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ABSTRACT 

AUDREYKTEILY 

A DESCRIPTIVE STUDY ON INTERNALIZED HOMOPHOBIA IN LESBIANS AND 
ITS IMPACT ON THE FAMILY: ANECOLOGICALREVIEW 

AUGUST2011 

This study surveyed 62 self identified lesbians over the age of 18 regarding 

inte1nalized homophobia in an anonymous online fo1mat. With the author's permission, 

the Lesbian Internalized Homophobia Scale (LIHS) was utilized. The LII-IS contains 52 

items categorized into 5 subscales: Connection with Lesbian Community (CLC), Public 

Identification as a Lesbian (PIL ), Personal Feelings about being a Lesbian (PFL ), Moral 

and Religious Attitudes about being a Lesbian (MRATL), and Attitudes Towards Other 

Lesbians (ATOL). This study added 7 demographic questions and one open ended 

question asking how the participants defined family. The main research question was: Is 

there a correlation between internalized homophobia and definition of family? Using 

ANOVA and correlative statistics for analysis, results showed no correlation on any 

subscale to support a relationship between level of internalized homophobia and 

definition of family. Implications for future research therefore point to application to 

public policy. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

''We live in a family oriented culture. Given the prolonged period of dependency 

on family in our society, the family becomes a highly influential force in our lives, from 

the cradle to the grave. We are trained to take on the values and attitudes of our families 

because it is more than the species the family is supposed to perpetuate, it is the value 

system of the culture supporting the nuclear family arrangement" (Signorile, 1995!' p. 

83). What Signorile eloquently states, is that society, the family, and the individual are 

reflexively related. One does not exist without the other and each one has an effect upon 

the others. 

One very clear example of where this is possible is internalized homophobia. 

Internalized homophobia evolved out of homophobia, the irrational fear intolerance and 

hatred of homosexuality (Herek, 2004). Over time this definition has broadened to 

include legalized discrimination and prejudice towards gay, lesbian, bisexual, and 

transgender (GLBT) persons. Such situations include that in most states GLBT persons 

lack the legal right to many, adopt children, share insurance or tax benefits, and serve 

openly and without fear in American Armed Forces (Herek). When GLBT people live 

with this level of entrenched prejudice day after day, it is readily taken in and thus creates 

internalized homophobia. Some have defined this as "the gay person's direction of 

negative social attitudes towards the self' (Meyer & Dean, 1998 as cited in Szymanski & 
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Chung, 2003). Some have gone further and explained that in its extreme forms it could be 

likened to what Freud called reaction formation, the rejection of one's sexual orientation, 

sexuality, and identity (Adams, Lohr, & Wright 1996 as cited in Szymanski & Chung, 

2003). Therefore, an individual that grows up in a society and/or a family where being 

gay is mired in civil right litigation and given very negative connotations, results in that 

individual being highly likely to suppress their identity in order to be accepted by self and 

others. This creates dissonance between what the person knows to be true of themselves, 

and what society clearly states is expected of them that is to be heterosexual. The result is 

numerous ailments ranging from high levels of anxiety, depression, substance abuse, 

mental health issues, and physical health issues. Internalized homophobia is a concept 

that is ill defined, and masked by society as a whole. It is notable that some call this 

phenomenon internalized heterosexism, taking the focus off of the GLBT population and 

placing it squarely back on the heterosexist society that created it (Syzmanski & Carr, 

2008). Heterosexism is often defined as the belief system that being heterosexual is 

superior to being gay, lesbian, bisexual or transgender, and that this status should 

therefore award heterosexuals more rights than their GLBT counterparts (Szymanski & 

Carr). 

What impact does all of this have on the individual GLBT person in our society? 

Specifically, what impact does it have on lesbians in our society? As with mainstream 

populations, women in the GLBT population are understudied (Frost & Meyer, 2009; 

Szymanski & Chung, 2001). This research sought to have a greater understanding of the 
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phenomenon of internalized homophobia in lesbians, how it impacts them, and what 

impact, if any, does current legislation have on how they view themselves. 

Statement of the Problem 

Lesbians in today's society are an under researched, marginalized population 

(Szymanski & Chung, 200 I). More often than not, they "blend" into society and are 

therefore invisible as well (Dalton & Bielby, 2000). Studies on GLBT population have 

largely focused on gay males and their health (Frost & Meyer, 2009; Szymanski & 

Chung, 2001). Further, little research has been done on internalized homophobia in 

lesbians and how it impacts family constellation and/or pu~lic policy. The research that is 

available is outdated and needs to be reexamined to address current issues. Therefore, this 

research further explored Szymanski's work from 2003, which is the only assessment 

scale available that isolates the lesbian population and addresses internalized homophobia 

(Szymanski & Chung, 2003). 

Statement of the Purpose 

This quantitative research study explored the perceptions of internalized 

homophobia in lesbians, its impact on the family and roles of policy by examining the 

Lesbian Internalized Homophobia Scale, a 7 point Likert scale instrument, and its 5 

subscales: (a) Connection with the Lesbian Community, (b) Public Identification as a 

Lesbian, (c) Personal Feelings about being a Lesbian, (d) Moral and Religious attitudes 

towards Lesbianism, and ( d) Attitudes Toward other Lesbians (Szymanski & Chung, 

2001 ), (Appendix A). This study sought to increase the body of research by examining 

internalized homophobia through the lens of an ecological perspective. 
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Research Question 

This research focused on one primary research question. Is there a correlation 

between internalized homophobia and the definition of family? Specifically, the study 

explored participant responses on the five subscales on the Lesbian Internalized 

Homophobia Scale: (a) Connection with the Lesbian Community, (b) Public 

Identification as a Lesbian, (c) Personal Feelings about being a Lesbian, (d) Moral and 

Religious attitudes towards Lesbianism, and ( e) Attitudes Toward other Lesbians. The 

study further explored how the participants defined family. Demographic information 

such as education level, income level, employment status, race/ethnicity and makeup of 

household were also examined and correlated (Appendix B). 

Assumptions 

The use of online submission was used as it allowed anonymity and reached more 

participants. Due to electronic submission, it assumed that participants taking the survey 

were eligible. For eligibility participants needed to be 18 years old and self identified 

lesbians. It was assumed that individuals would answer all questions to the best of their 

ability. It was further assumed that participants would be computer literate in order to 

complete online survey_ l 

Theoretical Framework 

This research utilized a systems approach based on Urie Bronfenbrenner's 

Ecological Systems Theory. Bronfenbrenner argued that in order to understand human 

development, one must consider the entire ecological system in which growth occurs 

(Bronfenbrenner, 1997). Specifically, clinicians and practitioners need to be familiar on 
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all aspects of a person's life in order to understand current difficulties. Using 

Bronfenbrenners Ecological Systems Theory, we are able to examine the system in 

layers. The individual level is considered the microsystem. The areas in which the 

individual live, work, and play are called the mesosystem. Their economic, political and 

educational systems are considered the exosystem. The over-arching beliefs, values, and 

social conditions in which they operate are considered the macrosystem. Lastly, the 

dimension of time is the chronosystem. All systems interact with each other. None are as 

strong alone as they are together for they influence each other (Bronfenbrenner, 1997). 

This framework applies itself to lesbians coping with internalized homophobia. The 

individual in society (microsystem) and family unit (mesosystem) are impacted by the 

overall societal attitude towards lesbians ( exosystem). This impact is reflexive over time 

(chronosystem), especially in the area of policy. This theory and its application to this 

research will be explored more broadly in the following chapter. 

Delimitations 

For the purpose of this study, these delimitations were addressed. 

1. This study included females only. The reason for this delimitation was that the

study was designed to measure internalized homophobia in lesbians.

2. Participants were self identified lesbians. It was important that the persons

participating would have already acknowledged at least to themselves that they

were lesbians. The survey responses, otheIWise, would be much less meaningful.

3. Finding participants was considered a delimitation due to difficulty finding

subjects for this topic. Samples were collected via handouts to gay friendly
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establishments and advertisement of the study on Facebook as well as in a large 

gay church located in North Texas. 

Definition of Terms 

In this study, two types of definitions will be used: operational and conceptual. 

Operational Definitions 

I. Demographics - For the purposes of this research this is defined as age, education 

level, income level, employment status, ethnicity/ race, and makeup of household 

as stated in survey questions 53-58. 

Conceptual Definitions 

2. Attitudes towards other lesbian (ATOL) - Refers to-attitudes a lesbian holds about 

members of her own group and can range from group deprecation to group 

appreciation (Szymanski & Carr, 2003). 

3. Chronosystem -Dimension of time referenced in Bronfenbrenner's Ecological 

Theory (Bronfenbrenner, 1997). 

4. Connection with community (CLC)-Refers to the extent to which a lesbian is 

connected to or from the larger lesbian community and can range from isolation to 

social embeddedness (Szymanski & Carr, 2003). 

5. Exosystem -Economic, political, educational level referenced in 

Bronfenbrenner's Ecological Theory (Bronfenbrenner, 1997). 

6. GLBT -Abbreviation for Gay, Lesbian, Bisexual, and Transgendered persons. 

7. Homophobia -The irrational fear intolerance and hatred of homosexuality (Herek, 

2004). 
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8. Internalized Homophobia/Heterosexism - Internalization of negative messages 

about homosexuality (Szymanski & Carr, 2008). 

9. Macrosystem - Overarching beliefs, values, and societal conditions under which 

society operates referenced in Bronfenbrenner's Ecological Theory 

(Bronfenbrenner, 1997). 

10. Mesosystem -The cultural level (including work and recreation) referenced in 

Bronfenbrenner's Ecological Theory (Bronfenbrenner, 1997). 

11. Microsystem - Individual level referenced in Bronfenbrenner's Ecological Theory 

(Bronfenbrenner, 1997). 

12. Moral and religious attitudes about being a lesbian (MRATL) - Refers to a 

lesbian's moral and religious beliefs as they inf onn her attitudes about lesbianism 

and other lesbians. This can range from condemnation to tolerance and acceptance 

(Szymanski & Carr, 2003). 

13. Personal feelings about being a lesbian (PFL) - Refers to a lesbians thoughts and 

reactions about being a lesbian and can range from self hatred to self acceptance 

(Szymanski & Carr, 2003). 

14. Public identification as lesbian (PIL) - Refers to how a lesbian manages the 

disclosure of her identity and can range from "passing" and fear of discovery to 
; :: . ·- -· .' , 

identity disclosure (Szymanski & Carr, 2003). 

Summary 

This chapter outlined the statement of the purpose, the statement of the problem, 

and research question to be investigated. This chapter discussed assumptions, 
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delimitations and definitions applicable to the study. This chapter established Ecological 

Theory as the lens through which this problem was viewed and introduced the LIHS, the 

survey instrument used to gather data. 
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CHAPTER II 

A REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

This chapter explains some history of the GLBT civil rights movement, how the 

Ecological Theory serves as a theoretical framework, and presents a review of the 

literature. Research regarding GLBT people is increasing; however, the specific area of 

internalized homophobia in lesbians remains scant. This chapter highlights how very new 

the GLBT civil rights struggle is, and how difficult it is to find research on this topic. 

GLBT History 

History of the GLBT civil rights movements shows us a long line of battles 

fought. Starting with the landmark Stonewall Riot in 1969 to present day struggles over 

serving openly in the military and getting married, civil rights for GLBT persons have 

been long and hotly debated. Because of the recent nature of some of these issues, 

popular sources have been used for reference. 

To fully understand, we must revisit the beginning, The Stonewall Riots of 1969. 

"The Stonewall rebellion was a defining moment in the history of the gay rights 

movement. This uprising awakened gay men and lesbians to the idea that they were 

being attacked as a group. This also awakened them to the idea that they needed to 

organize as a group. Advocacy and lobbying groups mushroomed after Stonewall, and 

now include everything from nonprofit groups mounting anti-discrimination advertising 
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campaigns to political action committees to housing and health-related initiatives." 

(Stonewall Rebellion. NYTimes, 2010). 

A few years later, the stigma of being gay or lesbian is addressed via the 

American Psychiatric Association: "The study of mental health of lesbian, gay, and 

bisexual (LGB) populations has been complicated by the debate on the classification of 

homosexuality as a mental disorder during the 1960s and early 1970s" (Meyer, 2003). 

Although the debate on classification ended in 1973 with the removal of homosexuality 

from the second edition of the Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of Mental Disorders 

(DSM; American Psychiatric Association, 1973 ), its heritage has lasted. This heritage has 

tainted discussion on mental health of lesbians and gay men by associating, even equating 

with claims that LGB people have a higher prevalence of mental disorders than 

heterosexual people. (Bailey, 1999 as cited in Meyer, 2007). 

Though strides have been made over the years, this stigma remains and impacts 

currently two very hotly debated issues in the current press: gay marriage rights and the 

right to serve in the armed service as openly gay. At the time of the review of literature in 

2011, six states have legalized gay marriage: Connecticut, Iowa, Massachusetts, New 

Hampshire, Vermont, and Washington, DC. California courts are in the process of hearing 

a battle over what is known as Proposition 8 - banning same sex marriage for 

Californians (uscourts.gov, 2010) which appears to be headed for federal ruling in 2011. 

The battle over serving in our armed services remains problematic. In late 2010, 

Congress repealed the Don't Ask, Don't Tell act of 1993 and this repeal was signed by 

President Obama. How to implement this repeal is still being debated and GLBT soldiers 
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are still told to remain closeted for fear of being dismissed. (Memo to Senate GOP. 

Washington Post, 2010). 

Terminology used for and about the GLBT community has changed as well. 

Terms like homonegativity (Szymanski & Chung, 2001) have evolved into internalized 

homophobia and most recently internalized heterosexism (Szymanski & Carr, 2008). The 

change in these terms denotes not only perception shift, but policy shift as well. 

Theoretical Framework 

Using Bronfenbrenner's Ecological Systems Theory., it is easy to see how these 

struggles for civil rights and liberties would impact a person's self esteem, sense of 

personal power, and ability to function in life. We do not exist in society as isolated 

beings. We are individuals that are surrounded by other systems, including our work 

lives, families, culture, and economy. If the mesosystem (culture) you are a part of tells 

you that you are abnormal, the exosystem (political and economic) around you doesn't let 

you fully and productively function as a citizen, and the macrosystem and chronosystems 

(societal and time dimension) are keeping the others in place, this results in increased 

isolation, depression, and anxiety (Morrison, 2001). These systems are reflexive, 

interacting on each other, and change within them moves slowly. 

When examined, the LIHS addresses Bronfenbrenner's Ecological efficiently. 

Content analysis revealed that the microsystem is addressed on subscales 2 and 3 (Public 

Identification as a Lesbian and Personal Feelings about being a Lesbian). The 

mesosystem is explored on subscale I and 5 (Connection with the Lesbian Community 

and Attitudes Toward Other Lesbians). The exosystem is addressed on subscale 4 (Moral 
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and Religious attitudes Towards Lesbianism). Question by question, the LIHS explores 

how an individual feels about him or herself (microsystem), their community 

(mesosystem), and the systems that function around them (exosystem). However, the 

macrosystem (overarching beliefs, values, and ideological systems) is not clearly 

addressed, nor is the chronosystem ( dimension of time). This research attempts to address 

these areas through demographic questions. 

Internalized Homophobia 

Literature is not readily found regarding internalized homophobia or internalized 

heterosexism. Most of the research that is currently available focuses on health and/or 

situational issues like becoming a parent. As stated in chapter one, when GLBT people 

live with prejudice in all levels of their lives, they can absorb those attitudes and turn 

them upon themselves (Meyer & Dean 1998 as cited in Szymanski & Chung, 2003). This 

section focuses on literature that applies to the five subscales of the LIHS. 

Connection with Community 

According to research, connection with community refers to the extent to which a 

lesbian is connected to or from the larger lesbian community (Syzmanski & Carr, 2001, 

2003). This section focuses on two primary quantitative studies by Jordan & Deluty 

(1998, 2000). Both studies investigated the relationship between self disclosure as a 

lesbian and psychological health and both found correlations. 

Jor4an's frrst study used a quantitative approach to investigate relations between 

disclosure of sexual orientation and psychological adjustment (Jordan & Deluty, 1998). 

Four hundred and ninety-nine self identified lesbians participated in this research. 
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Findings indicated the more a woman disclosed her orientation, the less anxiety she 

experienced. Jordan and Deluty further found the women also had a more positive 

attitude and reported greater self esteem. The degree of disclosure to family, gay/lesbian 

friends, heterosexual friends, and coworkers was related to overall level of social support 

(i.e. if she has more social support, she comes out more). Those that more widely 

disclosed reported greater levels of support and less engagement in anonymous 

socializing. They were also more involved with their GLBT community (Jordan & 

Deluty, 1998). 

In 2000, Jordan conducted a follow up study to her 1998 work with a smaller 

sample size of 305 self identified lesbians. Areas assessed were level of self disclosure, 

source of social support, self esteem, positive affect, and anxiety. Findings continued to 

support that when orientation is more widely disclosed, satisfaction with relationships 

increases (Jordan, 2000). 

Public Identification as Lesbian 

The dimension of Public Identification as a Lesbian refers to how a lesbian 

manages the disclosure of her identity (Syzmanski & Carr, 2001, 2003). This section 

focuses on two qualitative studies that show how legal status and community support 

matters when considering family structure and parenting. 

Hequembourg and Ferrell (1999) interviewed nine lesbian mothers asking how 

orientation fit with mainstream motherhood. Each participant was asked to describe their 

experience as a lesbian mom in society. Three of the nine were co-parents that had sought 

legal status or adoption of the children. All stated that until they were able to do so, 
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relations were strained with their partners. Further, extended families including 

grandparents were afraid to become attached to the child due to lack of legal status. Some 

grandparents, if they had not accepted their daughter's orientation, refused to 

acknowledge the child. Overall lesbian mothers found it difficult to create and maintain 

meaningful ties with family members within their family stn1cture and their communities 

(school, church, etc). This particular study strongly supports continued need for 

qualitative research in this area. 

The second major study was conducted by Dalton and Bielby (2000). They 

interviewed 14 lesbian moms regarding identity and family fonnation. Open ended 

questions were used to explore (a) how the relationship began, (b) how they chose to 

have children, (c) how roles have evolved, and (d) what struggles they have faced. 

Questioning led to discussion of issues including gender roles, biological mom versus 

adoptive mom, legal aspects of having children in non married status, and finding 

routines and networks in mainstream society to allow nonnalcy. Overall, Dalton and 

Bielby found that participants felt a balance was needed between mainstream society 

norms and community ties in order for the family unit to have a better chance at survival. 

This study supports Hequembourg and Ferrell (1999) as well as a need for further 

qualitative research in this area. 

Personal Feelings about Being a Lesbian 

This dimension identified in Szymanski's original work refers to a lesbian's 

thoughts and reactions about being a lesbian (Syzmanski & Carr, 2001, 2003). This 
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section focuses on one qualitative study that asked its participants to focus on what might 

happen if they came out. Perceptions and fears were examined. 

Gramling (2000), using a focus group f onnat, interviewed eleven 

self-identified lesbians that had not yet come out. The discussion was on what it might be 

like to come out. The evolving themes were: (a) acceptance from the family, (b) not 

caring what the family thought, ( c) not wanting to disappoint their family, and ( d) not 

seeing the point in telling them at all. Overall findings were that coming out led to a 

perception of decreased supportive relationships including friendships and family. 

Gramling pointed out that it also led to a lack of societal suppo1t-based structure ( ie. 

inability to legally marry), a lack of rules and guidelines for relationships, thus often led 

to an increase in self hatred as women related negative feelings with the lack of support. 

LIHS Validation 

These final dimensions of the LilIS focus on a lesbian's moral and religious 

beliefs (MRATL) and on attitudes she holds about other lesbians (ATOL) (Syzmanski & 

Carr, 2008). Of all the dimensions in the LIHS, these two were the most difficult in 

finding supporting research. 

Syzmanski developed and validated the LIHS (Lesbian Internalized Homophobia 

Scale) during 200 I, a 52 item assessment created using rational/theoretical approach 

measuring five areas: Connection with community, Public identification as lesbian, 

Personal feelings about being a lesbian, Moral and religious attitudes about being a 

· lesbian (MRATL), Attitudes towards other lesbian (ATOL). Focusing on the psychosocial 
' l 

; ' . ·.· .:, .-

Correlates of Internalized Homophobia in Lesbians, she paired the LIBS with the Zung 
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Self rating depression scale, Rosenberg stability of self scale, and a social support 

questionnaire. One hundred fifty seven self identified lesbian participants responded. 

Results showed that internalized homophobia was positively correlated with depression, 

passing as a heterosexual, overall social support, satisfaction with social support, and 

overall gay support. MRATL and ATOL did not significantly correlate with self esteem, 

suggesting that attitudes towards oneself as a lesbian might be more strongly linked to 

psychosocial functioning than attitudes about other lesbians. 

Underresearched Areas 

In researching internalized homophobia, there are a few areas that remain 

understudied. Some authors perceive a link between internalized homophobia and 

physical health or distress. While this is difficult to support with research, it is 

noteworthy and therefore discussed here in an overview of three research studies. 

McGregor, Carver, and Antoni (2001) examined degree of disclosure with 

possible correlation for Internalized Homophobia (II-I) and the specific physical illness of 

early stage breast cancer. Fifty seven women were recruited for a study of adjustment to 

their cancer diagnosis, and measures on internalized homophobia and social support. 

Findings indicated that the greater degrees ofIH positively correlated to greater degrees 

of distress. D' Augelli and Grossman (2001) quantitatively examined gay mental health 

using 416 participants, ages 60 to 91. He found that positive mental health correlated with 

increased self esteem, decreased loneliness~ decreased II-I. Lower internalized 

· homophobia correlated with lower suicide rate and lower stress levels. Results also 
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indicated that lesbians have higher IH than gay men and therefore higher use of 

substances and higher suicide rate. 

Finally, Lewis (2003) reviewed Gay related stress. Two hundred and four 

respondents were examined in the areas of depression, internalized homophobia, stigma, 

and degree of disclosure. Lewis found that decreased depression positively correlated to 

IH, stigma consciousness, and overall life stress which ties in with what D' Augelli found 

in 2001. 

Summary 

This chapter began with a partial presentation of GLBT history and its civil rights 

movement. This infonnation is important to understanding how the phenomenon of 

internalized homophobia came about. This chapter then addressed how Urie 

Bronfenbrenner's Ecological Theory relates to the issue of internalized homophobia in 

lesbians. This chapter has also provided a literature review, organized by the five 

dimensions of the LIHS survey, as well as highlighted understudied areas and gaps in the 

research. Internalized homophobia in lesbians is a relatively new area of study which 

makes it difficult to explore. 
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CHAPTER III 

METHODOLOGY 

The purpose of this study was to explore the internalized homophobia in lesbians 

and its impact on the family. This quantitative study used the LIHS (Szymanski & Chung, 

2001) as its data collection instrument. This chapter outlines the procedures followed for 

sample selection, data collection, and statistical analysis. 

Research Question 

Is there a correlation between internalized homophobia and the definition of 

family? Specifically, the study explored participant answers on the five subscales on the 

Lesbian Internalized Homophobia Scale: (a) Connection with the Lesbian Community, 

(b) Public Identification as a Lesbian, ( c) Personal Feelings about being a Lesbian, ( d) 

Moral and Religious attitudes towards Lesbianism, and (e)Attitudes Toward other 

Lesbians. The study further explored how the participants defined family. Demographic 

areas of age, education level, income level, employment status, race/ethnicity and 

makeup of household were also explored. 

Population and Sample 

Recruitment of participants occurred in two phases for a total of 62 participants. 

First, participants for this study were recruited via a publication of the suivey link in a 

local GLBT church newsletter. As participants proved to be difficult to locate, . 

recruitment was expanded with IRB approval to include Facebook and hand out ofIRB 
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approved flyer (Appendix C). The target population was self identified lesbians, 18 years 

of age and older. 

Human Subjects and IRB 

This survey was conducted entirely online (Appendix A) in an anonymous fonnat. 

Participants could not be identified from their answers or from the website where the 

survey was located. For these reasons, the Institutional Review Board (!RB) stated there 

was low risk to these participants for hann and granted this study exempt status 

(Appendix B). However, because the topic of internalized homophobia was deemed a 

potentially emotionally sensitive one, referrals to local counseling and support centers 

were included at the beginning and end of the survey. Participants were provided with 

local resources should they need emotional support after talcing the survey as it dealt with 

a potentially sensitive topic. 

IRB also asked that the following statement be placed at the beginning and end of 

the online survey: "The return of your completed questionnaire constitutes your infonned 

consent to act as a participant in this research. Participation in this study is completely 

voluntary. Data is being gathered for doctoral research sponsored by TWU Family 

Sciences Department. There is a potential risk of loss of confidentiality in all email, 
'' 

downloading, and internet transactions." This statement satisfied the need for consent and 

clarification of risk and therefore no other consent forms or action was necessary. 

The Lesbian Internalized Homophobia Scale 

In 2001, Syzmanski developed and validated the LIHS (Lesbian Internalized 

Homophobia Scale, a 52 item assessment created using rational/theoretical approach 
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measuring five areas (Appendix D). Permission from Szymanski was granted to use her 

instrument (Appendix D). Questions 1-52 address the following subscales defined below. 

1. Connection with community - Refers to the extent to which a lesbian is connected 

to or from the larger lesbian community and can range from isolation to social 

embeddedness. (Questions 3, 7, 12, 15, 17, 23, 27, 38 [interaction] and 16, 30, 31, 

35, and 39 [knowledge of resources]) 

2. Public identification as lesbian - Refers to how a lesbian manages the disclosure 

of her identity and can range from "passing'' and fear of discovery to identity 

disclosure. (Questions 1, 6, 8, 10, 11, 14, 18, 19, 20, 22, 24, 26, 32, 33, 34, 36) 

3. Personal feelings about being a lesbian - Refers to a lesbian's thoughts and 

reactions about being a lesbian and can range from self hatred to self acceptance. 

(Questions 4, 5, 13, 21, 25, 29) 

4. Moral and religious attitudes about being a lesbian (MRATL)-Refers to a 

lesbian's moral and religious beliefs as they inform her attitudes about lesbianism 

and other lesbians. This can range from condemnation to tolerance and 

acceptance. 

5. Attitudes towards other lesbian (ATOL)- Refers to attitudes a lesbian holds about 

members of her own group and can range from group deprecation to group 

appreciation. (Questions 2, 9, 28, 37) 

This survey was placed on the internet where it could be taken anonymously by 

participants. Participants were not required to complete every question. Questions 53-59 

were added to the end of this survey to gain information regarding participant's age, 
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education level, personal income level, occupation status, ethnicity/race, and what media 

outlets they used. Finally, question 60, an open ended question, asked the participants 

how they define "family." 

These demographic questions allowed this researcher to better understand the 

persons answering the questions. Further, it allowed the researcher to compare 

demographics back to the original study and draw correlations, if any. 

Statistical Procedure 

This study addressed one basic research question. Is there a correlation between 

internalized homophobia and the definition of family? The LIHS has five subscales, and 

this means that in order to seek the answer to the research question, several groups would 

need to be compared at once to the one open ended question of how family is defined. 

Because of this, ANOVA was used to give a comparison of the groups. 

Correlations were run to see if the five subscales interacted. Frequency counts 

were performed on demographic data to gain clearer understanding of our sample 

population. 

Once data were gathered, it was necessary to read the narrative answers to the 

question "How do you define family'' to formulate themes. Five categories were 

identified: Love, Biological, Choice, Mixture, and Function / Support. These categories 

were chosen by number of appearance in the participant answers. Once validated via inter 

rater reliability, these categories were then applied to frequency and correlative statistics 

which will be explained in chapter four. 
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Summary 

This chapter has explored sample selection, how participants were found, and the 

survey instrument to be used to gather data for this study. Each· subscale from the survey 

insttument was explained, as well as the process of gaining permission from the survey's 

author. Additional questions added were explained as was the process of gaining IRB 

approval to conduct this study. 
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CHAPTERIV 

RESULTS 

This chapter presents findings from the LIHS using infonnation from 62 

respondents. Qualifications for participation were to be a self identified lesbian, age 18 or 

older. Participants were well-educated women in middle adulthood~ primarily of middle

and upper-socio-economic status. They were predominantly Caucasian and employed 

full-time, and utilized social networking. 

Participant Response to Research Question and Subscales 

This research sought to answer one question. Is there a correlation between 

internalized homophobia and definition of family? This study utilized the LIHS as 

described in chapter three. Firstly, the study specifically explored participant answers on 

the five subscales on the Lesbian Internalized Homophobia Scale: (a) Connection with 

the Lesbian Community (CLC), (b) Public Identification as a Lesbian (PIL), (c) Personal 

Feelings about being a Lesbian (PFL), (d) Moral and Religious attitudes towards 

Lesbianism (MRATL), and (e) Attitudes Toward other Lesbians (ATOL). The 52 question 

instrument was designed to measure how connected the participant is to the lesbian 

community (CLC), how they identify publicly (PIL), how they feel about themselves and 

others (PFL and ATOL), and what their religious beliefs about being a lesbian are 

(MRATL ). Secondly, the study explored how the participants defined family and then 

correlated answers to original findings of Szymanski in 2003. 
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Descriptive Statistics 

Participant Age, Education, Income 

Of 62 respondents, the median age was 35-44 years old, most were Caucasian, 

with Bachelors level education. Median income range was from $35-44,000 annually at 

full time employment (Tables 4.1 and 4.2). However, it is notable that when the 

researcher created the demographic question regarding income, the income ranges were 

imprecise. Where one category stopped, there was no definition made between the next. 

The categories should have been $30,000 and under, $30,999 to $44,999, $45,000 to 

$59,999, $60,000 to $74,999, $75,000 to $89,999 and $90,000 and above. 

Table 4.1 

Participant Age, Ethnicity 

Variable 
Age 

25-34 
35-44 
45-54 
Missing 

Ethnicity 

F 

19 
23 
17 
3 

Am Indian/ Alaskan I 
Asian/Pacific Island 2 
Black 2 
Hispanic 
White 

3 
54 

24 

Percent 

30.6 
37.l 
27.4 
4.8 

1.6 
3.2 
3.2 
4.8 
87.1 



Table 4.2 

Participant Education Level, Employment Status, Annual Income 

Variable F Percent 
Education Level 

HS or Equivalent 3 4.8 
Some College 15 24.2 
Associate Degree 6 9.7 
Bachelor Degree 22 35.5 
Masters or PhD 16 25.8 

Employment Status 
Full Time 56 90.3 
Part Time 2 3.5 
Unemployed 4 6.5 

Annual Income 
Under 30K 7 11.3 
30-45K 18 29.0 
45-60K 13 21.0 
60-75K 9 14.5 
75-90K 10 16.1 
90K+ 5 8.1 

Participant Use of Social Media 

Of 62 respondents, 100% reported using Facebook as a social media outlet 

Secondarily they used YouTube at 39%. All others were used far less (Table 4.3). Based 

upon these results, this particular population is highly engaged in social media. 

Table 4.3 

Participant Use of Social Media 

Social Media F 
Facebook 62 
YouTube _ 39 
Twitter 14 
MySpace 8 
Flickr - 2 

25 

Percent 
100 
62.9 
22.6 
12.9 
3.2 



Family Stmcture 

The research question was first addressed by categorizing how the participants 

answered the open ended question "how do you define family?" to which five themes 

were found: love, biological, choice, mixture of love and choice, and function/support. 

These themes were verified via inter-rater reliability. This was addressed by comparing 

the various family structure groups on average homophobia subscale scores using one

factor analysis of variance (Table 4.4). No significant differences were observed on any 

subscale. Thus, homophobia is unrelated to definition of family. It is notable that subscale 

scores were lower for those who were not partnered (self only). 

Table 4.4 

ANO VA -Family Structure per Subscale

Subscale N 
CLC 

Self and Partner 11 
Self Only 33 
Self, Partner, Kids Current 2 

Self, Partner, Kids Previous 12 
PIL 

Self and Partner 11 

Self Only 36 
Self, Partner, Kids Current 2 

Self, Partner, Kids Previous 12 

PFL 

Self and Partner 11 

Self Only 36 
Self, Partner, Kids Current 2 
Self, Partner, Kids Previous 12 

MRATL 

Self and Partner 
Self Only 11 

Self, Partner, Kids Current 36 

Mean SD 

32.55 17.33 
31.69 10.15 
26.00 0.00 
31.75 8.96 

33.82 12.27 
37.03 15.81 
21.00 1.41 
35.67 15.85 

12.73 6.87 
12.58 6.29 
8.00 .00 
9.83 2.76 

9.27 2.49 
10.39 4.28 
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Table Cont'd 

Self, Partner, Kids Previous 2 11.50 6.36 
12 9.67 3.47 

ATOL 
Self and Partner 
Self Only 11 18.00 8.01 
Self, Partner, Kids Current 36 17.06 6.83 
Self, Partner, Kids Previous 2 11.50 4.95 

12 16.92 9.05 

Age Groups 

The youngest participants were found to differ from the oldest on CLC (Tables 

4.5 and 4.6) however the difference was not statistically significant. It is notable that 

youngest participant reported they were 25 years of age, and the median range was 35-44 

years old. This demographic tends to know more about the internet and computer use, 

and therefore most likely had an easier time filling out an online survey. 

Table 4.5 

ANO VA - Comparisons of Homophobia between Age Groups 

Subscale Age N Mean SD 
CLC 25-34 19 37.79 11.90 

35-44 23 31.48 8.60 
45-54 17 25.65 12.18 

PIL 25-34 19 32.11 12.90 
35-44 23 37.39 15.61 
45-54 17 33.00 10.67 

PFL 25-34 19 11.95 6.50 
35-44 23 10.61 2.66 
45-54 17 12.24 4.55 

MRATL 25-34 19 10.32 3.33 
35-44 23 9.83 3.65 
45-54 17 8.76 2.19 
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Table Cont'd 

ATOL 25-34 19 
35-44 23 
45-54 17 

Table 4.6 

ANOVA -Age 

Subscale df F 

CLC 2 5.68 
PIL 2 0.93 
PFL 2 0.70 
!vIRATL 2 I.IO 
ATOL 2 1.22 

Education Levels 

18.84 
16.13 
15.29 

112 

.17 

.03 

.02 

.04 

.04 

8.67 
7.28 
5.11 

p 

.01 

.40 

.50 
034 
.30 

All participants had a high school degree, with 95% holding a college education 

(Tables 4.7 and 4.8). As most education today increases participant use of the internet, it 

is highly possible that this means this participant population was at ease with the suivey 

and finding resources outside their own families. 

Table 4.7 

ANOVA -Comparison of Homophobia between Education Levels 

Subscale 
CLC 

Associate 
Bachelor 
High School or GED 
Master or Doctorate 
Some College -

N 

6 
22 
3 
16 
15 

28 

Mean 

32.33 
36.18 
31.00 
29.44 
29.00 

SD 

17.01 
11.37 
15.13 
9.84 
10.34 
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Table Cont'd 

PIL 6 34.33 15.93 
Associate 22 38.95 17.77 
Bachelor 3 30.00 6.56 
High School or GED 16 36.19 15.38 
Master or Doctorate 15 31.87 10.18 
Some College 

PFL 
Associate 6 13.00 5.29 
Bachelor 22 13.77 8.40 
High School or GED 3 9.00 1.73 
Master or Doctorate 16 11.19 2.64 
Some College 15 10.33 3.46 

MRATL 
Associate 6 11.33 2.42 
Bachelor 22 10.86 4.51 
High School or GED 3 9.67 4.62 
Master or Doctorate 16 9.19 3.69 
Some College 15 9.53 3.29 

ATOL 
Associate 6 16.67 5.16 
Bachelor 22 17.95 7.98 
High School or GED 3 25.67 13.32 
Master or Doctorate 16 14.63 7.20 
Some College 15 16.73 4.91 

Table 4.8 

ANO VA - Education 

Subscale df F 112 p 

CLC 4 1.18 .08 .33 
PIL 4 0.62 .04 .65 
PFL 4 1.16 .07 .40 
1vfRATL 4 0.68 .05 .61 
ATOL 4 1.64 .10 .18 
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Income Levels 

It must be noted that when the researcher created the demographic question 

regarding income, the income ranges were imprecise. Where one category stopped, there 

was no definition made between the next. The categories should have been $30,000 and 

under, $30,999 to $44,999, $45,000 to $59,999, $60,000 to $74,999, $75,000 to $89,999 

and $90,000 and above. Using the data collected, however, participants responded that 

the majority of them earn between $30,000 and $45,000 (Tables 4.9 and 4.10). This 

aligned itself with level of education as well as employment status. 

Table 4.9 

ANOVA -Comparison of Homophobia between Income Levels 

Subscale N Mean SD 
CLC 

Under 30K 7 30.71 11.06 
30-45K 18 34.28 12.93 
45-60K 13 30.62 8.68 
60-75K 9 33.44 9.48 
75-90K 10 34.10 15.62 
90K+ 5 23.40 7.77 

PIL 
Under 30K 7 31.86 11.13 
30-45K 18 36.22 12.66 
45-60K 13 40.92 20.75 
60-75K 9 39.22 18.54 
75-90K 10 28.80 7.77 
90K+ 5 32.40 11.44 

PFL 
Under 30K 7 11.43 2.76 
30-45K 18 11.72 6.62 
45-60K 13 14.00 8.93 
60-75K 9 12.44 3.24 
75-90K 10 10.60 3.20 
.90K+ 5 10.20 3.03 
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Table Cont'd 

MRATL 
Under 30K 7 9.71 3.77 
30-45K 18 10.33 3.66 
45-60K 13 11.15 5.38 
60-75K 9 10.11 4.11 
75-90K 10 8.60 2.01 
90K+ 5 10.00 2.45 

ATOL 
Under 30K 7 15.43 5.19 
30-45K 18 17.33 8.01 
45-60K 13 17.77 6.56 
60-75K 9 19.67 9.53 
75-90K 10 14.80 7.25 
90K+ 5 16.20 6.46 

Table 4.10 

ANOVA -Income Level 

Subscale df F ,,2 p 

CLC 5 0.82 .07 .54 
PIL 5 0.99 .08 .43 
PFL 5 0.53 .05 .75 
MRATL 5 0.51 .04 .77 
ATOL 5 0.51 .05 .77 

Employment Status 

Participants responded that 90% of (n = 62) participants responded they were 

employed full time. Three percent of (n = 62) responded they were employed part time. 
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Table 4.11 

ANO VA - Comparison of Homophobia between Employment Status 

Subscale N Mean SD 
CLC 

Full Time 56 32.75 11.80 
Part Time 2 23.50 0.71 
Unemployed 4 27.00 9.42 

PJL 
Full Time 56 36.55 15.32 
Part Time 2 25.00 5.66 
Unemployed 4 28.25 6.40 

PFL 
Full Time 56 12.25 6.02 
Part Time 2 8.00 0.00 
Unemployed 4 10.00 1.83 

MRATL 
Full Time 56 10.27 3.84 
Part Time 2 7.00 0.00 
Unemployed 4 9.25 4.50 

ATOL 
Full Time 56 17.38 7.56 
Part Time 2 11.00 4.24 
Unemployed 4 15.50 3.11 

Table 4.12 

ANOVA -Employment Status 

Subscale df F 112 p 

CLC 2 1.03 .03 .37 
PIL 2 1.11 .04 .34 
PFL 2 0.76 .02 .47 
MRATL 2 0.80 .03 .45 
ATOL 2 0.82 .03 .45 
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Ethnicity 

The majority of participants reported being Caucasian (87% of entire sample). 

Thirteen percent of (n = 62) were non-white: American Indian, Alaskan!' Asian Pacific 

Islander, Black, or Hispanic (Table 4J3 and 4.14). 

Table 4.13 

ANO VA - Comparison of Homophobia between Ethnic Groups 

Subscale N Mean SD 
CLC 

Am Ind or Alask Native I 41.00 0.00 
Asian Pac Island 2 43.50 16.26 
Black 2 35.00 2.83 
Hispanic 3 21.00 7.21 
White 54 32.00 11.57 

PIL 
Am Ind or Alask Native 1 18.00 0.00 
Asian Pac Island 2 44.00 15.56 
Black 2 38.00 7.07 
Hispanic 3 21.67 1.15 
White 54 36.35 15.16 

PFL 
Am Ind or Alask Native 1 8.00 0.00 
Asian Pac Island 2 18.00 7.07 
Black 2 9.00 1.41 
Hispanic 3 10.33 3.21 
White 54 12.02 5.94 

MRATL 
Am Ind or Alask Native I 7.00 0.00 
Asian Pac Island 2 11.50 2.12 
Black 2 12.50 6.36 
Hispanic 3 7.33 0.58 
White 54 10.17 3.89 

ATOL 
Am Ind or Alask Native I 8.00 0.00 
Asian Pac Island 2 23.00 11.31 
Black 2 12.00 0.00 
Hispanic 3 9.33 2.31 
'White 54 17.61 7.19 
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Table 4.14 

ANO VA - Ethnicity 

Subscale df F ..,2 p 

CLC 5 1.39 .09 .25 
PIL 5 1.23 .08 .31 
PFL 5 0.84 .06 .51 
MRATL 5 0.81 .05 .52 
ATOL 5 1.98 .12 .11 

Correlation Statistics 

Using Szymanski's reported findings from her 2003 study, the homophobia 

subscales were inter-correlated using Pearson's linear correlation approach. All of the 

coefficients were significantly larger than zero, and ranged in size depicting weak to 

moderate relationships (see Table 15.) Entries for multiple level nominal variables 

(degree, employment, ethnicity, and family) were multiple R values. Significance of 0,05 

correlation was noted with one asterisk. Significance of 0.01 correlation was noted with 

two asterisks. 
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Table 4.15 

Inter-Correlations of the Homophobia Subscales 

I 
tO s Cl) 0 

6 
C1) Q ~ a; ..0 0 

~ u ~ ~ ~ ~ 8 
~ 
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~ ~ p. •'P-4 t: 

~ t 00 0 ~ -~ ~ -

~ < c.) s ::t rn ..... u 0 

~ 
.--1 

0 ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 

CLC 

PIL .26· 

PFL .31 •• .6s·· 

MRATL .32·· .40n .42· 

* 

ATOL _45·· .36 ... .23· .51'' 

• 

Age __ 41 •• .03 .02 -.19 -.19 

Degree .2s· .20 .21· .21 .32 .30 

Income -.09 -.08 --.07 -.09 -.02 _34· -.17 

• 

Employ .18 .19 .16 -.16 .17 .13 .14 -.21 

Continued 
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Table Cont'd 

Ethnic .30 .28 .24 .23 .11 .31 • .08 - .02 

• .21 * 

Family .12 .12 .21 .13 .35 .21 .08 .06 -.01 .04 

Twitter -.04 -.17 -.13 -.16 -.15 -.18 -.16 .11 .06 .00 .06 

YouTube -.29• -.15 -.16 -.19 -.20 JO .2s· -.12 .18 .15 .16 .18 

MySpace -.08 -.13 -.17 .04 .07 .02 -.09 -.08 -.12 . 13 .15 .2s· .3o· 

Fl 

* 

.13 -.08 -.11 .02 -.08 .01 .04 -.08 -.06 .06 .14 .12 .14 .20 

Summary 

This chapter has presented findings as well as descriptive and correlative statistics 

gathered from responses from 62 participants. Participants were well-educated women in 

middle adulthood, primarily of middle- and upper-socio-economic status. They were 

predominantly Caucasian and employed full-time, and utilized social networking. 

They self identified as lesbians, and when defining family used categories of love, choice, 

biological, mixed component of love and choice, and function/support. 

Overall, results show that there was no relationship between levels of internalized 

homophobia and how the participants defined family. Further, there were no relationships 
' :-

between the demographics gathered and levels of internalized homophobia. 
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CHAPTERV 

SUMMARY, DISCUSSION, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

This chapter looked at swnmary of the study as a whole, discussion of findings, 

and recommendation for future research. This research focused on one primary research 

question. Is there a correlation between internalized homophobia and the definition of 

family? Specifically, the study explored participant responses on the five subscales on the 

Lesbian Internalized Homophobia Scale: (a) Connection with the Lesbian Community, 

(b) Public Identification as a Lesbian, (c) Personal Feelings about being a Lesbian, (d) 

Moral and Religious attitudes towards Lesbianism, and ( e) Attitudes Toward other 

Lesbians (Szymanski & Carr, 2003). The study further explored how the participants 

defined family. Demographic infonnation such as education level, income level, 

employment status, race/ethnicity and makeup of household were also examined and 

correlated. 

Summary of the Study 

The research set out to answer whether or not there was a correlation between 

level of internalized homophobia and how the participants defined family. This study 

used Szymanski 's earlier research from 2003 on internalized homophobia in lesbians in 

an online setting. One dynamic, however, was changed in order to look at potential 

correlation with how family is defined. Instead of correlating with self esteem and 

anxiety, this study asked each participant to answer the question "how do you define 

family?" Because there were multiple subscales on the LIHS, analysis of varian•ce 
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(ANO VA) was used to correlate the multiple variants. The statistical analysis revealed no 

correlation between level of internalized homophobia and definition of family. This was 

accomplished through several ANOVA's and correlations as stated in chapters 3 and 4. 

Participants were recruited for this study via Facebook, fliers, and advertisement 

of the study in a local GLBT church's newsletter. Participants were 18 or older, and self 

identified as lesbians. Most held at least a Bachelors degree, were Caucasian, and 

employed. When answering the question of how family is defined, five categories were 

identified: love, biological, choice, mix of love and choice, and function/support. 

Discussion and Findings 

The research set out to answer whether or not there·was a correlation between 

level of internalized homophobia how the participants defined family. This study found 

no correlation between the levels of internalized homophobia and how family was 

defined. Further, no correlations were found between the LIHS subscales and the 

demographic questions asked. Specifically, the subscale areas of (a) Connection with the 

Lesbian Community, (b) Public Identification as a Lesbian, (c) Personal Feelings about 

being a Lesbian, ( d) Moral and Religious attitudes towards Lesbianism, and ( e) Attitudes 

Toward other Lesbians did not relate significantly to the demographic areas explored. 

These areas were age, ethnicity, income, employment status, and education level. 

Findings were correlated back to Szymanski's original study, and again, no correlation 

was found. However, it is noted that the participant samples between Szymanski's study 

(Szymanski & Carr, 2003) and this study were not the same. This study was smaller in 

size, but did collect demographic infonnation. Low levels of internalized homophobia 
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were found overall, and no correlation was found to how family was defined among our 

62 participants. 

When reviewing literature from chapter two (Appendix E) we also find themes 

that support our subscales. Specifically, for (a) Connection with the Lesbian Community 

we see that Jordan's findings (Jordan, 1998 & 2000) reveal that disclosure matters in 

relation to participant mental health. For (b) Public Identification as a Lesbian, we see 

that legal status matters for creation and structure of families (Hequembourg & Ferrell, 

1999; Dalton & Bielby, 2000). In (c) Personal Feelings about being a Lesbian, a focus 

group displayed that perception of reactions sometimes keeps people from disclosing 

their orientation (Gramling, 2000). Finally, in (d) Moral and Religious attitudes to.wards 

Lesbianism, and ( e) Attitudes Toward other Lesbians, these themes support Cooley's 

Looking Glass Self theory (Cooley, 1902) that how you think others see you, impacts 

how you see yourself. This seems especially true for our participants when viewed 

through a religious lens. 

Bronfenbrenner and Ecological Theory 

This research utilizedBronfenbrenner's Ecological Systems Theory as a lens 

through which to view internalized homophobia (Appendix F). Bronfenbrenner stated 

that in order to understand human development, one must consider the entire ecological 

system as well as the layers within it. (Bronfenbrenner, 1997). Simply put, humans do 

not exist without their society, society does not exist without its families, and families of 

course do not exist without their individual members. All systems interact with each 

other, and none function in isolation (Bronfenbrenner, 1997). 
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Lesbians coping with internalized homophobia are easily viewed through 

Bronfenbrenner's lens (Appendix F)~ Internalized homophobia is born of a societal 

phenomenon called homophobia. So very clearly, how the individual sees themselves is 

based on how the individual is seen in society. This process is highly reflexive and 

powerful. This can be detrimental or positive, and in the case of this research, it appears 

that over the past decade, the chronosystem in place has served positively for this study's 

participants. This chronosystem, has fW1ctioned well to advance gay rights in the civil 

arena. Don't Ask, Don't Tell legislation has been repealed, gay marriages are being 

allowed in some states, and that battle continues towards the Supreme Court. It seems 

logical that internalized homophobia has not increased due to the simple fact that GLBT 

are becoming a group recognized not only by our society but by our legislators and our 

laws. With increased recognition comes increased protection. With increased protection 

comes higher self esteem, and therefore lowered internalized homophobia. 

Limitations and Gaps 

At the onset of the study, participants were only sought from the Dallas area. 

When the response was not great, the search was widened, however, the demographic 

question of location was not added to the survey. This presented a gap in this study as we 

did not know the location of the participants in this study. Location can often play a part 

in resources, or lack of resources for groups like lesbians. One of this study's findings 

was that age made an insignificant difference in scores on the CLC subscale ( connection 
·. : . ·. f !_ 

with lesbian community). Had we known location, this could have been explored further. 
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Because the research sample was difficult to locate, this study has a small sample 

size. This is a limitation for this study; however, for future studies this is notable as it 

appears as the internet is superseding other methods of finding participants. 

Another limitation for this study is that when the researcher created the 

demographic question regarding income, the income ranges were imprecise due to 

bracketing. Where one category stopped, there was no definition made between the next. 

The categories should have been $30,000 and under, $30,999 to $44,999, $45,000 to 

$59,999, $60,000 to $74,999, $75,000 to $89,999 and $90,000 and above. Because these 

brackets were not precise, there was no distinction between one income level and the 

next. This made the findings itnprecise. 

Implications and Recommendations 

This study sought to find out if internalized homophobia was correlated with how 

lesbian over the age of 18 define family. No correlations were found, and low levels of 

internalized homophobia were found as well. Future researchers could repeat this survey 

however, use a different lens in which to view this. 

Given that the chronosystem (Bronfenbrenner, 1997) that appears to be impacting 

this group of people (Appendix E) is largely focused on public policy, it seems 

appropriate that future research focus on matters of policy and the family unit. Given the 

reflexive nature of our society, its families, and the individuals that make it up, future 

research needs to include depth related to policy, legislation, and protection of the 

families GLBT citizens are forming. 
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This research seemed to have drawn a highly educated, fully employed, computer 

savvy Caucasian demographic. If future research ,digresses from this population, 

consideration should be to whether or not online swveys should be used. To address non

white populations, future research methods may want to digress from online surveys. 

Conversely, if a younger demographic is being examined, future studies may want to 

purposefully use the internet. 

Summary 

Chapter one reviewed the introduction to this study, the statement of the problem, 

the research question, and the purpose of the research. Chapter two reviewed the 

literature surrounding this study, GLBT history, and the ecological lens through w~ich 

this study was being viewed. Chapter three reviewed the methodology and statistics that 

were utilized as well as how the study was administered and IRB procedures. Chapter 

four reviewed the data found overall as well as for each subscale. Chapter five has 

addressed limitations, recommendations and implications for future research. 
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The return of your completed questionnaire con•titutes your informed consent to ac.t as a participant in thi.s research. 

Participation in this •tudy is completely voluntary. Data is being gathered for doctoral research sponsored by TVVU F amity Sciences Department 

Th,re ia a potential tiek of loss of confldenliahty in an email. downloadtng, a"d tnternet tranuctiona. 

Please be acMsed that the content of this survey lndudet. emotionatty sensitive material. Should discomfort or fatigue arise at any time� 

participants are et1couraged to stop and rest and can stop participating in the atudy at any time. If emotional ctiattna continues, please call one 

of the foflowing resource, for help� 

Hepa Counaeling Center 214-351-1901 

Rftource Center Dalin 214•528-0144 

Dalla• Vvhole Life Counseling 972•755-0996 

Stonewall Counaellng 214-521·1278 

For mofe information ,egarding thia etudy please cont.ct Audrey Kteily LPC-S at researchllHS@ya.tJoo.com 

Plaan Indicate your agreement or diaagreement with each of tha folfowing atatementa. There are no right or wrong answers; however for the 

data to be meaningful, you must enswet each statement given below ea honesUy as possible. Your responses are eompet&ly anonymous. 

P1eate d-o net leave any s1atem•nt unmarked. Some atatementa may depict 1ituationa that you have not e)Cperieneed; pie-au ima;tne yourself 

in those 1ituation1 when answering thoae ,tatementa. 

Please use the gcale H fottows: 1•Strongly Disagree, 2•Modetetety Disagree, 3•Slightly Disagree. 4•Neutral. S•SJighUy Agree, 5=Moderately 

Agree, 1:: Strongly Agree 

1. Many of my friends are lesbians.
Strongly Moderately SlighUy 

Neutrat Slightty AgrH 
Moderate4y 

Strongly Agree 
Disagree Disagree Otsagree Agree 

Pieue indicate your answer 0 ·o 0 0 0 0 0 here. 

2. I try not to give signs that I am a lesbian. I am careful about the way I dress, the Jewelry

I wear, the places, people, and events I talk about.
Strongly Moderately SlfghUy 

Neutral Slightly Agree 
Modtrately 

Strongly Agree 
Ditagree Dlaagree Oiaagree Agree 

Please indicate your answer 0
·,:. · 

0
-:-. 

0
C 

0 0 0 0 here. 

3. Just as In other species, female homosexuality Is a natural expression of sexuality In

human women.

Please tndtcate your answer 

here. 

Strongly 

[)j91gree 

Moderately 

Oisagre1 

,:::Q •:, 

stighUy 

OsagrH 

�:�� 
, ,

Neutral Slightly Agree 
Moderately 

Strongfy Agree 
Agree 

0 
.... 

0 0 0 

4. I can•t stand lesbians who are too "butch". They make lesbians as a group look bad.
Strongly Moderetety Slightly 

Neutral Sh;htty Agree 
Moderatel1 

Strongly Agree 
Disagree Oiugree O\sagree Agree 

Pfease 1ndicate �our answer 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
:;':•:: 

here. 

48 

0 0 

l;' 



LIHS 
5. Attending.lesbian events and organizations is important to me. 

Strongly Moderately Slightly 
Neutral Slightly Agree 

Moderately 
Strongly Agree 

~agree Disagree Disagree Agr19e 

Pleaae indicate your answer 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
here. 

&. I hate myself for being attracted to other woman. 
Strongly Moderately Slightly 

Neutral Slightly Agree 
Moderately 

Strongly Agree 
Qjsagree Disagree Disagree Agree 

Pleas.a indicate your answer 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
here. 

7, I believe female homosexuality is a sin. 
Strongly Moderately Slightly 

NeutraJ Slightly Agree 
Moderately 

Strongly Agree 
Disagree Disagree Oiaagree Agree 

Flease indicate your answer 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
here. 

8, I am comfortable being an "out .. lesbian. I want.others to know and see me as a 
lesbian. 

Strongly Moderatefv Slightly 
Neutral Slightl}' Agree 

Moderately 
Strongly Agree 

Oleagree Disagree Disagree Agree 

Please indicate your an,wer 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
here. 

9. I feel comfortable with the diversity of women who make up the lesbian community. 
Strongly Moderatety Sllghtly 

Neutral Slightly Agree 
Moderately 

Strongly Agree 
Disagree Disagree Disagree Agree 

Pleast Indicate your an&wer 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
here. 

10.1 have respect for and admiration for other lesbians. 
Strongly ModerateJv Slightly 

Neutral Slightly Agree 
Moderately 

Strongly Agree 
Disagree Disagree Disagree Agree 

Pfeaae Indicate your answer 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
here. 

11. I feel isolated and separate from other lesbians. 
Strongly Moderately Slightly 

Neutral Slightly Agree 
Moderately 

Strongly Agree 
Dieagree Disagree Disagree Agree 

Pleat• Indicate your answer 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
here. 

12. I wouldn't mind if my boss knew that I was a lesbian. 
Strongly Moderately Slightly 

Neutral Slightly Agree 
Moderately 

Strongly Agree 
018agree Disagres Disagree Agree 

Please indicate your answer 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
here. 
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13. If some lesbians would change and be more acceptable to the larger society, 
lesbians as a group would not have to deal wtlh so much· negativity and discrimination. 

Strongly Moderately Slightly 
Neutral Slightly Agree 

Moderately 
Strongly Agree 

Disagree Disagree Disagree Agree 
Please indicate your answer 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 here. 

14.1 am proud to be a lesbian. 
strongly Moderately SUghtly 

Neutral SlightJy Agree 
Moderately 

Strongty Agree 
Oi&agree Disagree Oisagree Agree 

Pfease incicate your an,wctr 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 here. 

15. I am not worried about anyone finding out that I am a lesbian. 
Strongly Moderately Slightly 

Neutral Slightly Agree 
Moderatcly 

Strongly Agree 
Dieagree Disagree Disagree Agree 

Pleat& Indicate your answer 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 here. 

16, When interacting with members of the lesbian community, I often feel different and 
alone, like I don't fit in. 

Strongly Moderately Slightly 
Ne\.ltral Slightly Agree 

Moderately 
Strongly Ag, ee 

Disagree Disagree Disagree Agree 

Plea1& in di cat& your anawer 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 here. 

17. Female homosexuality is an acceptable lifestyle. 
Strongly Moderately Slightly 

Neutral Slightly Agree 
Moderately 

Strongly Agree 
Olsa.gree Oiaagree Disagree Agree 

Please indicate your answer 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 here. 

18. I feel bad for acting on my lesbian desires. 
Strongly Moderately Slightly 

Neutral Slf ghdy Agree 
Moderately 

Strong1y Agree 
0.11gree Disagree Disagree Agree 

Please indicate your answer 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 her,. 

19.1 feel comfortable talking to my heterosexual friends about my everyday home life 
with my lesbian partnert1over or my everyday activities with my lesbian friends, 

Strongly Moderately SHghtly 
Neutral Slightly Agree 

Moderately 
Strongly Agree 

Di.agree Oiaagree Disagree Agree 
Please indicate your answer 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 here. 

20, Having lesbian friends is Important to ma • 
. . ,,- ~- l: . :~_.:. StrondY Moderately :..::. 

Slightly Moderately 
Olgagree Oisagre& Disagree 

Neutral Slightly Agree 
Agree 

Strongly Agree 

Please indicate your answer 0 0 0 o . 0 0 0 titre. 
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21, I am famlllarwith lesbian books and/or magazines. 
Strongly Moderately Slightly 

Neutral Slightly Agree 
Moderately 

Strongly Agree 
Oilagree Disagree Dsagree Agree 

Pf ease Indicate your answer 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 he.re. 

22. Being a part of the lesbian community Is Important to me. 
Strongly Moderately SltghUy 

Neutral Slightly Agree 
Moderately 

Strongly Agree 
Disagree Oieagree Disagree Agree 

PJ&ne indicate your answer 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 here. 

23. As a lesbian, I am loveable and deserving of respect. 
Strongly Moderately Sltghtly 

Neutral Slightly Agree 
Moderately 

Strongly Agree 
Disagree Oiaagree Disagree Agree 

Please indicate your answer 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 here. 

24. It is Important for me to conceal the fact that I am a lesbian from my famlly. 
' ' ' ' 

Strongly Moderately Slightly 
Neutral Slightly Agree 

Moderately 
Strongly Agree 

Disagree Disagree Disagree Agree 

Please Indicate your anawer 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 here. 

25. I feel comfortable talking about homosexuality in public. 
Strongly Moderately Slightly 

Neutral Slightly Agree 
Moderately 

Strongly Agree 
Oi&agree Diaagre& Oiaagree Agree 

Please indicate your answer 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 here. 

26. I live in fear that someone will find out I am a lesbian. 
Strongly Moderately Slightly 

Neutral S1ightJy Agree 
Moderately 

Strongly Agree 
Disagree Disagree Disagree Agree 

Please indicate your answar 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 here. 

27. If I could change my sexual orientation and become heterosexual, I would. 
Strongly Moderately Slightly 

Neutral Slightly Agree 
Moderately 

Strongly Agree 
Oisasiree Disagree Disagree Agree 

Please indicate your an,wer 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 here. 

28. I do not feel t_ha need to be on guard, lie, or hide my lesbianism to others. 
Strongly Moderately Slightly 

Neutral Slightly Agree 
Moderately 

Strongly Agree 
0!11gree Dts■gree Otaagree Agree 

Please indicate your answer 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 here. 

29.1 feel comfortable Joining a lesbian soclal group, lesbian sports team, or lesbian 
organlzati on. 

;.;,-_ .. Strongly Moderately Slightly Moderately 

Ditagree Disagree Disagree 
Neutral Sllghtly Agree 

Agree 
Strongly Agree 

Please indicate your answer 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 here. 
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30. When speaking of my lesbian loverlpartnerto a straight person I change pronouns 
so that others will think I'm involved with a man rather than a woman. 

PJeaae Indicate your answer 
here. 

Strongly 
Disagree 

0 

Moderately 

Disagree 

0 

Slightly 

Oiugree 

0 
Neutral 

0 
SUghUy Agree 

0 
31. Being a lesbian makes my future look bleak and hopeless. 

Strongly Moderately Sllghtly 
Neutral Sligtltfy Agree 

Disagree O.agrea Oi1agree 
Please Indicate your answer 0 0 0 0 0 here. 

Moderately 

Agree 

0 

Moderately 

AgrH 

0 

Strongly Agree 

0 

Strongly Agree 

0 
32. Children should be taught that being gay Is a .normal and healthy way for people to 
be. 

Strongly Moderately Slightly 
Neutral SllghtJy Agree 

Moderately 
Strongly Agree 

Disagree Disagree Disegree Agree 
Please indicate your answer 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 here. 

33, My feelings toward other lesbians are often negative. 
Sttong1y Moderately Slightly 

Neutral Sllghtly Agree 
Moderately 

Strongly Agree 
Disagree Disagree Oi&sgree Agree 

Plea•• lndleate your an,wer 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 here. 

34. lf_my pears knew of my lesblanlsm, I am afraid that many would not want to be 
friends with me. 

Strongly Mod&rately Slightly 
Neutral Slightly Agree 

Disagree Oi11gree Oisagrae 
Pleaae indicate your amswer 0 0 0 0 0 here. 

35. I feel comfortable being a lesbian. 
Strongly Moderately Slightty 

Neutral Slightly Agree 
Q;sagree Disagree Disagree 

PJe11e indic,,te your answer 0 0 0 0 0 here. 

36. Social situations with other lesbians make me feel uncomfortable. 

Pf eaae indicate your answer 

here. 

Strongly 
Oieagree 

0 

Moderately 

Dsa11ee 

0 

Slightly 

Disagree 

0 
Neutral 

0 
Slightly Agree 

0 

Moderately 

Agree 

0 

Moderately 

Agree 

0 

Moderately 

Agree 

0 

Strongly Agree 

0 

Strongly Agree 

0 

Strongly Agree 

0 
37.1 wish some lesbians wouldn't "flaunt" their lasblanlsm. Thay only do It for shock 
value and It doesn't accomplish anything positive. 

Please lndi cste ycur answer 

here. 

Strongly 

Oiaagree 

0 

Modefately 

Dlaagree 

0 

Sffghtfy 

Disagree 

0 
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38. I don't feel disappointment in myself for being a lesbian. 

Strong1y Moderately Slightly 
Neutral Sfightty Agree 

Moderately 
Strongty Agree 

Disagree Disagree Disagree Agree 

Pfeato indicate your answer 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 here. 

39. I am famllar with lesbian movies and/or music. 
Strongly Moderately Slightly 

Neutral Slightly Agree 
Moderately 

Strongly Agree 
Disagree Disagree Oisa_gree Agree 

Please indicate your answer 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 here. 

40. I am aware of the history concerning the development of lesbian communities and/or 
the lesbian/gay rights movement. 

Strongly Moderately Slightly 
Neutral Slightly Agree 

Moderately 
Stro ngty Agree 

Disagree Disagree Ditagree Agree 

Please indcate your answer 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 here. 

41.1 act as if my lesbian lovers ara merely friends, 
Strongly Moderately Slightly 

Neutral Slightly Agree 
Moderately 

Strongly Agree 
Oi11gree Disagree Disagree Agree 

Pfeasa Indicate your answer 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 here. 

42, Lesbian lifestyles are a viable and legitimate way of lif•. for women. 
Strongly Moderately SJightly 

Neutral Sllghtfy Agr&e 
Moderately 

Strongly Agree 
Disagree Disagree Disagree Agree 

Pl11se Indicate your answer 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 here. 

43, I feel comfortable discussing my lesbianism with my family. 
Strcngfv Moderately Sfightly 

Neutral Slightly Agree 
Moderately 

Strongly Agree 
Disagree Disagree Disagree Agree 

Pteisae Indicate your answer 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 here. 

44. I don't llke to be seen In public with lesbians who look "too butch" or are "too our 
St,ongly Moderetefy SlfghUy 

Neutral Slightly Agree 
Moderately 

Strongly Agree 
Disagree Ottagree Ot1agree Agree 

Pleau Indicate your answer 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 here. 

45. I could *not* confront a straight friend or acquaintance If she or he made a 
homophobic or heterosexlst statement to me. 

Strongly Moderately Slightly 
Neutral SUghtly Agree 

Moderately 
Strongly Agree 

Disagree Disagree Disagree Agree 
P1eaee lncflcate your answer 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 here. 
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46. I am familiar with lesbian music festivals and conferences. 

Please lnd~t• your answer 
here. 

Strongly 

D11agree 

0 

MaderatefY 
Dieegree 

O · 

Sflghtly 

Disagree 

0 
Neutral Slightly Agree 

:_o ·· ·o 
Mt>deratety 

Agree 

0 
Strongly Agree 

:- 0 

47. When speaking af my lesbian lover/partner to a straight person, I often use neutral 
pronouns so the sex of the person is vague. 

Strongly Moderately Slightly 
Neutral Slightly Agree 

Moderately 
Strongly Agree 

Disagree Disagree Disagree Agree 
Pf ease tndicate your angv-,er . 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 here. 

48. Lesbian couples should be allowed to adopt children the same as heterosexual 

couples. 
Strongly Moderately Slightly 

Neutral Sllghtty Agree 
Moderately 

Strongly Agree 
Disagree Disagree Disagree Agree 

Please tndicat~ your answer 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 here. 

49. Lesbians are too aggressive. 
Strongly Moderately Slightly 

Neutral Slightly Agree 
Moderately 

Strongly Agree 
Disagree Disagree O~agree Agree 

Pleau lnclcate yout .answer 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 here. 

50.1 frequently make negative comments about other lesbians. 
Strongly Moderately Slightly 

Neutral Slighdy Agree 
Moderately 

Strongly Agree 
Disagree Dlsagrn otsagrae Agree 

Pleau indicate your answer 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 here. · 

51. Growing up in a lesbian family Is detrimental for children. 
Strongly Moderately Slightly 

Neutral Slightly Agree 
Moderatety 

Strongly Agree 
Disagree Disagree Di.agree Agree 

Please indicate your an,wer 0 0 ·:_o · 0 0 0 0 he're. '• . :··1. -.. ~ .. :,. •" . 

52. I am familiar with community resources for lesbians (I.e. bookstores, support groups, 
bars, etc.). 

Please Indicate your answer 
here ... 

Strongly 

Disagree 

0 

Moderately 

Olea"ee o:: 
Slightly 

DiNgree 

0 
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53. What is your age? 

0 18-24 

0 25-34 

0 35,..44 

0 45-54 

0 55-64 

Qas+ 

54. What is your education level? 

Q Some High School 

Q High School Graduate or equivalent 

Q Somet Coll&;e 

Q Aaa0ciatn Degree 

Q Bachelors Oegree 

Q Masters Degree 

Q Doctorate 

55. What is your personal income level? 

Q Under 30K per year 

Q J0K-tSK per vear 

Q 45K~OK per year 

Q 60K-75K per year 

Q 75K-90K per year 

Q 90K+ per year 

56. What is your occupation status? 

Q Unemployed 

Q Employed Part Ttme (0-20 per houra per week) 

Q Employed Full Time (20-40 hours per week) 
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57. What is your ethnicity/race?

Q American Indian ot Alaskan Native

Q Asian or Pacific Islander

Q Black

Q Hispanic origin

0 White

58. What social media do you use? (Check all that apply)

D Facebook

D Twitter

D YouTube

D MySpace

□ Aickr

0 Postercus

59. What Is the makeup of your household?

Q Selronly

Q Self and Partner

Q Self, Partner, Children from previou1 relationshlp(t)

Q Self, Partner, Children from current relationship

80. How do you define 11famlly?"

I J 
The return of your com,:jated queatlonnalre constiMes your infonned consant to act a& a participant in ttiis research. 

Participation in thia study ta completely voluntary. Data ie being gathered for dodorat research spon1ored by TIMJ Family Sciences Department. 

There I• a potentlal rt1k of lost of conftdentia11ty In all email. downloading, and Internet tranaactiona. 

Please be adviaed that the content of thi• survey indudee emotionally sensitive material. Should discomfort or fatigue arise at any time, 

participant& ate encouraged to stop and rest and can stop participating In the study at any time. If emotional cfiatress continues, pleaae calf one 

of the fotlowtng resource• for help: 

Hope Counseling Center 214-351-1901 

Resource CentSt Dallas 21..S28.0144 

Dallas Wlofe Life Counseling 972-75S.0996 

Stonewall Counseling 214-52M278 

For more information regarding this study ptease contact Audrey Kteily LPC·S at re6earchL1HS@yahoo.com 

Thank you. 
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DlNJON DAllAS HOUSTON 

March 23, 20 t I 

Ms. Audm· K1eilv 
... . r 

620 N. Coppell Rd .. #2302 
Copp�II" TX 75019 

Dear Ms. Kteily: 

Institutional Review Board 
Office of Re,ea.rch ond Sponso.rod Progrcms 

. P .. O. Box 4'25619, Denton; TX7620.t..56 l9 
940-898-3378 Fox 940-898..JA 1 o
email.; IRBOtwu�odu 

Re: A Descripti\ .. ,? Stu,�v ,,,, /11ter,wli:etl llamaplmbit1 i11 Lesbium; mu/ /mpa,·1 (Jll the F,m,i/y: A11 
Eco1'1gic,1l Re1·iew (Prt,u>c.�"I #." 16599) 

The above referenced study has bc..-en reviewed by the T\VU Institutional Review Board (IRB) and was 
determined to be. exempt from further review. 

If applicable10 agency appro,ral leucrs must be submitted to the IRB upon receipt PRIOR to any data 
collection at that agency. Because a signed consent fonn is not required for exempt studies� the tiling of 
signatures ofpanicipants with the nvu IRB is not necessary. 

Any m,ldifications to this study niust be submitted for review to the IRB using the !\1odification Request 
Fonn. Additionally. the IRB must be no1iffod immediately of any unanticipated incidents .. ff you hnve any 
questions� please contact the "f\VU IRB. 

Sincerely. 

/lhn•\lt(\.'12 Jl�:\t\e�l 
Dr. Rhonda Bucklcv. Co-Chair • 
Institutional Review Board • Denton 

cc. Dr. Larry Leflore. Oepanment of Family Sciences
Dr. Joyce Armstrong. Department of Fan,i1y Sciences
Graduate School
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Are you a lesbian over the age of 18? 

Lesbians 18 and over are needed to assist with research being done on 
families and internalized homophobia. 

Data is being gathered by a complefely anonymous survey that takes 
approximately 15-30 minutes to complete. The survey is posted at this 

link: 

https://www.surveymonkey.com/s/LesbianResearch 

Participation in this study is completely voluntary. Data is being gathered 
for doctoral research sponsored by TWU Family Sciences Department. 

There is a potential risk of loss of confidentiality in all email, downloading, 
and internet transactions. 

Please be advised that the content of this survey includes emotionally 
sensitive material. Should discomfort or fatigue arise at any time, 

participants are encouraged to stop and rest and can stop participating in 
the study at any time. If emotional distress continues1 please call one of 

the following resources for help: 

Hope Counseling Center 214-351-1901 
Resource Center Dallas 21.4-528-0144 

Dallas Whole Life Counseling 972-755-0996 
Stonewall Counseling 214-521-1278 

For more information regarding this study please contact: Audrey Kteily 
LPC-S at researchLIHS@yahoo.com 
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The Lesbian Internalized Homophobia Scale 

(LIHS; Szymanski & Chung, 2001) 

The Lesbian Internalized Homophobia Scale (LIHS) was developed by Szymanski and 

Chung (2001a) using a rationale/theoretical approach to test construction. It consists of 52 items 

representing five dimensions: (a) Connection with the Lesbian Community (CLC); (b) Public 

Identification as a Lesbian (PIL); (c) Personal Feelings about being a Lesbian (PFL); (d) Moral 

and Religious Attitudes Toward Lesbianism (MRATL); and (e) Attitudes Toward Other Lesbians 

(ATOL). Each statement is rated on a 7-point Likert scale from "strongly disagree" to "strongly 

agree." The LIHS includes reverse-scored items to reduce response sets. Average total and 

subscale scores are used with higher scores indicating more internalized homophobia. According 

to Szymanski and ChWlg (2001a), the scores on the five subscales had internal reliabilities 

(coefficient alpha) of .87, .92, .79, .74, and .77, and contained 13, 16, 8, 7, and 8 items, 

respectively. The inter-scale correlations based on Szymanski and Chung's data ranged from .37 

to .57. The alpha for the scores on the LIHS total scale was .94.· Correlations between the total 

and subscale scores ranged from .60 to .87. Test-retest correlations for scores on the LIHS total 

scale and subscales were .93, .91, .93, .88, .75, and .87, respectively (Szymanski & Chung, 

2001b). Content validity was supported by five expert raters (Szymanski & ChWlg, 2001a). 

Construct validity of the scores on the LIHS was supported by significant correlations between 

the LIHS subscales and measures of self-esteem, loneliness, depression, various social support, 

passing for straight, membership in a LGB group, and conflict concerning sexual orientation 

(Szymanski & Chung, 2001a; Szymanski, Choog & Balsam, 2001). 

Scale References: 

Szymanski, D. M., & Chung, Y. B. (2001a). The Lesbian Internalized Homophobia Scale: A 

rational/theoretical approach. Journal of Homosexuality, 41(2), 37-52 

Szymanski, D. M, & Chung, V. B. (2001b, August). Lesbian internalized homophobia in relation 
to same-sex relationships, feminist attitudes, and coping resources. Paper presented at the 
American Psychological Association Annual Convention, San Francisco, CA. 

Szymanski, D. M., Chung, Y. B., & Balsam, K. F. (2001). Psychosocial correlates of 

internalized homophobia in lesbians. Measurement and Evaluation in Counseling and 

Development, 34 (1), 27-38. 
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LIHS (Szymanski & Chung, 2001) 
Please indicate your agreement or disagreement with each of the following statements 

by writing in the appropriate number from the scale below. There are no right or wrong 
answers; however, for the data to be meaningful, you must answer each statement given below 
as honestly as possible. Your responses are completely anonymous. Please do not leave any 
statement unmarked. Some statements may depict situations that you have not experienced; 
please imagine yourself in those situations when answering those statements. 

Strongly 
Disagree 

1 

Moderately 
Disagree 

2 

Slightly Neutral 
Disagree 

3 4 

Slightly 
Agree 

5 

Moderately 
Agree 

6 

Strongly 
Agree 
7 

---

---

---

---

---

---

---

---

----
---

---

---

---
---

1. Many of my friends are lesbians .. 

2. I try not to give signs that I am a lesbian. I am careful about the way I dress, the jewelry 

1 wear, the places, people and events I talk about. 

3. Just as in other species, female homosexuality is a natural expression of sexuality in 
human women. 

4. I can't stand lesbians who are too "butch". They make lesbians as a group look bad. 

5. Attending lesbian events and organizations is important to me. 

6. I hate myself for being attracted to other women. 

7. I believe female homosexuality is a sin. 

8. I am comfortable being an "out" lesbian. I want others to know and see me as a 
lesbian .. 

9. I feel comfortable with the diversity of women who make up the lesbian community. 

10. I have respect and admiration for other lesbians. 

11. I feel isolated and separate from other lesbians. 

12. I wouldn't mind if my boss knew that I was a lesbian. 

13. If some lesbians would change and be more acceptable to the larger society, lesbians as 

a group would not have to deal with so much negativity and discrimination. 

14. I am proud to be a lesbian. 

15. I am not worried about anyone finding out that I am a lesbian. 
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---

---

---

---

16. When interacting with members of the lesbian community, I often feel different and 
alone, like I don't fit in. 

17. Female homosexuality is an acceptable lifestyle. 

18. I feel bad for acting on my lesbian desires. 

19. I feel comfortable talking to my heterosexual friends about my everyday home life 
With my lesbian partner/lover or my everyday activities with my lesbian friends. 

20. Having lesbian friends is important to me .. 

Strongly 
Disagree 
1 

Moderately 
Disagree 
2 

Slightly Neutral 
Disagree 
3 4 

Slightly 
Agree 
5 

Moderately 
Agree 
6 

Strongly 
Agree 
7 

---

---

---

---

---

---

---

---

---

21. I am familiar with lesbian books and/or magazines. 

22 Being a part of the lesbian community is important to me. 

23. As a lesbian, I am loveable and deserving of respect. 

24. It is important for me to conceal the fact that I am a lesbian fro~ my family. 

25. I feel comfortable talking about homosexuality in public. 

26. I live in fear that someone will find out I am a lesbian. 

27. If I could change my sexual orientation and become heterosexual, I would. 

28. I do not feel the need to be on guard, lie, or hide my lesbianism to others. 

29. I feel comfortable joining a lesbian social group, lesbian sports team, or lesbian 
organization. 

30. When speaking of my lesbian lover/partner to a straight person I change pronouns so 

that others will think I'm involved with a man rather than a woman. 

31. Being a lesbian makes my future look bleak and hopeless. 

32. Children should be taught that being gay is a normal and healthy way for people to 
be. 
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---

---

---

---

---

---

---

---

33. My feelings toward other lesbians are often negative .. 

34. If my peers knew of my lesbianism, I am afraid that many would not want to be 
friends with me. 

35. I feel comfortable being a lesbian. 

36. Social situations with other lesbians make me feel uncomfortable. 

37. I wish some lesbians wouldn't "flaunt" their lesbianism. They only do it for shock 
value and it doesn't accomplish anything positive. 

38. l don1t feel disappointment in myself for being a lesbian. 

39. I am familiar with lesbian movies and/or music. 

40. I am aware of the history concerning the development of lesbian communities 
and/or 
the ·1esbian/gay rights movement. 

41. I act as if my lesbian lovers are merely friends. 

42. Lesbian lifestyles are a viable and legitimate way of life for women. 

43. I feel comfortable discussing my lesbianism with my family. 

44. I don1t like to be seen in public with lesbians who look "too butch" or are "too out" 
because others will then think I am a lesbian. 

Strongly 
Disagree 

1 

Moderately 
Disagree 

2 

Slightly 
Disagree 

3 

Neutral 

4 

Slightly 
Agree 

5 

Moderately 
Agree 

6 

Strongly 
Agree 

7 

----

45. I could not confront a straight friend or acquaintance if she or he made a homophobic 
or heterosexist statement to me. 

46. I am familiar with lesbian music festivals and conferences. 

47. When speaking of my lesbian lover/partner to a straight person, I often use neutral 
pronouns so the sex of the person is vague. 

48. Lesbian couples should be allowed to adopt children the same as heterosexual 
couples. 
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49. Lesbians are too aggressive. 

---- SO. I frequently make negative comments about other lesbians. 

---- 51. Growing up in a lesbian family is detrimental for children. 

---- 52. I am familiar with community resources for lesbians (i.e., bookstores, support groups, 
bars, etc.). 

Based on feedback, items 1, 7, and 42 have been slightly modified from their original version. 
Original items were as follows: 

1. Most of my friends are lesbians. 
7. Female homosexuality is a sin. 
42. Lesbian lifestyles are a viable and legitimate choice for women. 

LIHS Scoring Grid 

In scoring the LIHS, you first need to reverse score some of the items; that is, if a 
participant responds with a 7 it would be scored as a 1, if a participant responds with a 2 it 
would be scored as a 6, and so on. The following items need to be reverse scored: 

1, 3, 5, 8, 9, 10, 12, 14, 15, 17, 19, 20, 21, 22, 23, 25, 28, 29, 32, 35, 38, 39, 40, 42, 43, 46,48, 52 

After reverse scoring the designated items, average total and subscale scores are used 
with higher scores indicating more internalized homophobia. 

Items comprising the five LIHS subscales: 
1. Connection with the Lesbian Community {CLC) 

Items: 1, 5, 11, 16, 20, 21, 22, 29, 36, 39, 40, 46, 52. 

2. Public Identification as a Lesbian (PIL) 
Items: 2, 8, 12, 15, 19, 24, 25, 26, 28, 30, 34, 41, 43, 44, 45, 47 

3. Personal Feelings about being a Lesbian (PFL) 
Items: 6, 14, 18, 23, 27, 31, 35, 38 

4. Moral and Religious Attitudes Toward Lesbianism (MRATL) 
· Items: 3, 7, 17, 32, 42, 48, 51 

S. Attitudes Toward Other Lesbians (ATOL) 
Items: 4, 9, 10, 13, 33, 37, 49, 50 
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A DESCRIPTIVE STUDY ON INTERNALIZED HOMOPHOBIA IN LESBIANS AND IMPACT ON THE FAMILY: 
AN ECOLOGICAL REVIEW (Kteily, 2011) 

CLC PIL PFL ATOL/MRATL 
Hequembourg & Ferrell 1999 

Jordan 1998/2000 Gramling 2000 Results show how you see 

Interviewed moms re: legal status others IS how you see yourself 
Increased disclosure leads to impact on family ties Focus Group Study (The Looking Glass Self) 
decreased anxiety, increased 

Perception of reactions if they 
self estee~ increased Dalton & Bielby 2000 This seems especially true if 

chose to come out based on viewed through a religious positive attitude, and 
decreased anonymous 

14 Moms re: structure and creation of fear lens 
family 

socializing Closets Hurt SELF Ilv.lAGE MATTERS 

DISCLOSURE MATTERS 
LEGAL STATUS AND SUPPORT 

MATTER 

Some LGBT HistoricaLP2ints 1969 - 2000 

1969 - Stonewall Riots 

1973 - AP A removes homosexuality from DSM-ill 

1977 - Anita Bryant campaign in FL re: job discrimination 

1978 - Harvey Milk elected (first openly gay elected official in 

CA) 

1993 - Don't Ask Don't Tell Instituted 

1996 -The U.S. Defense of Marriage Act is signed into law. It 
means that no state (nor the Federal Government) needs to treat a 
relationship between persons of the same sex as a marriage, even 
if it's considered so in another state 

PERCEPTION MATTERS 

Some LGBT Historical Points 2000..!Q..12resent 

2000 - Vermont becomes first state to allow civil unions 

2003 - Supreme Court rules that sodomy laws are unconstitutional 

2004 - Massachusetts begins allowing same gender marriage 

2005 - Connecticut allows civil unions 

2006 - New Jersey allows civil unions 

2007 - House Reps approve equality bill for LGBT in workplace 

2008 -California declares marriage legal for LGBT, beginning a long 
battle culminating in Prop 8 vote in 20 I 0 

2010-Don't Ask Don't Tell Repealed 
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A DESCRIPTIVE STUDY ON INTERNALIZED HOMOPHOBIA IN LESBIANS AND IMPACT ON THE FAMILY: 
AN ECOLOGICAL REVIEW (Kteily, 2011) 

Online anonymous survey using LIBS 
62 self identified lesbians over the age of 18 participated 
RQ: Is there a correlation between Ill and definition of family? 
Findings: No correlation btw definition of family or any other area 

Applying Bronfenbrenner to m 
Homophobia ➔ Prejudicial laws and policies 
Macrosystem ➔ Exosystem 

Prejudicial laws and policies ➔ Marginalize LGBT 
Exosystem ➔ Mesosystem 

Marginalization ➔ Depression, Anxiety, etc 
Mesosystem ➔ Microysystem 

Reflexivity and the Chronosystem 
Time passes ➔ Attitudes change and shift 
Chronosystem ➔ Macrosystem 

Cultural Norms change ➔ Decreases Homophobia 
Macrosystem ➔ Exosystem 

Decreased Homophobia ➔Decreased Marginilization 
Exosystem ➔ Mesosystem 

Decreased Marginalization ➔ Decreased 1v1H Issues 
Mesosystem ➔ Microsystem 

So What? 
1. III decreases as marginalization decrease 
2. Focus needs to sharpen towards continued 

change in public policy supporting these 
familes 

3. As society supports its families, so its families 
support society. Reflexivity and support for 
LGB T family units are key areas for future 
research. 




