please consider your current romantic relationship and answer below questions. 

1. ____ I’m afraid that I will lose my partner’s love. 

2. ____ I prefer not to show a partner how I feel deep down. 

3. ____ I often worry that my partner will not want to stay with me. 

4. ____ I feel comfortable sharing my private thoughts and feelings with my partner. 

5. ____ I often worry that my partner doesn’t really love me. 

6. ____ I find it difficult to allow myself to depend on romantic partners. 

7. ____ I worry that romantic partners won’t care about me as much as I care about them. 

8. ____ I am very comfortable being close to romantic partners. 

9. ____ I often wish that my partner’s feelings for me were as strong as my feelings for him 

or her. 

10. ____ I don’t feel comfortable opening up to romantic partners. 

11. ____ I worry a lot about my relationships. 

12. ____ I prefer not to be too close to romantic partners. 

13. ____ When my partner is out of sight, I worry that he or she might become interested in 

someone else. 

14. ____ I get uncomfortable when a romantic partner wants to be very close. 
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15. ____ When I show my feelings for romantic partners, I’m afraid they will not feel the 

same about me. 

16. ____ I find it relatively easy to get close to my partner. 

17. ____ I rarely worry about my partner leaving me. 

18. ____ It’s not difficult for me to get close to my partner. 

19. ____ My romantic partner makes me doubt myself. 

20. ____ I usually discuss my problems and concerns with my partner. 

21. ____ I do not often worry about being abandoned. 

22. ____ It helps to turn to my romantic partner in times of need. 

23. ____ I find that my partner(s) don’t want to get as close as I would like. 

24. ____ I tell my partner just about everything. 

25. ____ Sometimes romantic partners change their feelings about me for no apparent reason. 

26. ____ I talk things over with my partner. 

27. ____ My desire to be very close sometimes scares people away. 

28. ____ I am nervous when partners get too close to me. 

29. ____ I’m afraid that once a romantic partner gets to know me, he or she won’t like who I 

really am. 

30. ____ I feel comfortable depending on romantic partners. 

31. ____ It makes me mad that I don’t get the affection and support I need from my partner. 

32. ____ I find it easy to depend on romantic partners. 

33. ____ I worry that I won’t measure up to other people. 

34. ____ It’s easy for me to be affectionate with my partner. 

35. ____ My partner only seems to notice me when I’m angry. 

36. ____ My partner really understands me and my needs. 



51 
 

 
 

APPENDIX C 

Emotion Regulation Questionnaire (ERQ) 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Strongly 

disagree 

  Neutral   Strongly 

agree 

 

1. ____ When I want to feel more positive emotion (such as joy or amusement), I change 

what I’m thinking about. 

2. ____ I keep my emotions to myself. 

3. ____ When I want to feel less negative emotion (such as sadness or anger), I change what 

I’m thinking about. 

4. ____When I am feeling positive emotions, I am careful not to express them. 

5. ____When I’m faced with a stressful situation, I make myself think about it in a way that 

helps me stay calm. 

6. ____ I control my emotions by not expressing them. 

7. ____When I want to feel more positive emotion, I change the way I’m thinking about the 

situation. 

8. ____ I control my emotions by changing the way I think about the situation I’m in. 

9. ____When I am feeling negative emotions, I make sure not to express them. 

10. ____When I want to feel less negative emotion, I change the way I’m thinking about the 

situation. 
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APPENDIX D 

Multi-Trait Measure of Equity (MTME) 

7-point Likert scale (+3 = I am getting a much better deal than my partner, +2 = I am getting 

a somewhat better deal, +1 = I am getting a slightly better deal, 0 = We are both getting an 

equally good or bad deal, -1 = My partner is getting a slightly better deal, -2 = My partner is 

getting a somewhat better deal, -3 = My partner is getting a much better deal than I am) 

 

 

Considering what you put into your dating relationship or marriage (in this area), compared 

to what you get out of it, and what your partner puts in compared to what he or she gets out, 

how does your dating relationship/marriage “stack up”? 

 

Areas Involved in the Dating/Marital Give and Take 

 

Emotional Concerns 

 

5.  ____ Liking 

 

6.  ____ Love 

 

7.  ____ Understanding and Concern 

 

8.  ____ Accepting and Encouraging Role Flexibility 

 

9.  ____ Expressions of Appreciation 

 

10.  ____ Showing Affection 

 

11.  ____ Sexual Pleasure 

 

12.  ____ Sexual Fidelity 

 

13. ____ Commitment 

 

14.  ____ Respecting Partner’s Need to be a Free and Independent Person 

 

15.  ____ Plans and Goals for the Future 

 

Day-to-Day Concerns 

 

16. ____ Day-to-Day Maintenance 

 

17.  ____ Finances 

 

18.  ____ Easy-to-Live-With 
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19.  ____ Companionship 

 

20.  ____ Conversation 

 

21.  ____ Fitting in 

 

22.  ____ Decision-Making 

 

23. ____ Remembering Special Occasions  

 

Opportunities Gained and Lost 

 

24.  ____ Chance to be Dating  

 

25.  ____ Opportunities Foregone:  Dating and marriage necessarily requires people 

to give up certain opportunities . . . in order to be in this relationship.  The 

opportunities could have been other possible mates, a career, travel, etc. 
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APPENDIX E 

Personal Attributes Questionnaire (PAQ) 

 The items below inquire about what kind of person you think you are. Each item consists of 

a PAIR of characteristics, with the letters A-E in between. For example,  

 

Not at all artistic  A......B......C......D......E  Very artistic  

 

Each pair describes contradictory characteristics - that is, you cannot be both at the same 

time, such as very artistic and not at all artistic.  

 

The letters form a scale between the two extremes. You are to chose a letter which describes 

where YOU fall on the scale. For example, if you think that you have no artistic ability, you 

would choose A. If you think that you are pretty good, you might choose D. If you are only 

medium, you might choose C, and so forth. 

 

1.  Not at all aggressive A......B......C......D......E  Very aggressive 

2.  Not at all independent A......B......C......D......E  Very independent 

3.  Not at all emotional A......B......C......D......E  Very emotional 

4.  Very submissive A......B......C......D......E  Very dominant 

5.  Not at all excitable in a major 

crisis 

A......B......C......D......E  Very excitable in a 

major crisis 

6.  Very passive A......B......C......D......E  Very active 

7.  Not at all able to devote self 

completely to others 

A......B......C......D......E  Able to devote self 

completely to others 

8.  Very rough A......B......C......D......E  Very gentle 

9.  Not at all helpful to others A......B......C......D......E  Very helpful to others 

10.  Not at all competitive A......B......C......D......E  Very competitive 

11.  Very home oriented A......B......C......D......E  Very worldly 

12.  Not at all kind A......B......C......D......E  Very kind 
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13.  Indifferent to others’ approval A......B......C......D......E  Highly needful of 

others’ approval 

14.  Feelings not easily hurt A......B......C......D......E  Feelings easily hurt 

15.  Not at all aware of feelings of 

others 

A......B......C......D......E  Very aware of feelings 

of others 

16.  Can make decisions easily A......B......C......D......E  Has difficulty making 

decisions 

17.  Gives up very easily A......B......C......D......E  Never gives up easily 

18.  Never cries A......B......C......D......E  Cries very easily 

19.  Not at all self-confident A......B......C......D......E  Very self-confident 

20.  Feels very inferior A......B......C......D......E  Feels very superior 

21.  Not at all understanding of 

others 

A......B......C......D......E  Very understanding of 

others 

22.  Very cold in relations with 

others 

A......B......C......D......E  Very warm in relations 

with others 

23.  Very little need for security A......B......C......D......E  Very strong need for 

security 

24.  Goes to pieces under pressure A......B......C......D......E  Stands up well under 

pressure 
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APPENDIX F 

10-Item Gender Role Beliefs Scale (GRBS 10) 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Strongly 

disagree 

  neutral   Strongly 

agree 

 

1. ____ It is disrespectful to swear in the presence of a lady. 

2. ____ The initiative in courtship should usually come from the man. 

3. ____ Women should have as much sexual freedom as men. 

4. ____ Women with children should not work outside the home if they don’t have to 

financially. 

5. ____ The husband should be regarded as the legal representative of the family group in all 

matters of law. 

6. ____ Except perhaps in very special circumstances, a man should never allow a woman to 

pay the taxi, buy the tickets, or pay the check. 

7. ____ Men should continue to show courtesies to women such as holding open the door or 

helping them on with their coats. 

8. ____ It is ridiculous for a woman to run a train and a man to sew clothes. 

9. ____ Women should be concerned with their duties of childbearing and housetending, 

rather than with the desires for professional and business careers. 

10. ____ Swearing and obscenity is more repulsive in the speech of a woman than a man. 


