
46 

 

(see especially Klein et al., 1985), without clearly being anchored in a theory of sexual 

orientation. Corollary to this, the components themselves have never been systematically 

researched and their names, numbers, and, perhaps most critically, their relative 

importance continue to be in doubt, as can be seen by the inability of researchers to agree 

on what components should be included. A recent unpublished doctoral dissertation 

(Tannenbaum, 2006) has made promising inroads in this area, however, and will be 

further discussed below. 

Avenues for Improvement of Definitions, Theories, and Measurements of Sexual 

Orientation 

Despite the problems with existing definitions, theories, and measurements of 

sexual orientation, there are some promising avenues that have been developed in recent 

years. Six such avenues form the basis of the present study. 

Mate selection studies suggest profitable methodologies for understanding 

same-sex relationships. Lippa (2007) hypothesized that comparing mate selection 

strategies across sexual orientation categories could help to solve the dispute over 

whether observed differences by sex in mate selection strategies (e.g., that heterosexual 

men prefer women who are young, healthy, and physically attractive, and that 

heterosexual women prefer men who have greater wealth and social status) are the 

product of evolved dispositions, or whether they are the products of culture-bound 

ideologies about the roles of men and women in sexual relationships. Lippa suggested 

that if, e.g., gay men resembled heterosexual men more than they resembled heterosexual 

women in terms of mate trait rankings, “it becomes less plausible to attribute such mate 

preferences solely to sexist ideologies, attitudes about women, and expectations about 
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traditional marriage roles” (p. 195). On another tack, Lippa suggested that the specific 

traits that proved to be similarly important for heterosexual and nonheterosexual 

participants might help to understand how mate selection decisions may be driven by the 

fact that one’s partner is a man or a woman, rather than by the fact that oneself is a man 

or a woman. 

Working from a massive Internet survey sponsored by the British Broadcasting 

Corporation (BBC), comprising over 200,000 participants across 53 countries, Lippa 

(2007) analyzed participants’ first-, second-, and third-ranked most-important traits in a 

relationship partner. Traits were selected by participants from a list of 23 items: age, 

ambition, communication skills, dependability, domestic skills, face attractiveness, 

fitness, fondness for children, hands, health, honesty, humor, industriousness, 

intelligence, kindness, money, all round good looks, parenting abilities, prosperity, 

religion, social status, teeth, and values. Individuals’ top three traits were coded as ranked 

1, 2, and 3 respectively, with unselected traits ranked 4. Mean rankings were compared 

by sex and by sexual orientation, and subjected to multidimensional scaling analyses. 

Lippa (2007) found that differences between men and women trumped sexual 

orientation differences in that men consistently ranked physical attractiveness (“overall 

good looks” and “face attractiveness”) higher than did women, and women consistently 

ranked character traits (honesty, humor, kindness, and dependability) higher than did 

men, regardless of sexual orientation. However, Lippa also found differences by sexual 

orientation identity category: Heterosexual participants ranked religion, fondness for 

children, and parenting abilities more highly than did nonheterosexual participants. 

Multidimensional scaling analyses showed that participants’ ranking profiles clustered 
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according to gender, rather than according to sexual orientation or nationality, a result 

that agrees with previous research in this area. Bailey, Gaulin, Agyei, and Gladue (1994) 

surveyed heterosexual men and women, gay men, and lesbians, and found that 

differences between men and women  in constructs such as “interest in uncommitted 

sex,” “interest in visual sexual stimuli,” “unimportance of partner’s status,” and 

“importance of partner’s physical attractiveness” trumped differences by sexual 

orientation;. Kenrick, Keefe, Bryan, Barr, and Brown (1995) analyzed partner age 

preferences stated in singles advertisements placed by heterosexual and nonheterosexual 

men and women, and found that men in both sexual orientation categories preferred 

progressively younger partners as they themselves aged, while women in both sexual 

orientation categories found older partners acceptable across all age groups. 

Lippa’s results suggest that a survey eliciting ranking or rating of traits, followed 

up by a multidimensional scaling analysis, is a profitable method for discovering sex- and 

sexual-orientation differences in preferences about partners. However, the survey Lippa 

was working from did not distinguish between sexual desire and romantic attachment, a 

distinction that is likely to be important, and which is discussed further below. The 

participants ranked a subset of mate traits, rather than rating all of them, which would 

have better suited a multidimensional scaling analysis (something Lippa himself noted in 

a personal communication on August 5th, 2010, in which he stated that the nature of the 

ranking task was dictated by the BBC). Finally, the differences Lippa observed between 

heterosexual and nonheterosexual participants with respect to the importance of children 

and parenting may not reflect true differences between the two groups, given that 
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nonheterosexual individuals face significant barriers to becoming parents, as compared to 

heterosexual individuals, in most or all of the countries involved in the BBC survey. 

Bisexuality may be partially explained as lower prioritization of partner 

gender in mate selection decisions. Another promising theoretical avenue, the idea that 

“bisexuality” may be characterized, at least in some individuals, by a tendency to place a 

relatively low priority on the sex of a potential partner when making mate-preference 

decisions, was first raised by writers such as Paul (1984), Ross (1984), and Zinik 

(1985/2000), but seems to have been largely neglected in the research literature since that 

time. Ross and Paul (1992/2000) attempted to revive the issue by presenting idiographic 

data, elicited using a “repertory grid” method based on Kelly’s (1955) personal construct 

theory, from nine individuals who identified themselves as Kinsey 3s (equally 

heterosexual and homosexual). The participants generated idiographic lists of constructs 

that distinguished themselves, their mothers and fathers, specific “most preferred” male 

and female sexual partners, and specific “best nonsexual” male and female friends from 

each other, as well as constructs on which these people were similar to each other. The 

sets of constructs, and the similarities and contrasts, were different for each individual in 

the study (e.g., “demanding” vs. “relaxed”; “manipulative” vs. “noninhibited”; “pushy” 

vs. “feminine”), although all participants were explicitly provided with the pair 

“masculine vs. feminine” by the researchers. Ross and Paul performed a principal-

components analysis on the sets of constructs and concluded that the participants tended 

to classify their partners on the basis of personality dimensions rather than on the basis of 

sex. It seems simple enough to test this notion empirically by including the partner’s 

biological sex in a list of constructs relevant to mate selection, and asking participants to 
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rank them in order of importance. If Ross, Paul, and Zinik are correct, bisexually-

identified individuals should, on average, rank “partner’s biological sex” lower than other 

sexual orientation identity groups.  

Gender diagnosticity shows promise for connecting gender role orientation, 

sexual orientation, and mate selection. Another promising avenue has to do with the 

connection between gender role and sexual orientation. While no credible argument 

exists that deviation from gender role norms and same-sex sexuality are coterminous, 

available evidence (e.g., Bailey & Zucker, 1995; Dunne et al., 2000; Rieger, Linsenmeier, 

Gygax, & Bailey, 2008; Weinrich, 1987) suggests that there is some relationship at least 

between childhood gender nonconformity and sexual orientation, one worthy of further 

study, although there is little recent literature connecting adult gender presentation to 

sexual orientation (Sandfort, 2005; but see Lippa, 2000). However, there is literature 

connecting observers’ ability to judge sexual orientation (“gaydar”) to gender-atypical 

behavior in adulthood—a connection, and an ability, that crosses cultural boundaries 

(Ambady, Hallahan, & Conner, 1999; Rieger, Linsenmeyer, Gygax, Garcia, & Bailey, 

2010; Rule, Ambady, & Hallett, 2009; Rule, Ishii, Ambady, Rosen, & Hallett, 2011). 

There is also evidence that a potential partner’s gender presentation plays a role in 

nonheterosexuals’ mate selection decisions. Bailey, Kim, Hills, and Linsenmeier (1997) 

analyzed personal ads placed in print publications by gay men, lesbian women, and 

heterosexual men and women, and found that the ads contained both self-descriptors and 

descriptors for preferred partners that were masculine or feminine traits. Gay men’s 

advertisements showed a strong preference for masculine men and a strong dispreference 

for feminine men, although this effect was weakened for men who described themselves 
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as more feminine. Lesbian women’s advertisements showed a preference for feminine 

women, but no dispreference for masculine women. Heterosexual men’s and women’s 

advertisements were less likely than gay men’s or lesbian women’s advertisements to 

include gendered self-descriptors, or to include statements about the gender presentation 

of preferred partners. Phua (2002), in a qualitative study, examined personal 

advertisements placed on the Internet by gay and heterosexual men and found that gay 

men strongly preferred masculine partners and were much more likely to include 

descriptors of their own gender presentation than were heterosexual men. Smith and 

Stillman (2002) studied personal advertisements placed in print and online by lesbian 

women and found that only a minority of advertisers described themselves as “butch” 

(masculine) or “femme” (feminine), or stated preferences for butch or femme women. 

Those who described their own gender presentation more often described themselves as 

“femme” than as “butch;” those who stated partner preference more often stated 

preference for a “femme” woman than for a “butch” woman.  

This evidence raises the question of how a potential partner’s gender presentation 

affects mate selection decisions generally. Sandfort (2005) poses the question: “Is it just 

biological sex that people feel attracted to or the associated gender?”, but deliberately 

does not answer it (p. 599). There seems to be good reason to revisit the connections 

between gender presentation, sexual orientation, and mate selection. A new approach that 

shows some promise to this end (Udry & Chantala, 2004) is discussed here. 

Lippa and Connelly (1990), noting the failure of M–F scales (e.g., S. L. Bem, 

1974; Spence, Helmreich, & Stapp, 1975) to successfully predict gender differences in 

behavior, proposed a new approach they termed gender diagnosticity (GD). In this 
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approach, the Bayesian probability that an individual participant is a man or a woman is 

derived mathematically from discriminant function scores (which are themselves 

computed from sets of items that empirically differentiate between men and women). 

This metric is (and should be) entirely variable: Lippa and Connelly categorically state 

that gender diagnosticity can only apply to “the behaviors that differentiate men and 

women in a particular population in a particular culture during a particular historical era,” 

as well as in specific stages of development (Lippa & Connelly, 1990, p. 1053). Gender 

diagnosticity, then, is a pure empirical-criterion-keying approach that does not, unlike 

traditional M–F scales, require reference to a specific normative population. In this way, 

gender diagnosticity splits the difference between social-constructionist and essentialist 

views of gender, because it does not encode socially-constructed norms about gender, but 

it does seek to discover what differences exist nonetheless between men and women. The 

critical theoretical point is that gender diagnosticity does not pretend to measure 

“masculinity” or “femininity,” but the degree to which a participant’s responses resemble 

those made by known men and known women. 

In a personal communication (August 5th, 2010), Lippa explained that the exact 

set of items is not important; all that is needed is a set of items that reliably and 

accurately differentiates men from women. In Lippa’s own experience, occupational 

preference questionnaires, typically subsets of the Strong-Campbell Interest Inventory 

(Campbell & Hansen, 1981) appear to be the most efficient and effective means of 

achieving discrimination between men and women, although he has also used tests of 

spatial ability, measures of interpersonal aggression, and measures of preferences for 
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academic subjects, activities, and hobbies (Lippa & Connelly, 1990; Lippa, 1991, 2000, 

2002). 

Lippa (2000) has also applied the gender-diagnosticity approach to differentiating 

participants by sexual orientation. Working from questionnaires on hobby and 

occupational preferences, across two independent samples, Lippa used discriminant 

functions to compute the probability that any individual would be predicted to be gay (or 

lesbian) versus heterosexual. These probabilities were labeled “gay-heterosexual 

diagnosticity” scores (for men), and “lesbian-heterosexual diagnosticity” scores (for 

women). Lippa found that this approach was successful in differentiating between self-

identified gay and heterosexual men, and between self-identified lesbian and heterosexual 

women, showing absolute effect sizes ranging from .98 to 1.83.  

Lippa (2000) also found that the correlations between sexual-orientation 

diagnosticity scores and gender-diagnosticity scores were very high (e.g., for men, the 

correlation between GD and “gay-heterosexual diagnosticity” as assessed by 

occupational preference was r = –.88, p < .001 in one sample and r = –.90, p < .001 in the 

other; for women, the same correlation was r = .83, p < .001 in one sample, and r = .94, p 

< .001 in the other). When Lippa corrected for attenuation, he found that these 

correlations approached unity. Lippa concluded that gender diagnosticity and sexual 

orientation diagnosticity were identical, and that “such robust effects provide an 

empirical challenge to all theories of sexual orientation and sex typing” (Lippa, 2000, p. 

924), although he himself clearly believed that these results lent more support to 

biologically-based theories of sexual orientation:  “[B]iological theories … imply 

stronger links between sexual orientation and sex-typed behaviors than do psychosocial 
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theories. Thus, the very strong links documented here between adults’ sexual orientation 

and their gender-related occupational and hobby preferences seem more consistent with 

biological theories than with psychosocial theories [of sexual orientation]” (Lippa, 2000, 

p. 924).  

The critical methodological points here are that this new approach to assessing 

gender appears to achieve what previous approaches (the M–F scales) could not: accurate 

differentiation between at least some sexual orientation categories, with the caveat that 

(a) bisexually-identified individuals were not fully included in Lippa’s analyses (making 

up a small fraction of the smallest of three samples discussed in Lippa, 2000) and (b) 

intragroup variation in gender diagnosticity scores remains to be fully understood and/or 

to be connected to variations in sexual orientation. It therefore seems likely that Lippa’s 

measure of gender diagnosticity, providing a scalar score, could be used to better 

understand the connections between individual gender-role orientation and other 

variables related to sexual orientation. 

Exploring lay participants’ understanding of hypothesized components of 

sexual orientation may help establish their construct validity. Tannenbaum (2006), 

investigating the construct validity of multidimensional models of sexual orientation, 

noted that expert and nonexpert participants might have different beliefs about the 

meaning and underlying structure of sexual orientation, and that nonexperts in different 

sexual orientation “communities” might have further differences among them: which, if 

true, would suggest that existing measures of sexual orientation would be differently 

understood by each of these different groups, and therefore not equally reliable or valid 

across all of them. Tannenbaum provided expert, lay, LGB-identified, and non-LGB-
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identified participants with an apparently exhaustive list of previously theorized 

components of sexual orientation (behavior, attraction, fantasy, self-identification, 

emotional preference, social preference, community affiliation, gender identity, sex-role 

identity, and social context; see esp. Tannenbaum, 2006, p. 5) and asked them to rate, on 

a 7-point Likert scale, how important each one in defining sexual orientation. She found 

that experts tended to rank a small subset of components (attraction, self-identification, 

fantasy, emotional preference, biology, and behavior) as particularly important, whereas 

laypersons’ highest rankings ranged across a wider array of components. She also found 

that heterosexually-identified participants ranked behavioral expressions of sexuality 

higher than did LGBT-identified participants, who ranked self-identification, emotional 

preference, and social preference higher. Tannenbaum also found that women and men 

ranked components differently, with women ranking sexual attraction and emotional 

preference higher than men. It should be noted that Tannenbaum’s scales of “attitudes 

toward components of sexual orientation” (ATCSOS) and of “personal identification 

toward components of sexual orientation” (PITCSOS) are poorly worded and often not 

well operationalized (e.g., “Fantasy: sexual reactions based on imagination;” “Behavior: 

actual sexual behavior as opposed to attraction;” “Social preference: closely related to 

emotional preference, but often different…”, p. 155), and therefore potentially confusing 

to lay participants, which may account for some of the expert/lay differences she 

encountered. Further, Tannenbaum’s PITCSOS relies on a bipolar, Kinsey-like scale, the 

deficits of which have already been discussed. 

Tannenbaum (2006) appears to be among the first (and only) to attempt to assess 

lay participants’ ideas about theorized components of sexual orientation and their relative 
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importance.6 Tannenbaum’s scales were poorly written, but the general approach is 

profitable in that it seems to have discovered meaningful differences between lay 

heterosexual, lay LGBT, and expert participants, although analyses further differentiating 

between sexual orientation identity groups were not performed. A revised version of 

Tannenbaum’s scale should provide meaningful data about the constructs people believe 

are relevant to their sexual orientations.  

Diamond’s biobehavioral model. L. M. Diamond (2003b) has marshaled 

evolutionary, biological, and behavioral data to elucidate a “biobehavioral” model of 

sexual orientation that distinguishes between short-term (sexual-desire-driven; see also 

Weinrich, 2000) and long-term (pair bonding-driven) sexual relationships. This 

distinction was partly inspired by observations of her own research subjects’ sexual and 

nonsexual relationships (e.g., L. M. Diamond, 2008) to the effect that some women might 

have only one same-sex relationship during their time in the study—once, and never 

again. Diamond argues, from a large body of empirical evidence, that sexual desire and 

pair bonding are separately evolved processes: the former is an adaptation allowing for 

successful mating and reproduction, and the latter is an adaptation allowing for close, 

supportive relationships between people, probably in order to facilitate the survival of 

offspring. (However, Diamond has yet to publish any data of her own specifically 

exploring this model.) 

Diamond suggests that while individuals’ sexual desire is typically “oriented” 

toward one gender or the other, due to its evolutionary basis in the mating drive, pair 

                                                 

6 Neighbors (2000) is probably the first entrant in this area, but she focused specifically on 
participants’ judgements about others’ sexual orientations. 
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bonding has no specific gender orientation, due to its separate evolutionary basis in the 

mother-infant attachment bond.  Because pair bonding appears to arise out of conditions 

that can exist independently of sexual interaction—long-term proximity and physical 

contact—individuals may be sexually oriented toward one gender or another, but have 

the capacity to pair-bond with (fall in love with) members of either gender. Most 

importantly, Diamond argues that the connections between sexual desire and pair-

bonding are bidirectional. Not only may individuals develop pair bonds as a result of 

sexual interaction, but they may also develop sexual desires as a result of pair bonding—

even novel sexual desires, toward members of the sex they are not sexually oriented to. 

Diamond suggests that women will be likelier than men to have had nonsexual pair-bond 

relationships, and likelier than men to have undergone such transitions. In most cases, 

Diamond hypothesizes, such pair-bonding-motivated sexual desires that run counter to a 

person’s sexual orientation should be specific to the individual relationship and should be 

unlikely to generalize to other partners. Drawing from the literature on love and 

attachment, Diamond noted that pair-bonding has two major stages, infatuation (or 

limerence, or falling in love) and attachment (or companionate love), and that each stage 

could be operationalized in terms of behaviors and emotions: 

In a self-report study of over 1,000 individuals, Tennov (1979) found that 

infatuation was characterized by intense desires for proximity and physical contact, 

resistance to separation, feelings of excitement and euphoria when receiving attention and 

affection from the partner, fascination with the partner’s behavior and appearance, 

extreme sensitivity to his or her moods and signs of interest, and intrusive thoughts of the 

partner. The same features were noted by Hatfield and Sprecher (1986) as characteristics 
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of passionate love. In contrast, attachment or companionate love is characterized by 

feelings of calm, security, mutual comfort seeking, and deep affection (Hatfield, 1987; 

Hazan & Shaver, 1987; Sternberg, 1986). (L. M. Diamond, 2003b, p. 176.) 

Diamond’s (2003b) model is particularly intriguing in that it aims to sort out some 

of the difficulties with extant theories of sexual orientation that have already been 

discussed above. Its greatest contribution is the distinction between sexual desire and 

romantic attachment, a distinction that has so far almost always been absent in the 

empirical literature on same-sex sexuality. It seems eminently possible to combine this 

distinction with a mate-selection task similar to that in Lippa (2007), and/or with a 

construct rating task similar to that in Tannenbaum (2006). 

Another important contribution of Diamond’s (2003b) model is the idea that 

plasticity in sexual desire may be related (in some cases) to specific behavioral contexts 

(i.e., pair-bond relationships) and mediated (in those cases) by biological factors (i.e., 

oxytocin). Specific questions about pair-bond and sexual relationships could be used to 

attempt to (at least partially) validate the model. 

A cross-category sexual identity development theory can help explain 

variations in heterosexual identity. One area of significant confusion in the sexual 

orientation literature is the question of people who identify as heterosexual, but who also 

have same-sex attractions, fantasies, and/or behavior (e.g., Laumann et al., 1994; Morales 

Knight & Hope, 2012; Murphy, 2007; Savin-Williams, 2006; Vrangalova & Savin-

Williams, 2010). Some writers have suggested that at least some of these individuals 

might prefer identity labels such as “mostly straight” (Thompson & Morgan, 2008), “bi-

curious,” or “questioning” (Morgan & Thompson, 2006), although other writers (e.g., 
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Russell, Clarke, & Clary, 2009) suggest that only a few such individuals, at least among 

youths, adopt nonheterosexual identity labels. The question of whether such discordance 

represents a distinct identity or a transitional phase in development remains open. 

Worthington, Savoy, Dillon, & Vernaglia (2002), suggested that such individuals 

(particularly younger individuals) might be engaged in a so-called “active exploration” 

phase of sexual identity development. To explore this idea, Worthington, Navarro, Savoy, 

and Hampton (2008), building on Marcia’s (1966) model of identity development, 

developed a questionnaire (the Measure of Sexual Identity Exploration and Commitment; 

MoSIEC) to investigate individuals’ relative levels of exploration and commitment with 

respect to sexual orientation identity. The measure also addresses participants’ 

uncertainty about sexual orientation identity, as well as the degree to which identity 

synthesis/integration has occurred. Worthington et al. (2008) demonstrated that the 

MoSIEC captured differences between sexual orientation identity groups; Worthington 

and Reynolds (2009) showed that significant within-group differences were also captured 

by the MoSIEC. This instrument appears to show promise for exploring the relationships 

between variables of sexual orientation identity and other variables of sexual orientation 

such as attraction, fantasy, and behavior. 

Statement of the Problem 

The literature review has shown that researchers cannot agree on how to define 

sexual orientation. The likeliest major contributor to this problem is that extant 

evolutionary, biological, learning/environmental, and social-constructionist theories of 

sexual orientation all fail to account for different aspects of the empirical data on same-

sex sexual relationships. Difficulty in defining and operationalizing sexual orientation has 
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in turn led to difficulty in creating credible measures of sexual orientation. The core of 

the problem seems to be the lack of a single credible theory of orientation. Based on the 

literature review, such a theory, perhaps better called a theory of sexual and love 

relationships, should address the following points: 

• Distinguish between sexual desire and pair bonding; 

• Account for differences between men and women in the specificity and flexibility 

of sexual orientation; 

• Account for changes over time in the sex of an individual’s sexual partners, 

including the question of “special relationships” (i.e., individual relationships that 

break an individual’s usual pattern of being attracted to one sex or the other); 

• Understand the role of gender-role orientation; 

• Understand how “sexual orientation” and “attachment orientation” affect partner 

selection; 

• Understand how people conceptualize their own sexual orientation (including 

aspects of their sexual identity development); 

• Lead to a reliable and valid method of assessing sexual orientation. 

The present study sought to develop evidence toward a credible theory of sexual 

orientation by investigating the constructs relevant to individuals’ mate selection 

strategies; the constructs relevant to their conceptualization of their own sexual 

orientations; and the relationships between each set of constructs. The critical task in the 

present study was to discover whether participants differentiate between sexual desire 

and pair bonding as they apply to mate selection decisions. A secondary task was to 
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discover whether participants believe gender role orientation is connected to any of these 

decisions. 

Research Hypotheses 

The following hypotheses emerge from the literature review and the problem 

statement: 

1. Gender role orientation and sexual orientation are related. Men and women whose 

gender diagnosticity (GD) scores differ significantly from the average for their 

gender will be more likely to identify as gay or lesbian. More specifically, GD 

score deviance from gender means will predict individuals’ self-rated same-sex 

attraction. No similar prediction is made about identification as bisexual. 

2. Mate selection strategies differ when the motivation is sexual desire vs. when the 

motivation is pair bonding. Decision rules about mate selection will differ 

depending on whether the decision is motivated by short-term (sexual desire) or 

by long-term (pair-bonding) considerations. 

3. Mate selection strategies have already been observed to differ between men and 

women, but there will also be an interaction with the sexual-desire/pair-bonding 

distinction. Decision rules about both short- and long-term mate selection will 

differ between men and women in that men will rate physical attractiveness, 

youth, and health traits more highly than will women, and women will rate 

character and child-rearing traits higher than will men; but these differences will 

be larger in the sexual-desire mate selection task than in the pair-bonding mate 

selection task. 
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4. Mate selection strategies are related to gender role orientation. Differences similar 

to those in Hypothesis 3 will emerge between people scoring in the male and 

female directions on a measure of GD, regardless of whether they are men or 

women. 

5. Bisexuality may be partially explained as lower prioritization of partner gender in 

mate selection decisions. Bisexually-identified individuals will be less likely than 

people in other sexual orientation identity categories to rate the sex of partners as 

“extremely important” in both short- and long-term mate selection. 

6. Components of sexual orientation will be differently rated between and within sex 

and sexual orientation identity groups, as previously observed in Tannenbaum 

(2006).  

a. Sexual attraction will be, on average, most highly rated as a determinant of 

sexual orientation across all groups. 

b. Women will rate sexual attraction more highly as a determinant of sexual 

orientation than will men.  

c. Heterosexually-identified individuals will rate sexual behavior more 

highly as a determinant of sexual orientation than will people in other 

sexual orientation identity categories. 

d. Ratings of gender role orientation as a determinant of sexual orientation 

will differ between men and women. Men will rate gender role orientation 

more highly as a determinant of sexual orientation than will women. 

e. Ratings of gender role orientation as a determinant of sexual orientation 

will differ between sexual orientation identity groups. Gay- and lesbian-
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identified individuals will rate gender role orientation more highly as a 

determinant of sexual orientation than will bisexually- and heterosexually-

identified individuals. 

7. Ratings of components of sexual orientation are related to participants’ own 

gender role orientations. People scoring in the male direction on a measure of 

gender diagnosticity, regardless of sex, will rate sexual attraction more highly as a 

determinant of sexual orientation than will people scoring in the female direction, 

regardless of sex. 

8. As suggested in L. M. Diamond (2003b), men and women will have different 

histories of pair-bond relationships and sexual fluidity related to those pair-bond 

relationships.  

a. Heterosexual women will be more likely than heterosexual men to report a 

history of same-sex nonsexual pair-bond relationships, and lesbian women 

will be more likely than gay men to report a history of opposite-sex pair-

bond relationships. 

b. Heterosexual women will be more likely than heterosexual men to report a 

history of same-sex nonsexual pair-bond relationships becoming sexual, 

and lesbian women will be more likely than gay men to report a history of 

same-sex pair-bond relationships. 

9. Heterosexually-identified individuals who have same-sex attractions, fantasies, 

and/or behaviors will show less identity commitment and more identity 

exploration and uncertainty than will heterosexually-identified individuals 

without any same-sex attractions, fantasies and/or behaviors.  
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Method 

Participants 

Recruitment. The recruitment goal in the present study was to recruit a sample 

that had equal proportions of men and women and equal proportions of heterosexual, 

gay/lesbian, and bisexual individuals. To that end, two sets of advertisement flyers (one 

specifically recruiting lesbian, gay, and bisexual (LGB)-identified individuals, and one 

recruiting without reference to sexual orientation) were composed. The flyers described 

the study as focusing on “how people understand their romantic and sexual 

relationships.” They were placed in social gathering locations in Lincoln and Omaha such 

as clubs, coffee shops, and churches. The LGB-themed flyers were placed in locations 

that specifically serve LGB populations. The flyers were also distributed for posting to 

confederates in other cities around the U.S. (e.g., Miami, OH; Eugene, OR; Los Angeles, 

CA; and Minneapolis, MN). 

For online recruiting, a recruitment email was sent to LGB-oriented email lists 

(e.g., APA Division 44; AFFIRM; ABCT LGBT SIG). Notices were also posted on the 

Facebook pages of BiNet USA and LGBTCampus.org. Readers of the emails and notices 

were requested to distribute them as widely as possible, and to people of all sexual 

orientations.  

Eligibility. People who were at least 19 years old (the age of majority in the State 

of Nebraska) were eligible to participate in this study. There were no other eligibility or 

exclusion criteria. 



65 

 

Compensation. Participants were informed that at the end of the survey, they 

would be given a chance to enter their email address, if they chose, in order to receive an 

Amazon.com gift card worth $5.00.  

Valid vs. invalid responses (“spam”). A total of 1,985 survey responses were 

received. The following guidelines were used to identify invalid (“spam”) responses, 

completed solely with the aim of receiving a gift card (or, in many cases, multiple gift 

cards). Responses were classified as spam and eliminated from analyses under one or 

more of the following conditions: 

• Completion time under 12 minutes (i.e., more than 1.5 SDs shorter than the mean 

completion time for the pilot version of the survey): 854 responses, with 

completion times ranging from 00:43 to 11:59, were eliminated under this rule. 

• Participants taking less than 2 seconds to make each rating in the occupational-

preference or BSRI questionnaires: 27 responses were eliminated under this rule. 

• Responses failing a “Turing test” (i.e., responding to items designed to catch 

nonhuman response patterns, or responding to items in a clearly and consistently 

illogical manner): 50 responses were eliminated under this rule. 

• Responses associated with clearly “spammy” email addresses, i.e., addresses 

created at random or at pseudorandom in order to register multiple times for the 

reward., particularly when these came from large-volume, free email providers. 

Twelve responses were eliminated under this rule, although there was a vastly 

larger number of spammy email addresses in the registration data that did not 

correspond to any survey response. 
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• Internet Protocol addresses (IPs) associated with multiple attempts to respond 

were often, but not always, eliminated. In general, multiple attempts were 

considered spam if other spam-identification rules were violated in one or more of 

the attempts associated with that IP: 30 responses were eliminated under this rule. 

• A “guilt by association” rule was employed in which IPs associated with 

responses violating one or more of the above rules (and/or placing false 

registrations in the registration database) were identified, and then responses were 

sorted by IP address. In some cases, it was possible to identify entire IP blocks 

that were clearly major sources of spam responses and/or false registrations. 

Responses from those IP blocks were eliminated: 306 responses were eliminated 

under this rule. 

In all, 1,2547 of the 1,985 completed surveys received were eliminated as spam, 

leaving 731 surveys prior to data cleaning. (Another 238 incomplete surveys were not 

analyzed.) 589 rewards were disbursed, and 167 nonspam surveys did not include reward 

registration data.8 

Missing variables; ineligible participant. Four surveys were missing a relatively 

large number of variables on the core questionnaires (range 7–98 missing variables) and 

were eliminated from analyses on that basis. One response was eliminated because the 

participant’s stated age was 18, below the eligible age of 19. Analyses were completed 

with the remaining 726 responses. 
                                                 

7 The numbers in the bullet points do not add up to 1,254 because some responses were eliminated 
under more than one rule. 

8 As a further illustration of the spam problem, it should be noted that 2,390 registrations for the 
reward were received. In one notable case, one IP address was responsible for 302 reward registrations over 
a little more than two hours! 
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Description of the sample. Participants’ ages ranged from 19–78 with a mean 

age of 34.36 years (SD = 14.71 years). By gender, 43% of the sample identified as men, 

46% as women, and 10% as transgender or “other.” By sexual orientation, 21% identified 

as heterosexual, 23% as bisexual, and 21% as lesbian or gay. Fully 36% espoused another 

label, or no label, for their sexual orientation identities. Chi-square analyses showed that 

women were likelier than men to have a non-traditional (i.e., other-label or no-label) 

sexual orientation, ( )2 1,  650 43.10,    .001N pχ = = < , and that participants who identified 

as neither men nor women were likelier than men and women to also have a non-

traditional sexual orientation identity, ( )2 1,  726 86.50,    .001. N pχ = = < A tabulation by 

gender and sexual orientation identity categories is given in Table 1.9 

By race/ethnicity, 6% of the sample identified as Latino (orthogonal to the other 

categories), 6% as African American, 3% as Asian American/Pacific Islander, 4% as 

Native American, 89% as European American, and 5% as “other.” Two percent of the 

sample selected more than one racial/ethnic identification (excluding Latino). Due to 

small cell ns, only chi-square analyses of gender or sexual orientation distribution by 

European American vs. non-European American race/ethnicity were performed. No 

relationship was  found. The chi-square for gender gave ( )2 4,  690 1.57,    .814.N pχ = = =  

The chi-square for sexual orientation gave ( )2 4,  690 8.37,    .079N pχ = = = . 

                                                 

9 Participants who selected “other” for gender or sexual identity were given the option of 
commenting on that selection. Comments included a number of labels for gender (e.g., agender, agendered, 
bigender, brrl, genderfluid, genderless, genderneutral, gender-non-conforming, grrl, femme,  MtM (not 
FtM), queer, and Two Spirit) and for sexual orientation (e.g., asexual, bi-curious, demisexual, 
heteroflexible, heteroromantic, homoromantic, mostly gay, mostly straight, omnisexual, panromantic, 
pansexual, and queer.) 
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Representative self-labels and comments from participants who chose “other” as their 

race/ethnicity identity are given in Table 2. 

Participants’ relationship statuses varied. 31% of the sample reported not 

currently being in a relationship; 27% were dating; 18% were cohabiting; 5% were 

engaged (including engagements for relationships not legally recognized as marriage); 

26% were married (including relationships not legally recognized as marriage); and 15% 

described their relationship status as “other.” (Percentages total more than 100% because 

these choices were nonexclusive.) In all, 56% of the sample chose at least one status 

indicating having at least one sexual or romantic partner. Of these, 52% indicated that the 

relationship was exclusive; 26% that it was open; and 22% “other.” Irrespective of 

current relationship status, 57% of the sample indicated that they were not looking for a 

new relationship at present; 43% were looking for a new relationship.  

The sample as a whole had relatively high education status. 26% of the sample 

had some college education; 29% held a four-year degree; 29% held graduate and 

professional degrees. Parental education levels were lower: 25% of mothers were 

described as holding high school diplomas, 25% four-year degrees, 14% held graduate 

and professional degrees. Similarly, 26% of fathers held high school diplomas, 22% four-

year degrees, and 22% graduate and professional degrees. These three variables (own 

education, mother’s education, and father’s education10) were recoded to binary variables 

where 0 indicated less than a four-year college education, and 1 indicated a bachelor’s or 

higher degree. A 5 (gender identity) × 5 (sexual orientation) MANOVA including these 

                                                 

10 It should be noted that these items incorrectly assumed that respondents would identify their 
parents as one mother and one father. 
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binarized variables as dependent variables showed no multivariate effect of sexual 

orientation identity, Wilks’ ( ) 2.971,  12, 2094 1.71,   .010,   .059,pF pλ η= = = =  or gender 

identity, Wilks’ ( ) 2.978,  12, 2094 1.27,   .007,   .227,pF pλ η= = = =  and no multivariate 

interaction, Wilks’ ( ) 2.948,  12, 2094 .97,   .018,   .528,pF pλ η= = = =  suggesting sexual 

orientation and gender identity were unrelated to participant or parental education..  

Participants tended to describe their individual, personal income as relatively low: 

47% reported incomes of $20,000 or less per year, and only 10% reported incomes of 

greater than $80,000 per year. A 5 (gender identity) × 5 (sexual orientation identity) 

ANOVA showed a significant effect of gender on income level, ( )4, 699 21.30,  F =

.001,p <  but no effect of sexual orientation, ( )4, 699 1.68,F = .151,p =  nor any 

interaction effect, ( )4, 699 1.40,   .154F p= = . Post-hoc followups using LSD found that 

men had higher average incomes than all other gender identities except MTF, all ps < 

.001, and that women had higher average income than participants with “other” gender 

identity, p = .013. Fully 80% of participants described their location as “urban,” and 20% 

described it as “rural.” A 5 (gender identity) × 5 (sexual orientation identity) ANOVA 

showed no effect of gender identity, ( )4, 702 1.33,   .257,F p= =  or sexual orientation 

identity, ( )4, 702 .55,   .701,F p= = , nor any interaction effect, ( )4, 702 1.03, F = .418,p =

on rural/urban identification. Participants were asked to provide full or partial ZIP codes. 

Figure 1 is a map showing the regional distribution of participant ZIP codes across the 
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U.S.11 There were 17 participants who provided international postal codes or otherwise 

identified themselves as not located in the US. All 17 were located in Canada or the U.K. 

The complete set of demographic items is given in Appendix I. 

 

                                                 

11 Where participants provided partial ZIP codes, the lowest-numbered corresponding ZIP codes 
are portrayed on the map (e.g., a response of “113”  is portrayed as 11351; “940” is portrayed as 94002). A 
small number of participants provided ZIP codes that do not exist (e.g., 11862; 91163). These were not 
included in the map. A full map, including international postal codes, will be maintained as long as possible 
at the following Web address:  http://batchgeo.com/map/05ff895c299bbc76f3b4318ecd8dfdd4. 
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• “I identify as queer because it is important to me that I be recognized as part of the queer 

community, yet I don't like the restrictiveness of the other sexual orientation labels.  I like 

the term queer because it is flexible and inclusive.” 

• “I identify as queer, both in my sexual orientation and gender.” 

• “I prefer the label of queer to describe my sexual orientation. As a transman who is 

married to a woman, I feel that our relationship does not fit into a heterosexual 

relationship model. I also experience some attraction to men, transmen, transwomen, and 

genderqueer individuals.” 

• “Most of my sexual experiences have been with men, I am a woman. I feel that I do not 

explore my attractions to women as much I would like to because of the strong 

expectations that people have about me, or what my friends would react like.” 

• “Pansexual” 

• “Queer - because I am genderqueer and attracted to people of all genders.” 

• “Queer - it's more expressive of the fluidity and ambiguous nature of my sexuality, and 

my willingness to entertain any flavor of sexual orientation.” 

• “Queer, pansexual” 

• “Queer. I feel like queer expresses my experiences and view of the world better than gay, 

which has become a very assimilationist term. To me queer is more flexible and also 

more political and intellectual.” 
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Appendix B: Mate Selection Task 

Short-term (sexual-desire-motivated) relationship 

At present, how interested are you in having a short-term, uncommitted (“one-night stand” or “no strings attached”) 
sexual relationship? (Please answer this even if you are in a relationship of this kind right now.) 
Not at all interested 

  
Somewhat interested 

  
Very interested 

       
 
Think about your sexual desires and what makes a person sexually attractive to you. Think only about a short-term, 
uncommitted ("one-night stand" or "no strings attached") sexual relationship. In that context, how important are each of 
the following aspects of a potential short-term sexual partner? 

  
Not at all 
important 

  

Somewhat 
important 

  

Extremely 
important 

Intelligence        

Age        
Shares my religious/spiritual beliefs (or 
lack of same)        

Shares my interests        
Physically healthy (doesn't get sick 
often)        

Moral/ethical values        

Humor        
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Not at all 
important 

  

Somewhat 
important 

  

Extremely 
important 

Communication skills        

Exciting sex partner (“good in bed”)        

Skills for maintaining a home        

Dependability        

Career achievement        

Physically fit (“in shape”)        

Parenting abilities        

  
Not at all 
important 

  

Somewhat 
important 

  

Extremely 
important 

Likes children        

Gets along with my parents/friends        

Acts masculine        

Is a woman        

Acts feminine        

Kindness        

Sexually faithful (has sex only with me)        
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Not at all 
important 

  

Somewhat 
important 

  

Extremely 
important 

Hard-working        

Wealth        

Physical attractiveness        

Loves me        

Honesty        

Is a man        

Ambition        
 
Long-term (pair-bond) romantic and sexual relationship 

At present, how interested are you in having a long-term, committed, romantic and sexual relationship? "Committed" 
means that you and your partner have a clear understanding about what constituted sexual "unfaithfulness". (Please 
answer this even if you are in a relationship of this kind right now.) 
Not at all interested 

  
Somewhat interested 

  
Very interested 

       
 

Think about what you want in a long-term, committed, romantic and sexual relationship. In that context, how important 
are each of the following aspects of a potential long-term romantic and sexual partner? 

 

[items as above] 
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Appendix C: Occupational Preference Items for Gender Diagnosticity 

Below are 40 occupations. Using the scale shown below, indicate how much you would dislike or like working in each 
occupation. Don't worry about whether you are currently trained to do a given kind of work, how much money you would 
make, or whether you would get ahead in that kind of job. Think only about how much you would like to do each kind of 
work. 

  
Strongly 
Dislike 

Moderately 
Dislike Slightly Dislike 

Neither Dislike 
nor Like Slightly Like 

Moderately 
Like Strongly Like 

Lawyer        

Florist        

Clerk        

Farmer        

Professional athlete        

Minister, rabbi, clergy person        

Biologist        

  
Strongly 
Dislike 

Moderately 
Dislike Slightly Dislike 

Neither Dislike 
nor Like Slightly Like 

Moderately 
Like Strongly Like 

Electrical engineer        

Social worker        

Manager of a clothing store        
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Business executive        

Inventor        

Physician        

Computer programmer        

  
Strongly 
Dislike 

Moderately 
Dislike Slightly Dislike 

Neither Dislike 
nor Like Slightly Like 

Moderately 
Like Strongly Like 

Auto mechanic        

Please select "Slightly Like"        

Accountant        

Costume designer        

Mathematician        

Bookkeeper        

Building contractor        

  
Strongly 
Dislike 

Moderately 
Dislike Slightly Dislike 

Neither Dislike 
nor Like Slightly Like 

Moderately 
Like Strongly Like 

Chemist        

Beauty consultant        
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Children's author        

Editor        

Art museum director        

Jet pilot        

Newspaper reporter        

  
Strongly 
Dislike 

Moderately 
Dislike Slightly Dislike 

Neither Dislike 
nor Like Slightly Like 

Moderately 
Like Strongly Like 

Grade school teacher        

Psychologist        

Poet        

Carpenter        

Fashion model        

Mechanical engineer        

Flight attendant        

  
Strongly 
Dislike 

Moderately 
Dislike Slightly Dislike 

Neither Dislike 
nor Like Slightly Like 

Moderately 
Like Strongly Like 

Interior decorator        

Dance teacher        
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Auto sales person        

Nurse        

Writer of fiction        

Librarian        
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Appendix D: Bem Sex-Role Inventory 

Please rate each of the following personality characteristics as to how well it describes you personally.  

  

Never or 
almost never 

true of me 
  

Sometimes 
true of me 

  

Always or 
almost always 

true of me 

self-reliant 
       

yielding 
       

defends own beliefs 
       

cheerful 
       

independent 
       

shy 
       

athletic 
       

affectionate 
       

  

Never or 
almost never 

true of me 
  

Sometimes 
true of me 

  

Always or 
almost always 

true of me 

assertive 
       

flatterable 
       

strong personality 
       

loyal 
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forceful 
       

feminine 
       

analytical 
       

sympathetic 
       

  

Never or 
almost never 

true of me 
  

Sometimes 
true of me 

  

Always or 
almost always 

true of me 

leadership ability 
       

sensitive to others' needs 
       

willing to take risks 
       

understanding 
       

makes decisions easily 
       

compassionate 
       

self-sufficient 
       

eager to soothe hurt feelings 
       

  

Never or 
almost never 

true of me 
  

Sometimes 
true of me 

  

Always or 
almost always 

true of me 

dominant 
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soft spoken 
       

masculine 
       

warm 
       

willing to take a stand 
       

tender 
       

aggressive 
       

gullible 
       

  

Never or 
almost never 

true of me 
  

Sometimes 
true of me 

  

Always or 
almost always 

true of me 

acts as a leader 
       

childlike 
       

individualistic 
       

does not use harsh language 
       

competitive 
       

loves children 
       

ambitious 
       

gentle 
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Appendix E: Sexual-Partner and Pair-Bonding History Questionnaire 

The male version of this questionnaire is given here. The questionnaire includes 

logic such that not all respondents will encounter all of the items. Logic statements are set 

off with square brackets and are set in italics between items thus: [Logic statement]. 

Have you ever had any male friends that you would describe 
as "close friends"? 

 Yes 
No 
 

[Display next item if “yes”] 
 
How many male close friends have you had? Please enter a 
number. If you have not had any male close friends, enter 0 
(zero). 
Number of close male friends: 
(enter 0 [zero] if you haven't had 
any) 

 

 
[Display next item if  nonzero] 
 
How many of your close friendships with men would you 
describe as emotionally intimate? Please think about your 
closest male friends, men who have been really special in your 
life, even if only for a short time. You should count friendships 
in this area if more than two or three of these things were 
true: 
 
· You didn’t like being apart from him; 
· You had a deep emotional connection with your friend and 
usually understood how he was feeling; 
· You thought about him a lot of the time; 
· You felt calm and secure when you were together with him; 
· You often sought him out for emotional comfort; 
· You felt a deep and strong affection for him.  
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Number of emotionally intimate 
male friends: (enter 0 [zero] if you 
haven't had any) 

 

 
[Display next item if nonzero] 
 
Did any of these emotionally intimate relationships with men 
eventually become sexual? What we are looking for here are 
relationships that were at first nonsexual, then became 
emotionally intimate, and then became sexual, in that order. 

Yes 
No 
 

[Display next item if “Yes”] 
 
How many of your emotionally intimate relationships with men 
eventually became sexual? Please enter a number. If this has 
never happened, please enter 0 (zero). 
Number of emotionally intimate 
relationships with men that 
eventually became sexual: (enter 0 
[zero] if this has never happened) 

 

 
[Next item is displayed to all participants, unless previous item is nonzero– otherwise it 
would be redundant] 
 
Have you ever had consensual sex with a man? ("Having sex" 
is defined as anything involving contact with your or your 
sexual partner's genitals.  "Consensual" means you both 
agreed to have sex.) 

Yes 
No 

 
[Display next item if “yes” or if previous item was nonzero] 
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How many men have you had consensual sex with? ("Having 
sex" is defined as anything involving contact with your or your 
sexual partner's genitals.  "Consensual" means you both 
agreed to have sex.) Please enter a number. If you have never 
had consensual sex with men, enter 0 (zero). 
Number of male sexual partners: 
(enter 0 [zero] if you haven't had 
any) 

 

 
[Display next item if nonzero] 
 
Have you ever had any short-term, uncommitted ("one-night 
stand" or "no strings attached") sexual relationships with men? 

Yes 
No 

 
[Display next item if “yes”] 
 
How many short-term, uncommitted ("one-night stand" or "no 
strings attached") sexual relationships with men have you 
had? Please enter a number. If you have not had any sexual 
relationships of this kind with men, enter 0 (zero). 
Number of short-term, uncommitted 
sexual relationships with men: 
(enter 0 [zero] if you haven't had 
any) 

 

 
[Display next item if the item on pair-bond relationships becoming sexual is nonzero or if 
the item on having had sex with men is “yes”] 
 
Have you ever had any long-term, committed romantic 
relationships with men? ("Committed" means that you and 
your partner had a clear understanding about what constituted 
sexual "unfaithfulness".) 

Yes 
No 

 
[Display next item if “yes”] 
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How many long-term, committed romantic relationships have 
you had with men? Please enter a number. If you have not had 
any long-term, committed romantic relationships with men, 
enter 0 (zero). 
Number of committed, romantic 
relationships with men: (enter 0 
[zero] if you haven't had any) 

 

 



 

 

211 

Appendix F: Ratings of Components of Sexual Orientation 

Think about sexual orientation (in general, not necessarily your own sexual orientation) as you look at each of the 
following concepts. How much does each concept define a person’s sexual orientation?  

  

Does not 
define a 
person's 
sexual 
orientation 
at all 

  

Somewhat 
defines a 
person's 
sexual 
orientation 

  

Very 
strongly 
defines a 
person's 
sexual 
orientation 

Sexual attractions to men, women, 
or both 

       

A history of sexual experiences with 
men, women, or both 

       

Sexual daydreams, sexual dreams, 
and/or sexual thoughts during 
masturbation featuring men, women, 
or both 

       

Falling in love with men, women, or 
both 

       

Identifying as “gay,” “lesbian,” 
“bisexual,” “heterosexual,” or some 
similar label 
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Accepting and feeling comfortable 
with one’s identity as “gay,” 
“lesbian,” “bisexual,” heterosexual,” 
or some similar label 

       

Whether a person feels him- or 
herself to be male or female 
(regardless of biological sex) 

       

Acting masculine (stereotypically 
male) or feminine (stereotypically 
female) 

       

Please choose "Somewhat defines a 
person's sexual orientation" to 
answer this item. 

       

Cultural factors like a person’s race, 
ethnicity, and/or beliefs about sexual 
behavior and sexual orientation 

       

Social experiences like oppression, 
discrimination, education, and/or 
homophobia/heterosexism 

       

Changes over time in attractions, 
fantasies, behaviors, identity, or 
other factors in this list 

       

Biological factors such as genetics, 
brain chemistry or anatomy, or 
hormones 

       

 



 

 

213 

Appendix G: Ratings of Own Levels of Components of Sexual Orientation 

Think about yourself and rate yourself on each of the following items: 

  
Not at 

all 
  

Some
what 

  

Very 
much 

How sexually attracted are 
you to men?        

How sexually attracted are 
you to women?        

 
  Think about yourself and rate yourself on each of the following items: 

  

0% 
(None 
of 
them) 

  

50% 
(Half 
of 
them) 

  

100% 
(All of 
them) 

How many of your sexual 
fantasies are about men?        

How many of your sexual 
fantasies are about women?        

How many of your sexual 
experiences have been with men?        

How many of your sexual 
experiences have been with 
women? 
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0% 
(None 
of 
them) 

  

50% 
(Half 
of 
them) 

  

100% 
(All of 
them) 

When you have fallen in love, 
how often has it been with a 
man? (This is regardless of 
whether you got involved in a 
relationship – the question is 
about your feelings of falling in 
love.) 

          

When you have fallen in love, 
how often has it been with a 
woman? (This is regardless of 
whether you got involved in a 
relationship – the question is 
about your feelings of falling in 
love.) 
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Appendix H: Sexual Identity Exploration and Commitment 

Please read each statement carefully and rate how well it describes you (how characteristic it is of you). 

  

Very 
uncharacteristic 
of me 

    

Very 
characteristic 
of me 

I went through a period in my life when I 
was questioning or exploring my sexual 
orientation. 

      

I am currently questioning or exploring my 
sexual orientation. 

      

I sometimes feel uncertain about my 
sexual orientation. 

      

My sexual orientation is quite clear to me.       

I am comfortable with my sexual 
orientation. 

      

My sexual orientation is compatible with all 
of the other aspects of my sexuality. 

      

I am actively trying to learn more about 
my own sexual orientation. 

      

My sexual orientation will always be open 
to exploration. 

      

My sexual orientation may continue to 
change over time. 
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Appendix I: Demographics Items 

How old are you? 

Please enter your age in years:  
 
Would you describe yourself as: 

Male 

Female 

Transgender (MtF) 

Transgender (FtM) 

Other (you will have a chance to comment on this choice, if you like) 
 
[Display comment box if “other” is selected] 

Since you selected "other" in the last question, would you please provide a 
brief explanation of your choice? 

 
 
Do you consider yourself to be Hispanic, Latino/Latina, or Chicana/Chicano? 

Yes 

No 
 
How would you describe your race or ethnicity? (Check all that apply.) 

Black / African American 

Asian American / Pacific Islander 

American Indian / Native American / Alaska Native 

White / Caucasian / European American 

Other (you will have a chance to comment on this choice, if you like) 
 
[Display comment box if “other” is selected] 



217 

 

Since you selected "other" for your race or ethnicity, you're welcome to 
comment on why you did so. 

 
 
What is the highest level of education you have completed? (select 
only one:) 

less than high school 

high school (diploma or GED) 

some college (including currently in college) 

vocational or technical degree (welding school, beauty school, or similar) 

associate’s or 2 year degree (A.A., A.S., or similar) 

bachelor’s or 4 year degree (B.A., B.S., teaching credential, or similar) 

master’s degree (M.A., M.S., Ed.S., Engineer, or similar) 

doctoral degree (Ph.D., Ed.D., Psy.D., or similar) 

professional degree (M.D., D.D.S., D.V.M., LL.B., or similar) 
 
What is the highest level of education your mother completed? (select 
only one:) 

less than high school 

high school (diploma or GED) 

some college (including currently in college) 

vocational or technical degree (welding school, beauty school, or similar) 

associate’s or 2 year degree (A.A., A.S., or similar) 

bachelor’s or 4 year degree (B.A., B.S., teaching credential, or similar) 

master’s degree (M.A., M.S., Ed.S., Engineer, or similar) 

doctoral degree (Ph.D., Ed.D., Psy.D., or similar) 

professional degree (M.D., D.D.S., D.V.M., LL.B., or similar) 
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What is the highest level of education your father completed? (select 
only one:) 

less than high school 

high school (diploma or GED) 

some college (including currently in college) 

vocational or technical degree (welding school, beauty school, or similar) 

associate’s or 2 year degree (A.A., A.S., or similar) 

bachelor’s or 4 year degree (B.A., B.S., teaching credential, or similar) 

master’s degree (M.A., M.S., Ed.S., Engineer, or similar) 

doctoral degree (Ph.D., Ed.D., Psy.D., or similar) 

professional degree (M.D., D.D.S., D.V.M., LL.B., or similar) 
 
Income level: What is your total personal, individual annual income? 
(do not include partner's, spouse's, or parent's income) 

Between $0 and $20,000 

Between $20,001 and $40,000 

Between $40,001 and $60,000 

Between $60,001 and $80,000 

More than $80,000 
 
Would you describe the place where you live as "rural" (in the country) or 
"urban" (in or near a city)? 

I live in a rural area (I live in the country) 

I live in an urban area (I live in a city) 
 
We'd like to know where our survey participants are located. Would you 
please enter your ZIP code here? (If you don't feel comfortable providing 
your complete ZIP code, you can enter just the first 3 digits, if you like.) 
5-digit ZIP code 
(or just first 3 digits):  
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Are you currently looking for a new relationship? Please answer this even if 
you are currently in a relationship. 

I am not looking for a new relationship 

I am looking for a new relationship 
 
How would you describe your current relationship status? (Check all that 
apply): 

Not currently in a relationship 

Dating 

Living with partner 

Engaged to be married/to be in a marriage-like relationship 

Married/In a marriage-like relationship 

Other (including multiple relationships) (you will have a chance to 
comment on this choice, if you like) 
 
[Display comment box if “other” is selected] 

Since you selected "other (including multiple relationships)" for your 
relationship status, would you please provide a brief explanation of your 
choice? 

 
 
You have indicated that you are in a relationship. How would you 
describe this relationship? (Check one): 

In an exclusive relationship 

In an open relationship 

Some other arrangement 
 
[Display comment box if “other” is selected] 
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Since you selected "some other arrangement" to describe your current 
relationship/s, you're welcome to comment on why you did so. 

 
 
Do you consider yourself to be: 

heterosexual or straight 

bisexual 

gay or lesbian 

I prefer a different label (examples: “mostly straight”; “bi-curious”; 
“pansexual”; “queer”; “questioning”) (you will have a chance to comment on 
this choice, if you like) 

I don’t use any label for my sexual orientation 
 
[Display comment box if “other” is selected] 

Since you selected "I prefer a different label" for your sexual orientation, 
would you please provide the label you do prefer? We would also be 
interested to hear why you prefer this label for your sexual orientation. 

 
 


