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ABSTRACT 

 This work explored the ways in which the theoretical constructs of gay identity 

development, relational satisfaction, and outness interact in gay-male emerging adults. 

Informed by the literature on these constructs, the researcher developed a structural 

model to evaluate the interactive and mediating roles within the model. Three instruments 

were selected to assist in measuring these theoretical constructs. The Lesbian, Gay, and 

Bisexual Identity Scale (LGBIS) measured gay identity development, the Gay and 

Lesbian Relationship Satisfaction Scale (GLRSS) measured relational satisfaction, and 

the Nebraska Outness Scale (NOS) measured outness. A sample of 206 cisgender gay 

men in Emerging Adulthood (ages 19-29) were recruited from LGBTQ+ Community 

Centers, Post-secondary Pride Centers, and electronically through the MTurk crowd 

sourcing platform. Data gathered from these participants was evaluated via Structural 

Equation Modeling (SEM) to examine the relationship between the variables and 

understand how outness (NOS) and relationship satisfaction (GLRSS) mediate gay 

identity development (LGBIS). Results of confirmatory factor analysis of all three 

measures show considerable concerns. This study was unable to confirm author supplied 

factor structures for any of the instruments used in this work. Results of this study should 

be considered with extreme caution as the instrumentation used may be flawed and may 

not have actually measured the intended theoretical constructs. Discussion, consideration 

of findings, limitations, and areas for future research are given with caution.  

JEREMY R. GOSHORN 

COUNSELOR EDUCATION AND SUPERVISION 

WILLIAM & MARY 



GAY IDENTITY IN EMERGING ADULTHOOD 

 

1 

    

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Gay identity in Emerging Adulthood: Testing the interaction between relational 

satisfaction, outness, and gay identity 

   



GAY IDENTITY IN EMERGING ADULTHOOD  
  

2 

 

 

 

CHAPTER ONE 

Introduction 

 Research has documented a link between identity development and intimacy in 

romantic relationships (Barry, Madsen, Nelson, Carroll & Badger, 2009). Possessing a 

clarified self-concept has been found vital to ensuring an individual’s longitudinal well-

being and resilience (Sneed, Whitbourne, Schwartz & Huang, 2012). Emerging adulthood 

has been identified as a unique developmental stage where significant individual identity 

(including sexual identity) development occurs (Morgan, 2012). Emerging adults who 

display signs of having progressed in identity or cognitive development tend to exhibit 

high quality romantic relationships (Barry et al.; Beyers & Seiffge-Krenke, 2010). 

Developing a coherent, meaningful, identity and sense-of-self in emerging adulthood can 

be difficult (Arnett, Zukauskiene & Sugimura, 2014). 

Individuals with a minority sexual identity can find emerging adulthood even 

more challenging as developmental and social milestones are often heteronormative 

(Morgan, 2012). Emerging adulthood is full of difficult dilemmas and questions 

regarding complex frameworks of family, community, social, and cultural expectations 

(King & Smith, 2004). Relationships, especially those that are romantic in nature, tend to 

be significant life events in emerging adulthood (Macapagal, Greene, Rivera, Mustanski, 

2015; Arnett et al., 2014).  
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While heterosexual and homosexual relationships have similar maintenance, 

dissolution, and satisfaction approaches, there are considerations unique to gay 

individuals (Fuller & Rutter, 2018). Sexual identity considerations that impact romantic 

relational satisfaction include stigma or marginalization from external sources and 

internalized homophobia (Fuller & Rutter). One measure of assessing aspects of external 

and internal homophobia is through measuring the level of individual outness of an 

individual who identifies as gay. Aspects of outness, relational satisfaction and LGBT 

identity are connected (Bruce, Harper & Bauermeister, 2015; Knoble & Linville, 2012). 

Exploring the complex interaction between these constructs can provide considerable 

understanding to the developmental processes and pitfalls present in emerging adulthood 

of gay men.  

Statement of Problem 

Relatively little is known about the complex interaction between gay identity 

development, relational satisfaction, and outness constructs. What knowledge is known 

are often presented in general terms that suggest a uniform experience within the entire 

population. For instance, scholars tend to lump together the experience of gay men and 

lesbian women into one uniform homosexual experience. Doing so neglects to recognize 

the presence of multiple minority identities or gender differences that may be present. 

Further, much of the data available look at one or two of the constructs individually or 

together, not consideration of the interaction of all three. Data often lacks recognition of 

the significance of the recent sociocultural shifts on the LGBT community.  

Landmark legal victories within the past decade have extended legal recognition 

to LGBT individuals. The momentous Obergefell vs. Hodges provided recognition and 
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federal marriage benefits for same-sex couples. So profound was this legal decision that a 

considerable increase in number of same-sex marriages was seen in the United States 

(Gates & Brown, 2015). Kazyak & Stange (2018) found that the Supreme Court ruling 

encouraged public opinion to align with the Court’s decision. The decision has not, 

however, impacted the heteronormative expectations of social and religious customs in 

the United States (Bernstein, 2018). These sociocultural heteronormative expectations 

impact outness (internalized homonegativity and external marginalization), create 

tangible challenges for same-sex relationships, and impact gay identity development.  

The series of legal challenges and victories over the past two decades has 

encouraged changes to the social landscape, while also spurring an interest in studying 

same-sex relationships and LGBT individuals (Rostosky & Riggle, 2017a). Knowingly or 

unknowingly, scholarly research on LGBT individuals is often heavily impacted by 

heteronormative expectations and assumptions (Bernstein, 2018). Qualitative 

explorations are often least impacted by heteronormative expectations, while quantitative 

explorations are the most impacted. Many quantitative research explorations have used 

measures normed for use on heterosexual populations or measures with poor 

psychometric properties (Rostosky & Riggle, 2017a). Research that relies on measures 

that are incorrectly normed or have poor psychometric properties may not be accurate. 

Suggested strategies for addressing issues within this population may be faulty, 

misleading, or even potentially harmful. Further, data provided by current literature may 

not be generalizable or applicable to the larger population. 

With progress also, unfortunately, comes setbacks. On June 12, 2016 in Orlando, 

Florida, Pulse nightclub became the most explicit act of hatred against LGBT individuals 



GAY IDENTITY IN EMERGING ADULTHOOD  
  

5 

in the United States. While the largest, it was not the first and has not been the last act of 

hatred against the LGBT community. A recent USA Today article highlighted FBI Hate 

Crime data (see https://ucr.fbi.gov/hate-crime/2017/topic-pages/incidents-and-offenses) 

showing Anti-LGBT and gender-identity hate crimes are on the rise (Hauck, 2019, June 

28). GLAAD in its 2019 Accelerating Acceptance Report saw a decrease in LGBTQ 

acceptance, specifically in the 18-34 age demographic (GLADD, 2019). Family, peer, 

and community support and acceptance of LGBTQ+ individuals are a protective factor 

against suicidality (Ryan, Russell, Huebner, Diaz & Sanchez, 2010; Skerrett, Kolves, & 

Leo, 2016). Without these protective factors, suicide risk increases (Skerrett et al.). In an 

era of combative political discourse and stoked division, individuals on the margins 

quickly feel like an “other.” Recent reduction in Federal LGBT data collection raises 

concerns about missing data on a vulnerable population (Cahill, & Mackadon, 2017). 

This federal data provides important understanding of needs within the LGBT+ 

community, including risks, trends, social service needs, and access to community 

resources (Cahill & Mackadon). This study is not framed to provide granular or statistical 

data on the population, but rather to add to the depth of knowledge. This work will 

provide an account of how gay identity development, relational satisfaction, and outness 

interact in an era of increasing hate and volatile discourse. Further the information 

contained in this study will inform researchers and clinicians on how these constructs 

interact in the current US sociocultural climate.  

Current research on same-sex relationships, gay identity development, and 

outness focuses on comparisons to same-gender counterparts, view minority experiences 

in a linear state, or fail to take into account sociocultural change (Belous & Wampler, 
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2016; Halpin & Allen, 2004; Klein, Holtby, Cook, & Travers, 2015). Existing studies that 

explore gay identity development, same-sex relationships, and impacts of outness often 

have samples of differing ages or have samples that skew older. Recent social change and 

continuing acceptance of gay individuals creates a unique time to explore gay identity 

development, relational satisfaction, and outness within emerging adults. Morgan (2012) 

argues that current literature lacks specific focus on emerging adulthood, making it 

difficult to understand unique issues faced within this developmental life stage. A 

developmental stage that Henin and Berman (2016) argue is of critical importance in 

establishing and developing positive adaptive behaviors that will benefit their transition 

into later adulthood. Arnett (2016) argues that explorations on non-college aged emerging 

adults, or those who are demographically diverse is urgently needed.  

This research adds depth to the literature by providing data on the interaction 

between gay identity development, relational satisfaction, and outness in emerging 

adulthood. Further, this research, by proving or disproving the research hypotheses, 

provides clarity regarding relational interactions between the concepts. Clearly 

understood relational interactions between gay identity development, relational 

satisfaction, and outness will further the current field of study, providing a starting point 

for future research. Additionally, information on relational interactions between these 

concepts can assist clinical mental health professionals, family therapists, and 

psychotherapy practitioners in working with gay emerging adults who present in 

treatment. A more complete exploration of the literature discussing these topics is 

presented in the review of literature section of this work.  
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Statement of Purpose 

 The purpose of this study was to explore three constructs: a) gay identity 

development, b) relational satisfaction, and c) outness. Exploration of these constructs 

was through the use of three separate measures, each individual measure evaluating a 

single construct. First, this study explored each measure individually to determine if the 

original factor structure provided by the measure’s author is stable within this study’s 

sample. For those measures whose factor structure is not stable, this study provides 

information on structural issues and concerns. Second, this study tested a hypothesized 

model of interaction between the three constructs. Results of testing this hypothesized 

model provide the field a greater understanding of the interaction between the measures 

and the underlying constructs. This study also addresses how the three measures may be 

related and discuss the significance of any such relationship. 

Significance of the Study 

 This study extends existing knowledge on the constructs of gay identity 

development, relational satisfaction, and outness in gay men in emerging adulthood. 

Arnett (2016) argues that explorations on emerging adults who are demographically 

diverse is urgently needed. A large majority of emerging adulthood research has used 

samples of college-age students that are predominantly White. This study gathered a 

diverse sample of individuals from across the nation, thus adding depth to the known 

experience of emerging adults. As stated above, in an era of active marginalization of 

underrepresented or minority populations, data gathering on these populations has been 

curtailed or discontinued. Critical information on how the topics of gay identity 

development, relational satisfaction, and outness interact in a segment of the United 
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States population is presented. Further, by assessing and providing information on 

processes gay emerging adults navigate through, a more thorough understanding of their 

needs is obtained. Understanding the interaction between these three constructs can assist 

mental health professionals in provisioning treatment, provide understanding of risk 

factors within this population, and assist in increasing the awareness of the complexities 

within gay-male emerging adulthood.   

Defining Constructs 

Defining the constructs used in this work ensures a common understanding. A 

concordance of term definitions can be found in Table 1. Emerging adulthood is the 

period of transition from the end of adolescence toward stable adulthood, often identified 

as the period from age 18 through age 29 (Arnett et al., 2014; Arnett, 2007). When the 

research, content, or context being presented refers to multiple members of the sexual-

minority community, it is addressed in frame of reference of the original work. When the 

author refers to multiple classes 

Table 1 

Operational Definitions 

Construct Definition 

Emerging Adulthood Period of transition from the end of adolescence toward stable 

adulthood, ages: 18 through 29 

 

Gay Term referring to men who have sex with other men 

 

Outness Openness regarding one’s sexual orientation and related 

internal-shame, external discrimination, disclosure, and 

concealment 

 

Relational Satisfaction Satisfaction felt by individuals in a romantic relationship 

when all aspects of the relationship are considered 
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of sexual minorities, the term LGBT is used. LGBT is an acronym that stands for 

Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual, and Transgender. The term gay refers to men who have sex with 

other men. Openness regarding one’s sexual orientation, or the construct of outness, 

encompasses the complexities of internal-shame and external discrimination, components 

of disclosure and concealment. Relational satisfaction is the “overall satisfaction people 

experience in their primary romantic relationship when taking all aspects of the 

relationship into consideration” (Putney, 2017, p. 13). Further depth and exploration of 

these constructs is undertaken in the literature review. 

Research Questions and Hypotheses 

 Guided by previously conducted research, this study explored the following 

research questions and hypotheses. A detailed graphical representation of each are 

provided in the methodology section of this work.   

Research Questions   

1. Do the individual factor structures of the instruments (the Gay and 

Lesbian Relationship Satisfaction Scale GLRSS), the Lesbian, Gay, and 

Bisexual Identity Scale (LGBIS), and the Nebraska Outness Scale (NOS)) 

used in this study remain stable and align with the factor structure 

provided by the instrument author(s)?  

2. Does Outness, as measured by the NOS, mediate the relationship between 

relational satisfaction, as measured by the GLRSS, and gay identity 

development, as measured by the LGBIS?  
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3. Does relational satisfaction, as measured by the GLRSS, mediate the 

relationship between outness, as measured by the NOS, and gay identity 

development as measured by the LGBIS?  

Hypotheses  

Hypothesis 1: The LGBIS (measuring gay identity development), the GLRSS 

(measuring relational satisfaction), and NOS (measuring outness) are 

unique measures that interact with each other in a predictable manner. 

Hypothesis 2: Higher levels of outness, as measured by NOS will predict higher 

relational satisfaction, as measured by the GLRSS, and positive impact on 

gay identity development, as measured by the LGBIS. 

Hypothesis 3: Lower levels of outness, as measured by the NOS will predict 

lower levels of relational satisfaction, as measured by the GLRSS, and a 

negative impact on gay identity development as measured by the LGBIS.  

Hypothesis 4: Higher levels of relational satisfaction, as measured by the GLRSS, 

will predict higher levels of outness, as measured by the NOS, and a 

positive impact on gay identity development as measured by the LGBIS. 

Hypothesis 5: Lower levels of relational satisfaction, as measured by the GLRSS, 

will predict lower levels of outness, as measured by the NOS, and a 

negative impact on gay identity development as measured by the LGBIS. 

Hypothesis 6:  A lower score on the LGBIS, denoting higher levels of identity 

salience, will predict higher scores on relational satisfaction, as measured 

by the GLRSS, and higher levels of outness, as measured by the NOS. 
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Hypothesis 7: A higher score on the LGIBS, denoting higher levels of identity 

confusion, will predict lower scores on relational satisfaction, as measured 

by the GLRSS, and lower levels of outness, as measured by the NOS.   

Discussion 

 As outlined above, this exploration will add to the current understanding of the 

interaction between gay identity development, relational satisfaction, and outness. 

Further, this study provides a testable model of interaction between gay identity 

development, relational satisfaction, and outness as they are measured by the three 

selected instruments. Additional understanding of the theoretical constructs assessed 

within this study can be found I the literature review section. Discussion of the 

instrument measures and the methodology of this study are outlined in Chapter Three. 

Results of the exploration can be found in Chapter 4. Finally, a discussion of the results 

and their implications can be found in Chapter 5 of this work.  
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CHAPTER TWO 

Literature Review 

 A thorough review of the literature relating to this exploration provides 

information on the state of the field surrounding these constructs. First, a review of 

emerging adulthood as a construct, related research, and characteristic traits. Followed by 

an exploration of gay identity development, considerations specific to emerging 

adulthood, and gaps within the literature. Next, a review of same-sex relational 

satisfaction research will provide understanding as to the complexities and gaps 

surrounding this construct. Finally, a review of research surrounding outness and the 

management of their sexual identity will provide information on overall identity 

management.  

Emerging Adulthood 

A variety of developmental theories exploring stages or phases of life-long 

development exist. Erik Erikson’s (1963, 1968, 1980) theory of psychosocial human 

development is a well-researched, empirically validated, theory outlining eight 

chronological periods of a life span (Marcia & Josselson, 2013). In each stage Erikson 

outlined common developmental markers, crises, internal conflicts, and common life 

goals. Like previous developmental models, Erikson named his stages, provided general 

age-related guidelines, and important events common to the stages. The eight stages of 

Erikson’s model, chronologically from birth to death, are as follows; (1) oral-sensory, (2) 
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muscular-anal, (3) locomotor, (4) latency, (5) adolescence, (6) young adulthood, (7) 

middle adulthood, and (8) maturity (Erikson, 1980). Additional structure was provided by 

Erikson in the form of general age ranges for each stage. Adolescence was considered to 

run from 12 to 18 years of age, young adulthood from 19 to 40 years of age, middle 

adulthood from 40 to 65 years of age, and maturity from 65 to death (Erikson, 1980). At 

the end of the twentieth century scholars (see Booth, Crouter, & Shanahan, 1999; Meeus, 

Iedema, Helsen, & Vollebergh, 1999; Vanderven, 1999) began suggesting changes to the 

young adulthood developmental stage may be needed. This notion within the field of 

psychosocial developmental led to the suggested addition of a new developmental stage 

termed emerging adulthood.    

As a construct, emerging adulthood is relatively new. Arnett (2000) first 

suggested the need to consider the impact demographic, cultural, and social changes 

happening in industrialized societies have on developmental progression. These social 

changes, Arnett (2000) argued, are such that current developmental categories fail to 

adequately identify or explain the experience between adolescence and early/middle 

adulthood. Thus, emerging adulthood was created as a period bridging the gap between 

adolescence and young adulthood. The growing body of research on emerging adulthood 

distinguishes developmental stage as occurring between the ages of 18 and 29 (Arnett, 

2000 & 2016; Arnett et al., 2014; Sharon, 2016). A prime reason Arnett suggested a new 

stage was previous stage theories were not fitting the normative patterns of marriage, 

finding stable full-time, employment, and changing social mores in industrialized 

societies (Arnett, 2007). Social developments influencing this change included delays in 

marriage and parenthood, increased participation in post-secondary education, and 
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sociocultural changes in acceptance of cohabitation before marriage and premarital sex 

(Arnett, 2007; Syed, 2016). Five defining features of this stage were identified by Arnett 

(2004): identity exploration (the search for meaning within ideologies, relationships and 

work), instability (tendency to change jobs, residences, and relationships with frequency), 

possibilities (spirit of optimism), self-focus (relative freedom from external obligations 

such as children, allowing greater attention on their own lives), and feeling in-between an 

adolescent and a full adult (Syed). Arnett and Mitra (2018) surveyed 2,905 participants 

aged 18-60 from across the United States confirming the proposed features of emerging 

adulthood are common within individuals aged 18-25. Interestingly, the authors also 

found results suggesting the upper bound age of emerging adulthood may be higher than 

29 years of age (Arnett & Mitra). Recognizing the limitations in these five defining 

features, Arnett (2007; Arnett et al., 2014) noted the theory’s intent was not to describe a 

universal experience, but one that is present within industrialized societies. Research 

exploring a variety of aspects of the theory of emerging adulthood and considerations 

within this developmental stage have occurred. Unfortunately, a large portion of the 

research focuses on the negative aspects associated with this developmental level. A 

selective exploration of research on emerging adulthood will further our understanding.  

Emerging Adult Mental Health 

Arnett et al. (2014) discussed mental health considerations within populations of 

emerging adults in Japan, the United States, and Europe. Higher incidence of mental 

health disorders was found within individuals aged 18 to 29 when compared to any other 

age range within the United States and Japan (Arnett et al., 2014). When compared to 

half a century ago, the emerging adult age group has become a period of incredible 
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instability (Arnett et al., 2014). A study evaluating Mexican emerging adults who are not 

pursuing education, employed, or in a training program found they are overall more 

likely to have a substance use or mood disorder or have suicidal behavior (Gutierrez-

Garcia, Benjet, Borges, Rios, & Medina-Mora, 2018). Cheng, McDermott and Lopez 

(2015) found emerging adult college students to exhibit higher levels of mental health 

concerns when greater levels of self-stigma or attachment anxiety are present. Haney and 

Rollock (2018) explored the intersection between religion and mental health in emerging 

adulthood, finding that higher levels of religiosity was associated with more positive 

mental health outcomes.  

Emerging adulthood has been found to be the age demographic at the highest risk 

for developing a substance use disorder across the lifespan (Bergman, Kelly, Nargiso, & 

McKowen, 2016). Gates, Corbin, and Fromme (2016) suggest that developmental change 

generally occurs after college, encouraging the emerging adult to decrease alcohol 

consumption and transition toward a healthier drinking habit. Struggles with identity 

salience in emerging adulthood were found to increase the risk of not transitioning 

toward a healthy drinking habit after college (Gates et al.). A meta-analysis of twelve 

studies comparing the Inventory of Dimensions of Emerging Adulthood and substance 

use found the dimensions of emerging adulthood and substance use had a modest 

association but seem less effective in predicting substance use (Davis, Dumas, Briley, & 

Sussman, 2018). While there is significant opportunity to help those struggling with 

substance use disorder overcome their substance use early in life, emerging adults are less 

likely to seek out treatment (Bergman et al.). It should be noted that sexual minority men 

who experienced more discrimination report higher lifetime drug use (Lee, Gamarel, 
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Bryant, Zaller, & Operario, 2016). Among sexual minorities, substance use is often a 

coping mechanism for minority stressors, discrimination, and rejection (Kalb, Gills, & 

Goldstein, 2018). While this study does not address substance use, it is important to 

consider the information gathered in this study and its relation to the larger minority 

stress continuum.    

Emerging Adult Relationships 

Relational interactions are influential on development in emerging adulthood. 

Emerging adults in the 21st century often have high levels of parental involvement and 

dependency, often welcoming and appreciating the parental support (Fingerman et al, 

2012; Fingerman & Yahirun, 2016). Parental support, along with support from siblings 

(Scharf & Shulman, 2016) and grandparents (Scharf, 2016) and friends (Barry, Madsen, 

& DeGrace, 2016) provide aspects of a supportive social network during emerging 

adulthood. With a large portion of emerging adulthood focusing on the defining life task 

of finding a long-term romantic relationship and eventual life-long partner, considerable 

research exists on this topic. 

 Roberson, Norona, Fish, Olmstead and Fincham (2017) found relationships 

within emerging adulthood have considerable nuance and suggested the need to 

reevaluate the current model. Data within the study suggested emerging adults have 

differing goals in the journey toward marriage; thus, empirical examinations should allow 

for a variety of relationships or relational outcomes to be assessed (Roberson et al.). 

Explorations on casual sexual relationships during emerging adulthood has been of 

interest but is often completed on samples of convenience and leaves many unanswered 

questions (Claxton & van Dulmen, 2013). Cashen and Grotevant (2019), in attempting to 
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provide empirical support for relational competence as a construct, found it important to 

examine all relationships within emerging adulthood, not just romantic ones. Emerging 

adults who show greater relational competence also show higher levels of adaptive 

functioning (Cashen & Grotevant). Relational competence may be another way of 

assessing relational satisfaction in emerging adulthood.  

Identity Development in Emerging Adulthood 

 A crucial aspect of emerging adulthood is creating one’s own personal narrative, 

constructing past and future stories into a more comprehensive identity (McAdams, 

2016). A primary task of one’s development during late adolescence and emerging 

adulthood is identity creation (Erikson, 1968; Syed & Seiffge-Krenke, 2013). Emerging 

adulthood is a time for individuals with a minority sexual identity to determine how this 

key aspect fits into their overall identity narrative. Unfortunately, relatively little research 

exists on sexual-minority individuals in emerging adulthood (Wagaman, Keller & 

Cavaliere, 2014). While discussion of sexual identity exploration goes together with 

explorations of emerging adulthood, many studies explore developmental progression 

through a heteronormative lens (Morgan, 2016). Macapagal et al. (2015) found LGBT 

coupled participants to follow developmental progression consistent to their heterosexual 

counterparts, their relational experiences were deeply influenced by their non-majority 

sexual identity, relational experiences, and gender. This unique relational difference has 

not yet been accounted for in research (Frost, Meyer, & Hammack, 2015).  

Additional research is needed surrounding minority sexual populations, especially 

research that provides information regarding the development of identity and the impact 

sociohistorical contexts shave on this population (Morgan, 2012). Specifically, 
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considerations of the impact having, or not having, a solidified concept of one’s minority 

sexual identity has on developmental progression of emerging adults is needed (Morgan, 

2012). Additional exploration of LGBT identity development in emerging adulthood will 

be discussed within that section below. Importantly, with the significant social and legal 

change occurring in many Western societies surrounding same-sex relationships, now is a 

particularly impactful time to study sexual minority emerging adults (Frost et al.).  

Does Emerging Adulthood Exist? 

 Not all scholars agree with the conceptualization and theory of emerging 

adulthood. Arnett’s (2000) theory has been criticized as lacking a sufficiently rigorous 

methodological approach to draw the substantial assertions he made (Côté, 2014). The 

theory has been criticized as not being an original thought, rather a simple extension of 

thought provided by other developmental theorists, including Erikson in 1968 (Syed, 

2016). Critics argue that developmental theory assumes individuals will not all progress 

in a uniform manner and that a transitional period between stages is normal (Hendry & 

Kloep, 2007). Thus, emerging adulthood is not a unique stage, but a typical transitionary 

period between adolescence and young adulthood. The prolonged delay of typical adult 

markers such as culturally mandated actions (i.e. marriage, pregnancy) or long-term 

employment might be a factor of social class rather than a demographic shift (Sharon, 

2016). Hendry and Kloep (2007) argue that Arnett’s construction of the emerging 

adulthood developmental stage relies too heavily on cultural contexts and social 

institutions when describing development. This has forced much of the developmental 

milestones to adhere to heteronormative social constructs (Torkelson, 2012; Morgan 

2016). Wagaman et al. (2014) found the conceptual aspects of emerging adulthood theory 



GAY IDENTITY IN EMERGING ADULTHOOD  
  

19 

do not address issues of heteronormative expectations or the marginalization of the 

LGBTQ community. Lastly, and most profoundly, even in the presence of multiple 

outliers suggesting the need to revise the theory, Arnett has not heeded this 

recommendation (Côté).  

 Every theory has detractors and areas where gaps may emerge. This is beneficial. 

If there were not gaps, there would not be avenues for continued refinement. Continued 

study provides avenues to refine the conceptualization of theory. Thus, while emerging 

adulthood as a theory does present with a few gaps in its formation, it sufficiently meets 

the needs of this study. Emerging adulthood provides a developmental stage that is aware 

of and sensitive to the Westernized sociocultural forces impacting this stage (Arnett, 

2000 & 2016; Arnett et al., 2014; Sharon, 2016). This study’s primary purpose is to 

explore the presence of three constructs within emerging adulthood, not to assess the 

legitimacy of the construct of emerging development. Emerging adulthood provides a 

sufficiently robust conceptualization that has allowed researchers to identify interventions 

and predictors that promote positive development in emerging adulthood, a desired 

outcome of this research study (O’Connor et al., 2011). Emerging adulthood recognizes 

the impact current social trends have on this cohort, including the significant impact the 

digital world has on sexual behavior, body image, friendship quality, and prosocial 

behaviors (Coyne, Padilla-Walker, & Howard, 2013). Emerging adulthood provides a 

relevant, adaptive, model to consider how sociocultural impacts influence this 

developmental stage, and the constructs of study.  
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Gay Identity Development 

 Identity exploration and development is a crucial developmental task in emerging 

adulthood (McAdams, 2016). This is especially true for sexual identity development of 

minority sexual groups (Morgan, 2012; Torkelson, 2012). Researchers in the 1970s began 

studying the identity development of sexual minorities and creating developmental 

schemas to explain the process. Models of gay identity development include stage model 

and life span approaches (Bilodeau & Renn, 2005).  

Cass’s Homosexual Identity Formation Model 

 The first widely accepted non-majority sexual identity development model was 

Cass’s (1979; 1984) Homosexual Identity Formation Model. Cass (1979) proposed six 

stages of identity development. Identity development begins with Stage 1, identity 

confusion. Within this stage, individuals fear that their behavior or actions may be 

defined by others as homosexual. Recognition that they may no longer hold a 

heterosexual identity leads to confusion, bewilderment and questioning (Cass, 1979). 

Stage 2 is when individuals begin identity comparison and recognizes that the differences 

between themselves and their heterosexual peers (Cass, 1979). Stage 3, with increasing 

tolerance of their homosexual self-image, individuals begin to seek out the company of 

like individuals to fulfill emotional, social, and sexual needs(Cass, 1979). Within this 

stage, individuals may exhibit two separate images: a public presentation (straight) and a 

private presentation (gay/lesbian).  Stage 4, individuals having increased contact with 

members of their subculture encourages a more positive view of themselves leading 

toward identity acceptance (Cass, 1979). Within stage 4, selective disclosure of their 

identity may occur to close friends and relatives. Stage 5 is characterized by feelings of 
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pride towards one’s sexual identity and fierce loyalty to their group (Cass, 1979). Anger 

over stigmatization and the devalued nature of their sexual identity occurs, which leads to 

dissonance. Stage 6 is the final stage and is the attempt to remove dissonance toward a 

synthesis of identity (Cass, 1979). Within identity synthesis individuals no longer hide 

their sexual identity and disclosure of their identity becomes a non-issue.  

 Cass (1984) assessed the model finding a general support for her model and the 

underlying hypothesis. This model continues to be popular in the exploration of 

homosexual identity development both for popularity of use and the soundness of its 

model. The Cass model also provides guided methods for intervention with individuals 

progressing forward in identity development (Adams & Phillips, 2009). Cass (1996) 

provided the recommended interventions based upon an individual’s positive and 

negative pathways of developing their homosexual identity. Peterson and Gerrity (2006) 

suggest positive identity formation are difficult for gay and lesbian individuals due to the 

numerous barriers to self-acceptance, integration into society, and internalized 

homophobia. Thus, the Cass model with its focus on positive identity development 

pathways is a helpful way to conceptualize and encourage positive identity development.   

 Cass’s model has received criticism as the stage model evaluates stage change 

based upon positive and negative interactions the individual is having in relation to 

themselves a society (Kenneady & Oswalt, 2014). While the model has been applied to a 

variety of populations and situations, it is narrow in its focus on only same-sex attraction 

identity development. The model also fails to differentiate gender differences between 

lesbian and gay identity development (Kenneady & Oswalt).  Cass’s model does not 

address dual identity development, which often occurs concurrently not independently 



GAY IDENTITY IN EMERGING ADULTHOOD  
  

22 

(Jamil, Harper & Fernandez, 2009). Chun and Singh (2010) found the model is unable to 

consider all ethnicities. Most of the research on Cass’s model were on samples primarily 

comprised of White middle-class men (Rowen & Malcolm, 2003). Thus, it is 

unsurprising it may not consider non-majority racial populations. Ferdoush (2016) 

explored Cass’s model in a category of Bangladeshi homosexual individuals. The study 

found Cass’s model did not fit all aspects of the sample population, mainly due to the 

model lacking discussion of stigma-management strategies within the stages (Ferdoush, 

2016). Kenneady and Oswalt suggest Cass’s model may not be appropriate in all 

situations, but still may be viable when exploring the coming out process. 

Troiden’s Model of Homosexual Identity Formation 

 Building upon Cass’s model, Troiden (1988, 1989) reduced the model of 

homosexual identity development into four stages. The original model (1979) was based 

on interviews with 150 men and specifically addressed gay male identity acquisition. 

Later explorations Troiden (1988, 1989) explored homosexual identity development 

among gay men and lesbian women. The four models consist of sensitization, identity 

confusion, identity assumption, and commitment (Troiden, 1988). Within the 

sensitization stage, an individual becomes aware that they are somehow different than 

their peers. Troiden (1979) highlights that common feelings of difference in this stage 

include a general sense of ineptitude or alienation, experiences of excitement in the 

presence of other males, or a fascination with the male body. In stage two, identity 

confusion, there is suspicion that one might be homosexual, and this fact is damming 

such that many take steps to avoid or convince themselves they are not gay (Troiden, 

1988). In Troiden’s 1979 model, the third stage was termed coming out, later named 
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identity assumption. This stage focuses on the individual internalizing and assuming a 

homosexual identity and feeling confident enough to label their feelings as such (Troiden, 

1989). Within this stage individuals begin formally associating with gay culture and 

explore and have, for the most part, overcome the avoidance of their gay identity. The 

fourth and final stage, commitment, is when their homosexual identity is adopted as a 

way of life. Critical to this stage is the level of integration the new identity has within an 

individual’s overall life (Troiden, 1988). If an individual is not sufficiently bought into 

their identity, it is not integrated, and thus ego confusion can occur (Troiden, 1979).  

 Many stage models of LGBT identity development have no research or empirical 

validation backing their development (Eliason & Schope, 2007). While Troiden’s original 

model was created based upon qualitative interviews with gay men, it still does not have 

enough empirical support. Troiden firmly believed that sexual identities are learned 

within a social context (Troiden, 1989). In discussions surrounding his model, Troiden 

even discussed strategies to evade detection and avoid disclosure of their homosexual 

identity (Eliason & Schope). With the increasing social acceptance of gay men in the 

United States, Troiden’s model has been limited in use. Eliason and Schope contend that 

the model may still be applicable in locales or countries where there is significant 

stigmatization of homosexual individuals, which necessitates non-disclosure of their 

sexual identity.  

 Recent conceptualizations of gay or same-sex identity development have focused 

less on stage-oriented models and more toward life-span models of development.  As 

society has evolved and newer models of gay identity development are proposed, less and 

less are negatively impacted by endemic thought that homosexuality is a deviance (Renn, 



GAY IDENTITY IN EMERGING ADULTHOOD  
  

24 

2010). This work will explore life-span gay identity development models to better 

understand the newer understandings of development that accompany this approach. 

Answering Renn’s (2010) call to consider the impact of intersectionality on gay identity 

development, this study will be mindful of these considerations.   

D'Augelli’s Model of LGB Identity Development 

  D’Augelli (1994) was the first to suggest a life-span approach to sexual identity 

development. D’Augelli argued that the creation of this model was needed as individual 

identity development involves a multitude of factors and dynamics occurring over a span 

of time. D’Augelli (1994) argued that any approach to sexual identity development 

needed to include the broad considerations of “individual changes from birth through 

adulthood to death, patterns of social intimacy across the lifespan, and linkages between 

the person, his or her significant others, and his or her proximal and distal environments” 

(D’Augelli, 1994, p. 318). His approach emphasized six processes that included; (1) 

existing heterosexual identity; (2) developing a personal gay identity status; (3) 

developing a gay social identity; (4) becoming a gay offspring; (5) developing a gay 

intimacy status, and; (6) entering a gay community (Stevens, 2004).  

 The important distinction for D’Augelli’s model is that he does not call his 

conceptual areas stages, but interactive processes that an individual process through when 

moving toward identity salience. Within the first process, individuals recognize that their 

feelings and sexual attractions are not heterosexual and begin sharing this with others. 

During the second process, individuals begin making meaning of their feelings, thoughts, 

and desires toward creating a personal identity status (D’Augelli, 1994). Within the third 

process, individuals extend the personal identity created in the second process by creating 
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a support network of people who know and support their homosexual identity. The fourth 

stage is when an LGB individual discloses their homosexual identity to their parents. This 

stage can be particularly problematic for many as this disclosure may cause discord 

among members of the family system who have traditional values (Baiocco, 2015). 

Individuals moving toward developing same-sex intimacy status, the fifth stage, are 

trying to understand the complex and hidden social norms of the LGB community. 

Within this stage, individuals are often trying to understand how to find others like them 

and act in a manner according to their community. The final stage is when individuals 

determine the level of social and political advocacy, they can undertake. Within the 

United States, laws do not protect housing or job rights of LGBT individuals, thus many 

may not outwardly undertake this commitment (Woodward, Paceley, Kulick, & Hong, 

2015).  

  D’Augelli’s model has received praise for considering issues that have not been 

addressed by past models. In D’Augelli’s model, sexual identity is considered fluid and 

human development is intimately tied to biological, environmental, and social factors 

(Bilodeau & Renn, 2005). This model has the potential to account for a variety of 

experiences and a diverse processing of homosexual identity development, more so than 

stage development models. Recent research has found that D’Augelli’s model aligns with 

the identity development experiences of transgender individuals, continuing to support 

this model’s utility (Bilodeau & Renn). 

Stage Model or Lifespan Model? 

 Many studies exist exploring both stage development models of homosexual 

identity development and life-span models of development. A brief discussion of research 



GAY IDENTITY IN EMERGING ADULTHOOD  
  

26 

endeavors connected with emerging adulthood or studies that extend models noted above 

are worth discussion. Adams and Phillips (2009) explored the identity formation of Two-

spirit individuals within a population of Native Americans, finding that Cass’s model 

might not be as applicable to this group. Robbins, Low, and Query (2016) explored the 

coming out process of asexual individuals in comparison to available non-majority sexual 

identity development models. The researchers found preliminary patterns of asexual 

identity development seemed to fit homosexual and bisexual identity development 

models (Robbins et al.). Researchers are encouraged to be aware that multiple or 

intersecting minority identities can influence progression within identity development or 

require considerations during research (Bilodeau & Renn). Martos, Nezhad and Meyer 

(2015) found that identity milestones seem to appear earlier in younger cohorts than in 

older cohorts. The study found that coming out did not differ in timing based upon race 

or ethnicity, and that men experienced sexual identity milestones earlier than women 

(Martos et al.). Using data from the Growing Up Today Study of lesbian and gay men 

aged 22 – 29, scholars found similar results that men reached sexual identity development 

milestones earlier than women (Katz-Wise, Rosario, Calzo, Scherer, Sarda, & Austin, 

2017). Halpin and Allen (2004) found that the greatest levels of distress (including 

depression and suicidality) occurred during the middle stages of identity formation, 

suggesting additional resources within these stages are needed. Dunn et al. (2015) 

explored the connections between religious faith and sexual orientation identity 

development. Findings within the study suggest that integrating one’s faith and minority 

sexual identity can be difficult, leading to ambiguity and dissonance between competing 
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important identities (Dunn et al., 2015). Considerations such as these will need to be 

considered within the proposed study. 

Relationship Satisfaction 

Relational satisfaction is the “overall satisfaction people experience in their 

primary romantic relationship when taking all aspects of the relationship into 

consideration” (Putney, 2017, p. 13). This definition will guide our exploration of the 

literature. Much like identity development models, relationship development models 

include stage models that espouse a linear sequence to relational commitment and process 

models that espouse relational processes that define a relationship (Macapagal et al., 

2015). Research on these models are largely comprised of heterosexual populations and 

rarely explore sexual minority populations. A recent study found that emerging adult 

LGBT couples are both similar and different from existing models based on heterosexual 

populations (Macapagal et al.). Overall, Macapagal et al. found that current relational 

stage models do not adequately capture LGBT couples within emerging adulthood. Thus, 

exploration of relationship stage models will not be considered within this exploration as 

they do not appropriately reflect same-sex relational experiences. 

Emerging Adult Relational Satisfaction 

Barry et al. (2009) found no impact from friendships on identity development, but 

a positive impact from romantic relationships on identity. The research suggested that as 

emerging adults move from adolescence toward and through emerging adulthood, 

romantic relationships become increasingly more important than friendships (Barry et 

al.). An individual’s physical and mental health outcomes in emerging adulthood have 

related to romantic relationship status (Cashen & Grotevant, 2019). The forming of 
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successful romantic relationships has been argued to be an important milestone within 

emerging adulthood (Arnett, 2004). The level of happiness an emerging adult feel is often 

directly related to the happiness they feel within their romantic relationship (Demir, 

2010). When an individual conflict with a partner, they feel lower levels of happiness; 

when conflict is low, happiness is high (Demir). Increasingly emerging adults feel an 

increasing sense of freedom to explore differing forms of romantic and sexual relational 

experiences (Claxton & van Dulmen, 2013). Emerging adulthood can include a variety of 

casual sexual relationships that often lack definition and discussion among members 

about long-term or future relational expectations (Claxton & van Dulmen). Research has 

found that identity salience, level of future orientation, and conflict management skills 

inform how emerging adults will approach relationships (Roberson et al., 2017). Higher 

relational satisfaction and commitment within relationships was shown by those 

individuals who lacked ambiguity, were more skilled at conflict management, and were 

more future oriented (Roberson et al.). Available research provides important 

implications for the level and aspects of change to an emerging adult’s social network 

that occurs during this developmental time frame (Barry et al.). Recognizing the 

increasing importance of romantic relationships during emerging adulthood, it is also 

important to consider issues unique to the LGBT community, and specific to this study, 

gay men. 

Sexual Minority Relational Satisfaction 

For sexual minorities, social acceptance of a relationship can has a significant 

impact on overall relational satisfaction. If an individual lacks support from family or 

peers for a relationship, they are more likely to perceive personal stigma and thus isolate 
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(Dooley, 2009; Ryan, Huebner, Diaz, & Sanchez, 2009). If one has a supportive, positive, 

relationship with a partner it can decrease the likelihood of mental health issues and 

negate the effects from family or friends (Belous & Wampler, 2016). Thus, often same-

sex couples spend time mediating and navigating discourse surrounding their relationship 

(Lannutti, 2018). Not disclosing one’s sexual orientation is a method of avoiding stigma 

or anticipated negative experiences with their social network (Scrimshaw, Downing, & 

Cohn, 2018). Individuals in same-sex relationships not only need to manage the stigma of 

their sexual identity in a variety of settings but must also manage stigma connected with 

their same-sex relationship (Knight, Tilcsik, & Anteby, 2016). Members of a same-sex 

couple are vulnerable to unique minority stigma experiences termed couple-level minority 

stressors (Frost, LeBlanc, de Vries, Alston-Stepnitz, Stephenson, & Woodyatt, 2017). 

When the individual management of identity concealment becomes an aspect both 

members of a same-sex couple must jointly navigate, it become couple-level concealment 

(Frost et al, 2017). When a same-sex couple must deal with heightened relationship 

concealment, members often report lower relational satisfaction (Pepping, Cronin, 

Halford, & Lyons, 2018). When couples in a same-sex relationship feel as though their 

identities are affirmed, they report higher relationship satisfaction (Prepping et al.). 

Arguably most important area of acceptance for LGB individuals is feeling accepted by 

their parents (Fuller & Rutter, 2018). LGB individuals are more likely to perceive their 

same-sex relationship with a high level of satisfaction if they feel accepted by their 

parents (Fuller & Rutter).  

Same-sex couples navigate and jointly manage stigma, marginalization, and 

internalized homophobia, processes which impact relationship trajectory and satisfaction 
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(Rostosky & Riggle, 2017b). Members of same-sex relationships that were able to 

effectively reframe their stigmatizing experiences positively were more likely to keep 

themselves unified (Gaines & Henderson, 2004; Connolly, 2006). Feinstein, McConnell, 

Dyar, Mutanski and Newcomb (2018) explored relationship functioning among young 

male same-sex couples, finding that individual stressors were more likely to impact 

relationship functioning than partner stressors. Emerging adult gay men may be less 

likely to share individual stressors with their partner (Feinstein et al.). When emerging 

adult gay men share stressors with their partner, allowing for joint coping within the 

relational dyad, higher levels of relationship satisfaction were disclosed (Feinstein et al.). 

Interestingly, the interconnectedness between same-sex partners leads members to often 

report similar mental health concerns (Starks, Doyle, Millar, & Parsons, 2017). Recent 

research found that an individual’s intimacy development was directly associated with 

their disclosed relational satisfaction (Starks et al.). 

Aspects commonly explored within same-sex relationship studies include level of 

outness, commitment, perceived intimacy, and egalitarian ideals (Rostosky & Riggle, 

2017a).  Relational satisfaction, as noted above, is often influenced by one’s identity 

management and identity development. Research is mixed on how an individual’s level 

of outward minority sexual identity expression impacts relational satisfaction (Knoble & 

Linville, 2012). To better understand the impact on relational satisfaction, an exploration 

of the literature surrounding the outward expression of sexual identity will be explored.  

Outness 

Individuals with a sexual minority identity may not have their difference readily 

visible, which leads to the complex and continual process of deciding when to disclose 
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this difference. Openness regarding one’s sexual orientation, or the construct of outness, 

encompasses the complexities of internal-shame and external discrimination, components 

of disclosure and concealment. Frost et al. (2017) discussed considerations of minority 

stress, or “social stress resulting from stigma, prejudice, and discrimination” and how it 

negatively influences sexual minority individuals (p. 455). Issues involving level of 

outness, disclosure, and concealment not only impact the individual, but place stressors 

on the same-sex couple and family structures (Frost et al., 2015; Lassiter, Gutierrez, Dew, 

& Abrams, 2017). Regardless, coming out is often described as a crucial process of 

sexual minority identity development (Ali & Barden, 2015; Cass, 1984; D’Augelli, 

1994).   

Klein et al. (2015) discussed the multiple complexities of coming out in the 

heteronormative hegemony of the United States. The coming out process has been broken 

into three broad considerations; (1) individual factors, such as internalized homophobia 

that impacts outness; (2) the context of coming out, which includes perceived amount of 

other and peer support and; (3) the complexities connected with coming out, including 

choosing words to define oneself (Klein et al.). For sexual minorities, the coming out 

process can be one of considerable personal dilemma and debate, but also risk (Ali & 

Barden, 2015; Legate, Ryan & Weinstein, 2012). Recognizing these potential risks leads 

sexual minority individuals to debate if it is safe within that space to disclose their sexual 

identity to others (Legate et al.). For those who are coupled, outness is a shared value 

system and common understanding of how, when, and where the relational identity can 

be expressed (Knoble & Linville, 2012).  
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One area of difficulty in terms of sexual identity disclosure is place of 

employment. The potential consequences and stigma associated with disclosure of one’s 

sexual identity at their place of employment can have a detrimental outcome, including 

harassment (Berkley, Beard, & Daus, 2018). Concealment of one’s identity can also 

negatively impact one’s career, causing social avoidance leading to less networking and 

increased levels of work stress (Berkley et al.). Another unfortunate fact of life for many 

LGBT individuals is the lack of workplace discrimination laws within many U.S. States, 

meaning disclosure could also result in the loss of employment (Hodson, Jackson, Cukier 

& Holmes, 2018). Further, many corporations within the United States also have 

corporate policies that directly marginalize and discriminate LGBT individuals (Hodson 

et al.; Human Rights Campaign, 2019).  

Disclosure about one’s sexual identity can also impact parenting and family 

dynamics. For many same-sex parents a balance between child safety and personal sexual 

identity disclosure is a frequent consideration (Lassiter et al.). A child’s disclosure of 

their non-majority sexual identity can impact the family system. Varied research exists on 

the processes within a family once a child or member of the family comes out with a 

minority sexual orientation. Impacts of family culture and family-based values play a role 

within how a family handles such a disclosure (Goodrich, Trahan & Brammer, 2019). 

The intersection between religious or spiritual identity of the family can also attribute to 

conflict within the family (Goodrich et al.). Often, siblings are a key support structure for 

the youth or emerging adult who decides to come out, providing social and familial 

support during the process (Grafsky, Hickey, Nguyen & Wall, 2018). Coming out to 
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members of one’s extended family (aunts, uncles, cousins) can provide support outside of 

the nuclear family for LGBT individuals (Grafsky et al.).   

Multiple Minority Identities  

Considerations should also be given to multiple intersecting minority identities. 

Unfortunately, limited research on individuals of color coming out as a sexual minority is 

limited (Villicana, Delucio & Biernat, 2016). African American culture and the 

importance of black families have been well studied, yet little exits on being LGBT 

within black families (Pastrana, 2016). A recent study of 2,166 Black LGBT people in 

the United States found that having support from one’s family heavily influences an 

individual’s outness (Pastrana). Overall, Black LGBT individuals 24 years and younger 

are less likely to be out compared with their non-minority peers, suggesting multiple 

minority identities could complicate safety and outness (Pastrana). For Latino men, 

disclosure of their gay identity did not seem to be critical for their well-being or 

continued development (Villicana et al). Research has shown that disclosure of one’s 

sexual orientation, and thus connecting to a community, might be more necessary for 

White individuals than for those with a community, such as Latino individuals (Villicana 

et al.). 

A component of the coming out process is the aspect of internalized shame or 

self-hatred. This coupled with the felt or suspected external discrimination can prevent 

individuals from coming out. Shame within the LGBT community is often termed 

internalized homophobia; however, researchers have argued that it should be termed 

internalized heterosexualism to recognize the socially imbedded power of heterosexual 

identities (Puckett, Levitt, Horne, & Hayes-Skelton, 2015). Regardless of the term, 
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individuals who internalize negative views of minority sexual identities and thus view 

themselves or others in a negative manner suffer considerable negative self-talk (Puckett 

et al.). These negative views impact a gay man’s ability to commit to and invest in a 

relationship and impacted overall relational satisfaction (Greene & Britton, 2015). 

Individuals who have a negative view of themselves and their minority sexuality may 

limit their outness and take steps to exhibit a heterosexual outward identity (Sanchez, 

Blas-Lopez, Martinez-Patino, & Vilain, 2016).  

Outness within Identity Development 

A few models exist that address the coming out process. Many of the models of 

coming out are subsumed by an overall identity development model. For instance, Cass’s 

(1979) Homosexual identity model includes a process of outwardly identifying as 

homosexual. Coleman (1982) formulated a developmental stage model of the coming out 

process. A drawback of many coming out process models, they are normed on White 

populations and often consisting of privileged gay men (Rowen & Malcom, 2003). What 

most models of the coming out process fail to recognize is the recurring nature of 

outness, which includes the continual process of self-disclosing a minority sexual identity 

(Ali & Barden, 2015). Models also seem to ignore the aspect that an individual may be 

out to one person, but not to another, and the need to navigate this differing awareness 

can be difficult (Adams, 2011). A model by Minton and McDonald (1983) recognizes the 

individual’s need to weigh the cost and benefits from coming out and disclosure of one’s 

identity in specific situations. The five stages outlined by this model are pre-coming out, 

coming out, exploration, first relationships, and integration (Minton & McDonald, 1983). 

Minton and McDonald argued that gay men do not need to tell the world about their 
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sexuality to feel better, rather to form a positive self-concept, they need positive support 

from significant members of their lives. Parental level of support for a child’s sexual 

identity and coming out significantly impacts the child’s wellbeing (D’Amico, Julien, 

Tremblay & Chartrand, 2015). Thus, coming out to loved ones may be more impactful 

than coming out to individuals with less of an impact. Manning (2014) found seven 

different and unique types of coming out conversations; pre-planned conversations, 

emergent conversations, coaxed conversations, confrontational conversations, 

romantic/sexual conversations, educational/activist conversations, and mediated 

conversations. These various types of coming out conversations, the impetus behind the 

conversations, and the impact conversations have on the individual and their identity 

assist us in assessing and understanding the complexities of this concept.  

With recent social and cultural changes to the acceptance of sexual minorities, 

some have argued that coming out and being out may not be as damaging as it once was. 

However, research shows that even with the gay friendly discourse in popular culture 

within the United States, marginalization, homophobia, institutionalized heterosexist 

structures and xenophobia still exist (Teal & Conover-Williams, 2019). Even within the 

queer community, oppression occurs among members, adding further complexity to the 

marginalization that occurs within the community (Teal & Conover-Williams). For those 

gay men who are living in rural or less urban areas, along with possible feelings of 

marginalization and oppression, they may feel a profound sense of social isolation and 

loneliness (Currin & Hubach, 2018). Interestingly, for those who are struggling with 

loneliness and isolation, aspects of self-compassion and self-forgiveness can decrease 

feelings of loneliness (Currin & Hubach).  
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Socially Created Constructs 

 When discussing gay identity development, relational satisfaction, and outness, it 

is important to recognize how the concepts were constructed. The language used to 

define, discuss, and create the reality surrounding a phenomenon shape the 

phenomenon’s context (Grace, 1987). Social constructivism argues that knowledge is not 

found, rather it is constructed between people via language, relational knowing, and 

biological processes (Rudes & Guterman, 2007). A social constructivist perspective 

posits that people create ideas and that knowledge is not an objective representation or a 

subjective representation (Guterman & Rudes, 2008; Rudes & Guterman). Rather, 

knowledge is created through a consensual process within a community that is operating 

within shared traditions, language, and culture (Cottone, 2007). Simply, “within a social 

group, what people come to believe together becomes absolutely true to them within their 

community” (Cottone, 2007, p. 193).  

 If knowledge is not gained via stationary processes of the world, but from people, 

the agreed upon knowledge can then differ based upon the social characteristics of those 

people at that specific time in history (Burr, 2015). What is seen by a society as 

acceptable or unacceptable is influenced by their cultural ideology in that historical 

context (Burr). Thus, it is important to recognize the constraints, impact, and influence of 

the social communities that the constructs of gay identity, relational satisfaction, and 

outness operate within. Remaining aware of the impact and influence language, culture, 

and social groups have upon constructs can assist in understanding cultural rules, 

standards, and oppressed narratives (Cameron, 2005).  
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 Consider, in the not so distant past LGBT individuals were frequently diagnosed 

as having a deviate mental illness. Immense social, cultural, and in some places mental 

illness related stigma still plague LGBT individuals (Perone, 2014). In some areas of the 

United States, it is still acceptable to treat deviations from normative heterosexuality as a 

mental illness that requires treatment to return to a healthy heterosexual state (Perone). 

These social beliefs impact individual perceptions and the language used to describe 

LGBT individuals (Cameron). These social constructions in turn impact gay identity 

development, relational satisfaction, and outness. As these aspects are all situated within 

a social context, it is important that this study consider how social constructed topics 

influence this exploration.  

 Recognizing the various social constructs that influence a construct, it is 

important we recognize the contribution of Queer theory to this study. de Lauretis (1991), 

in her seminal queer theory essay, argued that explorations on gay and lesbian issues 

often ignore the impact of race, gender, class differences, culture, or sociopolitical issues. 

Queer theory opens the exploration of LGBT studies to explore more than just sexuality 

(Hicks & Jeyasingham, 2016). Queer theory encourages researchers to recognize that 

sexual identity and the associated discourses are framed by and constrained within 

historical, social, and cultural contexts (Hicks & Jeyasingham). Queer theory, much like 

feminist theory, is a postmodern effort to call into question conventional notions of 

gendered, heteronormative, sexuality and identity (Hennessy, 1993).  

  As this study is conceived and conducted, it is important for the researcher to 

consider how this study is impacted by social constructivism as encouraged by queer 

theory. For instance, LGBTQ identity development models are criticized for being 
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developed on individuals in privileged social locations, or for accepting that social 

marginalization as part of minority identity development is normal and acceptable 

(Wagaman, 2016). Western societies, including the United States are inherently 

heteronormative in their expectations, presentation, and social contracts (Thorne, 

Hegarty, & Hepper, 2019). Calling into question conventional definitions and critiquing 

underlying narratives encourages a purposeful consideration of heteronormative 

restrictions on a phenomenon (Smith & Shin, 2015). Queer Theory encourages scholars 

to question the pervasive, historical, and traditional narratives that have caused and have 

allowed hegemonic heteronormativity to exist (Allen & Mendez, 2018). As this work is 

measuring and considering socially constructed aspects of non-dominant sexual identity 

development, relational satisfaction, and internalized and externalized stigma 

management, being mindful of socially constructed phenomena and questioning the 

historical narratives that led to such creation is important. Thus, this work will use these 

two important arguments to better understand the external influence placed upon the 

constructs of study.  

Considerations and Gaps within Current Research Base 

 A variety of considerations should be made when exploring each of the concepts 

of emerging adulthood, gay identity development, relational satisfaction in gay men, and 

outness. Exploring gaps within the literature provide this study with the justification for 

its exploration. Limitations that exist within the literature provide the researcher with 

awareness of how these limits may impact the study. Recognizing possible limitations 

allow the researcher to attempt to compensate within the study design. A discussion of 
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how these limitations may impact the study and any compensation needed will be 

addressed.  

Emerging Adulthood 

 The emerging adulthood model and concept has not sufficiently recognized how 

heavily its model relies on hegemonic sociocultural expectations on an individual’s 

development (Hendry and Kloep, 2007). Arnett’s (2004) constructs adhere to gendered 

and heteronormative social constructs, ignoring LGBT individuals and specifically for 

this study, gay men (Sharon, 2016; Torkelson, 2012; Morgan 2016). Much discussion of 

emerging adulthood and the developmental milestones adhere to heteronormative social 

constructs, how then does Emerging Adulthood exist within the LGBT community? 

Specific to this exploration, how does emerging adulthood manifest in gay men?  

 Research on gay men in emerging adulthood is limited. Research that does exist 

has an overwhelming number of deficit-based explorations that compare sexual 

minorities with their dominant counterparts. Spencer and Patrick (2009) explored 

differences in depressive symptomology among lesbian and gay emerging adults in 

comparison to their heterosexual peers. Internalized homonegativity, and external 

stressors associated with a minority identity was also found to mediate stress and 

depression in a sample of LGB individuals (Parra, Benibgui, Helm & Hastings, 2016). 

Talley, Sher and Littlefield (2010) found differences in substance use behaviors between 

sexual minorities and sexual majority individuals. Coulter et al. (2018) found similar 

results that sexual minorities were more likely to heavily use alcohol than their 

heterosexual counterparts. Gay male emerging adults have been found to be more likely 
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to engage in risky sexual behaviors (Cook, Halkitis, & Kapadia, 2018). Numerous 

additional studies exist exploring negative sexual outcomes of same-sex practices.  

 Many studies (i.e. Cashen & Grotevant, 2019; Sharon, 2016) exploring emerging 

adults are overwhelmingly White in their samples. Studies (i.e. Demir, 2010; Roberson et 

al, 2017) on emerging adulthood often have samples consisting primarily of college 

students from one institution. Thus, many general studies on the concept of emerging 

adulthood are not generalizable outside of the study. Additionally, a limited number of 

explorations exist on the developmental characteristic of underrepresented or minority 

populations.  

 This study will fill a gap within the research on emerging adulthood by exploring 

gay men, a minority group rarely explored in emerging adulthood literature. Expanding 

the current body of research on the characteristics of gay males in this developmental 

stage can assist the field to determine if emerging adulthood, as a developmental stage, 

has similar characteristics outside of majority populations. Results from this study will 

not only help fill a gap in knowledge but can elucidate future avenues for research on this 

topic.  

Gay Identity Development 

As with any model of identity development, they do not outline the method that 

all individuals necessarily follow. Stage models of LGBT identity development have 

been criticized for lacking enough empirical validation of the underlying assumptions 

within the model(s) (Eliason & Schope, 2007). Many stage development models (i.e. 

Cass, Troiden) were formed through qualitative interviews with gay or lesbian 

individuals. While this method provides rich data, follow up empirical research on their 
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validity ensures accuracy. Sufficient follow up research on their stability does not exist. 

Further, models such as Troiden’s (1989), are firmly rooted in the social context present 

during its creation. Troiden is often criticized for discussing strategies for gay and lesbian 

individuals to evade detection of their homosexual identity (Eliason & Schope). This is 

indicative of social mores at the time of Troiden’s writing but fails to recognize or 

consider the social constraints of today’s LGBT community. Stage development models 

are widely used within research but have limitations in their ability to describe 

developmental experiences that differ from the social context in which the models were 

created.   

More recently, conceptualizations of gay identity development have moved 

toward less stage-oriented models toward life-span models of development. As social 

mores within Western countries have changed, less consideration of homosexuality as a 

deviance has occurred, encouraging newer developmental models to be created (Renn, 

2010). Recognizing that individuals are influenced and molded by the social structure 

they operate within; older stage development models may not appropriately consider the 

experiences of younger emerging adults. Thus, this work will utilize life-span identity 

development models as they allow for an individual to develop in one process area in a 

greater capacity than another (Bilodeau & Renn, 2005). D’Augelli’s life-span model 

allows for a LGBT individual to regress back to an earlier stage when confronted with a 

new experience, such as a new place of employment.  

LGBT identity formation models are often criticized for being developed on 

individuals with privilege (such as White, middle or upper-class gay men) or the ability 

to hide their sexuality (Wagaman, 2016). Models have been criticized for not considering 
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those with multiple minority identities, or the complex cultural aspects that must be 

navigated within multiple identities (Pastrana, 2016). When family support is prized 

within a minority culture, fear of rejection, homophobia, or loss of family support may 

cause a member of a minority culture to not disclose their identity (Pastrana). Gay 

identity development models often do not consider the complex cultural and social 

implications of moving through a gay identity development process. Western societies, 

including the United States are inherently heteronormative in their expectations, 

presentation, and social contracts (Thorne, Hegarty, & Hepper, 2019). Often models of 

gay identity development recognize the impact of society on identity development but fail 

to call specific heteronormative social functions into question.  

As noted above, life-span gay identity development models provide a more 

responsive and flexible approach over the stage development models. This work will 

utilize the more flexible life-span identity development models which accommodate 

individual process developments occurring in a variety of areas, rather than strict stages 

(Bilodeau & Renn, 2005). Stage development models are impacted by social and cultural 

assumptions and believe that identity formation is a linear process. Life-span 

development models provide processes through which individuals move toward 

internalizing their non-majority sexual identity. While all models have strengths and 

limitations, the life-span development models allow for the most diverse approach toward 

identity development. There is currently limited research on life-span gay identity 

development models (Goodrich & Brammer, 2019) This work will aim to add to the 

available research on life-span development models. Further, this work will aim to meet 

the needs outlined by Goodrich & Brammer (2019) by providing suggestions for 
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counselors and counselor educators using life-span gay identity development models in 

their practice.  

Relational Satisfaction 

 Research has yet to accurately and fully account for the unique relational 

experiences same-sex couples have during emerging adulthood (Frost et al., 2015). A 

recent meta-analysis of studies exploring same-sex couples found they most often failed 

to address, consider, or control for stigma and inequality (Rostosky & Riggle, 2017a). 

The researchers found that many of the studies failed to recognize the cultural, social, or 

political inequalities of marginalized groups within the study and data analysis (Rostosky 

& Riggle, 2017a). Many published studies use relational measures on same-sex couples 

that have not been normed on the LGBT population (Rostosky & Riggle, 2017a). What 

data does exist, is often primarily measuring White individuals. This lack of non-majority 

voices makes the findings of many studies poorly representative to the larger LGBT 

community poor. unity. As within emerging adulthood, studies most often seek to 

compare same-gender couples to their heterosexual counterparts, which continues to 

suggest a difference from the norm (Belous & Wampler, 2016).  

 Relatively little is known about relationship patterns of emerging adults, as many 

current relational studies explore same-sex family units (i.e. Lassiter et al, 2017) or the 

sample has a wide age range with a mean age significantly above emerging adulthood 

(Macapagal et al., 2015). Explorations of relational patterns of emerging adults often 

sample mostly heterosexual individuals, thus informing the field of majority relational 

patterns (Barry et al., 2009). Often, exploration of relational satisfaction or patterns 

within emerging adulthood fail to account for casual sexual relationships and experiences 
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(Claxton & van Dulmen, 2013). Relational satisfaction may occur in such casual 

relational or sexual experiences, but as a socially stereotyped relational experience, it 

lacks enough study (Claxton & van Dulmen).  

Current same-sex relational satisfaction studies seem to ignore the link between felt 

minority stress and overall relational satisfaction (Feinstein, McConnell, Dyar, Mustanski 

& Newcomb, 2018). Including a measure of outness (which also measures minority stress 

present within an individual or relationship), would provide a more nuanced 

understanding the impact of minority stress on relationships (Feinstein et al.). Studies 

also lack consideration of both members of the couple, often collecting data from only 

one member of the couple (Rostosky & Riggle, 2017a). 

 When compared to heterosexual populations there is a vast lack of data on gay 

couples (Toubia, 2014). Not only is there a need for more studies exploring non-majority 

relationships, there is a need to expand the research paradigm away from explorations 

primarily grounded in heterosexual paradigms (Hammack, Frost & Hughes, 2018). 

Research on the various forms non-majority relationships take will help move research 

away from explorations of non-normalcy toward a more fluid, expansive, possibility of 

what relationships include and the diversity within them (Hammack et al.). Studies 

currently existing on relational satisfaction within LGBT populations are often qualitative 

studies exploring the experience and are rather limited in quantitative explorations 

(Rostosky & Riggle, 2017a). Thus, exploration of relational satisfaction using a 

quantitative measure would help fill a gap within the field. Additionally, this study will 

use measures that have been appropriately normed on the population of study ensuring 

the data provided is accurately moving the field forward.  
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Outness 

 Outness has been included as an aspect within gay-identity development models. 

For instance, Cass’s (1979) Homosexual identity model includes a process of outwardly 

identifying as homosexual. When the concept of outness is subsumed by identity 

development models, researchers can fail to recognize the significant impact outness has 

on identity development. Outness, is often a reoccurring process of identity navigation 

and self-disclosure (Ali & Barden, 2015). Even with its consistent presence in the lives of 

LGBT individuals, it lacks enough discussion in sexuality research (Orne, 2011). Limited 

research exists surrounding exactly how outness influences overall gay identity 

development (Whitman & Nadal, 2015).   

 Confounding the discussion of coming out or outness in research is the multitude 

of definitions for the concept and that research often lacks specification on which 

definition is used within the exploration (Orne). A lack of consensus and specification on 

definition within research results in confusion over whether results are complementary, 

conflicting, or building upon similar concepts. Some explorations of outness include 

measurement or consideration of the felt minority stress and adverse effects of coming 

out (Balsam, Beadnell, & Molina, 2013; Knight et al., 2016). Other researchers (i.e. 

Whitman & Nadal) explore outness as a moderating or mediating factor on identity 

development. Still other studies explore the impact internalized homophobia, dominant 

heterosexist culture, and cultural homophobia have on coming out or level of outness 

(Weber-Gilmore, Rose, & Rubinstein, 2011). Exploring outness within a sample recruited 

from a sexual minority organization may find preferable results as the individuals may be 

further along their identity development than a more representative sample (Vaughan & 
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Waehler, 2010). Additionally, explorations of outness are often one-time measurements 

using self-reported information. Repeated-measure interventions given over a period 

would contribute to a better understanding of how outness changes over time.  

 Outness, like other constructs discussed above, continues to suffer from sample 

demographic issues. Many studies on outness are primarily based on White samples, thus 

lacking generalizability to the greater LGBT population. Many studies are conducted on 

small sample sizes continuing to call into question the representativeness of the data 

being presented. Feldman and Wright (2013) recognized that selection bias may occur 

within studies of outness as willing participants may already be somewhat comfortable 

with their sexuality, enough so to participate openly and freely in research.  

 Recognizing the gaps that are present within the current research base, this study 

can assist in overcoming such by providing information on how aspects of outness 

interact with gay identity development. This study will put forth an assumed model of 

interaction between outness and gay identity development. Through the testing of this 

model, the scholarly community will better understand the level to which these two 

constructs interact within emerging adult gay males. The definition and conceptualization 

of outness is poorly constructed in the current literature. To overcome this limitation, the 

researcher has created a definition that includes specific concepts sufficient to guide the 

exploration of this topic within the study. Outness is defined as the level of outward 

openness regarding one’s sexual orientation, which encompasses the complexities of 

internalized homonegativity and shame, and externally felt discrimination which mediate 

components of sexual identity disclosure, concealment of relational or affectual status, or 

perceived/experienced external hate. Using this robust definition, along with a 
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representative and diverse sample of participants, will assist in providing a more 

comprehensive definition to the concept of outness.  

Research Needs 

An exceptionally small number of studies exist that explore the relationship between 

LGBT identity development, relational satisfaction, and outness. An even smaller number 

of studies explore these concepts in a quantitative fashion. This proposed research aims to 

provide data to fill those gaps. As discussed above, the quantitative explorations that exist 

often use measures that have been normed on majority populations or have little support 

for the reliability and construct validity within a minority population. Thus, selection of 

measures to use within this proposed exploration is of significant importance. Results of 

this research will not only assist in filling gaps in knowledge but can also provide 

relevant information for clinical or psychotherapy interventions with this population.  

Discussion 

This study will move the field of research surrounding the constructs of gay 

identity development, relational satisfaction, and outness in emerging adulthood forward. 

The study will provide valuable information to the study of the constructs uniformly and 

individually. As is discussed in the methodology section of this work, the three measures 

used provide factor structures measuring the underlying theoretical components. The 

creation of a model of hypothesized interaction between the larger constructs and the 

underlying components provide a testable model of interaction. Proving or disproving all 

or portions of this testable model will provide a more nuanced and proven way of 

interaction. This new knowledge will move the field forward, provide helpful information 

for counselors and counselor educators, and provide new areas for future research. 
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Chapter three discusses the methodology of this study, including characteristics of 

sample, data gathering method, research questions, and discussion of statistical method 

for data analysis.   
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CHAPTER THREE 

Methodology  

 The primary purpose of this study was to empirically evaluate whether gay 

identity development, relational satisfaction, and degree of outness have measurable 

interaction. No known empirical work exists that measures the interaction between these 

three constructs in emerging adulthood. The review of scholarly literature provided a firm 

foundation for hypothesizing an interaction between these three theoretical constructs. 

Measuring the theoretical constructs was through the use of instrumentation. Each 

instrument evaluates a specific theoretical construct and through analyzing their 

interactions provide information on the larger shared experience of gay-male emerging 

adults. Exploring the established research questions, which include proving or disproving 

the connected hypotheses, provides greater understanding of the complexities 

surrounding gay identity development, relational satisfaction, and outness.  

The results of this study aim to determine the validity of the identified 

instruments, provide a model, supported by the data, in which these three constructs 

interact, and inform student affairs practitioners, mental health workers, and LGBTQ 

community agencies when supporting this population.  This chapter identifies the 

methodological research design, the target population and sampling method, 

instrumentation used, and the process for data analysis. This chapter also presents ethical 

considerations in the collection of data in a marginalized population.   
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Research Questions 

 This study sought to answer the following research questions. These research 

questions were guided and supported by existing literature.   

1. Do the individual factor structures of the instruments (the Gay and 

Lesbian Relationship Satisfaction Scale (GLRSS), the Lesbian, Gay, and 

Bisexual Identity Scale (LGBIS), and the Nebraska Outness Scale (NOS)) 

used in this study remain stable and align with the factor structure 

provided by the instrument author(s)? 

2. Does outness, as measured by the NOS, mediate the relationship between 

relational satisfaction, as measured by the GLRSS, and gay identity 

development as measured by the LGBIS?  

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 1. Hypothesized Model 1 

 

3. Does relational satisfaction, as measured by the GLRSS, mediate the 

relationship between outness, as measured by the NOS, and gay identity 

development as measured by the LGBIS?  
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Figure 2. Hypothesized Model 2 

Hypotheses  

 This study sought to test the following hypotheses: 

Hypothesis 1: The LGBIS (measuring gay identity development), the GLRSS 

(measuring relational satisfaction), and NOS (measuring outness) are unique 

measures that interact with each other in a predictable manner. 

Hypothesis 2: Higher levels of outness, as measured by NOS will predict higher 

relational satisfaction, as measured by the GLRSS, and positive impact on gay 

identity development, as measured by the LGBIS. 

Hypothesis 3: Lower levels of outness, as measured by the NOS will predict 

lower levels of relational satisfaction, as measured by the GLRSS, and a negative 

impact on gay identity development as measured by the LGBIS.  

Hypothesis 4: Higher levels of relational satisfaction, as measured by the GLRSS, 

will predict higher levels of outness, as measured by the NOS, and a positive 

impact on gay identity development as measured by the LGBIS. 

Hypothesis 5: Lower levels of relational satisfaction, as measured by the GLRSS, 

will predict lower levels of outness, as measured by the NOS, and a negative 

impact on gay identity development as measured by the LGBIS. 

GLRSS 

LGBIS NOS 
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Hypothesis 6:  A lower score on the LGBIS, denoting higher levels of identity 

salience, will predict higher scores on relational satisfaction, as measured by the 

GLRSS, and higher levels of outness, as measured by the NOS. 

Hypothesis 7: A higher score on the LGIBS, denoting higher levels of identity 

confusion, will predict lower scores on relational satisfaction, as measured by the 

GLRSS, and lower levels of outness, as measured by the NOS.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 3. Hypothesized Model of interaction 

Study Design 

 To answer these research questions a survey design was be employed. A survey 

design allows for the quantitative description of trends within a population and for testing 

associations among variables (Creswell & Creswell, 2018). A survey design allows for 

the evaluation of predictive relationships between variables (Creswell & Creswell). A 

GLRSS 

LGBIS 

NOS 
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survey method was preferable in answering the above research questions as it allowed for 

rapid, economical, data collection. A primary characteristic of survey research is it allows 

participants to self-report their own feelings, thoughts, and behaviors (Price, Jhangiani & 

Chiang, 2015). Survey research is routinely used in counseling and psychology to gather 

information on a variety of important topics including prevalence of mental health 

disorders (Price et al., 2015; Van Horn, Green & Martinussen, 2009). Most survey 

research is nonexperimental (Price et al.). Crucial considerations when conducting survey 

research include focus on rigorous and purposeful sampling procedures, method of 

collecting the data, nonresponse or incomplete data and missing values, and consideration 

of sampling errors (Fowler, 2014).   

 When conducting survey research, sampling considerations are of paramount 

importance (Fowler, 2014; Nardi, 2016; Price et al., 2015). First, it is important to define 

the population from which the sample will be drawn (Nardi). From this population the 

sample will be drawn. The researcher must be purposeful when determining the frame or 

approach used to secure the sample (Fowler). Sampling is discussed in greater detail later 

in this methodology. Next, the researcher should identify the unit or method of gathering 

the data (Nardi). For this study, the use of previously created instrumentation provides 

the method for gathering data. Data was gathered via internet survey software Qualtrics 

(2019). Statistical analysis of resulting data was completed using Structural Equation 

Modeling (SEM) in SPSS AMOS (version 25).  

 Survey research is an appropriate design method for this study. Existing data on 

the interrelatedness of gay identity development, relational satisfaction, and outness uses 

flawed measures or ones normed on majority populations. Thus, a nonexperimental 
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design to provide a more descriptive base understanding of the interaction of these 

concepts was needed. A thorough consideration of the population of study and rigorous 

sampling methods serves to increase the quality and rigor of data gathered.  

Sample 

It is important to survey research to create a well-defined population from which a 

sample will be drawn (Fowler; Nardi). The population for this study will be limited to 

individuals who identify as gay men, who are between the ages of 19 and 29 years of age 

and are currently residing within the United States and outlying territories. Only 

cisgender gay men were considered as qualifying for this study and sample. Individuals 

who identify as transgender gay men or bisexual men who have been primarily in same-

sex relationships were not considered as qualifying for the study. The disqualification of 

these individuals was not aimed at suggesting their experience is not similar to that of gay 

men, rather an attempt to limit possible errors within a small sample size. Further, 

individuals considered inclusive of the population were required to be in an active same-

sex relationship. Relational experience is needed to complete the instrumentation in this 

study.  

To determine an ideal sample size, data on prevalence of gay men in the United 

States was sought. Men who have sex with men has been estimated to be around 3.9% of 

the population of the United States, or approximately 4.5 million men (Grey et al., 2016). 

A 2017 Gallup poll found Millennials (those born between 1980 and 1999) were more 

likely to identify as LGBT at 8.7% compared to 3.5% of Generation X and 2.4% of Baby 

Boomers who identified as LGBT (Newport, 2018). A 2017 Promundo-US/Unilever 

study found 7% of the males aged 18-30 sampled identified as homosexual in sexual 
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orientation (Heilman, Barker, & Harrison, 2017). The 2017 American Community 

Survey estimates roughly 8.4% (n = 27,360,411) of the US population is male between 

the ages of 18 and 30 (U.S. Census Bureau, 2017). Using the conservative figure from 

Grey et al. suggesting 3.9% of the population are men who have sex with men, this would 

equate to approximately 1.1 million men between 18 and 30. Using the more liberal 

Promundo-US/Unilever figure of 7% of men in this age demographic, approximately 1.9 

million men would identify as homosexual. Averaging the two figures we reach a 

hypothetical population size of 1.5 million men in the United States between 18 and 30 

who identify as homosexual and/or gay. An a priori minimum sample size was calculated 

based upon the intended method of data analysis (SEM), the anticipated effect size (using 

Cohen’s medium effect size of 0.50), desired statistical power level (0.8), number of 

latent (12) and observed (61) variables within the study, and the probability (α = .05) 

level (Cohen, 1988). Based upon this calculation, the minimum sample size needed for 

modeling a structure is 105 participants, minimum sample size needed to detect an effect 

is 200. Based upon the results of this a priori calculation, the researcher sought a 

minimum sample size of 200 participants.   

 The overall population identified for this study is a marginalized community. As 

discussed above, exact numbers of individuals that fit into this population is difficult to 

measure or determine. Probability based sampling procedures require a well-defined 

understanding of the overall population (Nardi, 2016). Characteristics of the overall 

population such as ethnicity, socioeconomic status, education level, are unknown and 

difficult to determine. Thus, enough information is not available for this study to utilize 

probability or representative sampling procedures. Due to the use of nonprobability 
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sampling, this study will not have the ability to generalize its findings outside of the 

sample that completed the survey (Nardi).  

Participant Solicitation and Data Collection 

Data Collection was through an online, electronic, survey system Qualtrics 

(2019). Advantages of electronic internet data collection include low cost of data 

collection, quick return of data, and all the advantages of a self-administered instrument 

(Fowler, 2014). Disadvantages of internet data collection include difficulties with 

participant recruitment and limitation of the sample to internet users, which means the 

sample may not include those who do not have the ability to access the internet (Fowler).  

As data collection occurred through an electronic format, participant solicitation 

also occurred through electronic means. Initial participant solicitation was sought through 

use of  LGBT+ Listservs, Social Media, Community groups, and Post-secondary 

LGBT/Pride centers. The sample of participants were a nonprobability sample of 

convenience. This study relied on those respondents who are willing to participate within 

the study. This study strived to solicit participants and collect data from individuals 

across the United States. Few studies on the LGBT population attempt to gather 

nationwide samples. While this sample is a sample of convenience, every attempt was 

made to solicit participation from underrepresented groups including non-White 

participants. As the review of literature found, previous studies similar to this research 

were conducted on primarily White participants. Increasing the diversity of the sample 

will add depth to the knowledge base. Participants were also solicited through post-

secondary LGBTQ+/Pride centers on college campuses within the United States. Should 

the two main participant solicitation procedures fail, a contingency plan will be enacted. 
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In the event that the minimum sample size of 200 participants is not reached, the 

researcher will use either the MTurk or Qualtrics panels services to recruit the remaining 

participants to meet the minimum a priori sample size. No incentive was provided to 

participants at the outset of the study.  

A recent meta-analysis of survey-based research in counseling and related 

professions found that the average survey response rate was 49.6%, with consistently 

lower response rates for studies using email participant solicitation or online survey 

collection (Van Horn et al., 2009). Musallam, Schallert and Kim (2011) found that 

millennials complete surveys most often when they can be completed online via the 

privacy of their own home. Recognizing the difficulty of generating participation through 

electronic means, this researcher put significant effort toward conducting an active and 

rigorous participant solicitation process to reach the minimum sample size needed for 

data analysis.  

Considerations in Designing and Conducting Research on a Vulnerable Population 

 The researcher followed Griffith et al. (2017) “Standards of Care for Research 

with Participants who Identify as LGBTQ+” in designing this study. Adhering to 

aforementioned standards of care, this researcher recognizes the historical oppression, 

discrimination, and stigma members of the target sample have, and continue to face 

globally. The researcher recognizes the importance of ensuring the sample is diverse in 

nature and will, to the degree possible, attempt to recruit a sample that is not 

predominantly White, of high socioeconomic status, or have other privileged statuses 

(Griffith et al.). Use of web-based sampling was chosen for this study as it meets Griffith 

et al.’s recommendation for reaching diverse participants in locations where visibility 
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could impact individual safety. Selection of instruments for this study was based upon 

Griffith et al.’s recommendation to prioritize the use of measures validated within the 

LGBTQ+ community when assessing that community. Lastly, and arguably most 

important for vulnerable populations, the researcher strived to preserve participant 

anonymity and clearly informed participants, that while the risk was considerably low, 

participation in any research does include the risk of being outed. Additionally, the 

researcher followed the American Counseling Association Code of Ethics 2016 

(American Counseling Association, 2014) and the Competencies for Counseling Lesbian, 

Gay, Bisexual, Queer, Questioning, Intersex, and Ally Individuals (ALGBTIC 

LGBQQIA Competencies Taskforce, 2013). The author has no conflict of interest in 

undertaking this study.  

Instrumentation 

Three measures were used in this study. The Lesbian, Gay, and Bisexual Identity 

Scale (LGBIS) measure (Mohr & Fassinger, 2000; Mohr & Kendra, 2011), the Gay and 

Lesbian Relationship Satisfaction Scale (GLRSS; Belous & Wampler, 2016), and the 

Nebraska Outness Scale (NOS; Meidlinger & Hope, 2014). Measure constructs and 

factor structure are explored, including their relation to this exploration. Validity and 

reliability of each measure is also discussed below. To date, no research has been found 

to employ all three of these measures in a single quantitative exploration of gay men. 

 The Lesbian and Gay Identity Scale (LGIS; Mohr & Fassinger, 2000) was revised 

and extended to create the 27-item LGBIS measure (Mohr & Kendra, 2011). The authors 

judged the LGIS needed revision to increase the inclusivity of the scale and include two 

new subscales. The researchers felt the six identity-related subscales of the original LGIS 
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(“Internalized Homonegativity, Need for Privacy, Need for Acceptance, Difficult 

Process, Identity Confusion, and Superiority”) could be perceived as stigmatizing in 

nature (Mohr & Kendra,  p. 235). The authors revised the LGIS to overcome limitations 

and stigma, assess two additional constructs not included in the original measure, but 

supported in the literature, and add consideration of bisexual identity development. 

Exploratory and Confirmatory factor analyses of the revised LGBIS was conducted 

resulting in an eight-factor solution. The eight LGBIS revised subscales were defined as 

(a) acceptance concerns, (b) concealment motivation, (c) identity uncertainty, (d) 

internalized homonegativity, (e) difficult process, (f) identity superiority, (g) identity 

affirmation, and (h) identity centrality (Mohr & Kendra). This work will use the most 

recently revised scale with the eight-factor solution to measure gay identity development 

within the sample.    

Initial psychometric evaluation of the revised LGBIS was conducted using a 

sample of 654 lesbian, gay, and bisexual college students aged 18-52 with an average age 

of 22.9 years (Mohr & Kendra). The sample included participants from a large number of 

states, but was overwhelmingly White (83.6%, n=547). Exploratory and Confirmatory 

Factor Analyses showed robust fit statistics loading into the eight-factor model 

hypothesized by the authors. Internal consistency across samples ranged between .75 to 

.91 across the subsamples. Convergent and divergent validity explorations of the eight 

subscales were mixed in result with some subscales constructs showing validity, while 

others did not show significant correlation. The LGBIS was given in a six-week test-

retest exploration with Cronbach’s alpha estimates ranging between .72 and .94 among 

the eight sub-scales. Subsequent research has found internal consistency of the LGBIS to 
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be .90 (Dehlin, Galliher, Bradshaw, & Crowell, 2014; Roberts, Horne & Hoyt, 2015). 

Feldman and Wright (2013) found the Negative Identity subscale to have an internal 

consistency ranging from .75 to .81 and an overall alpha of .86.  

 Many of the current instruments developed to measure relationship and relational 

satisfaction have been developed and normed on heterosexual populations. Editing a 

measure constructed on heterosexual populations to measure homosexual relationship 

satisfaction alters the original measure’s psychometric properties, often sabotaging the 

original measures construct validity, among other concerns. The GLRSS is a 24-item 

measure that aims to overcome design and psychometric shortcomings of the only other 

same-sex relational measure, the RAM-SCC (relationship assessment measure for same-

sex couples; Burgoyne, 2001). A score of above 50 on the GLRSS is representative of 

relational satisfaction, a score below 50 represents relational dissatisfaction (Fuller & 

Rutter, 2018). A total of 295 bisexual, gay and lesbian participants with 78% of the 

sample being White, non-Hispanic, from the Midwest region of the United States, and 

most likely to report living in Urban areas, 71.5% (Belous & Wampler, 2016). Informed 

by the exploratory factor analysis, the Confirmatory factor analysis suggested two-

subscales with an eigenvalue over 1, accounting for 33.48% of variance (Belous & 

Wampler, 2016). An ANOVA conducted to assess variance between participants 

evaluating a prior relationship versus a current relationship showed no significant 

difference in resulting score. Cronbach’s alpha was used to assess the reliability of the 

GLRSS with an overall alpha of .82, Factor-1 (Relationship Satisfaction) α = .83, and 

Factor-2 (Social Support) α = .72 (Belous & Wampler, 2016). Convergent and Divergent 
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validity was evidenced through the use of comparison scales. With the recency of this 

scale’s publication, explorations using it are extremely limited.  

 Finally, the Nebraska Outness Scale (NOS), a 10-item measure with two novel 

subscales exploring concealment of minority sexuality and disclosure of minority 

sexuality (Meidlinger & Hope, 2014). Assessing minority stress effects on lesbian, gay, 

and bisexual individuals is a complex interrelatedness between external discrimination 

and internalized self-hate factors. Openness regarding one’s sexual orientation, or the 

construct of outness, encompasses the complexities of internal-shame and external 

discrimination. These two components of disclosure and concealment are important in 

understanding the relative minority-stress felt by lesbian, gay and bisexual individuals 

and understanding the negative health aspects such as depression, anxiety, impacts on 

social support, and overall physical health. Psychometrics for the NOS were validated on 

192 participants, 87.2% of which were White and 67% comprising of individuals from 

the Midwestern United States (Meidlinger & Hope). An initial MANOVA of gender and 

sexual orientation across subscale constructs found significant main effect of gender and 

sexual orientation, but a non-significant interaction effect (Meidlinger & Hope). Follow 

up tests showed that gay and lesbian individuals scored significantly higher on the 

measure than bisexual individuals. Comparing to comparable measures of outness, the 

NOS showed good convergent validity. Discriminant validity of the measure was found 

to be low between .20 and .45. Predictive validity was found to be between -.43 and .32. 

Tests of reliability were not conducted within this study. The first five questions of the 

scale represent the NOS-Disclosure subscale, with the final five questions relating to the 

NOS-Concealment subscale. No research exists to validate or support the factor structure 
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created by the scale authors. A limited number of other studies have used this measure, 

one finding reliability to be acceptable at α = .71 (Wheldon et al., 2018). Currin and 

Hubach (2019) conducted a Cronbach’s alpha within their study for the two subscales 

finding α = .77 for NOS-Disclosure and α = .84 for NOS-Concealment.  

 The disclosure subscale aligns with many of the older gay-identity development 

models that believe disclosing one’s sexual identity (“coming out”) is a necessary part to 

fully integrate their identity (Cass, 1979). Research on outness and disclosure suggest that 

higher levels of outness lead to more positive outcomes and lower levels of depression 

and anxiety (Juster, Smith, Ouellet, Sindi, & Lupien, 2013; Kosciw, Greytak, 

Bartikiewocz, Bosen & Palmer, 2012; Riggle, Rostosky, Black & Rosenkrantz, 2017). 

Concealment has been identified as a coping strategy to manage stigma and decrease 

minority stress (Riggle et al., 2017). Concealment is complex and can include aspects of 

felt safety, self-stigma or internalized shame, a desire to hide their identity and/or a less 

developed identity (Jackson & Mohr, 2016; Meyer, 2003). Researchers found that 

Outness/Disclosure and concealment are highly negatively correlated (Riggle et al., 

2017). The same researchers suggested that, while the NOS may not provide as robust of 

an evaluation of minority stress aspects, inclusion of Mohr and Kendra’s (2011) LGBIS 

may provide a greater understanding of the complexity of navigating internal 

homonegativity and external marginalization (Riggle et al., 2017).  

Demographic Data 

 Demographic data was collected from the sample. Participants were asked to 

identify their racial/ethnic identity and their age. Capturing participant age allowed for 

the exclusion of those who do not fit sample characteristics. Racial/ethnic identity 
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provides a more comprehensive understanding of sample demographics. Lastly, 

participants were asked to identify the region of the United States they reside within and 

the type of locale (rural, suburban, or urban). This data was used to better understand 

geographical area of the survey respondents and the comprehensiveness of the data.  

Data Analysis 

The data analysis allowed for the exploration of the interaction between gay 

identity development, relational satisfaction, and outness. As noted above, each measure 

utilized is comprised of its own underlying factor structure and accompanying 

assumptions. Based upon the research questions and hypotheses outlined above, the 

researcher explored the resulting data using Structural Equation Modeling (SEM). There 

are four unique features of SEM when compared to other multivariate methods of data 

analysis; (a) SEM is a confirmatory approach that seeks to evaluate relationships set a 

priori by the researcher, (b) SEM provides estimates of error variance, allowing for 

correction of measurement error within a hypothesized model, (c) SEM allows for the 

incorporation of latent and observed variables in its analysis, and (d) SEM is capable of 

estimating direct and indirect influences of variables within this study (Teo, Tsai, & 

Yang, 2013; Byrne, 2001a; Byrne, 2016). 

As this study is using inventories created by other researchers, it is important to 

verify the factor structure is stable and present within the population of study. SEM is 

rigorous analytical tool that allows for confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) within its 

framework (Byrne, 2001b). SEM is used to determine the extent to which the observed 

variables of each instrument measure the appropriate latent constructs via a CFA (Teo et 

al.). It is important that the factorial structure of the instruments used in this work are 
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valid as all subsequent hypotheses assume the factorial structures are valid and the 

measure(s) are psychometrically sound (Byrne, 2016).  

 Once a CFA is conducted on all three measures and their psychometric properties 

considered sound, SEM will provide a comprehensive description of the underlying 

structure of the observed variables (Byrne, 2016). This depiction explains how the 

observed variables are related to the latent variables (Byrne, 2001a). This researcher has 

presented a hypothesized model of interaction between the observed and latent variables 

of each of the three instruments used within this study. This hypothesized model was 

based on the researcher’s review of available literature and knowledge of the underlying 

theories. The setting of this model of interaction a priori allows for the researcher to test 

the plausibility of this model within the study’s sample (Byrne, 2016). The researcher 

tests the hypothesized model to the sample data to determine how the data fit this 

restricted structure (Byrne, 2016). The researcher had three options for testing this a 

priori model, strictly confirmatory, alternative models, or model generating (Byrne, 

2010). Strictly confirmatory either confirms or rejects the a priori model with no further 

modifications made (Byrne, 2010). In the alternative models process, the researcher 

provides alternative models grounded in theory and selects one model that is most 

appropriate based upon the sample data (Byrne, 2010). In a model generating process, the 

researcher rejects the theoretically derived model for its poor fit to the sample data and 

aims to estimate, extrapolate and create an exploratory model that better approximates the 

sample (Byrne, 2016). Often, the original hypothesized model will not entirely fit the 

sample (Teo et al.). In this study the researcher aims to not stray too far from a strictly 

confirmatory approach. Use of an alternative model process raises concerns when this 
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model is conceived out of faulty or non-normal data. An alternative model process is one 

whereby the author creates an alternative model grounded in theory and then selects the 

most appropriate model based upon sample data (Byrne, 2016). Should the model not 

entirely fit known theory, the author can provide a tentative explanatory description of 

aspects of the new final model (Byrne, 2016).  

 The SEM data analysis process is confirmatory in nature, allowing for exploration 

of complex hypothetical relationships between observed and unobserved variables. To 

conduct the SEM analysis using SPSS AMOS, this researcher relied on authoritative 

scholarly texts to provide direction. Relevant texts that guided this research process 

include Byrne’s (2016) Structural equation modeling with AMOS: Basic Concepts, 

Applications, and Programming (3rd ed.); Khine, Ping, and Cunningham’s (2013) 

Application of structural equation modeling in educational research and practice; 

Kline’s (2016) Principles and Practice of Structural Equation Modeling (4th ed.); and 

Teo, Tsai, and Yang’s (2013) chapter discussing application of SEM in Educational 

Research.   

 Estimation and assessment of model fit for data analysis in this study are; Chi-

Square (CMIN/df <2, p = >.05), the normed fit index (NFI; adequate fit = >.90), the 

Bentler Comparative Fit Index (CFI; adequate fit = >.90), the Steiger-Lind Root Mean 

Square Error Approximation (RMSEA; adequate fit <.08), and when comparing models 

the Akaike Information Criterion (AIC; Kline, 2016; Lewis, 2017; Mvududu & Sink, 

2013). Kline suggests that at minimum the model test statistic (Chi-Square showing a 

nonsignificant p-value), the RMSEA, CFI, and Standardized Room Mean Square 

Residual should be used. For this study only the RMSEA will be used as it produces 
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better rejection rates for models, thus only the most robust models are accepted (Shi, 

Maydeau-Olivares, & Rosseel, 2020).  

Ethical Considerations 

 This study involved the use of human subjects. Thus, approval was sought from 

William & Mary’s Institutional Review Board, specifically from the School of Education 

Committee for the Protection of Human Subjects. Prior to any data collection approval 

was sought and granted prior to the collection of participant data. This study ensured the 

security and anonymity of collected data. Confidentiality of data collected is key. Data 

collection for this study was through the Qualtrics online data gathering tool. This survey 

management tool provides strategies and avenues to ensure the collection of participant 

data is confidential and anonymous. Further, the study author ensured data collected 

could only be accessed through a secure and unique login. Once data has been 

downloaded into a secure computer file, it will be deleted from the Qualtrics system to 

further ensure the security of the data. Data files were kept in a secure computer file 

protected by two-factor authentication.   

 Often, there is concern from Institutional Review Boards that questions involving 

one’s sexual orientation and experiences related to one’s sexual behavior can cause more 

than minimal discomfort (Macapagal, Coventry, Arbeit, Fisher, & Mustanski, 2017). 

Researchers found that institutional ethics committees overestimated participant distress 

levels when answering sexual behavior surveys even though participant measured stress 

was similar to taking a health interview survey (Petrie, Faasse, Notman, & O’Carroll, 

2013). As the sample for this study was a marginalized population, additional 
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consideration regarding the ethics surrounding the sampling of this group is worth 

discussion.  

 The use of an online survey tool in a marginalized population can encourage 

respondent participation and anonymity (Riggle, Rostosky, & Reedy, 2005). Further, 

online survey data collection allows for a study to seek participants that might not be 

accessible in other formats (Riggle et al., 2005). For marginalized populations, online 

surveys provide a level of anonymity that encourages increased participation as they 

know their data will remain confidential (McDermott & Roen, 2012). Some LGBTQ+ 

participants have noted a desire to have a more interactive process whereby they receive 

feedback from researchers, including the results of the study (McInroy, 2016). McInroy 

(2016) set forth a variety of suggestions to ensure survey studies on LGBT+ populations 

are ethically and methodologically sound. Many of these recommendations were 

incorporated into this study, including such recommendations as providing participants 

with avenues to facilitate confidentiality in an online space, for example deleting 

browsing history after completion of survey.  

Potential Limitations 

 This study explored the interaction between gay identity development, relational 

satisfaction, and outness within a sample of gay men in emerging adulthood (ages 19-29) 

and the impact of such. As the sample in this study is limited to cisgender gay men aged 

19-29, this study is unable to inform readers of LGBTQ+ experiences outside of this 

sample. Thus, the  data collected will have little generalizability outside of the study 

sample. While generalizability is limited, the data gathered within this study will still 

provide much needed quantitative information on the interaction between these three 
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constructs. Such information can inform and direct future research on these constructs. It 

is important to recognize that emerging adulthood is a developmental age range 

characterized with frequent relationship changes. Gleaning information on relational 

satisfaction may be difficult, as individuals may not find it valuable or important to form 

stable romantic relationships at this developmental stage.   

Summary 

 This chapter outlined the methodological approach, rationale, and purpose behind 

the data collection and analysis within this study. Merit and psychometric properties of 

the three measures used within this study were discussed. The structured approach to 

SEM, its analysis properties, and the process this researcher used were also discussed. As 

this is a marginalized population, significant consideration was given to the sampling 

procedures needed to meet the minimum a priori sample size requirements. Additionally, 

ethical considerations of conducting research on a marginalized population were 

highlighted. Lastly, limitations of the potential study were outlined. In the next chapter 

the researcher will discuss the analysis of the collected data, test the psychometric 

stability and factor structure of the measures used, and test the outlined research 

questions and research hypotheses.    
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CHAPTER FOUR  

Results 

 This chapter presents the results of the research questions and hypotheses and 

testing the associated graphical models presented in Chapter Three. The purpose of this 

study was to explore the constructs of gay identity development, relational satisfaction, 

and outness within emerging adult gay men. Evaluation of these constructs was 

conducted via construct aligned instruments. Gay identity development is measured by 

the Lesbian, Gay, and Bisexual Identity Scale (LGBIS). Relational satisfaction is 

measured by the Gay and Lesbian Relationship Satisfaction Scale (GLRSS). Outness is 

measured by the Nebraska Outness Scale (NOS). Based upon available research on the 

three theoretical constructs, this study hypothesized that the LGBIS, GLRSS, and NOS 

were unique measures that interact in a predictable manner. First, this study hypothesized 

that higher levels of outness, as measured by the NOS, would predict higher relational 

satisfaction (GLRSS), and have a positive impact on gay identity development (LGBIS). 

Second, this study hypothesized lower levels of outness (NOS) would predict lower 

levels of relational satisfaction (GLRSS) and have a negative impact on gay identity 

development (LGBIS). Higher levels of relational satisfaction (GLRSS) were 

hypothesized to predict higher levels of outness (NOS) and a positive impact on gay 

identity development (LGBIS). Lower levels of relational satisfaction (GLRSS) were 

hypothesized to predict lower levels of outness (NOS) and have a negative impact on gay 
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identity development (LGBIS). A more salient or solidified gay identity (a higher score 

on the LGBIS) was hypothesized to predict higher scores in relational satisfaction 

(GLRSS) and outness (NOS). Finally, a less complex or solidified gay identity (a lower 

score in the LGBIS) was hypothesized to predict lower scores on relational satisfaction 

(GLRSS), and lower levels of outness (NOS).  

 Structural Equation Modeling (SEM) was used to analyze and assess the primary 

research questions (Byrne, 2016; Khine, Ping & Cunningham, 2013; Kline, 2016). As all 

results from this study rely on the accuracy and theoretical soundness of the selected 

measures, it is vital we ensure these measures have a reliable factor structure (Byrne, 

2016; Kline, 2016). Thus, evaluations of each instrument’s factor structure are conducted 

prior to testing the hypothesized structural models. Examination of exploratory research 

questions was conducted utilizing descriptive statistics, exploratory factor analysis, 

analysis of variance (ANOVA) and regression analysis. The results of these analyses are 

presented in the following order (a) data collection, (b) data screening, (c) descriptive 

statistics of sample, (d) specification and identification of structural model, (e) instrument 

performance and factor analysis, (f) estimation of proposed model, (g) analysis of 

research hypotheses.  

Data Collection Process 

 Prior to data collection, this researcher submitted and gained approval to collect 

data from human subjects via the William & Mary Institutional Review Board, EDRIC 

Committee. Data were collected through an internet-based electronic survey system 

Qualtrics (2019). Electronic data collection is advantageous as it is low cost, allows for 

quick return of data, and has all the advantages of a self-administered instrument (Fowler, 
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2014). Participants were initially recruited through outreach to LGBTQ+ community 

agencies and Post-secondary LGBTQ+/Pride Centers. A total of 184 community agencies 

and 118 post-secondary institutions were contacted. Table 2 provides a listing of agencies 

per type and US State. Agencies were contacted three times via email (Appendix F) 

requesting assistance in participant recruitment. Within this email agencies were provided 

with a weblink for the online survey and recruitment flyer for distribution (Appendix G).  

Out of 302 total agencies contacted, 211 (69.9%) did not respond, 55 (18.2%) 

agreed to assist in participant recruitment, and 36 (11.9%) were not willing to assist in 

recruitment. As this is a vulnerable population, many agencies had policies in place 

prohibiting the dissemination of outside research to their members. Several Post-

Secondary Pride centers required approval from their institution’s IRB in addition to the 

home institution’s IRB approval. For those agencies that required additional IRB 

approval, this researcher excluded them from further participant solicitation. Numerous 

agencies noted that they were engaged in research with other scholars and were unable to 

participate or doubted their ability to sufficiently recruit participants for this study. 

Recruitment from community or post-secondary agencies resulted in a total of 80 

survey respondents, of which 57 met basic participation criteria by January 10, 2020. To 

be considered having met basic inclusion criteria, participants must; (1) agree to 

participate in the study, (2) be between the ages of 18 and 29, (3) currently reside in the 

United States, (4) have a gender identity of male, and (5) consider themselves gay or 

primarily attracted to members of the same sex. The a priori analysis set a minimum 

sample size of 200 participants to ensure the ability to model the hypothesized structures 

and detect the desired effect size. 
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Table 2 
Agency Location by State and Type 

State Community Agencies Post-Secondary Agencies 

Alabama 5  

Alaska 1  

Arizona 3 1 

Arkansas 1  

California  25 11 

Colorado 4 4 

Connecticut 2 1 

D.C., Washington 2 2 

Delaware 1 1 

Florida 18 2 

Georgia 3 1 

Hawaii 1 1 

Idaho 1  

Illinois 5 4 

Indiana 3  

Iowa 2  

Kentucky 1 1 

Louisiana  1 

Maine  2 

Maryland 2 1 

Massachusetts 2 5 

Michigan 9 4 

Minnesota 1 3 

Missouri 4 1 

Montana 1  

Nebraska 1  

Nevada 2  

New Hampshire 1  

New Jersey 4 3 

New York 18 7 

North Carolina 7 1 

Ohio 7 9 

Oklahoma 1  

Oregon 2 2 

Pennsylvania 13 6 

Rhode Island  1 1 

South Carolina 3  

South Dakota 1  

Tennessee 1 1 

Texas 6 1 

Utah 2 1 

Vermont 3 1 

Virginia 4 3 

Washington 5 3 

Wisconsin 5 1 
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Since recruitment from community and post-secondary agencies did not return the 

desired participation levels, this study expanded its participant solicitation to reach the 

minimum sample size. A revised IRB application was submitted, requesting the 

expansion of participant recruitment to include the use of Amazon’s Mechanical Turk 

(MTurk) online platform and the addition of a participant incentive of $2.00 per 

completed survey. Upon IRB approval of the expanded recruitment tactics, MTurk was 

added as a participant solicitation method. 

MTurk is a crowd service platform that connects researchers with a community of 

online individuals who meet study criteria. Research supports the use of MTurk for data 

gathering, finding it to obtain a more diverse sample than that of face-to-face samples 

(Follmer, Sperling, & Suen, 2017; Paolacci & Chandler, 2014). MTurk participants have 

been found to provide valid, reliable, diverse and attentive samples that are often larger 

and of higher quality than traditional sampling methods (Follmer et al.; Hauser & 

Schwarz, 2016; Kim & Hodgins, 2017; Ramsey, Thompson, McKenzie & Rosenbaum, 

2016). MTurk workers were able to review the study, its participation criterion, and 

decide whether to participate in the study. If they decided to participate, they were 

directed via link to the Qualtrics survey platform where the study materials were already 

being hosted.  Participant data collection and management of inclusion and exclusion 

criteria were not impacted using MTurk. Upon completion of all survey materials, 

participants were compensated $2.00 via the MTurk platform.  

The inclusion of the MTurk participant solicitation method resulted in an 

additional 262 respondents to the survey. Of those respondents, 165 met the minimum 

participation criterion as outlined above. Across the two solicitation methods a total of 
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342 individuals began the survey. Of that number 222 (64.9%) met minimum 

qualification for participation in this study. Upon attaining the minimum required sample, 

the Qualtrics data collection platform was suspended to limit additional data collection 

and cost. 

Data Screening  

 Survey respondent data were transferred from Qualtrics to SPSS (Version 25) for 

analysis. The researcher began by performing validity checks on the 222 responses (see 

Table 3 for information on sample characteristics). Nine participants exited the survey 

after completing the initial screening questions and without responding to any of the 

instruments. These early exits are attributed to a lack of desire to participate further in the 

study. These nine participants were removed from further data analysis leaving 213 

respondents. Recognizing the possibility of missing data, the researcher assessed the 

remaining 213 responses for excessive missing data. Prior to removing individual 

participants from a dataset, it is important to ensure removal of cases does not impart bias 

on the sample (Osborne, 2013). If certain survey items were deemed difficult to answer 

by members of a vulnerable population, removing their responses could cause further 

marginalization. Respondents that were missing more than 25% of their data or did not 

respond to more than half of a measure were considered as having too much missing data. 

The responses of seven participants fell into this category. Assessing the demographics of 

these seven cases found a wide range of age and geographical location. Six of the seven 

identified as White, while one of the seven identified as Black. The researcher did not 

feel removal of these cases would impart bias and thus were removed from further 

analysis.  
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Table 3 

Sample Screening 

 Accessed Survey Viable Responses 

Agencies 80 57 

MTurk 262 165 

Total 342 222 

No participant data, exit survey early -9 

Excessive data missing -7 

Final Total Sample 206 

 

The researcher examined the remaining 206 responses to determine if respondents 

selected predominantly the same answer (i.e. select Strongly Agree for all answers) or 

responded in an unlikely manner (i.e. Christmas-tree responses). All responses seemed 

appropriate. Prior to assessing data characteristics, the researcher assessed the 

attentiveness of the participants. The survey included three attention check questions. 

Over Ninety percent of respondents answered all attention check items correctly. The 

remaining 9.5% of respondents only missed one of the three attention check questions. 

The researcher felt this was reasonable and did not exclude any additional participants. 

 The aspect of missing data is particularly problematic for conducting an SEM 

evaluation in AMOS (Byrne, 2016). AMOS is unable to conduct many statistical 

processes, including modification fit indices, if missing values are present in the data. 

Prior to determining a method for addressing missing data values, it is important to 

determine if the data are truly missing at random or if there is an underlying pattern 

within the data. Missing values were assessed using Little’s Missing Completely at 

Random (MCAR) test (Little, 1988). It is important to assess MCAR on each individual 

measure and across the entire dataset. Little’s MCAR for the three measures were LGBIS 

(χ2 (270) = 271.77, p = <.46), GLRSS (χ2 (223) = 232.72, p = <.31) and, NOS (χ2 (27) = 
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15.425, p = <.96). The overall data set had a Little’s MCAR value of χ2 (1491) = 1473.90, 

p = <.62. Nonsignificant values suggest the data can be treated as if missing values occur 

completely at random. Values that are MCAR suggest that their missingness is not 

connected to any other observed or unobserved value (Byrne, 2016).  

 Having tested and found missing variables to be MCAR, missing value 

imputation carries lower risk. To ensure no one item is missing a significant amount of 

data the researcher conducted a frequency analysis of each item within each measure. 

Across all three measures, only Item 18 on the LGBIS had the highest number of missing 

values at three. The remaining items with missing values had either one or two responses 

missing. With the low number of missing data, value imputation was considered a low 

risk. The researcher conducted a regression imputation procedure, where the complete 

data values are used to generate a regression equation thereby postulating the most 

appropriate value for the missing data (Byrne, 2016). This imputation approach provides 

for greater variability within the imputed data, but restricts variance (Byrne, 2016). Via 

this regression equation’s predicted missing item value, a multiple imputation process 

was conducted in SPSS. Upon completion of SPSS’s multiple imputation process, the 

researcher examined the data and found no additional missing values or issues with the 

imputation process. 

Data non-normality can cause considerable issues in statistical analysis. Assessing 

the normality at the outset is important. When conducting statistical analyses requiring a 

normal distribution, skewness is most important. However, for SEM the level of kurtosis 

within the data is of primary concern as kurtotic data impacts tests of variance and 

covariance inherent to SEM (Byrne, 2016). Kline (2016) suggests assessing values that 
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have a skewness value >3 to be considered non-normal. Univariate kurtosis values 

greater than 7 are indicative of departure from normality (Byrne, 2016; West, Finch, & 

Curran, 1995). No items on the LGBIS, GLRSS, or NOS met the criterion for issues with 

univariate skewness or kurtosis. Having no issues with univariate non-normalcy, it is 

important to assess multivariate kurtosis and its critical ratio (c.r.) value (Byrne, 2016). 

Multivariate normalcy in the form of the c.r. value was assessed in all three measures, 

LGBIS c.r. = 25.26, GLRSS c.r. =35.95 and, NOS c.r. = 15.14. All are greater than 7, 

which suggest the measures are non-normal on the multivariate level. Further discussion 

of the impact of multivariate non-normality occurs later within this chapter within the 

exploration of each individual measure.  

It is important to further assess for disturbances in the data by assessing for 

multicollinearity. This situation occurs when “two or more variables are so highly 

correlated that they both, essentially, represent the same underlying construct” (Byrne, 

2016, p. 191). It is desirable for multicollinearity not to exist and is an underlying 

assumption within SEM (Kline, 2016). Collinearity within the data was assessed using 

the variance inflation factor (VIF) and the Collinearity tolerance statistic. Kline (2016) 

suggests tolerance statistic values <.10 indicate extreme multivariate collinearity and VIF 

> 10.0 suggest the possibility of a redundant question. All tolerance values are above .10 

suggesting no issues with multicollinearity in the data. No item scored above 10 on the 

VIF suggesting no redundant questions.  

Lastly, the data were examined to determine the existence of outliers. All 

measures collect data using Likert scales. Data were collected from participants via 

Qualtrics computerized software platform; thus, this system does not allow for outliers 
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beyond the range set for each scale. A review of frequency distributions for each item 

confirmed no outliers exist at the univariate level. To assess the presence of multivariate 

outliers the researcher calculated Mahalanobis distance scores for each participant. These 

scores were then converted to a Chi Square probability value. Kline (2016) suggests 

probability scores <.001 could suggest a multivariate outlier. Eight cases presented with a 

probability value <.001. Kline suggests first determining if these potential outlier cases 

indeed fit the population criteria. A review of all eight cases (6, 9, 48, 54, 59, 130, 149, & 

154) show they meet the study participation criterion. Five of the eight are participants 

recruited from community agencies, three being MTurk participants. Next, Kline 

suggests determining how to address the data if they will be kept. One avenue is to 

conduct normalizing transformations on the potential outlier cases to make them more 

normally distributed (Kline, 2016). Before conducting data transformation, the researcher 

will assess if these cases present with multivariate outlier concerns during the three CFA 

analyses.  

Participant Descriptive and Demographic Information 

Following initial data screening an examination of participant characteristics were 

assessed. The demographic characteristics of the sample were assessed. As study 

inclusion criteria required all participants to identify as cisgender male and as gay or 

attracted to the same sex, all 206 participants fit into these demographic identifiers. 

Additional identifiers of age, racial and/or ethnic identity, regional location and, 

population density of primary residence is evaluated. Table 4 provides a graphical 

representation of sample demographic characteristics. 
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  A total of 342 individuals accessed the online survey. Of those, 222 met 

minimum participation criteria and were considered usable. An additional 16 participants 

were disqualified from inclusion due to excessive missing data. The final usable sample 

size was 206 participants. As anticipated, participant ages ranged from 19 to 29 years (M 

= 26.18, SD = 2.70), with the most frequent age being 28 (n=70, 34%) and the least 

frequent ages being 19 (n=6, 2.9%) and 22 (n=6, 2.9%). This study allowed participants 

to identify their unique racial or ethnic identity by allowing multiple identity selections. 

Participants were asked to note their primary racial identity to assist in future data 

analysis. The majority of participants identified as White (n=128, 63.1%), followed by 

Black (n=53, 26.2%), Asian, (n=5, 2.4%), prefer not to answer (n=5, 2.4%), White and 

American Indian/Alaskan Native (n=3, 1.5%), one or more other races not listed (n=3, 

1.5%), White and Black (n=2, .96%), Asian and Other – Latino (n=2, .96%), American 

Indian or Alaskan Native (n=1, .48%), and White and Asian (n=1, .48%). An open text 

field allowed those that chose “one or more races not listed” to freely describe their 

identity. Answers in this open response included Hispanic Latino (n=1), Mixed (n=1) 

and, South Asian (n=1). When asked if they identified as of Hispanic, Latino, or Spanish 

origin 85 (41.3%) responded yes.  

As noted in the impetus for this study and in the literature review, a limitation of many 

similar studies is most participants are from the same geographical or population density 

region. Participants from the same location decrease the generalizability of a study to the 

entire population. The researcher asked participants to identify which geographical region 

(i.e., Midwest, Northeast, Southeast, Southwest, or West) of the United States they 

resided and the relative population density of their locale (i.e., urban, suburban, or rural). 
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Northeast was the most identified region (n=52, 25.2%) followed by Midwest (n=51, 

24.8%), Southeast (n=47, 22.8%), West (n=30, 14.6%) and, Southwest (n=26, 12.6%). 

As for population density of their current location most identified Urban (n=82, 39.8%) 

followed by Suburban (n=67, 32.5%), Rural (n=53, 25.7%) and, four participants (1.9%) 

who did not disclose location type.  

 

Table 4 

 

Demographic Characteristics   

Variable  n Percentage 

Race    

 White 128 62.1 

 Black 53 25.7 

 Asian 5 2.4 

 Prefer not to answer 5 2.4 

 White & Am. Indian/Alaskan Native 3 1.5 

 Other not specified 3 1.5 

 White & Black 2 .96 

 Asian & Other (Latino)  2 .96 

 American Indian 1 .48 

 White & Asian 1 .48 

Region    

 Northeast 52 25.2 

 Midwest 51 24.8 

 Southeast 47 22.8 

 West 30 14.6 

 Southwest 26 12.6 

Density    

 Urban 82 39.8 

 Suburban 67 32.5 

 Rural 53 25.7 

 Not disclosed 4 1.9 
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Model Specification and Identification  

 A Structural Equation Model (SEM) methodology begins with establishing a 

specific model(s) to test. Prior to data analysis occurring, a thorough review of the 

literature must occur. Based upon that literature the researcher must specify a 

hypothesized model of interaction to be evaluated (Byrne, 2016). The researcher 

reviewed literature on gay identity development, relational satisfaction, and outness as it 

exists in gay men, specifically focusing on those addressing emerging adulthood. 

Through this review of the literature, the researcher developed two models that specified 

predicted relationships between variables consistent with available research. The fully 

hypothesized model of interaction is presented in Figure 4.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 4. Fully Hypothesized Model 
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 In the hypothesized model above, each unobserved variable, represented by ovals, 

must be assigned an instrument that measures that construct via latent variables (Byrne, 

2016; Kline, 2016). Further, SEM requires that the degrees of freedom within the model 

must be equal to or greater than zero (Kline). With the basic SEM requirements satisfied 

and the structural models identified, it is important to assess the factor structure of each 

measurement used (Byrne, 2016). The success of the hypothesized models assumes the 

underlying instruments used have robust and reliable factor structures and accurately 

measure the theoretical constructs in question. A Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) 

was conducted on each of the three measures (LGBIS, GLRSS, and NOS) used within 

this study. For those instruments that resulted in poor CFA results, the researcher 

examined the scale using an Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) to determine if a better 

fitting model existed. Within this study all three measures required an EFA following an 

initial CFA. The analytic process conducted for each measure, the reliability and internal 

consistency, and descriptive and measurement characteristics of each instrument will be 

discussed. Concluding each evaluation is a notation as to which structural model will be 

used in this evaluation.   

Lesbian, Gay and Bisexual Identity Scale 

 To assess participant’s level of gay identity development, the Lesbian, Gay, and 

Bisexual Identity Scale (LGBIS; Mohr & Kendra, 2011) was administered. The LGBIS is 

a 27-item measure comprised of eight subfactors; Acceptance Concerns (concern for 

possible stigmatization, 3 items), Concealment Motivation (level of protecting privacy of 

one’s LGB identity, 3 items), Identity Uncertainty (uncertainty of sexual identity, 4 

items), Internalized Homonegativity (rejection of non-majority sexual identity, 3 items), 
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Difficult Process (perception of difficulty level in one’s non-majority identity 

development, 3 items), Identity Superiority (view favoring LGB over heteronormative 

people, 3 items), Identity Affirmation (affirmation of LGB identity, 3 items), and 

(Identity Centrality (view that LGB identity is central to overall identity, 5 items; Mohr & 

Kendra, 2011). The LGBIS is a revision and extension of the Lesbian and Gay Identity 

Scale (Mohr & Fassinger, 2000). The revised LGBIS was used in this study as it includes 

more inclusive and less stigmatizing language than the previous version (Mohr & 

Kendra, 2011). The eight subscales of the LGBIS work in tandem to measure identity 

development within Lesbian, Gay and Bisexual (LGB) individuals, specifically for this 

study the development of gay identity within the target population.   

As highlighted in the literature review, an individual’s identity is a complex 

cognitive and psychospiritual creation. Significant variation occurs between individuals 

in their identity development process. Thus, measurement of this complex construct can 

be difficult. Respondents were asked to mark their agreement with item statements on a 

Likert scale ranging from 1= Disagree Strongly to 6 = Agree Strongly. Each of the eight 

subscales are scored individually by averaging the subscale item ratings. The eight 

averaged subscale ratings are then summed to denote overall level of LGB identity 

development. A summed score lower than the sample average suggests a higher level of 

identity salience, whereas a higher score suggests higher levels of identity confusion. 

Subscales have a score range from 1 to 6 and the overall LGBIS has a range of 8 to 48. 

Sample descriptive statistics for the LGBIS and its eight subscales can be found in Table 

5.  
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Table 5.  

LGBIS Sample Descriptive Statistics  

Scale Component Mean Score Standard Deviation Cronbach’s α 

Acceptance Concerns 12.55 3.29 .70 

Concealment Motivation 12.88 3.31 .77 

Identity Uncertainty 13.83 6.60 .93 

Internalized Homonegativity 10.52 4.94 .90 

Difficult Process 10.85 3.11 .42 

Identity Superiority 11.15 4.34 .86 

Identity Affirmation 14.45 2.84 .73 

Identity Centrality  21.50 3.99 .59 

Overall unscored scale 107.72 21.78 .90 

Overall scored scale 31.89 6.59 .81 

 

Reliability of the scale in this sample, as assessed by Cronbach’s Alpha, was 

mixed compared to initial psychometric testing. Mohr and Kendra (2011) did not provide 

individual Cronbach’s Alpha scores for each subscale or for the overall measure, rather 

noted that consistency estimates ranged from .72 to .94. Alpha scores above a .70 are 

considered minimally acceptable (Nunally, 1994). For this sample, unscored scale α = 

.90, scored scale α = .81 (scale authors α = unknown). For this sample the Difficult 

Process (α = .42) and Identity Centrality (α = .59) subscales did not meet this criterion. In 

addition, the Acceptance Concerns subscale (α = .70) had a lower alpha than the lowest 

presented alpha from the scale authors (α = .72). In the validation and adaptation of the 

LGBIS in Turkish, Cronbach’s Alpha values fell below Nunally’s (1994) .70 minimum 

cutoff on the Concealment Motivation (α = .58) and Identity Superiority (α = .66) 

subscales (Kemer, Demirtas, Pope & Ummak, 2017). Researchers found in analyzing the 

LGBIS in a Portuguese population found Identity Superiority (α = .62) to be below the 

minimum and Identity Centrality (α = .70) to minimally meet the cutoff value (de 

Oliveira, Lopes, Costa, & Nogueria, 2012). For a scale that has been used and tested in 
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various language and a variety of settings, consistent issues with low reliability is 

concerning. Cramer, Golom, Burks, Stroud, and Graham (2017) and Cramer et al. (2018) 

found through assessing the LGBIS in special populations that the eight-factor model 

may not always be the most salient model. Further discussion of Cramer et al., (2017) and 

Cramer et al. (2018) findings will occur later in this section.  

 A confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was conducted in SPSS AMOS to further 

examine the adequacy of the LGBIS measure. The LGBIS scale authors (Mohr & 

Kendra, 2011) conducted both an exploratory factor analysis (EFA) and CFA by splitting 

their initial sample. Results of the initial EFA were then tested on the second sample in a 

CFA analysis. Scale authors provided sufficient information via the initial EFA item 

loadings and the tested CFA factor structure to begin developing a graphical model in 

AMOS. An invariance analysis between English and German versions of the LGBIS 

provided a more complete graphical factor structure model (Niepel, Greiff, Mohr, Fisher, 

& Kranz (2019). As Mohr, the lead researcher on the development of the initial LGIS and 

the extension LGBIS was a member of the invariance research team, this graphical model 

was considered theoretically sound. These two sources guided the construction of LGBIS 

CFA Model 1 (see Figure 5).  

In this study, CFA fit indices are being measured by the Chi-Square (CMIN/df 

<2, p = >.05), the normed fit index (NFI; adequate fit = >.90), the comparative fit index 

(CFI; adequate fit = >.90), the root mean square error approximation (RMSEA; adequate 

fit <.08), and when comparing multiple CFA models the Akaike Information Criterion 

(AIC; Kline, 2016; Lewis, 2017; Mvududu & Sink, 2013). Scholars disagree on the 

minimum acceptable RMSEA, Mvududu & Sink (2013) suggest an acceptable score may 
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be as high as .10. However, as this study is testing established factor structures, it will 

maintain a more conservative .08.   

A CFA of LGBIS Model 1 was conducted via AMOS using maximum likelihood 

for estimation. Chi-square results (χ2 = 691.03, df = 296, CMIN/df = 2.34, p = <.001) 

suggest the model does not fit adequately. Chi-square tests are highly sensitive to sample 

size and large degrees of freedom, other goodness of fit indices such as CFI and RMSEA 

are more commonly used to determine model quality (Xu & Tracey, 2016). Evaluation of 

model fit indices show NFI = .82 (acceptable model fit >.90), CFI = .89 (acceptable 

model fit >.90), and RMSEA = .08 (acceptable model fit <.08). A marginally fitting 

model suggests the need to record the AIC value (AIC = 909.03) to assist in determining 

the quality of subsequent models (Kline, 2016). A review of standardized regression 

weights shows the model has moderate to high item factor loadings (.61 to .91) with the 

exception of the two reverse scored items (item 11= .13, item 23 = .23). Intercorrelation 

among subfactors range from barely existing (.03) to robust (.95).  

Non-normal data can cause issues with fit indices. Evaluation of Mahalanobis 

distances do not support outlier observations causing issues in the model. In assessing for 

non-normality, kurtosis should be considered. West, Finch, and Curran (1996) suggest a 

univariate kurtosis value above a 7 is problematic, while Kim (2013) suggests for 

samples below 300 participants, a value above 3 is problematic. Univariate kurtosis for 

LGBIS items is below the threshold for normality concerns. Multivariate non-normality 

can be especially problematic with SEM evaluations (Byrne, 2016). Multivariate c.r. 

values above 5 are considered problematic. The LGBIS has a multivariate c.r. of 25.278, 

suggesting concerns with multivariate non-normality.  
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Figure 5. LGBIS CFA Model 1 
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To assess for non-normality in AMOS, the data should be bootstrapped (Byrne, 

2016). Prior to bootstrapping modification indices were assessed to determine if a better 

model could be created. A review of regression weight modification indices suggests 

items 11 and 23 should load onto multiple factors, with seven separate recommended 

factor loadings for item 11 alone. This highlight issues the reverse scored items are 

causing within the data analysis. No regression weight modification suggestions were 

accepted. Reviewing modification suggestion to covariances show issues with the 

Difficult Process (DP) subscale. Covariance between the error terms for all items on the 

DP scale were suggested, e12 <--> e23 (M.I. = 17.87) and e17 <--> e23 (M.I. = 12.11). 

Allowing items on the same poorly performing subscale to covary seems a reasonable 

modification. This was added to a new version named Model 2. Table 6 provides a listing 

of evaluated LGBIS CFA models and associated fit indices. 

LGBIS Model 2 CFA was conducted using maximum likelihood for estimation. 

Chi-square results (χ2 = 624.21, df = 294, CMIN/df = 2.12, p = <.001) suggest the model 

does not fit adequately. Evaluation of model fit indices show NFI = .84 (acceptable 

model fit >.90), CFI = .90 (acceptable model fit >.90), RMSEA = .07 (acceptable model 

fit <.08) and, AIC = 846.21. A review of standardized regression weights finds 

covariance between error terms decreases the loading of items 12 and 17 below .40 onto 

the DP subfactor. In this model items 11 and 23 load weaker than Model 1 and still less 

than .40. Even though Model 2 has shown better fit indices, an increased number of lower 

regression weights is cause for concerns. Due to increased low regression weights, Model 

2 is rejected.    
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 Issues with non-normal data could be impacting the analysis results. The 

researcher, next, conducted a bootstrap analysis of Model 1 using a maximum likelihood 

bootstrap to produce 500 samples with a bias-corrected confidence interval set to 90%. 

The bootstrapped (implied vs. sample) distribution showed an implied population mean 

χ2 = 1052.48, with a slight positive skew. The Chi-Square of Model 1 (χ2 = 691.03) is not 

within the bounds of the bootstrapped implied population. This is of concern as it 

suggests that either the bootstrapping method is either biased or this study’s sample is not 

similar to that of the overall implied population. Review of bootstrap standard error 

regression weights shows little issue between model regression weight and implied 

population regression weights, with the exception of items 11 and 23. These two items 

show bias-corrected regression weight confidence intervals, p = > .05, suggesting 

considerable data variability across bootstrapped samples (Byrne, 2001a). Byrne (2010) 

suggests conducting a Bollen-Stine bootstrap to determine if the model is supported 

within the bootstrapped population. A Bollen-Stine value of p < .05 suggests the current 

model should be rejected (Byrne, 2001a). This researcher conducted a Bollen-Stine 

bootstrap on Model 2, p = .002, further suggesting the current model should be rejected. 

Table 6 

Fit Indicators for LGBIS 

 χ2 df χ2/df AIC NFI CFI RMSEA 

Model 1 691.03 296 2.34 909.03 .82 .89 .08 

Model 2 624.21 294 2.12 846.21 .84 .90 .07 

Model 3* 843.49 309 2.73 1035.49 .78 .85 .09 

Model 4**        

Model 5+ 947.79 318 2.98 1121.79 .75 .81 .10 

Model 6 565.92 271 2.10 777.92 .85 .91 .07 

Model 7 449.55 269 1.85 663.55 .86 .92 .07 

     Note: *Tested a 6-factor model; **Model failed to run, rejected; +tested a 4-factor 

model   
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  Thus far the review has found that Model 1 is better than Model 2. In both models 

the DP subfactor has a number of poorly loading items. Model 1 presents with 

insufficient values on the fit indices and inconclusive evidence during the bootstrapped 

evaluation. The bootstrapped evaluation suggests either the current sample is not within 

the implied population or the model is an inaccurately constructed model. The researcher 

next turned to conducting an EFA of the LGBIS to analyze factor structure. As the 

component parts are assumed to be correlated, the researcher conducted a principal 

components analysis extraction of factors with a promax rotation for the final solution.  

 The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy (KMO) for this sample 

was a .92, which is considered very good (Kaiser & Rice, 1974). KMO values closer to 1 

are desired. Bartlett’s test of sphericity is significant χ2 (351) = 3615.21, p = <.001. Using 

Eigenvalues above one suggest a four-factor model, rather than the current eight-factor 

model. Examination of the scree plot (Figure 6) supports a four or five factor solution. 

Examination of the cumulative percentage of variance, four factors only cover 63.43% 

variance, whereas eight factors cover 75.53% variance. It is desirable to have 80% or 

more of the variance encompassed by the selected factors. Cramer et al. (2018) evaluated 

the factor structure of the LGBIS in a special population. Of the seven models they 

tested, the eight-factor model outlined by the authors and a six-factor model were found 

to have the most robust fit indices (Cramer et al., 2018). While Cramer et al. (2017) 

found that only a six-factor model had robust fit indices. The recommended eight-factor 

model outlined by Mohr and Kendra (2011) was found to have fit indices (CFI = .83, 

RMSEA = .07) similar to Model 1 (CFI = .89, RMSEA = . 08) in this study (Cramer et 
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al., 2017). These researchers having found that a six-factor model had the most desirable 

fit indices should be tested for validity in this sample.  

 

Figure 6. LGBIS EFA Scree Plot 

 

A second EFA was conducted constraining to a six-factor solution. Factor 

loadings from this six factor EFA were graphically constructed in AMOS. This six-factor 

structure was named Model 3 (see Figure 7) and a CFA was conducted using maximum 

likelihood for estimation. Chi-square results (χ2 = 843.49, df = 309, CMIN/df = 2.73, p = 

<.001), while a significant result suggests poor model fit, it is not uncommon in larger 

sample sizes. Evaluation of model fit indices show NFI = .78 (acceptable model fit >.90), 

CFI = .85 (acceptable model fit >.90), RMSEA = .09 (acceptable model fit <.08) and, 

AIC = 1035.49. A review of standardized regression weights finds all items load 

minimally (above .40), with the exception of items 18 and 23. This is the first time that 

item 18 did not load robustly onto a factor. The six-factor Model 3 shows lower fit 
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indices than the original eight-factor Model 1. Based upon the presentation of new 

concerns (i.e. item 18) and the lower fit indices, the six-factor Model 3 was rejected. 

 Supported by Mohr and Kendra’s (2011) article, Cramer et al. (2017) also tested a 

six-factor CFA with one second-order factor (Figure 8). Cramer et al. (2017) found 

robust fit indices to support this model. While this proposed model may have robust fit 

indices, it also removes 8 (29.6%) of the 27 questions from the LGBIS measure for the 

analysis. Removal of this many items seems excessive and likely to change the 

fundamental functioning of the LGBIS measure. However, consideration of a six-factor 

model with one second-order factor as a viable factor-structure is worth testing in this 

research study.    

Using the six-factor one second-order factor model outlined by Cramer et al. 

(2017), Model 3 was adapted to have a second-order factor. This was named Model 4 and 

was tested via a CFA. This model failed to run, thus unsupported by the data and is 

rejected. We return to the original EFA. The only untested consideration is the four-factor 

model originally suggested by both eigenvalues above one and the scree plot. A four-

factor model has not been tested by Cramer et al. (2018) or Cramer et al. (2017). A four-

factor solution should be tested to determine viability and fit indices of such a model.   
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Figure 7. LGBIS Model 3 – Six Factor Model 
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Figure 8. Cramer et al. (2017) Six Factor, One Second-order factor Model  

 

 

Based upon the EFA a four-factor LGBIS structural model was created. This 

model (Model 5) was tested via CFA using maximum likelihood for estimation (Figure 

9). Chi-square results (χ2 = 947.79, df = 318, CMIN/df = 2.98, p = <.001) suggest the 

model does not fit adequately. Evaluation of model fit indices show NFI = .75 

(acceptable model fit >.90), CFI = .81 (acceptable model fit >.90), RMSEA = .10 

(acceptable model fit <.08) and, AIC = 1121.79. A review of standardized regression 

weights shows decent to robust loadings (between .49 and .90) of items on their 
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respective factors with the exception of item 23 (.27), which presented below the .40 

threshold. A review of covariance between factors shows that Factor 3 is not strongly 

(between .15 and .35) connected to any of the other factors. The remaining three factors 

have decent (between .70 and .80) correlation. This suggests the items on Factor 3 may 

not truly be measuring the same theoretical construct (LGB identity development) as the 

measure itself. This raises addition question about the cohesiveness of the theoretical 

constructs within the LGBIS measure. The four-factor Model 5 is the worst performing 

model thus far. As such, it was rejected outright, and no further testing of a four-factor 

model occurred.  

During each of the prior LGBIS factor structure analyses, items 11 and 23 were 

most frequently loading poorly onto their respective factors (below .40). A review of item 

construction shows item 23 to be awkwardly constructed, “I have felt comfortable with 

my sexual identity just about from the start” (Mohr & Kendra, 2011). This researcher 

finds the use of the word “just” to be inappropriately placed, awkward, and confusing. 

Odd grammatical syntax, coupled with the reverse scoring, could be causing this item to 

have unusual statistical properties. Item 11 also has complex wording; “My sexual 

orientation is an insignificant part of who I am.” Poorly constructed, words with complex 

vocabulary, or are awkwardly worded can impact the content validity of the overall scale 

and the theoretical construct being measured (DeVellis, 2017).  

Evaluating poorly worded items as constituent scale parts by removing items and 

reevaluating statistical indicators is normal within scale development (DeVellis). The 

researcher returned to Model 1, the only model to not have been rejected via analysis. 

While item 23 is the oddest phrased item, removing it would leave only two items on the 
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DP factor. AMOS cannot conduct analytical processes without a minimum of three items 

per factor. Thus, item 23 cannot be removed. Instead, item 11 was removed from the 

Model 1 CFA and tested as Model 6 to determine LGBIS viability when removing a 

poorly worded item.  

 

 

Figure 9. LGBIS 4-Factor Model 5 
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Model 6, with item 11 removed, was assessed via a CFA using maximum 

likelihood for estimation analysis. Chi-square results (χ2 = 565.92, df = 271, CMIN/df = 

2.10, p = <.001) suggest the model does not fit adequately. Evaluation of model fit 

indices show NFI = .85 (acceptable model fit >.90), CFI = .91 (acceptable model fit 

>.90), RMSEA = .07 (acceptable model fit <.08) and, AIC = 777.92. All items continue 

to load robustly onto their respective factors with the exception of item 23 (.23), which 

loads below the .40 minimum. Thus far, Model 6 has shown the most robust factor 

structure fit indices. This researcher reviewed modification indices for Model 6 to 

determine if any model adaptations were feasible. Two edits were deemed within reason 

e23 <--> e17 and e23 <--> e12, however the researcher has decided not to allow one error 

term to covary with more than one other error term. Model 2 allowed e23 <--> e17 and 

e17 <--> e12 to covary. Thus, these same error term modifications were made to Model 6 

and tested in Model 7.  

Model 7 CFA was conducted using maximum likelihood for estimation. Chi-

square results (χ2 = 499.55, df = 269, CMIN/df = 1.85, p = <.001) suggest the model does 

not fit adequately. Evaluation of model fit indices show NFI = .86 (acceptable model fit 

>.90), CFI = .92 (acceptable model fit >.90), RMSEA = .07 (acceptable model fit <.08) 

and, AIC = 663.55. A review of regression weights finds similar issues between Model 2 

and Model 7. Allowing the covariance between error terms 12, 17, and 23, it reduces the 

item loadings onto the DP factor to below the .40 cutoff. While Model 7 has the most 

robust fit indices of any LGBIS model tested in this work, the creation of additional poor 

item loadings onto the DP factor causes more issues than it solves. Thus, Model 7 is 

rejected.  
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This researcher, having conducted all feasible evaluations of the LGBIS measure 

factor structure, must determine which model will be used within this work. Evaluations 

of the LGBIS conducted by Cramer et al. (2017 & 2018) have shown the LGBIS measure 

to have an unstable factor structure that is not always replicable. Evaluations conducted 

within this work also suggest the instability of the LGBIS factor structure provided by the 

scale authors Mohr and Kendra (2011). EFA conducted on the LGBIS suggested a four-

factor or six-factor structure. This researcher tested both a four-factor and six-factor 

model and was unable to support their use in this work. Further, while Model 2 and 7 

produced more robust fit indices, their issues with the DP subfactor necessitated their 

rejection. Model 6 offered the next most robust fit indices but did so with the removal of 

item 11. It would be most appropriate to retest the convergent and discriminant validity 

of the LGBIS with this removed item to determine its continued ability to test the target 

theoretical construct (DeVellis). This work is unable to meet the retesting requirement. 

Thus, the only viable model within this work is Model 1, the model hypothesized and 

supported by scale authors Mohr and Kendra (2011). It should be noted that maintaining 

Model 1 has not solved the underlying concern that the LGBIS may not effectively 

measure the target construct (gay identity development). Nor has this analysis proven that 

the LGBIS is a psychometrically sound measure that has a predictable factor-structure in 

all samples of the population it was constructed within. The Model 1 factor structure will 

be used in all future applications of the LGBIS measure in this analysis.  

Gay and Lesbian Relationship Satisfaction Scale 

 To assess participant’s level of relational satisfaction, the Gay and Lesbian 

Relationship Satisfaction Scale (GLRSS; Belous & Wampler, 2016) was administered. 
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The GLRSS is a 24-item measure comprised of the Relationship Satisfaction subscale (16 

items) and the Social Support subscale (8 items). The two subscales work together to 

measure relational satisfaction in minority relationships. Research has indicated that 

external stigma and social support significantly influence relationship satisfaction in 

same-gender couples (Belous & Wampler, 2016). Respondents are asked to mark their 

agreement with items on the GLRSS via a Likert scale rating from Strongly Disagree to 

Strongly agree, range of 7. Each subscale is scored individually and then combined to 

denote overall Relational Satisfaction in same-gender couples. Lower scores indicate 

possible deficits in satisfaction and support, while scores above the mean indicate higher 

rates of support and satisfaction. Belous and Wampler presented total scale score M = 

107, SD = 16; Relationship Satisfaction subscale: M = 68, SD = 13; and, Social Support: 

M = 38, SD = 7. Descriptive statistics for the two subscales and the overall GLRSS are 

shown in Table 7. Possible Relationship Satisfaction subscale score ranges from 16 to 

112, possible Social Support subscale scores range from 8 to 56, and overall scale range 

from 24 to 168.   

Table 7.  

GLRSS Sample Descriptive Statistics  

Scale Component Mean Score Standard Deviation Cronbach’s α 

Relationship Satisfaction 72.45 10.78 .73 

Social Support 43.95 7.48 .81 

Overall Scale 115.40 15.52 .82 

  

Reliability of the scale in this sample, as assessed by Cronbach’s Alpha, was 

mixed compared to initial psychometric testing. For this sample full scale Cronbach’s 

alpha was .82 (scale authors α = .82), relational satisfaction had lower reliability α = .73 

(scale authors α = .83), and, higher reliability in social support α = .81 (scale authors α = 
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.72; Belous & Wampler, 2016). Reliability scores above a .7 are generally acceptable, 

with scores above .8 considered desirable (Nunnally, 1994). In the validation and 

adaptation of the GLRSS in Italian Cronbach’s Alpha was .78 for Relational Satisfaction, 

.80 for Social Support, and the overall scale .79 (Sommantico, Donizzetti, Parrello, & De 

Rosa, 2019). As a relatively new measure use of the GLRSS is limited but growing.  

 A confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was conducted in SPSS AMOS to further 

examine the adequacy of the GLRSS measure. The GLRSS scale authors (Belous & 

Wampler, 2016) used Classical Test Theory and exploratory factor analysis to approach 

data reduction and assess evidence of reliability and validity. Unfortunately, the scale 

authors did not provide sufficient information on factor structure beyond which item is 

connected to which subscale and basic scoring procedures. A recent erratum noted 

incorrect scoring procedures in the original publication that could lead to skewed data 

(Belous & Wampler, 2019). Specifically, in the original article item 17 was erroneously 

among the reverse scored items. Instead item 8 should be reverse scored and not item 17. 

This researcher has not found a follow up confirmatory factor analysis to confirm the 

presented exploratory factor analysis. Nor has this researcher found graphical 

representation of the proposed GLRSS factor structure. Thus, this researcher was forced 

to make assumptions in designing the GLRSS CFA model. 

 First, scale authors suggest a relationship between the two subscale theoretical 

constructs of Relational Satisfaction (RS) and Social Support (SS). With support from 

scale authors, this researcher allowed the Relational Satisfaction and Social Support 

subscales to covary in the CFA. Belous and Wampler (2016) support the use of the 

subscales being used individually as standalone measures or together to assess gay and 
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lesbian relationship satisfaction. This researcher did not allow error terms to covary in the 

initial CFA model (see Figure 10).  As previously stated, CFA fit indices being used in 

this study are Chi-Square (CMIN/df <2, p = >.05), the normed fit index (NFI; adequate 

fit = >.90), the comparative fit index (CFI; adequate fit = >.90), the root mean square 

error approximation (RMSEA; adequate fit <.08), and when comparing multiple CFA 

models the Akaike Information Criterion (AIC; Kline, 2016; Lewis, 2017; Mvududu & 

Sink, 2013).  

The GLRSS Model 1 CFA was conducted via AMOS using maximum likelihood 

for estimation. Chi-square results (χ2 = 945.70, df = 251, CMIN/df = 6.43, p = <.001) 

suggest the model does not fit adequately. It should be noted that Chi-square tests are 

highly sensitive to sample size and large degrees of freedom, other goodness of fit indices 

such as CFI and RMSEA are more commonly used to determine model quality (Xu & 

Tracey, 2016). Evaluation of model fit indices show NFI = .55 (acceptable model fit 

>.90), CFI = .62 (acceptable model fit >.90), and RMSEA = .12 (acceptable model fit 

<.08). A poorly fitting model suggests the need to record the AIC value of this model 

(AIC = 1091.70) to assist in determining the quality of each subsequent model (Kline, 

2016). A review of standardized regression weights further supports issues with the 

model. The SS subfactor has decent item loading with values between .49 and .67. The 

RS subscale has a number of poor loading items (below .40) including items 1, 2, 8, 9, 

14, and 16. Interestingly, all of the poorly loading items are those with reverse scoring. 

The two subscales present with strong (above .70) negative correlation of .81.  
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Figure 10. GLRSS CFA Model 1 
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Non-normal data can cause issues with fit indices. Evaluation of Mahalanobis 

distances do not support outlier observations causing issues in the model. In assessing for 

non-normality, kurtosis should be considered. West, Finch, and Curran (1996) suggest a 

univariate kurtosis value above a 7 is problematic, while Kim (2013) suggests for 

samples below 300 participants, a value above 3 is problematic. Univariate kurtosis for 

GLRSS items presents below the threshold for normality concerns. Multivariate non-

normality can be especially problematic with SEM evaluations (Byrne, 2016). 

Multivariate c.r. values above 5 are considered problematic. The GLRSS has a 

multivariate c.r. of 34.95, suggesting concerns with multivariate non-normality.  

To assess for non-normality in AMOS, the data should be bootstrapped (Byrne, 

2016). Prior to bootstrapping the modification indices were assessed to determine if a 

better model could be created. A review of the modification indices further suggests 

issues with reverse scored items. Suggested changes include allowing for covariance 

between reverse scored item error terms. Allowing reverse scored error terms to covary is 

a reasonable suggestion as these items provide a similar disturbance in the data (Kline, 

2016). Reverse scored items are 1, 2, 8, 9, 14, and 16. Recommended covariance 

additions were selected based upon their high modification index value, inclusion of two 

error terms, and that no one error term could covary with more than one other error term. 

The researcher allowed the following error terms to covary e8 <--> e14 (M.I. = 83.26) 

and e9 <--> e16 (M.I. = 23.04). This updated model was named Model 2. Table 8 

provides a listing of all evaluated CFA models for the GLRSS and their associated fit 

indices.  
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GLRSS Model 2 CFA was conducted using maximum likelihood for estimation. 

Chi-square results (χ2 = 814.07, df = 249, CMIN/df = 3.27, p = <.001) suggest the model 

does not fit adequately. Evaluation of model fit indices show NFI = .61 (acceptable 

model fit >.90), CFI = .69 (acceptable model fit >.90), RMSEA = .11 (acceptable model 

fit <.08) and, AIC = 964.07. A review of standardized regression weights finds similarity 

between Model 1 and Model 2. The SS subfactor item loading values have not changed. 

The poorly (below .40) loading items on the RS subfactor continue to load poorly. 

Further, allowing error terms to covary decreased the item loading for all reverse scored 

items in Model 2. The two subscales continue to have a strong (above .70) negative 

correlation of .81.  

Table 8 

Fit Indicators for GLRSS 

 χ2 df χ2/df AIC NFI CFI RMSEA 

Model 1 945.70 251 6.43 1091.70 .55 .62 .12 

Model 2 814.07 249 3.27 964.07 .61 .69 .11 

Model 3*        

Model 4 479.50 246 1.99 635.50 .77 .87 .07 

Model 5 441.13 243 1.82 603.13 .79 .89 .06 

Model 6 421.20 241 1.75 587.20 .80 .90 .06 

Note: *Model 3 – no model output or fit indices were calculated by AMOS, model 3 

rejected.  

 Modification indices were again assessed to determine if any AMOS 

recommended changes could be supported. Following the same rules applied to Model 2, 

the researcher accepted the suggestion to allow error terms for item 1 and item 2 to 

covary (e1 <--> e2, M.I. = 48.08). This updated configuration was named Model 3 and 

tested for model fit. The model reached iteration limit at 50, 100, and 200 iterations. 

Thus, no model evaluation output or fit indices were calculated for this model. Thus 
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Model 3 and the addition of covariance between error terms for items 1 and 2 were 

rejected.  

 Issues with non-normal data could be impacting the analysis results. The 

researcher, next, conducted a bootstrap analysis of Model 2 using a maximum likelihood 

bootstrap to produce 500 samples with a bias-corrected confidence interval set to 90%. 

The bootstrapped (implied vs. sample) distribution showed an implied population mean 

χ2 = 1143.46, with a slight positive skew. The Chi-Square of Model 2 (χ2 = 814.07) is not 

within the bounds of the bootstrapped implied population. This is of concern as it 

suggests that either the bootstrapping method is either biased or this study’s sample is not 

similar to that of the overall implied population. Byrne (2010) suggests conducting a 

Bollen-Stine bootstrap to determine if the model is supported within the bootstrapped 

population. A Bollen-Stine value of p < .05 suggests the current model should be rejected 

(Byrne, 2001a). This researcher conducted a Bollen-Stine bootstrap on Model 2, p = .002, 

further suggesting the current model should be rejected. 

  Thus far the review has found that Model 2 is better than Model 1. In both models 

the SS subfactor has a number of poorly loading items. Model 2 presents with insufficient 

values on the fit indices and inconclusive evidence during the bootstrapped evaluation. 

The bootstrapped evaluation suggests either the current sample is not within the implied 

population or the model is an inaccurately constructed model. Thus, the researcher turned 

to conducting an exploratory factor analysis (EFA) to assess GLRSS factor structure. As 

the component parts are assumed to be correlated, the researcher conducted a principal 

components analysis extraction of factors with a promax rotation for the final solution.        
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 The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy (KMO) for this sample 

was a .85, which is considered adequate (Kaiser & Rice, 1974). KMO values closer to 1 

are desired. Bartlett’s test of sphericity is significant χ2 (276) = 2000.14, p = <.001. Using 

Eigenvalues above one suggest a four-factor model, rather than the current two-factor 

model. Examination of the scree plot (Figure 11) supports a four-factor solution. 

Consulting the pattern matrix, all items load onto four factors (between .44 and .88), with 

each factor having at least three items. As the data suggests a four-factor model is more 

appropriate, a second EFA was conducted constraining the output to a four-factor 

solution. Component and structure matrices showed a number of cross loading items, 

however the pattern matrix continued to present a stable four-factor solution. While this 

four-factor solution diverts from Belous and Wampler’s original structure, it is important 

to determine its potential. The four-factor EFA should be evaluated using a CFA to 

determine if the model fit indices improve in value.  

Using the factor structure provided by the EFA, a CFA structure (Model 4) was 

graphically constructed in AMOS (see Figure 12). GLRSS Model 4 CFA was conducted 

using maximum likelihood for estimation. Chi-square results (χ2 = 479.50, df = 246, 

CMIN/df = 1.99, p = <.001), while a significant result suggests poor model fit, it is not 

uncommon in larger sample sizes. Evaluation of model fit indices show NFI = .77 

(acceptable model fit >.90), CFI = .87 (acceptable model fit >.90), RMSEA = .07 

(acceptable model fit <.08) and, AIC = 635.50. A review of standardized regression 

weights finds all items load decently (above .5) on their respective factors. Model 4 

presents a significantly better fitting model than any prior. It is also the first model to 
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present with an acceptable RMSEA value. To determine if an even better model exists, 

the modification indices were evaluated.   

 

Figure 11. GLRSS Scree Plot 

 

Three modifications recommended by AMOS were deemed reasonable changes, 

e17 <--> e19 (M.I. = 12.17), e4 <--> e12 (M.I. = 11.59) and, e17 <--> e23 (M.I. = 10.00). 

These changes were made, and the updated representation was named Model 5. Chi-

square results (χ2 = 441.13, df = 243, CMIN/df = 1.82, p = <.001) suggest the model does 

not fit adequately. Evaluation of model fit indices show NFI = .79 (acceptable model fit 

>.90), CFI = .89 (acceptable model fit >.90), RMSEA = .06 (acceptable model fit <.08) 

and, AIC = 603.13. A review of standardized regression weights continues to show 

strong item loading on all four new factors. With fit indices relatively close to acceptable 

values, the researcher reviewed modification indices one final time. Two additional edits 

were deemed within reason and were added to a new Model 6, e23 <--> e14 (M.I. = 

11.86) e21 <--> e14 (M.I. = 10.44).   
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Figure 12. GLRSS CFA Model 4 
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Model 6 CFA was conducted using maximum likelihood for estimation. Chi-

square results (χ2 = 421.20, df = 241, CMIN/df = 1.75, p = <.001) suggest the model does 

not fit adequately. Evaluation of model fit indices show NFI = .80 (acceptable model fit 

>.90), CFI = .90 (acceptable model fit >.90), RMSEA = .06 (acceptable model fit <.08) 

and, AIC = 587.20. A review of standardized regression weights continues to find 

medium to strong loading of items onto each new factor and weak to strong (between .15 

and .81) correlation between the factors. Additional modifications suggested by AMOS 

were reviewed. Both recommended changes suggest error terms load onto Factor 1. 

These suggestions are rejected. Model 6 has reached acceptable model fit on two out of 

the three fit indices. No additional alterations to the GLRSS CFA model will be taken. A 

graphical representation of the CFA conducted in Model 6 can be found in Figure 13. 

With no additional alterations to the factor model, the researcher moved to evaluate all 

six models to determine which is most appropriate to use within this study.  

The evaluation of the GLRSS factor structure strongly suggests the instability of 

the factor structure provided by scale authors Belous & Wampler (2016). The EFA 

conducted and the resulting CFA model analysis (Model 4, Model 5, and Model 6) 

suggest that a four-factor measure is more stable than a two-factor instrument. The 

researcher anticipated the instrumentation used within this study would fit two broad 

goals. First, that the instrument effectively measured the target theoretical construct. 

Second, that the instrument was psychometrically sound. Unfortunately, the GLRSS does 

not seem to meet either of these desired goals. If we accept the four-factor model as 

suggested by the EFA and subsequent CFAs, we fundamentally alter the soundness of the 

theoretical construct of relational satisfaction as measured by the GLRSS. Altering the  
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Figure 13. GLRSS CFA Model 6 
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factor-structure of the instrumentation impacts the very theoretical constructs we are 

hoping to measure, which can lead to spurious claims that may not truly exist. Thus, even 

though the four-factor model resulted in more acceptable fit indices, it is more 

appropriate to maintain the theoretical soundness of the GLRSS in measuring relational 

satisfaction as outlined by Belous & Wampler (2016). Based upon the above assessments 

of the GLRSS the researcher chose to maintain the original two-factor structure of the 

GLRSS. Model 1 is the most appropriate graphical representation of this two-factor 

structure as outlined by Belous & Wampler (2016), with updated scoring from Belous & 

Wampler (2019). Model 1 factor structure will be used in all future applications of the 

GLRSS measure in this analysis.  

Nebraska Outness Scale 

 To assess participant’s level of outness, the Nebraska Outness Scale (NOS; 

Meidlinger & Hope, 2014) was administered. The NOS is a 10-item measure comprised 

of the Disclosure and Concealment subscales, each with five questions. The two opposing 

subscales measure level of disclosure or concealment of non-majority sexual identity 

during interactions with strangers, coworkers, immediate and extended family, and 

friends (Meidlinger & Hope). Disclosure is measured via a Likert scale rating of the 

percentage (0% to 100% in increments of 10) each group is aware of the respondent’s 

sexual orientation, range of 10. Concealment is measured via a Likert scale rating of the 

level (Never to Always) to which the respondent conceals their non-majority sexual 

orientation, with a range of 10 between Never and Always. Each subscale is scored 

individually to measure degree of Disclosure and Concealment and then combined to 

denote overall level of Outness (Meidlinger & Hope). Prior to creating an overall Outness 
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score, each item on the Concealment subscale must be reverse scored so that all 10 scale 

items are formatted such that higher-level scores denote a higher level of outness 

(Esterline, 2017). Descriptive statistics for the two subscales and the overall NOS are 

shown in Table 9. Possible subscale score ranges from 5 to 55, and overall scale ranging 

from 25 to 100; this sample had an equally diverse range.  

Table 9.  

NOS Sample Descriptive Statistics  

Scale Component Mean Score Standard Deviation Cronbach’s α 

Concealment 24.34 12.81 .87 

Disclosure 38.82 10.22 .78 

Overall Scale 63.16 14.66 .81 

  

Reliability of the scale, as assessed by Cronbach’s Alpha, was lower in full scale 

and disclosure reliability, but higher in concealment compared to the original 

psychometric testing. Meidlinger and Hope (2014), in their initial testing, identified a 

full-scale reliability of α = .89, for Concealment α = .80, and for Disclosure α = .82. 

Reliability scores above a .7 are generally acceptable, with scores above .8 considered 

desirable (Nunnally, 1994). Studies that have used the NOS or one of its component 

subscales have reliability between .84 and .92 (Esterline, 2017; Israel et al., 2019).  

 A confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was conducted in SPSS AMOS to further 

examine the adequacy of the NOS as a measure. The article outlining the initial 

psychometric testing by Meidlinger and Hope (2014) did not provide sufficient 

information on factor structure beyond which component items fit a subscale. Thus, this 

researcher was forced to make assumptions in designing the NOS CFA model. First, 

scale authors suggest a relationship between the theoretical constructs of concealment 

and disclosure. Scholars (Jackson & Mohr, 2016; Stenger & Roulet, 2018) support 
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conceptual independence and linkage between these two theoretical constructs. With 

support from existing research and suggestion from scale authors, this researcher allowed 

the Concealment and Disclosure subscales to covary in the CFA. In addition, NOS 

authors used the same exact wording for each of the five items presented in the two 

subscales. If the theoretical constructs of concealment and disclosure have a relationship 

and the questions used on each subscale are the same, it would stand to reason the error 

terms are likely to covary. This researcher allowed corresponding error terms to covary in 

the initial CFA model (see Figure 14). CFA fit indices being used in this study are Chi-

Square (CMIN/df <2, p = >.05), the normed fit index (NFI; adequate fit = >.90), the 

comparative fit index (CFI; adequate fit = >.90), the root mean square error 

approximation (RMSEA; adequate fit <.08), and when comparing multiple CFA models 

the Akaike Information Criterion (AIC; Kline, 2016; Lewis, 2017; Mvududu & Sink, 

2013).  

The NOS CFA Model 1 was conducted via AMOS using maximum likelihood for 

estimation. Chi-square results (χ2 = 186.50, df = 29, CMIN/df = 6.43, p = <.001) suggest 

the model does not fit adequately. It should be noted that Chi-square tests are highly 

sensitive to sample size and large degrees of freedom, other goodness of fit indices such 

as CFI and RMSEA are more commonly used to determine model quality (Xu & Tracey, 

2016). Evaluation of model fit indices show NFI = .82 (acceptable model fit >.90), CFI = 

.84 (acceptable model fit >.90), and RMSEA = .16 (acceptable model fit <.08). A poorly 

fitting model suggests the need to record the AIC value of this model (AIC = 258.50) to 

assist in determining the quality of each subsequent model (Kline, 2016). A review of 

standardized regression weights shows all items with adequate communalities to their 
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corresponding subfactor with values between .52 and .85. The two sub-factors are weakly 

correlated at .28 and as expected error terms negatively covary between .24 and .40. 

 

 

Figure 14. NOS CFA Model 1 
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Non-normal data can cause issues with fit indices. Evaluation of Mahalanobis 

distances do not support outlier observations causing issues in the model. In assessing for 

non-normality, kurtosis should be considered. West, Finch, and Curran (1996) suggest a 

univariate kurtosis value above a 7 is problematic, while Kim (2013) suggests for 

samples below 300 participants, a value above 3 is problematic. Univariate kurtosis for 

NOS items presents below the threshold for normality concerns. Multivariate non-

normality can be especially problematic with SEM evaluations (Byrne, 2016). 

Multivariate c.r. values above 5 are considered problematic. The NOS has a multivariate 

c.r. of 15.14, suggesting concerns with multivariate non-normality. To assess for non-

normality in AMOS, the data should be bootstrapped (Byrne, 2016). Prior to 

bootstrapping the modification indices were assessed to determine if a better model could 

be created. Suggested model revisions cannot be sufficiently justified and in two cases go 

against the original scale authors. Therefore, model modification suggestions were 

rejected. 

 The researcher performed a maximum likelihood bootstrap method of Model 1 to 

produce 500 samples with a bias-corrected confidence interval set to 90%. The 

bootstrapped (implied vs. sample) distribution showed an implied population mean χ2 = 

224.00, with a slight positive skew. The current sample’s χ2 = 186.50, is within the 

general bounds of the bootstrapped implied population. While the sample is non-normal, 

results of the bootstrapping suggest it is sufficiently representative of the implied 

population. With modification indices of NOS Model 1 rejected and poor goodness of fit 

indices, additional evaluation was conducted via an exploratory factor analysis (EFA). As 
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the component parts are assumed to be correlated, the researcher conducted a principal 

components analysis extraction of factors with a promax rotation for the final solution.        

 The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy (KMO) for this sample 

was a .77, which is considered adequate (Kaiser & Rice, 1974). Bartlett’s test of 

sphericity is significant χ2 (45) = 1015.27, p = <.001. Using Eigenvalues above one 

suggest a two-factor model. Consulting the pattern matrix and structure matrix all 10-

items load onto the two factors between .53 and .86. All five items in the Concealment 

subfactor load onto the same factor within the EFA. Likewise, 4 out of 5 items in the 

Disclosure subfactor load onto the same EFA factor. Item 5 of the Disclosure subfactor 

cross loaded onto both factors but loaded higher onto the Disclosure subfactor. 

Examination of the scree plot (Figure 15) suggests a three-factor solution. A second EFA 

was conducted constraining the output to a three-factor solution. The resulting EFA 

constrained to a three-factor solution provided a less robust solution with multiple cross 

loading items, while still maintaining a general two-factor model. Results from the EFAs 

provide no justification for altering the NOS factor structure detailed by NOS authors.  

 

Figure 15. NOS Scree Plot 
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  We return to consider the earlier CFA that was conducted on the NOS. The CFA 

failed to reach minimum fit indices and the researcher rejected AMOS proposed 

modifications to the model. The subsequent EFA supported the factor structure provided 

by scale authors. The NOS provides scoring procedures for both sub-scales and the 

overall measure. As an alternative method of testing the NOS factor structure, the two 

factors can be scored and tested as observed variables. AMOS is unable to handle testing 

less than three observed variable connected to a latent variable. As such, this alternative 

method cannot be tested. Based upon assessment of the NOS as outlined above, the 

researcher chose to follow the two-factor structure outlined by scale authors Meidlinger 

and Hope (2014) in all future applications of the NOS measure in this analysis.  

Summary of Measurement Model Analyses 

 All scales used within this study were examined for issues with normality 

including measures of central tendency, reliability, kurtosis, and skewness. The validity 

of each measure was assessed through CFA. Multivariate kurtosis was the primary issue 

with all three scales. Kurtosis at the multivariate level not only impacts SEM analysis but 

also impacts path analysis and CFA. Table 10 presents a summary of the measures of 

central tendency, skewness, kurtosis, and reliability for each measure.  

Table 10 

Descriptive Statistics of All Measures  

Measure Mean SD Skewness Kurtosis Alpha 

   Stat SE Stat SE  

LGBIS 31.89 6.59 -.36 .17 -.62 .34 .81 

GLRSS 115.40 15.52 .16 .17 1.50 .34 .82 

NOS 63.16 14.66 .70 .17 1.56 .34 .81 
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Analyses of all three scales showed issues with the model fit outlined by the 

respective scale authors. Each scale required additional EFA evaluation to determine the 

stability of the original factor structure and indication of more appropriate structures 

existing.  None of the three measures were able to support the respective author’s original 

factor structure with robust fit indices. Further, only the GLRSS was able to reach 

minimum fit on all indices yet did so on a four-factor model not supported by scale 

authors. As this study strives to evaluate the theoretical constructs measured by these 

three instruments, it is important that the instruments are psychometrically stable. Since 

these three instruments have not proven to be stable via the CFA process, their ability to 

measure the underlying constructs is in question. For each measure, this researcher will 

use the respective scale author’s factor and measurement structure, thus relying on the 

original psychometric evaluation as confirmation of the scale’s soundness. Table 11 

shows the results of the measure author’s factor structure in this sample’s dataset.  

Table 11 

Fit indicators for Author Model of all measures 

Measure χ2 df χ2/df NFI CFI RMSEA 

LGBIS 691.03 296 2.34 .82 .89 .08 

GLRSS 945.70 251 3.77 .55 .62 .12 

NOS 186.50 29 6.43 .82 .84 .16 

 

Analysis of Research Questions and Proposed Model 

 Research question one sought to test the factor structures of the three measures 

used in this study (LGBIS, GLRSS, NOS) to determine if their factor-structure in this 

sample aligned with the structure provided by respective instrument authors. The results 

of the analysis are cause for concern. This researcher was unable to confirm author 

supplied factor structure for the LGBIS, GLRSS, and NOS, raising concern the measures 
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do not function as intended in this specialized sample. The unstable factor structure of the 

three measures suggest each may have problems with the conceptualization or 

measurement of underlying theoretical constructs. Thus, results of any further analysis 

using the LGBIS, GLRSS, or NOS should be suspect. These measures may not be 

accurately evaluating or assessing the larger theoretical constructs as purported by scale 

authors. Results of this research are not applicable outside of this sample and should not 

be applied to other members of the population.  

Research question two sought to determine if outness (measured by NOS) served 

as a mediating variable in the relationship between relational satisfaction (GLRSS) and 

gay identity development (LGBIS). Figure 1 is the graphical representation of the model 

to be tested. In this graphical model, the ovals represent latent variables. Thus, each 

instrument is considered a latent variable informed by each instrument’s unique and valid 

factor structure. Results of the CFA testing of the instruments led this researcher to 

abandon the latent variable model (Figure 1). The author supplied factor structure for the 

LGBIS was the only measure to meet at least one fit indicator (RMSEA = .08). The factor 

structure provided by GLRSS and NOS scale authors did not reach any minimum fit 

indices. Using GLRSS and NOS as latent variables in this model would bring suboptimal 

factor structures and measurement errors into the overall model (Marsh, Morin, Parker & 

Kaur, 2014). Thus, the GLRSS and NOS would be represented in this model as 

exogeneous variables, informed by the respective total measure score as detailed by scale 

authors. This researcher felt that while the LGBIS failed to meet all minimum CFA fit 

indices, having met one fit indicator, it was acceptable for it to continue as a latent 



GAY IDENTITY IN EMERGING ADULTHOOD  
  

120 

variable in this model (Marsh et al., 2014). A graphical representation of the structural 

model being tested to evaluate research question two can be found in Figure 16.    

 

Figure 16. RQ-2 Structural Model 1 

 

 Each structural model was assessed using the following fit indices and scoring; 

Chi-Square (CMIN/df <2, p = >.05), the comparative fit index (CFI; adequate fit = >.90), 

the root mean square error approximation (RMSEA; adequate fit <.08), and when 

comparing multiple CFA models the Akaike Information Criterion (AIC; Kline, 2016; 

Lewis, 2017; Mvududu & Sink, 2013). Miles and Shevlin (2007) recommend the 

replacement of the normed fit index (NFI) with a non-normed fit index measure such as 

the Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI) when using data that is considered non-normal and 

measures with questionable reliability. Thus, the NFI will be replaced with the TLI for all 
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further evaluations, with TLI <.90 considered an adequate fit. Due to the non-normality 

of the data on the multivariate level, each model is ran using maximum likelihood for 

estimation and bootstrapping. Table 14 lists all tested models and their accompanying fit 

indices.  

 Structural Model 1 was estimated via SPSS AMOS and resulted in the following 

fit indices; Chi-square results (χ2 = 318.94, df = 34, CMIN/df = 9.38, p = <.001) 

suggesting an inadequately fitting model. Evaluation of model fit indices show TLI = .62 

(acceptable model fit >.90), CFI = .71 (acceptable model fit >.90), RMSEA = .20 

(acceptable model fit <.08), and AIC = 360.94. This is a poorly fitting model with low fit 

indices, suggesting an inaccurately specified model. In prior model analyses in this work, 

the researcher would next review presented modification indices (MI). There is 

considerable disagreement among statisticians as to the appropriateness of considering 

MI or accepting their influence over the data. MI are determined by the statistical 

analysis and thus are not informed by theory (MacCallum, Roznowski & Necowitz, 

1992). If changes are not guided by or align to theory, it can fundamentally alter the 

analysis leading to spurious claims. The LGBIS, GLRSS, and NOS have each shown 

unreliable factor structures. Thus, any additional manipulation of this SEM model could 

further damage the underlying theoretical constructs being measured. This researcher 

decided to err on the side of caution and make no further adaptations to Model 1.  

Reviewing the path analysis in Model 1 (see Figure 17) and the resulting 

regression weights, it is important to recognize the results are from a faulty model. First, 

this model did not reach minimum fit indices. Second, underlying factor structure for all 

three measures failed to reach robust fit indices. Thus, we cannot be truly sure the 
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resulting interaction does or does not actually exist. Results of Model 1 suggest outness 

(NOS) serves as a mediating variable in the relationship between relational satisfaction 

(GLRSS) and gay identity development (LGBIS). However, this researcher cannot 

confirm these results do nor do not actually exist. Path regression weights of Structural 

Model 1 can be found in Table 12.  

 

Figure 17. Structural Model 1 with Regression Weights  

 

 

Table 12 

 

Standardized regression weights for final model, Structural Model 1 

Path Estimate S.E. p 

GLRSS     →       NOS .37 .06 <.001* 

NOS          →      LGBIS -.40 .01 <.001* 

GLRSS     →       LGBIS .04 .01 .59 

       Note: *significance at p = <.05 level or lower.  



GAY IDENTITY IN EMERGING ADULTHOOD  
  

123 

Research question three sought to determine if relational satisfaction (measured 

by GLRSS) served as a mediating variable in the relationship between outness (NOS) and 

gay identity development (LGBIS). Figure 2 is the graphical representation of the model 

to be tested. As outlined in the discussion of research question two, the results of CFA 

testing led this researcher to abandon the GLRSS and NOS as latent variables. To allow 

the GLRSS and NOS to remain latent variables would bring suboptimal factor structures 

and addition measurement error into the analysis (Marsh et al., 2014). The GLRSS and 

NOS were represented in this model as exogenous variables, informed by the total 

instrument score as detailed by scale authors. The LGBIS remained a latent variable. 

Figure 18 is a graphical representation of the structural model used to evaluate.

 

Figure 18. RQ-3 Structural Model 2 
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 Structural Model 2 was estimated via SPSS AMOS and resulted in the following 

fit indices; Chi-square results (χ2 = 318.94, df = 34, CMIN/df = 9.38, p = <.001) 

suggesting an inadequately fitting model. Evaluation of model fit indices show TLI = .62 

(acceptable model fit >.90), CFI = .71 (acceptable model fit >.90), RMSEA = .20 

(acceptable model fit <.08), and AIC = 360.94. This is a poorly fitting model with low fit 

indices, suggesting an inaccurately specified model. As discussed in the evaluation of 

Structural Model 1, this researcher will not be evaluating the MI as these suggested 

changes are not guided or informed by theory (MacCallum et al., 1992). A reminder that 

the LGBIS, GLRSS, and NOS have shown unreliable factor structures. Thus, any 

additional manipulation of this SEM model could further damage the underlying 

theoretical constructs being measured. Even though this is a poorly fitting model, this 

researcher will make no further adaptations to structural Model 2.   

Reviewing the regression weights (Table 13) of structural Model 2 and the overall 

path analysis (see Figure 19), it is important to recognize the results are from a faulty 

model. First, this model did not reach minimum fit indices. Second, underlying factor 

structure for all three measures failed to reach robust fit indices. Thus, we cannot be truly 

sure the resulting interaction does or does not actually exist. Results of Model 2 suggest 

relational satisfaction (GLRSS) does not serve to mediate the relationship between 

outness (NOS) and gay identity development (LGBIS). However, with faulty instrument 

factor structures, this researcher cannot confirm these results do nor do not actually exist.  
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Table 13 

Standardized regression weights for final model, Structural Model 2 

Path Estimate S.E. p 

NOS      →  GLRSS .37 .07 <.001* 

GLRSS  →  LGBIS .04 .01 .59 

NOS      →  LGBIS -.40 .01 <.001* 

Note: *significance at p = <.05 level or lower.  

 

 

Figure 19. Structural Model 2 with Regression Weights 

Considerable caution should be given to any results or associations found within 

the above structural model analysis. With non-normality of sample data and the 

psychometric soundness of all three measures in question, caution should be given to any 
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significant results. Within marginalized populations, it is vital that scholarly research 

does not serve to further the existing disenfranchisement of this population. Presentation 

of any statistically significant results in the remaining analysis will be coupled with a 

note of caution regarding the psychometric instability of the three measures used in this 

study. Table 14 below provides listing of fit indicators for the two structural models 

evaluated in this section.  

Table 14 

Fit Indicators of Structural Models 

Model χ2 Df χ2/df TLI CFI RMSEA AIC 

Model 1 318.94 34 9.38 .62 .71 .20 360.94 

Model 2 318.94 34 9.38 .62 .71 .20 360.94 

  

Results of Research Hypotheses  

 This section outlines the testing and results of the seven research hypotheses. As 

noted earlier, the NOS, GLRSS, and LGBIS were found to have unreliable factor 

structures. Further, the researcher was unable to create a testable hypothesized structural 

model. Thus, these limitations should be considered during the evaluation of the research 

hypotheses. 

 The first research hypothesis posed that LGBIS, GLRSS, and NOS are unique 

measures that interact in a stable and predictable manner. In this hypothesis, the 

researcher assumed that each measure has construct validity previously established by 

scale authors during initial psychometric evaluation. During confirmatory factor analyses 

conducted previously in this work, this researcher was unable to replicate, with robust fit 

indices, the factor models provided by scale authors. These results call into question the 

psychometric stability and consistency of the LGBIS, GLRSS, and NOS. Internal 



GAY IDENTITY IN EMERGING ADULTHOOD  
  

127 

consistency and reliability was tested via the use of Cronbach’s Alpha. All three 

measures had Alpha scores considered “good,” LGBIS α = .81, GLRSS α = .82, and NOS 

α = .81.  

The level of independence and relationship between the LGBIS, GLRSS, and 

NOS was tested by assessing Pearson’s Correlation Coefficients. A small significant 

inverse correlation was found between NOS (outness) and LGBIS (gay identity), r (204) 

= -.28, p < .001. A small significant positive correlation was found between the GLRSS 

(relationship satisfaction) and NOS (outness), r (204) = .37, p < .001. The relationship 

between the GLRSS and LGBIS was not found to be significant, r (204) = .01, p = .90. 

Gay identity development (LGBIS) was found to have a significant relationship with 

outness (NOS) and an insignificant relationship with relational satisfaction (GLRSS).  

A reminder that the following discussion of results should be read with caution. 

As noted, the psychometric instability of the three measures means we cannot be sure 

these results do or do not exist in this sample. Hypothesis two was supported as outness 

(NOS) has a small but positive (r = .37, p = <.001) impact on relational satisfaction 

(GLRSS) and higher levels of identity development as measured by a lower score on the 

LGBIS (r = -.40, p = <.001). Hypothesis three was supported as a lower outness score 

(NOS) would suggest a lower relational satisfaction score (GLRSS; r = .37, p = <.001) 

and a higher LGBIS score (suggesting lower identity development; r = -.40, p = <.001). 

Hypotheses four an five were rejected as the relationship between relational satisfaction 

(GLRSS) and level of gay identity development (LGBIS) were not significant (r = .04, p 

= .59), however there is a small positive relationship between GLRSS and NOS (r = .37, 

p = <.001). Hypotheses six and seven were also rejected as LGBIS and GLRSS did not 
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have a significant relationship (r = .04, p = .59), however LGBIS and NOS did have a 

significant inverse relationship (r = -.40, p = <.001). It is important to end this with a 

second reminder that the acceptance or rejection of hypothesis is based upon evaluations 

using flawed measures, thus this researcher cannot be certain the interactions do or do not 

exist in this sample.  

Exploratory Research Questions 

 The primary purpose of this study was to examine the presented hypothesized 

model and determine the interactive nature of the three constructs. A secondary purpose 

was to explore the relationship between predictor variables (e.g., LGBIS, GLRSS, and 

NOS) and demographic variables such as age, race, geographic area, and population 

density (i.e. urban, suburban, rural). Table 15 provides correlation between age and 

predictor variables. Table 16 provides mean scores by predictor variable and 

demographic variables.  

Table 15.  

Correlations between Predictor variables and Age 

 LGBIS GLRSS NOS 

Age .33** -.01 -.09 

                         Note: **significance at p = <.01  

 LGBIS. As highlighted above, this researcher was unable to confirm the factor 

structure provided by scale authors for this measure. Thus, care should be taken when 

interpreting results of the influence of demographic variables. Participants had an overall 

mean of 31.89 and a standard deviation of 6.59. Participants with a scaled score below 

the mean are thought to have higher levels of gay identity salience. Those with scaled 

scores higher than the mean are thought to have lower levels of gay identity development. 

Participant age has a significant, but very small, predictive relationship (R2 = .11, adj. R2 
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= .11, F(1, 204) = 25.47, p = <.001) on level of gay identity development. A one-way 

ANOVA was conducted to determine if mean scores differed by age group. Results found 

differences by age were statistically significant (F (10, 195) = 6.02, p = <.001). The test 

for homogeneity of variance was violated (p = .03), a concern as the traditional Fisher’s 

ANOVA assumes equal variance. A Welch’s ANOVA was conducted as this statistical 

evaluation is unaffected by unequal variances. Welch’s ANOVA result also showed a 

significant difference between means (F (10, 38.23) = 9.15, p = <.001). As this analysis 

did not meet the assumption of equal variances, a Games-Howell post-hoc analysis was 

conducted to understand where significant mean differences occur.  Post-hoc analysis 

showed 19-year-olds (M = 23.44, SD = 4.10) to have lower scores than both 27-year-olds 

(M = 34.02, SD = 5.03, p = .01) and 28-year-olds (M = 35.14, SD = 5.79, p = .01);  

twenty-one year-olds (M = 26.49, SD = 2.17) scored significantly lower than both 27-

year-olds (M = 34.02, SD = 5.03, p = .01) and 28-year-olds (M = 35.14, SD = 5.79, p = 

.01); 24-year-olds (M = 27.39, SD = 6.58) had lower scores than their 28-year-old 

counterparts (M = 35.14, SD = 5.79, p = .03); and 28-year-olds had higher scores than 

their 29-year-old counterparts (M = 29.42, SD = 7.62, p = .04).  

A one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) assessing mean difference between 

regions of the United States in which a participant resided was found to be not 

statistically significant (F (4, 201) = 1.92, p = .11). A one-way ANOVA assessing mean 

difference in population density of residence (i.e. urban, suburban, rural) showed a 

statistical difference between groups (F (2,199) = 13.28, p = <.001). Levene’s test of 

homogeneity of variance was not violated, thus a parametric post-hoc Tukey’s HSD was 

conducted. Results of the post-hoc analysis showed rural (M = 35.55, SD = 5.51) scored 
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significantly higher than their suburban (M = 30.15, SD = 6.64, p = <.001) and urban (M 

= 30.68, SD = 6.32, p = <.001) counterparts. No significant difference between urban and 

suburban group means was found (p = .86). Racial categories in this study varied 

significantly in size. Analysis requires groups to have a minimum size to ensure sufficient 

and unbiased analysis. White (N=128) and Black (N=53) participants were of sufficient 

number to conduct analysis. The five remaining racial identities (American 

Indian/Alaskan Native, Asian, Other, prefer not to answer, multiracial) were collapsed 

into the “Other” (N=25) category to allow for statistical analysis to occur. A one-way 

ANOVA was conducted to determine if LGBIS mean score differed by racial group. 

Results found differences by racial group were statistically significant (F (2, 203) = 

18.31, p = <.001). Assumption of homogeneity of variance was violated in this analysis 

(p = <.001). A Welch’s test was conducted as this statistical evaluation is unaffected by 

unequal variances. Welch’s ANOVA continues to show statistical significance (F (2, 

76.32) = 25.94, p = <.001). As this analysis did not meet the assumption of equal 

variances, a Games-Howell post-hoc analysis was conducted to understand where 

significant mean differences occur. Post-hoc analysis showed Black/African Americans 

(M = 35.89, SD = 6.05) had significantly higher mean scores than their White (M = 31.03, 

SD = 6.46, p = <.001) and Other (M = 27.81, SD = 3.76, p = <.001) counterparts, and 

White participants had significantly higher scores than their Other counterparts (p = 

<.001). 

 GLRSS. This researcher was unable to confirm the GLRSS factor structure 

provided by scale authors. Caution should be taken when considering the impact of 

demographic variables on the GLRSS. Overall participants had a mean score of 115.40 
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and a standard deviation of 15.52. Participants who score higher on the GLRSS are 

considered to have higher relational satisfaction, while lower scores denote lower 

relational satisfaction. Participant age had no significant predictive relationship (R2 = < 

.00, adj. R2 = <.00, F(1, 204) = <.00, p = .95) on relational satisfaction. A one-way 

ANOVA was conducted to assess difference in mean scores based upon geographic 

region of the United States in which a participant resided. Results of the analysis showed 

no significant difference in mean score by geographical region (F (4, 201) = .50, p = .74). 

A one-way ANOVA evaluating mean difference in GLRSS scores based upon population 

density of residence (i.e. urban, suburban, rural) resulted in no significant difference 

between group means (F (2, 199) = .68, p = .51). As highlighted above, the racial makeup 

of participants was not sufficiently robust in all categories. White (N=128) and Black 

(N=53) participants were of sufficient number to conduct robust analysis. The five 

remaining racial identities (American Indian/Alaskan Native, Asian, Other, prefer not to 

answer, multiracial) were collapsed into one “Other” (N=25) group to allow for statistical 

analysis to occur. A one-way ANOVA was conducted to determine if mean GLRSS score 

differed by racial identity group. Results showed difference in mean score by racial group 

was not statistically significant (F (2, 203) = 1.88, p = .16). This analysis did violate the 

assumption of homogeneity of variance (p = <.001). Traditional Fisher’s ANOVA 

assumes equal variance. A Welch’s ANOVA was conducted as this statistical evaluation 

is unaffected by unequal variances. Welch’s ANOVA result showed no significant 

difference between racial groups, F (2, 58.99) = 2.99, p = .06). No post-hoc analysis was 

conducted for this demographic variable. Thus, no demographic variable had a predictive 

impact on the GLRSS measuring participant relational satisfaction.  
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 NOS. The researcher was unable to confirm the NOS factor structure provided by 

scale authors. Caution should be taken when considering the impact of demographic 

variables on predictor variables. Participants had an overall mean of 63.16 and a standard 

deviation of 14.66. The higher a participant’s overall score, the greater level of overall 

outness they exhibit. Participant age does not have a predictive impact (R2 = .01, adj. R2 

= .<.00, F(1, 204) = 1.83, p = .18) on level of outness. A one-way ANOVA was 

conducted to determine if there was a difference in mean score based upon region of the 

United States. Results showed no significant difference in NOS mean score by region (F 

(4, 201) = .55, p = .70). A one-way ANOVA analyzing mean difference in population 

density (i.e. urban, suburban, rural) was statistically not significant (F (2, 199) = 1.34, p = 

.27). Assumption of homogeneity of variance was violated in this analysis (p = <.001). A 

Welch’s test was conducted as this statistical evaluation is unaffected by unequal 

variances. Welch’s ANOVA continues to show statistical non-significance (F (2, 129.56) 

= 1.73, p = .18). As highlighted above, the racial makeup of participants was not 

sufficiently robust in all categories. White (N=128) and Black (N=53) participants were 

of sufficient number to conduct robust analysis. The five remaining racial identities 

(American Indian/Alaskan Native, Asian, Other, prefer not to answer, multiracial) were 

collapsed into one “Other” (N=25) group to allow for statistical analysis to occur. A one-

way ANOVA was conducted to determine if means on NOS differed by racial identity. 

Results of the test showed difference in mean scores between racial groups was not 

statistically significant (F (2, 203) = .86, p = .43). Assumption of homogeneity of 

variance was violated in this analysis (p = <.001). A Welch’s test was conducted as this 

statistical evaluation is unaffected by unequal variances. Welch’s ANOVA continues to 
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show statistical non-significance (F (2, 56.17) = 1.22, p = .30). Thus, no demographic 

variables served to predict the NOS score outcome.  

Table 16. 

Mean Score and SD by Demographic and Predictor Variables 

   LGBIS GLRSS NOS 

  N M (SD) M (SD) M (SD) 

Race      

 White 128 31.0 (6.46) 114.20 (15.77) 63.84 (13.60) 

 Black/African 

American 

53 35.9 (6.05) 118.94 (10.27) 60.91 (10.84) 

 American Indian/ 

Alaskan Native 

3 28.3 (2.73) 112.33 (18.23) 54.00 (8.54) 

 Asian 9 28.5 (2.15) 116.44 (21.48) 73.00 (22.38) 

 Multiracial 6 25.8 (5.89) 113.00 (19.36) 52.17 (29.40) 

 Prefer not to answer 5 27.8 (4.15) 114.80 (12.52) 70.40 (15.79) 

 Other  2 30.2 (1.36) 107.00 (66.47) 63.50 (50.21) 

Region      

 Midwest 51 31.4 (6.02) 114.10 (16.28) 62.73 (15.02) 

 Northeast 52 32.1 (7.74) 116.50 (16.70) 61.65 (14.44) 

 Southeast 47 33.9 (6.08) 112.65 (16.38) 63.58 (15.83) 

 Southwest 26 30.1 (5.46) 117.53 (15.13) 66.53 (16.15) 

 West 30 31.9 (6.59) 115.40 (15.52) 63.16 (14.66) 

Density      

 Rural 53 35.6 (5.51) 113.43 (15.43) 60.51 (11.01) 

 Suburban 67 30.2 (6.64) 115.67 (17.33) 64.90 (16.51) 

 Urban 82 31.8 (6.60) 115.47 (15.64) 63.17 (14.80) 

 

 

Summary 

 This chapter outlined the data screening procedures and data reduction methods 

employed by this researcher. This section also outlined the assumptions and exploratory 

research questions aimed at being tested via the research methodology employed in this 

work. The researcher provided demographic characteristics of the sample and the process 

by which this sample was recruited. Further, this section outlined the procedure of 

assessing each of the three instruments used in this work to assess their factor stability in 

the sample. The researcher assessed and addressed the hypothesized structural model, the 
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outlined research questions and the research hypotheses. Lastly, the researcher undertook 

exploratory research questions to determine the impact demographic variables had on 

predictor variables. Chapter Five will discuss the results of this chapter, implications of 

these results, areas for potential concern, implications for the counseling profession, 

limitations of the research, and areas of future research.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



GAY IDENTITY IN EMERGING ADULTHOOD  
  

135 

 

 

 

 

CHAPTER FIVE  

Discussion of Findings and Conclusion  

 This study was conducted in order to examine the interaction between gay identity 

development, relational satisfaction, and outness in gay-male emerging adults. Existing 

research on these three constructs most often explores one or two, but not all three 

constructs in the same study. Thus, relatively little is known about the complex 

interaction between gay identity, relational satisfaction, and outness. What is known 

about these three constructs is often presented in general terms or assumptive terms. 

Extant research in this area is often qualitative in nature, with few quantitative works 

existing. This is the only known study to explore all three theoretical constructs 

simultaneously in a rigorous quantitative format.  

Scholarly LGBT+ research is plagued by heteronormative expectations and 

assumptions that can negatively influence findings (Bernstein, 2018). Such research often 

focuses on comparing LGBT+ individuals to their heterosexual counterparts, further 

marginalizing or suggesting difference from the norm. This study sought to meet the 

ethical guidelines of LGBTQ+ research with require researchers to carry out research that 

is supportive, affirming, ethically aware, and strives to show the uniqueness of the 

population through a non-heteronormative lens (ALGBTIC LGBQQIA Competencies 

Taskforce, 2013). Thus, it is important to recognize the hypothesized interactions 
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between these three constructs were informed by existing research. Research that may not 

entirely be devoid of bias. 

Emerging Adulthood is a developmental stage aimed at addressing issues within 

traditional developmental models. Emerging adulthood is not meant to be universal, only 

to outline the experience of 18-29-year-old in Western societies (Arnett, 2007; Arnett et 

al., 2014; Arnett & Mitra, 2018). Arnett (2000) argues that industrialized societies have 

changed culturally, demographically, and socially such that traditional developmental 

models no longer accurately address. Emerging adults have been found to have different 

goals and expectations toward relationships and marriage than previous generations, 

including higher acceptance of casual sexual relationships (Claxton & van Dulmen, 2013; 

Roberson et al., 2017). Few studies have explored non-majority sexual identity in 

emerging adulthood and further study within this population is needed (Frost et al., 2015; 

Wagaman et al., 2014). With recent significant legal and social change surrounding 

same-sex relationships and marriage in Western societies, it is important to explore 

sexual minority experiences in emerging adulthood (Frost et al.). 

Identity development is a crucial task in emerging adulthood (McAdams, 2016). 

This is especially true for the development of minority sexual identity (Morgan, 2012; 

Torkelson, 2012). Many of the original models of non-majority sexual identity 

development were created in the late 1970’s through the 1980s (i.e. Cass, Troiden, 

etc.).These older stage models of same-sex attracted sexual identity are laden with the 

social discourse and bias of the time. While later lifespan models of LGB Identity 

development (i.e. D’Augelli) overcame the stepwise concerns of stage models, many are 

close to two decades old. Peterson and Gerrity (2006) avidly argued that gay and lesbian 
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individuals have significant difficulty creating positive identity formation when society is 

rampant with homophobia and barriers to self-acceptance. Researchers have found 

younger cohorts reach gay identity milestones quicker than older cohorts (Martos et al., 

2015). Gender was found to impact sexual identity development with men reaching 

milestones earlier than women (Katz-Wise et al., 2017). With recognition of the impact 

society, age, and gender have on sexual identity development and the age of many 

identity development models, it is important to assess gay identity development in 

emerging adults. Based upon existing research it would suggest that gay identity 

development will show salience in younger participants. Further, with society’s impact 

on identity development, those in rural areas of the United States will likely have lower 

identity salience than those in more urban areas. Lastly, the research suggests gay identity 

development will predict levels of relational satisfaction and outness (Bilodeau & Renn, 

2005; Cass, 1984; D’Augelli, 1994; Stevens, 2004)      

The forming of a successful romantic relationship has been argued to be an 

important milestone within emerging adulthood (Arnett, 2004). Demir (2010) suggested 

that level of happiness an emerging adult feel is directly related to their romantic 

relationship. For sexual minorities social and family acceptance of a relationship can 

significantly impact overall relational satisfaction (Dooley, 2009; Ryan et al., 2009). 

Positive and supportive relationships decrease the likelihood of mental health issues that 

stem from rejection or negativity from family or friends (Belous & Wampler, 2016). 

Same-sex couples navigate and jointly manage stigma, marginalization, and internalized 

homophobia, processes which impact relationship trajectory and satisfaction (Rostosky & 

Riggle, 2017). Relational satisfaction in non-sexual majority couples is often influenced 
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by one’s identity management (i.e. navigation of homonegativity, stigma, 

marginalization, rejection, level of outness, etc.) and identity development (Knoble & 

Linville, 2012; Rostosky & Riggle, 2017). Thus, research suggests level and quality of 

relational satisfaction is influenced by gay identity development and outness.       

Outness is a complex construct that encompasses the complexities of internal 

shame, external discrimination, components of disclosure and concealment, and a level of 

recognition of the ongoing nature of deciding when to disclose a deeply held difference. 

An individual navigating their level of outness is consciously or unconsciously 

navigating multiple minority stressors resulting from perceived or real social prejudice, 

stigma, discrimination, and negative messaging (Frost et al., 2015; Frost et al., 2017). 

Coming out to friends and family is considered a crucial process in models of sexual 

minority identity development (Ali & Barden, 2015; Cass, 1984; D’Augelli, 1994). Many 

aspects of outness align with areas an individual navigates within gay identity 

development such as spirituality, family culture, parental and sibling support, and 

personal values (D’Amico et al., 2015; Goodrich et al., 2019). Research suggests that 

outness and gay identity development are strongly related. Cass and D’Augelli argue 

outness is encompassed by gay identity development. This researcher hypothesized that 

outness, while an aspect of gay identity development, is actually a larger unique 

theoretical construct that operates in an independent manner. Outness is a continual, 

never ending, process that serves as the driving decisional mechanism impacting 

relational satisfaction and gay identity development (Ali & Barden, 2015; Manning, 

2014).  
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As noted above, the constructs of gay identity development, relational 

satisfaction, and outness in emerging adult gay men has not been discussed in the 

literature. Thus, an evaluation of the interaction between these three constructs fills a gap 

within existing research. Focusing on emerging adulthood, a unique developmental stage 

with limited research, hones this exploration. Evaluating the research questions and 

hypotheses set forth by the researcher, this study adds to the extant knowledge within 

social science on gay-male emerging adults.  

Review of Research Questions  

 Considering the research base, this study examined the relationship between gay 

identity development (as measured by the LGBIS), relational satisfaction (as measured by 

the GLRSS), and outness (as measured by the NOS) in emerging adult gay men. This 

study examined a sample (N = 206) of gay men aged 19 to 29 within the United States. 

Participants were sought through community Pride centers, post-secondary institutions, 

and MTurk. This study gathered numerical data via the Qualtrics online survey platform 

which was then assessed via structural equation modeling in SPSS AMOS (version 25). 

Specifically, this study sought to address the following primary research questions:  

4. Do the individual factor structures of the instruments (the Gay and Lesbian 

Relationship Satisfaction Scale (GLRSS), the Lesbian, Gay, and Bisexual 

Identity Scale (LGBIS), and the Nebraska Outness Scale (NOS)) used in this 

study remain stable and align with the factor structure provided by the 

instrument author(s)? 
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5. Does outness, as measured by the NOS, mediate the relationship between 

relational satisfaction, as measured by the GLRSS, and gay identity 

development as measured by the LGBIS? 

6. Does relational satisfaction, as measured by the GLRSS, mediate the 

relationship between outness, as measured by the NOS, and gay identity 

development as measured by the LGBIS? 

Discussion of Primary Research Questions  

 The following section discusses each of the three research questions and their 

findings as they relate to the evaluation conducted in Chapter Four. Research question 

one sought to evaluate the factor structure of the three measures being used in this work. 

This is an important first step in SEM evaluation as all future analysis relies on the 

psychometric and factorial stability of the instrumentation used (Byrne, 2016). Prior to 

evaluating the structural models outlined in research question two and three, CFA 

evaluation occurred. A discussion of the factor evaluation process for each instrument 

follows.   

LGBIS scale authors provided an eight-factor structure that achieved one of the 

least robust fitting models. Cramer et al. (2017,  2018) outlined a six-factor structure for 

the LGBIS which was tested in this work and was unsupported. Seven unique models, 

including ones informed by an EFA, were assessed in this study. Failing to achieve robust 

fit indices on one of the seven models is concerning. This suggests the measure either 

lacks psychometric soundness or is not accurately assessing the theoretical construct of 

LGBT identity development. Worth noting, this study used a sample of only gay men of a 

restricted age (19-29). Initial psychometric testing of the LGBIS included gay men, 
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lesbian women, and bisexual individuals. The LGBIS may not be appropriately calibrated 

to measure non-majority sexual identity development in one specific sexual identity 

category.  

 Belous and Wampler (2016) provide a two-factor structure for the GLRSS, which 

when tested in this population failed to achieve robust fit indices. EFA results suggested a 

four-factor model for the GLRSS. Results of a modified four-factor model (Model 6, see 

Figure 13) attained the most robust fit during GLRSS analysis. Acceptance of a four-

factor model would require additional testing of construct validity, concurrent and 

discriminant validity, and reliability. The four-factor model would also require additional 

factor specification to ensure the factors are appropriately measuring the theoretical 

construct of relationship satisfaction. Measures used in this work were selected for their 

ability to measure specific theoretical constructs. The failure of the GLRSS to achieve a 

stable factor structure suggests it may not be accurately measuring the theoretical 

construct or lacks psychometric stability. Thus, results should be interpreted with caution. 

 Meidlinger and Hope (2014) outlined a two-factor structure model for the NOS. 

This factor structure was unable to be confirmed via robust fit indices within this sample. 

EFA results confirmed the same two-factor structure outlined by scale authors. 

Noteworthy to further discussion is the multivariate non-normality of the sample data. 

While the sample showed no concerns with univariate normality, multivariate non-

normality is of concern as it is especially problematic with SEM evaluations (Byrne, 

2016). Bootstrap evaluations suggest the sample falls within the implied population; 

however, it is skewed. Data non-normality may account for issues faced during the 

confirmatory factor analysis of all three measures. 
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As highlighted above, results of the factor analysis process showed serious 

concerns as to the psychometric stability of the LGBIS, GLRSS, and NOS. The author 

was unable to obtain robust fit indices for the author provided factor structures for the 

LGBIS, GLRSS, and NOS. Further EFA evaluation and exploratory modifications to the 

factor model also resulted in failure to reach minimum fit indices. All exploratory models 

were rejected. This researcher chose to rely on the factor structure outlined by each 

measure’s respective authors, even though none of these authors supplied models met 

minimum robust fit indices. The result of this factor analysis process showed serious 

cause for concern. Chiefly, in response to research question one, the factor structures 

provided by instrument authors were not able to be supported in this sample. This 

suggests the LGBIS, GLRSS, and NOS may have serious psychometric instability and an 

unreliable factor-structure. Further, these results call into question the ability of these 

instruments to accurately assess, evaluate, and measure their intended theoretical 

constructs. These measures may lack the sensitivity or evaluative nature to assess for the 

intended theoretical constructs in this sample. Thus, it is vital for us to be aware that any 

significant or insignificant results within this study should be read with cation. The 

underlying instability of the measures means we cannot truly know if the results do or do 

not exist within this sample.  

Structural Model 1 (see Figure 16) was constructed to address research question 

two and Structural Model 2 (see Figure 18) was constructed to address research question 

three. As discussed in Chapter Four, the original RQ graphical model (Figures 1 & 2) 

required adaptation. Results of the CFA testing led this researcher to abandon the latent 

variable model. The GLRSS and NOS were converted from latent variables to 
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exogeneous variables. In making such a change the GLRSS and NOS in the graphical 

model were now being informed by the total scale score rather than their underlying 

factor structures. In making such a change this researcher hoped to minimalize the impact 

of measurement errors within the factor structure of the GLRSS and NOS on the testing 

of the structural models. Evaluation of Structural Model 1 and Structural Model 2  

revealed the following impact on gay identity development (LGBIS) by relational 

satisfaction (GLRSS) and outness (NOS). Readers are reminded, due to the poor 

performance of the measures used in this study, these results may or may not actually be 

present in this sample. 

a. Outness mediates the relationship between relational satisfaction and gay 

identity development. 

b. Relational satisfaction does not mediate the relationship between outness and 

gay identity development. 

c. Relational satisfaction (GLRSS) had a significant relationship with outness 

(NOS; r = .37, p = <.001), but no significant relationship with gay identity 

development (LGBIS; r = .04, p = .59). 

d. Outness (NOS) score was significantly related to level of relational 

satisfaction (GLRSS; r = .37, p = <.001) and gay identity development 

(LGBIS; r = -.40, p = <.001), operating in a predictable manner.  

Results of explorations connected to research questions two and three of this 

study could be significant to the field were it not for the poor CFA performance. 

Unfortunately, due to the instability of the three measures, it is important that we do not 

consider these findings to be applicable outside of this sample. Further evaluation of the 
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LGBIS, GLRSS, and NOS measures is needed within this population. This researcher 

suggests future research occur using different instruments to measure the underlying 

theoretical constructs to confirm the above results. Additional evaluation should occur 

before the results are discussed in terms of their impact on this population or the social 

sciences. Similar caution to the results of the analysis of research hypotheses should be 

given.     

Review of Research Hypotheses  

 The following is a review of the results of analyzing the research hypotheses. To 

facilitate ease of understanding, results as they pertain to each individual measure will be 

discussed. Research hypotheses for this exploration can be found in Chapter Three and 

Chapter Four of this work. Readers are reminded that acceptance or rejection of research 

hypothesis is based upon an evaluation that used flawed measures. Thus, this researcher 

cannot be certain if the results are indeed significant or insignificant in this sample. 

Readers are reminded to consider results with caution.  

LGBIS  

a. CFA found the LGBIS did not have a stable factor structure. 

b. Cronbach’s Alpha = .81, suggesting good internal reliability.  

c. Higher level of outness (higher score on NOS) suggested higher identity 

development (lower score on LGBIS), r = -.40, p = <.001.  

d. LGBIS and GLRSS had no relationship (r = .04, p = .59). 

GLRSS 

a. CFA found the GLRSS did not have a stable factor structure. 

b. Cronbach’s Alpha = .82, suggesting good internal reliability.  
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c. Small significant positive relationship with outness (r = .37, p = <.001) 

suggesting higher outness leads to higher levels of relational satisfaction.   

NOS  

a. CFA found the NOS did not have a stable factor structure. 

b. Cronbach’s Alpha = .81, suggesting good internal reliability.  

c. Level of outness is directly related to level of relational satisfaction (r = .37, p 

= <.001) 

d. Level of outness is indirectly related to LGBIS score (r = -.40, p = <.001).  

Discussion of Findings  

 The findings outlined above are discussed in consideration with existing 

literature. Due to the inability to confirm the author supplied factor structures for the 

LGBIS, GLRSS, and NOS, this researcher is concerned findings in this study are not 

accurate. There is significant likelihood that the findings may not actually exist within 

this population. As an ethical researcher it is important to ensure new findings that 

influence the treatment of marginalized populations are accurate. Without confirmed 

support for the author provided factor-structures, we should not consider the results of 

this study to be sufficiently accurate. Thus, further research is needed to confirm the 

findings in Chapter Four before recommendations for changes within the Counseling or 

Social Sciences should occur. This discussion will close with a review of the limitations 

of this research and considerations for future research.   

Findings Related to LGBIS  

   Confirmatory factor analysis of the LGBIS was unable to support the author’s 

eight-factor model. Unfortunately, the instability of the LGBIS is acknowledged in the 



GAY IDENTITY IN EMERGING ADULTHOOD  
  

146 

literature. Cramer et al. (2017, 2018) found the LGBIS to have an unstable factor 

structure when used to assess LGB identity development in special populations. Cramer 

et al. (2018) found a six-factor model to be most appropriate model. Cramer et al. (2017) 

also found a six-factor model to have the most robust fit indices, but this model 

incorporated a second-order factor. While invariance testing of the LGBIS has shown the 

eight-factor model is supported (Niepel et al., 2019). This researcher did not find either 

an eight-factor or six-factor model to have sufficiently robust fit indices. Further analysis 

is needed to determine the stability of the LGBIS in specialized or singular populations 

(i.e. only lesbian women or gay men).  

Results of the data analysis in connection with the LGBIS must be reviewed with 

considerable caution. Results suggest revealed a statistically significant relationship 

between LGBIS and NOS. The inverse relationship suggests that as level of outness 

increases the level of identity development also increases. A lower score on the LGBIS 

suggests a higher level of gay identity development. Further evaluation is needed to 

ensure this finding is indeed present within this population. While the results need further 

study, Pachankis, Cochran and Mays (2015) found mental health concerns to be tied to 

the degree of identity outness or concealment exhibited by a sexual minority individual. 

Men who are out have significantly higher odds of suffering from generalized anxiety or 

major depressive disorder, while closeted men report lower levels of major depression 

and no difference in levels of anxiety (Pachankis et al., 2015). of anxiety (Pachankis et 

al.). Riggle et al. (2017) found that higher levels of LGB identity concealment were 

significantly associated with lower psychological well-being and higher levels of 

depressive symptoms. The sociocultural context in which an LGB person lives greatly 
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influences not only identity development, but level of risk, felt minority stress, and 

internalized stigma (Riggle et al., 2017). This is especially true for individuals with 

multiple minority identities, such as Black or Latino LGBT individuals, who often have 

lower levels of disclosure and outness (Pastrana, 2016; Villicana et al., 2016). Thus, 

identity development, outness, and resulting mental health are significantly influenced by 

the sociocultural context the sexual-minority individual lives within. As noted, further 

study on the relationship between gay identity development and outness is needed within 

this population. The results of this study should be read with caution as they are informed 

by measures with an unsupported factor structure. Ethical practitioners should not use 

these findings to inform their mental health practice.  

The results showed no statistically significant relationship found between LGBIS 

and GLRSS. This finding disagrees with scholars who have found a link between identity 

development and relational satisfaction in emerging adult LGBT couples (i.e. Macapagal 

et al., 2015; Rostosky & Riggle, 2017a). While both Cass’s stage model and D’Augelli’s 

lifespan model of non-majority sexual identity development have same-sex relationship 

establishment as a constituent aspect, they do not specifically state relational satisfaction 

is a required component. It is important to remind readers that the data within this study 

was gathered using measures whose factor structure could not be verified. Thus, we 

should not consider the resulting lack of relationship between LGBIS and GLRSS to be 

significant. Further study is needed to determine the accuracy of this finding in this 

population.  
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Findings Related to GLRSS  

 Confirmatory factor analysis of the GLRSS was unable to find support for the 

two-factor model provided by Belous and Wampler (2016) in this sample. Thus, results 

of the data analysis using the GLRSS should be reviewed with considerable caution. An 

unstable instrument is unable to accurately and reliably inform our analysis. Two separate 

invariance explorations extending and evaluating the GLRSS for use in Italian samples 

are the only other known evaluations of the GLRSS factor structure. Lampis, De Simone, 

and Belous (2020) found support for the two-factor model outlined by Belous and 

Wampler. Sommantico et al. (2019) were also able to find support for a two-factor 

structure GLRSS in an Italian sample, however internal consistency was only 

satisfactory. No additional confirmatory analysis has occurred in English speaking 

samples. Thus, the results of this study call into question the factorial and psychometric 

stability of the GLRSS measure. 

 Readers are reminded that an unstable instrument is unable to reliably and 

accurately inform our analysis. Discussion of results should be read with caution. The 

analysis showed a small significant correlation between GLRSS and the NOS. Existing 

literature supports this finding. Individuals who self-disclose their sexual minority 

identity and/or have partners who also disclose in this way are more satisfied in their 

relationships (Clausell & Roisman, 2009) Social support provided by a relational partner 

assists in mediating minority stressors of being out (Frost et al., 2015). Further research 

must be conducted to ensure this finding is accurate within this population. Until further 

research occurs, clinicians are reminded of the mounting evidence that intimate partner 

violence may occur more commonly in LGBT populations (Reuter, Newcomb, Whitton, 
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& Mustanski, 2017). Clinicians should be mindful of the framework from which they 

work in clinical settings. Psychotherapists, researchers, and practitioners frequently 

operate from heterosexual relational mores as the standard for optimal relational 

functioning (Toubia, 2014). Clinicians working with LGBTQ+ clients should evaluate 

the frameworks present within therapy to recognize and mitigate the presence of 

heterosexual biases.  

Findings Related to NOS  

  Confirmatory factor analysis of the NOS was unable to find support for the two-

factor model provided by Meidlinger & Hope (2014) in this sample. Thus, results of the 

data analysis using the GLRSS should be reviewed with considerable caution. An 

unstable instrument is unable to accurately and reliably inform our analysis. This 

researcher was unable to find additional evaluation of the NOS factor structure outside of 

initial psychometric testing in the literature. Thus, the results of the CFA of the NOS are 

profound as they suggest the NOS is not as psychometrically stable as scale authors 

suggest. As this is a specialized population within the LGBT community, it may not be 

sensitive enough to effectively evaluate outness. Additional evaluation is needed. Readers 

are reminded any discussion of results should be considered with extreme caution.  

 The NOS had a small, yet significant, relationship with the GLRSS and LGBIS. 

The NOS and GLRSS were positively related, while the NOS and LGBIS were indirectly 

related. These results should be confirmed via follow up analysis. If these results were to 

be confirmed it would suggest that the level of outness provides significant influence on 

relationship satisfaction and level of gay identity development. The process of being 

“out” is a continual process whereby a sexual minority individual must weigh the 
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possibility of stigmatization, marginalization or prejudice with the benefits of disclosure 

(Ali & Barden, 2015). Individuals with invisible or concealable stigmas (i.e. sexual 

orientation, mental illness, criminal record) have the option of hiding that identity and 

attempting to “pass” as a member of a favored group (Berkley et al., 2018). They also 

have the option of accepting the possible challenges associated with disclosure and strive 

to live their authentic self. Berkley et al. suggest the importance of considering the 

emotional components (i.e., emotional intelligence, emotional exhaustion, emotional 

labor, emotional culture) associated with navigating the complex aspects of disclosure 

and concealment. While disclosing one’s LGBT+ identity can cause emotional 

exhaustion, research shows higher levels of LGBT+ authenticity is associated with higher 

psychological wellbeing, lower levels of perceived stress, and fewer depressive 

symptoms (Riggle et al., 2017).  

Navigating outness requires LGBT+ individuals to also address the impacts of 

overt and covert discrimination (Woodford et al., 2018). External heterosexism and 

internalized homophobia are associated with higher risks for anxiety, depression, self-

injury, and suicidality (Puckett et al., 2015; Watson & Tatnell, 2019). External 

victimization and interpersonal microaggressions are significantly associated with 

depressive symptoms and mental health concerns, while resilience is associated with 

more positive mental health (Woodford et al.). Higher levels of resilience in LGBT+ 

individuals equate to lower levels of psychological distress and benefits to overall mental 

health (Watson & Tatnell). Mental health practitioners should consider strategies to build 

resiliency within their LGBT+ clients.   
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 Gay identity development models (i.e. Cass, D’Augelli) see navigating 

concealment and disclosure as core components of the overall process. Thus, the findings 

of this study seem to support existing literature. However, it is important to remember 

these findings should be read with caution until additional analysis is able to confirm 

these findings. It is also important for readers to remember that the most well-known 

LGBT+ identity development models are more than thirty years old and may no longer be 

relevant in the current sociocultural context (Kenneady & Oswalt, 2014). In evaluating 

the differences between Cass’s (1984) model of homosexual identity and D’Augelli’s 

(1994) model of LGB+ identity development, the role of outness differs. In Cass’s model, 

disclosure and concealment are binary stages used to group stages. In D’Augelli’s model, 

outness is the central experience within LGB+ identity development. Future research is 

not only needed to confirm the findings of this study, but to assist in verifying how 

outness exists in this population. Until future research occurs, the results of this study 

should be considered with extreme caution.  

Discussion of Exploratory Research Questions 

 Exploratory research questions within this study assessed the interaction between 

the predictor variables and demographic variables. Four such interactions were tested, 1) 

age, 2) race, 3) geographic area of residence within the United States, and 4) population 

density of residence. Results of the interaction between these four demographic 

categories and the predictor variables were presented in Chapter Four. A discussion of 

those results as it pertains to the literature follows. Readers are reminded data analysis is 

informed by instruments proven to be unstable, reliability of the results should be 

considered with caution.  
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Age 

 Age was found to have a small but significant predictive relationship on the level 

of gay identity development. Interestingly, 27-year-olds and 28-year-olds had statistically 

higher mean scores than their 19-year-old and 21-year-old counterparts. This suggests 19 

and 21-year-old participants had higher levels of gay identity development than their 27 

and 28-year-old counterparts. Twenty-eight-year-old participants were found to have 

statistically higher average scores than their 24-year-old and 29-year-old counterparts. A 

weakness of many gay identity formation models is the perception that gay identity 

development is a static process (Halpin & Allen, 2004). Results of this study suggest that, 

indeed, gay identity development is not static, and fluctuation occurs across the age span 

in emerging adulthood. Researchers found that gay men who identified as gay in 

childhood had a greater likelihood of earlier sexual identity development with a faster 

developmental progression (Rendina, Carter, Wahl, Millar, & Parsons, 2019). 

Assessment of the onset of gay identity development did not occur in this study. It should 

again be noted that these comparison findings were based upon the LGBIS score, an 

instrument that was found to be unstable in this work. Thus, findings should be 

considered with caution.  

 Participant age had no significant predictive impact on relationship satisfaction. 

This is not unexpected. Beyers & Seiffge-Krenke (2010) found development of relational 

intimacy was strongly associated with earlier ego development. Suggesting unique 

individual characteristics impacting ego development impact relational satisfaction more 

than age (Beyers & Seiffge-Krenke). Likewise, participant age had no impact on level of 

outness. This is congruent with the literature. Outness is more closely associated to 
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aspects of external safety, acceptance of LGBT+ lifestyle, and felt homonegativism than 

an individual’s age (Meidlinger & Hope, 2014). While age may assist an individual in 

determining how to navigate minority stress, age does not impact the safety of their local 

community. Worth noting, that while these findings seem to align with existing literature, 

they were gathered using instruments whose factor structure could not be supported in 

this population. Above evaluation and discussion must be considered with caution.   

Race 

 Tied intimately to the discussion of sexual minority individuals is the overall 

sociocultural context of the United States. The US has historically operated and continues 

to operate on a systemic system of privilege and oppression based almost purely on race. 

The two largest racial groups within this study were White men (N = 128, 62.1%) and 

Black or African American men (N = 53, 25.7%). The remaining 25 participants with 

identities from five other racial categories (American Indian/Alaskan Native, Asian, 

Other, Multiracial, and Prefer not to answer) were collapsed together into a single 

“Other” category to allow for statistical analysis to occur. It is important to remember 

that each of these racial groups is characterized by their own sociocultural processes and 

expectations of community members. Thus, findings that signify importance within the 

Other category should be further evaluated in future research. Readers are reminded of 

the instability of the predictor variables in this study. Thus, the evaluation of the impact 

demographic variables has on predictor variables should be considered with caution.   

Analysis of variance between the mean scores of differing racial identity groups 

was found to not be significantly different in GLRSS score or NOS score. Further 

evaluation is needed to ensure these results are accurate. Researchers have highlighted 
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unique considerations for Black and Latinx LGBT people and the intersectionality 

between culture and outness (Pastrana, 2016; Vallicana et al., 2016). Issues related to 

verifying the factor structure of the GLRSS and NOS raise questions as to whether or not 

these measures are sufficiently sensitive to multicultural considerations. Caution should 

be given when considering results of this study. 

 The results of a one-way ANOVA found differences in mean LGBIS score by 

race were statistically significant. Post-hoc analysis showed that Black/African American 

gay men had significantly higher mean scores than their White and Other counterparts. 

White participants had significantly higher scores than the Other counterparts. A 

reminder that the findings of this analysis should be considered with caution as this study 

was unable to confirm the LGBIS factor structure. Thus, the results of this analysis could 

be skewed. Research supports cultural factors influencing Latino and Black men in their 

gay identity development (Pastrana, 2016; Villicana et al., 2016). Researchers have 

suggested that Latino men construct gay identity differently than their White counterparts 

(Villicana et al., 2016). Whereas Black men have reported struggling in a LGBT+ 

identity culture largely created and framed by White gay men (Pastrana). Gay identity 

development measures must account for racial differences in identity development 

processes.    

Geographic Region within United States 

Readers are reminded that the results of the ANOVA comparisons between 

geographic region and LGBIS, GLRSS, and NOS are confounded by the inability to 

confirm the factor structure of the instrumentation. Discussion of results should be 

considered with caution. Interestingly, the region of the United States in which a 
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participant lived was not predictive of LGBT identity development (LGBIS score), 

relational satisfaction (GLRSS), or level of outness (NOS). This is likely due to the 

skewed concentration of residence of gay men. Approximately half (49.7%) of gay men 

live in only six US states, with the largest percentage living in California (17.6%; Grey et 

al., 2016). Further, twenty metropolitan US counties (i.e. Los Angeles County, CA; New 

York County, NY; and Cook County, IL) account for nearly one third (32.5%) of all gay 

men in the United States (Grey et al.). The population density of gay men in the United 

States leans toward cities or urban centers. The avenue in which this study collected 

geographic data was likely not sensitive enough to capture the difference among 

participants. Additional issues may have been caused by the instability of the measures 

used in this study.  

Population Density  

 Participants were asked to identify the population density of their current 

residence (i.e. urban, suburban, or rural). ANOVA results assessing mean score 

differences in the GLRSS, and NOS found no statistical significance between groups. 

Results of ANOVA between group means on the LGBIS found significant difference 

between population density groups. These results should be considered with caution as 

the instrumentation in this study was not proven to be sufficiently stable. Results of the 

post-hoc analysis of LGBIS scores by population density, the rural group had 

significantly higher LGBIS scores than their suburban and urban counterparts. No 

significant difference occurred between the urban and suburban group means. These 

findings align with existing research suggesting gay men are constrained by rural spaces 

in their identity development and expression (Annes & Redlin, 2012). Many rural gay 
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men will migrate from rural to urban areas to be part of a community that allows for the 

exploration and expression of one’s sexual identity (Annes & Redlin). For rural 

individuals exploring and considering their sexual identity, use of various internet 

applications assisted in this process (Harper, Serrano, Bruce & Bauermeister, 2015). For 

those rural gay men who are unable to find an accepting online community or travel to a 

nearby urban area, considerable identity restraint can occur. This discussion and these 

findings should be considered with caution. The inability to confirm the LGBIS factor 

structure means we cannot be confident the results do or do not occur as outlined.    

 Surprisingly in this study, population density did not lead to a difference in level 

of outness (NOS score). Scholars have shown the impact living in a rural location can 

have on gay men, including decreased number of medical visits and increased need to 

navigate oppressive hypermasculinity (Currin, Giano, Hubach, 2020; Jones, 2017). Due 

to the instrumentation used in this study and the inability to confirm their factor 

structures, the results should be considered with caution. Future study is needed to 

determine if the lack of influence rural life has on level of outness is a result of aberrance 

within this data set, or a true change in emerging adult gay men.   

Limitations 

 Discussion of limitations of this study and potential concerns are presented in four 

areas. First, consideration of limitations of the survey design of this study. Second, 

exploration of the limitations of the sampling method employed in this study. Third, 

limitations of the measurement model. Lastly, a discussion of limitations surrounding the 

results presented in this study. Presented limitations will be explained regarding their 

presence in this study and their potential impact. Many of the limitations presented also 
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outline areas for future research opportunities. Where possible, these opportunities will 

be discussed in greater detail in the next section. The overarching limitation of this study 

is the instrumentation. The researcher’s inability to confirm the factor structures provided 

by respective instrument authors is cause for considerable concern. It is also a large 

limitation of this study. Any results presented in this study should be viewed with caution 

until further study is conducted. Thus, findings in this study should not impact or 

influence professional practice.  

Survey Design  

 The use of an SEM analysis includes a family of related robust statistical 

techniques including covariance structure analysis and modeling and analysis of 

covariance structures (Kline, 2016). The two most commonly mentioned aspects of SEM 

are evaluations via regression or correlation. Within these evaluations it is common to use 

the words “correlate” and “predict.” It is important to note that correlation does not equal 

causation. Nor does the word “predict” provide us with a true directional prediction of 

interaction.  

 Another limitation of this study’s design is that it collects data from its 

participants at a single point in time. Relational satisfaction can be impacted by recent 

events or interactions with a partner that could have skewed item responses. The degree 

to which participant’s are concealing their gay identity or disclosing it is often a product 

of their current life situation. Individual life situations are routinely changing. Thus, 

reported levels of outness may also be impacted by current events in a participant’s life. 

Future research should consider a test-retest approach to assess the stability of 

participant’s responses to the measures.  
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 Lastly, it should be noted that data collected in this method was through self-

report. Self-report studies can be problematic as they rely on the trustworthiness of those 

taking the survey to accurately and truthfully respond to the item questions (Fowler, 

2014). This study strived to provide participants with anonymity and maintain the highest 

levels of confidentiality and data security. These methods of securing the data should 

increase the level of honesty within participant responses (Fowler). This study also did 

not include a measure of social desirability to determine if participant responses were 

guided by perceived desirability.    

Sampling Method  

This study used a sample of convenience. Samples of convenience are not random 

and are not generalizable to the population as a whole. Thus, the results of this study 

cannot be considered generalizable outside of this sample. As noted in Chapter Four, this 

study was unable to secure the minimum sample size of 200 participants from 

Community Pride/LGBT Centers or Post-secondary Pride/LGBT Centers. To reach the 

minimum sample size, this researcher expanded recruitment of participants to the crowd 

sourcing platform MTurk. While research (Follmer et al., 2017; Hauser & Schwarz, 

2016; Kim & Hodgins, 2017; Paolacci & Chandler, 2014) supports the use of MTurk to 

gather data from diverse, reliable and attentive samples, researchers can never be 

completely confident respondents fit participation criteria. To solicit participants from 

MTurk, a monetary incentive must be provided. Monetary incentives encourage 

individual participation, but they can also encourage those who do not meet sample 

criteria to attempt to participate and earn the incentive. When participants are recruited 

from the entire population and not the identified population of the study, there is the 
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chance not all study participants meet established criterion for participation. Inclusion of 

a social desirability measure may have assisted in determining if participant responses 

were influenced by responder bias or implied favorable behavior.            

Measurement Model 

 The measurements used in this study resulted in several limitations. This 

researcher was unable to confirm the factor structure of any of the measures used in this 

work. This inability is quite concerning and suggests these three measures are either 

psychometrically unstable or do not effectively measure the connected theoretical 

construct. If these measures are not accurately measuring the underlying theoretical 

constructs, any findings from this study are suspect. Research on marginalized 

communities, such as the population of this study, must take care to ensure the research 

process does not cause further disenfranchisement to the community. Measures that are 

unstable or do not measure the intended theoretical constructs can lead to spurious claims 

by researchers that may unintentionally marginalize at risk populations.  

 As noted, a limitation of this research are the measures chosen. Each measure was 

chosen for its recency and question item wording. The researcher felt these two aspects 

would provide the most accurate data gathering in emerging adults. Unfortunately, the 

measures may not have been of sufficient quality. The LGBIS would benefit from 

additional study to determine how it relates to traditional models and measures of 

cognitive development. Researchers have found a relationship between other prominent 

gay identity development measures and cognitive development (Marszalek, Cashwell, 

Dunn, & Jones, 2004). No studies were found comparing the LGBIS to cognitive 

development measures. Such studies would serve to confirm the LGBIS’s ability to 
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measure complexities of cognitive functioning and provide further depth to LGBIS score 

results. As for the GLRSS and NOS, they lack sufficient empirical study. 

 A second limitation of the measurement model is the problematic multivariate 

kurtosis found during the review of all three measures. As described in Chapter Four, 

kurtosis on the multivariate level is a concern when conducting variance related statistics, 

such as SEM. While, multivariate kurtosis is frequent within research projects that utilize 

SEM, its existence is cause for prudence (Byrne, 2016). To address this limitation 

bootstrapping was conducted. Even with bootstrapping, the GLRSS and LGBIS scores of 

this sample did not fit within the implied population’s bell curve for either measure. 

These results suggest that the GLRSS and LGBIS suffer from significant kurtosis. This 

level of kurtosis may be impacting the SEM analysis and could explain why both 

measures performed poorly in this study.  

 Lastly, it is worth noting that both the LGBIS and the GLRSS had issues with 

poorly performing reverse scored items. Within the LGBIS, items 11 and 23 were reverse 

scored. These two items loaded the most poorly on their respective factors. The GLRSS 

also suffered from issues with reverse scored items and their poor loading onto their 

respective factors. In both cases, removal of these poorly performing items would have 

allowed for more robust fit indices. Yet doing so would have impacted the underlying 

theoretical constructs. Issues with multiple reverse scored items suggest either the items 

themselves were not worded in a manner that study participants responded to in a reverse 

manner, or the sample was not appropriately attentive. Regardless of the cause, their 

presence impacts the outcome of the measurement model testing.   
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Results 

 A significant limitation of this study is the failure of the final measurement model 

to achieve minimum fit indices. Thus, none of the overarching research questions could 

be adequately and robustly answered. A number of regression weights within this study 

were rather small. While these small regression weights were found to be statistically 

significant, the presence of statistical significance does not suggest a large effect size. As 

previously discussed, the low regression weights could be due to deficits within the 

measures being used within this study. Issues with the sample or sampling error could 

also impact the results. Results could have been impacted by this researcher’s decision to 

not include both members of the coupled relationship within the study. Each member of 

the coupled relationship likely sees aspects of the relationship in differing manners. As 

highlighted in the literature review section, research shows that the level of outness 

(disclosure and concealment) an individual’s partner exhibits directly influences 

relational satisfaction. Measuring both members of a couple on all three measures might 

provide a greater depth of insight into how these constructs interact.  

 In addition to measuring both members of a couple, it is important to consider that 

the GLRSS did not define what constitutes a relationship. Thus, the underlying construct 

being measured via the assessment may not be uniform among all survey takers. 

Important for consideration is the increased acceptance among emerging adults 

(encompassing heterosexual and non-heterosexual individuals) of casual sexual 

relationships as fulfilling and valid relational experiences (Claxton & van Dulmen, 2013). 

Future research on the topic of relational satisfaction should ensure that the measure and 

the study sufficiently explain the relationship qualities being assessed. 
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Lastly, as noted above comparing predictor variables with geographic region of 

the United States was not sensitive enough to capture difference among participants. 

More finite measurement of geographic region may help further understand the 

difference geographic region has upon these constructs. This finite measurement would 

allow researchers to understand the impact living location has on participant scores.  

Future Research 

 Many of the limitations outlined above double as suggestions for future research. 

Additional evaluation of each of the three measures used in this study (LGBIS, GLRSS, 

and NOS) is needed. The research questions explored within this study are of importance. 

A follow up study exploring the same questions but using different measures to assess 

gay identity development, relational satisfaction, and outness may result in a 

measurement model that can be adequately assessed and evaluated.  

 As highlighted, to reach the minimum sample size needed to run robust statistics 

this study required the recruitment of participants via MTurk. Future study of these 

questions should strive to secure a majority of participants from LGBTQ+ Centers, Pride 

Events, or College Pride Centers. Doing so would ensure all participants for follow up 

studies meet participation criteria and are members of the LGBT+ Community. Further, 

such recruitment would likely allow for recruitment of paired LGBT+ couples from 

which joint couple experience could be assessed.  

 Limited recent research has evaluated the connection between gay identity 

development and cognitive development. This researcher found many studies of this 

nature from the late 1990s and early 2000s, but nothing within the last ten to fifteen 

years. Research should be conducted on emerging adults to assess how gay identity 
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development and cognitive development interact in this new developmental stage. Such a 

study could also help to determine if gay identity development is more indicative of a 

sequential stage model or a flexible life span development model.  

 Future research should include a more diverse group of participants than 

cisgender gay men. While this population was chosen to limit the complexities within this 

study, it also limited the depth of understanding possible. This researcher encourages 

future researchers to expand study sample criterion to include various members of the 

LGBTQ+ community. Segmentation can still occur (i.e. only those who identify as 

lesbian, or gay, or bisexual), but be inclusive of all genders that fit those identities.  

 Lastly, this researcher would suggest considering evaluating these constructs in a 

longitudinal manner. It would stand to reason that many of the constructs measured 

within this study are products of the moment in which they were assessed. There is likely 

considerable fluctuation in relational satisfaction based upon current relational issues or 

concerns. Outness is heavily impacted by the location of residence, the overall political 

discourse, and culture, items that can change over time. Assessing the level of change and 

patterns of fluctuation may provide a fuller understanding of the interconnectedness 

between these constructs.  

Conclusion 

 The present study examined the interaction between gay identity development, 

relational satisfaction, and outness in gay-male emerging adults. Assessment of these 

constructs was through the use of three measures, the LGBIS (measuring gay identity), 

GLRSS (measuring relational satisfaction in individuals with non-majority sexual 

identities), and NOS (level of outness). Data was gathered via Pride Centers and MTurk 
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and assessed via structural equation modeling. Analysis revealed that the fully 

hypothesized model was a poorly fitting model. Evaluation of factor structures of all 

three models were unable to confirm the structure outlined by respective measure 

authors. Multivariate kurtosis was present within the sample. When addressing this 

concern via bootstrapping, two out of the three measures mean Chi-Square were outside 

of the implied population range.  

 Results show a small, yet significant inverse relationship between NOS and 

LGBIS, and a small yet significant relationship between GLRSS and NOS. Thus, outness 

(NOS) seemed to be a more influential factor than level of gay identity development. 

Exploratory research questions highlighted interesting trends on LGBIS score based upon 

age, race, and population density of residence. These results provide area for 

consideration by social scientists and counseling professionals. A review of the results 

and a discussion of their impact was presented in this chapter.  

Lastly, this chapter considered limitations of this study. These limitations serve to 

recognize gaps and areas for caution. As no models were able to meet minimum fit 

indices, results of this study should be reviewed with caution. A discussion of 

recommended future research directions and avenues to extend the findings in this work 

was discussed. Continued research on these three constructs in emerging adulthood is 

needed and recommended. 
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Lesbian, Gay, and Bisexual Identity Scale (LGBIS) 

For each of the following questions please mark the response that best indicates your current 

experience as a gay person. Please be as honest as possible. Indicate how you really feel 

now, not how you should feel. There is no need to think too much about any one question. 

Answer each question according to your initial reaction and then move on to the next. 

 Disagree 

Strongly 

1 

Disagree 

 

2 

Disagree 

Somewhat 

3 

Agree 

Somewhat 

4 

Agree 

 

5 

Agree 

Strongly 

6 

1. I prefer to keep my 

same-sex romantic 

relationships rather 

private. 

 

 

 

     

2. If it were possible, I 

would choose to be 

straight. 

 

      

3. I’m not totally sure 

what my sexual 

orientation is.  

 

      

4. I keep careful 

control over who 

knows about my same-

sex romantic 

relationships 

 

      

5. I often wonder 

whether others judge 

me for my sexual 

orientation. 

 

      

6. I am glad to be an 

LGB person.  

 

      

7. I look down on 

heterosexuals. 

 

      

8. I keep changing my 

mind about my sexual 

orientation.  

 

      

9. I can’t feel 

comfortable knowing 

that others judge me 

negatively for my 

sexual orientation.  
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 Disagree 

Strongly 

1 

Disagree 

 

2 

Disagree 

Somewhat 

3 

Agree 

Somewhat 

4 

Agree 

 

5 

Agree 

Strongly 

6 

10. I feel that LGB 

people are superior to 

heterosexuals.  

 

      

11. My sexual 

orientation is an 

insignificant part of 

who I am. 

 

      

12. Admitting to 

myself that I’m an 

LGB person has been 

very painful process. 

 

      

13. I’m proud to be 

part of the LGB 

community. 

 

      

14. I can’t decide 

whether I am bisexual 

or homosexual. 

 

      

15. My sexual 

orientation is a central 

part of my identity. 

 

      

16. I think a lot about 

how my sexual 

orientation affects the 

way people see me. 

 

      

17. Admitting to my 

self that I’m an LGB 

person has been a very 

slow process. 

 

      

18. Straight people 

have boring lives 

compared with LGB 

people. 
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 Disagree 

Strongly 

1 

Disagree 

 

2 

Disagree 

Somewhat 

3 

Agree 

Somewhat 

4 

Agree 

 

5 

Agree 

Strongly 

6 

19. My sexual 

orientation is a very 

personal and private 

matter. 

 

      

20. I wish I were 

heterosexual. 

 

      

21. To understand who 

I am as a person, you 

have to know that I’m 

LGB. 

 

      

22. I get very confused 

when I try to figure out 

my sexual orientation. 

 

      

23. I have felt 

comfortable with my 

sexual identity just 

about from the start. 

 

      

24. Being an LGB 

person is a very 

important aspect of my 

life. 

 

      

25. I believe being 

LGB is an important 

part of me.  

 

      

26. I am proud to be 

LGB. 

 

      

27. I believe it is unfair 

that I am attracted to 

people of the same sex. 

 

      

(Mohr & Kendra, 2011) 
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Appendix B 

Gay and Lesbian Relationship Satisfaction Scale 

Directions: Couples often have good and not-so-good moments in their relationship. This measure has been developed to get an 

objective point of view of your relationship. Thinking about your relationship with your partner, please mark your agreement with 

each statement on the scale below. 

 

 Strongly 

Disagree 

1 

 

Disagree 

 

2 

Somewhat 

Disagree 

3 

Neutral 

 

4 

Somewhat 

Agree 

5 

Agree 

 

6 

Strongly 

Agree 

7 

1. There are some things about my partner that I do 

not like. 

 

       

2. I wish my partner enjoyed more of the activities 

that I do. 

 

       

3. My mate has the qualities I want in a partner. 

 

       

4. My partner and I share the same values and goals 

in life.  

 

       

5. My partner and I have an active social life. 

 

       

6. My partner’s sociability adds a positive aspect to 

our relationship. 

 

       

7. If there is one thing that my partner and I are 

good at, it’s talking about our feelings with each 

other. 

 

       

8. Our differences of opinion lead to shouting 

matches. 
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 Strongly 

Disagree 

1 

 

Disagree 

 

2 

Somewhat 

Disagree 

3 

Neutral 

 

4 

Somewhat 

Agree 

5 

Agree 

 

6 

Strongly 

Agree 

7 

9. I would lie to my partner if I thought it would 

“keep the peace.”  

 

       

10. During our arguments I never put down my 

partner’s point of view. 

 

       

11. When there is a difference of opinion, we try to 

talk it out rather than fight. 

 

       

12. We always do something to mark a special day 

in our relationship, like an anniversary.  

 

       

13. I often tell my partner that I love him/her. 

 

       

14. Sometimes sex with my partner seems more like 

work than play to me. 

 

       

15. I always seem to be in the mood for sex when 

my partner is. 

 

       

16. My partner sometimes turns away from my 

sexual advances. 

 

       

17. My family accepts my relationships with my 

partner. 

 

       

18. My partner’s family accepts our relationship. 

 

       

19. My family would support our decision to adopt 

or have children. 
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 Strongly 

Disagree 

1 

 

Disagree 

 

2 

Somewhat 

Disagree 

3 

Neutral 

 

4 

Somewhat 

Agree 

5 

Agree 

 

6 

Strongly 

Agree 

7 

20. My partner’s family would support our decision 

to adopt or have children. 

 

       

21. I feel as though my relationship is generally 

accepted by my friends. 

 

       

22. I have a strong support system that accepts me 

as I am. 

 

       

23. I have told my coworkers about my sexual 

orientation/attraction. 

 

       

24. Most of my family members know about my 

sexual orientation/attraction.  

 

       

(Belous & Wampler, 2016)
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Appendix C 

 
Nebraska Outness Scale 

(NOS-D) What percent of the people in this group do you think are aware of your sexual orientation (meaning they are aware of 

whether you consider yourself straight, gay, etc.)? 

 0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100% 

Members of your immediate family (e.g., 

parents and siblings) 

           

Members of your extended family (e.g., aunts, 

uncles, grandparents, cousins) 

           

People you socialize with (e.g., friends and 

acquaintances) 

           

People at your work/school (e.g., coworkers, 

supervisors, instructors, students)  

           

Strangers (e.g., someone you have a causal 

conversation with in line at the store) 

           

 

(NOS-C) How often do you avoid talking about topics related to or otherwise indicating your sexual orientation (e.g., not talking about 

your significant other, changing your mannerisms) when interacting with members of these groups? 

 Never     Half the 

Time 

    Always 

Members of your immediate family (e.g., 

parents and siblings) 

           

Members of your extended family (e.g., aunts, 

uncles, grandparents, cousins) 

           

People you socialize with (e.g., friends and 

acquaintances) 

           

People at your work/school (e.g., coworkers, 

supervisors, instructors, students)  

           

Strangers (e.g., someone you have a causal 

conversation with in line at the store) 

           

 (Meidlinger & Hope, 2014) 
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Appendix D 

1. What is your age?  

a. 19-29 – above or below those bounds excluded from completing survey 

2. What is your gender identity? 

a. Male 

b. Female 

c. Transgender Male 

d. Transgender Female 

e. Gender Expansive/Gender Non-conforming 

f. Other 

g. I prefer not to say 

3. Do you consider yourself gay or primarily attracted to other members of the same 

sex? 

a. Yes 

b. No 

4. In what region of the United States do you currently live?  If you are unsure, 

consult this helpful link: https://www.nationalgeographic.org/maps/united-states-

regions/  

a. Midwest 

b. Northeast 

c. Southeast 

d. Southwest 

e. West 
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5. In what setting do you currently live? 

a. Rural 

b. Suburban 

c. Urban 

6. Choose one or more races that you consider yourself to be: 

a. White 

b. Black or African American 

c. American Indian or Alaska Native 

d. Asian 

e. Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander 

f. Other ____________________ 

g. I prefer not to answer 

7. Are you of Hispanic, Latino, or Spanish origin? 

a. Yes 

b. No 

c. I prefer not to answer 
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Appendix E 

Informed Consent Form 

You have been invited to participate in a research study entitled Exploration of 

interaction between Gay Identity Development, Relational Satisfaction, and Outness: 

Testing a Structural Equation Model. This study is being conducted by Jeremy Goshorn, 

a doctoral student at William & Mary under the supervision of Dr. Victoria Foster, 

Professor of Counselor Education at William & Mary. 

 

Purpose: The goal of this study is to better understand the interaction between gay 

identity development, relational satisfaction, and outness in gay-male emerging adults 

(aged 18-29). This information will allow us to better understand the interaction between 

these constructs and inform mental health care for other gay men.  

   

Duration of Participation: This survey will take approximately 15 minutes to complete. 

 

Procedures: As a participant in this study, you will complete several short questionnaires 

and a demographics form. 

  

Confidentiality: The survey is anonymous, and your participation is confidential. Please 

do not type your name anywhere on this survey. Your data will not be associated with 

your name. Your responses cannot be linked to your name in any way. 

  

Voluntary Participation:  Your participation in the research is voluntary. You may 

choose not to answer any or all questions and may stop the survey at any time. There is 

no penalty for not taking part in this research study. Complete and accurate responses 

will help us to understand your experience. Participation requires successfully completing 

attention checks. Failure to do so will result in exclusion from the study.  

 

Discomforts and Risks: There are no known risks associated with this study. You will 

be simply asked to respond to several survey items. Should discomfort arise during 

participation, you are encouraged to stop the survey immediately. Participants who need 

assistance in finding local support groups or community-based organizations are 

encouraged to call the Trevor Project at 1-866-488-7386. The helpline is a free, 24-hour-

a-day information service. You can also contact the LGBT National Hot line at 1-888-

843-4564. This service has limited hours. 

  

If you have any questions regarding this study, please contact Jeremy Goshorn at 757-

849-XXXX or email jrgoshorn@XXXX. 

 

THIS PROJECT (EDIRC-2020-01-12-14066-jrgoshorn) WAS FOUND TO COMPLY 

WITH APPROPRIATE ETHICAL STANDARDS AND WAS EXEMPTED FROM 

THE NEED FOR FORMAL REVIEW BY THE COLLEGE OF WILLIAM AND 

MARY PROTECTION OF HUMAN SUBJECTS COMMITTEE (Phone 757-221-3966) 

ON 2020-01-13 AND EXPIRES ON 2021-01-13.  
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You may report any dissatisfaction with this study to Dr. Thomas Ward, the Chair of the 

Protection of Human Subjects Committee by telephone (757-221-2358) or email 

(tjward(at)wm.edu).  

  

Thank you for your consideration!   

 

Do you agree to participate in this study? 

- Yes, I agree to participate in this study and consent to the above conditions 

- No, I do not consent (Your survey will end, and you will be unable to participate 

in this study) 
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Appendix F 

Participant Solicitation Recruitment Email 

Good morning, 

I hope this email finds you well. My name is Jeremy Goshorn. I am a doctoral candidate in the 

Counselor Education and Supervision PhD program at William & Mary. I am also a queer man. I 

am hopeful you and your agency would be willing to share this email or the attached flyer with 

your agency.   

Who: I am looking for gay cisgender men ages 19-29 to participate in a short online survey. All 

information gathered is anonymous and confidential. This survey will close on 1/20/20.  

What: The survey takes approximately 15 minutes to complete and explores the participant's 

level of gay identity development and how that impacts their relational satisfaction and level of 

outness.  

Future Impact: Limited research exists on how gay identity impacts relational satisfaction and 

outness. Your participation in this research will help mental health practitioners, LGBTQ+ 

supporters, and college counseling centers in providing services to the community. You may 

request a copy of the results of this study and implications by replying to this email. 

Survey link:  

https://wmsas.qualtrics.com/jfe/form/SV_4I5H3ctvqLWDyYZ  

OR 

http://bit.ly/GaySurvey 

The attached flyer is included for posting or distribution. 

THIS PROJECT WAS FOUND TO COMPLY WITH APPROPRIATE ETHICAL STANDARDS AND WAS 

EXEMPTED FROM THE NEED FOR FORMAL REVIEW BY THE COLLEGE OF WILLIAM AND MARY 

PROTECTION OF HUMAN SUBJECTS COMMITTEE (Phone 757-221-3966) ON 2019-11-05 AND 

EXPIRES ON 2020-11-05.  

I understand you may not be able to honor the above request. If that is the case I ask that you 

please reply to this email and let me know. 

I appreciate you considering this request, 

Jeremy  

---------- 

Jeremy R. Goshorn 

Doctoral candidate | Ph.D. Counselor Education and Supervision 

The College of William & Mary  
 

https://wmsas.qualtrics.com/jfe/form/SV_4I5H3ctvqLWDyYZ
http://bit.ly/GaySurvey
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Appendix G 
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Vitae 

Jeremy R. Goshorn 

Birthplace: Lewistown, PA 

EDUCATION  

May 2020 Ph.D. in Counselor Education & Supervision (CACREP), William & Mary 

  Cognate: Addiction and Family Systems 

Dissertation: Gay identity in Emerging Adulthood: Testing the interaction 

between relational satisfaction, outness, and gay identity  

August 2010 M.S. in Counseling (CACREP), Shippensburg University   

May 2008 B.A. in Human Communication Studies, Shippensburg University  

COUNSELING EXPERIENCE 

Clinical Director – New Horizons Family Counseling Center 

Grant Program Coordinator – New Horizons Family Counseling Center 

Addictions Counselor, Pinnacle Treatment Centers 

PUBLICATIONS 

Gosling, D., Chae, N., & Goshorn, J. R. (Accepted, In-press). The Tenure-Track Life: 

Experiences of new faculty in tenure-track positions. William & Mary 

Educational Review. 

 

Goshorn, J. R., Gutierrez, D., Hilert, A. J., & Niles, S. G. (Under review). Hope in 

Addiction Recovery: Presenting a Hope Focused Intervention. International 

Journal of Mental Health and Addiction.   

 

Goshorn, J. R. (Under review). Self-Compassion, Compassion Fatigue, and 

Developmental Outcomes: Argument for Self-Compassion training in Counselor 

Education. William & Mary Educational Review.   

 

Gutierrez, D., Dorais, S., & Goshorn, J. R. (Under review). Recovery as Life 

Transformation: Examining the relationships between recovery, hope, and 

relapse. Substance Use and Misuse.  


