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ABSTRACT

A PRAGMATIC DEFINITION AND MEASURE OF SEXUAL ORIENTATION FOR

SOCIAL SCIENCE RESEARCH

PtfmlOHcy an .? .... ...
. ; SEPTEMBER 2003 Bm

JOHN H. BICKFORD, JR., B.A., SALEM STATE COLLEGE

M.S., UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS AMHERST

Ph.D., UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS AMHERST

Directed by: Professor Robert S. Feldman

As researchers in the social sciences increasingly become interested in gay and

lesbian issues and investigate questions pertaining to sexual orientation and

nonheterosexual populations, methodological and sociopolitical problems with the

conceptualization and measurement of sexual orientation must be addressed. Historical

problems with this construct include compelling arguments that an essentialist,

categorical conceptualization of sexual orientation is a sociopolitical artifact; that

unidimensional and single-domain models are insufficient to capture the complete range

(if possible sexual expressions: and that the category of bisexuality is often neglected.

Current measures of sexual orientation confound sexual orientation with sexual identity

or they are impractical to use and difficult to interpret. This dissertation reviews how

sexual orientation has been defined as a construct and measured for the purpose of

psychological research, while discussing the theoretical and methodological problems

that have emerged and proffering solutions to these problems. It proposes a conceptual

and operational definition of sexual orientation that incorporates these solutions to past

problems, providing a more theoretically sound and methodologically pragmatic
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approach to the study of sexual orientation issues. The Sexual Orientation Scale, a

multidimensional self-report measure of sexual orientation that follows directly from the

proposed model for defining that construct, is presented along with data establishing its

reliability and validity and recommendations for its future use.

The Sexual Orientation Scale comprises separate subscales for thoughts, feelings,

and behaviors within sexual and romantic domains. Each subscale comprises two

independent dimensions: androphilia (orientation to men) and gynophilia (orientation to

women). Subscales may be analyzed separately or combined into grosser measures. The

measure was designed to be temporally located in the present and to tap objective

frequencies of actual thoughts, feelings, and behaviors: it therefore assesses actual sexual

orientation independently of idealized sexual orientation or sexual identity.
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CHAPTER 1

»
' ' INTli8bljfctlON ^w***??!***

'

Interest in gay and lesbian issues has grown in recent times. Legislators in various

states are debating the necessity of extending marriage benefits to same sex couples while

simultaneously drafting new laws that provide specific protections to gay and lesbian

people from discrimination in housing and employment and from hate-crime attacks.

Employers large and small are becoming sensitive to the needs of their gay and lesbian

employees and are extending traditional spousal benefits to same-sex "domestic" couples.

Record numbers of gay and lesbian characters are appearing on television programs and

in films, and these portrayals of nonheterosexual characters have become much more

positive compared to similar portrayals from the past.

Psychological researchers have also become more aware of gay and lesbian

issues. Research on gay and lesbian concerns appears routinely in mainstream

psychological journals (e.g.. Ambady, Hallahan. and Conner, 1999; Bailey et al.. 1997;

Haslam. 1 997). Submissions of proposed research presentations on gay and lesbian issues

to the annual meeting of the American Psychological Association have risen dramatically

in recent years (C. Waldo, personal communication. May, 1998).

In the middle of this burgeoning interest in gay and lesbian issues in psychology

lies a roadblock: a number of researchers have identified theoretical and methodological

problems with the conceptualization and measurement of sexual orientation (Shively.

Jones, and De Cecco. 1984). These problems include the confusion of orientation with

identity (Cass. 1979; Plummer. 1 981 ; Richardson. 1984; Troiden, 1993). the lack of

precise or consistent definitions, operational definitions that are inconsistent with
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conceptual definitions, and failure to properly account for bisexual orientations and

identities (Chung and Katayama, 1996; Paul, 1984; Rothblum, 2000; Rust, 2000; Stein,

1999).

Bohan (1996) neatly summarizes the problem:

When we turn to the psychology literature regarding sexual orientation, we

discover work premised on the assumption that it is possible to create distinct

categories Yet it is apparent that this premise is indefensible; on the contrary,

the very meaning of sexual orientation is itself in question. In truth, the

difficulties of accurate assessment leave any research or theoretical project in this

area open to question, and comparability across projects is even more

problematic, (p. 30)

This paper reviews how sexual orientation has been defined as a construct and

measured for the purpose of psychological research, while discussing the theoretical and

methodological problems that have emerged and proffering solutions to these problems.

It concludes with a proposed conceptual and operational definition of sexual orientation

that incorporates these solutions to past problems, providing a more theoretically sound

and methodologically pragmatic approach to the study of sexual orientation issues.

Issues in Defining Sexual Orientation

Distinguishing Sexual Orientation from Sexual Identity

Sexual orientation and sexual identity are different constructs, despite their being

commonly confused by laypeople and social scientists alike. People may express same-

sex directed fantasies or behaviors without necessarily thinking of themselves as

"homosexual" (Bell and Weinberg. 1978; Berkey, Perelman-Hall, and Kurdek. 1990:
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Harrison. 1993; Kaplan and Rogers. 1985; Klein. Sepekoff. and Wolf. 1985; Paul. 1984;

Ross. 1985; Stein. 1999; Storms. 1980; Weinberg. 1978; see also Plummer. 1981). Most

theorists argue that a gay or lesbian identity is a soeial construction, bound by culturally

determined definitions, that people may or may not ascribe to themselves depending in

part on the meaning and importance they impute to such an identity. As Cass (1984)

neatly summarizes:

Homosexual identity, then, evolves out of a clustering of self-images which are

linked together by the individual's idiosyncratic understanding of what

characterizes someone as 'a homosexual/ This understanding develops out of an

integration of the individual's unique interpretation of socially prescribed notions

and self-developed formulations, (p. 1 10)

Sexual thoughts, feelings, and behaviors may therefore be incongruent with overt

identity (Bell and Weinberg. 1978: Plummer. 1981 : Weinberg. 1978). Identification as

non-heterosexual usually occurs following the awareness of some pattern of same-sex

directed thoughts, feelings, or behaviors, but not necessary immediately afterward

(Altman. 1993; Cass. 1978. Minton and McDonald. 1984; Troiden. 1993: see also

liliason. 1996 for a review). A developmental period occurs during which identity

gradually shifts toward non-heterosexuality; the duration of this period can vary

markedly and it can become arrested before completion (Gonsiorek and Rudolph. 1991;

Gonsiorek. Sell, and Weinrich. 1995). Particularly in the case of adolescents, people in

the early stages of developing a gay or lesbian identity may not fully realize their

nonheterosexual thoughts, feelings, and behaviors or they may rationalize them in ways

that allow them to maintain a heterosexual identity. These people might also be
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particularly reluctant to admit a nascent nonheterosexual identity, in fear of social

repercussions (Cain, 1991).

Several authors point out that sexual identification, especially for women, is not

merely a function of sexual attractions, but that it depends in part on affiliation with like-

minded others, the importance of convention, rejection of rigidly defined sex roles,

quality and context of early attractions, and political convictions (Baumrind. 1995;

Diamond and Savin-Williams. 2000; Golden. 1994; Gonsiorek. Sell, and Weinrich. 1995;

Rust. 2000). As Gonsiorek. Sell, and Weinrich (1995) conclude:

It can safely be assumed that there is no necessary relationship between a person's

sexual behavior and their self-identity unless both are individually assessed.

Whatever is measured will not be an exact fit to respondent self-definition, which

is laden with social, psychological, and political meanings, (p. 46)

Rothblum (2000) flatly states that "many more people engage in same-gender

sexual behavior than those who identify as lesbian, gay, or bisexual/* (p. 1%) After

re\ iewing three cases of men who sw itched from lifelong identification and practice of

heterosexuality to homosexual relationships after a same-sex seduction. Meijer (1993)

summed up the differentiation between sexual identity and sexual orientation as the

difference between "who I am" and "what I like." That is to say. a dormant potential to

establish sexual or romantic relationships w ith others of different sexes may belie one's

avowed sexual identity; therefore, the construct of interest when assessing a person's

sexual orientation is not the avowed identity but the underlying pattern of sexual and

romantic thoughts, feelings, and behaviors.
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Social Construction of Sexual Orientation

Perhaps the most fundamental controversy surrounding sexual orientation is

whether the construct is meaningful or not. Some have noted that other variables could be

just as important as biological sex for determining sexual attraction, such as race, hair

color, or social status (D. Bern, personal communication. May, 1998; S. Bern, 1993; D.

Kimmel, personal communication, 1998; Murphy. 1997; Rust, 2000; Stein. 1999). As

Rust (2000) points out:

Biological sex and gender are not the only characteristics that might be relevant to

sexuality Few heterosexuals are attracted to all members of the opposite

gender; nongender characteristics play a role in determining which members of

the other gender a given heterosexual will find attractive, (p. 209)

It may indeed be the case that some people's sexual attractions are primarily

organized around variables other than biological sex. such as race or status, and that such

people feel attracted to and prefer to affiliate with members of certain races or social

groups regardless of their sexes. Daryl Bern (1996) noted that perhaps biological sex

takes on particular importance in the sexual and romantic attractions of people who live

in a gender-polarized society, where sex-roles are clearly demarcated and the differences

between men and women thus become exaggerated. A focus on biological sex could

therefore be seen as culturally imposed rather than innate, which is the argument of social

constructionists.

The social constructionist view of sexual orientation holds that the very concept is

an arbitrary sociopolitical artifact (Foucault. 1978; Kitzinger. 1995: Mcintosh, 1968:

Minton and McDonald. 1984; Plummer. 1981; Richardson. 1984; Weeks. 1981 ).
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According to this argument, people were historically labeled "homosexual- or

^heterosexual- and placed in a social category that was loaded with cultural meaning.

Social constructionists argue that such labels create a false personification of these

orientations, a pervasive cultural belief that people of different orientations are as distinct

as people of different races. It is further argued that a host of stereotypes are attached to

these orientations and ascribed to people who are so labeled, such that the true diversity

of people within these groups is ignored. Fundamentally, social constructionists argue,

the sexual orientation construct is an artificial and arbitrary typology that imposes

categorizations on certain people that are based more on cultural biases than on any

reality. That is to say, what was once an unimportant variation ofhuman sexuality

became imbued with cultural meaning, such that a deviant social category was created to

label those who expressed this variation.

Social constructionists thus argue that the study of homosexuality per se is

misguided, as such a condition does not exist in reality. As Mcintosh (1968) argued in

her seminal article on the topic:

The failure of research to answer the question [of the etiology of homosexuality]

has not been due to any lack of scientific rigor or to any inadequacy of the

available evidence; it results rather from the fact that the wrong question has been

asked. One might as well try to trace the etiology of "committee-chairmanship" or

"Seventh-Day Adventism*' as of "homosexuality." (p. 183)

In their treatise on male sexuality. Kinsey. Pomeroy. and Martin (1948) neatly

summarized the social constructionist argument against essentialist sexual categorization:
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Males do not represent two discrete populations, heterosexual and homosexual.

The world is not to be divided into sheep and goats. Not all things are black nor

all things white. It is fundamental to taxonomy that nature rarely deals with

discrete categories. Only the human mind invents categories and tries to force

facts into separated pigeon-holes, (p. 639)

Current research supports the proposition that sexual orientation exists on a

continuum rather than as discrete categories (Haslam. 1996). a finding consistent with the

social constructionist position. No one argues, however, that sexual orientation does not

exist as a construct; rather, the position taken is that discrete categories of homosexuality,

heterosexuality, and even bisexuality are not inherently meaningful, and that a range of

sexual expressions exists along a continuum and in multiple domains (Haslam, 1996;

Ellis, Burke, and Ames, 1987; Klein, Sepekoff. and Wolf. 1985; McConaghy, 1987).

Thus, the social constructionist argument that sexual orientation categories are

meaningless is well taken in current research and theory on sexuality. Nevertheless, while

categories such as homosexual or heterosexual may be meaningless, it remains

meaningful to posit various individual orientations toward men or women when

considering patterns of sexual behaviors, fantasies, and emotions (Cass. 1979; De Cecco.

1982; Haslam. 1996; Klein. Sepekoff. and Wolf. 1985; Shively and De Cecco. 1977;

Suppc. 1 984). As Haslam ( 1 996) argued and demonstrated, an underlying disposition for

sexual orientation may be continuous yet expressed discretely in different domains such

as sexual behaviors or sexual cognitions. In response to these observations, theorists have

turned their attention toward richer multidimensional models of sexual orientation that
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take into account patterns of thoughts, feelings, and behaviors directed at different sex

objects.

Dimensionality of Sexual Orientation

Dichotomous model.

The traditional and popular view of sexual orientation div ides people into two

discrete, mutually exclusive categories—heterosexual and homosexual (Richardson,

1984: Shively. Jones, and De Cecco. 1984; Stein. 1999). Certain problems with this

model have been noted. Under this approach, a person may be heterosexual or

homosexual, but not both. The possibility that individuals may possess both heterosexual

and homosexual qualities is not acknowledged. As previously discussed, social

constructionists have critiqued such categorization of people as an artifact of history and

culture rather than a reflection of the reality of people's actual sexual thoughts, feelings,

and behaviors (Foucault. 1978; Kitzinger. 1995; Mcintosh. 1968: Plummer. 1981;

Richardson, 1984; Weeks. 1981).

Psychological researchers have also noted the same problem with this concept of

sexuality as a dichotomous state of being, pointing out that plentiful exceptions exist:

people do not fall neatly into one category or the other (Kinsey. Pomeroy, and Martin,

1948; MacDonald. 1983; Stein. 1999). People may express a range of sexual attractions

and behaviors that are inconsistent with either label, and could only be described as

bisexual (MacDonald, 1983). Bisexuality therefore needs to be recognized as at least a

third category, but even such a trichotomous characterization is insufficient to capture the

full range of possible sexual expressions (Bell and Weinberg. 1978: Bohan. 1996: De

Cecco. 1982; Ellis. Burke, and Ames. 1987; Kinsey. Pomeroy. and Martin, 1948:
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Haslam, 1997; Shively. Rudolph, and De Cecco, 1978). A better model of sexual

orientation would, therefore, require at least a continuous bipolar scale.

Unidimensional model.

Kinsey and colleagues (Kinsey, Pomeroy. and Martin. 1948; Kinsey, Pomeroy.

Martin, and Gebhard, 1953) were the first to introduce the notion of sexuality as a

continuous, bipolar dimension. Based upon extensive interviews with thousands of

subjects, Kinsey determined that self-reported sexual orientation could not be described

using discrete categories as well as it could by a seven-point continuum ranging from

exclusively heterosexual through equally heterosexual and homosexual to exclusively

homosexual. This model of sexual orientation allows for a wider variety of sexual

expressions than does a dichotomous or trichotomous discrete category model,

accommodating sexual thoughts, feelings, and behaviors that fall between the two

extremes of exclusively opposite-sex oriented and exclusively same-sex oriented. The

notion of bisexuality could thus be captured and described, and not just as a discrete

category equally blending homosexuality and heterosexuality. but as a continuity of

variable proportions of those two extremes.

A limitation of this bipolar view of sexual orientation, however, is that it

constitutes a hydraulic unidimensional model under which increasing homosexuality

necessarily implies decreasing heterosexuality. Under this conception, the possibility is

still not acknowledged that individuals may simultaneously express complete

heterosexual ity and complete homosexuality, or various combinations of the two. or even

asexuality. This is the primary argument cited by theorists who espouse a

multidimensional model of sexual orientation (Bohan, 1996; Stein. 1999).
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Multidimensional model.

While the bipolar model of sexual orientation advanced by Kinsey and colleagues

was instrumental in challenging the traditional view of sexual orientation as dichotomous

and discrete, certain important criticisms of Kinsey 's model have since been advanced.

Snivel} and De Cecco (1977) and Storms (1979, 1980, 1981 ) agreed with Kinsev that a

continuum was favorable to a dichotomy, but they were the first to suggest that any

unidimensional model such as Kinsey's was too limited to describe the full range of

possible sexual expressions. These authors were influenced by parallel arguments

proffered by Sandra Bern (1974. 1977) and Janet Spence (Spence, Helmreich, and Stapp.

1975) against the traditional unidimensional model of psychological sex role (masculinity

and femininity).

Sandra Bern (1974. 1977) and Spence. Helmreich. and Stapp (1975) argued that a

hydraulic, unidimensional model of psychological sex role was insufficient to describe

the full range of sex-role expressions because of the implicit assumption that movement

toward one end of the continuum (e.g.. increasing masculinity) necessarily entailed

movement away from the other end (e.g.. decreasing femininity). These researchers

proposed an alternate model of psychological sex role that instantiated psy chological

masculinity and femininity as independent, orthogonal dimensions. Under this model,

either dimension (masculinity or femininity) was free to van from low to high

independently of the other. Thus, any given individual could be low on one dimension

but high on the other, or low on both dimensions, or high on both dimensions. The

hydraulic, unidimensional model would only allow for the first variation and was

insufficient to properly differentiate between the latter two.
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Shively and De Cecco (1977) and Storms (1979, 1980, 1981) applied this same

reasoning to the construct of sexual orientation. They argued that a hydraulic,

unidimensional model of sexual orientation such as Kinsey's presupposes that high levels

of heterosexuality entail low levels of homosexuality, and vice-versa. Under such a

model, people high on both heterosexuality and homosexuality (strongly attracted to both

sexes) and people low on both heterosexuality and homosexuality (weakly attracted to

both sexes) are not differentiated. Furthermore, people with no particular sexual

attraction at all (asexuality) could not be described on such a unidimensional model, or

would be placed at the midpoint of the scale, confounding bisexuality with asexuality

(Stein. 1999).

Shively and De Cecco ( 1 977). Storms ( 1 979. 1 980. 1 98 1 ). and subsequent

theorists (Berkey, Perelman-Hall. and Kurdek. 1990; Chung and Katayama. 1996:

Coleman. 1987; Gonsiorek, Sell, and Weinrich, 1995; Harrison. 1993; Klein. Sepekoff,

and Wolf. 1985: Suppe. 1984) strongly advocate for a multidimensional model of sexual

orientation in which heterosexuality and homosexuality are construed as two independent

dimensions. Under this model, the homosexuality dimension indicates the degree of

same-sex attraction only, while the heterosexual dimension indicates the degree of

opposite-sex attraction only. These dimensions thus form a two-dimensional map of

sexual orientation, allowing for a variety of possible expressions. At one extreme is

combined low heterosexuality and low homosexuality, representing asexual people. At

the other extreme is combined high heterosexuality and high homosexuality, representing

bisexuality in which attraction for each sex is equal and strong. Between these extremes

lie various combinations of heterosexuality and homosexuality, allowing for individuals
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lo be high on one dimension and low on the other, or high on one and moderate on the

other, moderate on both, and so on.

Storms (1980) compared the unidimensional and multidimensional models by

comparing both same-sex and opposite-sex erotic fantasies for groups of self-identified

heterosexual, bisexual, and homosexual men and women. He found that the self-

identified bisexual group (both men and women) had heteroerotic fantasies that were

equally as strong as the self-identified heterosexual group, and that the bisexuals'

homoerotic fantasies were equally as strong as those of the self-identified homosexual

group. These findings that bisexual people scored high on both homoerotic and

heteroerotic fantasy are more consistent with a two-dimensional model than with a one-

dimcrnsional model, as the latter would have predicted the bisexual group showing less

homoerotic fantasy than homosexuals and less heteroerotic fantasy than heterosexuals

(that is. falling between the two extremes).

Domain of Sexual Orientation

Affect, behavior, and cognition.

A heretofore unaddressed but critical concern in the definition and assessment of

sexual orientation is the domain of interest. Beginning with the work of Kinsey and his

associates (Kinsey. Pomeroy. and Martin. 1948) researchers have acknowledged that

sexual orientation involves more than just overt sexual behavior. Analogies are

commonly drawn between sexual orientation and handedness (Hamill. 1995 ). and such an

analogy helps clarify the importance of domain specificity.

If one defines handedness with a narrow degree of specificity—for example, as

the hand one uses with which to write—the definition and measurement of handedness
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appear unambiguous. Such apparent clarity is, however, partly an artifact of the narrowly

defined domain. One could broaden the definition of handedness to include multiple

domains, such as the hand one uses with which to write, eat. hold a telephone receiver,

catch a ball, fret a guitar, and scratch an itch. Under such a broader definition,

handedness is no longer quite so unambiguous. Some people may favor one hand over

the other in all of these domains, and may still unambiguously and meaningfully be

classified as right-handed or left-handed. However, many people will not favor one hand

over the other consistently across all these domains, or perhaps even within particular

domains. These people might write with the left hand but eat with the right, or they might

eat and write with the left hand but not favor either hand for catching balls. In these

cases, it becomes less clear how to categorize handedness. Does one average across

domains? If so. what is the utility of a global handedness construct that is inaccurate at

predicting which hand will be used in a particular domain? It seems more reasonable to

define handedness in a domain-specific manner, specifying the activity for which one

hand is favored over the other.

In a similar fashion, it is important to specify the domain of interest when

addressing sexual orientation. Unfortunately, conceptual and operational definitions of

sexual orientation in the literature are often inconsistent or unspecified (C hung and

Katayama. 1996; De Cecco. 1982; De Cecco and Shively. 1984; Shively, Jones, and De

Cecco, 1 984). For example, some investigators define and measure sexual orientation

according to overt sexual behavior (e.g., Kinsey. Pomeroy. and Martin, 1948). while

others define and measure it according to cognitions such as erotic fantasies (Storms.

1 980). while still others use a definition and measurement that taps affect, such as arousal
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in response to erotic stimuli (e.g., Freund. 1974). This is not a trivial issue; the domain of

specificity for defining and measuring sexual orientation will determine how people are

categorized, and these different categorizations are not necessarily consistent (Bell and

Weinberg, 1978; Bohan. 1996; Gonsiorek, Sell, and Weinrich. 1995; Klein. Sepekoff,

and Wolf, 1986; LeVay, 1996; Stein, 1999).

Some hypothetical scenarios help to illustrate the problem:

1
.

Person A is a male prisoner who only had sexual relations with women before

becoming imprisoned. In prison, he has sexual relations with other male prisoners,

but continues to erotically fantasize about women. Once released from prison, he

resumes exclusive sexual activity with women.

2. Person B is a Catholic priest. He has taken a vow of celibacy, and has no sexual

contact with either men or women. He erotically fantasizes about men

exclusively, but does not act on these fantasies. He becomes aroused when

viewing pornography depicting nude men only.

3. Person C is a woman who is married to a man. She has sexual relations with her

husband and erotically fantasizes exclusively about men. She works in the

pornography industry, and her job requires her on occasion to have sexual

relations with women, which she does.

4. Person D is a teenaged man who becomes erotically aroused in the presence of

naked males in the school locker room. He has a female partner with whom he

engages in sexual relations, and his erotic fantasies include only women.

It should be clear from these scenarios that different definitions and measures of

sexual orientation that favor one domain over another—affect, behavior, or cognition-
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will categorize each of these hypothetical individuals in different ways. Persons A and C

might be categorized as bisexual or even as homosexual by a strict behavioral definition,

although a cognitive definition would unambiguously characterize them as heterosexual.

A behavioral definition would not provide any insight at all into person B's sexual

orientation, except perhaps to classify him as asexual. Nevertheless, a cognitive or

affective definition would classify him unambiguously as homosexual. Person D would

be categorized as heterosexual by a behavioral or cognitive definition, but as bisexual by

an affective definition.

Thus the domain of specificity is a critical concern when defining and measuring

sexual orientation, and all three domains of affect, behavior, and cognition must be

included in any meaningful definition and measure if one is to accurately describe the full

range of possible sexual expressions, as these may not be congruent (Plummer. 1981 ). It

is only by so doing that the classification of bisexuality can become meaningful

(MacDonald. 1983; Rust. 1996. 2000). Without domain specificity, it is impossible to

differentiate "bisexuals" who have erotic thoughts, feelings, and behaviors directed at

both sexes equally from "bisexuals" who have erotic thoughts and feelings directed at

one gender but erotic behaviors directed at the other. Neither of these "bisexuals" could

be differentiated from another who has erotic feelings for both genders, but fantasies for

only one and behaviors directed at only the other, and so on.

In other words, a lack of domain specificity creates a problem with the

meaningfulness of bisexuality, in that it is merely a catchall term for the various

combinations of affect, cognitions, and behaviors that are not consistently directed at one

gender or the other. These people so-labeled as bisexual together may indeed have very
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little in common, would express sexuality in very different ways, and some (such as the

persons described in the above scenarios) might more meaningfully be considered as

having some other orientation—heterosexual or homosexual.

As several researchers have noted, the domain of behavior can be particularly

problematic as various social, moral, financial, and other considerations might precipitate

behavior that is not consistent with one's erotic affective and cognitive predilections (as

with Persons A, B, and C in the above scenarios; Berkey, Perelman-Hall, and Kurdek.

1990; Diamond, 2000; Kaplan and Rogers, 1985; Klein. Sepekoff, and Wolf, 1985; Paul.

1984; Ross, 1985; Stein, 1999; Storms. 1980). Several investigators have demonstrated

that people engage in sexual behavior that is not consistent with their sexual attractions

(Chapman and Brannock. 1987; Diamond, 2000; Diamond and Savin-Williams, 2000;

Rothblum, 2000; Rust. 1982). especially adolescents (Kitzinger and Wilkinson. 1995;

Savin-Williams. 1998). A proper conceptual and operational definition of sexual

orientation, then, must comprise all three of these domains in order to assess what is truly

occurring with each individual's pattern of sexual expressions. Only when affect,

behavior, and cognition are teased apart and considered separately as well as jointly can a

rich, meaningful understanding of various bisexualities be obtained (Berkey. Perelman-

Hall, and Kurdek. 1990; Fox, 1995; Klein, Sepekoff. and Wolf, 1985; Paul, 1984).

As Rothblum (2000) neatly summarizes:

Sexual orientation is viewed as diverse, with each individual having a unique

template of erotic and affect ional identity, behavior, fantasies, relationships

(including relationship status), and emotional attachments. . . . These components
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can be (and often are) incongruous, so there is no simple relationship among

behavior, identity, and desire, (p. 196)

Diamond and Savin-Williams (2000) put a fine point on the issue: "We advocate

replacing traditional identity labels with descriptive data on women's actual feelings and

behaviors in different circumstances" (p. 303).

Sex and romance.

An important concern regarding the definition of sexual orientation is whether the

construct refers only to sexual attractions or if it includes romantic or companionate

attractions as well. Many people implicitly think of sexual-type attractions only when

they think of sexual orientation (Bohan. 1996). yet most theorists include elements of

relationship-seeking, romantic- or affiliative-type attractions in their definitions. Just as a

heterosexual orientation and identification predicts not just the gender of sexual partners

and attractions but also the gender of romantic relationship partners, so too should other

expressions of sexual orientation. For example, De Cecco (1981) defines sexual

orientations as "the individual* s physical sexual activity with, interpersonal affection for,

and erotic fantasies about members of the same or opposite biological sex." (p. 61).

Gonsiorek, Sell, and Weinrich (1995) argue that:

The original Kinsey continuum readings used composite scores of sexual

behaviors and fantasy to arrive at the ratings. It may be the case that a third aspect

i^ aiso important: affection, as opposed to sexual, orientation. This aspect refers to

the sex with whom an individual prefers to relate on an affectional. intimate, or

friendship-based level as opposed to sexual behavior or sexual fantasy level. As

these three aspects may not be congruent, it may be useful to rate individuals
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separately on the three aspects of sexual behavior, sexual fantasy, and affectional

orientation, (p. 45)

These authors clearly believe that romantic attractions in addition to sexual

thoughts and sexual behaviors help constitute the construct of sexual orientation. They

also argue in a rudimentary fashion for a multiple-domain approach. They specify the

importance of sexual behavior as distinct from sexual fantasy, drawing the distinction

between behavior and cognition.

In their analysis of definitions of sexual orientation used in 228 different

published studies, Shively, Jones, and De Cecco (1984) concluded that:

The single, constant attribute of the concepts of sexual orientation and sexual

identity is the biological sex of partners in sexual relationships. Both concepts.

therefore, imply relationships some [researchers] conceived relationships as

•physical' and "erotic," while others saw them as •romantic,' 'affectional,' and

'affiliative.' (p. 134)
, , ^MMt^gt^9mmt^^

Many other theorists include some element of romantic- or companionate-type

attractions in their definitions of sexual orientation (Berkey, Perelman-Hall, and Kurdek,

1990; De Cecco and Shively, 1984; Gonsiorek and Weinrich, 1991; Klein, Sepekoff. and

Wolf. 1985; Money. 1988; Suppe. 1984). As Peplau and Garnets (2000; see also Peplau.

2001 ) argue in their review of women's sexuality:

For many contemporary women, sexuality and sexual orientation are closely

linked to intimate relationships. . . . Sexual orientation is not merely about sex,

but more broadly about personal relationships. ... In summary, an adequate view

18



of women's sexuality and sexual orientation will require a shift away from

focusing on sexual behavior toward studying erotic relationships.

It therefore seems necessary that a proper definition of sexual orientation should

address both sexuai attractions and romantic attractions across affective, behavioral, and

cognitive domains. Thus, following from the recommendations of numerous theorists, a

complete model of sexual orientation would describe heterosexuality and homosexuality

on independent dimensions within six subdomains: sexual affect, sexual behavior, sexual

cognition, romantic affect, romantic behavior, and romantic cognition.

Androphilia and Gynophilia

Current conceptions of sexual orientation make reference to both the gender of the

individual and the gender of the individual's preferred sexual partner. That is. the terms

heterosexual and homosexual do not reference the absolute gender (male or female) of

one's preferred sexual partner, but whether the gender of that partner is the same as or

different from one's own gender. This usage is objectionable on two grounds, one

sociopolitical and the other theoretical.

A common argument among so-called queer theorists (e.g., Foucault. 1978) is that

the sociopolitical problem with the usage of the terms heterosexual and homosexual

involves the implicit reinforcement of heteronormative hegemony. The characterization

of people as same-sex attracted or opposite-sex attracted rather than attracted to women

or attracted to men emphasizes the difference between heterosexual people and

nonheterosexual "sexual minorities." Under this usage, lesbians and gay men are lumped

together as homosexuals, even though these two groups share in common neither their

own genders nor the genders of the people to whom they are sexually attracted. The same
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problem exists for the disparate genders represented as heterosexual—the category

actually puts together people who have little in common. Insofar as the sexual orientation

construct refers to the gender of one's preferred sexual partner, this scheme actually

produces sexual orientation categories within which people express different sexual

orientations (that is. some are oriented to men and others to women). The only apparent

justification for this usage is the bias by which opposite-gendered pairings are held to be

normative while same-sex pairings are held to be deviant.

The theoretical problem with the usage of the terms heterosexual and homosexual

involves the possibilities that an individual's sex may be ambiguous or changeable

(Freimuth and Hornstein. 1982; Lorber. 1996; Rothblum, 2000; Rust. 2000). As Stein

( 1 999) argues, a number of intersexual categories exist under which people have

ambiguous phenotypic expressions of sex. ambiguous genotypic expressions of sex. or

incongruence between the genotypic and phenotypic expressions of sex. For example,

hermaphrodites and pseudohermaphrodites possess ambiguous genitalia, as do some

people who underwent fetal development under certain atypical hormonal conditions.

Other people possess atypical configurations of the 23
rd

(sex ) chromosomes, such as X,

XXY, XYY. XXYY. XXXY. or XXXXY, complicating the distinction of sex by

chromosomal configuration alone. Still other people are genotypically male yet

phenotypically female, a condition that arises when receptor sites for androgenic

hormones do not function properly during fetal development. Finally, many

transgendered people undergo sexual-reassignment surgery to acquire the external

genitalia and physical appearance of the opposite sex.
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Given these potential difficulties with defining and ascertaining an individual's

sex. it seems imprudent to define sexual orientation in terms relative to one's own sex.

Doing so creates the awkward circumstance of implying that people with ambiguous

sexual characteristics also possess ambiguous sexual orientations, even when they display

completely consistent sexual and romantic thoughts, feelings, and behaviors directed at

one particular gender. What is worse, defining sexual orientation in terms of one's own

sex implies that transgendered people who undergo sexual reassignment also experience

a concomitant reassignment of sexual orientation; such a notion seems absurd on its face.

Surgery to change one's outward appearance should not be taken to effect a complete

reversal of a presumably intrinsic and stable psychological characteristic such as sexual

orientation. Referring to one's own gender when specifying sexual orientation thus seems

only to confuse matters, and such practice is furthermore unnecessary (Rothblum. 2000).

The variable of interest regarding this construct is the target of sexual and romantic

thoughts, feelings, and behaviors; it is completely meaningful to describe a person's

pattern of attractions toward men and women within each of these domains without

necessarily stipulating that person's own sex.

A more consistent and scientifically tenable conception of sexual orientation

would therefore ignore the gender of the individual and focus solely on the gender of the

individual's preferred sexual partner. That is, people would be categorized solely on the

basis of whether they are androphilic (attracted to men) or gynophilic (attracted to

women). Such a usage maintains the essence of the sexual orientation construct while

creating orientation categories that do in fact have common orientations. The androphilic

category would include heterosexual women and gay men. while the gynophilic category
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would include heterosexual men and lesbians. Bisexual people of both genders would be

categorized as having degrees of both androphilia and gynophilia.

A Better Measure

A proper measure of sexual orientation would follow directly from and be

consistent with the proper conceptual definition of that construct. Such a measure

therefore needs to be multidimensional, assessing androphilia and gynophilia on

independent continua. It needs to tap the six subdomains of sexual affect, sexual

behavior, sexual cognition, romantic affect, romantic behavior, and romantic cognition,

and it needs to do so on independent scales.

For pragmatic reasons, a simple self-report questionnaire employing Likert-type

scales would be ideal. Such a measure should comprise multi-item subscales that tap each

of the above subdomains. Questions would address specific instances of affect, behavior,

and cognition rather than sexual identity, thereby minimizing the conflation of orientation

and identity. Such objective questions would also be less likely to induce a social

desirability bias in people who might otherwise falsely represent their sexual identities

(such as closeted gay men or lesbians who fear being "outed"). Questions would not refer

to "same sex" or "opposite-sex" people—a practice that might exacerbate socially

desirable responding or not be meaningful to people with ambiguous sexual

characteristics—but instead would refer simply to affect, behaviors, and cognitions

directed at men and directed at women. The respective responses for each gender would

indicate degree of androphilia and gynophilia within each subdomain subscale. A simple

assessment of the respondent's gender would suffice to determine which scale indicates

opposite-sex attraction (heterosexuality) and which indicates same-sex attraction
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(homosexuality). Such a measure therefore has the added advantage that a single form

may be used for both genders while still minimizing the respondent's reactivity to

apparent sexual-identity assessment.

Respondents would therefore be assessed on two dimensions—androphilia and

gynophilia—within each of the six subdomains of sexual and romantic affect, behaviors,

and cognitions. A full picture of each respondent's range of sexual expressions is thus

obtained, allowing researchers to make fine distinctions between different patterns of

expression. People who express high same-sex attraction only within all subdomains

could be selected out and compared to people who express high opposite-sex attraction

only within all subdomains. Comparisons could further be made among people whose

attractions are not consistently directed toward one or the other gender across

subdomains, people who are consistently attracted to both genders across all subdomains,

people who only express behaviors that are inconsistent with affect and cogntions. and so

forth. That is. rigorous operational definitions of homosexuality and heterosexuality

become possible without the pervasive problem of including bisexual people as

homosexual (MacDonald. 1983), and important distinctions may be made between

different types of bisexualities. to better understand the nature of this diverse group.

Researchers using such a measure to assess sexual orientation would have the

flexibility to conceptually and operationally define the construct in ways that are most

consistent with their research goals. For example, researchers interested in sexual identity

development may wish to distinguish several sexual orientation categories—purely

heterosexual, purely homosexual, and various patterns of bisexuality—in order to

determine who develops particular sexual identities and why. Other researchers may wish
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to limit their definitions to one or more particular subdomains. For example, researchers

investigating the efficacy of safer-sex campaigns for changing the behaviors of people

who engage in same-sex contact would be most interested in the sexual behaviors

subdomain and might consider the others irrelevant (LeVay, 1996). On the other hand,

researchers investigating stability of same-sex romantic relationships would place

primary importance on the romantic behavior subdomain. possibly including the other

romantic subdomains if it seems the research question warrants such assessment. In other

words, researchers would have the flexibility to define sexual orientation in ways that

make most sense given their specific research questions. By using the same measure

consistently, researchers could help ensure comparability across samples while specifying

to a high degree of precision how their sexual-orientation groups were actually

determined; such definitional rigor has been lacking in the gay and lesbian literature

(Patterson, 1995). Rather than relying on assumed orientations by virtue of recruitment

method (such as assuming that nearly all members of a general undergraduate subject

pool will be heterosexual), researchers would have a simple and consistent method for

verifying those orientations precisely and without confounding such verifications with

sexual identity. Therefore, researchers who claim to be investigating sexual orientation

could specify exactly what they mean by that construct and demonstrate that they

assessed orientation in a manner that is consistent with that definition.

Such a measure would also have the added advantage of ease of interpretability.

Affect, behavior, and cognition are standard areas of inquiry in psychology. Androphilia

and gy nophilia are simple concepts, uncomplicated by questions of the respondent's

gender. They can easily be redefined as heterosexuality and homosexuality if researchers
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favor those concepts simply by assessing the respondent's gender. Researchers may

choose to retain the rich, two-dimensional structure of the measure, or they may elect to

collapse it by obtaining difference scores to revert to a more traditional, tridimensional

measure ifthe research question warrants such an approach. Again, the design of such a

measure facilitates maximal flexibility to accommodate a variety of research purposes.

Comparison to Other Measures

Measurement of sexual orientation in social science research has been

problematic (Chung and Katayama, 1996). Indeed, according to one review of 228

studies on homosexuality between 1974 and 1984. in over eighty percent of these studies

sexual orientation was not assessed at all but merely assumed (Shively, Jones, and De

Cecco, 1984). Murphy (1997) points out the historical failings in the quest for a reliable

and valid measure of sexual orientation. As he discusses, most early methods relied upon

sociocultural stereotypes. For example. Ellis's (1908) controversial treatise on sexual

"inverts" presents case studies and clinical observations in support for his assertions that

homosexual orientation is characterized by such traits as hairiness (especially of the legs I,

"infantilism" (youthful appearance, childlike face), proneness to masturbation, artistic

aptitude and vanity in men. and athleticism in women. The U. S. military, motivated b)

policies that excluded homosexual people from military service, initially relied upon such

stereotype-based indications to little success, and has since turned to overt actions or

declarations of a homosexual identity as a litmus test for assessing sexuality (Murph\

.

1997).

25



Self-identification.

Most scientific research to the present day relies upon declarations of identity,

whether by asking subjects to choose an orientation label or rate themselves on a Kinsey

scale, or by seeking out samples from gay organizations (Chung and Katayama, 1996; De

Cecco, 1982; Plummer. 1981b; Rothblum, 2000). A review of all empirical studies using

nonheterosexual participants appearing in the Journal ofHomosexuality between 1974

and 1993 revealed that self-identification was the most commonly used assessment of

sexual orientation (used in 33% of the studies), followed by no clear assessment (in 31%

of the studies; Chung and Katayama, 1996). Numerous authors have noted the problems

inherent in using self-identification: people do not necessarily disclose their

nonheterosexual identities easily, and more importantly, they may not possess an identity

that is congruent with their actual sexual or romantic thoughts, feelings, and behaviors

(Bell and Weinberg, 1978; Cass. 1984; Gonsiorek, Sell, and Weinrich, 1995; Shively and

De Cecco. 1977; see also Chung and Katayama. 1996. for a discussion). As already

discussed, questions remain as to whether sexual orientation can be adequately

represented by a categorical scale or even a unidimensional continuous scale. More

fundamentally, sexual identity is not the same construct as sexual orientation; any sexual-

orientation measure that taps self-identification therefore measures the wrong construct.

Plethysmyography.

Freund (1974) invented a device he called a plethysmyograph that directly

assessed sexual arousal by mechanically measuring the engorgement of subjects*

genitalia in response to erotic photographs of either men or women. While this procedure

has been show n to be reliable (for a review, see Weinrich, 1987). some concerns remain
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about its utility. As Weinrich (1987) points out. the procedure may be defeated by

recalcitrant subjects who produce their own erotic fantasies rather than responding to the

photographs, it further can only be performed on subjects willing to view erotic images,

and is only reliable for subjects who produce normal physiological responses to erotic

stimulation (e.g., it would not work on impotent men). Strong emotional reactance to

one's own nonheterosexual feelings might interfere with the physiological reaction

measured by the plethysmyograph, and the device further only measures the sexual

component of sexual orientation—not the romantic component. Finally, this procedure is

more than minimally intrusive as well as impractical for use on a large number of

subjects, and it has raised some ethical concerns. Not surprisingly, plethysmyography is

not a commonly used technique.

The Klein Sexual Orientation Grid (Klein. Sepekoff, and Wolf. 1985).

The Klein Sexual Orientation Grid (KSOG; Klein, Sepekoff. and Wolf. 1985) was

developed to provide a measure of sexual orientation that was both continuous and

multidimensional. The KSOG was intended to capture a •'dynamic, multi-variable

process" (p. 38); that is, the instrument measures sexual orientation across time and

within seven domains: attraction, behavior, fantasy, social preference, emotional

preference, self-identification, and lifestyle. Subjects respond to each of the seven domain

variables using a 7-point likert-type scale anchored Other sex only and Same sex only.

Items are arranged into a 3 x 7 grid, such that each item is answered in three ways:

considering the subject's past, considering the subject's present state, and considering the

subject's ideal state. Responses are not combined, as the goal is to obtain a rich picture of

subjects* sexual orientation within specific domains and across time.
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The KSOG is the first published measure that attempted to systematically assess

sexual orientation as both a continuous and multidimensional construct. While the

approach is a welcome one, the measure itself raises a number of concerns. First, Klein et

al. provide no rationale for their choice of domains. Sexual attraction appears to tap

sexual affect, sexual behavior and social preference appear to tap sexual behavior, and

sexual fantasies appears to tap sexual cognition. Self-identification appears to tap

identity. It is not clear what emotional preference or lifestyle tap. Furthermore, no actual

question items are used, and subjects are given minimal guidance for the interpretation of

these variable labels. There is no way to know what meaning a given subject imputes to

each label, especially in the case of particularly vague labels. For example, what exactly

is lifestyle, and how does that differ from the other domains? The only guideline

expressed to subjects is that gay lifestyle means preferring to spend time with gay people.

Does that include time spent engaging in nonheterosexual sexual behaviors? Does a

subject with a gay roommate therefore have a gay 'iifestyle^? What is emotional

preference? The measure describes it as who you "love or like" or feel "emotionally

close" to. Does this domain therefore tap romantic feelings, or perhaps romantic

thoughts, feelings, and behaviors taken together? Does it include elements of sexual

thoughts, feelings or behaviors? Klein et al. do not adequately define these constructs for

other researchers using their measure any more than they do for the subjects responding

to the items. Furthermore, as each domain is effectively assessed with a single-item

measure (and. as discussed, the items themselves are vague and subject to interpretation),

important questions of reliability and validity of the subscales cannot be addressed.
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The KSOG has been critiqued on other grounds as well. The time dimension is

particularly problematic (Chung and Katayama, 1996). There is no way to Know how

subjects interpret the request to address their past. Do they think about anytime before

last year ("present** is defined as the preceding year), or do they think back to a time

before they became sexually active? Some subjects may interpret this request as asking

whether their sexual orientation changed at any point; they may therefore respond by

thinking of a time before they discovered any nonheterosexual thoughts, feelings, or

behaviors. Such responses are not necessarily relevant to subjects' current orientations,

which may have remained fixed for many years after that point. Other subjects may

disregard early presumptions of heteronormativity as a period of sexual confusion or

immaturity that does not represent their true orientations, and they may therefore restrict

their retrospective report to the time period after they developed nonheterosexual

thoughts, feelings, and behaviors. In other words, it is impossible to know what exactly

the past orientation subscales are measuring: they may either tap into the normal period

of nonheterosexual discovery or they may reflect fluidity in developed adult orientations,

depending on the subjects* interpretations of the question.

The ideal orientation dimension is even more problematic. Chung and Katayama

(1996) argue that we do not know whose ideal is being considered. Subjects may well

consider the considerable stigma attached to a nonheterosexual orientation, and therefore

respond that ideally they would be heterosexual in order to conform to cultural

proscriptions. Yet such a response is not necessarily diagnostic of subjects* subjective

well-being nor of the developmental direction of their sexual orientations. Rather, it is

merely a reasonable response to their awareness of a stigmatized identity and the reality
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of managing that stigma in the face of hostility. Subjects' responses to the ideal

orientation subscale therefore seem to be not so much diagnostic of themselves as they

are diagnostic of their culture. Klein et al. provide no insight into how this subscale

should be interpreted or why it was even included in their measure.

Present Study

A measure of sexual orientation that is consistent with the above criteria was

developed for use in social science research. The purpose of the present study was to

refine the construction of this Sexual Orientation Scale and assess its reliability and

validity.
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CHAPTER 2

METHOD

Participants

Because the Sexual Orientation Scale contains personal questions that participants

may have felt uncomfortable answering in the presence of others, this study was

conducted by mail. A questionnaire containing the Sexual Orientation Scale and other

measures was mailed to participants who previously volunteered to complete it.

Undergraduates enrolled in psychology classes at the University of Massachusetts were

recruited for participation through in-class announcements, posted announcements, and

telephone requests. Four hundred nineteen undergraduates (184 men, 235 women) agreed

to receive the mailed questionnaire. To ensure adequate representation of a broad range

of sexual orientations, additional participants were recruited from the readership of an

electronic-mail newsletter distributed by the Stonewall Center, the University of

Massachusetts' support center for gay. lesbian, and bisexual students. Forty-two readers

of this newsletter ( 1 5 men. 27 women) also agreed to receive the mailed questionnaire.

Of the 461 participants who were mailed the questionnaire. 360 (146 men. 214

women) completed and returned it. Response rates were therefore 73.4% for men and

8 1 .7% for women (78. 1% combined).

Participants* mean age was 20.9 years (SD = 4.34). Of the 91.0 % of participants

who indicated their ethnicity. 81.7% were White. 7.1% Asian. 5.6% Hispanic. 2.5%

African American, and 3.1% of other ethnicities (including multiracial).
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Measures

Participants were mailed a questionnaire containing the Sexual Orientation Scale

along with other measures and several demographic questions. Preaddressed and postage-

paid reply envelopes were included in this mailing.

Sexual Orientation Scale

The items on the Sexual Orientation Scale were generated to tap thoughts,

feelings, and behaviors independently within sexual and companionate domains, yielding

six subscales (sexual thoughts, romantic thoughts, sexual feelings, romantic feelings,

sexual behaviors, and romantic behaviors). The form of the scale was discussed with a

lab group of research assistants who judged the items for clarity and ease of completion,

as well as whether they fit their intended subscales.

Items were worded to avoid temporal ambiguity; whenever possible, the present

tense was used to indicate the present as the temporal frame of reference.

The form of the Sexual Orientation Scale was revised once in light of the

feedback from these undergraduates, and again in response to feedback from four faculty

advisors. The revised measure contained 66 items total, with 9 sexual thoughts items. 12

sexual feelings items. 9 sexual behavior items, 14 romantic thoughts items, 13 romantic

feelings items, and 9 romantic behavior items. Participants respond to this measure using

a 7-point Likert-type scale, providing two responses for each item: one considering a man

as the target (androphilia). and one considering a woman as the target (gynophilia). See

Appendix A for a list of Sexual Orientation Scale items and instructions to participants.
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Kinsey Scale

Because it is historically the most commonly used measure of sexual orientation,

the Kinsey Scale was included in the questionnaire for comparison to the Sexual

Orientation Scale. The Kinsey Scale assesses sexual identity on a single-item, 7-point

Likert-type scale anchored completely homosexual and completely heterosexual with the

label bisexual at the midpoint.

Bern Sex Role Inventory

To demonstrate discriminant validity of the Sexual Orientation Scale, the

questionnaire included the Bern Sex Role Inventory (BSRI; Bern, 1974). a self-report

measure of psychological sex role that categorizes people on independent masculinity

and femininity dimensions. On this measure, participants indicate how well each of 60

personality trait descriptions applies to themselves using a 7-point scale with anchors

ranging from never or almost never true to always or almost always true. Of the 60

items. 20 were validated by Bern (1974) as masculine (desirable in males) and another 20

as feminine (desirable in females). See Appendix B for a listing of the BSRI items and

instructions to participants.

Gay Social Desirability Scale

This measure comprises eight statements that superficially appear to address

questions of sexual orientation or identity but actually do not. and they are in fact

statements with which most people would tend to agree (use of this scale in previous

research confirms this assertion). Because the statements appear to be assessing sexual

orientation or identity, people who are actively trying to dissociate from a gay identity

would tend to disagree with them. The scale therefore provides a measure of participants*
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tendencies to respond dishonestly to sexual orientation or sexual identity questions. See

Appendix C for a list of these gay social desirability items.

Procedure

Participants were mailed a copy of the questionnaire with instructions to complete

it in the order presented, at a time when they can give it their full attention and without

interruption or consultation with others. Participants were reassured of complete

confidentiality and instructed not to indicate any identifying information anywhere on the

questionnaire or the provided return envelope.

Questionnaires were labeled a "sexual beliefs survey." Each questionnaire began

with simple demographic questions, followed by the BSRI. the Sexual Orientation Scale,

and the Kinsey Scale, in that order.

Participants were instructed to return the questionnaire within three days. A code

number on the questionnaire allowed tracking of responses. Those who did not respond

within two weeks were emailed and reminded to do so. Most responses were received

within 10 days.

About two weeks after most of the questionnaires were returned, a subset of 100

respondents (50 men and 50 women) were mailed a second questionnaire containing only

the Sexual Orientation Scale (administered a second time to establish temporal stability).

Of these. 78 (37 men. 41 women) completed and returned it. Response rates for the

second questionnaire were therefore 74% for men and 82% for women (78% combined).

34



CHAPTER 3

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Gay Social Desirability Measure

The purpose of this measure was to identify participants who displayed social

desirability by avoiding responses that might indicate a gay identity. After appropriate

recoding. the mean of these items formed a gay social desirability score for each

participant, with higher scores indicating higher dissociation from a gay identity (on a

scale of 1 to 4). The alpha reliability of this scale was .76. The mean score for all

participants was 1 .82 with a standard deviation of .64; the distribution of scores was

positively skewed. Six participants (4 men and 2 women; 1.7% of the sample) obtained

scores greater than 3.25 on this scale. Because the positive tail of the distribution of

scores trails off sharply at this point, these six participants were considered to be

displaying active dissociation from a gay identity and were removed from further

analyses.

Internal Consistency of the Sexual Orientation Scale

Cronbach's alpha was computed for the androphilia and gynophilia dimensions

w ithin each of the six subscales of the Sexual Orientation Scale. Within each subscale,

items with low item-total correlations or that reduced internal consistency (as revealed by

an increase in Cronbach's alpha upon deletion of the item ) on either the androphilia or

gynophilia dimensions were removed from the scale. A total of thirteen items were

eliminated: 3 sexual thought items, 3 sexual feelings items, 1 sexual behavior item. 3

romantic thoughts items, 2 romantic feelings items, and 1 romantic behavior item.

Removal of these items produced subscales with high internal consistency. Adjusted
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item-total correlations for all items and Cronbach's alpha for each subscale (after removal

of the unreliable items) are listed in Table 1 . Cronbach's alphas for all sexual subscales

combined, for all romantic subscales combined, and for all combined subscales were .99

on both the androphilia and the gynophilia dimensions.

Descriptive Data for the Sexual Orientation Scale

Participants were assigned to sexual identity categories according to their

responses on the Kinsey Scale: those who responded with 1 or 2 were categorized as gay

or lesbian identified; those who responded with 3. 4, or 5 were categorized as bisexual

identified; and those who responded with 6 or 7 were categorized as heterosexual

identified. Mean scores on each of the subscales of the Sexual Orientation Scale within

androphilia and gynophilia dimensions were then computed for men and for women by

sexual identity category (see Table 2).

Intercorrelations among Subscales

The six subscales of the Sexual Orientation Scale were expected to correlate

positively with each other within androphilic and gynophilic dimensions and negatively

with each other between these dimensions. For example, androphilic sexual thoughts

were expected to correlate positively with androphilic sexual feelings, but negatively with

gynophilic sexual thoughts and feelings. Subscales within androphilic and gynophilic

dimensions were expected to correlate strongly but not completely. For example, people

may vary considerably in their sexual behaviors regardless of their sexual orientations

(Fox. 1 996). and behavior subscales were therefore not expected to correlate as highly

with affect and cognition subscales. Furthermore, androphilia and gynophilia were
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hypothesized to be theoretically independent dimensions and therefore were not expected

to covary completely hydraulically.

Intercorrelations of the six subscales were computed within and between the

androphilia and gynophilia dimensions for men and for women separately, and all

emerged as significant at the .001 level, (see Table 3). As expected, intercorrelations

among subscales within androphilia and gynophilia dimensions were highly positive for

both women and men. Cognitive and affective subscales tended to correlate very highly

within each dimension for both women and men, initially suggesting that these may be

redundant measures.

An alternate interpretation, however, is that thoughts and feelings within both

sexual and romantic domains are in fact distinct constructs, but that they strongly tend to

be congruent when directed at one gender. Supporting this interpretation was the

evidence that while these correlations were strong across the ranges of these subscales,

the magnitude of the correlations tended to diminish when the ranges were restricted.

That is, for example, participants who scored at the high end of the range of gynophilic

sexual thoughts also tended to score at the high end of the range of gynophilic sexual

feelings and vice-versa, resulting in a high correlation coefficient (r = .96). However,

when only those who scored at the high end of the range of gynophilic sexual thoughts

and feelings were isolated (those scoring below the midpoint on both subscales were

eliminated), the correlation dropped to .75, suggesting that gross disparities may not be

common but finer disparities are. Inspection of individual participants* scores revealed

that discrepancies of 1 to 2 points (on a 7-point scale) were not uncommon Therefore,

mean discrepancies between all pairs of subscales within androphilia and gynophilia
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dimensions were computed (See Table 4). While these means are all within one point of

zero, the standard deviations and ranges reflect the existence of greater individual

disparities. Therefore, while sexual and romantic thoughts, feelings, and behaviors may

tend to be largely congruent for most people when directed at one gender, disparities do

arise and these subscales seem to have utility in uncovering instances where such

disparities occur.

As expected, behavioral subscales tended not to correlate as strongly with

cognition and with affect as the latter did with each other, consistent with the expectation

that behaviors may differ from thoughts and feelings. Also as expected, intercorrelations

among subscales between androphilia and gynophilia dimensions were moderately to

highly negative for both women and men. These negative intercorrelations between

androphilia and gynophilia dimensions were not as strong as the positive intercorrelations

within each dimension, and they were not as strong for women as they were for men.

These findings are consistent with the theoretical independence of androphilic and

gynophilic dimensions, as well as with research suggesting that sexual orientation is more

bipolar for men than it is for women.

Temporal Stability of the Sexual Orientation Scale

To provide an indication of the stability of the measures over time, scores on

each of the six subscales of each sexuality dimension (androphilia and gynophilia) were

con-elated between the Time 1 and Time 2 administrations of the Sexual Orientation

Scale for the 78 participants who completed the second administration. Sexual orientation

should remain stable, especially over this relatively short time span, so high correlations

were expected. As expected, all reliability estimates were extremely high (r > .90. p <
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.001 for all subscales on both dimensions), suggesting high test-retest reliability for the

measure. See Table 5 for individual reliability estimates.

Structure of the Sexual Orientation Scale

Items from the Sexual Orientation Scale were submitted to exploratory factor

analysis to demonstrate the existence of distinct subscales. Principal-components factor

analyses were performed using Varimax rotations on all androphilia and gynophilia items

separately. The first factor emerged with an eigenvalue of 43 for the androphilia

dimension and an eigenvalue of 42 for the gynophilia dimension, and inspection of the

scree plots strongly suggested single-factor solutions.

Sexual subscale items and romantic subscale items were then separately submitted

to confirmatory principal-components factor analyses with forced three-factor solutions

in an attempt to confirm separate thoughts, feelings, and behaviors subscales. The

eigenvalues for the first factor and inspection of the scree plots again strongly suggested

only single-factor solutions. In all cases, the three-factor solutions did not correspond to

the expected factor structures nor were they otherwise interpretable.

Distinct androphilia and gynophilia dimensions were revealed by submitting all

items on both dimensions to confirmatory principal-components factor analysis with-

Varimax rotation and a forced two-factor solution. The first factor emerged with an

eigenvalue of 80.9 and the second factor emerged with an eigenvalue of 5.7. After

rotation, the first and second factors accounted for 40.8% and 40.1% of the variance,

respectively. All androphilia items loaded greater than .60 on the first factor and all

gynophilia items loaded greater than .60 on the second factor. See Table 6 for factor

loadings.
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Convergent Validity of the Sexual Orientation Scale

Responses on the Kinsey scale were used to investigate convergent validity of the

Sexual Orientation Scale. Although the Kinsey scale actually measures sexual identity

rather than sexual orientation per se, it is commonly used as an approximate measure of

orientation. Furthermore, sexual identity is commonly theorized to develop from sexual

orientation, and therefore the constructs are theoretically closely associated. Sexual

identity as measured on the Kinsey scale was expected to correlate moderately highly

with sexual orientation.

Responses on androphilia and gynophilia scales were correlated with responses on

the Kinsey scale for men and women separately. Same-sex attraction was hypothesized to

be greater and opposite-sex attraction was hypothesized to be lesser as people identify

more strongly as homosexual. For each gender, sexual identity correlated negatively with

same-sex orientation (androphilia for men and gynophilia for women) and correlated

positively with opposite-sex orientation on each of the subscales of the Sexual

Orientation Scale (higher numbers indicate greater heterosexual identity on the Kinsey

scale), all ps < .001 . These moderate-to-high correlations consistently emerged in the

predicted directions but were not so high as to suggest that the Sexual Orientation Scale

is redundant with the Kinsey Scale. As hypothesized, the Sexual Orientation Scale

appears to tap sexual orientation as a distinct construct from sexual identity. See Table 7

for correlation coefficients.

Participants further indicated the number of romantic and sexual experiences they

have had with women and with men. Responses were recoded as 0 if participants

indicated no such experiences and as 1 if participants indicated at least one such
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experience. These experiences were then used to further investigate convergent validity

of the Sexual Orientation Scale by examining whether they discriminated mean scores on

corresponding subscales (see Table 8). Sexual experience with men was significantly

related to androphilic sexual thoughts, feelings, and behaviors. Sexual experience with

women was significantly related to gynophilic sexual thoughts, feelings, and behaviors.

Relationship experience with men was significantly related to androphilic romantic

thoughts, feelings, and behaviors. Relationship experience with women was significantly

related to gynophilic romantic thoughts, feelings, and behaviors. Mean differences were

all in the predicted directions and significant at the .001 level. These results provide

further evidence that the Sexual Orientation Scale taps sexual orientation apart from

sexual identity, as actual sexual and romantic experiences were consistent with scores on

the measure.

Discriminant Validity of the Sexual Orientation Scale

Discriminant validity for the Sexual Orientation Scale was demonstrated by

correlating subscales with the masculinity and femininity dimensions of the Bern Sex

Role Inventory for women and for men separately (See Table 9). As past research has

suggested weak associations between sexual identity and sex role may exist (Kite and

Deaux. 1987), these measures were not expected to be completely unrelated. At most,

low positive correlations between masculinity and gynophilia and between femininity and

androphilia were expected, as well as low negative correlations between masculinity and

androphilia and between femininity and gynophilia. Such correlations would be

consistent with the "gender inversion" hypothesis regarding sexual orientation, which

postulates that nonheterosexual people tend to display sex-role characteristics of the
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opposite gender, although research on gender inversion has revealed only weak and

inconsistent support for this hypothesis (Kite and Deaux, 1987).

The masculinity and femininity dimensions of the BSRI were neither significantly

related to each other nor to sexual identity as measured with the Kinsey Scale for men

and for women.

For men, masculinity was significantly positively correlated with gynophilic

sexual feelings and behaviors and gynophilic romantic thoughts, feelings, and behaviors.

Femininity was significantly positively correlated with androphilic sexual thoughts and

feelings and androphilic romantic thoughts, feelings, and behaviors; femininity

furthermore was significantly negatively correlated with gynophilic sexual thoughts,

feelings, and behaviors. All of these correlations were low, however, and no other

significant correlations between sexual orientation subscales and sex role emerged for

men.

For women, masculinity was significantly positively correlated with gynophilic

sexual behaviors and gynophilic romantic thoughts, feelings, and behaviors. Femininity

was significantly positively correlated with androphilic sexual thoughts and feelings and

androphilic romantic thoughts and feelings, and behaviors. All of these correlations were

also low, and no other significant correlations between sexual orientation subscales and

sex role emerged for women.
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CHAPTER 4

GENERAL DISCUSSION

The results of the present study provide evidence of the reliability and validity of

the Sexual Orientation Scale. The measure exhibited high internal consistency and high

test-retest reliability over a 2-week period, and factor analysis confirmed the presence of

independent androphilic and gynophilic dimensions. Convergent validity was

demonstrated by correlations with sexual identity, sexual experiences with men and with

women, and romantic experiences with men and with women. Discriminant validity was

demonstrated by nonsignificant or low correlations with psychological sex role.

High positive intercorrelations among the subscales within androphilia and

gynophilia dimensions for both women and men suggest that romantic and sexual

thoughts, feelings, and behaviors directed at one gender are largely congruent. Where

lower correlations occur they generally involve a behavioral subscale. suggesting that

sexual and romantic thoughts and feelings directed at one gender are not as strongly

associated with sexual or romantic behaviors directed at that gender. This finding is

consistent with the notion that people do not always act on sexual or romantic attractions.

Despite these high intercorrelations. individual disparities exist that support the

hypothesized utility of affective, cognitive, and behavioral subscales.

Furthermore, significant negative intercorrelations among subscales between

androphilia and gynophilia dimensions for both women and men emerged as expected,

but were not as strong as the positive intercorrelations within these dimensions. For

women particularly, increasing levels of androphilia were only moderately associated

with decreasing levels of gynophilia. This finding provides evidence that androphilia and
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gynophilia are independent dimensions, which is consistent with the notions of

bisexuality and asexuality. Low attraction to one gender does not necessarily imply high

attraction to the other gender, and vice-versa.

Interestingly, the negative correlations between sexual identity and same-sex

orientation were generally stronger than the positive correlations between sexual identity

and opposite-sex orientation across sexual and romantic domains. Perhaps sexual identity

is defined more by one's degree of same-sex orientation than by one's degree of

opposite-sex orientation. This interpretation is consistent with major theories of

nonheterosexual identity development (Cass, 1996; Troiden, 1993), which postulate that

a heterosexual identity is assumed unless reasons emerge to question that assumption. A

nonheterosexual identity is developed after engaging in a process of questioning one's

sexuality; exploring alternatives; and gradually learning to tolerate, then accept, and

finally embrace a nonheterosexual identity. Perhaps this active process results in a clearer

or stronger sense of sexual identity for those with nonheterosexual orientations. It may

also be the case that those who identify strongly as heterosexual tend to deny or discount

any same-sex attractions more strongly than those who identify as nonheterosexual tend

to deny or discount opposite-sex attractions. Finally, it may be the case that people who

identify as bisexual tend to do so because they perceive a moderate degree of same-sex

attraction, but their opposite-sex attraction may nevertheless run anywhere from low to

high. In summary, these results are consistent with operationalizing androphilia and

gynophilia as independent dimensions and with the notion that sexual identity is a distinct

construct from sexual orientation.
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Utility of the Sexual Orientation Scale

Findings of the present study suggest that the Sexual Orientation Scale is a useful

tool for research on sexual orientation. It measures androphilia and gynophilia as

independent, continuous, and finely graded dimensions. Unlike categorical measures or

the Kinsey Scale, it does not force a unidimensional operationalization of sexual

orientation, nor does it grossly categorize participants. Aggregation of multiple items

produces reliable scores on a continuous scale, allowing finer discrimination in

measurement of sexual orientation. Also unlike categorical measures or the Kinsey Scale,

it does not confound sexual orientation with sexual identity. Items on the Sexual

Orientation Scale were specifically written to avoid activation of sexual identity, allowing

a more accurate assessment of actual orientation apart from the development or

congruency of sexual identity. Furthermore, by not activating sexual identity, the Sexual

Orientation Scale is less susceptible to social desirability bias in participants who actively

dissociate from nonheterosexual identities.

The Sexual Orientation Scale also does not compel participants to self-label their

sexual orientations in an objectionably simplified way. Participants anecdotally report

frustration with categorical measures and the Kinsey Scale, complaining that these

measures force them to "pigeonhole" their sexual orientations in ways that they feel are

inaccurate or oversimplified. The Sexual Orientation Scale instead taps a rich variety of

sexual and romantic thoughts, feelings, and behaviors to capture objective and potentially

disparate experiences diagnostic of sexual orientation, allowing for complex patterns to

emerge.
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Behavioral measures such as sampling from homophile organizations or assessing

the gender of romantic and sexual partners similarly oversimplify the construct of sexual

orientation. These measures simply do not account for thoughts and feelings in the way

that the Sexual Orientation Scale does. They may also capture sexual identity rather than

sexual orientation. As people may volitionally refrain from expressing their sexual

orientations in behavioral ways or express behaviors that are incongruent with their

thoughts and feelings, the Sexual Orientation Scale should allow more accurate

assessment of sexual orientation by capturing more multifaceted data.

Conversely, the nature of a given research question may dictate assessment of a

single facet of sexual orientation, and the Sexual Orientation Scale was specifically

designed to provide the flexibility to accommodate such needs. Separate cognitive,

affective, and behavioral subscales within separate sexual and romantic domains may be

used in isolation to tap only those aspects of sexual orientation that are relevant to a

researcher's inquiry. For example, researchers investigating unsafe sex practices of men

who have sex with men would only be interested in assessing androphilic sexual

behavior, and they would be able to isolate this component of sexual orientation with the

Sexual Orientation Scale. Likewise, researchers studying bisexual women' s choices of

romantic partners would be able to focus on androphilic and gynophilic romantic

behaviors, and so forth.

As a self-report questionnaire, the Sexual Orientation Scale is easy to administer

and requires no special equipment (unlike plethysmyography, for example). It does not

require separate forms for men and for women, and unlike the Klein Sexual Orientation

Grid, it is straightforward to score and to interpret. Also unlike the KSOG. the items on
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the Sexual Orientation Scale are concrete, objective questions that do not require

interpretation and application of vague constructs. The Sexual Orientation Scale therefore

allows a desirable degree of objectivity without resorting to the excision of all

phenomenology as strictly behavioral measures do (including plethysmyography). Sexual

Orientation Scale items are furthermore rooted in the present and in reality, unlike KSOG

items that address an undefined past state or a nebulous ideal state.

Finally, the present study was conducted entirely by mail, demonstrating that the

Sexual Orientation Scale is entirely self-explanatory and can be administered with little

or no additional instruction or intervention. Close supervision of respondents by

investigators seems not to be necessary, nor is it even desirable (as discussed below).

Limitations of the Sexual Orientation Scale

Certain limitations of the Sexual Orientation Scale were noted. The measure is

lengthy and it requires approximately 30 minutes to complete. It also contains items that

superficially seem redundant (in particular, it contains similar items that are worded

differently only insofar as they refer specifically to thoughts or to feelings). Several

participants expressed minor frustration with the length and apparent repetitiveness of the

measure (although nearly all completed it).

The measure comprises numerous items that address personal and private

thoughts, feelings, and behaviors, and respondents may feel uncomfortable completing

the measure under supervision or in close proximity to others. Use of the measure may be

best limited to private, confidential administration to minimize participants' discomfort

and also to minimize social desirability bias. For these reasons, the present study was

conducted by mail, allowing participants to complete the measure in private locations of
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their choice. The data presented here may therefore best apply to this particular testing

condition, and caution should be exercised to confirm reliability of responses collected

under different conditions.

Some participants expressed uncertainty about the meaning of the terms intimate

and special as used in some items. These participants were nevertheless able to respond

to items containing these terms, and these items did not emerge as less reliable than other

items not using such terms. Subsequent probing of respondents revealed that most

understood these terms to imply a relationship quality that was beyond friendship, an

interpretation that was consistent with the intent of the terms. Nevertheless, brief

definitions of these terms added to the instructions might attenuate potential uncertainty

or confusion in the future.

Participants in the present study were mostly white college students of traditional

college age. Further investigation is needed to establish the reliability and validity of the

Sexual Orientation Scale when applied to a more diverse population, including people of

other ethnicities, people from different cultural and socioeconomic populations, non-

college-educated people, and people at different adult ages.

Implications for Future Research

The Sexual Orientation Scale holds promise for further exploration of the

development and meaning of sexual identity. The measure may allow researchers to

identify participants with nonheterosexual orientations who have not yet begun the

nonheterosexual identity development process, permitting longitudinal investigation of

this process including, for example, potential triggers, duration, associated changes, and

individual differences. It may help clarify how and why people arrive at different sexual
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identities (for example, identifying as bisexual instead of lesbian) or hold identities that

seem to be in conflict with their sexual or romantic thoughts, feelings, or behaviors.

Future research on isolating the different sexual orientation patterns that underlie

different sexual identities would greatly enhance our understanding of sexual identity

development. The varied meanings of bisexual identity in particular are presently

enigmatic and might be clarified by future research employing the Sexual Orientation

Scale to reveal orientation patterns associated with different bisexual identity

expressions.

As already discussed, data from the present study on the relationship between

sexual orientation and sexual identity have already begun to suggest intriguing directions

for future research. Sexual identity seems to be more closely linked to same-sex

orientation than to opposite-sex orientation, a finding that merits further exploration. It is

consistent with research on psychological heterosexism that suggests that homonegativity

serves an ego-defensive function, such that people may bolster and protect their

heterosexual identities by actively disparaging homosexuality (Herek. 1995). The role of

same-sex attraction in shaping and maintaining heterosexual identity as well as

nonheterosexual identities therefore seems to be an interesting question that the Sexual

Orientation Scale might help to investigate. One possibly fruitful strategy might be to

operationalize sexual identity multidimensionally. much like the Sexual Orientation Scale

operationalizes sexual orientation. Instead of the unidimensional Kinsey Scale, multiple

scales might be used to assess degree of heterosexual identity, degree of bisexual identity,

and degree of gay or lesbian identity independently of each other. With such a richer
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picture of sexual identity, more complex associations with multidimensional^ measured

sexual orientation may be uncovered.

The relationship between sexual orientation and psychological sex role is another

line of inquiry that might be furthered by use of the Sexual Orientation Scale. The notion

of gender inversion has been raised in association with homosexuality in theory and

research throughout the last century, from the stark "inversion moder of early sex

experts (Ellis, 1928; Krafft-Ebing, 1908/1965) to repackaged modern incarnations (Bern.

1996). Considerable research has been conducted to test this inversion hypothesis, with

inconclusive results (Findlay and Scheltema, 1991; Freund. Nagler. Langevin, Zajac, and

Steiner. 1974; Heilbrun and Thompson, 1977; Hooberman, 1979; Jones and De Cecco,

1982; LaTorre and Wendenberg, 1983; McDonald and Moore, 1978; Oberstone and

Sukonek, 1976; Oldham, Farnill. and Ball, 1982; Schatzberg, Blumetti, Westfall. and

Birk, 1975; Stokes. Kilmann, and Wanlass. 1983). The present study itself sheds some

light on the question with findings that psychological masculinity is positively associated

with gynophilia and that psychological femininity is positively associated with

androphilia. These correlations, although mostly significant, are nevertheless small and

they do not reach significance within all domains. Furthermore, these associations are

true for both men and women: the weak relationship between sexual orientation and

psychological sex role is not limited to nonheterosexual orientations.

Implicit in the inversion hypothesis is the postulate that a nonheterosexual

orientation causes "inverted"" sex role. It may well be the case that associations between

sexual orientation and sex role emerge as identity expressions, such that the postulated

causal link does exist but is mediated by cultural influences defining how sexual
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identities are expressed and not some underlying biology. Perhaps people learn the

heteronormative behaviors prescribed by their cultures for attracting males and for

attracting females, and they then learn to express these behaviors to attract sexual and

romantic partners of their desired genders. For example, our culture teaches us a script for

courtship of women that emphasizes masculine roles—that women are attracted by

masculine qualities. This script works well for the heterosexual men who defined it, but

women interested in courting women may learn it just as well. In this manner, "sexual

inversion'' may arise in nonheterosexual people not as an inescapable consequence of

their nonheterosexual orientations, but as a misinformed strategy for attracting same-sex

others. Correlational research cannot illuminate the etiology of this so-called sexual

inversion, but further investigation of the development and expression of sexual identity

might. The Sexual Orientation Scale might be particularly helpful in this endeavor, as

already discussed.

The associations among sexual orientation, sexual identity, and psychological sex

role may be more complex than the inversion hypothesis suggests. For example, the

present study failed to find any significant correlations between psychological

masculinity and androphilia in men or between psychological femininity and gynophilia

in women. While homophilic people may exhibit some significantly greater degree of

cross-gender sex role, they appear not to exhibit a concomitant significant reduction in

same-gender sex role. Such a finding is consistent with the "inappropriate courtship

script" hypothesis discussed above, and it further suggests other intriguing hypotheses. It

may be the case that some (perhaps small) degree of homophilia facilitates the expression

of gender-appropriate sex role. For example, masculinity in men encompasses, among
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other things, body pride, so-called male-bonding behaviors, affinity for male-dominated

pursuits, and so forth. Such expressions of masculinity necessitate attentiveness to and

even affinity for other men and masculine hallmarks. More than a few people have

anecdotally noticed that heteronormative expressions of masculinity have homoerotic

undercurrents. It may be the case that latent androphilia drives masculine expressions in

heterosexual men (and similarly, that latent gynophilia drives feminine expressions in

heterosexual women). If so, perhaps a "touch of homophilia
1

is a necessary precondition

for gender-appropriate sex role expressions. Would a man who possesses no androphilia

whatsoever have the capacity to be masculine, or would he ironically exhibit

androgynous sex role characteristics? The Sexual Orientation Scale may help answer this

question in future research.

The measure may also facilitate further exploration of the meaning of sexual

orientation itself. Studies of incongruous sexual orientations would be particularly

interesting, such as the phenomenology of people who express sexual or romantic

behaviors that are incongruous with their sexual or romantic thoughts and feelings.

Research on such people may help to refine our understanding and definition of sexual

orientation, perhaps by providing data on the diagnostic utility of objective behavioral

criteria alone versus in conjunction with cognitive and affective criteria. Furthermore,

before we can begin to understand bisexual identities, we must better understand bisexual

orientations. The Sexual Orientation Scale may help answer such questions as whether

bisexual people are equally oriented to men and to women both romantically and

sexually, or oriented to one gender romantically but the other sexually, or oriented to one

gender in thoughts and feelings and the other in behavior, or whether different
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permutations of romantic and sexual orientations to each gender exist, and so forth. Such

clarification may reveal that the current monolithic notion of a bisexual orientation

actual ly encompasses a variety of distinctly different orientation patterns, and that finer

distinction of what one means by "bisexuality" may be necessary.

Sexual orientation tends to be more fluid for women than it is for men

(Baumeister, 2000; Peplau, 2001). That is, women's sexual orientations may change in

response to environmental pressures. Baumeister (2000) has delineated three testable

hypotheses that derive from this observation: that changes across the lifespan in

individual women should be observable, that situational influences on women's sexual

orientation should be observable, and that women should exhibit greater frequency of

incongruities among elements of their sexual orientations. The Sexual Orientation Scale

may be highly useful for investigating these hypotheses, as its reliable and continuous

measurement scale would allow detection of small changes and its multidimensionality

would allow discrimination of domains of sexual orientation that are most susceptible to

change. It may be the case that women's sexual orientations are not as much fluid as they

are less congruous, and that the appearance of fluidity is an artifact of women shifting

their emphases from one domain to another. The present study provided limited evidence

for this alternative explanation with the slightly lower intercorrelations among sexual

orientation domains for women than for men. A longitudinal exploration of women's

sexual orientations across different social and cultural contexts using the Sexual

Orientation Scale might improve our understanding of sexual fluidity in women.

As the Sexual Orientation Scale does not assess sexual identity, it holds promise

for utility in investigating cross-cultural differences in the expression and understanding
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of sexual orientation. Different cultural constructs of sexual orientation seem to

precipitate different normative sexual and romantic expressions with different identity

implications (Peplau, 2001). Disentangling sexual orientation from sexual identity allows

exploration of such cultural differences for each construct as well as culture-specific

relationships between the two constructs.
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Table 1. Reliability Analysis of the Sexual Orientation Scale

Subscale item

number

I

2*

3'

4'

5

6

7

8

9

Initial alpha'

Final alpha
1'

Adjusted item-total correlation

Androphilia Gynophilia

Sexual thoughts subscale

Cronbach's alpha if item deleted

Androphilia Gynophilia

9174

7083

8039

5360

9236

9053

8636

7643

9252

.9276

.4465

.5549

.3476

.9129

.9198

.9137

.8295

.9262

9449

,9553

.9510

.9619

.9447

.9456

.9479

.9528

.9445

.9555

.9670

Sexual feelings subscale

9197

9450

9407

.9488

.9208

.9203

.9210

.9264

.9198

.9376

.9789

1* .7426 .6008 .9741 .9702
2 .8785 .7376 .9710 .9675
3 .8597 .8963 .9714 .9632
4 .8992 .8953 .9705 .9632
5 .9377 .9286 .9695 .9623
6 9178 ens l .y /uu .9620
7 .9343 .9416 .9695 .9619
8 .9432 .9411 .9693 .9620
9* .7252 .6782 .9745 .9686
10* .7943 .6237

•

.9731 .9698
1 1 .8542 .8996 .9716 .9631
12 .7951 .8673 .9730 .9640
Initial alpha .9738 .9678
Final alpha .9763 .9771

Sexual behavior subscale

1 .9075 .9277 .9339 .9629

2 .8985 .9422 .9345 .9622

3 .7821 .8686 .941

1

.9658

4 *
.3168 .6478 .9601 .9742

5 .6785 .8487 .9462 .9664

6 .9132 .9131 .9336 .9636

7 .9154 .9197 .9335 .9633

8 .7929 .8326 .9406 .9675

9 .8551 .9082 .9370 .9638

Initial alpha .9469 .9693

Final alpha .9601 .9742

Romantic thoughts subscale

1 .9673 .9414 .9901 .9816

2 .9692 .9524 .9901 .9814

3 .9584 .9554 .9902 .9814

4 .9693 .9418 .9901 .9816

(Continued)
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Table 1 . (Continued)

Subscale item
c

Adjusted item-total correlation Cronbach's alnha if item HplPtPH

Androphilia vjyiiupriiiid Androphilia Gynophilia
J QAQl

.9251 .9903 .9819
6
-7

.VJO /
f\ "4 C C\

.9258 .9902 .9819
/

o
O
n*

QAO 1.Voz 1 .9456 .9902 .9815
.9243 .9904 .9819

i n*

i

.8635 .7981 .9915 .9838

.8712 .7079 .9914 .9850
1 1

.9903 .9824
12 .9363 .9059 .9905 .9822
i ~i *
i j .8723 .7198 .9914 .9849
14 .9603 .9389 .9902 .9816
Initial alpha

Final alpha
.9912

.9930

.9836

.9888

Romantic feelings subscale

1
1 .9608 .9097 .9900 .9781
z .9612 .9268 .9900 .9778
1J .9646 .9262 .9900 .9777
A

.9707 .9244 .9899 .9778
cJ .9409 .8959 .9903 .9783
co .9372 .8892 .9904 .9785
7 .9608 .9236 .9900 .9778
co .9718 .9399 .9898 .9775
9 .9684 .9385 .9899 .9775
10* .8570 .691 1 .9917 .9819
1

1*
.8362 .7051 .9920 .9817

12 .9714 .9157 .9898 .9780
13 .9362 .8437 .9904 .9793
Initia 1 alpha .991 1 .9802
Final alpha .9932 .9843

Romantic behaviors subscale

1 .9208 .8323 .9677 .9301

2 .9073 .8401 .9683 .9297

3 .9125 .8168 .9681 .9310

4 .9200 .8484 .9677 .9291

5 .8725 .7317 .9698 .9359

6 .8480 .801

1

.9709 .9320
7* .8147 .6084 .9721 .9421

8 .8499 .7024 .9707 .9374

9 .8793 .7585 .9695 .9344

Initia 1 alpha .9727 .9406

Final alpha .9721 .9421

Note. Item descriptions may be found in Appendix A.
a
Cronbach* s alpha when all items included.

h
Cronbach*s alpha after unreliable items deleted.

*ltem deleted from final form of scale (on both androphilia and gynophilia dimensions).
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Table 2. Mean Scores on the Sexual Orientation Scale by Gender and Sexual Identity

Experience group

Men
Gay

Bisexual

Heterosexual

All

Women
Lesbian

Bisexual

Heterosexual

All

Men
Gay
Bisexual

Heterosexual

All

Women
Lesbian

Bisexual

Heterosexual

All

N ST SF SB RT RF RB

I 1

17

I 13

141

15

19

174

208

Androphilia dimension

6.47

4.63

1.66

2.39

2.62

5.83

6.04

5.77

6.66

4.78

1.72

2.48

2.80

5.51

5.91

5.65

5.93

3.45

1.46

2.05

6.64

3.96

1.71

2.37

1.88 2.24

4.83 6.05

5.00 6.69

4.76 6.31

6.73

4.62

1.88

2.58

2.54

6.33

6.71

6.37

5.81

3.61

1.87

2.39

1.71

5.17

5.50

5.19

6.36

4.28

1.52

2.31

2.43

5.36

5.63

5.37

Gynophilia dimension

R

6.45

4.1

1

1.82

2.45

2.21

5.92

6.38

6.03

1

1

1.89 2.14 1.67 2.27 2.94 2.96 1.91 2.70
17 5.46 5.48 4.59 5.67 5.84 4.74 5.16 5.49
113 5.90 6.08 4.97 6.06 6.22 5.05 5.64 5.85
141 5.54 5.70 4.66 5.72 5.92 4.85 5.30 5.56

15 6.10 6.31 5.64 6.59 6.70 6.15 6.02 6.51
19 4.74 5.15 2.96 3.90 4.84 2.92 4.28 3.98
174 1.42 1.91 1.14 1.38 1.81 2.05 1.52 1.72
208 2.06 2.53 1.64 1.99 2.44 2.43 2.10 2.27

Note. ST - Sexual thoughts subscale; SF = Sexual feelings subscaie; SB - Sexual behaviors subscale; RT
Romantic thoughts subscale; RF = Romantic feelings subscale; RB = Romantic behaviors subscale; S =

Sexual subscales combined; R = Romantic subscales combined.
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Gender'

InterCOrrelati°ns °f Subscales of the S^ual Orientation Scale by Participant

ST
Androphilia

ST
SF

SB
RT
RF
RB

Gynophilia

ST
SF

SB
RT
RF
RB

.99

.94

.95

.94

.90

.79

,80

.71

.81

.80

.55

Androphilia

SF SB RT RF

.86 .66 .82 .82— .72 .77 .79

.93 — .67 .67

.95 .94 — .98

.95 .91 .98

.90 .92 .95 .95

-.78 -.80 -.85 -.80

-.80 -.81 -.86 -.81

-.71 -.71 -.76 -.73

-.80 -.83 -.86 -.81

-.79 -.81 -.85 -.80

-.56 -.58 -.59 -.56

RB ST

.58

.60

.85

.69

.71

-.79

-.79

-.71

-.82

-.81

-.55

-.49

-.49

-.32

-.67

-.64

-.38

.96

.82

.94

.93

.65

Gynophilia

SF SB RT RF RB

-.45 -.59 - 63 - 54

-.44 -.54 • 59 -.-40

-.28 -.43 - 48.TO - 40 ".*+

3

-.62 -.75 - 78/ o AO

-.58 - 72 - 75 -.0 /

^ ->

• ~> j .j i -.4 i 'Ah

.95 .87 .88 .85 .65

.85 .86 .86 .64

.84 .91 .82 .79

.91 .82 .94 .83

.91 .81 .99 .80

.66 .84 .71 .72

Note Intel-correlations for women (JV=211) are presented above the diagonal, and intercorrelations for
men (N - 142) are presented below the diagonal. All correlations are significant at the .00 1 level.
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Table 4. Descriptive Data for Differences between Sexual Orientation Scale Subscales
Within Androphihc and Gynophilic Dimensions

55 4.06

96 5.58

.93 5.11

4.09

8.45

Subscale pa.r Mean difference SD
Androphilia dimension

Sexual thoughts - sexual feelings -.35

Sexual thoughts - sexual behaviors .61 i% 5 58
Sexual feelings - sexual behaviors .96
Romantic thoughts - romantic feelings -.36 ^55
Romantic thoughts - romantic behaviors .08

1 .29
Romantic feelings - romantic behaviors .44 1.28

Gynophiha dimension
Sexual thoughts - sexual feelings .04 .56 4 98
Sexual thoughts - sexual behaviors .74

1 Q6 7 29
Sexual feelings - sexual behaviors .70 .97 6 67
Romantic thoughts - romantic feelings -. 1 3 .39 3 97
Romantic thoughts - romantic behaviors .65

1 .20 7 76
Romantic feelings - romantic behaviors .78 1.16 7.07



Table 5. Test-Retest Reliability Estimates for the Sexual Orientation Scale

Measure

Sexual thoughts

Sexual feelings

Sexual behaviors

Romantic thoughts

Romantic feelings

Romantic behaviors

Combined sexual subscales

Combined romantic subscales

lintire measure

Androphilia Gynophilia

OR
.98

QQ
'

.99

.96 .98

QQ
. yy .99

QQ .97
Q7

.93

.99 .99

.99 .98

.99 .99

Note. N - 79. The retesting interval was approximately two weeks. All correlations are significant at
00! level.
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Table 6. Sexual Orientation Scale Factor Loadings from Principal-Components Two-
Factor Solution with Varimax Rotation

Factor Factor Factor
Loading Loading Loading

Item A G Item A G Item A
yj

Factor 1

:

Androphilia

ST SB R F

1
V 1.0 1 -Ad 1 .79 -.54

1 .11 -.52
5 . /() -.oO 2 .75 -.53 z .80 -.49
6 .80 -.42 3 .70 -.48 .80 -.46
7 -.44 5 .62 -.47 A .79 -.53

8 A/1.o4 A 1-.4

1

6 .81 -.51 .81 -.34
9 -.5 1 7 .80 -.50 AU .80 -.42

SF 8 .81 -.35 7 .79 -.50

2 . /u -.2 / 9 .74 -.51 0o .81 -.44

3 . /u RT q .79 -.46

4 TO
. /« A C-.45 1 .75 -.61 \1l — .80 -.40

5 .<sl -.4V 2 .73 -.60 1 3 .79 -.29

6 .84 1 o
-,4ft 3 .78 -.55 RR

7 .82 -.46 4 .77 -.56 1
i .ou AA

8 .84 -.46 5 .76 -.50 2 If,

1 1 .74 -.35 6 .78 -.55 3

12 .71 -.48 7 .74 -.58 4 80

8 .78 -.53 5 79

1

1

.78 -.42 6 71 - 41. I 1

12 .79 -.44 8 75 - 1

1

* 1 I

14 .79 -.46 9 79 - 25

Factor 2: Gynophilia

ST SB RF
1

A O-.48 .82 1 -.39 .75 1 -.58 .79

5 -.60 .77 2 -.47 .75 2 -.53
O 1

.81

b A 1 O 1

.o i 3 -.22 .69 3 -.54
Oik
.80

7
"5 A-.34 .8 1 5 -.19 .74 4 -.57

O 1

.8

1

8 -.35 .73 6 -.42 .74 5 -.47 .82

9 -.51 .82 7 -.40 .75 6 -.50 .77

SF 8 -.36 .83 7 -.53 OA
.80

2 -.47 .63 9 -.36 .73 8
^o 0 1

3 -.41 .78 RT 9 c /I-.54 O 1

.8 1

4 -.43 .78 1 -.62 .75 12 -.53
"7 "7

5 -.52 .81 2 -.65 .77 13 -.4 / . /J

-.46 .82 3 -.57 .81 RB
7 -.48 .83 4 -.57 .76 1 -.42 .72

8 -.48 .83 5 -.54 .77 2 -.46 .72

1

1

-.32 .78 6 -.56 .76 3 -.38 .76

12 -.32 .75 7 -.62 .76 4 -.48 .75

8 -.53 .76 5 -.23 .61

11 -.52 .77 6 -.30 .69

12 -.50 .80 8 -.27 .56

14 -.54 .81 9 -.30 .63

Note. N = 3 18. A = Androphilia dimension; G = Gynophilia dimension; ST = Sexual thoughts subscale; SF

= Sexual feelings subscale; SB = Sexual behaviors subscale; RT = Romantic thoughts subscale; RF =

Romantic feelings subscale; RB = Romantic behaviors subscale.
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Table 7. Correlations between the Sexual Orientation Scale and the Kinsey Scale by
Participant Gender :

Subscale Men (# = 141) Women (/V = ?07>

Androphilia Gynophilia Androphilia Gynophilia
Sexual thoughts

Sexual feelings

Sexual behaviors

-.75

-.77

/o

.55

.59

Al

.63

.60

.47

-.90

-.87

-.88

Romantic thoughts

Romantic feelings

ixuinaiiut Uv, llaVIUI^

-.69

-.69

-.64

.53

.49

.34

.81

.78

.52

-.89

-.83

-.72

Combined sexual subscales

Combined romantic subscales

Kntire scale

-.77

-.69

-.73

.56

.50

.53

.61

.76

.72

-.91

-.86

-.91

Note. All correlations are significant at the .001 level. On the Kinsey Scale, higher numbers indicate greater
degree of heterosexual identification.
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Groups"

SCOrCS
°
n SeXUal °rientati°n Scale Within Sexual and Romantic Experience

Experience group

Sexual experience with men
No
Yes

r (347)

Relationship experience with men
No
Yes

'(347)

Sexual experience with women
No
Yes

r (339)

Relationship experience with women
No
Yes

U34U)

N ST SF SB

Androphilia dimension

1 12

237

I 16

233

1 8S

5.62

1.85

5.56

1.34

4.76

21.46* 22.23* 21.96*

Gynophilia dimension

161

180

189

153

1.64

5.22

19.88*

2.11

5.47

9.79*

1.23

4.43

19.74*

R I

1.56

6.04

34.18*

RF

2.04

6.26

29.76*

RB

164 1.82 1.60

6.26 6.36 5.30

29.42* 29.78* 23.20*

2.1 1

5.13

22.42*

Note. ST Sexual thoughts subscale; SF = Sexual feelings subscale; SB = Sexual behaviors subscale; RT =

Romantic thoughts subscale: RF = Romantic feelings subscale; RB = Romantic behaviors subscale
*p<.0001.

63



Table 9. Correlations between the Sexual Orientation Scale and Psychological Sex Role
by Participant Gender

Men (N= 142) Women (TV = 211)

Alpha reliability

Femininity

Kinsey

Androphilia

Sexual thoughts

Sexual feelings

Sexual behaviors

Romantic thoughts

Romantic feelings

Romantic behaviors

Gynophilia

Sexual thoughts

Sexual feelings

Sexual behaviors

Romantic thoughts

Romantic feelings

Romantic behaviors

Masculinity Femininity

.85

.09

.13

13

12

13

13

14

1

1

16

18*

25*

,17*

18*

.80

0

17*

18*

1

1

23*

24*

23*

18*

17*

18*

12

12

01

Masculinity

.81

-.08

-.11

.02

.07

.05

.07

.06

.10

.10

.12

.18**

]
9**

]
9**

.20**

Femininity

.72

13

18*

19**

10

19**

18*

13

.12

.09

.08

.11

.08

.02

Note. Masculinity and femininity were measured with the Bern Sex Role Inventory masculinity and
femininity subscales. respectively, on which higher numbers indicate greater degrees of each dimension
On the Kinsey scale, higher numbers indicate greater degree of heterosexual identification.

V<.05. **p<.0\.
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APPENDIX A

SEXUAL ORIENTATION SCALE ITEMS

Instructions to Participants

For this questionnaire, we ask that you provide two responses for each question- one for
how you teel about men, and one for how you feel about women.

Please consider each question independently of the others. That is, please respond
honestly to each individual question; don't be concerned if your answers to different
questions seem inconsistent.

Response Scale

Not at all 1 2 3 4 5,6 7 Very much m'l

Formatting of Items

Items were formatted such that two separate responses could be given to each item (one
lor a female target and one for a male target) without repeating the entire item. The
following sample item shows how this formatting was done:

How often do you willingly have sexual contact with:

a woman? a man?

Sexual Thoughts Items

1
. 1 low easily can you imagine yourself having physical sexual contact with a

woman/man?

2. Take some time and think of several acquaintances or coworkers. How easily can you
categorize those acquaintances or coworkers by attractiveness (that is, decide which

are attractive and which are unattractive), for those who are women/men?*
3. When you are in public and you encounter a group of people, how much do you

typically categorize the individuals in the group by attractiveness (that is. decide

which are attractive and which are unattractive), for those who are women/men?*
4. How clear is your notion of the ideal female/male body?*

5. When you think about your ideal sexual partner, how much do you think of a partner

who is a woman/man?
6. How much do you fantasize about having physical sexual relations with an attractive

woman/man?

7. How much do you daydream about kissing or erotically touching an attractive

woman/man?
8. How much do you daydream about attractive acquaintances or celebrities who are

women/men?
c
). How easily can you imagine yourself being physically close in an intimate way to a

woman/man?
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Sexual Feelings Items

1. How much would you say you admire the beauty of the ideal female/male body
1?*

2. When you see an attractive person in public, typically how much do you feel an urge
to look at that person, when it is a woman/man?

3. When you're watching a movie and an attractive character begins to undress, how
much do you typically feel excitement at the notion of seeing that person's bodv.
when that person is a woman/man?

4. How much does the physical presence of an attractive person typically make you feel
aroused or excited, when that person is a woman/man?

5. How comfortable would you feel being physically close in an intimate way to a
woman/man?

6. How comfortable would you feel having physical sexual contact with a woman/man?
7. How much would you enjoy kissing or erotically touching an attractive woman/man?
8. How much would you enjoy having sexual relations with an attractive woman/man?
9. How much would you enjoy interacting with a group of attractive people who were

all women/men?*
1 0. When you are in public and you encounter a mixed group of attractive people, how

much do you typically examine the faces of the women/men?*
1 1

.

When you see nude people in movies, in pornographic material, or in person, how
aroused do you feel by such nudity when the person is a woman/man?

1 2. How excited or aroused do you typically feel when you are interacting with a group
of attractive people who are women/men?

Sexual Behavior Items

1
.
How often do you willingly have physical sexual contact with women/men?

2. How often do you seek out physical sexual relations with an attractive woman/man?
3. How often do you "proposition" or otherwise encourage people you know to have a

sexual encounter with you. who are women/men?
4. How often do you intentionally observe pornographic material depicting nude

women/men?*

5. How likely are you to "give in" to an acquaintance who propositions you for sex,

when that person is a woman/man?
6 How often do you get physically close in an intimate way to a woman/man 9

7. How often do you kiss or erotically touch a woman/man?
8. When you are in public, how likely would you be to flirt back at an attractive person

w ho was flirting at you. if that person was a woman/man ?

9. How often do you become aroused to the point of orgasm w ith a woman/man?
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Romantic Thoughts Items

1 •
When you think about your future, how much do your plans include having a
romantic partner who is a woman/man 9

2. When you think about your ideal romantic partner, how much do you think of a
partner who is a woman/man?

3. How easily can you imagine yourself in a romantic relationship with a woman/man9

4. How easily can you imagine growing old together with a special woman/man?
3. How easily can you imagine yourself being dedicated to the lifelong happiness and

welfare of a woman/man?
6. How much do you fantasize about being in love with a woman/man?
7. When you imagine yourself going out on a date, how much do you think about dating

a woman/man?

8. How much do you daydream about sharing your life with a special woman/man?
9. How much do you think about sharing your intimate thoughts, feelings, and daily

experiences with a special woman/man?*
10. During times when your life is going well, how much do you think about sharing your

good fortune with a special woman/man?*
11.1 low easily can you imagine having a special person in your life who provides

companionship, love, and support, and who is a woman/man?
12. How easily can you imagine yourself being emotionally close in an intimate way to a

woman/man?
1 3. When life has you feeling down, how much do you think about the support and care

ol a special woman/man?*
14. How easily can you imagine spending time being loving and tender toward a

woman/man?

Romantic Feelings Items

1 . If you could take a romantic getaway alone with someone special, how much would
you enjoy yourself if that person were a woman/man?

2. I low much do you feel a desire to be loving and tender toward a woman/man?
3. How much do you want to have the love and companionship of a special

woman/man?
4. How much would you enjoy having a romantic relationship with a woman/man?
5. How much would you enjoy having an intimate, affectionate bond with a

woman/man?
6. How comfortable would you feel getting emotionally close in an intimate way to a

woman/man?

7. I low comfortable would you feel being in love with a woman/man?
X. How happy would you be sharing your life with a special woman/man ?

c
). How happy would you be growing old with a special woman/man?

1 0. When life has you feeling down, how much do you desire the support and care of a

special woman/man?*

1 1 . During times when your life is going well, how much do you feel an urge to share

your good fortune with a special woman/man?*

67



1

2. How happy would you be sharing your intimate thoughts, feelings, and daily
experiences with a special woman/man?

3. How happy would you he with a special person in your life who provides
companionship, love, and support, and who is a woman/man?

Romantic Behavior Items

How often do you spend time being loving and tender toward a woman/man?
How often do you go out on dates or spend romantic evenings with a woman/man?

3. How often do you get emotionally close in an intimate way to a woman/man?
4. How often do you make efforts to establish or maintain a romantic relationship with a

woman/man?

5. How often do you share your intimate thoughts, feelings, and daily experiences with a
special woman/man?

6. How often do you say "I love you" (in a romantic way ) to a woman/man?
7. When lite has you feeling down, how often do you seek out the support and care of a

special woman/man?*
8. During times when your life is going well, how often do you share your good fortune

with a special woman/man?
9. I low often do you concern yourself with the happiness of a special woman/man?

* Items climiuaicu from the measure after reliability analyses.
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APPENDIX B

BEM SEX ROLE INVENTORY ITEMS

Response Scale

Not at all

true of me
7 Extremely

true of me

Masculine Trait Items

Self-reliant

Athletic

Forceful

Independent

Dominant

Individualistic

Strong personality

Acts like a leader

Self-sufficient

Masculine

Ambitious

Assertive

Analytical

Aggressive

Competitive

Defends own beliefs

Makes decisions easily

Has leadership abilities

Willing to take risks

Willing to take a stand

Feminine Trait Items

Yielding

Cheerful

Shv

Affectionate

Flatterable

Soft-spoken

Loves children

Sympathetic

Loyal

Feminine

Understanding

Compassionate

Warm
Gentle

Sensitive to the needs of others

Eager to soothe hurt feelings

Does not use bad language

Gullible

Tender

Childlike
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APPENDIX C

GAY SOCIAL DESIRABILITY SCALE ITEMS

Response Scale

Always false Usually false Usually true Always true

2 3 4

Scale Items

At times I have admired or bonded with certain people ofmy sex.*
I never feel affection for people of my sex.

I am unable to judge whether another person of my sex is attractive.

I cannot imagine myself having gay or lesbian friends or acquaintances.
I can appreciate the work of some gay entertainers.*

I have warm feelings for some of my same-sex friends.*

At times I have identified with certain people of the opposite sex.*

I can appreciate physical attractiveness in other people of my sex.

* Reverse-coded.
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