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ABSTRACT 
. 

Many ~ t u d l e - s  have employed ~ a r c ~ a  9 IIdent ity Status 

paradigm to investigate the relationship of Tdentity 

resolution to variauk deve~d~mental factors. Zdentity - 

resolution in hom~sexual males' has been re la ted-  

theoretically to the presence of social support, vhich, due 

- - ta social prejudice, may be less available to homosexual 

[HMI than to heterosexual (HTI individuals, However, 

neither the relatbonship.betveen perceived social support 

and Identity development, nor that, between HM orientation 

' -1 

and Identity development has been adequately investigated. 

' T h e  present study explored these relationships. 
? f+ 

,&% - "  This titudy investigated three hypotheses derived from 
C: 

f 

Eriksonls theory as' they apply to Identity fonnati~n -&n 
d-" 

mal'es, viz: (I) Inscomparison to yourib HT 'males, young HM 

males perceive less .social support; ( 2 )  there is a positive 

5, * - * I  

relatwship between perceived social support and level of 

Identity resolution; ( 3 )  In comparison to HT males as a 

group, HM males as a group expekience a delay in movement 

toward Identity Achievement. 

Twenty-nine HT maleg and thirty-five HM males 

between '20 and 26 years of age c'om~leted questionnaires 

which included measures of Identity Status and of perceived 

social support. HM and HT groups $ere selected in 

, equivalknt ways and included both students and nonstudents. 

~ o s t  HM participants were also interviewed in order to 

gather further information. IC 
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7 .  , 
- *  * A ,  - ,   test analyses showed t h q t -  the HM gtoup p e r c e i v e d  

a .  

Z 
- ,  

aLghlglcantly less .&ial suppo;t  t h a h  t h e  HT g r o u p .  . . - .* * 
17 ' 

- < , - Ahalyees of  v a k i a n c e  reveal.-ed t h a t  . t h i s  h i f f e r e n c e  was 
- .  , ', { 

s o l e l y  in the area of f ami ly ,  b u t  n o t  f r i e n d ,  suppo ., 
I - -\ 

F u r t h e r  a n a l y s e s  of v a r i a n c - e  r e v e a l e d  t h a t  t h e r e  . % 

- - f . ' .  . 
-. . ,, . ., 

d i f f e r e n c e s  among I d e n t i t y  S t a t u s e s  i n  amount  of f a m i l y  , 

- 
s u p p o r t ;  however ,  t h e r e  w e r b  h l f  f e r e n c a s  among t h e  1dqn+ty  

I 

,> - 
s t a t u s e s  i n  amount  of . f r i e n d  s u p g b r t .  Achievement  s t a t u s  

. - 
. ' 

men p e r c e i v e d  g r e a t e r  f r i i n d  s u p p o r t ,  as p r e d i c t e d .  .A A I , 
, . 

d i f f e r e n c e  i n  p a t t e r n s  of S t a t u s  t o  S u p p o r t  for t h e  two 

* * 

q r  o u g s  was ,dist .us$ed-.  
., . 

F i n a l l y ,  c h i - s q u a r e  a n a l y s e s  r e v e a l e d p  t h a t  t h e  two 

q r o u p s  d i d  n o t  d i f f e r  i n  p e r c e n t a g e s  of i n d i v i d u a l s  i n  the" 

t h r e e  outcome s t a t u s e s ,  Achievemeht ,  F o r e c l o s u r e ,  and  

D i f f u s i o n .  Thus ,  d e l a y  i n  I d e n t i t y  Achievement  f o r  

h o m o s e x u a f i ' i n d i v i d u a l s  .was n o t  s u p p o r t e d .  Dif f e r e n c s s  were  
'(C" " 

i 
Q 

f ouna ,  +however ,  b e t y e e q  g r o u p s ,  i n  numbers  of Mobrator i u n s  . 
a n d  .Low Rrof  i l e  Mora to r iums  s t a t u s  and  d e f a u l t  . 

p r o c e s s  s t a t u s ) .  I m p l i c a t i o n s  of  t h e s e  r e s u l t s  were  
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1 .  . Z 

- A .  INTRODUCTION \ 

The burpose of this research was to study the 

relationship between perceived social support and mode of 

Identity resalutian, and in particular, to determine if -the - .  
stigmatization of hoqosexual males was associated with lower 

levels of Identity achievement in those individuals. This 

6tudytinvolved an investigatioh of three hypotheses that 

I deri#ve from the psychosocial theory of 6. H. Erikson (1959; 

1963, 1968) in combination vith a wide variety of" 

theoretical formulations on the adaptakion of ~o,mosexuaL 

males to social stigma. The hypotheses to he Investigated . ' - . , 
0 a 

are: (1) In comparison to younq heterosexual males, a *9 , . * 

matcheda g ~ o u p  of shomogexual males perceives Less social : 
support. (2) There is a positive telationship'between level -. t 

I 

of Identity+ resolution and perceived s~cial 3uppor.t. ( 3 )  In 
I - 

comparison to heterosexual males as a group, homosexual 

males as a group experience a delay in- movement, to the 
L % 

optimal stage of. Ego Identity resolution. 
/ 

c .  

2ipapt f romi investigating the above hypotheses, - an 

additional purpose of the present research was to gain some 
, 

understanding of the processes involved in the format%~n of 

a persorr+l Identity; Consequently, .this was a two faceted 

study: (1) empirical, using standardized measures to gather 
. 

data and applying statistical analyses to these data; and 
s.-" 

( 2 )  descriptive, using an interview format to gather 
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a 

hoeosexuallty' had been published. To date there app;ars to 
1 ,  2 

be only one small study, with six subjects, which has used 
' I  

'Marcla's paradigm to investigate Identity developmenf in 
I .  

C . . homosexual individuals (Sohier, 1985). Considering the fact ..- 

- that positive ~de'nti ty resolution and positive homosexual 
6> 

adjustment have-bot71 been theoretically assosiated ,ith 

percelbed social suppsrt, it is even more surprising that 

this latter cons,truct has very rarely been systematjcally 

investigated in coqnection'with either of the other-two: 
0 

this study a questionnaire, in which-,good estimates of 

reliability and validity have been established, will be used 

t'o examine the degree 'of perceived family and friend 

, support. 

Erikson (1963,-1968, 1970) has made many references,to 

the positive relationship beiveen perceived social support , 

\ 

a n d  the development o•’ ego cpdlities. ~e has maintained 
* ,  

that the individual searches -for a place of his or her own f 
- 

,in society, where he or she can find sel -expression.as well 
+3 f 

as a meaningful pant in society. Cornmi r /  ment to val-u& and 
C 

% 

ideals in the context a•’ a social network constitutes a 

major part of the Ego Identity. Werrill ~ 1 9 8 0 )  has provided 

some validation for this hypothesized relaticnship in the 

case of women; she found that women-with high levels of 

commitmen€ in ideological and interpgrk.onal areas scored 
* I  

higher on perceived support from others than women vith.10~ 
- 7 



levels of commitment in these areas.. Similarly, in much of 
< .  

the literature on homosekuality, perceived lack of social 
\ *.' 

V 

support was stated . . 'as the ma,or iource ' of delayed1 ego 
'.< 

development in hornose~ual ind-ividuals (C-ass,, 1979;' Colqan, 

' 1987; Johrlson,. 1985; Lee, 1977; Minton & McDon,ald; -1984; 

.Troiden 8 Goode, 1980). A11 of the latter proposed..tbat 
li 

affiliation with other homosexu'al individuals, who provide 

the midsing support, is essehtial to resolution of identity 

issues In these individuals. 

Troiden and Goode's (1980) study, in whi-ch homosexual 

aales-were compared according to age cohort, .showed that the 

liberalization of societal attitude3 had a profound effect 

on these homosexual ,individu.als, such that age 'of self- 

disclosure, age of affiliation with other members of the gay 

community, and age of first love relationship were steadily 

L> 
and signlkicantly decreasing. Ross (1989) compared younq 

and older -homosexual males in four cultures and found that 
. . 

older individuals were better adjusted, and that differences 
. ., 

an indices a•’ adjustment between younq and older homosexual 

men decrease9 as social stigmatization decreased. 

Despite signs , . of decreasing stigmatization, social 

psychology research has. amply the difficulty of 

developing a. positive .self-image in an atmosphere of 

prejudice (eg., Paul, 1982). These young people have few 

role models to follow in exploring avenues for expression of 





t e r m s  o f  c h i n g =  i n  identity s t a t u s  i n  t h e  g e n e r a l  pbpulat' idn 
C t7*[ ." 

(Ad-arns ,  Bennion, ,  and Huh, 1 9 8 7 ;  Meilman, 1977;  Or loEsky ,  . , * I .  
Marcia  and ~ e s s e r ,  1 9 7 3 ) :  B y  t h i s  t i m e :  homosexual  1: v - - %  . ,  

i n d i v i d u a l s  would be e x p e c t e d  t o  have  d e v e l o p e d  more o f  a 1 
I . 
1 * s u p p o r t  s y s t e m  for' themselves,- b u t  that ~ o u l d  make a n y  , , . 
I 
I 

reJnain ing  d i f f e r e n c e s  found i n  t h e  two g r o u p s  i n  p e r c e i v e q  
i 

spc i ' a l  s u p p o r t  a l l  t h e  m o r e . c o m p e l l i ~ ~ .  . I 



Erikson'a Theory of Eso Identity Develo~ment 
i' 

E. H. Erikson (1959, 1963, 1968) has beenra very 
' I, 

influential writer on Identity in the Iatte~~half of the 
. . 

- 

20th century. His ideas regarding Ego Identity evolbed out . 

of eqo psychoanalytic theory and his own psychosocial~theory . 
of 'personality development: Based on the notion that the , "  

ego organizes a coherent personality vith a sameness and' 

continuity that may be perceived by others, Erikson (1968) .. 

wrote: 

Ego Identity then, in its subjective aspect, is the 

awareness o•’ the fact that there is a &lf -sameness and 

coritinuity to the ego's synthesizing methods, the style- 

of one's individuality, and that this st-yle cdincides 

vith the sameness and continuityt:af one's meanins •’or 
* .  . a 

slsnificant others in the immediate cammunity (p.'50 

[ itallcs In original 1 ) . 
. 4  

Etiks6n1,s (1963) concept of Ego Identity development 
, 
fits int-o his"1arget concept of eight successivg - 

psychosocial stages which span the period from birth to old 
* I 

I 

age .  This concept emphasizes the mutual relationship 

between the develdping individual and society; Each .of the 
- .  

J 2 

eight stages is associated with a speqific task or crisis, % 

w *  3 

I and theke normally arise ,within a particular age p;riod. 

According to Erikson, the d,evelopment of these stag& 
4 - 
E 
3 
2 

. I  

* 
U 
B 

.' 



- ,  

d e p e n d s  upon s o c i a l  i n t e r a c t i o n s  i n  v h i c h  demands' a r e  p l a c e d  

'upon t h e  i n d i v i d u a l  a n d  h i s  at6empt t o  r e a c t  a p p r o p r i a t e l y  

t o  t h e s e  demands . p i e c i p i t a t e s  a c r i s l s d  The  c r i s i s ,  d e f i n e d  
'. 

a s  d t ' u r n i n g ' p o i n t  r a t h e r  t h a n  a c a t a s t r o p h e . ,  ,is.. w h e t h e r  t h e  . 
4 

8 

e g o  w i l l  p r o v e  s t r o n g  enough  l t t o . i n t e g r a t e  t h e  t i m e t a b l e  of 
* 

t h e  o r g a n i s m  w i t h  t h e  s t r u c t u r e  of  s d c i a l  i n s t i t u t l o n s n  
- - .  

( E r i k s o n ;  L963,..p.- 2 4 6 ) .  I n  t l i e  c a s e  o f  t h e  I d e n t i t y  
, . 

4 ' 

/ 

cr i s ib ; '  t h e  tasks . i n v o l v e  a  r e - e v a l u a t i o n  o f  b e l i e f s ,  
?&** % .  , ' ,  - * G ,  

a t t i t u d e s , - a n d  b e h a v i o u r s  adorpted du l t i ng  c h i l d h o o d ,  . + 
p r i m a r i l y  f r m i  o n e ' s  pal 'entF or p r i m a r y  c a r e g i v e r s .  11 

'3 3 .  

t h e s e  t a s k s  a r e  n o t  adr2quateby a c c o m p l i s h e d  d u r i n g  t h e  l a t e  
\ c .  

teenage y e a r s ,  &hen the. i n d i v i d u a l  e m e r g e s  f rom t h e  c r i s i s  

' i n  r o l e  c o n f u s i o n .  

. M a r c i a  (1987) a s s e r t e d  t h a t  Eqo I d e n t i t y  is " t h e  m o s t ,  

. . 
i m p o r t a n t  s i n G l e  c o n c e p t ,  and  t h e  o n l y  t r u l y  s t r u c t u r a l  one ,  

2 r 
i n  E r i k s o a l s  ( 1 9 5 9 )  t h e o r y  of p s y > h o s o c i a l  deve lopmen t f l  ( p .  

B . ia 

2 1 1 ) .  I t  h a s  b e e n  r - e g a r d e  by  ~ r i k s m  ( 1 9 6 3 ,  1 9 6 8 )  a s  

c e n t r a l  t o  t h e  l i f e  2 y c l e .  

- The p a t t e r n  of human d e v g o p m e n t  6u t l i ; ed  by E r i k s o n  bs 
4 @ 

r e f e r r e d  t o  by  him a s  a n  e p i q e n e t i  s e q u e n c e ,  by which he  

meant  t h a t  " a n y t h i n g  t h a t  g rows  h a s  a  a r o u n d  p l a n  a n d . . . o u t  
As- % 

- of  t h i s  g round  p l a n  t h e  p a r t s  a r i s e ,  e a c h  havf'nq i ts  t i m e  of 

s p e c i a l  a s c e n d e n c y ,  u n t i l  a l l  p a r t s  have  r i s e n  t o  f o ~ m  a  
Q bP 

f u n c t i o n i n s  whole  (1959 ,  p .  52 [ i t a l i c s  i n  o r i g i n a l l ) .  

F a - 

- 



To i l l p s t q a t e  the s u c c e s s i v e  s t a g e s  of  g r o w t h  i n ' t h e  
, * .  

. personal ' fy . , '  E r i k s o n  u s e s  a n  9 p : i g e n e t i c  d i a g r a m  ( ~ i ~ u r e  1). 
J 

The s q u a r e s ,  a l o n g , a n  a s c e n d i n g  d i a g o n a l ,  i n d i c a t e  t h e  * 

v a r i o u s  s t a g e s  a n d  t h e  o r d e r  i n  which t h e y  come i n t o . b e i n g ,  . , 
& . - - 

 he^. d e p i c t  b a t h  t h e  i d e a l  a t t i t u d i n a l  outcome o f  e a c h ,  s t a g e  -. 
? 

and  ,its p & l a r  o p p o s i t e  when t h e  t a s k s  o+f t h a t  s t a g e  a re  . _ _ 4  -. . . 
f a i l e d . ' & T h i s  s h o u l d  n o t  be  t a k e n  t o  mean t h a t  i n d i v i d u a l s  

or. r 
5 r 

emerge  from e a c h  c r i s i s  i n  one  o f  t w ~  d i a m e t r i c a l l y  opposed  
. <  

" I 

e o n d l t i o n s ;  i n  c ~ r i k s o h t s  v iev ;  n o  s t a g e  is e v e r  r e s o l v e d  i n '  

a w h o l l y  p o s i t i v e  o r  n e g a t i v e  f a s h i o n .  I t  is when t h e  r a t i o  

of p o s i t i v e  t o  n e g a t i v e - i s  h i g h e r  i n  f a v o r  o f  t h e  : . p o s i t i v e  , .++ 
-d 

t h q t  t h e  c r i s i s  i s s a i d  t o  b e G e s o l v e d  p o s i t i v e l y .  ( E r i k s o n ,  

1968) , - 

I d e n t l t y  v s .  R o l e  ~ b n f u s i o n  is ' t h e  f i f t h  of t h e s e  

p s y c h o s o c i a l  s t a g e s . ,  A p o s i t i v e  n e s o l u t i o n , o f  t h i s  s t a g e  

r e s u l t s  i n  what  E r i k s o n  terms t h e  v i r t u e  of  f i d e l i t y ,  " t h e  

a b i l i t y ' t o  s u s t a i n  L o y a l t i e s  f r e e l y  p l e d g e d  i n  s p i t e  o f  t h e  

i n e v i t a b l e  c o n t r a d i c t i o n s  of  v a l u e  systems" ( 1 9 6 4 ,  .p.  1 2 5 ) .  
P 

U n s u c c e s s f u l  r e s o l u t i o n  r e s u l t s  i n  a  s e n s e  of u n c e r t a i n t l .  ,. 

Accord ing  t o  E r i k s o n ,  e a c h  s t a g e ' i s  s y ~ t e m a t i c a l l y  . 
I - 

r e l a t e d  t o  a l l  o t h e r  s t ages .  The r e s o l u t i o n  of  any s t a g e . * i s  

i n f l u e n c e d  by  t h e  ou tcome of  p r i o r  s t a g e s  and  c o n t r i b u t e s  t o  

t h e  manner of r e s o l u t i o n  of  s u c c e e d i n g  s t a g e s  ( E r i k s o n ,  

1 9 5 9 ) .  Moreover ,  i s s u e s  i n v o J v e d  i n  a n y  s p e c i f i c  s t a g e  a re  

p r e s e n t  a t  e v e r y  , o t h e r  s t a g e  b o t h  p r e v i o u s  t o  a n d  s u b s e q u e n t  
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. 
to the stage-specific 

0 

crisis. A more adva.nced- stage can not' 

be positively resolved bncil the major issues of all 

prevkous'stages are resolved in a paedominantly positive 
V 

faahion; however, resolution of issues specific-todone stage * . 
may occur during a i a t ~ r  stage. .In his incorporation bf 

I e .  

I familial and social btrdctures as sources of ego st;ength, 
W - 

Erikson went beyond the strictly intrapsychic aspects of,eqo , . 
. 

development accented in psychoanalytic  heo or'^. His concept, . . 

'of ego, and specifically, of Ego Identity, is essentially a 

psychosocial one. The.socia1 context in which one find9 

oneself during the lbentfty ~ t a g e  of devel.opment, indeed 
i .  

during any stage of development, is extrerne1~'rel'event to ' - .  

the process and outcome of that stage. ' ~unimarizin~.' ' '  

i 

Erikso.nfs view, Enkight, et. a l :  (1984) stated, 
F 

ftUnderstanding the self in relation to other pqople, groups, 

and s~cizty is the essence of identityw (p'. 120). 

~mrationallzations of. EriRsonts Theory - .. 

Although Eqiksonohlmself refused to operationalize 'his 

theory, others have chosen to do so.. At @resent, the most 

widely akcepted ~ ~ e r a t i o n a l ~ ~ a t i o n  is that provided by * 

3 

Marcia (1964, 1966). ' Drawing on two of Che major dimensions 
a I 

of Eriksonls theory of '~dentity development, yarcia has 

conceptualized dour types of Identity formation. These twcb 

dimensions ,involve the prksende or absence of a crisis or 

ekplo ation period, and the presence or atjsence of a clkarly 
* t / * 



I 

, , Y 
s 

i .  

l' 

i. 
- ,  "12 

. *  ' .- 

defined and stable commitment'to values, beliefs, and * 

* 
* 

standards. B 

. ,   he' four' identity .statuses conceptualized by Harcla are 
as follows: , 

1. ldentLity ~iff'usion; This refers to individuals who c 

C C 

do not'experience a need to explor; life alternatives and. . 

fail to establish i.nterpeksonal or ideological commitments, 
- v  , 

.whethex or nbt they may have experienced a decision-making 
. 

period ift the past. % 

e - 
I S  2. ~dentity Foreclosdre. These inaividuals have 

acquir-ea commitment9 from others (usually parents.) and have 
I C. 

" not tested their stated commitments~for individual fit. 

, I 
They mer$ly have adopted the,commitments of athers and made 

them their .own wlthout shaping or modifying them, and they 

show little or, no evidence, of "crisis". 
'* 

- 3 .  Moratorium. This category includes those who are 

cu~rently experiencing an Identsity cr ispis apd axe eiplor inVg, 
A 

-3 

but have not yet' arrived at the'ir own s-if -def ined 
' 

I 

9 ,  
commitments, or hold them only vaguely. . ' . ., 

I .. . . , .  , 

4. Identity Achievement. This rekers to those who have 

eiperienced a psychosockl horatorium and have made - 

I 
substantial exploration ,drlor to identifying personal and . , 

unique ideological commitments. - 
Alttfough Marcia has foynd it convenient to investigate . . . 

,' 
. . 

Identity resolution in &terms pf the four statuses, he ,and 4 
d ' ,  



Pi- 

/-- 

, .+ others have at times col-lapsed- these categories back down td 

Qikson'g two dimensions. The two committed statuses are 

Achievement and   ore closure, while the uncommitted are 
k - 

Moratorium a d  Diffusion. The two involving crisis'aze ' 
- 

Achievement and Moratoiium, often referred to as the higher 
I 1 ,' 

Identity statuses-, an4 the two licking crisis or 

, eyploration are Foreclosure ana'D.iffusion, often referred to 
- _  1 

as the lower Identity statuses. 

The pr'ocedure developed by Mar~ia for determining 

Identity status' is a semi-structured ciinical interview (the . . 
Ego identity Stafus ~nkerview [fSI 1 )  which is interpreted by 

L , % 

way of a scoring mahual. It requires about one hour to 
t 

8 

\ .  'complete the inte~vie" plug another hour to listen to the 

taped interview and to score it. A portion of all 
.. * . r 

-interviews is inde'pendently sc6red by a separate rater. The 

commonly obta'ined interscorer reliability for this 

instrument is about 80%. Nearly 25 years of research using 

@'F *~arcia'; paladig.. has' established cohstruct validity for the 

-* Identity statuses. Most df the research has consisted of 

studies dealing*with personality characteristics and 

ps~chosocial developmental implications of the different 
" 

E 

Mientity statuses. There have been severa~l extensive 
, . 

, recievs of this reseaich (Bourne, 1978a,b; Ma~cia, 1-980; 
1 f * 

yarcja, Waterman, and hatteson, in preparation; Mattesan, 
4 

- 
1975; and Watezman, 1982). Marcia's original interview 



G 

investigated only the5areas af occupation, religion, and - - 

pblitics, but several revisions and extension3.over the 

years (Marcia and Prledmap, 1970; ~ a t t e s o n ;  1975; ' ~ r - o t e v a n t  

and Cooper, 1981; and Grotevant , Thorbecke, and Meyer, ' 
2 

1982) have ,added three mdze domains, uiz. fr'iendship, 

dating; and sex roles, A person's-Identity status is 
- .  

obtained from this interviev by ascerfaining his ,or her 

zz. 
exploration of and comaitment to the above named u'alue 

b 

domains. The identit> doiqains were ;elected on 'the basis 

that they represent issues vhich are persqnally relevant for - .. . . 
most people as well. as being issues upon which a variety of 

views may be held. 
- 

Several other measures' of Ego Iaentity have  been 

developed over the years including: the Identlty Achievement 

Sca le  ( I G ;  Simmons, 1970); the Ego Identity Sca le  ( E I S ;  - 
Tan, e t  al., 1 9 7 7 ) ;  the Groningen Iaentity Develaprnent Scale 

I G I D S ;  Bosma, 19851; the Objective Measure of Ego Identity . ' 

Status (OMEIS; Adarns; Shea, and   itch, 1 9 7 9 ) ;  and the 

Extended Version of the Obiective Measure a•’ Ego,Identity . 
- 

Status IEOMEIS-1, EOMEIS-27 Bennion and Adams, 1986). The 

IAS and E I S  are questionnaires- which 'do not differentiate *- 

aaong the four statuses but give onPy continuous scores on 

Identity. The GI3S consists of a combined questionnairz and 

interview and involves a mare cine-consuming procedure than 
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15 _ ' I . -  
> r .  

,. - 
P J '  

. ** . . + ,  

f 
- ,  

. ' . 

H a r c i a t S  I S I .  The EOMEIS-2 is a 64 i t e m  q u e s t i o n n a i r e  which  
- 1  % 

. . 
. . 

- m e a s u r e s  ~ a r c i a ' s ' - f p u r  I d e n t i t y  stat use^.^ - I. 1 

s he EOHEIS-2 was c h o s e n  f o r  t h i s  s t u d y .  w h i l e  M a r c i a ' s  
? " 

a m e a s u r e  r e q u i r e s  a l a r g e  amount * o f  t jmerk  both to a d m i n i s t e r  

. , 
. + 

a n d  t o  s c o r e ,  and  alvays i n v o l v e s  a n  i n g e p e n d e n t  rat,&$ f o r  
4 / 

, -  

a t  l e a s t  a  p o r t i o n  o f  t h e  s ample ,  the,EOMFIS-2 c a n  be- . 
, . 

a d m i n i s t e r e d  ?arid s c o r e d  q u i c k l y  and o ~ j e c t i v e l y .  I t -  shows . .< , 
. " 

m o d e r a t e  t o  h i g h  a g r e e m e n t  i n  s t a t u s  c l a s s f 3 i c a t d . o ~  w i t h  t h e  
a ,  

. M a r c i a  ~ n t e r v i e v . .  ~ e v i e v s  of studies dories t o  e s t a b l i s h  
- .  

c o n c u r r e n t  v a l i d i t y  a r e  c i t e d  i n  Bennion  a n d   dams ( 1 9 8 6 )  ., . 
8 '  

A . p r o b l e m  w i t h  t h e  EOMEIS-2 i s  t h a t  t h e  . p u e s t i d n s  a r e  g e a r e d  

e x c l u s i v e l y  t o -  a ' h e t e r o s e x u a l  p o p u l a t i o n . i  ~ n  o r d e r  t o  u s e  t ., 
. > 

tit i n  t h i s ' s t u ~ y ,  c e r t a i n  c h a n g e s  had t o  be m a d e  t o  t h e  
E . 

f o r m a t  o f  qorqe og t h e s e  q u e s t i o n s  i n . ' o r d e r  t o  make t h e  

'measure  e q u a l l y  v a l i d  f o r  - b o t h  homosexual  (HM) and  
" 

h e t e r o s e x u a l  (HT) i n d i v i d u a l s ,  
, 

A p a r t  from t h e  a d v a n t a g e s  of t h e  EOMEIS-2 named-above ,  
. f 

t h i s  i n s t r u m e n t  a l s o  y i e l d s ,  . f o r  each i n d i v i d u a l ,  a s c o r e  o n  

e a c h  of t h e  f o u r  ~ d e n t i f y  s t a - t u s e s  s c a l e s .  T h i s  p r o v i d e s  a n  

I d e n t i t y  s t a t u s  p r o f i l e  a s  v e l i  hs e n  o v e r a l l  s t a tus  

c l a s s i f i c a t i o n .  

Even g i v e n  t h e  a c c e p t a b l e  2 g r e e m e n t  l e v e l s  b e t w e e n  t h e  

EOMEIS-2 and t h e  I S I ,  i t  is i m p o r t a n t  t o  note-  t h a t  no e x a c t  . . #  

c o r r e s p o n d e n c e  e x i s t s .  A c c o r d i n g  t o  Adams, 'Bennion  a n d  Huh 

( 1 9 8 7 1 ,  i t  is n o t  c e ~ t a i n  v h e t h e r  one method is more p r e c i s e '  k - 
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* "  

A ,  

1 

1 

iricluding Marcia (1980) and Marcia, ~iterman and Matteson 

(in preparation), :have summarized this research.. 

Family characte~istics of'the statuses 
2 e 

Sfnce the Identity' stage of development occurs during 

adolescence, when most youth areA still living at home, an , - 
4.4 

obvious area of invest9gation was family interactions. It * .  

is qenera3ly agreed that the best family situation for 

assisting the Identity formation process is one where the 

parents foster Fndividuation in a support-ive manner. A 

large number of studies are consistent with this assumption 
r 

and have brought to light some of the general family 

characteristics associated with specific styles of Ident-ity 

resolution (Bary, 1978; Bosma and Gerrits, 1985; Campbell, 
I 

Adams, and Dobson, 1984; Cooper, Grotevanti, and Condin, . 

1983; Enright; et, al., 1980; ~retbvant ;and Cooper, 1985; 

Jordon, 1971; Kendis and Tan, 1978; and LaVoie, 1976). 

In general, father-son interactions vere s e n  to be 4 
* S 

most important fdr boys and all -family interactions vere 

i important for girls. Diffusion individuals were-found to be ' 

least attached to their families, experiencing their parents ' 

r 

as distant and rejecting and difficult to talk to. 

Foreclosures were very attached, but encouraged to conform 

to family values rather thak individuate. Moratoriums vere 
< - 

active in family discussions, bpt tenclea'to have ambivalent 
- .* 

feelings toward their parents, engaging in oedipal, push- 
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~ c c o r d i n g  t o  Cra.ig-Bray,  Adams, and  Dabson ( l 9 ' 8 8 ) ,  
. '  I 

G i l l i g a n  f 1982 1 ,  J o s s e l s o n ,  Gkeenberger,  and  McConoehie 
. r 

( 1 9 7 7 ) ;  &cia,    at ex man, and  M a t t e s o n  ( i n  p r e p a r a t i o n ) ,  and 

, o t h e r s ,  identity a n d  I n t i m a c y  a r e  p o b a b l y  merged . ' fo r  g i r l s A .  I 

~ o s s e l s o ~ ,  e t  a l .  a l s o  s t a t e d  t h a t  f e m a l e  deva l&men t  is 

q u i e t e r  and  s u b t l e r  t h a n  + f o r  h a l e s .  Arche r  (1985) h a s  
% 

, . 
s u g g e s t e d  t h a t  women h a v e  a more complex  I d e n t i t y  t o  

e s t a b l i s h ' t h a n  men. T h i s  'may 6 e  i n c r e a s i n g l y  t r u e  a s  

s o e i e t a l  e x p e c t a t i o n s  f o r  wQmen c o n t i h u e  t o  c h a n g e .  Marc1 

e t  a l :  ( i n  p r e p e r a t i o n )  p o i n t e d -  o u t  t h a t  i n  e a r l *  s t u d i e s ,  

 chie eve me kt a n d  F o r e c l o s u r e  women s c o r e d  s imi . la r ' ly  on  
I 

d e p e n d e n t  v a r i a b l e s ,  a s  d i d  Mora to r ium and  D i f f u s i o n  women. 

H e  a t t r i b u t e d  t h i s  p r i m a r i l y  t o  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  F o r e c l o s u r e  

u s e d  t o  be  a s o c i a l l y  a d a p t i v e "  s t a t u s  f o r  women. More 
' , 

~ e c e n t ' s t u d i e s  h a v e  s h o v n  h i g h  I d e n t i t y  v e r s u s  low I d e n t i t y  

c o r r e l a t i o n s  s imilar  t o  t h e  r e s u l t s  f o r  men, a g a i n  
c - 

> - 
p r e s u m a b l y  b e c a u s e  c h o i c e  and  s t r u g g l e  a r e  now becoming more 

I I '  

a d a p t i v e  t h a n  F o r e c l o s u r e  f o r  women .* 

- J r .  

-Sex   ole' O r l e n - t a t i o n  aild I d e n t i t y  .., 

 em ( 1974 1 fbundk t h a t ,  i n d e p e n d e n t  o f  gend?,  

i n d i v i d u a l s  c a n  b e  e i k h e g  p r i m a r i l y  f a a s c u l i n e ,  f e m i n i n e ,  

q n d r o g y n o u s ,  o r  u n d i f f e r e q t i a t e d  i n  t h e i r  s u b s c r i p t i o r i  t o  

$ex r o l e  ' a t t i t u d e s .  C h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  l a b e l l e d  as m a s c u l i n e  

i n c l u d e  autonomy,  - l n d e p e n d e n c a ,  and  a s $ e r t i v e n e s s .  . Some of 

t h o s e  l a b e l l e d  a s  f e m j n i n e  a r e  u n d e r s t a n d i n g ,  Qa'zmth, and  
7 



I 

r . > 
. -  

tenderness. Androgynous individuals' are those high in.both 
i\ 

sets of attributes, whkle undifferentiated persons are low 

in both. Several Identity researchers have investigated the 

relationship-between sex role orientation and Identity in 
. ,- 

bat'h men and wohren and have obtained interesting and 

that maqculinity and androgyny vere re'lated toA Identity 
\ .  ' r * 

Achievement in both college men and college women. 

Undifferentiated individuals vere most often diffuse in 

: . Identity. Bchiedel and Marcia (1985) replicated and 

extended these findings; they observed that masculinity was 
. A  

e-E;pecially.irnportant for Identity developmerit in women and - 
$ .  

that femininity was especially"important for Intimacy 
I i* 

development in men. ~6ei.r-androgynous subjects tended to be 

. high in both ICentlty and Intimacy. 3, study by Crown (1985) 

supported all of these findings except for the femininity- 

,--Int$macy relationship, 

a Waterman and Whitbourne (1982). found that masculine 
-. J * % 

e 

sex-typed indiviauals scored highest on all ~f the 

ps~&hosociaP'btages but ~htlma=~! wheie ;emin,iJty vas more, 
-1 , I ,', 

important. When the Intimacy stage was included, - 

androgynous indiyiduals were found to be highest in overall 
% 

-psychosocial development, with masculine sex-typed persons 

next highest, They too found that masculinity-was important 



I 

for Identity and femininity •’01 Intimacy. Della SelVa and 

Dusek (1984) reported that androgynous subjects had h i g h e ~  

* Identity scores than those with other sex role orientations. 

They concluded that, in terms of Identity development and 

overall adjustmeet, it'-is best to be adrdgynous, but that 7 .  

- k 

it is better to be sex-typed than undifferentiated. These 

findings confirme& the iesults of Fannin's (1979) earlier 

study, and were replicated by Grotevant and Thorbecke (1982) 

and O'Heron (1987) contributed to the above •’indings in 

their ob,servation that masculine traits related most 
- .  i. 

strongly to adjustment on a variety of indices. Fednine 

traits also related to adjustment and surpassed masculine 

traits on the exgressive sociability and self-esteem 

components. Masculine interests and be-haviour related to . 
, 

all adjustment indices, accounting for mdre variance than 

feminine interests and behkviours on all but congeniality/ 
', , 

sociability. Undifferentiated individuals were most often - .  " 
I 

*low in self-esteem. Androgynous iqdividuals were high on 

ail adjustment mea,sures. Feminine sex-typing in men was 
1 

B 

associated with low adjustment. More specific to the 

,present study, they found that HM individuals had a somewhat 

greater likelihood of exhibiting less stereotypical sex role , 

characteristics and behaviours, but having atypical sex role 
4 



L *  

characteristics was not a good predictor of homosexuality. 

This finding confirmed the results of a study by ~arlson and 

Steuen: (1984 1 in which -HM men were mor; of ten androgynous I 

than heterosexual men although more heterosexual men were 

masculine sex-typed. Again, the best predictor of 

psychological well-being and high self-esteem was self- 

perceived masculinity, the same predictor in the above- - ,  

mentioned studies of high Identity. Della Selva and Dusek 

( 1 9 8 4 )  attributed this correspon4ence to the necessity for 

instrumental (mascu..iine) skills in the p,ositi.ve'resolution . 

62 the Industry stage, the stage immediately preceding 
.+ 

Identity. It may alko be, as Carlson and ~te"er (1984) 

suggested, that instsumental behaviours are simply valued 

"more highly than feminine expressi-ve behaviours in this 
T 

soci-ety; this would support the notion that adolescent \ 

adjustment is correlated to the perception of one's ' 
t -  

B 
behaviour as ssmething which is valued by society.. 

\ 

W~mosexwal, Issues 

Issues in the definit;ion of ,hamosexualiQ~.~ - 
I 

Schwanberg (1985) reported that from 1973 until the 
I -  

publication of, her article, over 700 art1 les on 
F , .  

homosexuality had appeared \in health cafe literature. One 
I 

would expect that over that period of time, a consensus 

would have been reached on a conceptual and operational- 

definition of qexual orientation; however, Coleman (1987) 



, 

and Klein, Sepekoff ahd Wolf (1905)'reported that no clear - 
definition existed; Anna-Freud (1971) maintained that t,he . -  

criterion for ascertaining sexual preference-was tee 
* 

individual's 'masturbatory fantasies. Gfmilarly, Isay (1889 ) . 
t 

defined homosexua2Yty as a predominant erotic attraction to ' ' 

othem of the same- sex; and gtated that it could be 

determined by exaniniig a sexual fantasies. ' 

Kinsey, PomeIoy, and Martin (19481 settled for eithei"selxkl 

attraction or behayfour and gave evidence t-hat sexual 

orientation was not a dichotomous construct.; they- used an 

equal -interval scale from O to 6 to place individuals on a . , 
i 

continuum with exclusive heterosexuality on one end and 
. . 

exclusive homosexuality on the other. De Cecco 11981), 

Klein et al; (1985) and Coleaan (1987) have- arguad that 

Kinseyts scale is still very slmplistic'and does.not reflect 

the dynamic nature of sexual orientation. They-chose to 

look at a combination of many ~ a k i ~ b l e s :  sexual attraction, 
i E 

behaviour, fantasy, social and emotional preference; self- 
1 -+ 

identification, and lifestyle, as well as change,over time. 

Perhaps one reason for the difflculfy in d;finition is that 
. 

the structure und'erlying sexual orientation varies between 
t 

individuals;-Bell an& Weinberg (1978) spoke of q - 
homosexualities and argued that there are many and diverse 

forms of homosexbality among men and women'.   he present 

study does not attempt to resolve this complex issue; the , ' 



' _ 
, ~ , . I "  

c r i t e r i o n  u sed  as a' b a s i s  of d i s c z i m i n . a t i p n - h a r e  was 
c 

s u b j e c t s t  s e l f  - i d e n t i f  i c a t i o n .  Those  &o i d e n t i  ieGd aas f 
p r e d o m i n a n t l y A ' o r  ~ x c l u s i v e l y  YT or IfI'd w e r e  a c c e p t e d  a n d  

,. ? 

t h o s e  who i d e n t i f i e d  as b e i n g  somewhere i n  t h e  m i d d l e  r a n g e  . <-. 

were  n o t  i n c l u d e d .  , I f  i n d e e d  HM i n d i v i d u a l s  a r e  n o t  a  
, 

, hornogeneOus g r o u p ,  i t  v o u l d  be e x p e c t e d  t h a t  a n y  b v e r a l l  
. * 

d i $ f e r e n c , e s  b e t w e e n  HM and  HT g r o u p s  v o u l d  he d i f f i c u l t  t o  

f i n d ,  o t h e r  t h a n  t h o s e  d i f ~ e r e n c e s ' r e l a t i n ~  t o  t h e  e f f e c t s  

,of s o c i a l  s t i g m a t ' i z a t i o n ,  someth ' ing e x p e r i e n c e d  b y  a l l  HM 

. p e r s o n s .  

The way i n  v h i c h  h o m o s e x u a l i t y  is d e f i n e d  is a  m a j o r  

f a c t o r  i.n d e t e r m i m i n g  t h e  p r o b o r t i o n  o f  t h e  p a p u l a t i o n  

e s t i m a t e d  t o  .be homosexua l .  -Some researchens ( e g . ,  Saghir 6 

Robblnq ,  1 9 7 3 ;  B e l l  6 ~ e i n b e r ' ~ ,  1978 ;  and M a s t e r s  h J o g L i n , ,  

1 9 7 9 )  h a v e ,  g e n e r a l l y  gzouped  b i s e x u a l  i n d i v i d u a l s  w i t h  t h o s e  
I 

wro a r e  h o ~ o s e x u a l .  F o r  t h e  mos t  p a r t ,  s t a t i s t i c s  fnom t h e  
r - 

R i n s e y  s t u d i e s  (1948) a r e  a c k e p t e d .  I n  t h a t  s t u d y ,  50% o f  a 

t h e  m a l e s  i d e n t i f - i e d  a s  e x c l u s i v e l y  h e t e r o s e x u a l ,  4 %  were 
i 

. , 

I e x c l u s i v e l y  homosexua l ,  and  t h e  r ema in i r rg  46% f e l l  between 1 
3 A .  

a n d  5 on t h e  K i n s e y  s c a l e .  They a l s o  r e p o r t e d -  t h a t  37% 'o f  

a m e r i c a n  m a l e s  had  a t  l e a s t  some homosexua l  e x p e r i e n c e s  t o  

+ t h e  p o t n t  of o rgasm . d u r i n g  t h e i x  a d u l t  l i v e s .  I n t r e g a g - d  t o  . 

a d o l e s c e n t s ,  D e i s h e r  (1989) s t a t e d  t h a t  i n  t h e  USA t h e r e  , 

I -  

w e r e - a b o u t  30 m i l l i o n  young p e o p l e  be tween  1 0  and  19 y e a r s  . 

o l d ,  and  t h a t  1 0  b o f  t h e s e  were f e l t  t o  be  e x c l u s i v e Z y  or 



-
4

 
x 

.r
( 

$
4

 
m 

LI 
u

a
'

 
,4

 
a

J
m

c
E

i
t

L
-

4
 

d
'

c
n

,
s

C
:

 
'O

 
u

l
,
 
.&

 
-
4
 ,

a
 

a
 

,
C
 

c
 

m 
a, 

rt 
- 

m
a

0
 

E
f

w
 

Q
) 

X
 

3
 

u
 

a
 

r
(
 

E
~

B
+

J
Q

J
-

 
p

a
r

 
o
 

I
*

x
 

(U
 

a
 

a
 

c, 
I
 

O
'

d
W

 
0
 

c, 
C

, 
"

h
e

;
$

 F
l 

c
 

m
l

-
i

~
 m

 
c 

o
 

w
 

0
 

+
'

u
l

m
 

.-I 
'

c
,

 
d
 

P
, 

n
 

.C
 

aJ 
,

o
u

l
w

m
(

~
 
a
 

a 
c
 

c
,
-
 
a
 

.U
 

+
J
 

a
 

P
i 

a
 

c
,
 la

 
c
 

k 
- 

'. 
C

 
m

 
f

'
a

.
6

)
 

ta 
c

 
. 

+
J 

a, 
Q

,
,
c

 
U

 
C
 '. 

Q
, 

L' 
3r 

b
~

~
a

.
c

:
s

*
 

3
 

tn 
o
 

Q
 

U
.
-
I
 
E
 
a
 

6
)

'
 

Q
, 

r 
.A

 
a
 

~
1

.
.

4
.

4
 

Q
, 

m 
a

~
c

,
 Q 

m
.

0
 *

,
C

a
d

 
c

,
 CI 

C
 

U
4

'
E

 
C1 

6
) 

c 
e

.4
 

-
c
 
u
 

G
U

U
~

 
M

 
3
 

U
 

+
J 

4
0

8
1

~
0

 
n
 

.rc 
a 

w
 

a
 

aJ 
>1 

m
u

a
,

 
P
 

.
n

c
n

k
Q

x
v

r
 

I
,

 
a

)
a

)
+

~
w

c
 

- 
a~ 

a
 

a
 

0
4
 

'
-

w
n

a
 

(1, 
w 

.. 
d

\
 

a
r

h
 

M
 

tn 
cD 

m
;

c
r

u
 

u
u

a
i

r
n

 
h
 

a
,

 M 
-
4
 

P
 

0
 

n.+ 

d
c

n
a

m
 

u
c

m
 

w
 

3
 

u
 

m
: 

r
(
 

3
w

 Q
)

r
d

Q
,

.
c

,
C

d
O

 
M

 
0

,
 

5
 

m
m

m
>

~
o

 
6

C
l

c
l

u
)

u
l

 
x 

.
4
 

 
a
r
c
^
 

m
.

r
(

 
a

*
&

 
c 

a1 
a
) 

e
h

d
 

W
i

d
 

01 
L= 

.
+

J
~

a
J

~
~

a
J

 
a

m
m

u
l

 
5

0
 

.-I 
r~ 

4
 

l
r

3
a

,
r

c
c

 
O

v
]

E
6

)
u

l
X

c
,

-
-

E
!

~
~

3
h

~
-

.
(

x
~

 
E

I
3

.
4

Q
,

 
a

O
@

G
 

0
 

a
!

?
 

0
 

@
 

r
n

a
J

t
C

W
 

C
P

a
Q

6
)

c
 

,
,

 
C

'
*

+
J

 Q
)

4
 0

 
k

6
,

 
C

 0
 

C
 

a
 

-
4

 

tn 
C

 
m

t
i

.
r

(
c

(
w

o
.

r
(

d
m

c
u

 
'

~
j

'
a

,
-

.
d

 
o
 

o
 

m
 - 

0
 

c, 
c

a
w

 
W

 
- 

a
J

C
l

J
2

Q
1

 
a

J
-

*
4

J
 

C
 

d
 

2 
2
 

S 
x

,.: 
a
 

6 
a

3
c

d
 c 

s
 

w 
c 

c
,

U
U

Q
,

C
u

l
m

.
~

 

o
u
t
,
 

4
 

x 
L

I 
w

' 
4
 

Fa 
4
 

u
l 

-
4

 
-

P
7

n
 
C
 

m
.

4
 

m
 

m
 

o
s

Z
 

-
4

.
&

c
,

 
Q

,
r

l
d

=
~

C
'

P
]

C
,

c
C

,
3

L
)

.
~

 
U
 

er 
a

m
~

m
m

 
~

o
l

=
a

~
c

u
m

~
a

~
c

c
-

r
 

d
r

3
b

3
3

U
 

C
O

C
b

Q
)

 
a 

-
+

"
t

2
 -

x
r

n
m

u
u

o
a

 
c, 

Q
, 

ul 
q

$
 
3

0
 a, 

~
.

r
(

m
a

(
u

a
 

6
, 

"
,

w
 

5
.
3
 

111 
.A

 
0
 

< 
-
d
 

a 
*

-
 

u
~

d
a

i
~

 
o

O
~

C
 

8
s

:
~

~
 

t
o

r
c

l
r

l
~

m
a

p
g

 

/
 

r 
t 



S-i nce 

1 

I 

it is difficult 
9 

% 

ogically 

femininity, other rationalizations for this highly negative, - . ,  
C 

attitude have been espoused over time. Tzipp (1975) and 
I . k 

others have documented the religious, social, a-nd , A  t :  

1 
. 7  

< I 

psychological inventions for s~bstantidtin~ this pre j u d i c g .  
3 .  

, Bullough (1976) has rdentfffed r~ligion-as the greatest 
. , C 

2 
source of negative attitudes toward hamosexuality in our 

' "  - 
cultute. 

% 
, - 

~lthough Freud. (1937 letter cited4 in Jones,, 1957 ) 

asserted that homosexuality was neither a neurosis nor an 
P 

il lness, 'many subsequent psychoanalysts, beginning w i t h .   ado 

(1940), Carrie -to the conviction that homosexuality was 

D .profoundly pathological, representing a phobic response to 

> an overbinding mother. In DSM-I (American Psychiatric 
\ 

. ,. Association,_l952), homosexua~ity was classified as a . d 

' ?  
sociopathic per'sonality disturbance. Bieber (1962) and 

-.  
Socqides - (1968) were arnang the m o s t  vocal proponentb of . k 

I 

j. 

' t h i s  ph-,Olo&cal of ho~nosex~uality ah •’,ought against 
its deqedicalizat ian. Thay argued fog therapeutic - 

\b 
intervention aiped at heterosexual shift, in spite of the 

. fact that they were never- able to provide adequate evidence 

of success in this endeavor (Paul, 1982; Tripp, 1975). 
- 

Despf'te- strorlg opposition, social factors both within and 

without m6dical practice led to the deatediealization of 
. . # 

, homosexuaIity by the American Psycblatric ~ssociation in , 



1973, a position endorsed by the American Psychological 

Association the followAng year (Bayer, 1981). The illness 

view had been strongly criticized as lacking empirical 

support and serving only to maintain oppres-sion of HM 
8. 

people. The arguments against the illness1 view did not 

conv'ince most psychiatriVsts, ho-wever . Cornett and Hudson 

(1985) reported that 67% of American psychiatrists viewed 

homosexuality as a psychopatholog.ical adaptat ion; and Isay. 

(1989), a gsychpanalyst, asserted that he represented a 

yinority in his prafession in the view,that homosexuals as a 

igroup were no more pathological than heterosex.uals. Erikson 

(1959) was no exception; he viewed homosexuality as a 

negative Identity and spoke of gay relationships as "mutual 

narcissistic mirrorirign. Schwanberg's (1985) examination,of ' 

a decade of articles on homosexuality in health care 

literature revealed that most psychologists, on the other " - 
hand, took a positive view of homosexuality and believed 

that individuals who are unhapp-y with their sexual 

orientation should be aided in accepting themselves as they 

are. Tripp (19751, Davison (1976), Ross (1977)~ Siverstefn 
4 

(1977), Begelman .(1977), Freund (1977) and others have - 

9ttested to,the diaastrbus results of attempts to c h a n y e  
I 

individuals' sexual orientation as ;ell as to the pbwer of 

b 

the psychiatric community to influence social attit'bdes 

toward.homosexuality. Most psychiatrists saw no connecti-o'n, 



. . 
however, between their illness perspectfve aria the 

I 

justification of socia1 and legal oppression of HM men and ' 

/ i 
women, 'let alone the helpl'essness and self-Ratred.they 

6 

promoted in  in individuals thembelves (Pillar,$, 1982). 

It ihould be pointed out that less than 4 0  years ago 

the word  homosexual^^ was largely taboo and could not be 
* - ,  

used on television-or radio (Tripp, 1975). *elevision 
4 

interviews 20 years ago showed homosexual individuals with 

bags ov&r their heads to prevent recognition (Lee, 1977). 

Law reforms in ~ngland in 1967, and in-America, following 

the homosexual protest marches 'after the 1969 riot at the 

Stonewall Inn, helped many HH indivlquals to step into the 

public view. Sadly, with the onset 'of AIDS,  the public,was 

given another ,means of justifying thei'r condemnation of - 
' - 

, , ,  homosexuality. . As late as 1980, 73% of Americans vtewed 
. . 

, sexual r'elhtions betwee-n two adults of the same s e x  as 
, . 

always wrong (Davis & Smith,' 1980.). It appears that 
- 3 

prejudice against, homosexuality .Is a trhdltlon in our 
6 

culture not easily dispelled, a situation which may we11 

' pose additional challenges for adolescent HM persons wotking 

to construct a positive ~dentity. 
, - 
Ps~cholosic~al differ&nces in homosexual and 

heterosexual samples. - , . 

Although it is easy to see Row stigmatization might 

have an effect-on the adjustment of HM individuals, one , :  



*C' 
f 

s / 4" 

might argue that if it is indeed a pathological adaptation. d 
that/ in itself, might be a significant factor i n  any . 

/- 
erences in Identity resolution Eound between HT and HM 

me After all, individuals suffering from schizophrenia 

a t e  also stigmatized, but that may not be the greatest of 

heir problems. Bychowski (1945, 1356) and Socarides 
I 

(1978), in fact, reported that HH psychic structures were 

very similar to those of paranoid schizophrenia and 

paranoia. 'Cornet and Hudson (1985) have challenged these 
I ,  

. f inbings, arguing that they used no standardtzed measures in 

their analyses,'that tbey were biased in their 
i 

conceptualization of homosexuality beforehand, and that they 

( had' no control groyp 50r~their egoA-dystonic HM patients- ' 

~ o ~ k e r  ' (1957 1 ,  usinq proj$ctivk .tests with experimenters* w-ho 
J 

< 

were blind to the sexual orientation of subjects •’ound no 

1 overall differences in malad j"strnent between equal groups of 

HH and HT men. Studies using standardized measures with, ' 

gocfi- reliability and vhlidity have also resulted, i n  fi-ndings 
- L 

7,triat there is no significantly pathological difference 
I 

between the psychic structures or ego functioning a$ HT and 

I 
HM individuals (eg., Bell and Weinberg, 1978; Kimmel, 1978; 

~ y d r s ,  1980; Saghir and ~dbins, 1973; Weinberg and Williams, 

1975; West, 1977). Once again, it should be mentioned that 

neither HM males nor HTxmales are homogeneous as a group; 

failure to find differences may be r?!lated to a failure to 



classify 'kubtypes within each group. Using Bern's (1974) 

Sex-Role Inventory, Carlson and Steuer (1984) found that 

there were significantly moce HM males who were androgynous 

and significantly fewer who were undifferentiated but also 
... ' 

fewer than half as many i h o  were masculine sex-typed than in 

a group of HT males; HM ahd HT groups might appear 

* .  . equivalent in overall adjustment, but examination of 

subgroups would certainly: uncover differences. The sex-role 

,+ configuraticm of HM groups, at least, is different from that 

,of HT groups, leading one to predict that certain kinds of 

problems would be more frequently found in one qroup than 
\ , 

the other, despite lack of differences in overall level of 

pathology. 

Wlth regard to n~npatholoq~cal differences, Friedman 

and Stern ( 1 9 8 0 )  reported a lack of conformity to -, 
d 

conventional male behaviour, including less agqressiveness 

and less interest in competitive activities, in HM males as 

a' group. Wayson (1985) replicated the finding that HM males 
* 

, as a qroup were' less competitive 'both inte~pe~sonally and 

physically than:bHT males as a group. Kinsey (1948) reported 

that, on the average, HM men have many more different sexual 
, 1 .  

partners in their life-times than do HT men, but that they 

also have less frequent sexual contacts than do HT men. 
\ .  

Isay t . 1 9 8 9 )  suqgestea several factors which may account for 

this, lnciuding the fact that thexe are no legal sanctions 



such as marriage to bind HM men and the possibilit] ( that men 

are generally more pmomi'scuous than women and w4lJ take" 
be 

advantage of that vhen th'e partner is not a female. He.also . 
4 .  

s 

reported that the AIDS crisis has changed some of thq-sexual 
' 

habits of HM men so that most are now contenting themselves, 

with less variety. In any case both of the dLffe~ences 

mentioned here may contribute to differences in Identity 

scores vhen the measure used includes exarninatioh of 
, *  

exploration and*'c&rni tment in recreational and dating areas,. 
- .  

Family dynamics a • ’  adolescent HM males. 
' P i ' 

i 
Due tb.t& Plifficulty in 1abel;ing and gaining access 

I 

to homosexual chilg' or adolescent subjects, 'the bulk of 
3, 

developmental rqsearch in this 9rea is retrospective rather 

than ldngitudinal. According to Bo-xer and Cohle,r (19891, 
t . 

the lorigitudinal studies which have been done [viz: Green, 

1987, and Kagan and Moss, 1962) are too limited' and too , 

methodologically flawed to be generalizable: to the male 
i 

population. A problem with the r~etrospective studies, I j .  

according to, Gergen (1982 )', is that subjkcts reconstruct 

those events from childhood and adolescence which he)p them 
1 

to maintain a sense of continuity and coherence in relation 

to their present experience of life. Notwithstanding theie 

drawbacks, it seems pnoYitabae to ,examdine some ~f the data 

obtained from these studies: 

., 



. , 
I s a y  ( 1 9 8 9 )  obser 'ved t h a t  t h e ' m a j o r i t y  o  f t h e  HM merl 

who e n t e r  t he r , apy  r e p a r t e d  t h a t  the i lc  f a t h e r s  were d ' i s t a n t  
e 

t oward  them d u r i n g  c h i l d h o o d .    at her t h a n  i n t e r p r e t  t h i s  a s  

c a u s a l ,  I s a y  m a i n t a i n e d  t h a t  t h i s  is a  p s y c h o l o g i c a l  d e f e n c e  
1 

a g a i n s t  e a r l y  e r a t i c - a t t a c h m e n t s  t o  t h e  f a t h e r ,  B e l l ,  

We l n b e r g ,  and  ~ a m m e t s m l t h  9 n o t e d  s t r o n g  manif e s t a f  l o n s  
, '  1 - 

o f  e a r l y  c h i l d h o o d  c r o s s - g e n d e r e d  b e h a v i o u r  i n  t h e i r  

r e t r o s p e c t i v e  s t u d y ;  S i l v e r s t e i n  (1981), ha 'ving found  t h e  

a b s e n t  o r  d i s t a n t  r e l a t i o n s h i p  w i t h  f a t h e r s  i n  h i s  

n o n c l i n i c a l  s ample ,  e x p l a i n e d  it a& a ' x e s u l t  of t h e  f a t h e r ' s  
9 

r e s p o n s e  t o  t h e  s o n ' s  nonmgscu l ine  r o l e  o r i e n t a t i o n  r a t h e r  

t h a n  t h e  c a u s e  of s u c h  b e h a v i o u r .  F l i n g  and  M a n o s e v i t z  

(1372) r e p o r t e d  t h a t  many p a r e n t s  d i s c o u r a g e  s e x -  

i n a p p r o p r i a t e  k h a v i o u r ;  and  a c c o r d i n g  t o  Co lgan  ( 1 9 8 7 ) :  

The g r e a t e s t  o b s t a c l e  t o  o p t i m a l  i d e n t i t y  deve lopmen t  

and  i n t i m a c y  f u n c t i o n i n g  is t h e  e x p e r i e n c e  of b e i n g  

r e j e c t e d  o r  e m o t i o n a l l y  abandoned  by  p r i m a r y  care 

g i v e r s .  Pre-homosexual  boys  a p p e a r  t o  have  ample  

o p p o r t u n i t y  f o r  e i t h e r  t o  o c c u r , ~ e s p e c i a l l y  when t h e  

boy is  g e n d e r  non-confo rming .  ( p .  1 0 6 )  

Block (1973 ,  c i t e d  i n  C o l g a n t j , 1 9 8 7 )  r e p o r t e d  t h a t  

g e n d e r  nohconfo~rming  a d u l t s  who- a r e  s r o c i a l l j r  w e l l - a d j u s t e d  

vete  r a i s e d  by p a r e n t s  who w e r e " ' 6 e c u r e  i n  t h e i r  owh 
I 

. i d e n t i t i e s ,  c o m f o r t a b l e  w i t h  n o n r r a d l t i o n a l  s e x - r o l e  



. behdv'iours, and both nurturant and involved in their sons1 

With regardh,ko mothers, Isay (1989) stated that there 
-4 

was much more variety in HM men's reports. Those men who 

had a positive sense of themgelves generally reported having 

mothers who were "good enoughN. Regarding those who 

described their mothers as having been overbearing, he 

suggested that this was sometimes due to the son's en,vy of 
. . .  

- < 

her 'closeness to the father. 

%, Coleman (.I9871 maintained that most difficulties within 

the family related to-stigmatization. Many of his sub.jects 

reported no problems within the family prior to their ' 'L 

becoming aware of son's homosexuality. In some cases 
I 

the son was reLintegrated i ~ t o  the family after a brief 

adjustment period. IWthose cases where the fanilies we,re 

unable to accept the sexual orientation of their sdns, a 
> , 
frequent outcome was "reinforcement of secrets, enhanced 

. . 
detachment, and breakdown of .comnunicat ion in th; family" 

( p .  3 3 ) .  In those HM men who sought therapy, one-third had 

suffered violence b=cause of their exual orientation and 4 
49% of this violence was at the hands bp the family. As 

mentioned earlier, Bell and Weinberg ( 1 9 7 8 )  reported that .f 
% 

208 of their respondents attempted suicide before the age of 
., 

20. This coincides with Coleman's findings'; ha suggested 
\ 



! 

P', 
that the nain reason for these attempts was cognitive 

isolation and a lack of appropriate-role mod_els. 
d - 

Homosexual identity. 

For nearly two decades, nhmerous tkeoretidal analyses 
f 

and empirical studies have focused:on the construct of 

homosexual identity ( e g . ,   as$ 1979; Coleman, 1981; Dank, 
' r  

1971; Habermas, 1979; Lee, $977; Minton & McDonald, 1984; 

Plummer, 1975; Troiden, 1979 1 .  Cass (1983) insisted that 

,* the conceptuis a very important one but that it is badly, in 
. " 

need of a common definition; she has argued for a 

multidisciplinary approacb to the issue. For the most part, 

these authors refer ta homosexual identity not as a skage J 

h e p a r a t e  from Eriksonls Identity stage but merely.as an 
i 

identity formation process which includes incorporation of 
\ 

ep 
_one's homosexual orientation into one's p e r s o n a l  and social 

identity. Just as pbinn.ey (1988) asserted that exploration 

and commitment in the area of ethnic identity is necessary . * 

'for posltive Identity resolution '.in individuals belonging to 
1 

.( an ethnic minority, thotie who employbthe concept of 

homosexual identity have agreed that overall identity 

achievement for HM individuals can not be said to have 
< 

ac'curred until homosexual issues have been resolved. If 

this-is so, then present meas~ires  of Erik~onian~ldentity qre  
< - 

inadequate fbr these groups. 



w 

Troiden and Goode (1980 1 have verified the essentially 

developmental n d t u ~ e  of homosexual identity formation, 

observing in their samples that this identity is not 

embraced immediately but stepwise over an extended period. 
, A  

They stated, "Informants took a number of years t o  come to 
I I 

. 
regard homosexual-ity (and, by inpi'bcation, themselves) as - J. ' 

I 

normal ... these indi,v$duals needed to reed5 themselves 

emotionally before incorporating into their self-conceptions 

One of the models which outlines a sequential 

development process for homosexual identity is that of 

'Hqberrnas (197g). Habermas has borrowed from several 

theoretical traditions including ego psychoanalytic 

(Erikson, 1 9 5 g i ,  cognitive developmental piycholagy ( P i a g e t ,  
1 

1952; Kohlberg, 1969), and symbolic interaction theory 

(Mead;_l934). ~ & h h s  outlined four stages o f  ego 

development: symbiotic, egocentric, sociocentxic- 

objectivistic, ,and universalistic. It is during thei 

sociocentric stage, beginning at about seven years of a$e 

that societal norms are internalized an$ begin to affect t -he  
< 

process of personal identity formation. However, the full' 
- 

impact of sexual norms is not consciously experienced u n t i l  

puberty. A t  this time, any discrepancy between the person's 

homosexual thoughts, feelings, and behaviour and his 



"conferred identity i s  experienced as identity confusicn. , , .  
3 1 

Cas9 (1979) has qugqested several strategies vhica may be . 

employed to resolve, this confusion: 1. The Gerson' may accept 

+ "  his feelings as natural and proceed to obtain information i 
I 

3 

about homosexuality;-2. He may inhibit any homosexue1 $ 5  , ' 5  

behaviour and avoid the whole issue as &ch as possible; ? 1 

and, 3, He may contihue toeengage in homosexual behaviour , 

.yhile-denying that this means that he is homosexual. 

~ccordiag to Cass, to the extent 'that the individual can 
* .  

' -- . 

tole~ate being different from others' and zesist the pressure 

of societal norms, he may be able to tentatively accept a 
- .  1 ,  

homosexdal self-definition. If this process continues, then 
* . - . ., 
the individual emerges into the universalistic ..stage of.. . 

_ j '  - 
.ident i.ty development. This, the last of Habermas's. stages, , 

- I: 
involves the ability to separate particular nor& from the . - 

. . ,  
general-principles upon which all norms are basedIZand to . * 

\ .  

commit oneself to an identity which-is experienced as 

consistent and'unified, even In the face of soc'ial 

condeinat ion. 
i 

I .  
Cass (1979). has offered somewhat stricter req~frements~,~' 

1 ,  

than ~abermas for homosexual identity tormation. ~ven' 

though a 'person may have achieved a awareness and ' - 

- acceptance of being homosexual, if he keeps this personal 
.+ 

acknowledgement concealed fro? society, 'with pezhaps the 
b 

exception of a few well-chosen friends,' the identity process . 
1 - 

' .  " 

7 - -  



is incomplete. She did state that many HM individuals stop - 
I - .  

1 '  

, ' there, and .'thatQmany p f  these live ?a!rly satisfactor; 
. 1 ,  

lives, She add;d, hove&; =that sufficient pride in one's ,. .3 

.-I 
identity 'leads to social disclosure, bringing one's public 

-. P 

identity in line with one's private. identity. Along ,with 
, = 

pride in one's HH orientation 'comes q,mnqorn$tant 
2. 

1 - 

devaluation of HT peksons, According to Cass, an inqividual- 
'I k'-t 

may backtrack from this stage if he can not tolerate the" . 
I . - 

negative reaction this defiant dtisclosure df homosexuality 

often in- family or f r  ienas or social contacts. 

Howqver, if the HM individual rejuses to retiin to 

arionymity,-he enters the fjnal stage of identity synthesis. 
i 

"Through increasing contact vitb'supportive HT individuals, 

he ~ o m e s  -to value these individual more while de~aluing'onl~ - 
* .  

3 r 
f ,  

' unsupportive HT persons. Eventually, he ~ o m e s  to realize I 

I \-. . - 
that no clear dichotomy exists bdtween HT and HM worlds. , 

. , 
Finally,{the person is able to integrate his whomosexual 

* 

identity'wdth all other aspects of self. Instead of being 

seen as the identity:, it is- now given t,he status of being 

merely an aspect of self. This awareness completes the ' 
- 

, ' 
homosexual identity formation pr,ocessV (p .  235 [italics in 

original 1 ) . 

.Rationale and H ~ ~ o t h e s e s  of the Study 

Eriksonls Identity stage is an integral part of a model 
, - 

of human development which he terms psychoso~ial. As a 

d' 



\' , " 41 

. . 
-. . .  , 

psychosocizal construct, Identity develops in a social 

context and, accbrding to Erikson f(1963, 1968, 19?0), this 

development is onsistently linked to Social support., T 
Although the relations-hiq between Identity and social- . . 

;upport has frequently been Blluded' t o  in theoretical 

discussions, it has =rarely been .studied empirically 

(Herrill, 1980). The present study represents, in part, an 

.. attempt to explicitly examine this relationship. 

An edually important area ofin~estigatlon here was the - .  , 

Identity development of homosexual males. A s  a highly 
, .  

- stigmatized m.inority, it vas hypothesized that this group - 

would manifpst lower levels of perceived social support than 

the general population. HM individuals, in general, 

experience lack of acceptan~e'not only from society as a 

whole but from their farnillessas well. It is also a group 
< 

which, including those who are predominantly rather than 

exclqsively hompsexual~ represents 10% of the population of 

any giv'en area of the continent, certainly too large a group 

tb, be consistently neglected in ressarch on personality 

deve'lopment (Isay, 1989). In the present study, a group of 
I 

35 HH males.between 20 and 26 years t f  age was compared with 
1 

a group of 29- HT males in the same age category. It was 

,predik~ed that there would be overall differences in 
I 

perceived socia* support-between the two groups and that 



t h e r e  would be c o r r e s p o n d i n g  i n  s t y l e g  o f '  . 

I d e n t i t y  r e s o l u t i o n .  

The I d e n t i t y  :Status pa rad igm,  d e v e l o p e d  by Marcia . 

(1966}, h a s  been used e x t e n s i v e l y  t o  s t u d y . ~ r i k s o n " s ~  

identity-construct; d u e  t o , t h e  v a l i d i t y  e ~ t a b 3 i s h e d  for -  i t  
- < 

and t h e  vide a c c e p t a n c O  i t  has  g a i n e d ,  i t  is t h i s  

f o & i l a t i o n  of ,khe I d e n t i t y  c o n s t r u c t  which  was c h o s e n  f o r  

. t h e  r e s e a r c h  p u r p o s e s  -of t h i s  s t u d y ,  S e v e r a l  m e a s u r e s  o f  

I d e n t i t y  s t a t u s ,  i n c . o r p o r a , t i n g  e i t h e r  a s t r u c t u r e d  i n t e r v i e w  

on a n  o b j e c t i v e  f o r m a t ,  o r  b o t h ,  havenbeen  u s e d  i n  t h e  p a s t .  
\ 

F o r  t h e  p u r p o s e s  of  t h i s  s t u d y ,  i t  w a s  judged  most  s u i t a b l e  - 
t o  u s e  a n  o b j e c t i v e  f o r m a t ,  and  t-he EOMEIS-2 w a s  c h o s e n  as 

t h e  b e s t  o f  t h e s e ;  a p a r t  f rom t a k i n g  l e s s  t i m e  t h a n  a n  , - 

i n t e r v i e v  measu re ,  t h i s  o b j e c t i v e : m e & u r e  a l l ~ v s  f o r  

e x a m i n a t i o n  & ' t h e  r e l a t i v e  m i x t u r e  of modes of  r e s o l u t i o n  

i n  e a c h  i n d i v i d u a l  s t u d i e d .  Thus  b o t h  o v e r a l l  I d e n t i t y  

s t a t u s  a n d  s e p a r a t e  s c o r e s  f o r  e a c h  mode o f  r e s o l u t i o n  c o u l d  

be compared t o  t h e  d e g r e e  of  p e r c e i v e , d  s o c i a l  s u p p o r t  
. . 

r e p o r t e d  by s u b j e c t s ,  

I n  o r d e r  t o  compare  s o c i a l  s u p p o r t  w i t h  I d e n t i t y  

d e v e l o p m e n t ,  t h e  f o r m e r  c o n s t r u c t  had t o  be q u a n t i f i e d  a n d  a  

m e a s u r e  was n e q u i z e d  which  c o u l d  a l s o  d i f f e r e n t i a t e  . 

p e r c e i v e d  f a m i l y  s u p p a r t  ( p a r t i c u l a r l y  r e l e v a n t  f o r  r e a s o n s  
- 1  

g i v e n  a b o v e )  f r o m  p e r c e i v e d  s u p p o r t  f ;om o t h e r  . s o u r c e s .  - The 

P r o v i s i o n  of  S o c i a l  R e l a t i o n s  (PSR) m e a s u r e  was c h o s e n  ' 

0 



- 

because'it provided both a number .for overall perceived , .  

support and separate numbers for perceived family a'nd friend . 
d3 * e. 

-. supporti 
% 

. a  * . - 

In selecting members for the two groups to be studied, 

3 it v a s ~  important Q difierentiate those individuals "ha were 

&clusigely ,or predominantly heterosexual from those who 

we~e~exclusiv&ly or predominantly homosexual. Although 
1 

--, 

> - sexua l  orientation is a complex construct, not easily 

defined or measured (Klein, et al., 1985), the issue was 
P 

simplified in this case by obtaining from subjects B self- 

identification as belonging to one af the above categories, 

and- as not belonging to the of !'bisexualn. 
Jv' - . >  

f - -c 

According t o  Tripp (1975) and others, most HM individuals 

ari'not ;readily identifiable as such, and s o  the 
.. 

stiqmatization fs expe~ienced -&ither in response to 

disclosure or through witnessing the disparagement of a 

group of which one believes oneself to be a member. In 

other words, it Ls primarily the self-identification as a HM 

individual that leads to one's experience of stigmatization, 

and thus other-aspects of a person's sexual orientation 

configugation were considered less important for the present 

study. The Assessment  of S e x u a l  Orientation did include 

questions abdut scxual relationships and comfort with one's 

sexual -ortentation, but this data'vas obtained -for 
1 

descriptive purposes rather.than for statistical analysk. 





L 
t 

Subjects 't 
Seventy-three males betieen the' g e a  & 2 0  and 2 6  3 . I  d 

inclusive parkicipated , . in the  study. Of thege, nine were 

elim'inated from the study because they either failed to 

complete the questionnairer, or - were apt' @r i'mar i ly or 
- 

exclusively HT o r - H M ,  oz they invalidated the EOHEIS-2. by . 

answering the questions randomly. -The final sample 
. -  

consisted of 29 HT males (mean age =, 23 years, 5 months; a 
= 2 years, 2 months) and 35 HM males,(mean age = 24 years; - e 

SD = I yeax,  11 manths). - - t 

~he,subjects were recruite'd through newspaper - 

advertising, University ~ e v s -  Service; posters in 
I .  . h -' 

2 
, establishments frequented.by both HM and H T  individuals,. :. 

I 

s p o r t s  groups, Christian groups, gyms, dance schools, ', ' , 

vocational schools, universities, public beaches, and by 

c h a i n i n g  From individuals obtainea-through these sour,ces. 

The call for subjects referred to a personality study in - 

which attitudes and be1,ief.s on a variety o • ’  topics were to 

be examined. 

5 

I n  o r d e r  to reduce selection bias; subject5 were 
f 

o f f e r e d  $ 5 . 0 0  e a c h  f o r  participation in the study. This was - -  

d e s i g n e d  to ssrve as a common motivating •’actor for both H T  

and HM i n d i v i d u a l s  and also to induce the participation of 
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,friendship, dating, sex role, and recreation. There'are tvo 

Di f fasion, two Foreclosure, tvo Moratorium, and two 

-~c'hievektent items for each of the'four ideological and each 
* 

of the four intersrsonal content areas. The rav scale - 
- - 

scores for each s u b s c & l e  are derived by summing responses 

- for the ahpropriate items. Cutoff p'oints for each subscale, 

representing one standard deviation above the mean, 

, determine'.vhether or 'not the individual can be classified in 
I 

the status represented by that particular subscale. Both . . 

Ideoiogical status and Interpersonal status can be computed, 

or the two may be combined to give one overall Identity 
- 

r s t a t u s .  I f  no cutoff points are reached, then the person is 

classified as a L o w  Profile Mo~atoriurn, the characteristics 

of which are more similar - . to the tforatorium status than to' 

any .othez status according t o  Adares, Bennion and Huh (1987) 

A person classified as having a Low Profile Moratorium 

status would be one vho, like the Moratorium 'status 

individual, is experiencing an Identity crisis and is moving 

toward Identity Achievement. T h e s e  rssearchers define a , . 

Transition status as one in vhich the subject's Identity 

s c o r e  f a i l s  a t  or above the cutoff for two statuses;[ if one 

o v e r a l l  status i s  to be as,signed, the lover status is c h o s ~ n  
4 > .  

(Diffusion < Fors-closure < Moratorium < ~chievement). When 

n o r e  than two cutoffs are reached ors.exceeded, the subject 

is not consider2d to have discriminated properly betveen 

. - 
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Q ,- 6 

- 

'. 
and friend support. The measo*re employs a Likert-scale 

f-ormat ranging from 1 ( ~ & r y  much like me) to 5 (Not at all 

like me); using this •’&mat, subjects, are asked to -respond 
d4 

to such questiohs as: aNo matter vhat happens,*I know that 

my family vill alvays be there fdr mecshould I need themw; 

and, "I have at least one friend I could tell anything to". 
t 

Socioeconomi~ status. - 

The Blishen and McRoberts (1976) socioeconomic index 
3 

- for occupations in Canada was used to ensure that homosexudl 

and heterosexual subjects vere evenly matched. Each subject 
4 

vas required to providq his occupation so that this 
B 

,-instrument could later be uged to match the groups. 

Sexual-orientation (see A ~ p e n d i x  El. 

' An abbreviated version of the Assessment of Sexual 

O r i e r t t a t i o n , q u e s t i o n n a i r e  developed by Co.leraan f1987), was 
*% i? 

given to ill subjects. This measure consists o•’ a •’our - 
q&stionq bit% a 'choice of several answers for each. The 

questlong,are: 1. What is youf current relationship status? 
s 

Iexanple of a given choice is, I1Coupled, living -together 
I 

(Relationship permits other -partners under certain 
. -r 

- & .  
circunstancesl 1.; .2. In terms 0.f my sexua l  orientation; I 

* 
myself as  . . .  i an- example of a given choice is, 

* 

1 I+ *_ 

beteiosexualH 1; 3. In the future, I would 
% 

I 

identify ~yself a s . .  . (chol,ces tameo as previous 
- -  question); and, 4. In terms of comfort with my curre'nt 



m
 

"4
 

J= - 
u
 ul 

m Itl 
a
 - 

C
,. 
0
 

C
 

'C
1 
-
4
 

la
' 

0
 -f,* 
al 
10 
0
 

r
 

,
@

 

w
 
0
 

111 
al 
M
 

0
 

.,-
I 

m
 

C
 
C
 
0
 

..-I 

.Q
 

111 
Q

, - 
5
 

o! 

;
 a. 

C
 

X
 

O
'
a
l
 

n: m
 

r-l 
(3

r 

u' C 
..-I 

a
,
.
 

a
 

-
5

 

?
 

10 
d
 

h
'
 

U
 

-
4

 

u
u

a
l

 
a

o
u

 
3
 

U
'

3
 

t
 

m
 

M
.

 
. .m 

4
 

LO 
u

r
n

:
 

a
 

3
 

7
 
4
1
1
1
:
 

U
 

.4
 

0
 

C
Z

A
 

4
 

E
 

rg 



- 
study by a friend or by nevspaper contacted the investigator 

by phone and )a meeting was arranged. A l l  subjects vere 

- informed that the irrformation vas confidential, pnd that 

they could discontinue their participation or yithdrav their 

data at any time. They vere asked to sign a consent form . , 
I 

(see Appendix A). While HT subj=cts were required only to 

fill out-a brief questionnaire, a-majority of the HH . 

zespondents vere, in addition, required to participate in a'n 
9 

interview aimed specifically at gaining information on their 

experience of being homosexual in this society. This 

interview information was gathered in order to throw "light \ 

All subjects filled out the questionnaire, consi,sting, 

In th; order given here, of a Statement of Purpose, -the 
EOMEIS-2, .the PSR, the'Assessment of Sexual Orientation, and 

I 

, - a final p=ge requesting ag9, occupation, and options for 

- provision of name, phone numbex, and'consent to additional 

interview. Most of the HM respondents complied to the - 
- 

- request for an interview, and the time and- place vere 
Z 

arranged.- Although the same questions, vere asked of all HM 
"\ 

subjects, the length of the interview varied from 25 minutes 

to 90 minutes depending on hovz'lengthy the respon'ses vere 

and how much added informat5on they volunteered. - 
1 - 



Once data collection vas completed, those respondents- 

- who had given their names and phone numbers vere contacted 

and their own results made available to them. 

Pr.e~aration of the Data for: Analysis 

- Following the scoring buidelines in the reference 

manual for the EOMEIS-2 (Adams, Bennion and Huh (1987), a 

computer .program was developed to7 s,um each subject's ' ,  

Achievement,.-Moratorium, Foreclxure, and Diffusion scores 

in ea.ch of the ideological'and interpersonal domains. The 

ideological and interpers6nala-scores for each status area 

were thgn summed for each subject in order to examine 
4 

cutoffs for overall Identity status. Rules for obtaining 
6 

,faas one overall status classification were followed and invalid 

profiles vere rejected. Due to the low overall means for 

the sample, Gerald Adams was contacted and it was his 

recommendation that the cutoffs be lowered by one-half of a 

standard deviation (rateionale given above). The profiles* 

vere then assigned the appropriate status classification of 

Identity Achievement, Moratorium, Foreclosure, Diffusion, or 

Low Profile Moratorium. 
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pmrelimi.narv A n a l y s e s  . 
l a r 

P r ' i o r , - t o  e x a m i n i n g  . t h e .  i h d i v i d u a l  h y p o t h e s e s ,  some 
G -, ' : I 

e 
I I .  

~ r e i i m 4 n a r y < a n a ~ y s e s  vqre berf&med ' t o  assess t h e  d e g r e e  t g  / - 
I / - 6  a # .  ' 

v h i c h  -.the HT. aria* HM group& were* e v e n l y  matched  cui t h e  -, . * .l i - 
, 

. dembgraph ic  v a - r i a b l e s  o f  a g e  and '8oc$oe t=onomic  s t a t u s .  
9 .  , *  r 

. . . ". P 

No s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r e n c e s  v e r e  found  be tween  t h e  two t . 

n . 2 . ) .  T h e  m e a n ' s c o r e s ,  s t a n d a r d  d e v i a t i o n s ,  and  & t e s t  
_I 

s t a t i s t i c s  a r e '  p r e s e n t e d  i n  ~ a b l e s  l ' and 2. 
-I 

1- 
1 

S i n c e  t h e  t v o  gro'ups wer found  t o  be  'matched* on  t h e s e  
I . * 

dem"ographlc v a r , i a b l e s ,  n e i t h e r  a g e  n o r  SES was inchud-ed i n  

f u r t h e r  a n a l y s e s .  
I '  

4 D i f f e r e n c e s  i n  s o c i a l  s u ~ p o r t  be tween  s r o u ~ s .  . .  . 

A t t e s t  a n a l y s i s  wqs p e r f o r m e d  t o  d e t e r m i n e  w h e t h e r  t h e - r e  
C 

: were d i f f e r e n c e s  be tween  HT and  HM g r o u p s  i n  e v e r a l l  ' ' 

p e r c e i v e d  s o c i a l  ; u p p o r t +  T h e  r e s u l t s  of  t h i s  a n a l y s i s  a r e  

p r e s e n t e d  i n  T a b l e  3 .  ~ h d  mean p e r c e i v e d  & o c i a J  s u p p o r t  for 
3 

B 

t h e  HPI groLup v,as f o u n d  to be S i q n i , f i c a n t l y  l ower  t h a n  t h e  
I + . ' .  \ - d, 

mean f o r  t h e  RT g r o u p ,  c o n s i b t e n t  . w i t h  t h e  f i r s t  ' h y p o t h e s i s .  
/- . \ 

Analyses of v a r i a n c e  r e v e a l e d  t h a t  t h e  d i f f e r e n c e s  

i n  social support r e l a t e d  t o  p e r c e i v e d  f a m i l y  s u p p o r t  a n d  
- 

n o t  t o  p e r c e i v e d  f r i e n a  s u p p o r t .  The HM,group "perceived 
I 

s i g n S f i c a n t l y  l e s s  f a m i l y  s u p p o r t  t h a n  t h e  HT g r o u p .  Means 
9 .  

9 
< 

A- 

\ . , 
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1 
l 

3 i f : 4 8 4. 
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;i * f C - I . -  
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- .  
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,and standard deviations are, p-resented in Table 4; analyses , 

, ,  '.of {variance are pie$ented in ~ a b l e s  5 a'nd 6. 
r 

d 
f t 

i - _  

I ,  
Bdentity sdores and Derce ived social ' s u ~ ~ o r t .  .* , 

j, - 
J : i = 

~nifial indications that perceived social= support v w  ' 
P ' i r  

, '  2 * . ,  
t related t+o ,mod& of ~ d e n t i k ~ :  resolution emerged from an 

r 

,- . 
a i t '3 

I analysis of 'variance and covarlahce in Ohtch the four 
! G 

, 
f 

. ' 
Identity 'scores were: the dependent. var ia'bies, sexua l  

\ - i 
/ 'orientption was the grouping va.riable, and perceive$ social . '  . - 

C 3 

/ 

i~ . . ' suppor't was the covariate. This ana.lysis revealed that. 
6. 

' , 

. perceived social support varied sigdificdntly with ." > 

. .. Achievement scores (g = . 0 0 5 )  ahd with ~ o r a t o ~ i u m  scoresi (h: 
.O36). Summaries of the analyses of variance end 

J 

*. & 

covariance are presented in ~ p b l e s  7 and 8.   he P 

'relati~nsh.~ between perceived' social support and  iff usion 2 w 

scores also approrched significance ( Q  = .O73 1,. 

Correlations between Identity scores and perceived P 

I .  

social support are reported in Table 9. Achievement scores 

were positively correlated with perceived social support; 6 
. - 

the:magnitude pf this correlation was significant at  the^ ..0l 
> ,  * s 

I I , level. Thus the ~ e c o n d  hypothesis, that a positive 

relationship exists between perceived social support and 

Identity achievement, received suppoqt. 





B P 
. . 

-: T a b l e  3 
" - 

summary of T e s t  Compar i son  of H e t e r o s e x u a l  and  rlomosexuai - 
\I Groups  on P e r c e i v e d '  S o c i a l  S u p p o r t ,  

Q - .  
CL 

SD ti Pi *' - 
' B 

MT Group 29 25 .97  5 . 8 9  - 
" < 

HH Group 35 3 0 . 4 5  , 7 . 9 7  * 

- ,  
. . I 

t ( 6 2 )  = -2.52; Q = .@I44 - 

N o t e . -  S o c i a l  s u p p o r t  s c o r e s  w e r e  i n v e r s e l y  r e l a t e d  t o  
p e r c e i v e d , / s o c i a l  s u p p o r t ;  i . e . ,  t h e  l o w e n  t h e  s c o r e ,  the- Q 

g r e a t e r  t h e  p e r c e i v e d  s u p p o r t .  
c* 

T a b l e  4 

Compar i son  of Means f o r  P e r c e i v e d  F a m i l y  and  F r i e n d  S u p p o r t  
f o r  H e t e r o s e x u a l  a n d  Homosexual Groups .  ' 

S e x u a l  O h l e n t a t i o r i  ti M f  arn &fr - SDfam mfr 

, -  
Homosexual 35 13 .60*  16-86 5 .76  4.69 

N o t e ,  fam = p e r c e i v e d  f amigy  s u p p o r t  a 

f r  = p e r b e i v e d  f r i e n d  s u p p o r t  
I 

* d e n o t e s  t h e  means which  d i f f e r e d  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  f r o m  one  
- a n o t h e r ;  g < . O 1  
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v 
Table 5 

Summary of Analysis of Variance: ' Perceive&  ami ilk Support 
by Sexual Orientation. 

- 6 4 )  (N - 
3.s Source of' - - 

d f  MS E ,  . . E 
Variation 

' .  
205.54 I 205.54' 9.33 . 0 0 3 3  Between groups 

- 
Wit-hin groups ;- 1366.40 6 2  22,019 

* 

Total 1571.94 63 227.58 + - 

. .. 
. . - - 1  

T a b l e  6 . . . + .. .- . . -  . i  

j s  .- 
Summary of Analysis of Variance: Perceived Friecd Support -' - 

by sexual Orientation, 
tbJ = 6'4) 

a . ,  
S o u r c e  o f .  - SS h df MS F a  ' I2 
Variation 

- 
Between grDups , 12.60& I 12.608 0 - 6 4 '  .475 

\ 
Within groups 1225.251 6 2  19.762 



'Summary of AnalysJs of Variance and Covariance: Achjevement 
I. 

Scores by S e x u a l  Orientation, v i t h  perceived Social Support , 

as Covar i a t g  . - 

Source of - SS df ' M S  . F e 
~ a r  izkion 

S e x u a l  Orientation 2 . 8 2 8  
k 

1 2 . 8 2 8  0 . 0 4  . .845  

Perceived Social 
Support 611.899- 1 611.899 8.35 .005 

I 

Residual - - 4 3 2 5 . 4 7 8  - 59  7 3 . 3 1 3  . - _  - 

> 

T a b l e  8 P 

summary of  F lysis of Variance and Covariance: Maratorium 
Scores by e x u a l  O r i e n t a t i o n ,  with Perceived 'So,cial Support 

as Covar i ate, 
I 

Source of . ,- SS d f  PIS !z E 
Variation 

, S e x u a l  Orientation 144.613 1 144.613 1.12 . 2 9 5  

Perceived S o c i a l  
S u p p o r t  5 3 7 . 1 1 4  1 5 9 7 . 1 1 4  4..62 . 0 3 6  

7 6 2 5 . 3 5 0  59  1 2 9 . 2 4 3  ' ~ ~ e s i d u a l -  
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,- 5 

Morator<um scores and Diffusion scores were negatively 

correlated vith perceived social support; the magnitudes of 

these correlations were significant at the . 0 5  Level. 

The correlations between Identity score and ovezall 

perceived social support fbr HT and HM groyps taken . 
s z 

s e p a r a t e l y  a r e  presented tn Table lo.', Identity scores of 
- .  , -  

the HT group are more G q h l y  correlated with perceived 

social support than are !ho;e of the HM group. For the HT 

g r o u p ,  perceived social support increased as Achievement 

gcores increased, and decreased as;Moiatorium scores- 

.- - 
increased. For-. the HM group, perceived social support 

* .- 
decreased as ~1.f'fusion scores inckeased,' butathe magnitude 

af the correlat,ion reached a level of signiiicance o f  only 

- .06 due to the decrease in degrees of freedo< caused by 
*-* . 

dividing the sample into- HHM and HT groups. 

The relationship. between Identity scores and perceived 

d ! 

s o c f a l  support- was e x a i i n e d  nore cl sely, as. perceived 

i social support was divided into perceived family support and 
$\.perceived frien'd support. Correlations betveen Identity 

1 

scares and perceived family support for the two groups are 
- - 

presented in  able 11. Correlatiohs ,between Identity scores 

, a n d  perceived friend support for the two grodps are 

presented in Table 12. No significant correlations were  

. found between Identity scores'and perceived family support 

for either the HT or t h e  HM g r o u p .  F,O; both groups, 



Achievement  s c o r e s  vere p i g n i f i c a n t l y  corre lated  v i t h  - 

p e r c e i v e d  f r i e n d  s u p p o z t  sczores (HT: r =u - . 6 3 ; ,  ( . O l ,  .and 
\ 

* 

HM: r = -.36; 2 < . 0 5 ) .  ,,For t h e  HT g r o u p ,  Mora tor ium s c o r e s  . 
.... 

v e r e  a l s o  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  c o r r e l a t e d  w i t h - - p e r c e i v e d  f z i e n d  - 
- -*- = 4! 

# 

support • ˜ c o r e s  (r = . 6 3 ;  Q < : 0 1 ) .  For t h e  HM g r o u p ,  - 
X - - ? 6 

Dl,•’ f u s i o n  , s c o r e s  c o r r e l a t e d  Ghth  p e r g e i v e d  f r i e o d  s u p p o r t  a t  J 

- 2 - .  
' a j i a b n t t u d e  which d i d  n o t  r e a c h  s i g n i f i c a n c e .  b u t  may be 

A 

wor thy  of ' n o t e  ( r  = . 3 2 j  Q < . 0 7 ) .  

'8 
, 

1 n  summary, - .  p e r c e i v e d - - f a m i l y  support, s c & e s  d i d  n o t  
4 

+ 

c o r r e l ' a t e :  signif i c a n t i y  w i t h >  a n y  o f '  t h e  I d e n t i t y  s c , o r e s  h r  - 

L. 

e i t h e r  g r o u p .  P e r c e i v e d  f r i e n d  s u p p o r t  s c o r e s  c o r r e l a t e d  i s  - P - ,  

s ig i i  f icahtl;  w i t h  Achievement  s c o r e s  f o r  b o t h  g r o u p s ,  b u b  
L 

t h e  h i g h e s t  c & r e e l a t i o n  was i n  t h e  HT g r o u p .  P e r c e i v e d  

frie"h.& s u p p o r t  s c o r e s  c o r r e l a t e d  s i g a i f  i c a n t l y  v i t h  
< - . < - a 

n o r a t o r i u r n  s c o r e s  f p r  t h e  H T  grcub o n l y ,  w i t h  Morator lurn \ 
b .. 
s c o r e s  z i s i n g  a s  p e r c e i v e d  s o g i a l  s u p p o r t  d e c r e a s e d .  Fom . > 

ex 
t h e  HM g r o u p ,  D i f f u s i o n  s c o r e s  i n c r e a s e d  a s  p e r & e i v g d  f r i e n d . '  : 

5 

s u p p o r t  d e c r e a s e d .  I 

I d e n t i t y  S t a t u s  a n d  D e r c e i v e d ' s o c i a l  s u p p ~ t t .  , ' . 

An a n a l y s i s  of va r i ance  revea led  no s i g n i f i t c a n t  r 

d i f f e r e n c e s  i n  averall p e r c e i v e d  s o c i a l  s u p p o r t  f o r  e a c h  . ,  
t = 

' . 

s t a t u s ,  when H T  and  *HH g r o u p s  were combined .  

A s e c o n d  analysis of v a r i a n c e  compared ~ c h i e v & m e n t  -. . 
status w i t h  o t h e r  statuses combined.  T h i s  t e s t  r e v e a l e d  S 

s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r e n c e  IE = ,.6323 i n  p e r c e i v e d  s o c i a l  



' 1  

  able 9 

correldt ions between ldentity Scores and Overall perceived 
Social Support for HT and HM Groups Combined: P 

Identity Score Perceived Social Support >score 

Achievement -.  326*" 
Moratorium . 262." 
Foreclosure -. 088 
 if fusion . 2 5 0 *  

Note. Perceived social support scores vere inversely 
related to perceived social support, so that " - T I  sign 
actually indicates positive carrelation with perceived 
social support, and " + "  sign indicates negative correlation 
with perceived social support. 

* Q < .05. * *  g < . O 1  

~ a b l =  10 c# 

.Correlations betveen Identity Scores and Overall Perceived 
Social Support for HT and HM Groups Ta-ken Separately. 

I d e - n t i t y  score perceived social support score 

Horacrsexual ~ e t e r  osexual 
\ . 

Achievemefit - . 2 1 5  -. 4 6 0 * *  
Moratorium .I21 , . 5 4 3 * * *  

' Fureclosure ;. 146 
Diffusion . . 3 3 2 *  

Note .  Perceived s d c i a i  support scores were inversely 
related to perceived social support, so that " - "  sign 
actualry indicates positive correlation with perceived 
s2cial support,- and ' " tn  sign indicates negative correlati-on 
wlth perceived social support. 



 able 11. - I _  , .  
* 

I 

Correlations betveen'xdentity Scores and Perceived Family 
Support for HT and HM Groups. 

Identity Score, . Perceived Family S u ~ ~ o r t  Scdre 

Homosexual Heterosexual 

' Achievemen,t 
Marator ium 
P = r e c l o s ' u ~ e  
Diffusion 

Note. Perceived social suppott scores were inversely 
related to perceived social.support, so that " - "  sign 
actually indicates positive correlation vith perceived 
social support, and " + "  sign.indicates negative correlation - 
with perceived social support-, 

. 

Table 12 

Correlations between Identity Scores and Perceived Friend 
Suppork for HT and HM Groups. 

-. 
'Identity Score Perceived F r i e n d  Su~port S c o r e  

9 
3 

Homosexual Heterosexual 
. . 

Achievenent - .  360"" - .  631*** 
Moratorium .257 . 6 2 8 * * *  
Toreclosure . O D 9  .I43 
C-iffusion , _319* . 0 8 7  

Note. Perceived social sUpg0r.t scores were inversely 
related to perc .e ived social scpport', so that n - "  s i q n  b 

actually indicates pssitive correlation with perceived 
s o c i a l  support, and " + "  sign i ndica:es negative correlat'ion 
vith perceived social support. 



P 

support'scores betveen Achievement s t d t u s  subjects (N = 9; 5 

= 23.56; = 4 , 6 U  and sutjects in the ofher statuses 

'combined (g = 55; g- ; 29.22;  = 7 . 4 9 ) .  A summary of t h e  
I 

analysis of variance is presented in Table 13. ., 

I Thus, when HM and HT groups. are combined, individuals 
9 ,  

in the Achievement status were found to ha%e significantly 

more perceived social support than ind'ividudls ,in !the other 

statuses. 

When the same analyses were done t o r  HM and HT group& 

taken separately, it was found that the difference held true 
. - 

for the HT gzoup but not for the HM group. The analysis of 
i 

varfa-nce for the HT gro'up revealed a significant difference' 
D 

i& = . 0 4 4 )  in overall perceivead social support scores - 

between Achievement status subjects (N = 5; E = 21 .20 ;  SD = 

2.49) and subjects in the other statuses combined (N = 24; M 

, = 26.96; = 5 . 9 3 ) .   h he result of 'the analysis of variance - f o r  group is presented in ~ d b i e  14. 

, ~ w t h e r  analyses of var iknce revealed slgni f icant - 
Y 

differences in perceived .fziend sup'port', but n o t  perceived 

, family support-; .between sub jetts of dif fere.nt Identity 

S t a t u s e s ,  b&h* in the HT group and in the. HH group. Means , 

and standard deviations are presented in,Table 15, while 

summaries d i  the,andlyses of variance are presented in 

T a b l e s  16 and 1 7 . .  I n  both HM .a@ HT 4roups, ~chievement ' 
. , 

/ 

3 t 3 t u ~  sub~ectk perceived the greatest aaount of friend 

. . 
b 

f.' ' .  
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I .  
- 1 

3' 
e 

- L 

6 5  

.r 

+ . . 
ekploration leading to Identity achievement or in the ' 

1 I 

.process variables in .focus aurlng e > ; p i o r a t i o n .  While there. ' 

. , 

are more than tvice as many'Mol;aDoriums i n  t h e  HT g r o u p  as  
1 I 

-the HM group, there are moresthan twice as many Lov Profile 
% ' ,  

-Moratoriums .in the HH group-as in the,HT g r o u p .  

' .  The analysis of  variance and covariance refery'ed to 

kar1ier:inclbded a test to determ'ine whether l,dentitysco~es , ,  ' 

differed significantly between HT and HM g r o u p s .  The-'. 

r e s u l t s  indicate that t h e r e  i s  no signif icant difference 

between the two groups  in Achievement, Moratorium, 

Foreclosure, or Diffusion scores. 
-- 

'Thus, comparisons be tween  HH Bsd HT groups in Identity 

status classifications and Identity scores both ~evealed 
. :  . < 

lack of significant differences.in level of Identity . 

Additional exploratian of Moratorium - Low Profile 

Moratorium distinction. 

Adams, et al. ( 1 9 8 7 )  have s t a t e 3 . t h a t  Low Profile 

'Moratorium status is' more sireilar on a variety of. indices to 

Horatorium status than to any  other status. It was decided 

t h a t  some examination o f  t h i s  premise would  be of value in . - - '  

, L 

the present study since t h e  percentage o f .  s u b j e c t s c i n  this 

study v h o  obtained an LPH status classification qas fairly 

h i g h  ( 3 7 . 5 % ) .  Maltiple t e s t s  were performed comparing the 

statuses on degree of p o s i t i v e  Identity resolution using a 



creqted variable,'&chievement score minus Diffusion sqore, 

as the index of pos.it,ive resolution. ~iffe;e?ces on this 

i n d e x  , y e r e  -tested for. the following four .combinations: LPM 

status and- Achievement status; LPM skatus.and Moratorium 
L 1 

status;'LFMistatus and Diffusion status; Diffusion status 

and 

a,d j 

'~oratorium stitus. ~ ' ~ o n i e r ~ n i  teit-was empYoyed to 
I 

ust significant..? 1,evels for' multiple cohpar  isons. Means 

and standard deviat i .ons of, this identity resolution index 
, . , i l  

for each I?entity starus are3 pfesented 'in TableL 21. Table - .  1 

22 displays a, summar~"of the .tsotest results. LPM gtatus ( N  
- .  

= 2 4 ; 3  M = 2 2 . 0 8 )  was -fq;nd t o  differ significantly from both 

Achievement status ( 8  = 9; M = 4 2 . 4 6 ;  g < - .  001) and 
+ ' 

~iffusiok s t g t u k  (N.= 15; t 8 . 5 3 ;  g < ."01), but  -nos - .  

signhicant d i T f e r e n c e  . ,  .va; foQbhd betGen LPH status and 
, 

~ a r a i u m  status (Be= 143 = '19.00; n.s. 1 '?o thts'indek qf 
1 P 

Identit9 rdsqlut'ibn. A significantc difference was 
. . 

also found between ~iffusio& and t$oratorZum. status !g < .05). 

Thus Low ~ r o f ' i l e  Moratorium was seen to resemble -Moratorium 
6 

f ' 

status nore  than any other  ldentity status on this index 

positive Identity resolution, 



T a b l e  1'3 - .  
s 

, 3 
1 

Summdry of Analysis of variance: Achievemerrt Status.  vs - .  
p. Other Statuses Combined by OveraJl P e ~ c e i v e a  Social Support- 

- f o r  HT and HM Groups Combined. . %= 

% 0 '  

S o u r c e 2  o f "  
V a r i a t i o n  

@ 
Be,t&en groups 248.02 1 248.01- 4.80. - . 0 3 2  % 

Within groups 3 2 0 3 . 6 0  6 2  . 51.67 Y L  
I , 

Summary of Analysis of  Variance: ~ c h i e b e m e n t  Status vs 
O t h e r  S t a t u s e s  Combined  by Ove ra lL  Perceived S o q i a l  S u p p o r t  

1 f o r  HT Group. 7 
I *  

,. 
S S  S o u r c e  of - df M S  - F E 

Variation 
. - 

, 
Between groups 

Y-- 
1 3 7 . 2 1  1 1 3 7 . 2 1  4 . 4 4  .04 5 

'L, k 

Within groups 8 3 3 . 7 6  2 7  3 0 . 8 8  



-~erce)ved Friend Support Scores for Subjects of Different 
Identity statuses: Means and Standard ~eviat$ons,. 

Identity ~r iend Support (HM) Friend Support (HT) ' 
Status I B H - SD K '  ti Q .  

< & 

Achievement 4 12.,50 3.32 5 1 2 . 6  . - 2 .88  
9 

'Moratorium 4 1 9 . 2 5  6.13 1 0  1 8 . 4 0  3 . 8 1 -  

Forecldsure 1 2 5 . 0 0  0.00 1 1 4 . 0 0  0 . 0 0  ' % 

Diffusion 9 1 9 - 2 2  4 .74  6 1 3 . 3 3  2 . 9 4  

LOW Profile 1 7  ' 1 5 . 5 9  3 . 3 4  7  1 7 . 4 3  3 . 9 9  
Moratorium & 

d 

1. 

s 

-5 < 

Tab le  16 

Summary of Analysis of Variance: Perceived Friend 
by Identity Status, Homosexual Gropp. 

a 

Support 
- 

SS Source of , - 
Variation, 

., 
Between groups 2 4 2 . 8 6  4 60.71 3 . 6 2  . 0 1 5  

Within groups- ' 5 Q 3 . 4 2  * r, 30 1 6 . 7 8  

Total 



Table  17 I 

'I 

Summary of Analysis of Variance: Perceived ~r iehd Support 
by , Identity, Status, Hete~osaxua l  Group.  , i 

Source of g&. . d f  M - F .  , B .  
Variation 

Between groups 176.432 ' 4 4 4 . 0 8  3.50 - - 0 2 2  
2. 

Within groups 302.65 24  1 2 . 6 1  " 

T o t a l  67 8 . 9 7. 28  
. _ .  

Chi-square ~ n a l y s i k  of ~ e s u l t s  of Identity Status by Sexual. 
Orientation 

Orientation A M. , F: .D , LPN Row Total 

Heterosexual 5 10 1 .  6 ' 7  2 9 , . , . 
( 1 7 . 2 % )  ( 3 4 . 5 % )  ( 3 . 4 % )  ( 2 0 . 7 % )  ( 2 4 . 1 8 )  

 orn no sexual 4 4 ' 1  9 1 7  3 5 
( 1 1 . 4 ~  ( 1 1 . 4 % )  ( 2 . 9 % )  tz5.7%i ( 4 8 . 6 % )  

- 1 -  

Column 
Total 9 14 2 1 5  - 2 4 .  6 4 

1 

( 1 4 . 1 8 )  ( 2 1 . 9 % )  ( 3 . 1 % )  ( 2 3 . 4 % )  (3-7.58) 

Summary data of Identity Status by S,ex:~a l  Orientation 
' 

1. Chi-Square = 6 . 9 4 8 ;  d • ’  = 4; Q = 0 ,1387  
> < 

N o t e .  A @ i e v e w n t s  ( A 1  
f f ~ r a t ~ o r i u r n s  ( M I  -& 

Foreclosures CF) 
Diffusiops (Dl 3 r e  

Low P r o f i l e  Pforatoriuns ( L P H )  



. ' U  

~ h i - ~ & i a ; e  ~ n a l ~ i i s  of  R e s u l t s  of Identity. ~ t a t b s -  by S e x u d l  = ', - , .  1 

fi Orientation:kHoratoriure compared toAa,Il  other Identity . f  
\ 4 L 

Statuses Combined' . 
pr 

Sexual - n f f ~ r a t o r i u r a  OtWer fdentity Row 
b 

. , 
Or i e n t a t  ion Statuses T d t a l  a 3 

- - 
A 

' H e t e r o s e x u a l  10 - 19 - 29 ! 
" . - C34.596) ( 6 5 : 5 % )  

I(  ; B . L 

- 
H o m m e x ~ a l  4 3 1- -35, 

(11.4%) (88.6%) 
e 

% - C 

Column s - 
Total 14 ,* 550 I 6 4 "  

B 
( 2 1 . 9 % )  (78.180) 

Summary data o'f Identity Status by Sexua l  Orientation: , rn 

Horatorium conpared to o t h e r  Identity Statuses Combined .- 
P) 

1. Chi-Spuare = 4 .932;  d f  = I; 2 = 0 . 0 2 6 4  
2 .  F i s h e r  E x a c t  Test f 2 - T a i l )  : 2 = 0,.0354 



, . 
~. Chi-square Analysis of R e s u l t s  of I d e n t i t y  $ t a t a s  by ~ e x u a l  

Orientation: Low Profile M o r a t o r i u m  compared to a l l  a t h e r  
-1dent i ty  S t a t u s p t i ,  Combined - 

.. Sexual Low Profile O t h e r  I d e n t i t y  R o w  , 

OTientation Moratorium Statuses Total 
J 

H e t e r o s e x u a l  , 7  2 2 .29 
( 2 4 . 1 % )  ( 9 5 . 9 % )  

x 

i) 

17, Hmiosexual 18 35 
f 4 8 . 6 % )  (51.4%) 

Column 
&- Total , .  2 4 4 0 6 4  

( 3 7 . 5 % )  ( 6 2 . 5 % )  

Summary data of Identity ~ k a t q s  by s e x u a l  orientation: 'LOW 
1 Profile Moratoiium compared to other statuses combined 

I. Chi-square = 4.040; df = 1; 2 = 0.044 
2 .  -Fisher Exact .Tes t  f2-~ail).*: 2 = 0.069 



6 i , < 
.e 

4 
I 

7 .  

i I 7'2 ' 
4 . . 

8 ,  

P . . * * L ,  . 

u 
Table  2 1  

z ,  ' . 
87 

Achievement minus Diffusion scores: Means arid Standard - *  - ' 

Deviations for each Identity &tat&. . - , 1 .- 

Identity Achievement minus ~ i f f n s i o n ' ~ c o r e s  
Status (Index of Positiv,e ~ d e n t i k y ~ ~ e s o l u t i o n )  + 

K -  kI ' - SD , , ' I  

.. J 

I 

9 4 2 . 5 6  6 . 9 8  , Achievement I !  

I r 

Moratorium 1 4  19.00 13.63 : 

Foreclosure 2 19.50 17.68 
, - 

1 5  8.53 10.34 Diffusion 
f 

L o v P r o f i l e  , 2 4 2 2 A. 0 8' 9.. 8 2 
Moratorium 

i 

. . 

Table 2 2  

Summary of t Test comparisons ofhIdentity Statuses on 
Achievement m i n k  +Diffusion Score. - - 

LPN & Achievement Status 5.77 -. as0 0 *.* * 
, 

ZPM & Moratorium Status -0 .-96 -.3413 n.s. 

LPM & Diffusion Status 

u Diffusion Status 2.95 - . . 0 0 4 6  * -  
& Moratorium Status 

I 

Significance level < .€IS; Bonferoni test . 0 1 2 5 0  
X *  Significance i e v e l  < .Ol; hnpptoni' test .0,0250 
= * *  Significance level < .001; Bopferoni test . 0 0 0 2 5  
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Breaking down perceived socdal, suppork into. it?' tvo - A ,  -. . ., 
, &  

components once more, it was jnteresting to find siqnificant 
. * - 1 

Q correliat'ions beiveen Identity seorCs_ agd perceived fr.ien'? 
I 

- suppott, but not between 1dent.i~~ score; and perceived , - . - . - 
. . 

f a a i l y  support.. Since both-groups perceived equivalent , .  
I I 

+ . .  
amounts 0.f friend support, ,these results predict t h a t  thk 

third hypothesis,- that HM males between 2 6  and 25 years of * '  

. . c t  - 
j .  

age  a r e  not as advanced in,Identity re+olution. as their HT' 

counterparts;' w i l l  put be supportbd. ,Earlier., it, wa$ shown ' 7 < +  

- .  . 
I I 

that the groups differed inAperceived2 f a x i i l y  s p p p u i t ,  but' , .. 
6 

s u r p r  lsifi&y, perceived family support did n o t  predict 
5 

I d e n t i t y  scores, and :subjects,  of @if ferent ~dentity~statuses 
r i D  

d l d  not differ significantly in' perceived fgnily support. . . . 
d ' I Z 

.. Sather, p e r c e i v e d  friend suppurt appeared 'to- acc64nt for the ; , 
- -  . 

differences f o u n d .  -, 

t 

The importance of  perceived f r i e n d  support i,s perhaps . 

understandable, b u t  t h e  apparent lack of importance of 

perceived- family support to 1dent  i t y  resolution is less 

clear. It may be t h a t  i n  t h e  age- group studied, perceived 

fsnily support is less important because iiiost o f  these young 



, r  

men are not living a$ hurne, although one Qould  expect  that a 

current Identity configuration would have -been influ'enced by 
< 8 1 

t h e  preceding amount crf perceived. family support. -It may. - 
al ,so  be that other aspects of; family d'ynamicsrare 'mare 

t 
, . 

< 

- 4 m p a r t a n t  to the Identity process than perceived s b p p a ~ t .  
- - B 

A -  Another possibility? is that the fofmation of an' Identity- is-. 

really more dependent on 'how one f e e l s  one <is pe.rce ived 

outsidb of i h e  f a ~ i l y  than ins ide  the family, 'sinae the 
9 

1 .  
Identity stage occurs.at a time of life .when Qne is 

prcparinQ to move out,gf the family and into other larger 

groupings. Final fy, it is possible that the ninstrument used 

(Provision of Social-Relations) does not measure thbse I 
, I 

@ + 
aspects of perceived family suppcfzt . w h i c h  are most c lase ly  ' 

related to Identity development, uk that it can not 

distinguish defensive ansuers motivated by loyalty to the 
, 

family from more candid ones. - 
Another interesting'finding was that perceived friend 

support was more highly correlated vith Achievement scores 
', 

I 

$and wLth-kf~ratorium' scores for the HT group than for the ?-It4 
_ L  

g;oup. 0.ne' m i g h t  have expected sthat, perceiving less family 

support, HM individuals would be maze dependent on perce ived  

friend support for- t h e  establishment of a viable Identity. 

k possible explanation is that a lsrge proportion of HM 

individuals become Gore  dependent o n  ihtirnal judgments than 

external judgements of the acceptability of their values;. ' ,  



they may have come t o  expec t  less s u p p o r t ,  partly becake  
, . 1 

t h e y  perceive less in, their families, and b a r t r y  because 
f 

t h e y  a r e  aware o f  societal a t t i t u d e s  tovard honosexuality. , 

I t  may be that i h e y  rely more o-A i n t e r n a l  sources of 

g r a t i f i c a t i o n .  Many HT i n d i v i d u a l s ;  o n  t h e  other hand, may 

have l e a r n e d  t o  depend more on e x t e r n a l  revards, and 2 
4 
a + 

external i n d i c a t o r s  of p r o g r e s s  in I d e n t i t y  formation, = - - 3 
7 . .. 

because more. s u p p o r t  was f o r t h c o m i n g  for thei in t h e  pas t ,  

and they may have g r e a t e r  e x p e c t a t i o n s  of e x t e r n a l  auppor t 
\ 
\ 

f o r  t h e  future t h a n  d o  HM i n d i v i d u a l s ; '  T h u s  Achievement 

scores are.highly p o k i t i v e l y  = o r r e l a t e d  with-perceived 

A - f r i e n d  s u p p o r t  ( r  = .631; g, <. . € ) I ) ,  while M o r a t o r i u m  s c o r e s  

are highIy negatively correlated w i t h  p e r c e i v e d  friend 
* 4 

s u p g a r €  ,(r = - . 6 2 8 ;  Q-7 .Ol),.. f o r  t h e  HT g roup .  I A  tbe HM 
.- %iF * 
q 3 .  

A g r o u p ,  tha.cor~elatibns a r e  lower, a l t h o u g h  t h e  c o r r s l a t i o n  
t .  

7 - 
\- 

betvqeX -~&ieve&n*; score and perceived f r  iepd support ' is 
I 

#- .-significant a n d  t h e  c o r r e l a t i o n  b e t u e e h D i f f u s i o n  score a n d .  I 

a '  r L 

Ih -a p e r c e i v e d  f r i e n d  s u p p o ~ t  is c l o s e  t o  significance. I t  may 4 
i ' 

. & - 9 
oe t h h  t h e  d e s i r e  tor g r e a t e r  s o c i a l  supporJ. i n c r e a s e s  a's - * & 

d ~ s s a t i s f a c t i o n  w i t h  f a e n t i t y  status increases i n  

, I  g r a o p ;  this does.not mean that t h e y  actually rece 

si , ;art  but that they perceive less, becausesthey are a i m i n g  T 

L;; z o . w c h  more,. High& Diffusion scores i n  the HT g r o u p  
C 

n a y  i n d i c a t e  J e s s  -2 re s su re  %o confo rm t o  s o c i a l  

?xpeztati~ns, lessening t h e  i m p o r t a n c e  of s o c i a l  s u p p o r t ;  
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-- 
Com~arisons. of H M  and HT G X O U D ~  in- M ~ d e  of 1dentit~ \ , -  

. . 
- Resolution 4 d . 

~ h &  o&erall chi-square analysis of Identity status by 

sexual orientation was not significant, and the third *-  

hypothesis was not supported.. Confirming this ~ a s  the fact. 

that no significant differences were found to e x i s t  betyeen 
I .  

,HM and HT groups  in Identity scores. 
P 

Rather than stop with this result, it was ded-ided to 

exami-ne possible, a i  fferences betwe~n the groups -in numbers 
- 7 p  

of Moratoriums and 'Low Profile Moratbriums, hoping to gain 
. , 

more insight into the latter category than is provided by 
. C 

Adams, et al. (1987) who stated that ".In a l l  ~f OUT- =easearch 

we have found the pure and low profile rnorat~r~ium stkus 

individuafs to appear ,as very skmilar in their attitude?, 
- > 

values, behaviors, and developmental tra)ectoriesti (p. 2 5 ) .  

Posthoc Chi-square analyses which singled out Moratorium- 
-, 

status for comparison to other statuses combined, and Low 

Profile Horatorium status f o r  comp&ison to other statuses 

combined, produced . in fgr ,es t  i r q  s k s u l k s .  - There vere * ,  7 
t 

6 significantly more M o g a t ~ r  i m s t a t u s  individuals in the HT 
r*  

q r o u p  (34.5%) than fn the HM gzoup (11.4%); approaching - 
4 

statistical significance'as well was the dPffeZence in 
.' - 

percentages of Low Profile Mdratoriums-in the HT group ' 

( 2 4 . 1 % )  and in the HM grou$  ( 4 8 . 6 % ) .  
t 
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- 
than suestionmire methods, * b i t  l e s s  epphapis would have to 

be placed om the other ddmm4ins, for scoring puzposes.. , . .. 
J - *  ., 

B s&cond possibility is that HM ifidividuals with a Low 
< 

' Profile n o r i t b r f ~  btatus are actually qomerhat close 

* Achievement a t a t u s  t h a n  t o  Moratorium siatus, Gut that LPM 

. - status ind8viduaf . s  have mad& a commitment i~ the area  of 
L i 

hdmosexuality, 'while they are' sti 11 ,lacking in achievement 
. ~ - C 

in the other domain areas. The interview data provide some 
T 

support' •’OE this explanation. The four Moratorium s .h tus  : 

individuals all expressed di-ssatisfartion with their sexual k 

orientation and active struggle in coming-to terms with it, 
-+ 

Of the twelve LPM subjects interviewed, nine spoke pf  having 

undergone crises in the pas t+ in  regard to t h e i r  sgxual 

. orientation, but exprkssed satisfaction with their 

orientation in the present. Most of these individual9 - 
* 

t 

I 

inpressed this observer as being open, philosophical, less 

- confident than the Achievement individuals but more 
i' t 

satisfied -than the t . fo~atoriurn individuals. They d i f f e r e d  

, - 
f iom the' Diffusion individuals in'that fhe iaktes ofien d 

- w 

rr - 
appeared rather apathetic and less thdu&h&f~~ than t h e . .  

I : '"-3 ,' 

former, Also, LPN men l i k e  Moratorium and Achievement men: 

f r e q u e n t l y  expreOsed yognizance of stigmatization and 
, - 

e x p r e s s e d  a n g e r  t oward  i t ,  whereas a high proportion of 
1 

'01 

 iffu us ion men, though not a l l - ,  seemed to be r e l a t i v e l y  

351 i - z i o u s  o f  d i s c r  i a i n a t i o n .  - 
. i. 



- ,  % 

~ s ' i n ~  ~chievement score minus Diffusion sc;re as an 
1 

in&ex of positive ~dentity resolution, % was found that the 

2 L P M  status group did not differ aigni•’lcantly from the . 
. r 

~oratorium status although the mean for fhe LPM group . ' 

'I - il 

w a s  somewhat higher. The LPM stat& group w a s  siqnificantly 

,lowek than the Achievement group on this index,.and 3 .  

significantly higher, than the Diffusion group. Thus 

pe<ious findhis of similarity between LPM status and 
U 

Moratorium status individuals rece'ived. ,Suppart. ,t 

Vhile nearly half of the HH group f;ll.lnto the LPM .= 

cateGory, 'it is imporeant to n o t e  that ngatly one quarter 'df 
iP ,, 

3 - 
the MT group, a sizable quanti~y"in itself, also fell jn ' L  

(s . 
this ~ategory, 'and certai.nfy a .•’ocus on' sexual -  d~ientation ', 

* =  . 
"can not be assumed to c~mpl~etely account for these results. 

. 3, V - % , i a L ,  ' - 
While it Is assumed that HM >r@viddals comprise about '10 

* 
/- L> 

pelcent of the pobulation, they' a;e certainly not 'the &iy P 

- - - 

minority or the only group oi .people with issue&to resolve . L  , - a 3 

that go beyond vthose included inL1dentity measures. 1t nay 
' .  

i 
C 

' 1 
+ 1 

be that a percentage of the HT ~ e n  who fell .. into $he LPM , 

- category age d e a r i n g  primarily with ldentity issues not - 8 

addressed by the EOMEIS-~2; however, the percentage . . of, HT men 
-. - .. 

\ 
in the LPM status . a- Fqpeaxs too high to be explained soldlx in'. -- 

& 

.a - 4- 

this' way. other io;slbilities are that the instrument is 9 

. '%. 
not able to accvra$eby assess- a certain portion of 

C ' 
- 2  

indiyiduals yho interpret the questions fn a way slight'ly c 





b" 
of Ego Identity, other deleterious eonsequences may well 

derive from it . 
B 

Overall, for the gay men interviewed,'the rglationship 

. . with father was more often bad than good, a Sinding which 

supports previous research indicating that HM orientation 

and disclosure of this orientation are often detrimental to 

the fathe;-son relationship. IV should be noted that in 

some cases the relationship with the father was reported as 

being excellent as well. The relationship with mother was 

more often good than'b~d, although there were also 

exceptions to this. It was interesting that no Diffusion 
a 

status subject reported a good relationship with father. 

This finding is in keeping with previous research on family 

dynamics associated with each of the Identity statuses, 

~m~lica%ions of the Study and Sussestions for Future 

Research 

The fact that differences between HT and HM groups in' 

perceived family support were found, but that these 

differences were not reflected in Identity outcomes, should 

not be taken to mean that perceived family support is not 

important to the Identity formation process. The i'rkerviews 
1 

revealed that most HM men had a good relationship with their 

mothers but the relationship was father was more often bad, 

and the father-son relationship was bad for all of the 

Diffusion men interviewed. Previous research has indicated 



thak the father-son interaction is more importqnt to thd 

identity formkion process in males than overall family 

interactions. The measure used here did not specifically 

access father-son relationship but dealt with overall , 

-perceived family supp'ort, which might include siblings as 

well. In future investigations, it wbuld appear valuable to 

gauge perceived father support aP &i?~ important component of 

perceived family support. 

In the area of perceived friend support, the lack of 

differences between the two •÷roups may be do to a major - 
limitation in studies of this k , i n d :  it is difficult to 

identify or gain access to those HM men who are afraid of 

being identified as such. It, is these very men, possibly a 

large component of the HM population, who are likely to be 

psychologically and emotionally isolated. Differences in 

perceived friend support were found t'o correlate with 

Identity scores in both groups, 5 0  one would expect that 

those HM men who hate isolated themselves from both HM and 

HT.groups will not have resolved the Identity stage in a 

positive direction. If  these individuals could be 

identified and a determination. of their pe,rceived friend 

support obtained, it is certain that a better understanding 
ab 

of similarities and differences in Identity development , 

between existing HM and HT populations would be acquired. 



Unfortunately, accessing the h'idden segment of the HM 

population' is very difficult in a nonclinical population; 
9 

such measures as the MMPI or projective tests are probably . 

unreliable for purposes of identification of homosexuality 

(Hendlin, 1976; Horstman, 1975). For the present, it seems 
'1 i / 

that researchers must rely on self-repoqt of homosexual 

orientation. \ 

The lack of differences between groups in outcome 

Identity categories is consistent with previous findings of 

lack of differences in degree of .adjustment between HM anil 
J .  HT individuals. It would seem that under optimal friend @ 

support conditions, at least, this is the case. However, it - .. 
would be interesting to compare HM individuals from'a city 

such as Vancouver, where attitudes toward homosexuality, , - 
though often negative, are perhaps relatively liberal 

compared to the rest of Canada, to HM individuals from a 

mid-Western city. ROSS (1989) -reported that Htl youth from 

Sweden were better adj~sted than HM f r ~ m  Izeland; 
2 . <  

perhaps Identity development might also be af•’ected:.by such 

differences Tn regiona1,attitudes. 

The differences betweenrHT and HM groups in numbers of 

Low Profile Moratorium and Moratorium status men suggests a 

promising directipn f o r  further research. LPN status men 
B 

were measured as being lover in exploration than Moratorium 

status men, and lower in commitment than Achievement status 



men. However, on an index of positive Identity resolution 

constructed by subtracting the Diffusion score of each man 
, kk. 

from his Achievement score, the LPM status men were B EI 

significantly more advanced'than the Diffusion status men 
t 

and very similar to the Moratorium status men. Data from 

interviews with HM men showed that most LPM status men had 

already struggled intensely with the issue of their sexual 

orientation and had posi'tively resolved it while the 

Moratorium status men were still actively dealing with it. 

This would Suggest-that the LPH status men were actually - . 
Identity achieved in at least this one area, but that' they 

were lacking in exploration and commitment to the areas 

previously chosen for investigation by Identity researchers. 

A possi,Ie difference be-tween ~ P M  status men and Morator iun 

status men is that the former deal with issues in a more 

sequential fashion while Moratorium status ken struggle with - 

many different issues simultaneously. In any case, future 

investigations of Identity resolution involvi,r)g:a minority ' 

,, ," 
D group (black, homosexual, deaf, etc.) would be enhanced- by 

- - inclusion in the Identity aea$ute of the domain which is 

distinctively salient for that grpup. With measures 

!+ 

improved in this wayr- it is the belief of this author that 

fewer individuals~would be categorized as L G W  Pxofile 

Mcratorium, perhaps being relatively'equivalent in majority 

and minority groups. I f  they contanued to-be found in large 



3.- * k 1  
* 

.d abrnbers, then a division of Moratorium status into two ' Z  

,cf 
;Y,+ r e ;  (for excrmple, sequential and simubtaneous 
- -4 

procd?skifrs . . 1 might be considered. i 
"% -a ** 

5 &other point in regard to heasures of Identity, 

-particularly objective measures, is that some of the domains 

are specifically directed-at a\heterosexual population. In 

d particular, question about sex role attitudes and dating 

values are either not given priority or not relevant to many 

I HI4 men. W h i k  more HM males ar'e being very careful in their 
'v 

selection of partners since the threat of AIDS became a fact 

' of life, rules of courtship are less e'stahlished than for 

k t h e  HT population, and%may be less of an area of Eocus for 

HM men. Sex role attitudes in general are not an'identity 
, 

issue for HM males. Failure to show exploration or 

commitment in these areas will lowel Identity scores for HM 
/ 

males; and, to repeat,,vith a 10% incidence of homosexuality 
< 

in the population, Identity\measures which do not recognize 

differences in focus of this- group may produce results with 

reduced a~curacy. A 

@ 
Although the present study .was designed in part to 

. 
further understar&diing of the process of Identity 

J 

development, this was'rross-sectionalvrese&rch and was 

therefore limited in ifs Sapacity to explore process 

variables. A longitudinal ktuey, which initially measures 
-3 

Identity status, prceiy;d social suppert, and other 
. J  r 

. & 

G; 



relevant variables in a large group of high school students 
$ 

and then several years later investigates the same variables 
T 

,+long with sexual orientaCion, would contribute much more to 
- 4  

, . 
an understanding of the Identity formation procese. Perhips 

. , 

if the findings of this study, that a relationship exfsts'. 
> .  

, 

between perceived social support and Identity resolution,. 

are replicated in other cross-sectional studies, then a 

longitudinal study may be seen as feasible. ., 
\ 

In the future, hopefully, the stigmatization of 

homosexual individuals will have been, reduced to the point 

where these Lpeople arc no longer chosen for a study such as 

this as 'ideal representatives of a qropp depnived,of social 

support. For the hovever, it appears that the 

homosexual population coktinue5 to be a valuable resource ds 
I 1 '  

for research i n  this area: , -  
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' Simon Fraser University Form $2 

INFORMED CONSENT BY SUBJECTS 
TO -PARTtCtPATE tM A RESEARCH 104 

PROJECT OR EXPEfllMENT, 

m: The Univeisly and ~ ~ ~ ~ t * ~ '  mis project 'gubscfibeSfo the' ethical conduct of 
research wd to the prdw al aktimtts of fh,g.interesls, cbnifort, and safety of subjects. 
This form and the informatibnit cordahs are given to you for ysus'wn protection and full 
understanding of the paOCfddtKes, fisks qnd benefits involved. Your signature on this form 
wilf signify that you have received t& w m e n t  described @low regarding this project, 
that you have received. an acbi5quc3?e o k d u n i t y  l o  corrsider the information in the 
document. and that yau voluntarily agree to @a@cipatain the project. 

Having been asked by . b of ,the - 
L J 1 ,  

FmHy/SchooY,Department of Simon Fraser Uhiversity to 
,atkipate m a research projectexp&iment, &have read the procedures specified in the 
document entitled: 

0 

u a 
I ungerstanb the procedur&,Ib b&@ on this experiment and the personal risks to &.in taking 
part. . .  I 

. . 
I undersknd that I may withdraw my participation in this experiment at any time. "I 

I also understand that I may regis€er any complaint I might have about the experimeirt kith the 
.- chief researcher named above or with 

Dean/Director/Chairrnan of Simon Fraser University.' 

7 '  . - . . .  . :. ." , - ~.r: 
- .  . - . . e ..' ' *;, . - . '  ? &' 

. - \ ' .  
, . 

'. . , .. 
-1.. 

i , I agree to participate-by F - _  . ' 3-2 , 
. I  . . , ' -, 

. w 
., . . -1 .  .I . - - D , I .> 

. .. .;,: '. . \ _ . .  '1 - 
1 . , \ .' . . . 4 

I ?  

< > #.. , . I - 
(stge what the subject w 3  do) - - . - 

as descrrbed n the docllrnqnt * refened io  above. during the period: . , , 

. o '  

-. -5: NAME (please print) ,% - - 
8 X 

StGNATURE A WITNESS.. _ 
/ 

f, 

? +  

DATE 
- 3 , + 

Oncs stgned, a copy of this consenl form and a subjed feegback f ~ r m  shouM beprovided to you. , - 
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APPENDIX B 

STATEMENT O F  PURPOSE 



Purpose of the Study and Subjects'  Rlghts 

Thls 1s a study of the development of a t t r t udes  and-be l ie f s  In 
males. In general, a person's  baslc approach to"1 l f e  1 s  f a r ~ l y  s t ab l e  :i 

between the ages of 20 t o  26 ,  and l t  IS ~ n d l v l d u a l s  In  t h i s  age group 
who w l l l  be employed In t h e  present research. 

Subjects w l l l  be asked t o  f l l l  out a questlonnarre and possibly to  
pa r t l c lpa t e  In a brref lntervlew. The lntervlew w l l l  lnvolve questlons 
of a personal nature.  

None of the  mformatron glven 1s  attached t o  sub jec t s '  names, and 
no  names w l l l  be published w l t h  the r e s u l t s  of the  study. Data gathered 
rn the study w l l l  smp ly  be c d e d  t o  prevent ~ d e n t l f l c a t i o n  of the 
subjects.  However, s u b ~ e c t s  may ask tha t  t he l r  name be kept by the 
expermenter l f  they dtzslre to contact hlm and recelve feedback on the l r  
own r e su l t s  once a l l  of the d2ta have been analyzed. 

Subjects m y  wlthdrw par t lc ipa t lon  or data- t  any tune wlthout 
necessity 07 explanation. 

A l l  questlons a r e  strargnrforwara apd no attempt w l l l  be made t o  
decerve subjects.. None of t he  p rocdure s  used involve a th rea t  t o  
physlcal safety ,  a ~ d  none a r e  deslgned t o  produce psychological s t r e s s .  
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ORIGINAL AND MODIFIED VERSIONS OF EOMEIS-2 



J' 108 
Eoaeis-2 (Revisions shtxwn in blocked areas), - - ,  

,. 
Read each itcn and indicate to vhat degree it reflects your .o;n 
thoughts and feelings. If a statement has more than one part, 
please indicate your reactiofi to the'statoement a whole. 

.d Indicate your answer at the end af each question by circling one 
of the following responses. 

A = strongly agree 
B = moderately agree 
c = agree 
D = 'disagree 
E = moderately-disagree l 
F = strongly disagree 

1. I haven't chosen the occupation I really want t6 get into, 
and I'm just working at whatever is available until something 
better comes slow. A - B - C - D - E - F - 

2. When*it comes to religion, I just haven't found anything 
that appeals and I don't really feel the need to look. A - - 
B - C - D - E - F  

3. .&y-ideas about men's and women's .roles are identical to my 
J 

$@rentst. What has worked for them will obviously vork for 
me. A - B - C - D - E - F  

Alternative : 
3. My ideas about roles in a love relationship are 
identical to my parents1. What's good enough for them is 

% 

obviously good enough for me. A - B - C - D - E - F 

4. There's no single '+life style" which appeals to me more than 
another. k.- B - C - D - E - F  ., / 

5. There are a lot df different kinds of people. I'm still 
exploring the many possibilities to find the right kind of 
friends for me. A - B - C - D  - E - F 

6. I sometimes join in recreational activkties when asked, but 
I rarely try anything on my ovn. A - B - C "- D - E - F , - 2 

7 .  1 haven't really thought about a Rdating ~tyle."~~l'rn not 
too concerned vhether I date or not. A - B - C - D - E - F 

Alternative: 
7. I haven't really thought about approaching love 
relationships in a particular vay. I'm not too concerned 
whether I see  anyone on a regular basis or not. A - B - C - 
D - E - F  - 

. . 
8. Politics is sonething that I can never be ~ O Q  sure  about ,  

because things change so fast. But I do this it's lmpor-tant 
to knov vhat I can politically stand for and believe in. A. 
- B - C - D - E - F  

- 



Indicate your ansver at the end of each question by 
of the folloving responses. 

A = strongly agree 
B = moderately' agree 
C = agree ' 
D = disagree - - 
E = moderately disagzee 
F = strongly disagree 

9. ' I '.-still trying to hecide. how capable I ah as 
' vhat jobs will be right. fcr  me. . A  - B - C - D 

circling one 
.4 

, 1  

a person and ' 

- E - B  , 
' $  " 

1Q. I don't give religion much thought-and it doesn't bother 
one way or the other. A - , B  - C - D - E - F- 

11. There's so many ways to diJide re$ponsibilities ta _marr iaqe, 
I'm trying to decide what wiJl work for me. A - B - ' c  -. D - 
E - F  + - 

Alternative: , 
11. Ther,eas so many ways to divide responsibilitles I h  

. marriage (or other "long-term love ~slatlonsjtip) . r i m  trying - 4' 
t o  decide vhat vill work for sne. A - B -$C - D - E - F 

2' 12. I'm looking for an acceptable perspective ipr ay ovn 'life. 
stylen viev, but haven't really found it yet. -A - B - C - <  D _ 
- E - F  

- 
'r 

13. There are many reasons for friendship, but I choose-"my~lose 
friends on the basis of certain values and dimilariti'es that 
I've personally decided on. A - B - C - D - E - F 

14. While I don't have one recreational'activity I'm really 
committed to, I'm experiencing numerous leisure outlets to 
ideritify oqe I can truly enjoy. A - B - C - D - E.- F 

15. Based on past experiences, I've chosen the t ype  of'aating , 

relationship I vant nov. A - B - C - D - E - . F  
Alternative: 

15. Based on past experiences., I 've chosen the type of 
relationship I vant to have vith the person I'm qoing out 
vith. A - B - C - D - P T F  

16. I haven't really considired p ~ l i + i ~ s .  It just doesn't excite 
memuch. A - 3 - C : D A E - F  %. 

4 - '  
f 

17. I might have thought about a lot of different jibs, but 
there's' never really.been any question since my parknts said 
vhat they wanted. A - B - C - D - E - F  

18. A personlg faith is unique to each individual. I 've 
consiaered and reconsidered it myself and know vhat I can ' 

believe. A - B - C - D - E - F  
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Indicate your answer at the end of each question by circling. one 
of +the folloving responses.. 

A = strongly agree 
.B = moderately agree 

C c = agree 
. D  = disagree - , B = moderately disagree 
F = strongly disagree 

19. I've never really seriously-,considered @en's and voren's 
roles in marriage". -It just doesn't seem to concern me. A - 
B - C - D - 8 - F  * % .  

~lternativh: 
19. I've never really qriouhly considered each partner's 
roles in marriage (or other long-term love relationship). It 
just doean't seem to conceqn ae. A - B - C 7 D - ' %  - F 

* . 2 0 .  After considerable tho&ht P v e  developed iy own iridividwl 
vfevpoint of what is for Be an ideaLulife styleH and don't * 

believe anyone vill be likeby to change my perspective. - A' - 
B - C - D - E - F  

21. My parents knov w h a i ' s  bdst for me in.dter& of how to choose 
myfriends. A - B - C - 0 - E - P  

. L 

1- . . 
., - 22. I ' v e  chosen one oa more recreational activittes to engage in 

regularly from lots of things and I'm satisfied vJth those 
choices. A -'.B - C - D'- E - F 

s. - 
2 3 .  I don't ihink ibo& datiing much. ' .I jugt kind of take it as . .L . a  

it comes. A - B - C - - D  - E - F  
klternative: 

' 23. I don't think much about vho to go out with. I- 3ust 
kind of take it as it comes. A - B - C - D - E - F 

24. I guess I'm pretty much liketmy folks vhen it comes ta 
politics. I follov vhat they do in terms of voting and such, 
A - B - C - D - E - F  

,I 

:i5. I'm really not i&eated i n  finding the rigKt job, any job - 

vill do. I just seem to flow withwhat is available. A - B 
- C - D - E - F  1- .- . .- 

26.' I'm n o t  sure what religlod means to me.. I'd like to make up 
ay mind but Ptra not'done looking yet. A - B - C - D -,E - F 

i 
I .  * . ?  

27. Hy ideas about  mefits and vomen's roles h a v e  come right frm a 

my pasents and fanily.1 'I haven't seen any need tc look i 

further. A - B - C - D - - E -  F 
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Indicate your anwer at<the end of each quesMon by circling one 
of the f olloving responses. 

A = strgngly agree 
B = moderately agree - J 
C  = agree * D = disagree 

I 

i 

B = moderately disagree 
F = strongly disagree 

f - 
Alternative: 

27. My ideas  about roles in a relationship have come right 
from my parents and family. I haven't seen any need to look 
further. A - B - C - D - E - F  -.. 

28. My own views on a desirable life style were taught to me by 
my parents and I don't see any need to question what they 

t a u g h t m e .  A - B - C - D - E - F '  

29. I don't have,any real close friends, and I don't7think I'm 
1ookingforoneright.now. A - B T C - D - E - F  

30. Sometimes I join in leisure activities, but I really don't 
4 . see a need to look for a particular activity to do regularly. 

A - B - d - D - E - F  

3 1  I 'm trying out different types ofc'dating relationships. -. I 
just haven't decided bhat is best for me. W - B.- C - D - E 
- F 

Alternative: 
31. I go out with different people and t r y  out different 

' * 

relationship styles. I just haven't decides what is best for 
me. A - B - C - D - E - F  

32. There aze so many different political panties and iaeals. I 
can't decide which to follow until I figwe i,t all out. A - 
B - C - D - E - F  

33. It took me a while to figure it out, but now I really know - 
whatIwantforacareer. A - B - C - D - E - F  . b 

34. Religion is confusing to me right now. I keep changing my 
views on what is right and wrong for me. A  - B - C  'D - E 

?- - F  

35. I've spent some time thinking about ment$ and'wonren's roles 
in marriage and I've decided what will work best for me. A 
- B - C - D - E - F  
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I n d i c a t e  your a n s v e r  at-the end o f  e a c h  q u e s t i o n  by c i r c l i n g  one 
of the f o l l o w i n g  responses- .  

A = s t r o n g k y  . a g r e e  
B = m o d e r a t c t y  agree 
C = agree 

. < b D = d i s a g r e e  
E = no&rakely d i s a g r e e  % 

F = s t r o n g l y  disaqr'ee 
? 

A l t e r n a t i v e :  
35. I ' v e  s p e n t  some time t h i n k i n g  a b o u t  each p a r t n e r ' s  
r o l e s  i n  marriage ( o r  o t h e r  long-te-rm love r e l a t i o n s h i p )  and 
I ' v e  d e c i d e d  v h a t  v i l l  vork b e s t  f o r  m e .  A - B - C - D - E 
- F 

36.  I n  f i n d i n g  a n  acceptable v i e w p o i n t  t o  l i f e  i t k l f ,  I f i n d  
myself  e n g a g i n g  i n  a l o t  of d i s c a s s i o n s  v i  th othe;zs and some 
s e lQ  e x p l o r a t i o n .  A - B - C - D - E --F P 

a$ 

37 .  1 o k l y  p i c k  f r i e n d s  rtry p a r e n t s  'would a p p r o v e  o f .  A - B - C 
- D - E b - F  

38. I ' v e  a l v a y s  l i k e d  d o i n g  the same r e c r e a t i o n a J  a c t i v i t i e s  my 
p a r e n t s  d o  and h a v e n ' t  e v e r  s e r i o u s l y  c o n s i d e r e d  a n y t h i n g  
e l s e .  A - B - C - D - E - F  

3 9 .  I o n l y  go  o"t  w i t h  t h e  t y p e  oL b e o p l e  my p a r e n t s  e x p e c t  m e  
t o d a t e .  A - B - C - D - E - F  > 

A l t e r n a t i v e :  
39. The c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of the p e o p l e  I  go o u t  w i t h  a r e  
v e r y  s i m i l a r  t o  those my p a r e n t s  would f i n d % o s t  s u i t a b l e .  
A - B - C - Q - E - F  

40 .  I t v e . t h o u g h t  m y  p o l i t l e a l  b e l i e f s , t h r o t z g h  a n d  rea l ize  I c a n  
a g r e e  v i t h  some and n o t  o t h e r  a s p e c t s  of v h a t  my p a r e n t s  
b e l i e v e .  A - B - C - D - E - F ' J -  

4 1 .  My p a r e n t s  decides a long  t iae a g o  v h a t  I s h o u l d  go  i n t o  f o r  
enployment and I'm f o l l o w i n g  t h r o u g h  t h e i r  p l a n s .  A - B - C 
- B - E - F  

4 2 .  I ' v e  gone t h r o u g h  a  p e r i o d  of s e r i o u s  q u e s t i o n s  a b o u t  f a i t h  
and  c a n  now say I u n d e r s t a n d  v h a t  I b e l i e v e  In as a n  
i n d i v i d u a l .  A - B - C - D - E - F 

43 .  I ' v e  been t h i n k i n g  a b o u t  t h e  r o l e s  t h a t  husbands  and wives 
p 1 a y . a  l o t  these d a y s ,  and I'm t r y i n g  t o  make a f i n a l  
d e c i s i o n .  A - B - C - D - E - F  
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Indicate your answer a t  the end of each question by circling one 
of the follovinq responses. 

> 

A = stroney agree 
B = moder&kely agree --" 
e = agree , 
D = disagree 

- F; = mowrately disagree - 
F = strongly disagree 

Alternative: 
43. I've been thinking a lot about the roles that partners 
in a marriage [or other long-term love relationship) play 
t h e s e  days, and .I'm trying t o  make a final decision. A - B 
- C - D - E - F  

4 4 ,  My parentsf views on life hre  good enough for me, I don't 
need anything else. Q- B - C - D - E - F 

& / '  

45. I've had many different'friendships and nav I have a clear - 
idea of vhat to look'foz .in a friend. A - B - C - D - E - F 

46. After trying a lot of different recreational activities I've 
found one or more -1 really enjoy doing by myself OG with 
friends. A - B -.,.C - D.- 6 - B _ 

47. Hy preferences about dating are still in the process of 
developing. I haven't fully decided yet-. A - B - C - d - E 
- F 

Alternative: 
47. My preferences about love relationships are still in 
the process of developing, I haven't fully decided yet. A 
- B - C - D - E - - F  

48. I'm not sure about my ~ o l i t i ~ a l  beliefs, but I'm trying to 
figure out what I can 'truly belteve in. A : B - C - D - E - 

49. It took me a long time to decide but nnw I k-ricv for sure 
vhat direction to move in for a career. A - B - C - D - E - 
F 

5 0 .  I a t tend the sane church ps my family has  always attended. 
I've never really questioned .why. A - B - C - D - E - F . 

51. There are aany vays that %arriedtcouples-can divide up , 

faaily responsibilities. I've thought about l o t s  of ways, and 
nov 1 knov exactly h-ov, I vane i t  to happen for me. B - B - '  C  - 
D - E - F  
Alternative: 

51. There are many vays that couples can divide up 
responsibilities in the relationship. I've thought, about 
lots of vays, and now f knov exactly how I want it to happen 
for me. A - 8 - C - D - % - P  
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I n d i c a t e  your answer a t  t h e  end of e a c h  q u e s t i o n  by c i r c l i n g  one 
of t h e  f o l l o v i n g  r e s p o n s e s .  

. - 
A = s t r o n g l y  a g r e e  , 
B = m o d e r a t e l y  a g r e e  

, iT- 

C = a g r e e  
D = disagree . L 

E = m o d e r a t e l y  & i s a g r e e  
F = s t r o n g l y  d i s a g r e e  

\ 

52 .  I g u e s s  I j u s t  k ind  o f  e n j o y  l i f e  i n  g e n e r a l ,  and I d o n ' t  
see myself l i v i n g  by any  p a r t i c u l a r  v i e w p o i n t  t o  l i f e .  A - 

, B - C - D - E - F  
-+ 

' >  

53. 1 d o n ' t  have a n y  c l o s e  f r i e n d s .  I j u s t  l i k e  t o  hang a r o u n d -  
w i t h  t h e  crowd. A - B - C - D - E - F  * ?  

5 4 .  I ' v e  been e x p e r i e n c i n g  a v a r i e t y  of r e c r e a t i o n a l  a c t i v i t i , e s  
i n  Ropes of f i n d i n g  one on more I c a n  r e a l l y  e n j o y  f o r  some 
t i m e t o c o m e .  A - 2 3 , - C - D - E - F  . 

55 .  I ' v e  d a t e d  d i f f e r e n t  t y p e s  of peop le  and-know e x a c t l y  what 
my ovn R u n v r i t t e n  r u l e s H  f o r  d a t i n g  a r e  and who I w i l l  d a t e .  
A - 8 - C - D - E - F  

<? 

- A l t e r n a t i v e :  , . 
55. I ' v e  gone o u t  v i t h  d i f f e r e n t  t y p e s  of p e o p l e  and know 
e x a c t l y  v h a t  my ovn H u n v r i t t e n  r u l e s H  f o r  s e e i n g  someone a r e  
a n d w h o m I v i l l g o , o u t v i t h .  A - B - C - D - E - F  

5 6 .  I really have never  been invo lved  i n  p o l i t i c s  enouqh t o  have 
made a f i r m  s t a n d  one way or- t h e  0 t h ~ .  '+ - B - C - b - E - \ 
F 

1 - \ 

j:, 5 7 .  I  j u s t  c a n ' t  d e c i d e  v h a t  t o  d o  f o r  a n  o c c u p a t i o n .  There  a r e  -, 
c .'< 

somanythathavepossibilities. A - B - C - D - E - F  

58.  I ' v e "  never  r e a l l y  q u e s t i o n e d  Eay . re l iq ion .  I f  i t ' s  r i g h t  f o r  
ny  p a r e n t s  i t  must be r i g h t  f o r  me, A - B - C - D - E - F 

5 9 .  Opin ions  on men's  and vomen's r o l e s  seem s o  v a r i e d  t h a t  I 
d o n ' t  t h i n k  much a b o u t  i t .  A - B - C - D - E - F 

A f t e r n a t  i v e  : 
5 9 .  Opin ions  on a p p r o p r i a t e  r o l e s  i n  a r e l a t i o n s h f p  seem s o  

. v a r i e d  t h a t  I d o n ' t  t h i n k  much a b o u t  i t .  A - B - C - D - E - F  ' 

60.. A f t e r  a l o t  of s e l f - e x a m i n a t i o n  1 have e s t a b l i s h e d  a v e r y  
d e f i n i t e  v i e v  on vhat my ovn l i f e  style v i l l  be.  A - I3 - C 
- D - E - F  .. 

6 1 .  I r e a l l y  d o n ' t  knov v h a t  k ind  of f r i e n d  is b e s t  Lor me. I ' m  
t r y i n g  t o  f i g u r e  o u t  e x a c t l y  what f r i e n d s h i p  means t o  ne.  A 
- B - C - D - E - F  

6 2 .  A l l  o f  my r e c r e a t i o n a l  @ r e f e r e n c e s  1 , g o t  from my p a r e n t s  and 
I h a v e n ' t  r e a l l y  t r i e d  a n y t h i n g  e l s e .  A - B - C - D - E - F 
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Indicate your ansver at the end of each question by circling one 
of the folloving responses. 

A = strongIy agree 
B = moderately agree 
C = agree 
D = disagree 

. 
k 

E = moderately disagree P' 

F = strongly d i s a g r e e  

63. I date only people by parents vould approve of. 
-. , - D - E - F  

Alternative: 
. a>z 'A .. 63. When it comes to love relationships, I only go out with 

people who have the personality chatactcristics my parents 
vould most approve of. A - B - C - D - E - F 

r - - .  -. 
64. My folks have always had their own pclitlcal and aoral 

'beliefs about issues like abortion and mepq killing and I've 
. alvays gone along accepting vhat they have. A- - B - C - D - 

E - F 



APPENDIX D 

SOCIAL RELATIONS QUESTI'ONNAIRE PROVISION 



We would l i k e  t o '  know something about your r e l a t ionsh ips  'with o ther  
. p e o p l e .  Please r e  d each statement below and decide  how w e l l  t h e  ; 9 statement desc r ibes  you. For each statement,  show your answer by 1 1 7  

i nd ica t ing  t o  t h e  l e f t  of the  item the  number t h a t  best  descr ibes  how 
you f e e l .  The numbers represent . . the  following answers. 

,*.  
1 = Very much l l k e  me 
2 = Much l l k e  me n 

I - \ 

3 = Somewhat l l k e  me 
4 = Not very much l l k e  m& 3 

5 = Not a t  a l l  l l k e  me 

1. When I'm wlth my f r l e n d s ,  I f e e l  completely ab le  t o  - 
r e l a x  and be myself. 

1 2 .  I share  the  same approach-.to l l f e  t h a t  many of my - 
f r l e n d s  do. . . 

3 .  People who know me t r u s t  me and respect  me.> - 
. . 

4 .  No matter what happens, I know t h a t  my family w ~ J 1  - . . 
' always be t h e r e  fo r  me should I need them. , 

5 .  When I want t o  go out  t o  do th inys  I know tha t  &ny - I 

of my f r i e n d s  would enjoy doing these  th ings  w l t h  me.O 
6 .  I have a t  l e a s t  one f r i e n d  I could t e l l  anythmg t o . .  - 

7 .  Sometimes I 'm not sure  i f  I can completely r e l y  on - 
my family.  

8.  People who .know me think':? am g o d  a t  what I do. 
I v" 7 

5 

- 9 .  I f e e l  very c l o s e  t o  some of a l my f r l e n d s .  
", 

People i n  my farally have, qm$&.dence i n  me,. 

My famlly l e t s  me =now They th ink 1. am a worthwh+le 
per son. a. + % 

People rn my family provlde me w l t h  help In  f lnding 
solutions t o  my problems. 
M y  f r l ends  would take  t h e  tlme t 0 , t a l k  over my 
problems, should I ever want t o .  
I know my f a m l y  wrl l  always stand by me. 

- 1 5 .  Even when I am w l t h  xy f r i e n d s  I f e e l  a lone .  



APPENDIX E 

SEXUBL OR1 EfdTATI ON QUEST1 O N N A I  RE 

4%' 

ASSESSMENT OF d 



P l e a s e  place  an x before  the statements that appiy  to 
. . - 

> .  
Rat is yoar ca r r tn t  reldtlonship s tatus:  ' 

- Sinqle, i 6  ;ma1  partners 
. - 
- Sirgle , ,  oat c o u i t t e d  p a r t ~ r  

Siaqlt,  r o l t i p l t  pa r ta t r s  - 
- ~oupled ,  l h l e g  t e j e t b t r  ( C o u i t t e d  t o  a r  exclasivt s t r n l  re la t i ans l ip )  

<- 

- Coapled, l i v i r q  toqttbcr (felatierrsbip p e r r i t s  other par t r t ra  under c e r t a i r  c i r c ~ r s t a a c e s l  

- Coupled, l iviaq apart ( ~ e r r l t t e d t e  an exclusive sexual r t la t lonsbip)  

- Caopled, l iving apart (Pelationshlp p t r r i t s  -. other sexual p a ~ t o e r s  nnder cer ta ia  c i r c a r ~ t w e s )  
A 

- Other 

I D  t e r n  of ry sexual o r ien ta t ioe  - I B  t h e - f s t ~ n ,  I *vould l ike 
I idtetify ryself as . . . to  idtatify rpelf  as . . . 

- b c l a s i ~ t l y  bettrosexaal - I x c l u s i v t l ~  Bete~ostxual  

- Prtdoriuantly Bet trostraal  - Predorieabtly bet t rostrual  .. 
- Bireraal - Sls txer l  

6 

- P~tdoa iaas t ly  borosexoal - Predariaretly b r o s c x ~ a l  

- B~clas ive ly  Boroseraal - 

- Easere - Uasart 

I B  t e r ~ s  of c o ~ f c r t  v i t b  ny cerrtat  s txaa l  orfeatat ion,  I woald say tha t  I ai . . . 

- l o t  very c o ~ f o r ~ a b l c  

?cry aarwfortable  - 
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- 
15. In your relationships vith others do you find it P 

difficult to foranclose attachments, do you tend moze tovard 
becoming overly attached, or do you generally achieve a 
comfortable balance? 

16. Are you content with your sexual functioning a t  the 
present time? -. 

17. Have you ever been refused living accommodation bepuse 
of youv sexual orientation? 

, .7 *; - 

18. Have you ever $e,en refus& a job or dismissed from a job 
because of your sexual or icntation? (please specify) 

d9, Have you ever suffered physical violence or threat of 
violence because of your sexual orientation? If so, when and 

3 i I ~ O V ?  I +  

_' 

20. Have you ever been discriminated $gainst in other ways' 
because of your sexual orientation? (please specify) . 
21. In general, vhat extent do you feel that 
discrimination against gay people-affects your life? 

r 

b 

Emotional and ~svcholosical adjustment F 

. - 
22. Are you satisfied vith your sexual Or.tentation? If so, 
has there ever been-a time that you were unhappy with yaun 
sexual orientation; at.yhat age(s)? A>, 

1 

-X  

23. If your feelings about youk sexual orientatdan have + 
changed, to vhat.would you attribute €his chanqe? 

, r 

24. ~ a v e  you ever had suicidal ideas or-attempted suicide? 
If so, briefly describe vhat you believe to be contributing 
factors. 

25. How vould you characterize your relationship to alcohol 
and other drugs? 

. * 26. What are your feelings, -positive or negative, about 
homsexuality? Please explain. -.\ 
27. Hov would you characterize goursemotional and 
psychological statesat the present time? - 
28. In general, hov do you feel about yourself.? 



Reliuious 

29. Do you consider yourself to be religious? &If ,A, 
briefly describe. 

30. Does your sexual orientation present any conflicts with 
your religious beliefs? If so ,  how? 7 

Political 

31. Are you active in combatting disctimination 'against gay 
people? If so, please describe briefly. 

32. Which term do you prefer in reference to your sexual 
orientation, "gayw or nhornosexualH or some othek term? Why? 

\ 


