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Much of what is known about relationship 
functioning is drawn on observations 
made from presumably heterosexual 

couples. Extrapolation of such findings to 
relationships in which gay and bisexual men 
engage (both same and different-sex relationships) 
is problematic given that experiencing minority 
stress may affect relationship dynamics (Mohr & 
Fassinger, 2006). In the present study, we sought to 
understand how minority stress impacts relationship 
satisfaction for gay and bisexual men. 

Minority stress is described as distress caused 
by prejudice and stigmatization of people in 
minority groups due to their minority status 
(Meyer, 2003; Meyer et al., 2008). Riggle and 
Rostosky (2012) added that “minority stress is a 
chronic or long-term social stress, over and above 
the general stressors of daily life. Minority stress 
leads to the negative effects on health and well-
being that are caused by social stigmatization”  

(p. 10). According to minority stress theory, les-
bian, gay, and bisexual individuals have unique risk 
factors related to experiences of discrimination and 
anticipated rejection that, if not ameliorated, can 
lead to internalized homonegativity and identity 
concealment (Rostosky et al., 2007). Ultimately, 
this can result in gay and bisexual men experienc-
ing social alienation and disproportionately high 
prevalence of psychiatric disorders compared to 
their heterosexual peers (Meyer, 2003; Sanders & 
McCartney Chalk, 2016). For example, Bruce et 
al. (2015) found that experiencing stigma, inter-
nalized homonegativity, and concealment stress 
contributed to major depressive symptoms. The 
minority stress model also appears to be applicable 
to understanding relationships among those who 
experience sexual identity-related stigma

Minority stress may affect the degree to which 
gay and bisexual men internalize stigma, which 
may lead to fears of intimacy and decreased 
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relationship functioning (Szymanski & Hilton, 
2013). In other words, when gay and bisexual men 
are successful in managing minority stress, they are 
also more successful in meeting partners’ needs 
and maintaining healthy relationships. Being in a 
satisfying relationship may allow access to support 
in navigating the impact of minority stress (Cao et 
al., 2017). For some gay and bisexual men (and 
lesbian and bisexual women), however, being in 
a romantic relationship may lead to higher levels 
of stigma and discrimination, which generally cor-
responds to lower relationship satisfaction (Mohr 
& Daly, 2008; Mohr & Fassinger, 2006; Otis et al., 
2006). The interplay among identity processes and 
relationship functioning is complex. 

In the present study, we considered how 
variables identified in the minority stress model 
may explain variance in relationship satisfaction. 
Conceptually, we relied on Meyer’s (2003) minority 
stress model and focused on those who identify as 
gay, bisexual, or pansexual. In particular, we sought 
to understand how managing proximal minority 
stress processes and holding characteristics of 
minority identity impacts relationship satisfaction.  

In order to operationalize Meyer’s model, 
we relied on work by Mohr and Kendra (2011).  
Informed by the work of Meyer and others, Mohr 
and Kendra identified identity processes shared by 
lesbian, gay, and bisexual people and developed 
a psychometrically sound way to measure these 
shared processes. In the present study, we exam-
ined six identity processes that reflect concepts 
identified by Meyer (2003) and that can be assessed 
using Mohr and Kendra’s scale. Specifically, Meyer 
discussed internalized homophobia, expecta-
tions of rejection, and (identity) concealment as 
proximal stressors, which correspond to the identity 
processes described by Mohr and Kendra (2011): 
internalized homonegativity, acceptance concerns, and 
concealment motivation, respectively. Furthermore, 
Meyer identified three characteristics of minority 
identity: prominence, valence, and integration, 
which are similar to Mohr and Kendra’s identity 
processes: identity centrality, identity affirmation, and 
identity uncertainty, respectively. 

Proximal Minority Stress Processes
According to Meyer (2003), the proximal minor-
ity stress processes are personal and subjective 
because they are factors that are influenced by 
individual perceptions and appraisals. Here, we 
examine the three identity processes related to 
Meyer’s proximal stressors.

Internalized Homonegativity
The most well-researched aspect of minority 
stress is internalized homophobia, more often 
called internalized homonegativity. Internalized 
homonegativity has been described as the internal 
denial of a person’s own lesbian, gay, bisexual sexual 
identity (Mohr & Kendra, 2011). Many lesbian, gay, 
and bisexual identity development theorists have 
explained that confronting internalized homonega-
tivity is not only part of the process in developing an 
identity, but is key in having a healthy self-concept 
later in life (Cass, 1979; Fingerhut et al., 2005; 
Rowen & Malcolm, 2003). Those who engage in 
self-stigmatization may struggle with chronic inter-
nalized homonegativity (Meyer, 2003; Szymanski et 
al., 2001), which has been shown to contribute to 
reduced relationship quality, decreased relationship 
attraction, and poorer relationship satisfaction 
(Elizur & Mintzer, 2003; Frost & Meyer, 2009; Mohr 
& Fassinger, 2006; Otis et al., 2006; Szymanksi et al., 
2008; Thies et al., 2016). 

Internalized homonegativity has been inversely 
associated with relationship quality; research-
ers have identified mechanisms that affect this 
association. Feinstein et al. (2018) reported that 
internalized homonegativity and stress were associ-
ated with decreased relationship quality, but only 
for couples in longer relationships. Internalized 
homonegativity also correlates positively with psy-
chological distress (Feinstein et al., 2018; Rowen & 
Malcolm, 2003; Thies et al., 2016), which negatively 
affects relationship quality (Frost & Meyer, 2009; 
Thies et al., 2016). Kamen et al. (2011) found 
that internalized homonegativity was not directly 
related to same-sex male relationship satisfac-
tion, although Thies et al. (2016) found that the 
associations between internalized homonegativity, 
relationship quality, and depressive symptoms were 
stronger for gay men than for lesbian women, and 
Feinstien et al. (2018) reported higher levels of 
internalized homonegativity among gay men than 
lesbian women. These findings draw attention to 
the importance of gender and relationship status 
in the experience and management of internalized 
homonegativity, suggesting that the association 
between internalized homonegativity and relation-
ship quality may be moderated by gender.

Acceptance Concerns 
Acceptance concerns refer to the awareness that 
a lesbian, gay, or bisexual person has about the 
possibility of being stigmatized (Mohr & Kendra, 
2011). Acceptance concerns have been associated 
with a greater risk for depressive symptoms and 
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suicidal ideation (Lewis et al., 2003; Meyer, 1995) 
and are strongly linked to mood and relationship 
well-being (Mohr & Kendra, 2011). The available 
research has indicated that higher levels of accep-
tance concerns are associated with lower relation-
ship quality (Mohr & Fassinger, 2006; Rostosky et al., 
2007). Rostosky et al. (2007) found that acceptance 
concerns, such as fear of rejection, led people to 
conceal romantic behaviors to avoid being perceived 
as a couple, which caused concerns in the relation-
ship that would lead to decreased relationship 
satisfaction. This position is further informed by 
findings regarding concealment motivation.

Concealment Motivation 
 Gay and bisexual men manage the degree to which 
they disclose their sexual identity to others, or 
how “out” they are in their daily lives (Todosijevic 
et al., 2005). In contrast to previous research that 
focused on “outness” (Coleman, 1982; Fox, 2003), 
concealment motivation may be a more suitable 
explanatory construct regarding the relationship 
between identity disclosure and other factors 
(Jackson & Mohr, 2016). 

Concealment motivation is described as the 
concern and/or motivation to protect the privacy 
of one’s sexual minority identity (Mohr & Kendra, 
2011) and is viewed as a minority stressor (Frost et 
al., 2007). Higher levels of concealment motivation 
guide lesbian, gay, and bisexual people to remain 
private about their romantic relationships (Mohr 
& Kendra, 2011). This tendency to remain private 
about identity and romantic partners can lead 
to decreased relationship satisfaction (Mohr & 
Kendra, 2011; Otis et al., 2006; Pepping et al., 2018) 
and negative relationship interactions (Feinstein 
et al., 2012). However, this process may not be as 
simple as it was previously thought. For example, 
Mohr and Daly (2008) suggested that the active use 
of concealment strategies, rather than the motiva-
tion to conceal, may be associated with strain on 
lesbian, gay, and bisexual romantic relationships.

Concealment motivation also interacts with 
other identity processes. Concealment behaviors 
are positively associated with internalized homo-
negativity and acceptance concerns (Mohr & 
Kendra, 2011; Pepping et al., 2018), and people 
with higher levels of identity affirmation generally 
have lower concealment motivation (Mohr & 
Kendra, 2011). Previous findings have suggested 
that concealment motivation is promoted by fear 
and self-stigmatization and inhibited by holding 
a positive view of oneself. Although internalized 
homonegativity and acceptance concerns may 

directly impact relationship satisfaction, it is also 
possible to say that the impact of engaging in 
concealment behaviors has on relationships is 
direct. Partners who manage minority stress differ-
ently may have discrepant concealment motivation, 
which may have negative impacts on relationship 
satisfaction. For example, a partner high in conceal-
ment motivation may act coldly toward a partner 
in public settings, which may serve as a source 
of argument or feelings of isolation that impact 
relationship satisfaction.

Characteristics of Minority Identity
Meyer (2003) explained that holding a minority 
status leads to personal identification with one’s 
minority status and also that characteristics of 
minority identity can augment or weaken the 
impact of stress. Thus, holding a stigmatized minor-
ity identity may be a source of distress. The same 
identity may also lead to positive social support 
that can decrease feelings of stress. In other words, 
identity can be a source of strength where those 
with shared identity can derive a sense of commu-
nity while also exposing individuals to stressors as 
a result of having to navigate prejudices in broader 
society. The characteristics of minority identity 
included in this study are identity uncertainty, 
identity affirmation, and identity centrality. 

Identity Uncertainty
Identity uncertainty is described as being undecided 
or questioning one’s lesbian, gay, or bisexual iden-
tity (Mohr & Kendra, 2011). Identity uncertainty 
has been found to be positively associated with 
minority stress and negatively associated with well-
being (Kranz & Pierrard, 2018). Similarly, Mohr and 
Fassinger (2006) reported identity uncertainty cor-
responds negatively with relationship quality. They 
theorized that identity uncertainty might be a covert 
expression of internalized homonegativity and, as 
a result, have a deleterious impact on relationship 
quality. Although the research on identity uncer-
tainty is sparse, the extant findings are consistent, 
suggesting that a possible robust relationship 
between identity uncertainty and relationship 
satisfaction may exist.

Identity Affirmation
Identity affirmation is the affirmation of one’s 
lesbian, gay, or bisexual identity (Mohr & Kendra, 
2011). Historically, researchers seem to have relied 
on indirect assessment of identity affirmation or 
simply hypothesized about how identity affirmation 
relates to relationship satisfaction. For example, 



FALL 2021

PSI CHI
JOURNAL OF
PSYCHOLOGICAL
RESEARCH

299COPYRIGHT 2021 BY PSI CHI, THE INTERNATIONAL HONOR SOCIETY IN PSYCHOLOGY (VOL. 26, NO. 3/ISSN 2325-7342)

although they did not directly assess identity 
affirmation, Mohr and Daly (2008) suggested that 
a “social climate that is more affirming of same-sex 
couples and their families will likely reduce the self-
stigmatization that has been linked to lower levels 
of relationship quality in this and other studies” 
(p. 1005). The researchers seemed to suggest that 
external validation facilitates internal affirmation of 
lesbian, gay, or bisexual identity and subsequently 
contributes to increases in relationship satisfaction. 
More recently, a direct positive association between 
identity affirmation and relationship satisfaction 
has been reported (Pepping et al., 2018). Identity 
affirmation also has been associated with less 
attachment insecurity (Gemberling et al., 2015) 
and thereby could be a protective factor in roman-
tic relationships (Pepping et al., 2018). Gay and 
bisexual men who receive support upon disclosing 
their identity (i.e., those who experience affirma-
tion upon coming out) are more protected against 
negative outcomes (Ragins et al., 2007; Rosario et 
al., 2009) and may learn to accept and more easily 
affirm their own identities (Ryan et al., 2015). This 
could serve as a protective factor that contributes 
to relationship satisfaction. 

Identity Centrality 
Identity centrality represents the degree to which 
individuals view their lesbian, gay, or bisexual 
identity as being central to their overall identity as 
a person (Mohr & Kendra, 2011). In two studies, 
Quinn and Chaudoir (2009) found that individuals 
with greater identity centrality are particularly vul-
nerable to identity-related stigma; in other words, 
people whose lesbian, gay, or bisexual identity 
was more central had greater distress from expe-
riencing stigma. However, among lesbian and gay 
individuals with strong group identity centrality, col-
lective action served as a coping strategy for stigma 
despite making perceptions of discrimination more 
self-evident (McCoy & Major, 2003; Nouvilas-Pallejà 
et al., 2017). In other research, identity centrality 
has been identified as a significant buffer against 
the negative impact of minority stress on mental 
health (Fingerhut et al., 2010). 

Lesbian, gay, and bisexual identity centrality has 
also been associated with being married Riggle and 
colleagues (Riggle et al., 2010; 2016) posited that 
the marriage could reinforce the commitment to 
the relationship, which then leads to the individual 
feeling more positive about the relationship and 
their partner. Lesbian, gay, and bisexual couples 
experiencing less psychological distress reported 
greater relationship satisfaction (Kail et al., 2015). 

The Current Investigation
The present study was undertaken in order to better 
understand how minority stress impacts relationship 
satisfaction for gay and bisexual men. We specifi-
cally focused on gay and bisexual men, given that 
minority stress appears to interact with gender. For 
example, Mohr and Fassinger (2006) found that 
stigma sensitivity was significantly associated with 
relationship quality for gay men, but not for lesbian 
women. Clarifying the impact of minority stress on 
relationship satisfaction is essential in understand-
ing the extent to which experiencing minority stress 
impacts gay and bisexual men and their relation-
ships. Understanding the impact of minority stress 
processes on relationship satisfaction is important, 
in part, due to the relationship between mental 
health and relationship satisfaction. Additionally, 
minority stress theory appears to have the potential 
to be applicable in understanding various health 
and distress processes. Findings from this study are 
meant to add to the body of work focused on extend-
ing the application of the minority stress theory 
as an explanatory model for various phenomena. 
Informed by Meyer’s (2003) minority stress theory, 
we predicted that both proximal stressors (i.e., 
internalized homonegativity, acceptance concerns, 
and concealment motivation) and characteristics of 
minority identity (i.e., identity uncertainty, identity 
affirmation, and identity centrality) would predict 
relationship satisfaction for gay and bisexual men. 
Specifically, we hypothesized that internalized 
homonegativity, acceptance concerns, conceal-
ment motivation, and identity uncertainty would 
negatively predict relationship satisfaction whereas 
identity affirmation and identity centrality would 
positively predict relationship satisfaction.

Method
Participants
As part of a larger project, participants were 
recruited in person at an LGBTQ (lesbian, gay, 
bisexual, transgender, queer) Pride event (n = 47) 
and through Amazon Mechanical Turk (MTurk; n = 
 46). To be included in this study, participants had 
to identify as gay, bisexual, or pansexual, identify as 
a man, be 18+ years old, be fluent in English, and 
be in a romantic relationship. Although bisexuality 
and pansexuality share some common features, they 
are not synonymous terms. Nonetheless, pansexual 
men are likely to experience similar marginalization 
and minority stressors as bisexual men and thus 
were invited to take part in this study.

Of the 93 eligible participants who completed 
the survey, 65 men identified as gay, 23 men 
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identified as bisexual, and five identified as pan-
sexual. Participants were 18 to 60 years old, with a 
mean age of 32.14 years (SD = 10.01). Participants 
reported being in relationships for 0–6 months 
(n = 7, 7.5%), 7–12 months (n = 19, 20.4%), 1–2 
years (n = 21, 22.6%), 3–5 years (n = 20, 21.5%), 
6–10 years (n = 15, 16.1%), and 11+ years (n = 11, 
11.8%). Most of the sample identified as White  
(n = 75, 80.6%); participants also identified as 
Black/African American (n = 5, 5.4%), Hispanic/
Latino (n = 6, 6.5%), Native American (n = 1, 
1.1%), Asian/Asian American/Pacific Islander (n = 
 4, 4.3%), and Biracial/Multiracial (n = 2, 2.2%). 
Education level varied across participants: some 
high school (n = 1, 1.1%), high school diploma/
GED (n = 9, 9.7%), some college (n = 19, 20.4%), 
trade school (n = 2, 2.2%), associate’s degree (n = 
8, 8.6%), bachelor’s degree (n = 39, 41.9%), and 
graduate degree + (n = 15, 16.1%). Annual incomes 
ranged from less than $25,000 (n = 22, 23.7%), 
$25,000–$34,999 (n = 15, 16.1%), $35,000–$49,999 
(n = 22, 23.7%), $50,000–$74,999 (n = 12, 12.9%), 
$75,000–$99,999 (n = 12, 12.9%), and $100,000–
$149,999 (n = 10, 10.8%); no participants indicated 
their income to be $150,000 or more.

Procedures
After obtaining approval from the Michigan School 
of Psychology Institutional Review Board, partici-
pants were recruited in person at an LGBTQ Pride 
event and online through MTurk. This method 
allowed for access to a broader, and hopefully more 
representative, sample of participants. To recruit 
participants through MTurk, a recruitment adver-
tisement was created and posted on the site. The 
advertisement included information regarding 
inclusion criteria, the topic of interest, and com-
pensation ($0.50). Those who opted to participate 
were directed to an online survey where they were 
provided with informed consent. The survey took 
approximately 10–12 minutes to complete. 

People attending the LGBTQ Pride event were 
invited in-person to complete a brief survey on 
sexual identity by graduate student research assis-
tants. Potential participants were informed that, for 
each completed survey a $0.50 donation would be 
made to a local homeless shelter that serves LGBTQ 
youth. Those who opted to take part in the study 
were offered a seat, provided with informed consent 
information, and given a paper-pencil version of the 
survey to complete. To reduce risk, participants’ 
identifying information (e.g., names, addresses) 
was not collected. To control for maturation and 

history effects, online and in-person recruitment 
took place concurrently.

Measures
Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual Identity Scale (LGBIS) 
The LGBIS (Mohr & Kendra, 2011) is a 27-item 
scale designed to assess eight distinct dimensions 
of lesbian, gay, and bisexual identity: concealment 
motivation, identity uncertainty, internalized homo-
negativity, difficult process, acceptance concerns, 
identity superiority, identity centrality, and identity 
affirmation. These subscales have been shown to 
exhibit strong internal consistency, α = .75 to .89 
(Mohr & Kendra, 2011). For the purposes of this 
study, we opted to measure the three proximal 
minority stress processes: expectations of rejection, 
concealment, and internalized homophobia using 
three subscales of the LGBIS, acceptance con-
cerns, concealment motivation, and internalized 
homonegativity, respectively. To measure the three 
characteristics of minority identity: prominence, 
valence, and integration, we used the LGBIS iden-
tity uncertainty, identity affirmation, and identity 
centrality scales. In the present study, internal 
consistency for the six subscales ranged from α = 
.73 to .91. Additional descriptive information about 
the scales can be found in Table 1. 

Relationship Assessment Scale (RAS)
The 7-item RAS (Hendrick et al., 1998; Hendrick, 
1988) is a univariate scale used to assess overall 
relationship satisfaction. Unlike measures that 
are only suitable for couples who are married, the 
RAS may be used to assess relationship satisfaction 
for those in various types of romantic relationships 
(e.g., dating, engaged) and of differing sexual iden-
tities. The RAS has demonstrated stable internal 
consistency in Sanchez et al.’s (2009) investigation 
of relationship satisfaction among gay men (α = 
 .88) and in Kintanar’s (2013) comparison of 
relationship satisfaction among nonmarried men 
and women of differing sexual identities (α = 
.78). Consistent with a meta-analysis by Graham 
et al. (2011) who reported an overall RAS internal 
consistency of α = .87, in the current study, the 
RAS’s internal consistency was α = .87. Additional 
descriptive information about the scale can be 
found in Table 1. 

Demographic Information 
Demographic information was collected through 
several items at the end of the survey. These items 
were specifically placed at the end of the survey 
to avoid priming effects that may be associated 
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with questions related to identity and relationship 
status. Examples of items included in this section 
asked participants to report information such as 
their gender, sexual orientation, race, income, 
and education.

Data Management
In instances in which data were missing, we opted 
to use within-subject mean substitution. Specifically, 
the mean of the items completed for the subscale 
was calculated for each individual participant who 
did not respond to an item. We chose this method 
rather than substituting the sample mean in order 
to more accurately represent the general trend of 
responses for each participant (rather than the 
trend for the overall sample).

Plan of Analysis 
Multiple linear regression analysis was conducted 
to determine how well concealment motivation, 
identity uncertainty, internalized homonegativity, 
identity centrality, acceptance concerns, and iden-
tity affirmation predicted relationship satisfaction 
for gay and bisexual men. Multiple linear regres-
sion was selected as the analytic method because 
it allows for identification of the contribution of 
each predictor on the criterion variable, above and 
beyond the shared variance among the predictors. 
Although the minority stress model suggests that 
the characteristics of minority identity moderate 
the relationship between minority stress and various 
mental health outcomes, little research exists on the 
predictive relationship between each of the identity 
characteristics and relationship satisfaction. Prior 
to considering a moderation model, research must 
confirm that direct effects exist between predictors 
and potential moderators. Furthermore, given 
the sample size in this study, further exploration 
of moderating effects was deemed inappropriate. 

Analysis in this study was thus limited to this phase 
of testing the minority stress model as an explana-
tory model for relationship satisfaction. 

To assess for multicollinearity, autocorrelation, 
independence of errors, and univariate normality, 
a series of analyses were completed. Despite some 
strong correlations existing among the individual 
variables (see Table 1), all variance inflation factor 
scores were within the acceptable range for the 
predictor variables (see Table 2), indicating that 
multicollinearity was unlikely to bias the results 
(Tabachnick & Fidell, 2000). The Durbin–Watson 
statistic was also within the acceptable range, as 
identified by Field (2005), suggesting that autocor-
relation was not a concern, and the assumption of 
independent errors was met. Although there are no 
universally agreed upon cut-off values for determin-
ing symmetry and kurtosis, George and Mallerhy 
(2010) posited that values for asymmetry and 
kurtosis between −2 and +2 are acceptable in order 
to demonstrate normal univariate distribution. 
Each of our predictors had kurtosis and skewness 
scores that were within this range, suggesting that 
univariate normality was achieved. 

Results
Preliminary Analysis
Preliminary analysis (see Table 1) revealed that 
four of the six predictor variables (i.e., conceal-
ment motivation, identity uncertainty, internalized 
homonegativity, and identity affirmation) were 
significantly correlated with the criterion variable, 
relationship satisfaction (r = −.35, r = −.45, r = −.37, 
r = .39, p ≤ .001, respectively). Two of the predictor 
variables were not significantly correlated with 
relationship satisfaction (i.e., identity centrality and 
acceptance concerns). Participants recruited from 
LGBTQ Pride event reported significantly higher 
relationship satisfaction compared to participants 

TABLE 1

Pearson’s Bivariate Correlation for Relationship Satisfaction With Predictor Variables
Predictors M (SD) Total M (SD) Pride M (SD) MTurk 1 2 3 4 5 6

1. Relationship Satisfaction 32.79 (7.23) 32.26+ (6.79) 30.26+(6.86) –

2. Identity Concealment 3.36 (1.35) 2.88+ (1.32) 3.86+(1.20) −.35** –

3. Identity Uncertainty 1.88 (1.22) 1.34+ (0.62) 2.45+(1.42) −.45** .22** –

4. Internalized Homonegativity 2.01 (1.28) 1.46+ (0.74) 2.57+(1.47) −.37** .24* .80** –

5. Identity Centrality 3.23 (1.22) 3.25 (1.32) 3.20 (1.11) −.12 .21* .28** .35** –

6. Identity Acceptance 3.13 (1.29) 3.00 (1.24) 3.27 (1.35) −.11 .19* .33** −.37** .08 –

7. Identity Affirmation 4.83 (1.31) 5.46+ (0.84) 4.18+(1.37) .39** −.35** −.25** −.41** .60** .08

Note: +Difference between group means significant at p < .01. *p < .05. ** p < .01

Shepler, Glaros, and Boot | Relationship Satisfaction
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recruited from MTurk, F(1, 92) = 12.45, p ≤ .001, η2 = 
 .12. Participants recruited from MTurk reported 
higher levels of identity concealment, F(1, 92) 
= 14.03, p ≤ .001, η2 = .13, than those recruited 
at LGBTQ Pride event. Those recruited from 
the LGBTQ Pride event reported lower identity 
uncertainty, F(1, 92) = 24.19, p ≤ .001, η2 = .21, 
and lower internalized homonegativity, F(1, 92) = 
21.36, p ≤ .001, η2 = .19, when compared to MTurk 
participants. Although these differences might 
be understood to mean that participants differed 
due to the recruitment venue, we maintain that 
these differences are reflective of the identity 
processes themselves. In other words, it is logical 
to assume that those who are more certain of and 
less concerned about concealing their identities 
would be more likely to be found at an LGBTQ 
Pride event than in an online venue. Subsequently, 
we opted not to control for recruitment venue in 
data analysis.

Linear Regression Analysis
The multiple linear regression model was sig-
nificant, F(6, 86) = 9.42, p ≤ .001, R2 = .40, and the 

overall model accounted for approximately 40% of 
the total variance in relationship satisfaction (R2 = 
.40, adjusted R2 = .36). Further review of Table 2 
indicated that concealment motivation (β = −.20, 
p = .029), identity uncertainty (β = −.44, p = .003, 
and identity centrality (β = −.33, p = .003) were 
inversely and significantly predictive of relationship 
satisfaction, whereas identity affirmation (β = .47, 
p ≤ .001) was positively and significantly predictive 
of relationship satisfaction. Squared semipartial 
correlation coefficients indicated that identity 
affirmation contributed to 11.2% of the variance 
in relationship satisfaction, followed by identity 
centrality (6.7%), identity uncertainty (6.6%), and 
concealment motivation (3.6%). 

Exploratory Post Hoc Analysis: A Deeper Dive 
Into the Role of Internalized Homonegativity
Historically, internalized homonegativity has been 
a significant predictor of relationship satisfaction 
among lesbian, gay, and bisexual couples (Frost & 
Meyer, 2009; Mohr & Fassinger, 2006; Otis et al., 
2006; Symanksi et al., 2008). One relevant outlier 
among this trend is offered by Kamen et al. (2011) 
who, in studying gay and bisexual men, reported 
that internalized homonegativity was not a signifi-
cant predictor of relationship satisfaction. In the 
current study, when regressed onto relationship 
satisfaction, the relationship between internalized 
homonegativity, and relationship satisfaction 
was significant, F(1, 91) = 14.00, p ≤ .001, R 2 = 
.133. However, as described in the main analysis, 
when incorporated into a more complex account 
of minority stress, internalized homonegativity 
dropped from significance, suggesting that mod-
eration or mediation may be occurring. Despite 
being one of the most well-studied variables, the 
relationship between internalized homonegativ-
ity and relationship satisfaction appears to have 
unrecognized nuances. To better understand the 
relationship between internalized homonegativ-
ity and relationship satisfaction, we conducted 
exploratory analyses. 

As noted, internalized homonegativity was 
correlated with but did not significantly predict 
relationship satisfaction when included in the full 
model. Mohr and Fassinger (2006) suggested that 
this could be due to the possibility that identity 
uncertainty is a covert expression of internalized 
homonegativity (mediation) and therefore has 
a negative impact on relationship satisfaction. 
Informed by this suggestion, we conducted a post 
hoc mediation analysis (see Figure 1) to explore 

TABLE 2

Regression-Analysis Summary for Variables 
Predicting Relationship Satisfaction

Variables B SE B β t p sr2 VIF

Constant 34.24 3.93 – 8.70 – – –

Identity concealment −1.09 0.50 −0.20 −2.23 .029 .034 1.19

Identity uncertainty −2.61 0.84 −0.44 −3.10 .003 .067 2.87

Internalized homonegativity 0.80 0.86 0.14 0.93 .356 .006 3.28

Identity centrality −2.03 0.66 −0.33 −3.06 .003 .065 1.63

Acceptance concerns 0.38 0.52 0.07 0.74 .463 .004 1.21

Identity affirmation 2.60 0.65 0.47 3.99 .000 .112 1.96

Note. sr2 = semi-partial squared correlation; VIF = variance inflation factor.

FIGURE 1

Mediation Model

Note. **p ≤ .01.

Identity
Uncertainty

Internalized 
Homonegativity

Relationship 
Satisfactionβ = −.01

β = .80** β = −.45**
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the impact of identity uncertainty on the relation-
ship between internalized homonegativity and 
relationship satisfaction. Consistent with Mohr 
and Fassinger’s proposal, the analysis confirmed 
that identity uncertainty (β = −.45, p = .005) fully 
mediated the relationship between internalized 
homonegativity (β = −.01, p = .961) and relationship 
satisfaction. 

Discussion
For gay and bisexual men, relationship status and 
relationship satisfaction have been linked to lon-
gevity, positive mental health, and life satisfaction 
(Kurdek, 2004; Mohr & Fassinger, 2006). Others 
have extended the scope of minority stress theory 
to understanding relationship satisfaction (e.g., 
Feinstein et al., 2018; Knoble & Linville, 2010). 
Our findings add to the discussion on how identity 
and relationship satisfaction are intertwined. Most 
importantly, results of the current study help clarify 
relationships among minority stress processes and 
relationship satisfaction. 

Identity centrality and identity affirmation 
were predictive of relationship satisfaction. In other 
words, although gay and bisexual men’s relation-
ship satisfaction was less impacted by internalized 
homonegativity and worry about acceptance 
concerns, it was positively impacted by holding 
sexual identity as a central and positive aspect 
of who they are. Based on these results, efforts 
aimed at promoting self-acceptance and viewing 
sexual identity as a central aspect of oneself may 
facilitate higher relationship satisfaction among gay 
and bisexual men. This aligns with findings from 
Riggle and Rostosky (2012), who discussed the 
importance of positive identity development and 
the strengths associated with embracing a gay or 
bisexual (or lesbian) identity. Indeed, social support 
from friends and family can mitigate the effects of 
minority stress (Fingerhut, 2018), possibly leading 
to less pressure to conceal gay and bisexual identity. 
Furthermore, having ties to a community that 
celebrates and affirms identity as a central feature 
of a person’s life may facilitate the celebration of 
same-sex relationships rather than stigmatizing this 
aspect of gay and bisexual men’s lives. In develop-
ing a strong and positive lesbian, gay, and bisexual 
identity, people have reported strong relationship 
equality and enhanced emotional connections with 
others (Riggle & Rostosky, 2012), both of which may 
facilitate relationship satisfaction. 

Gendered differences in the extant research 
suggested that gender cannot be ignored in efforts 

to identify ways to promote relationship satisfaction 
among lesbian, gay, and bisexual adults. Notably, 
our findings differ from research that has focused 
on same-sex attracted women. Some studies 
(Feinstein et al., 2018; Theis et al., 2016) have 
found that internalized homonegativity is higher 
in gay men compared to lesbian women. This 
suggests there may be a gender difference in the 
association between internalized homonegativity 
and relationship quality. However, Kamen et al. 
(2011) reported that internalized homonegativity 
was not a significant predictor of relationship satis-
faction for gay men, which is similar to the findings 
in the current study. It has been suggested that 
these higher levels of internalized homonegativity 
could be due, in part, to gay men experiencing 
more sexual stigma compared to lesbian women 
(Morrison & Morrison, 2011). It is also important 
to note that Feinstein et al. (2018) and Theis et al. 
(2016) assessed internalized homonegativity alone. 
In the current study, we assessed internalized homo-
negativity as part of the minority stress model. This 
suggests that, when assessing the complete sexual 
minority identity model, internalized homonegativ-
ity may not be as significant as previously believed. 
Lastly, when only looking at relationship quality 
overall, Kurdek (2004) found that on average 
lesbian women reported higher relationship quality 
across the course of the relationship, regardless of 
length of time, when compared to gay men. Lesbian 
women also held more positive beliefs about their 
relationship. Our findings add to the discussion of 
how relationship satisfaction may be differentially 
constructed for men and women.

Like Mohr and Fassinger (2006), we found that 
internalized homonegativity and identity uncer-
tainty were inversely associated with relationship 
satisfaction. However, internalized homonegativity 
was not a significant predictor for relationship 
satisfaction, which is consistent with Kamen et al. 
(2011). Post hoc analysis indicated that identity 
uncertainty fully mediated the relationship 
between internalized homonegativity and relation-
ship satisfaction. This finding lends support to 
Mohr and Fassinger’s (2006) position that identity 
uncertainty is a covert expression of internalized 
homonegativity. Much of the current research 
has focused on internalized homonegativity and 
its effects on gay and bisexual men while giving 
less attention to other identity processes such as 
identity uncertainty. Results of this study suggest 
that additional inquiry into the role of identity 
uncertainty is warranted because increased identity 
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certainty may buffer the impact of internalized 
homonegativity on important variables, such as 
being in a romantic relationship. It is unknown 
whether this same effect would be observed in the 
relationship between internalized homonegativity 
and mental health, the originally intended focus of 
the minority stress model (Meyer, 2003). 

Although Mohr and Fassinger (2006) also 
identified acceptance concerns (and identity superi-
ority) as having significant inverse relationships with 
relationship quality, we found that the acceptance 
concerns variable was not a significant predictor of 
relationship satisfaction. Multiple possible explana-
tions for this difference exist. First, relationship 
satisfaction may be a somewhat different construct 
than relationship quality. Mohr and Fassinger 
used the Supportive Communication subscale of 
the Marital Communication Inventory (Bienvenu, 
1970) whereas we used the Relationship Assessment 
Scale (Hendrick et al., 1998). Although the Marital 
Communication Inventory is used to assess the qual-
ity of the relationship, the Relationship Assessment 
Scale is used to examine overall satisfaction with a 
romantic relationship. It is possible that minority 
stress processes differentially impact communica-
tion between partners and happiness with the 
overall relationship. Second, there appears to be 
a notable difference in relationship longevity and 
racial diversity between this study and Mohr and 
Fassinger’s study. Almost half of our participants 
had been in their relationship for less than two 
years; the mean relationship length for participants 
in Mohr and Fassinger’s (2006) study was 6.31 (SD = 
 5.65) years. Perhaps cohort effects or relationship 
longevity are associated with different predictors of 
relationship satisfaction, though it is worth noting 
that age did not moderate the associations in this 
study. Finally, Mohr and Fassinger (2006) reported 
that “the distributions of scores for a number of 
the variables were notably skewed” (p. 1091) in 
their analysis; similar concerns were not observed 
in our data.

Limitations
Relationship structure was not considered in this 
study. Conley et al. (2013) and Levine et al. (2018) 
both reported that monogamy appears to be 
positively associated with relationship satisfaction 
for gay and bisexual men. Future research should 
consider the role of relationship structure (e.g., 
consensual monogamy, consensual nonmonogamy) 
as a contributor to relationship satisfaction.  

Another limitation in this study was that we 

did not control for the gender of the participant’s 
partner (which, might have impacted how bisexual 
men in particular responded to the survey). Some 
of the differences in our findings compared to 
past research may be related to the nature of 
respondents’ relationships (i.e., same or different 
sex partners). For example, internalized homo-
negativity and acceptance concerns may be less 
prominent among bisexual/pansexual men who 
are engaged in relationships with women than gay 
and bisexual men who are in relationships with 
men. Those in same-sex relationships may have 
a greater awareness of their sexual orientation 
or feel as if they are “on display” when holding 
hands with a significant other in public. They may 
also have more salient internalized stigma than 
bisexual/pansexual men who are in relationships 
with women. Such concerns would be important to 
examine in future research.

Conclusion
Meyer’s (2003) minority stress model has been 
shown to have applications to mental health 
(Sanders & McCartney Chalk, 2016). The goal of 
the present study was to join others in determining 
the potential applicability of the minority stress 
model in understanding relationship satisfac-
tion. Results were promising. Specifically, the model 
accounted for a respectable portion of the variance 
(about 40%) in relationship satisfaction. Given that 
three of the four significant predictors of relation-
ship satisfaction (i.e., identity affirmation, identity 
centrality, identity uncertainty) were characteristics 
of minority identity, this facet of the minority stress 
model may have particular importance in under-
standing relationship satisfaction. Additionally, 
the results identify identity centrality and identity 
affirmation as potential pathways for facilitating 
relationship satisfaction among gay and bisexual 
men. Such findings may have particular relevance 
for those who provide clinical services to gay and 
bisexual men or to those conducting research on 
gay and bisexual men’s romantic relationships.
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