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ABSTRACT 

JEFFREY BART HARRIS 

DESIRE AND INTENTION TO PARENT AMONG GAY MEN: INTERNALIZED 
HETEROSEXISM AND LOCUS OF CONTROL 

AUGUST 2014 

Large numbers of gay men express desire to parent and intention to parent. 

However, among gay men, there is substantial gap between the report of wanting to 

parent and the reported intention to parent, which is a significantly larger chasm than 

what heterosexual men have reported. Gay men who have parenting desires are faced 

with a variety of barriers if they actively pursue parenthood, including those that arise out 

of the heterosexist contexts within which gay men are located (e.g., antigay parenting 

laws; bias of adoption agency personnel). Internalized heterosexism has been reported 

retrospectively by gay men who later became fathers as a barrier in the path to 

parenthood. Locus of control, the degree to which outcomes are attributed to their 

behavior, has rarely been studied among gay men, though the construct has otherwise 

been studied widely. No study has explored possible relationships between locus of 

control and desire or intention to parent among gay men. However, gay men have 

reported that accepting challenges and actively coping with them were necessary to their 

parenthood achievement success. In the current study, the researcher investigated the 

possible relationships among desire to parent, intention to parent, internalized 
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heterosexism, and locus of control among gay men. One-hundred forty-five nonparent 

gay men between the ages of 30 and 50 were recruited via Internet communities to 

respond to an online survey, which consisted of items measuring desire to parent and 

intention to parent, as well as instruments measuring internalized heterosexism and locus 

of control. As was expected, desire to parent was strongly and positively related to 

intention to parent. Though predicted, internalized heterosexism and external locus of 

control were not observed to suppress the impact of desire to parent on the intention to 

parent, nor were internalized heterosexism or locus of control observed to be related to 

intention to parent in separate analyses. And, no relationship was found between 

internalized heterosexism and external locus of control. Theoretical, research, and 

practical implications for the findings from this study are discussed. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Though not universal, parenthood is a widely held desire among women and men 

who are not mothers or fathers in the United States (Newport & Wilke, 2013). A recent 

Gallup poll indicated that 95% of adults in the United States either had children, wanted 

children, or regretted not having had children. Like many lesbian women and 

heterosexual women and men (Gates, Bagett, Macomber & Chambers, 2007; Riskind & 

Patterson, 2010), many gay men who have not extended their family ties through having 

children, whether through adoption, surrogacy or other pathways (e.g., foster care), also 

want to be parents. Gay men do translate that desire to be parents into an intention to 

parent (e.g., Berkowitz & Marsiglio, 2007; Gianino, 2008; Goldberg, 2010). Recent 

studies among gay men, however, have indicated a gap between the intention to parent 

and desire to parent (Riskind & Patterson, 2010), and between estimated likelihood of 

becoming a parent and desire to parent (Shenkman, 2012). 

Gay men’s route to parenthood contains multiple challenges and impediments 

(Berkowitz & Marsiglio, 2007; Gianino, 2008; Goldberg & Smith, 2010; Stacey, 2006). 

For example, gay men, who desire parenthood, intend to become parents, and indeed 

achieve parenthood, do so against a backdrop of heterosexism. Heterosexism has been 

defined as “a worldview, a value system that prizes heterosexuality, assumes it is the only 

appropriate manifestation of love and sexuality, and devalues homosexuality and all that 
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is not heterosexual” (Herek, 1986; p. 925). One way in which individuals, groups, and 

institutions devalue gay men is to perpetuate the message that gay men are not suitable 

parents, as well as the message that gay men are damaging to children (Berkowitz & 

Marsiglio, 2007; Biblarz & Savci, 2010; Goldberg, 2010). For example, gay men are 

sometimes stereotyped as pedophiles (Berkowitz & Marsiglio, 2007). In the process of 

lifespan development, gay men often, though not always, internalize or adopt these 

messages as valid. Internalized heterosexism is a phenomenon that refers to this process, 

i.e., when gay men adopt anti-gay messages and attitudes (Szymanski, Kashubeck-West 

& Meyer, 2008a). Research concerning internalized heterosexism suggests that it may 

affect gay men in several important ways, including delays or disruptions in sexual 

identity development, increased gender role conflict, and increased levels of 

psychological distress. A line of qualitative inquiry suggests that gay men who 

experience internalized heterosexism may be less likely to intend to become parents, even 

if they have experienced the desire to parent in the past (e.g., Berkowitz & Marsiglio, 

2007; Gianino, 2008). One theory of motivation, desire, and intention suggests that social 

forces influence the translation of desire into intention (Miller, 1994). In the case of gay 

men who want to become parents, but have internalized dominant social messages that 

gay men should not be parents, it may be that intentions to parent are inhibited by 

internalized heterosexism. 

 In addition to internalized heterosexism, gay men experience other challenges if 

they wish to pursue the goal of parenthood (Gianino, 2008; Goldberg, 2010). Any 
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prospective parent, including gay men, lesbian women, and heterosexual individuals, 

must take some action in order to become a parent. For gay men, this decision requires a 

course of action, usually over a long period of time, involving multiple third party 

individuals and sometimes institutions, such as adoption agencies or surrogacy 

organizations. These individuals and institutions, rather than facilitate, often impede the 

journey to parenthood for gay men (e.g., Gianino, 2008). Additionally, findings have 

indicated that men who wish to become parents are faced with numerous decisions about 

how to become a parent as well as how they envision the structure of their family 

expansion (e.g., Gianino, 2008; Goldberg, 2010). Finally, it has been noted in the 

literature that gay men have expressed the idea that not having models for parenting as 

gay men has been a barrier to parenthood pursuit (Gianino, 2008) and that acquiring 

knowledge about how lesbian women and gay men become parents and structure their 

families has also been a barrier (Berkowitz & Marsiglio, 2007). The barriers reported in 

the literature, both the external barriers just discussed and internal barriers such as 

internalized heterosexism, together with the complexity of the tasks and decision 

associated with parenthood pursuits, may act to inhibit those gay men who would 

otherwise like to be parents. However, one recent study (Riskind, Patterson & Nosek, 

2013) provided evidence that, though gay men may be unsure about specific self-efficacy 

in a particular pursuit of parenthood tasks (e.g., finding an adoption agency that would 

work with gay men), they may still feel relatively confident in their ability to achieve 

parenthood if they so choose.  
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There are many reasons individuals may be confident in their ability to achieve an 

outcome. One factor may be a generalized, personal tendency to believe in the ability to 

affect outcomes. This personal tendency, also called internal locus of control (Rotter, 

1966), has been widely studied since the 1960’s (Kormanik & Rocco, 2009; Lefcourt, 

1992; Leone & Burnes, 2000; Rotter, 1989), though there has been little research on 

locus of control in minority populations, and even less so among sexual minorities. 

Having an internal locus of control “..refers to the degree to which persons expect 

that…an outcome of their behavior is contingent on their own behavior or personal 

characteristics…” (Rotter, 1990, p. 489), while an external locus of control refers to 

“…the degree to which persons expect that [an]…outcome is a function of chance, luck, 

or fate, is under the control of powerful others, or is simply unpredictable” (p. 489). To 

date, there has been no published study that measures the relationship between 

internalized heterosexism and locus of control together, nor has there been any 

documented study investigating the relationship between desire/intention to parent among 

gay men and locus of control. 

 The first aim of the proposed research is to investigate the extent to which gay 

men express both a desire and intention to become parents. Because a discrepancy 

between the reported experience of desire to parent and the intention to parent is 

expected, a second goal of this study is to explain why some gay men may want to be 

parents, but do not intend to do so. It is predicted that internalized heterosexism and an 

external locus of control may partially account for any discrepancy found. This study will 



	  
	  

5	  

make unique contributions to the social science literature in several ways. This is the first 

study to ask: (1) whether internalized heterosexism may explain the desire-intention 

parenthood gap among gay men, (2) whether locus of control may also partially explain 

that gap, (3) whether locus of control is related to any sexual minority parenting 

variables. 
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CHAPTER II 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

In this chapter, a review of the most relevant social science literature will be 

presented. Findings that are material to the desire and intention to parent among gay men 

will be presented. Then, an overview of internal and external barriers that appear to 

constrain the translation of desire to parent into intention to parent, along with 

experiences and coping mechanisms that appear to facilitate that process among gay men, 

will be presented. The literature concerning internalization of heterosexism among gay 

men will be reviewed. Then, the meaning and relevant literature on locus of control will 

be presented. This literature is important to the present study, as it bears on the question 

of resilience in the face of unique challenges to the actualization of parenthood among 

gay men, including impediments connected to heterosexism as well as other challenges to 

achieving parenthood for this sexual minority group. First, a framework, which will 

orient this review, will be presented. 

Motive Force to Parent 

Miller (1994) posited a framework, which will be adapted and utilized for the 

current research program. In studying the childbearing intentions of heterosexual couples, 

Miller (1994) theorized that traits form the basis of desire, which leads to intention. 

Intentions are then acted on in behavior performed in the pursuit of parenthood. Miller 
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defined desires as “…psychological states that represent what someone wishes for or 

wants” (Miller, 1994; Theoretical Formulation, para. 3) and emphasized their importance 

to intention formation. Intentions are defined then as “…psychological states that 

represent what someone actually plans to do” (Miller, 1994; Theoretical Formulation, 

para. 3). Traits, which form the basis of desires, are defined as “…the dispositions that 

people have to react in specific ways under certain conditions” (Miller, 1994; Theoretical 

Formulation, para, 2). Under this formulation, traits can be broad or narrow. Further, 

individuals’ overall disposition to being a parent is also considered to be a trait. Thus, 

Miller stated that parenthood desires are developed based on the amalgamation of traits, 

beliefs, attitudes or dispositions, which can occur on different levels (e.g., positive 

disposition to interacting with children is a lower level than a positive disposition to 

becoming a parent). Miller posited that the relationships between traits, desire, intention, 

and behavior in pursuit of the parenthood goal are sequential in that order. Taken 

together, these variables form the total motive force that leads to parenthood. For the 

purposes of this study, biological factors that may contribute to the development of traits 

were not considered. 

Of particular importance for the study at hand is that Miller (1994) theorized that 

two sets of contextual factors bear on the transformation of desire into intention to pursue 

parenthood, either inhibiting or facilitating such intention (i.e., social expectations and 

practical concerns). Social expectations are relevant for gay men in that the heterosexist 

social norm, based on negative beliefs and stereotypes about gay men, is that gay men are 
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not appropriate for parenthood (e.g., Biblarz & Savci, 2010; Goldberg, 2010); thus, the 

internalization or adoption by gay men themselves of messages associated with these 

negative beliefs and stereotypes may constrain the translation of desire to intention. 

Contextual concerns of a more practical nature appear to be of particular relevance for 

gay men as well, since the pathways to parenthood for gay men (e.g., adoption, 

surrogacy) require the negotiation of multiple challenges that are avoided in becoming a 

parent through heterosexual pregnancy (Gianino, 2008; Riskind, Patterson & Nosek, 

2013). 

As conceptualized by Miller (1994), the desire to become a parent or wanting to 

have a child or children is viewed as fundamental to parenthood pursuit intentions. In the 

next section, empirical research employing qualitative and quantitative designs to 

describe and explain the desire to parent among gay men will be explicated. 

Desire to Parent among Gay Men 

 The nascent literature concerning gay men’s parenthood pursuit provides some 

knowledge about the nature of the desire to parent among gay men.  The few researchers 

who have explicitly studied the construct addressed its prevalence, variability across 

individuals, variability across time, factors that may strengthen or weaken it, and its 

relationship to intention to parent. Research concerning the prevalence of the desire to 

parent among gay men will be addressed first. There is empirical evidence that a sizable 

number of gay men in the United States express desire to become parents (Gates, Bagett, 

Macomber, & Chambers, 2007; Riskind & Patterson, 2010). Although not generalizable, 
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quantitative studies with convenience samples (e.g., Beers, 1996; Sbordonne,1993; 

Shenkman, 2012) and qualitative research (e.g., Berkowitz & Marsiglio, 2007; D’Augelli, 

Rendina, Sinclair, & Grossman, 2006/2007; Gianino, 2008; Mallon, 2004; Oswald, 2009; 

Rabun & Stacey, 2006) have documented that many childless self-identified gay men do 

in fact express the desire to become parents. The results of Gates, Bagett, Macomber, and 

Chambers (2007), however, were most potent. These researchers analyzed archival data 

from a nationally representative sample, the 2002 National Survey of Family Growth 

(NSFG) with data collected by the U.S. National Center for Health Statistics, and found 

that 57% of gay men, ages 18-44 had a desire to become first-time parents. Placing this 

percentage in context, 37% of lesbian women, 87% of heterosexual men, and 83% of 

heterosexual women reported desires for parenthood, as well. It should be noted that the 

data from this study did not indicate what, if any, individual differences there were in the 

experience of desire to parent. However, there were a few studies that provide some 

insight about how desire was experienced among gay men with attention to within-group 

variation. How gay men’s experiences of desire to parent differed will now be presented. 

First, differences in strength of desire will be reviewed, followed by a review of the 

findings concerning both stability of and change in desire to parent. 

Individual Differences in Strength of Desire 

One way that the desire to parent varies from individual to individual is by 

strength. That is, desire to parent is a matter of degree (e.g., Miller, 1994; Stacey, 2006). 

In an ethnographic study, Stacey (2006) examined desire to parent among a sample of 
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gay men (n = 50), inclusive of individuals in coupled relationships and those who were 

not, as well as nonparents and parents who had utilized a variety of means to achieve 

parenthood (i.e., surrogacy, adoption, including foster-to-adoption, and private adoption). 

According to the researcher, the parents sampled were a part of the first cohort for whom 

intentional parenthood in the context of being out as openly gay men was perceived as 

possible, with interviews having been conducted between 1999 and 2003.  

Stacey (2006) found that participants’ strength of desire, including lack of desire, 

for parenthood varied. Findings indicated that each participant was located on what 

Stacey identified as a “passion for parenthood” continuum (p. 33). This continuum of 

desire was partitioned into three categories. The first category (n = 22; 18 parents, 4 

nonparents) was located on one of the two extreme ends of the continuum, the members 

of which had experienced an intense, strong desire to parent (“irrepressible longing,” p. 

33) for as long as they could remember. Stacey labeled this group as “predestined 

parents” (p. 33) with “primordial parental desires” (p. 34) or an intensity of desire that 

was so great that they were willing to act in whatever ways were necessary to achieve 

their parenthood goal (“ready to move heaven and earth,” p. 33). Other researchers 

(Gianino, 2008; Goldberg, Downing, & Moyer, 2012) have also found a similar strength 

of desire to parent among some gay men sampled, with the strength of desire often 

referred to as a yearning or a longing in their respective samples. The second category (n 

= 2), on the other end of the continuum (Stacey, 2006), were the men sampled who not 
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only possessed no desire to become parents, but also explicitly desired to remain 

childfree.  

The third category (n = 9), the remaining portion of the sample (Stacey, 2006), 

was located on the third continuum. Participants in this category mapped on to a middle 

range with either ambivalence about the role of parent, mild interest in becoming a 

parent, or reluctance but not foreclosure on the possibility of parenthood. Stacey found 

further that within this portion of the sample were some men who had become fathers and 

had ultimately done so due to the pressure from a life partner who had himself 

experienced a strong desire to parent. Stacey identified these fathers as “situational 

parents” (p. 43). Based on the data from this sample, Stacey concluded that the future 

parenthood status of gay men who neither have an extreme desire nor an aversion to 

parenthood is determined by the strength of the desire to parent of a life partner. Stacey 

then reasoned that one of two situations must exist as a condition precedent for gay men’s 

transit to parenthood. The first condition was the presence of an extraordinarily strong 

desire to parent. The second, or alternate, condition was being in an intimate relationship 

with a partner who possesses such a strong desire, so long as there is not a strong desire 

not to have children. 

There were two important implications from this study (Stacey, 2006) for the 

current research. First, assuming that desire precedes intention and that intention is the 

most immediate psychological state predicting parenthood pursuit behaviors (Miller, 

1994), Stacy’s (2006) results suggested that, among the parents in the sample, strong 
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desire to parent translated into intention to parent strong enough to motivate parenthood 

pursuit. Second, the results suggested that the other path leading to intention to 

parenthood in the sampled fathers also involved the variable of desire to parent, as well as 

the pressure of an intimate partner. That is, this research suggested for this group of men 

that positive partner influence or pressure interacted with lower levels of desire to 

parent—or even lower levels of desire not to parent—to facilitate upward the intention to 

parent. In sum, based on these results, two tentative conclusions can be made: (1) that 

strength of desire to parent may be directly related to strength of intention to parent, and 

(2) social forces (e.g., individuals with a strong desire to parent) may facilitate the 

strengthening (or presumably the weakening) of intention to parent for what would 

otherwise be a no- or low-intention to parent gay man due to no- or low-desire to parent. 

Further discussion of other social influences on the intention to parent among gay men 

will be addressed in a later section. Findings reviewed next are individual differences and 

associated factors in how desire to parent can fluctuate among gay men. 

Individual Differences: Stability and Change in Desire to Parent 

Several studies (Berkowitz & Marsiglio, 2007; Gianino, 2008; Goldberg, et al., 

2012) provided insight about the stability and change of desire to parent among gay men 

and associated factors. The studies reviewed indicate that for some men the desire to 

parent is relatively stable, whereas other men experience instability in the experience of 

the desire to parent.  
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Changes in the desire to parent. Following a line of qualitative inquiry, 

Berkowitz and Marsiglio (2007) studied the overall desire to parent among gay men. 

These researchers interviewed 19 childless gay men and 20 gay men who had become 

parents in the context of their gay identities and not “through heterosexual means” (p. 

369). The childless group was younger (age range 19-53; M = 31) than the parent group 

(range: 33-55; M = 43.5). The group of childless participants were more ethnically and 

economically diverse than the group of parents in the sample. The annual income range 

for the childless sample subset was lower (range: 15K - >75K) than the parents in the 

sample, who were economically privileged with 18 of the 20 parents in the sample having 

reported annual incomes that exceeded $75,000. Like Stacey’s (2006) sample, the parents 

in this sample (Berkowitz & Marsiglio, 2007) had achieved parenthood through a variety 

of pathways, including adoption, surrogacy, and coparenting family structures with 

lesbian couples, or in one case, a lesbian individual.  

These researchers’ (Berkowitz & Marsiglio, 2007) findings presented a bifurcated 

process of how some participants’ desire to parent developed across time. The first part  

of the process began with a conflict between the participants’ gay identity and 

prospective parent identity. This phenomenon has been reported elsewhere in the social 

science literature (e.g., Gianino, 2008), especially among gay men from older cohorts. In 

Berkowitz and Marsiglio’s (2007) sample, many of the participants experienced this 

conflict between being gay and being a father, such that at the time of coming out some 

men in the sample reported having accepted that becoming a parent would not be a 
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possibility for them due to their gay identity. Similarly, Harris (2009) found that gay men 

interviewed tended to disidentify from the parenting domain at the time of coming out 

due to the perceived impossibility or remote possibility of parenthood. Though the men 

who experienced this identity conflict in Berkowitz and Marsiglio’s sample tended to be 

35 years of age or older, the authors noted examples of younger men who also 

experienced this conflict. Other researchers have found little gay identity/parental identity 

conflict in younger samples (e.g., Rabun & Oswald, 2009). This conflict between being 

gay and being a parent, which has been documented to occur for some gay men, has 

appeared to be related to barriers to parenthood (Gianino, 2008). Those barriers have 

been shown to include challenges due to heterosexism (e.g., legal barriers), few or no 

contacts/observations of gay men who have intentionally created families with children, 

and the internalization of general heterosexist negative messages about being gay and 

antigay messages specific to gay men as parents.  

Though many men in the sample had accepted that they would not be active 

participants in the parenting domain, the study’s findings indicated that some of these 

same men eventually did become parents (Berkowitz & Marsiglio, 2007). The 

researchers reported that the men who once foreclosed on the parenting possibility later 

had a desire-activating experience that led to parenthood. It is reported that these men’s 

procreative consciousness and desire to father were “heightened and activated” due to 

certain “turning points” (p. 372). A similar finding was reported by Gianino (2008) in his 

retrospective, qualitative examination of gay parents. Gianino reported that, for some 
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individual participants who desired parenthood, who also accepted that parenthood would 

not be possible as a gay man, the desire was later “reawakened” (p. 213). The event that 

triggered the change in experience of desire for these men was a romantic relationship at 

some point in the preadoption phase. In other words, for a portion of gay men in 

Gianino’s sample, the message that parenthood was not compatible with being a self-

identified gay man was accepted as valid. The Gianino finding suggested that these 

particular men had disidentified from the parenting domain at the time of coming out, 

even though they had experienced a desire to parent previously. For the men in Gianino’s 

sample, it was the coupled relationship that triggered the re-experience of the desire to 

parent. In sum, these two research reports (Berkowitz & Marsiglio, 2007; Gianino 2008) 

converged in their findings concerning the reawakening, activation, or heightening of 

desire. 

Experiences that were found (Berkowitz & Marsiglio, 2007) to be turning points 

or triggers for the activation of or heightening of desire to parent among men in this 

sample were either located in the “procreative arena” (p. 373) or in non-procreative 

triggers. With respect to the former, the researchers reported several experience types.  

Those types included experiences with children, experiences with lesbian and gay male 

parents, and experiences in which participants were exposed to agencies that facilitate 

alternative routes to parenthood (e.g., adoption agencies). With respect to the experiences 

that facilitated the development of parental desire or procreative consciousness beyond 

the boundaries of the procreative arenas, the authors also reported variation. Turning 
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points included witnessing a traumatic event, the resolution of religious conflict, and 

“settling down” and “purchasing a home” (p. 374). Additionally, for some participants, it 

was the loss of an important other to death that triggered the activation of a parenting 

desire. Researchers reported that the death of a partner or family member was the turning 

point experience for these men. Finally, these authors reported that intimate partner 

pressure in the form of an ultimatum was a turning point that activated desires of 

fatherhood. This finding lines up with Stacey’s (2006) results which indicated that men 

with intermediate desire to parent become parents not due to their own strength of desire 

but due to the strength of desire of their partner. Stacey did not report that the men with 

intermediate desire experienced an activation or strengthening of desire as a result of 

pressure applied from a partner to pursue parenthood; however, both cases demonstrated 

the role played by significant others’ desires in the lives of gay men who are uncertain 

about their own parenting desires.  

Temporal length and stability of strong desire to parent. Several researchers 

have documented that some gay men have reported a lengthy period during which they 

were aware of their strong desire to parent, usually dating back to childhood (e.g., 

Goldberg et al., 2012; Harris, 2009; Stacey, 2006).  In the description of the data that 

supported the motivational factor “valuing of family ties” (p. 163), Goldberg et al. (2012) 

reported that one individual expressed having a strong desire to be a parent since 

childhood, which was evidence that, for some gay men, the desire to parent is a long-

term, unabated experience 
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Individual Differences: Motives for Desire to Parent 

Goldberg et al. (2012) framed their research question broadly by asking their 

participants what motivated them to pursue parenthood. These researchers also reported 

that they explicitly asked, “Why do you want to have children” (p. 163). The results were 

often reported as desires—not simply a reiteration of the overall higher order desire to be 

parent, but what specifically about prospective parenthood was desirable (e.g., interacting 

with children). Additionally, the researchers wanted to understand what factors drove the 

timing of the active pursuit of entry into parenthood among gay men. In other words, the 

researchers sought to understand not only “Why,” but “Why now” (p. 157), requesting 

that participants provide reasons for their pursuit of parenthood at the present time. Thus, 

these researchers conducted a large-scale (n=70) qualitative study in which they sought to 

explicate what motivated gay men to action in pursuit of parenthood, including reasons 

for parenthood desire and reasons for the timing of parenthood pursuit.  

The inclusion criteria (Goldberg et al., 2012) limited the sample to gay male 

couples in which each dyad member was seeking to become a parent for the first time via 

adoption, including international private, domestic private, and domestic public adoption. 

It is important to note four ways in which the sample inclusion criteria were limited. 

First, prospective, first-time single parents were excluded.  Second, individuals who had 

previously become a parent, and by extension, dyads with an individual member, who 

had previously become a parent, were also excluded. Third, the sample was also limited 

to gay male couples within the United States. Fourth, prospective parents who were 
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seeking entry into parenthood by pathway other than adoption, such as a surrogacy or 

kinship arrangement, were also excluded. Thus, the specific desires that motivated men in 

this sample to pursue parenthood, as indicated in the results of this study, were specific to 

the desire for adoptive parenthood. It should also be noted that motivations for the 

decision to adopt versus the decision to pursue another pathway to parenthood were not 

considered in this study. Some studies (e.g., Harris, 2009) have suggested that some 

reasons for wanting parenthood were specific to adoptive parenthood (e.g., altruism). The 

35 gay male couples were recruited from adoption agencies from 14 states in which U.S. 

census data indicated a high prevalence of sexual minority couples in the population 

(Goldberg et al.). The researchers’ recruitment yielded diversity in terms of the legal 

climate of the states in which participants lived, such that some of the participant couples 

lived in states with explicit laws allowing same-sex couples to adopt, while other couples 

either lived in states in which the laws of the state explicitly prohibited same-sex couples 

to adopt or made no mention in the laws of the state concerning whether same-sex 

couples are authorized or not authorized by law to adopt. The men were mostly in their 

late 30’s (M = 38.4, SD = 4.5). The sample was ethnically diverse to a degree, but tended 

to be more White, with only 19% of the sample representing men of color. It should also 

be noted that, as with the other studies of gay male parents, this sample (Goldberg et al.) 

was relatively affluent with large household incomes (Median = $122,800; SD = $9,463) 

and tended to be well-educated, with 90% of participants having reported the completion 

of some postsecondary education. 
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  Goldberg et al.’s (2012) findings related to the question of why gay men pursue 

parenthood will be presented first; the presentation of the findings concerning the reasons 

for the particular time that parenthood entry was sought will be presented in a later 

section, as they relate more to contextual influences or factors on the translation of desire 

to parent to intention to parent, rather than on more primary motivation or first order 

desires that lead to the more global desire to parent. The men in the sample reported a 

variety of motivations for becoming parents, with men in the study frequently citing more 

than one motivational factor that supported their desire for and ultimately behavior in 

pursuit of parenthood. This finding provided support for Miller’s (1994) theory that the 

total desire to parent develops out of multiple motives and other factors. It should also be 

noted that the variation in motivation was not simply across couples, but intra-dyadic 

variation in reasons for pursuing parenthood also emerged. The authors stated that 

participants reported three broad categories of distinctly reported motivations:  (1) 

personal/psychological fulfillment, (2) partner’s desire, and (3) future personal security.  

In discussing their motivations related to personal or psychological fulfillment, 

several different reasons for extending family ties through adopting a child emerged 

(Goldberg et al., 2012). The first motivational factor that Goldberg et al. (2012) described 

as personally or psychologically rewarding was the  “valuing of family ties” (p. 163). 

Approximately one-third of the participants, represented by five couples consisting of ten 

individual participants and an additional 12 individual participants, were reported to have 

been motivated by this specific factor. This subset of men valued the “close-knit” (p. 163) 
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and “strong” (p. 163) relationships they experienced as children themselves in their 

families of origin. The authors reported that some of the men who endorsed this 

motivational category noted that they wished to “give love” (p. 164) to children as they 

were loved as children themselves. One implication of this finding is that this portion of 

sampled men endorsed a favorable image of future family life with a child or children.  A 

second implication is that factors associated with the development of desire to parent are 

influenced by desire schemas from early in the lifespan. 

The second psychologically fulfilling reason for the pursuit of parenthood was the 

“enjoyment of children” (p. 164), in which respondents discussed “their love of children” 

(p. 164), “desire to give love” (p. 164) to children, liking teaching and playing with 

children, and general fit for interacting with children (“I’m great with children”; p. 164). 

One-third of the men in the sample reported this reason as a motivational factor.  Third, 

some participants reported that they were motivated by the idea that parenting a child is a 

“natural human desire” (p. 164), so that to be fully human is to have and to raise children. 

Fourth, eight participants indicated they were motivated by the “desire” (p. 165) to guide 

the moral training of a child, with an emphasis on teaching tolerance. Fifth, a small 

proportion of the men reported being motivated by altruism, wanting to “…use their 

resources to better a child’s life (p. 164).” The authors noted that a subset of this group of 

men, who were adopting through governmental public welfare agencies (i.e., through the 

foster care system), were motivated by social justice concerns.  In other words, this 

subset of men wanted to be able to provide especially for a child, for whom the chances 



	  
	  

21	  

of being chosen for adoption might be slim, with a “…responsibility to adopt and raise a 

child who, given his or her personal history (e.g., a history of trauma or neglect) would 

particularly benefit from the emotional and financial resources they could provide as 

parents” (p. 165).  

Besides the five reasons enumerated above that reflect psychologically or 

personally rewarding motivations to parent (Goldberg et al., 2012), 9 of the 70 

participants indicated that their primary reason for pursuing parenthood was that their 

partner desired entry into parenthood.  Five of these nine men reported, that until the start 

of their relationship with their partners, who “strongly desired” (p. 165) parenthood, they 

had not contemplated parenthood because they had come to believe that it would not be 

possible to be a parent. Goldberg et al.’s results indicated that partner desire led to 

parenthood pursuit behavior in two ways for this subset of men. The first is that the 

partner’s strong desire “flipped a switch” (p. 165), in which these men created their own 

motivation, often citing “…factors…in their desire to parent…” (p. 170) that were 

different from their partners. It was in the context of the new relationship that these men 

began to see parenthood as possible, despite the challenges or barriers to the attainment 

of parenthood by gay men. However, this triggering of independent specific desires (from 

the partner) was not the case for all the participants who cited partner desire as a reason 

for parenthood. It was also noted that for some of the men who endorsed partner desire as 

a reason for parenthood, it was that their partner “challenged their internalized 

homophobia” (p. 170), referred to in the context of the current study as internalized 
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heterosexism. The influence of internalized heterosexism on the translation of desire to 

parent into intention to parent is discussed in a later section. 

The third category of reasons to pursue parenthood, besides psychologically 

rewarding reasons and the desire of a partner, was for the benefits that accrue from the 

role of parent as the parent ages. The authors reported that only a “few” (p. 166) of the 

men in the sample wanted to become parents to enhance their own security in the final 

stages of life. Overall, the research on desire and motivation to parent suggested that 

there are a variety of specific factors that may co-exist to create the total strength of the 

desire to parent. More recent research, which will be reviewed next, has investigated a 

positive disposition to parenthood among gay men, which may also influence the overall 

strength of the desire to parent. 

Disposition Toward Being a Parent 

Riskind and Patterson (2010) studied attitudes toward parenting among gay men, 

as well as lesbian women and heterosexual women and men. These researchers assessed 

differences in attitudes between gay men and heterosexual men with two measures. With 

respect to the first measure, Riskind and Patterson (2010) found that gay men slightly 

differ, when compared to heterosexual men, on a measure of attitude toward parenting. 

This measure of attitude concerned distress that might later be felt for remaining 

childless. While gay men tended to report that they would experience “a little” (p. 80) 

distress if they remained childless, their heterosexual counterparts tended to indicate they 

would experience a “little” to “some” (p. 80) distress. The finding was maintained after 
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controlling for other demographic variables, but sexual orientation had only a small effect 

on perceived later distress.  Younger, heterosexual men were more likely to report that 

they would be distressed if they remained childless across the lifespan.  

The second measure used by Riskind and Patterson (2010) to assess attitude 

toward parenting was focused on the overall value of parenthood when rewards and costs 

are considered. No statistically significant differences between gay men and their 

heterosexual male counterparts on this measure were noted, with both groups expressing 

a strong value of parenthood. Thus, for both gay and heterosexual men there was a gap 

between the perceived value of parenthood and perceived later distress about the 

possibility of not experiencing parenthood for themselves. However, that gap was greater 

for gay men, as they expressed a lower level of expected distress if they did not realize 

parenthood. 

In addition to the studies, which provide insight on desire to parent that have been 

reviewed in this section, there was one other study that has examined motivation to 

parent, having done so to better understand links between overall motivation to parent 

and internalized heterosexism, as well as gender role conflict (Robinson & Brewster, 

2013). That study will be reviewed in a later major section. Next, the relationship 

between desire to parent and both the intention to parent and future likelihood of 

becoming a parent will be discussed. 

 

 



	  
	  

24	  

Intention to Parent and Likelihood of Future Parenting among Gay Men 

Four primary studies will be reviewed in this section (D’Augelli, Rendina, 

Sinclair & Grossman, 2006/2007; Rabun & Oswald, 2009; Riskind & Patterson, 2010;  

Shenkman, 2012). D’Augelli, Rendina, Sinclair, and Grossman (2006/2007) explored the 

expectations about future family structures among a sample of gay male and lesbian 

female young adults (n = 133; age range). The authors found that 20% of the gay men in 

the sample considered future parenthood extremely likely to be actualized, and only 14% 

of the sample expressed no expectation of rearing children as a parent at some point in 

the future. There were fewer men than women in the sample who expressed any 

likelihood of becoming parents. Among those men who expressed any expectation, the 

expectation tended to be weaker than those of the women in the sample. Of those male 

participants who reported any expectation of parenthood, over one-half expected that 

their pathway to parenthood would be via biological means, while 42% expected to 

become parents via adoption. A much smaller share of the men in the sample expected to 

become foster parents. Thus, this study provided evidence that the expectation exists 

among lesbian and gay young adults concerning future parenthood, and that the type of 

parenthood expected includes the three main pathways among gay men.  

Continuing this line of qualitative inquiry among younger gay adults, Rabun and 

Oswald (2009) asked a group of young gay men about their future plans for entry into 

parenthood. The researchers examined the family plans of 14 non-parent men, whose 

ages ranged from 18 to 25 years. The participants had completed some college, with a 
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portion of the sample having graduated with university degrees. The sample lacked ethnic 

diversity, with only one person of color having been included as a participant. 

Participants had personally acknowledged (i.e., to themselves) their sexuality 

between the ages of 10 and 20.  Additionally, participants tended to be out to family and 

members of their social network. Protocol questions addressed future family desires and 

plans, meaning of parenthood, and the influences that affected those variables. The 

researchers hypothesized that some of the study participants would report an intention to 

parent and some of the participants would also indicate family plans that conform to the 

traditional heteronormative family ideal. Two broad themes emerged from the data.  The 

first theme identified by the researchers was that participants’ view of their future family 

life included adherence to dominant family norms, with the first being the desire and 

intention to have children. All of the participants intended on having children, which the 

researchers reported was an unexpected result. The other elements of family planning for 

these participants were driven by consideration of the interests of the future children. The 

men sampled tended to plan to have children in the context of a coupled relationship, 

while limiting the total number of children to two. Finally, these men tended to have a 

plan to wait to establish career and financial stability before having children, as well as to 

relocate if necessary to a “progressive, open” geographic location (p. 276). It was 

concluded that this sample “…intend to create their future families in ways that largely 

uphold the ideal family within the U.S.” (p. 276).  The second theme reported was that 
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this group of men not only adhered to contemporary dominant family norms, but also 

expanded them. 

As was noted above in the discussion of the phenomenon of conflict between gay 

identity and parent identity, for the vast majority of the Rabun and Oswald (2009) 

sample, no conflict between gay identity and future parent identity was expressed (n = 

11), with three participants expressing some level of identity conflict despite having 

voiced intentions to parent. Participants also expressed another deviation from the 

traditional heteronormative ideal family; the deviation concerned the traditional 

gendering of parent roles. Some participants expressed the idea that a father could be 

both a provider and a nurturer, which is counter to the idea often expressed that these 

roles are mutually exclusive or are gender-specific with men traditionally holding the 

provider role and women holding the nurturer role. Finally, this sample expressed the 

idea that legitimate parenthood did not require a biological relationship with the child or 

children, with 11 participants endorsing adoption as their preferred path to parenthood.  

Riskind and Patterson (2010), whose study’s findings have been partially 

reviewed above, furthered this line inquiry. Employing a more rigorous quantitative 

design, Riskind and Patterson (2010) investigated discrepancies with respect to desire and 

intention to parent among childless gay and lesbian individuals and childless heterosexual 

individuals. Like Gates and colleagues (2007), these researchers (Riskind & Patterson, 

2007) designed a study employing the NSFG data set, which was collected in 2002. It 

was hypothesized that gay and lesbian individuals would be less likely to desire entry into 
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parenthood and to intend to become first-time parents. Using data from measures 

contained within the NSFG protocol, these researchers drew a subsample (n = 498) from 

the overall NSFG sample (n = 12,571) participants, which served as their study sample. 

The childless gay men and lesbian women NSFG study participants were identified and 

matched with childless heterosexual participants based on age, gender, education, and 

race/ethnicity. Random assignment was used for matching when more than one 

heterosexual participant fit the match criteria. Though the final sample (n = 294; women 

= 90, men = 204) was ethically/racially diverse in its entirety, there was greater diversity 

among men (12% African American, 23% Latino, 63% European American, 3% other) 

than women (Riskind & Patterson, 2010).  Like the entire NSFG sample, the age range 

was 15 to 44 years (female M = 31; male M = 32). On average, the sample reported 

having some college (female M = 14.1 years; male M = 14.1 years). The researchers 

noted that with respect to age, education, and percentage of European American 

participants, there was no significant difference between the heterosexual participants and 

the lesbian and gay male participants. 

As predicted, Riskind and Patterson (2010) found that the childless gay men were 

less likely to desire parenthood than the heterosexual men sampled. While 75% of the 

heterosexual men expressed a desire to parent, only 54% of the gay men reported the 

same. This finding remained even after the researchers controlled for age and 

ethnicity/race. Overall, it was found that younger, non-White, heterosexual men were 

more likely to desire parenthood. Likewise, Riskind and Patterson (2010) found that 
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heterosexual men were more likely to intend to become parents than the gay men. 

Additionally, as with desire to parent, this finding on intention to parent remained after 

controlling for age and ethnicity/race. Younger, non-White, heterosexual men were also 

more likely to intend to be parents.  For the gay men and the heterosexual men, there was 

a gap between desire and intention, with a portion of respondents endorsing a desire to 

parent, but not an intention to do so.  

For gay men who desired parenthood, the size of the desire-intention gap was 

wider than for the heterosexual men sampled. That is, the gay men who expressed a 

parenthood desire were less likely to report an intention to become parents than the 

heterosexual participants, such that only 67% of gay men who expressed a desire to 

parent reported an intention to parent, while a full 90% of heterosexual men who desired 

parenthood intended to be parents. Overall, then, only 30% of the gay men sampled 

wanted to be a parent and intended to become a parent.  

The researchers did report how desire strength varied; thus, it is unclear whether 

strength of desire was related to expression of intention to parent. This finding raises the 

question of whether intensity of desire may at least partially account for the results 

concerning the desire-intention gaps. However, other factors may be implicated in 

suppressing the intention to parent and will be discussed below. Variation in desire levels 

will be now presented as a possible explanation for the reported desire-intention gap.   

More recently, strength of desire to parent, estimated likelihood of becoming a 

parent, couplehood desires, estimated likelihood of being a part of a couple, life 
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satisfaction, depression, and aspects of gay identity were studied in a sample of 183 

Israeli gay men (Shenkman, 2012). The majority of the sample consisted of childless, 

single, and Jewish gay men. Of the total sample, only 59 men were in coupled 

relationships and 28 men were parents. 

 The researchers used a one-item measure to assess the desire to become a parent. 

“If you are not a parent, please rank how strongly you desire to become a parent” (p. 829) 

and provided a ten-point scale for the response. A similar one-item measure was used to 

assess desire to be in a coupled relationship. Like the desire measures, Shenkman (2012) 

reported using a one-item measure to determine the estimated likelihood of achieving 

parenthood, with a five-option response in which choosing one indicated a low 

probability (0-20% chance) and five indicated a high probability (80-100% chance). The 

Center for Epidemiological Studies – Depression Scale (CES-D; Radloff, 1977) was 

utilized to measure levels of depression. Life satisfaction was measured by the 

Satisfaction with Life Scale (Diener, Emmons, Larsen, & Griffin, 1985) and the Affect 

Balance Scale (Bradburn, 1969). The measures used for sexual orientation identification, 

acceptance, and exposure were not identified, nor were sources provided. 

Similar to Riskind and Patterson (2010), Shenkman (2012) found that a majority 

of gay men sampled expressed a desire to become first-time parents, though the 

prevalence of first-time fatherhood was higher among the Israeli sample than the 

American sample. Shenkman defined a strong desire to parent as endorsing a 7 or above 

on the 10 point desire for parenthood item. A significant gap was found between the 
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desire to parent and the estimated likelihood of becoming a parent among the group of 

childless men in the sample. Despite the overwhelming endorsement of desire to parent in 

this sample, less than half the respondents deemed themselves as likely to become a 

parent. Age, life satisfaction, sexual orientation acceptance, and strength of desire to 

parent were all related to estimated likelihood of later becoming a parent, such that men 

who were younger, accepting of their sexual orientation, satisfied with life, and who 

strongly desired having children were more likely to estimate a higher probability that 

they would one day become parents.  

 With respect to couplehood desires, 91% of the individuals in the sample who 

were not presently a part of a couple reported that they were strongly desirous (7 or above 

on the 10-point scale) of such a relationship; however, only 43% of these men estimated 

their chances of actualizing this desire as high (Shenkman, 2012). Participants, who were 

younger, born in Israel, and reported a strong desire to be in a relationship, tended to 

express more optimism about the likelihood of being in a coupled relationship in the 

future. 

Additionally, Shenkman (2012) found that depression, affective experience, and 

life satisfaction were related to estimated likelihood of achieving parenthood, such that 

increased levels of depression and negative affective experiences, as well as decreased 

levels of life satisfaction, were correlated with lower levels of estimated probabilities of 

entry into parenthood. Conversely, these researchers reported that higher levels of life 

satisfaction and higher levels of positive affect were related to a more positive outlook on 
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the possibility of becoming a father.  Also, lower levels of life satisfaction were found to 

be correlated with lower levels of parenting desire. 

The literature concerning the desire and intention to parent in gay men, which has 

been presented in the first two major sections of this literature review, suggested that 

many gay men experience the desire to parent, and they do so in varying strengths. Many 

specific desires about parenting appear to contribute to the overall strength of desire to 

become a parent. Moreover, the experience of desire appears to be relatively stable across 

time for some gay men, whereas for other gay men desire appears to change as a function 

of conflict between sexual identity and future parental identity, as well a variety of other 

desire-strengthening experiences. The research also indicated that a portion of gay men 

do translate their desires to parent into intentions to parents and that the gap between 

desire to be a parent and intention to be parent is larger among gay men than for 

heterosexual men. Next, an overview of factors that may constrain or facilitate the 

translation of desire into intention among gay men is presented. 

Translation of Desire to Intention to Parent among Gay Men 

In a retrospective study, Gianino (2008) explored the transition to adoptive, first-

time parenthood among gay male couples. In so doing, Gianino sought to better 

understand the factors and their nature that may impede the process of becoming a parent 

among gay men and the ways in which gay men cope with those potential impediments, 

so as to facilitate their journey to parenthood. Also, an understanding of the impact that 

the transition to parent process may have on the coupled relationships was sought. 
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Gianino utilized a temporal framework to understand experiences of the participants 

during their pre-adoption stage, during the process of adoption, and after the actual 

placement of a child in their homes. Also of interest is that together the men in this 

sample had adopted a total of 10 ethnically and racially diverse children. All but one of 

the children were male, and a majority of the children were adopted internationally. 

Findings most relevant to the current study are those related to the pre-placement stages. 

Using a qualitative methodology, in-depth interviews were conducted with eight gay, 

male couples (n = 16), all of whom resided in New England and were White, in 2001 and 

2002. All of the participants were identified as “highly educated” and “middle- to upper 

middle-class” (p. 210).  

Gianino (2008) reported on four aspects of the men’s experience in the pre-

adoption stage. Those aspects of experience were attributes of the coupled relationship, 

the desire to parent, the barriers to entry into parenthood for gay men, and a phase of 

contemplation. Several relationship themes or attributes were discussed, which  are 

material to  how social factors may facilitate or constrain the translation of desire into 

intention to parent.  It was reported that men in the sample expressed having “strong,” 

“close,” and “supportive” relationships (p. 213) and that the relationships were 

established after a level of maturity had been reached in their individual lives. The 

perceptions of the participants were that relationship satisfaction along with realistic 

views of future parenthood were attributable to this maturity. The last theme that emerged 

in the data was the existence of complementarity in personality features in the dyads.  
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Additionally, it was reported that a strong desire to parent was present “among informant 

couples,” (p. 213), as compared to each individual member of each dyad. Gianino 

reported that, for at least one participant couple, the joint desire to parent at the inception 

of the relationship was one aspect of the mutual attraction that led to the development of 

an intimate relationship. Thus, it appeared that facilitative social factors for these couples 

included strong relationships, maturity (both personal and relationship), and a mutual, 

strong desire to have children together. 

Another major theme that emerged in the Gianino (2008) study was that the path 

to parenthood required the negotiation of particular barriers. The author (Gianino, 2008) 

reported that the “abandonment” (p. 213) of future parenthood by some participants 

earlier in the preadoptive stage was related to these barriers. Barriers to the pursuit of 

parenthood included restrictive legal environments and “logistical hurdles” (p. 213). 

Also, it was reported that the men described the lack of gay and lesbian parents who 

might provide a model of how sexual minorities become parents in the context of their 

gay identities. Another barrier to parenthood for gay men reported in this study was the 

acceptance of dominant and heterosexist norms of parenting structures. For example, one 

such anti-gay norm explicitly named was the view that gay men are not suitable for 

parenthood. Myths about adoption were also a reported barrier (e.g., adoption is stealing 

a child). A final barrier reported was the concern that the children of gay men would be 

more likely to experience “being teased or abused” (p. 213). 



	  
	  

34	  

Gianino’s (2008) study also provided insight concerning the thoughtfulness with 

which gay men engage in their decision to parent. Gianino identified a period of 

contemplation in the preadoption stage in which the gay men in his sample considered 

becoming parents, “Picking It Up and Putting It Down” (p. 213). During this portion of 

the pre-adoption stage, Gianino reported that study participants sought information from 

sources outside the relationship, including gay and lesbian parents, workshops, and 

reading material. It was during this period that the participants negotiated their internal 

barriers to the active pursuit of parenthood (e.g., internalized heterosexism, adoption 

myths, lack of a sexual minority pathway to parenting model). Thus, factors that seemed 

to constrain the translation of desire into intention for these men were balanced with two 

additional facilitating factors, new information and active contemplation. 

 Finally, this researcher reported two factors that most proximately led to the next 

stage, the adoption process.  The first was an awareness that a decision needed to be 

made, given that the passage of time continued (i.e., the pressures of the biological 

clock). The second “…was their belief that children would be the fulfillment of their lives 

as a couple together” (p. 214).  Under the Miller (1994) framework, the former represents 

a practical contextual issue, where as the latter suggests a strengthening of desire. 

Goldberg, Downing, and Moyer (2012) also described factors that may be related 

to the transformation of desire to intention. In answer to “why now” (p. 166), this sample 

of men reported several reasons why they were motivated to take steps toward 

parenthood.  The first reason was consciousness of the aging process, which the authors 
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interpreted to mean “…an emerging awareness of their own mortality and the desire to be 

young while their children were young” (p. 166). The men also reported that reasons 

concerning the timing of their active pursuit of parenthood were related to their intimate 

relationship, including finding and starting a relationship with a partner who also wanted 

to become a parent, waiting on a partner to become ready to transition to parenthood, and 

the development of adequate stability in the relationship. Some gay men in Stacey’s 

(2006) sample also reported that establishing a relationship with a partner, who also 

wanted to have children, was a priority before actively pursuing parenthood. Work-

related reasons were also cited as proximately instrumental in motivating some men to 

pursue parenthood, including stability in career as well as financial stability (Goldberg et 

al.). The last two factors that influenced the answer to why these men were pursuing 

parenthood were reported as “parenthood as the next natural step” and “life changes and 

events” (p. 169).  With respect to the latter factor, events or life changes that were 

reported to motivate these men included moving into a larger house, moving into a 

community that was more conducive for raising children, or observing gay or lesbian 

members of their social network become parents.  

The third phase of the transition to parent in Gianino’s (2008) model began at the 

occurrence of the placement of the child, such that the prospective parents became actual 

parents. Findings from this phase of the transition to parent are included since they 

provide some insight about heterosexim and internalized heterosexism among men who 

pursue parenthood. There were a multitude of critical findings relevant to this stage of the 
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transition. Participants reported that their dyadic priorities were altered. These new 

parents indicated that overall reactions from extended family included less heterosexist 

disapproval than anticipated, while there were a range of reactions from their social 

support group. Participants described experiencing increased isolation and sexual 

orientation visibility due to their new parent status. These men also came to recognize 

and act upon the need to set boundaries concerning intrusive questions from strangers. 

New gay parents described a freedom from traditional gendered divisions of labor, which 

is different than what is often reported by heterosexual couples. Similar to heterosexual 

parents, these men described a “complete shift in identity” (p. 233), such that their gay 

identities became secondary to their parental identities. It should be noted that this study 

provided evidence that gay men who wish to become parents are likely to experience 

both external stigma and internalized stigma related to the following identities: sexual 

minority, adoptive parent, and man parenting without a woman as at least a co-parent. 

This study also provided evidence that gay men can and do persist in actualizing their 

parenthood desires. 

In summary, the literature reviewed in this section suggests that there are a variety 

of factors that appear to facilitate or constrain the translation of parenting desire into 

parenting intentions among gay men. Next, the relevant literature concerning internalized 

heterosexism and gay men’s translation of the desire to parent into the intention to parent 

will be explored in additional depth. 
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Internalized Heterosexism 

The Meaning of Internalized Heterosexism 

 As the nomenclature suggests, the phenomenon of heterosexism must exist in 

order for internalized heterosexism (IH) to occur, such that the former can indeed be 

adopted or internalized by individuals or groups.  So, when it is said that heterosexism is 

internalized, what is it exactly that is being taken in? Heterosexism has been defined as, 

“A worldview, a value system that prizes heterosexuality, assumes it is the only 

appropriate manifestation of love and sexuality, and devalues homosexuality and all that 

is not heterosexual” (Herek, 1986, p. 925). With this in mind, Szymanski, Kashubeck-

West, and Meyer (2008b), in their literature review, offered a definition of IH, “…the 

internalization of negative messages about homosexuality by lesbian, gay, and 

bisexual…people” (p. 525).  The same authors, in a historical and theoretical overview of 

IH, offered a similar definition of the construct in which they assert that IH is the 

internalization of a society’s prevailing anti-gay attitudes of LGB individuals 

(Szymanski, Kashubeck-West, & Meyer, 2008a). The terms internalized homonegativity  

(Mayfield, 2001) and internalized homophobia (Herek, 2009) have also been used 

interchangeably with the IH label (Szymanski, 2005). For the purposes of this study, IH 

will be employed to refer to the underlying construct to which each of these labels has 

traditionally referred. 
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Heterosexism Perpetuated by Socialization  

It has generally been accepted that the development of IH is linked to being 

socialized in a heterosexist society (Shidlo, 1994; Szymanski et al., 2008a; Troiden, 

1989). One group of theorists posited that “…most children internalize the tenets of 

sexual stigma to at least some degree during the socialization process, usually in 

conjunction with the expectation that they will grow up to be heterosexual” (Herek, 

Gillis, & Cogan, 2009, p. 32). Though not speaking directly to the problems of 

heterosexism and the internalization of it by gay men, Allport stated, “So heavy is the 

prevailing culture that members of minority groups sometimes look at themselves 

through the same lens as other groups” (p. 198).  With the links between socialization 

processes and internalization of heterosexism having been posited, Szymanski and 

colleagues (2008a, p. 514) have stated,  

…little is known about the mechanisms by which an individual may be more 

likely to internalize these negative messages. For example, factors that may affect 

one’s experiences with IH include the nature, degree, type, and frequency of 

heterosexism in the environment; the importance of perpetrators of heterosexism 

or heterosexist messages to the self (e.g., heterosexist messages from family and 

religion; messages that LGB persons are disgusting, immoral, and sick); a lack of 

exposure to countermessages (e.g., LGB-affirmative messages, positive LGB role 

models, heterosexual allies); and the importance of LGB identity to the self.  
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Heterosexism and Gay Men as Parents 

There are at least three studies that have systematically evaluated the content of 

heterosexist attitudes and anti-gay parenting messages in heterosexual samples. In a 

multi-method study, in which qualitative data from six focus groups and media content 

were analyzed, Clarke (2001) found six messages that were typically conveyed about 

why gay men, as well as lesbians, should not be parents. These messages or arguments 

included the view that gay men and lesbian women as parents is sinful, unnatural, selfish, 

and not in children’s best interest; that gay men and lesbians do not serve as adequate role 

models; additional arguments included the position children who are reared in gay and 

lesbian-headed households grow up to be gay or lesbian and that these children are 

bullied. 

In a more recent study of an Australian sample (n = 9) of heterosexual adults, 

Pennington and Knight (2011) explored the attitudes toward the parenting of gay men 

and lesbian women. Overall, the researchers found that all of the participants harbored 

varying degrees of prejudicial attitudes toward gay men and lesbian women as parents. 

Troilo and Coleman (2008) studied the content of father stereotypes in a North American 

sample of university students (n = 221). As a whole, the sample tended to see gay fathers 

as caring, compassionate, loving, and nurturing. In contrast the sample was not as 

favorable in their ratings of gay fathers as “good parents” and “role models” (p. 224).  
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Sexual Identity Development and Internalized Heterosexism 

IH has been shown to be related to several aspects of gay men’s lives, including 

their sexual identity development, mental health, gender role attitudes and conflict, 

parenting choices, and parenting experience (Szymanski et al., 2008b). Several studies, 

taken together, showed a well-established relationship between both depression and 

psychological adjustment among gay men, such that increased IH is related to increased 

symptoms of depression and lower levels of psychological adjustment. A more detailed 

presentation will now be given concerning the relationship between IH and sexual 

identity development, gender role conflict, and parenting among gay men. 

 Gay identity development models have described a process whereby lesbian 

women and gay men accept their identities as gay or lesbian, starting with awareness and 

moving to acceptance (e.g., Marszalek, Cashwell, Dunn, & Jones, 2004). Theoretically, 

internalized heterosexism is closely related to gay identity development (Mayfield, 2001). 

In fact, one measure of IH that has sometimes been used by researchers (e.g., Sanchez et 

al., 2010) consists of an index of four scales from an overall measure of identity 

development (Mohr & Fassinger, 2000).  

One aspect of gay identity development is the development of a positive attitude 

toward individuals’ own sexuality. While in early stages of identity development, gay 

men are more likely to endorse heterosexism; in the later stages of gay identity 

development, individuals reject dominant cultural sexuality ideology and associated anti-

gay attitudes and norms (Marszalek et al., 2004).  Likewise, in the latter stages of gay 
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identity development, individuals internalize gay-affirming ideas and norms. The few 

studies (Mayfield, 2001; Rowen & Malcolm, 2002; Welch, 1998) that have examined the 

relationship between IH and gay identity development among men indicated a negative 

association, which suggested that higher levels of IH may inhibit positive sexual identity 

development among gay men.   

Internalized Heterosexism and Gender Roles  

Gender role conflict (GRC) may occur, and often does, for men as they feel 

pressure from being socialized in a sexist culture to conform to traditional masculine 

roles and avoid behaviors that have been traditionally socially sanctioned for women, but 

not for men (O’Neil, 2008). Further, “GRC occurs when rigid, sexist, or restrictive 

gender roles result in restriction, devaluation, or violation of others or self” (p. 362). GRC 

research has indicated that this phenomenon does exist among men and that it negatively 

impacts men’s functioning (Betz & Fitzgerald, 1993; O’Neil, 1981, 2008). There is an 

extensive body of literature, which provides evidence concerning four categories of 

impact that GRC has on the men who experience it: (1) restricted emotion, (2) a 

competition and power-over approach to success and achievement, (3) restricted 

affectionate behavior between males, and (4) issues related to the conflict between work 

and relationships with family. While O’Neil’s review of the GRC literature found that 

heterosexual men tend to report more GRC than do gay men, there remains research that 

supports the finding that gay men highly value traditional masculine norms (Sanchez & 

Vilain, 2012; Sanchez, Westefeld, Liu, & Vilain, 2010)  
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O’Neil (2008) noted that originally (O’Neil, 1981) homophobia was thought to be 

a core consequence of GRC.  And, indeed, research has shown that heterosexual men 

who experience more GRC and its consequences also are higher in heterosexism 

(Kassing, Beesly, & Frey, 2005; Walker, Tokar, & Fisher, 2000). Links between these 

two constructs have been demonstrated to exist among samples of gay men in 

quantitative research (Ervin, 2004; Kimmel, 2004; Sanchez, 2005; Sanchez & Vilain, 

2012; Sanchez, Westefeld, Liu, & Vilain, 2010; Szymanski & Carr, 2008; Szymanski & 

Ikizler, 2013), such that expression of more GRC is correlated to increased levels of IH.  

Two early dissertations studies (Ervin, 2004; Sanchez, 2005) are noted here, as this line 

of research is nascent; these were the first two studies to examine GRC and IH explicitly 

together. Since then, several researchers (Sanchez & Vilain, 2012; Sanchez, Westefeld, 

Liu, & Vilain, 2010; Szymanski & Carr, 2008; Szymanski & Ikizler, 2013) have 

continued this line of study, examining the relationship between GRC and IH. 

In a convenience sample of a relatively nondiverse group of gay men, Szymanksi 

and Carr  (2008) found that IH mediated a relationship between GRC and self-esteem, in 

addition to a finding that GRC and self-esteem were directly related. Thus, IH was shown 

to be associated both with GRC and self-esteem. These associations provided some 

evidence that (1) gay men who reported higher conflict concerning violation of traditional 

masculine role behavior were more likely to have more IH, and (2) men who have more 

IH were more likely to have less esteem for themselves. Likewise, Sanchez, Westefeld, 

Liu, and Vilain (2010) found that more GRC was related to increased IH, as measured by 
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the Negative Gay-Identity Index of the Lesbian and Gay Identity Scale (Mohr & 

Fassinger, 2000).  Additionally, Sanchez and colleagues found that the majority of their 

sample (n = 662) of gay men highly valued appearing more masculine in public, both for 

themselves personally and for their partners. Finally, the researchers found that the 

majority of the men sampled expressed desire to be more masculine than they currently 

perceive themselves to be.  

In a study that was designed and implemented due to criticisms of shortcomings 

in the Sanchez et al. (2010) study, Sanchez and Vilain (2012) examined the relationship 

between IH, masculine consciousness, and anti-effeminacy attitudes; these two variables 

have been conceptualized as being closely related to the GCR construct. Masculine 

consciousness involves the degree of concern regarding how masculine men appear to 

others when in public. Anti-effeminacy concerns the negative attitudes gay men have 

toward other gay men who they perceive as effeminate. Both masculine consciousness 

and anti-effeminacy attitudes were positively correlated with IH, and they accounted for 

30% of the variance in IH scores. Confirming the results of Sanchez and colleagues 

(2010), Sanchez and Vilain found that the majority of their sample of gay men highly 

valued appearing more masculine in public, both for themselves personally and for their 

partners. Extending the results of Sanchez and colleagues (2010), Sanchez and Vilain 

(2012) reported that a majority of participants indicated the importance that their own and 

their partners’ public behavior be masculine-conforming.  
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 Other recent research on IH, GRC, and emotion among gay men has been 

reported by Szymanski and Ikizler (2013). IH was found to be a mediator between one 

component of GRC, restrictive emotions, and acts of discrimination based on sexual 

orientation. Also, IH mediated the relationship between restrictive emotion and 

symptoms of depression. Another component of GRC, conflict between work and family, 

was positively related to depression. Experiencing conflicts between work and family life 

as a result of GRC may be particularly relevant to gay male couples, as they consider 

becoming parents and their experience of parenting together. 

Parenting among Gay Men and Internalized Heterosexism  

Four studies (Goldberg & Smith, 2010; Pacilli, Taurino Jost, & van der Toorn, 

2011; Robinson & Brewster, 2013; Sbordone, 1993) that have examined parenting 

variables among gay men and IH will now be presented. In a year-long longitudinal 

study, Goldberg and Smith (2010) investigated changes in mental health across the 

transition to adoptive parenthood among lesbian women and gay men couples (n = 180, 

90 couples, 38 gay male couples). These researchers wanted to know if IH and actual 

institutional heterosexism and perceived community level heterosexism would affect the 

hypothesized increases in levels of depression and anxiety across the transition to 

parenthood (TTP), as well as how other social support variables (i.e., workplace, family, 

and dyadic relationship) might act as buffers against the hypothesized changes. The 

researchers found that perceptions of increased support were linked to lower levels of 

depression at the time of adoption. Increased support included support in relationship, 
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family, friends, work, and neighborhood contexts. In contrast, self-reports of higher IH 

were related to higher levels of depression at the time of adoption.  

Overall, significant increases in depression levels across time and TTP were 

found (Goldberg & Smith, 2010). The greatest increases in symptoms of depression 

occurred for those participants who reported experiencing a high level of IH at the time 

of adoption and who also lived in states with enacted institutional heterosexism (i.e., 

unfavorable adoption laws for gay and lesbian people). Interestingly, individuals who had 

higher levels of IH at the time of adoption, together with residence in states with more 

affirming laws for gay and lesbian families, reported decreases in depression symptoms 

across time. Individuals who showed the least increase in depression were individuals 

low in IH at the time of adoption, without respect to the adoption laws of the state.  

At the time of adoption, anxiety symptoms were lower for individuals who 

reported more support in the context of relationship, family, friends, and work. Unlike 

depression, for individuals with high levels of support, there was no relationship between 

anxiety symptoms and IH at the time of adoption. However, like with depression, anxiety 

symptoms increased across the TTP. Also, as with depression, individuals with the 

greatest increases in anxiety symptoms were those who had high levels of IH at the time 

of adoption and who lived in unfavorable legal climates for gay and lesbian adoptive 

parents.  

 Sbordone (1993) compared gay men who were fathers and who had achieved 

parenthood, after having self-identified as gay, with gay men who were not fathers. 
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Results indicated that fathers and non-fathers did not differ significantly in their 

recollections of maternal and paternal parent-child relationships on measures of love, 

rejection, attention, or casual versus demanding attitudes toward rules. Nor did the two 

groups differ significantly on their perceptions of intimacy and autonomy in the family of 

origin. However, fathers did display significantly higher levels of self-esteem and 

significantly lower levels of internalized homophobia than non-fathers. Further 

comparisons included non-fathers who would like to raise a child and those who would 

not, and the relationship between the arrival of a child, self-esteem, and internalized 

homophobia. The author speculated that the fathers' higher self-esteem and lower 

internalized homophobia were a result of fatherhood, rather than a precursor to it. 

Sbordone did not assess intention to parent among the non-fathers who expressed a desire 

to parent. Thus, the question of how intention to parent might account for the IH variance 

in the non-father group remained unanswered. 

 In their qualitative study of five same-sex male couples, Armesto and Shapiro 

(2011) found that, in becoming parents, the study participants experienced a reduction in 

IH as they came out in many new contexts and often no longer had the option not to be 

out in those contexts.  These researchers found that the increased visibility of participants 

was linked to no longer having this option. 

 Pacilli, Taurino, Jost, and van der Toorn (2011) conducted a study in which they 

sought to better understand the attitudes of Italian lesbian women and gay men toward 

same-sex parenting, as well as variables that may predict a more positive outlook for 
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parenting among this population. Those variables were internalized homophobia, political 

orientation, and system justification. System justification refers to the tendency to 

“justify, uphold, and perpetuate existing social, economic, and political arrangements” (p. 

582); in the case of attitudes toward same-sex parenting, system justification would 

include supporting current systems that favor opposite-sex parenting. With respect to 

parental competence, the researchers compared perceived parental competence of same-

sex parents (including gay couples and lesbian couples) to heterosexual parents. The 

items used to measure same-sex parental competence perceptions/beliefs employed the 

word couple, such that only attitudes toward coupled parenting were being assessed.  

  Pacilli et al. (2011) found that, more so than the lesbian women sampled, gay 

men had more negative views of the parental competence of same-sex parents than of 

opposite-sex parents. The researchers’ analysis revealed, however, that the gender 

difference was due to the lesbian participants having rated their parental competence as 

higher than that of their heterosexual counterparts. In fact, the researchers found that the 

gay men actually rated same-sex parents as about equal to opposite-sex parents in 

parental competence. The authors discussed previous findings by Goldberg and Smith 

(2009), which indicated that heterosexual and lesbian couples who were adopting for the 

first time rated themselves higher on self-perception of being skilled at parenting than 

gay couples rated themselves. Pacilli et al. also noted that, given the tradition in Italian 

society for women to raise children without much assistance from men, two women 

raising a child together may be seen as “doubling the virtues of motherhood” (p. 584). 
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Overall, Pacilli et al. (2011) presented additional findings relevant to the current 

study. First, a majority of the participants reported a desire to parent, with 124 affirming 

that desire, while 84 reported not having a desire to parent. Second, those reporting no 

desire to parent were more likely to assess same-sex parenting competence negatively, 

which the researchers postulated could be related to internalized homophobia and the 

possibility that some gay men foreclose on the idea of parenting due to believing they are 

unfit to be parents. Third, among men in the sample, as both right wing conservatism and 

system justification increased, so did a negative assessment of the parenting competence 

of same-sex coupled parents. Also, men higher in right wing ideology expressed the idea 

that opposite-sex couples were more competent to raise children than same-sex couples. 

Likewise, men higher in system justification expressed the notion that opposite-sex 

couples were more competent to raise children than same-sex couples. The researchers 

did not find a relationship between system justification and right-wing conservatism and 

the parental competence of same-sex coupled parents. However, both men and women 

who were high on left-wing ideology and low on system justification were more likely to 

view same-sex couples as more competent as parents or prospective parents than their 

heterosexual counterparts. Internalized homophobia was also related to negative attitudes 

toward same-sex coupled parenting. The study’s authors also reported that, for gay men, 

internalized homophobia was a mediator between assessed parental competence of same-

sex parents as well as for system justification and right wing conservatism.  



	  
	  

49	  

Berkowitz and Marsiglio (2007) found that a newly activated desire to parent 

among gay men sampled did not immediately translate into parenthood entry, but was 

impacted by the process of stigma based on sexual orientation or heterosexism and its 

internalization. Factors of concern in the process of making the decision to parent for 

men were related to the existence and enactment of heterosexism in U.S. culture, 

especially with respect to gay men who become parents. In this way, the authors noted 

that these men perceived that the experience of stigma based on sexual orientation was 

increased by the violation of the heterosexist idea that only heterosexual people should be 

parents. Thus, these men reported being concerned about how others would judge them 

according to heterosexist stereotypes with respect to their decision to parent (e.g., gay 

men are pedophiles). Among the childless portion of the sample, concern was voiced that 

their future children would face prejudice and discrimination based on their status as the 

children of gay men. Participants articulated concern that they might adversely impact 

their children’s socialization due to their sexual orientation and gender. Participants were 

concerned about the development of gender identity among their prospective children as 

well as the perception that their children may be at increased risk of discrimination. 

Similarly, at least two other qualitative studies (Gianino, 2008; Goldberg, Downing, & 

Moyer, 2012) have reported results that converge with Berkowitz and Marsiglio’s finding 

that IH had previously inhibited the intention to parent for some study participants. 

 Regarding the possible enactment of stigma post-adoption, gay men also reported 

being aware of the actual barriers to parenthood that are related to heterosexism 
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(Berkowitz & Marsiglio, 2007). These barriers include agency/organizational obstacles or 

constraints as well as legal hurdles. The authors noted that participants discussed the 

purposive nature of the journey to parenthood among gay men who wish to pursue it.   

The researchers (Berkowitz & Marsiglio, 2007) found that the men who had 

chosen to pursue parenthood via surrogacy also went through a process of understanding 

their own parental identity in conjunction with that of the birth mother. An additional 

factor discussed in the formation of a future parent identity among the participants was 

deciding what pathway to pursue in becoming a parent and if that pathway would include 

biological procreativity. The researchers found that these men’s desires for a biological 

connection to their possible children varied, with some men unwilling to enter 

parenthood without this connection. 

Gay Parenting, Gender Role Conflict, and Internalized Heterosexism 

Robinson and Brewster (2013) conducted a study seeking to understand the 

possible impact of internalized heterosexism and gender role conflict among nonparent 

sexual minority men on the motivation to parent. In so doing, the authors studied the 

possible effects of the perceived ability to relate to children as well as parenting self-

efficacy (as distinguished from self-efficacy to become a parent; Riskind, Patterson, & 

Nosek, 2013). The authors’ first group of hypotheses were that increased internalized 

heterosexism and gender role conflict would both be related to decreased motivation to 

parent, decreased perception of ability to relate to children, and decreased self-efficacy as 

a parent.  Though it was not explicitly reported as hypotheses in this study, the authors 
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analyzed the data in order to see if a relationship existed between the perceived ability to 

relate to children, parenting self-efficacy, and the motivation to parent. The second set of 

hypotheses predicted moderating effects of internalized heterosexism on the relationship 

between parenting self-efficacy and motivation to parent, as well as the moderating 

effects between perceived ability to relate to children and internalized heterosexism.  

Finally, the third set of hypotheses predicted that gender role conflict would also 

moderate the relationships between motivation to parent and perceived ability to relate to 

children, as well as between motivation to parent and parenting self-efficacy. 

These researchers found that all of the hypotheses were supported except that 

motivation to parenthood was not negatively related to internalized heterosexism and 

gender role conflict. Thus, internalized heterosexism and gender role conflict were both 

shown to be positively related to motivation to parent, such that gay men who tended to 

have higher levels of internalized heterosexism tended to be more motivated to parent 

than men with lower levels of internalized heterosexism. Similarly, men who had higher 

levels of gender role conflict tended to be more motivated to have children. The authors 

explained these counter-intuitive results by suggesting that gay men higher in IH and 

GRC may have more desire to conform to social expectations for men, such as assuming 

the father role and identity. However, as the researchers noted, one limitation of this 

study was that motivation to parent was assessed by an instrument that was developed for 

heterosexual samples (i.e., Parenthood Motivation List; Van Balen & Trimbos-Kemper, 

1995).  The alternate explanation is that the researchers were not actually measuring 
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motivation to parent, but rather agreement with commonly held beliefs about parenting, 

which would also fit with higher levels of IH and GRC.  

In summary, the research reviewed suggests that some gay men can and do adopt 

anti-gay messages and attitudes concerning gay men, including those that specifically 

devalue gay men as parents and contribute to overall IH. Further, there was a line of 

qualitative research (e.g., Berkowitz & Marsiglio, 2007) suggesting that IH may suppress 

the intention to parent among gay men who have desire to parent, but no quantitative 

studies explicitly examining how IH may impact the translation of desire to parent into 

the intention to parent appear to have been reported. Next, the literature relevant to the 

relationship between locus of control and the translation of a desire to parent into an 

intention to parent is reviewed. 

Locus of Control 

 Locus of control has been widely studied, since its formal introduction over 50 

years ago (Kormanik & Rocco, 2009; Lefcourt, 1992; Leone & Burnes, 2000; Rotter, 

1990). Rotter (1966, 1990) first conceptualized locus of control (LOC) as a generalized 

personal tendency to appraise reinforcements or outcomes as either attributable to 

personal behaviors or characteristics of the actor-appraiser—or to other forces beyond the 

self, including chance, powerful individuals, or the complex interplay of potentially 

countless variables. Individuals can be said to have either an internal or an external locus 

of control. The patterns of appraisal are thought to be strengthened by reinforcements, 

according to social learning theory (Bandura, 1977; Rotter, 1955, 1966). Lefcourt (1992) 
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has argued that LOC is not based on a trait-approach to behavioral tendency but rather on 

expectancy. 

An external locus of control refers to a generalized pattern of appraisal in which 

outcomes are attributed to forces beyond the self, while an internal locus of control refers 

to a generalized pattern of attributing outcomes to personal behavior or characteristics 

(Rotter, 1966). Rotter theorized that having an external or an internal LOC was not 

inherently detrimental to psychological health. However, he did posit that being 

extremely external or internal in LOC orientation was likely maladaptive. Rotter stated 

that he observed two patterns with respect to expectancies. First, in some experimental 

situations, some participants after a success were not upwardly adjusting future 

expectancies of success, nor lowering them after failure. Second, in situations where it 

was obvious that the experimenter was manipulating outcomes, participants indicated 

appraisals that success was attributable to their own behavior. In Rotter’s LOC 

conceptualization, the experimental participants’ behavior in the former observation was 

indicative of an external LOC; conversely, the behavior exhibited in the latter observation 

was indicative of an internal locus of control. In both instances, errors in attribution were 

made. 

Despite Rotter’s belief that neither an internal nor an external LOC was more 

functional or dysfunctional behaviorally and/or psychologically, a substantial body of 

research exists, which has driven a stereotype that having a more external locus of control 

is related to increased mental distress, such as depression or anxiety. For example, a 1988 
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meta-analysis, which examined the link between depression and external locus of control, 

found a moderately strong effect size (Benassi, Sweeney, & Dufour).  

Cheng, Cheung, Chio, and Chan (2013) posited that, to understand LOC, cultural 

differences in how control is understood must be taken into account. In their review of 

theoretical and empirical literature, Cheng et al. found that individuals from Western non-

collectivistic cultures have tended to exhibit higher levels of internal LOC, while 

individuals from Asian collectivistic cultures have tended to display higher levels of 

external LOC. These researchers understood this to be the result of a general difference in 

the orientation of the culture. That is, individuals in Western cultures tended to facilitate 

conformity of their context to themselves to achieve their goals, where as members of 

Eastern cultures tended to accommodate personal goals to the culture. 

Gay men residing in the noncollectivistic United States are embedded within two 

distinct cultures, heterosexist U.S. culture-as-a-whole and gay culture. Given that LOC is 

thought to be influenced by experience (e.g., Rotter, 1966), living in a disempowering, 

heterosexist culture as gay men may uniquely contribute to the development of an 

external LOC. That is, heterosexist experiences of disempowerment, which impede 

and/or prevent goal attainment, may contribute to the overall base of experience upon 

which appraisals of control are made and form the generalized tendency of either an 

external or internal LOC. Despite the possible influence of heterosexist experiences on 

individuals’ LOC, instead of seeking to accommodate themselves to conventional 

cultural ideology of the dominant heterosexist culture, gay men seeking to become 
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parents are working to have that culture accommodate them. Whether the degree of 

external or internal locus of control is adaptive may be more a function of fit with the 

goal within a culture. In the case of gay men living within a heterosexist culture, it may 

be more adaptive for the parenting goal to have more of an internal locus of control.  

Very few researchers have investigated LOC among oppressed groups, including 

possible relationships between LOC, the experience of stigma based on minority status, 

and the internalization of that stigma by members of the stigmatized group. Few studies 

exist that have examined LOC among gay men. In her dissertation study, Smiley  (2007) 

measured internal locus of control using the Levinson multidimensional scale, which 

measures three dimensions of LOC: internal LOC, powerful others LOC, and chance 

LOC. Among a sample of 712 sexual minority women, this researcher found that an 

internal locus of control was related to lower levels of IH, while a powerful others locus 

of control was related to higher levels of IH. 

Among a convenience sample of gay men (n = 165), Carter, Mollen, and Smith 

(2014) found significant positive relationships between IH and psychological distress, IH 

and experience of prejudicial events, and LOC and psychological distress. Those 

researchers also found that LOC moderated the IH-prejudicial events relationship. These 

findings provided evidence of validity for the LOC construct, as applied to gay men, and 

the negative impact of external LOC for gay men.  

Until relatively recently, research of sexual minorities has focused on negative 

experiences and outcomes. A new wave of research is examining positive aspects of 
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being a lesbian woman or gay man (e.g. Riggle, et al., 2008), including a focus on 

resiliency (e.g. Johnston, Judd, & Moore, 2010) among this these populations. LOC may 

be a meaningful factor among lesbian women and gay men, who have demonstrated 

resiliency in spite of living in contexts that have historically devalued them based on their 

sexual orientation. Carter, Mollen, and Smith (2014) have suggested that an internal LOC 

may be “an important resiliency factor” (p. 173) for sexual minority individuals.  

Locus of Control and Parenting among Gay Men 

Personal control is relevant to intention and decision to parent, as well as the 

pursuit of parenthood, among gay men. Personal control is especially important, given 

the barriers to parenthood for gay men. As noted above, there are barriers to parent for 

gay men, some of which are rooted in heterosexism at multiple levels (i.e., individual, 

familial, workplace, community). Having less external locus of control and more of a 

sense of internal LOC would seem to be an important schematic asset in translating a 

desire to become a parent into actual parenthood. To date, no studies have explicitly 

investigated the possible relationships between LOC and parenting among gay men, 

including possible links between the intention or expectancy to become a first-time 

parent. However, there are findings within the parenting among minorities literature that 

are relevant to a possible relationship between LOC and the intention to parent among 

gay men. 

Kinkler and Goldberg (2011) sought to better understand the barriers that gay men 

and lesbian women face in the pursuit of adoptive parenthood in small metropolitan 
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communities. In so doing, these researchers conducted a qualitative study of gay male 

couples and lesbian couples, who were in the process of adopting their first child. 

Barriers documented were confusion over coparent adoption, difficulty locating an 

adoption agency that was willing to work with lesbian and gay populations, adoption 

agency staff who were not supportive, and being precluded from a transracial adoption 

due to community norms and lack of diversity in the community. Additionally, these 

researchers found that, in these small rural communities, finding the necessary sources of 

support to cope with these barriers had its own challenges, partially due to heterosexism. 

This study provided evidence of the fact that third parties are sometimes or typically 

involved in helping gay and lesbian people achieve parenthood. Having an internal locus 

of control may provide a basis for persistence in the actual process of becoming a parent 

and the expectations that individuals will be able to control their outcome (achieving 

parenthood) one way or another. 

 In a qualitative study, Lassiter, Dew, Newton, Hays, and Yarbrough (2006) 

studied perceptions of empowerment among gay men and lesbian women who had 

become parents. Resiliency in the face of heterosexist and other obstacles was a major 

theme that emerged, such that “…participants felt it was important to learn to 

acknowledge obstacles and challenges and move forward despite them” (p. 247). For one 

gay male couple, barriers to becoming a parent were experienced, and the resiliency that 

followed resulted in contacts to 500 adoption agencies prior to being able to adopt a 

child. It seems that given the difficulty often faced by gay potential parents, resiliency 
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and an internal locus of control can be crucial traits in moving from merely desiring to 

parent to making it happen.  

Riskind and Patterson (2010) have drawn attention to possible links among 

perceived personal control, expectancy, and intention to parent. Intention to parent and 

expectancy to become parents in the future have both been documented among gay men. 

As has been noted in sections above, a strong and pervasive expectancy to enter 

parenthood has been demonstrated to exist among young sexual minority women and 

men (D’Augelli, Rendina, Grossman, & Sinclair, 2006/2007).  

 Riskind, Patterson and Nosek (2013) investigated self-efficacy with respect to 

becoming parents among lesbian women and gay men. The authors sought to understand 

prospectively how confident childless gay men and lesbian women were in their ability to 

become parents, given the actual wide spectrum of hurdles (e.g., legal, financial) for 

having children among various paths to parenthood (i.e., adoption, surrogacy) utilized by 

gay men and lesbian women. In so doing, the authors wanted to know which of these 

barriers were perceived to be the most difficult to overcome. Various demographic 

variables (e.g., cohabitation) and psychological variables (e.g., minority stress) were 

included in this exploration. The convenience sample (n = 1,098) included 659 men. 

Inclusion was limited to women and men between the ages of 18 and 44 who identified as 

gay or lesbian and were childless. 

To assess the central variable of the study, Riskind et al. (2013) created a measure 

of parenthood achievement self-efficacy. Participants were asked how confident they 
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were in their ability to overcome certain barriers to parenthood for gay and lesbian people 

and were asked to respond on a Likert-scale as to level of confidence (e.g. “definitely 

yes,” “not sure”). The content of these barriers were biological, legal, social, and 

financial, as applied to specific pathways to parenthood, including adoption, fostering, 

and the myriad paths to procreative or biological parenthood (e.g., surrogacy, gay men 

co-parenting with an individual lesbian or a lesbian couple). The specific types of self-

efficacy with respect to becoming parents that emerged were those in which participants 

responded to the likelihood that they would be able to overcome barriers in adopting or 

fostering a child, attaining biological parenthood autonomously, meeting financial 

requirements across all routes to parenthood, and attaining biological parenthood with 

social help (e.g., finding an egg donor willing to donate to them). Besides these items that 

make up the parenthood entry self-efficacy factors or domains, an item assessing the 

overall expectation of success in achieving parenthood was included in the survey. 

In general, participants in this study were more optimistic about their prospects 

for becoming parents, when answering the single item concerning overall self-efficacy 

for parenthood entry than they were when responding to multiple items concerning 

domain specific self-efficacy for becoming parents. This finding was true for both men 

and women, but did vary significantly as a function of age, childhood outcome, and 

social climate. Participants most likely to report high overall parenthood achievement 

self-efficacy were younger than their participant peers, less preoccupied with possible 

negative outcomes of children raised by sexual minorities, and resided in geographic 
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areas with social climates deemed to be more favorable to lesbian women and gay men. 

The authors opined that one explanation for younger adults’ more favorable forecast of 

parenthood achievability than that of older participants is that the younger participants 

might expect that various barriers will have been reduced by the time they actively pursue 

entry into parenthood (Riskind et al., 2013).  

A second important set of findings reported by these authors (Riskind et al., 2013) 

is that participants tended to report less confidence in their ability to achieve parenthood 

via procreative means, without professional assistance, or meet the financial requirements 

necessary for a transition to parenthood. Likewise, on average, participants expressed 

more confidence in their abilities to achieve adoptive or foster parenthood than 

procreative parenthood. The extent to which the sample as a whole endorsed less 

confidence on this one item may in fact reduce overall confidence in their estimation of 

whether they would be able to achieve parenthood via the adoptive route. Finally, when 

the correlates of self-efficacy were analyzed separately by gender, the correlates noted 

above were statistically significant with respect to gay men, but not lesbian women. 

Besides the ones noted in this paragraph, no other hypothesized correlates reached 

statistical significance, including a minority stress index, which consisted of measures of 

internalized homonegativity, expectations of antigay stigma/heterosexism, and past 

experiences of antigay violations (Riskind et al., 2013). 

Gianino’s (2008) provided insight about the negotiation of barriers in the adoption 

process in the journey to parenthood for gay men. The findings included anticipated 
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experience of prejudice and discrimination based on sexual orientation, the consideration 

of anticipated prejudice so as to minimize the impact of the overall experience of 

heterosexism, and the ability to maximize the power to control the process to the extent 

possible. 

This transition to parenthood, the adoption process, was marked by multiple 

decisions with course corrections that required re-decision on some variables (Gianino, 

2008). Decision-making tasks included examining issues, such as the type of adoption 

desired (i.e., international versus domestic) and concerns about possible demographic and 

psychosocial variables of the prospective children (e.g., race, special needs). Gianino 

reported that a major theme of this period, which impacted decision-making, was how 

best to cope with heterosexism in potential third-party facilitators and gatekeepers. It was 

reported, “Couples were driven by the need to take control of the process as much as 

possible…” (p. 214). The evidence provided by this study suggests that one way gay men 

have taken control is to make a careful, informed choice about the third parties who will 

be enlisted to help these men achieve parenthood, including adoption agencies and 

private attorneys.  

Another way of managing heterosexism in the adoption process was in the 

decision regarding whether or not to conceal sexual orientation (Gianino, 2008). A 

decision to conceal sexual orientation meant that one dyadic partner would have to be 

invisible to the process from the prospective gatekeepers. In this study, some participants 

decided to conceal, while others elected to be transparent, with regard to sexual 
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orientation. Despite the ways that gay men may empower themselves, by inoculating 

themselves in the journey to parenthood, the results of this study indicated that some 

prospective gay male parents may experience “…feeling powerless when a decision so 

important to their lives felt out of their control” (p. 214). Gianino reported that, despite 

empowering themselves by making strategic decisions to minimize the impact of 

structural heterosexism and gender bias, acts of prejudice and discrimination did impede 

the process of adoption, such that some participants were told an adoption would not be 

approved because “children need a mother” (p. 216) or that birth parents withdrew 

consent for planned adoptions due to the sexual orientation of the adoptive parents.   

Anti-male gender bias was also frequently experienced with non-U.S. adoption 

agencies, wherein concerns were expressed about the parenting competency of men as 

compared to women (Gianino, 2008). This study not only provided evidence of 

gatekeepers and other third parties who participate in creating and maintaining barriers in 

the active process of parenthood pursuit, but it also indicated that there were individuals 

who actually help gay men in their journeys to become parents. It was also noted that the 

men actively attended to mutual decision-making in which the mental processes of each 

dyad member were considered. Attending to the mutuality in decision-making was 

important in coping with structural heterosexism. For instance, in one case, the men were 

precluded from adopting jointly, so that a mutual decision was made as to who would be 

the legal father of the new member of the family unit.   
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Summary of the Literature Review 

 The social science literature has unambiguously suggested that many gay men 

experience the desire to parent (Stacey, 2006) and are positively disposed toward 

parenthood (Riskind & Patterson, 2010). The overall desire to parent appears to be the 

result of an amalgamation of specific desires related to the idea of becoming or being a 

parent (Goldberg et al., 2012). Further, overall strength of the desire to parent has been 

shown to vary among individual gay men (Stacey, 2006) and within some individual gay 

men across time (Berkowitz & Marsiglio, 2007; Gianino, 2008; Goldberg et al., 2012; 

Harris, 2009). The literature suggested that a variety of experiences might strengthen the 

desire to parent for gay men. A substantial share of gay men, who report wanting to have 

children or strongly desire to parent, also report that they are not likely to pursue 

parenthood (Riskind & Patterson, 2010; Shenkman, 2012). This desire-intention gap has 

been observed to be significantly and substantially greater among gay men than 

heterosexual men (Riskind & Patterson, 2010). The empirical literature further suggested 

that the translation of parenting desires into the intention to become a father is affected by 

factors that both constrain and facilitate that process (Gianino, 2008). Internalized 

heterosexism, which has been shown to include the adoption of heterosexist, anti-gay-

parenting messages, has been demonstrated to suppress the translation of desire into 

intention to parent for some gay men (Gianino, 2008; Goldberg et al., 2012). Locus of 

control, the degree to which individuals believe outcomes are attributable to internal or 

external sources has been widely studied, but rarely so in sexual minority populations. No 
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studies have examined the possible relationship between having an external or internal 

locus of control and the desire or intention to parent.  

Purpose of the Study 

 The purpose of the current study was to examine the degree to which gay men 

report a desire to parent as well as an intention to parent. It was expected that there would 

be a gap between the reported levels of desire and intention, and this study sought to 

understand some variables that may account for that gap. Internalized heterosexism and 

external locus of control were hypothesized to explain to some degree why gay men do 

not translate their desire for children into an intention to take concrete action in order to 

become parents. This study is a unique contribution to the literature, as no other study has 

directly examined external locus of control as a possible explanation for this gap. It was 

also hoped that this study would support the one existing study in which links between 

internalized heterosexism and locus of control have been shown to exist. 

Hypotheses 

Based on previous research regarding desire to parent, intention to parent, 

internalized heterosexism, and locus of control, the following hypotheses are proposed, 

with stated differences achieving statistical significance.  

 1A. Desire to parent will be statistically, significantly, and positively correlated 

with intent to parent. 

 1B. Internalized heterosexism will suppress the impact of desire to parent on  

intent to parent at a statistically significant level. 
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 1C. External locus of control at a statistically significant level will suppress the 

impact of desire to parent on intent to parent. 

 2. Intent to parent and internalized heterosexism will be statistically, significantly, 

and negatively correlated. 

3. Intent to parent and external locus of control will be statistically, significantly, 

and negatively correlated.   

4. External locus of control will be statistically, significantly and positively 

correlated with internalized heterosexism. 
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CHAPTER III 

METHOD 

Participants 

One-hundred fifteen participants were required in order to secure power of 95% 

for detecting moderate to large correlations (r ≥ .30). One-hundred forty-five participants 

met the explicit eligibility criteria for participation, as self-identified gay men, who were 

nonparents between the ages of 30 and 50. Procedures for how the participants were 

recruited and data collected are discussed below.  

Measures 

Demographic Questionnaire 

  The author created a set of questions to regarding demographic information (see 

Appendix A) of the participants of relevance to this study. Characteristics gathered 

included biological sex, sexual orientation, parenthood status, ethnicity/race, age, 

education level, state of residence, and household income.  

Desire to Parent 

Desire to parent (DTP) was assessed using one item: “Please rate how strongly 

you desire to become a parent” (Shenkman, 2012). A response scale was provided 

allowing participants to rank their desire from 1 to 10, with one indicating no desire and 

10 indicating very strong desire. In a cross-sectional, correlational design, Shenkman 
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used this item and response scale with a sample of Israeli gay men to investigate the 

possible relationship between desire to parent and estimated likelihood of becoming a 

parent in the future. Additionally, Shenkman (2012) explored the relationship between 

desire to parent, with this item, and several other variables, including depression 

symptoms and life satisfaction. The desire to parent significantly predicted estimated 

likelihood of becoming a parent. 

Intention to Parent 

Intention to parent (ITP) was measured using two items: (1) “Looking to the 

future, do you intend to become a parent?” and (2) “Looking to the future, will you try to 

become a parent?” Answers were given on a four-point scale, including responses of (1) 

definitely no, (2) probably no, (3) probably yes, and (4) definitely yes. These two items 

were adapted from Langdridge, Sheeran, and Connolly (2005) and Riskind and Patterson 

(2010).  The average score of the two items indicated strength of ITP, with higher scores 

reflecting stronger ITP and lower scores reflecting weaker ITP. 

In Riskind and Patterson’s (2010) study, a one-item measure was utilized to 

measure the intention to parent, “Looking to the future, do you, yourself, intend to have a 

baby at some time?” (p. 79), with a four-option Likert-type response scale, consisting of 

the four responses enumerated above, which was then collapsed into a dichotomous 

variable for analysis purposes. These researchers studied the relationships among desire 

to parent, attitudes toward parenting, and intention to parent. The sample consisted of 

both heterosexual individuals and sexual minority individuals.  
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In Langdridge, Sheeran, and Connolly’s (2005) study of heterosexual men and 

women, a two-item measure to assess childbearing intention was utilized. The items were 

“I intend to have a child at some time in the future,” and “I will try to have a child at 

some point in the future” (p. 125). A five-point response scale was used, strongly 

disagree (1), disagree (2), unsure (3), agree (4), strongly agree (5)” (p. 125). The intention 

to parent score consisted of the mean of the responses from the two items. Based on those 

scores, the researchers created two groups, individuals who intended to parent and those 

who did not so intend. The researchers were interested in understanding what reasons or 

motivations for having a child would be most endorsed by which groups. 

Internalized Homonegativity Inventory 

The Internalized Homonegativity Inventory (IHNI; Mayfield, 2001) is a 23-item, 

self-report measure for assessing homonegativity in gay men and was used in this study 

to provide scores for the construct of internalized heterosexism (see Appendix B). 

Responses were rated on a Likert scale, ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 6 (strongly 

agree). According to Mayfield, factor analysis results showed three separate but related 

factors: (1) personal homonegativity, (2) gay affirmation, and (3) morality of 

homosexuality. High scores on the personal homonegativity subscale indicate negative 

attitudes and feelings toward men’s own homosexuality. Examples of items on this 

subscale include “I sometimes resent my sexual orientation” and “I wish I could control 

my feelings of attraction toward other men.” High scores on the gay affirmation subscale 

indicate feelings that participants’ “homosexuality is an important and positive part” of 
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them and that “being homosexual is normal and fulfilling” (p. 67). Examples of items on 

this subscale include “I am proud to be gay” and “In general, I believe that homosexuality 

is as fulfilling as heterosexuality.” High scores on the morality of homosexuality subscale 

indicate “negative attitudes regarding the moral implications of same-sex behavior and 

attraction” (p. 67). Examples of items on this subscale include “I believe that it is morally 

wrong for men to have sex with other men” and “In my opinion, homosexuality is 

harmful to the order of society.” When calculating an overall score, the items in the gay 

affirmation subscale are reverse scored such that high overall scores indicate high levels 

of internalized heterosexism.  

Mayfield reported a coefficient alpha of .91 for the inventory as a whole and each 

subscale had a coefficient alpha of .70 or higher. The three subscales were significantly 

positively correlated (gay affirmation scores are reverse scored) as would be expected. To 

assess construct validity, Mayfield used a measure of gay identity stage and found good 

validity in that the participants’ scores on homonegativity decreased as they increased in 

their gay identity development. Additionally, he found that participants who reported a 

higher number of gay, lesbian, and/or bisexual friends also had lower scores of 

homonegativity. Regarding convergent validity, scores on the IHNI were positively 

correlated with scores on the Nungesser Homosexuality Attitudes Inventory (Nungesser, 

1983), which is a measure that is posited to assess internalized homonegativity. Finally, 

divergent validity was assessed in two ways. First, to distinguish the measure from one of 

personality traits that may be related to but are distinct from IH, Mayfield assessed levels 
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of extroversion and neuroticism in his sample. He found that, while IH was positively 

correlated with neuroticism and negatively with extroversion (the expected correlations), 

his scale was measuring something distinct from that of a personality trait measure. 

Additionally, a measure of social desirability was used and scores of IH were not 

correlated, which showed that the way in which participants were responding regarding 

their IH was not an attempt to present themselves in a socially desirable manner. 

Permission was granted by the author, Wayne Mayfield, to use the IHNI. In doing 

so, Mayfield identified one item that needed to be updated. That item was, "I believe that 

more gay men should be shown in TV shows, movies, and commercials” (Mayfield, 

2001). Accordingly, this item was amended to read, “I think it’s a good thing that more 

gay men are shown in TV shows, movies, and commercials than there used to be” (see 

Appendix B). 

Internal-External Scale 

The Internal-External Scale (Rotter, 1966) was utilized to measure external locus 

of control. The scale is a 29-item, self-report measure with the purpose of describing 

locus of control as either internal or external (see Appendix C). People with an internal 

locus of control tend to believe that they have the ability to affect outcomes in their lives 

and are responsible for the rewards they receive, whereas those with an external locus of 

control see the environment or other forces beyond themselves as being largely 

responsible for outcomes in their lives. Each item on the scale is presented with two 

options, and the participants will be asked to choose which item they believe best 
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describes the truth for them (e.g., “Many of the unhappy things in people’s lives are 

partly due to bad luck” or “People’s misfortunes result from the mistakes they make”). A 

score of either 0 or 1 is given for each answer and a summed higher score (range 0-23) 

will indicate a more external locus of control.   

 Rotter (1966) provided reliability information regarding his scale, including 

Chronbach’s alphas ranging from .65 to .79, indicating moderately high internal 

consistency reliability. He also reported that test-retest reliability ranged from .60 to .78 

over a one-month period. His support of its construct validity was based on his 

observations of behavior by participants and noting the patterns for those who tended to 

score higher on internal versus external locus of control.   

Procedure 

Approval to conduct this study was submitted to the Texas Woman’s University 

Institutional Review Board (IRB). After approval from the IRB, data were collected, 

utilizing a convenience sampling method. A recruitment letter (Appendix D) was posted 

in Internet-based communities. The letter briefly described the topic of the study, 

explicitly stated the eligibility criteria for the study, and stated that participants would 

have the opportunity to win one of four $50 Visa gift cards. The letter contained a link, 

which redirected prospective participants to a new website whereupon they immediately 

viewed the informed consent statement (Appendix E). This statement provided additional 

information about the purpose of the study, potential risks of participation and ways to 

lessen those risks, as well as detailed information about the incentive provided for 
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participation and other benefits of participation. Participants were also clearly informed 

of their right to refuse participation or to discontinue their participation in the study at 

any time without negative consequence.  

Data were collected using Psychdata, which is an online data collection service 

frequently used by social science researchers. This service provides a secure, confidential 

mechanism by which self-report data can be gathered and stored. Because the study data 

were collected in this manner, participants did not provide a written signature declaring 

their informed consent, but instead were asked to indicate that they had read, and agreed 

with, the consent statement prior to prompts for data responses. After consenting to 

participate, participants were then directed to a webpage, which gave them the 

opportunity to request an executive summary of the results of the study and to enter the 

opportunity to win the incentive, both prior to requests for any study data. Participants 

completed the measures in the following order: Desire to Parent, Intention to Parent, 

Internalized Homonegativity Inventory, Internal-External Scale. After a sufficient 

number of participants had responded to the battery of measures, the data were 

downloaded from Psychdata and analyzed using a statistical analysis program. Then, the 

researcher prepared a written report of the results of the data analysis, as well as a 

discussion of their meaning and implications for theory, practice, and further research. 

Additionally, participants, who provided email addresses and requested that the study 

findings be transmitted to them, were sent via email a summary of the research findings. 

The winners of the drawing were chosen via the use of an online random number 
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generator to pick four participants, based on researcher-assigned numbers derived from 

the order of taking the survey (i.e., the first participant to take the survey was assigned 

the number one). 

Statistical Analyses 

 The demographic data provided by the participants has been included in the 

following chapter as descriptive information about the sample. 

Hypotheses 1A-1C 

1A. Desire to parent will be statistically, significantly, and positively correlated 

with intent to parent.  

1B. Internalized heterosexism will suppress the impact of desire to parent on 

intent to parent at a statistically significant level.  

1C. External locus of control at a statistically significant level will suppress the 

impact of desire to parent on intent to parent. 

Scores of desire to parent and intention to parent were submitted to analysis with 

Pearson’s Product-Moment Correlation Coefficient. Partial correlations were conducted 

to analyze the impact of removing the variance attributable to internalized heterosexism 

and locus of control from the correlational analysis between desire to parent and intention 

to parent. The hypotheses were tested with a p ≤ .05 level of statistical significance. 

Hypothesis 2 

2. Intent to parent and internalized heterosexism will be statistically, significantly, 

and negatively correlated. 
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Scores of internalized heterosexism and intention to parent were submitted to 

analysis with Pearson's Product-Moment Correlation Coefficient. The hypothesis was 

tested with a p ≤ .05 level of statistical significance. 

Hypothesis 3 

3. Intent to parent and locus of control will be statistically, significantly, and   

negatively correlated. 

Scores of locus of control and intention to parent were submitted to analysis with 

Pearson's Product-Moment Correlation Coefficient. The hypothesis was tested with a p ≤ 

.05 level of statistical significance. 

Hypothesis 4 

4. Locus of control and internalized heterosexism will be statistically, 

significantly, and negatively correlated. 

Scores of locus of control and internalized heterosexism were submitted to 

analysis with Pearson's Product-Moment Correlation Coefficient. The hypothesis was 

tested with a p ≤ .05 level of statistical significance. 
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CHAPTER IV 

RESULTS 

Sample Characteristics 

The sample included 145 participants who met the sampling criteria, reporting 

self-identification as gay men who were nonparents, living in the United States, between 

the ages of 30 and 50 (M = 40.20, SD = 6.72). The sample was disproportionately White 

(N = 114; 78.6%) and financially privileged, with almost half of all participants reporting 

household income greater than $100,000 per year (N = 81; 49%).  Additionally, the data 

indicated that participants tended to be well-educated, with 89.7% of the sample (N = 

130) having reported some post-secondary education experience and the majority of 

participants having earned a bachelor’s degree or higher (N = 113; 77.9%). Finally, 

though the data indicated participants were dispersed across the United States, over one-

half of participants reported residing in the South (N = 84; 57.9%). See Table 1 for 

additional details concerning the demographic character of the sample. 

 Relationship Between Desire to Parent and Intention to Parent 

 First, data were analyzed to explore the degree to which desire to parent (DTP) 

and intention to parent (ITP) might be related. Hypothesis 1A asserted that the two 

variables would be statistically, significantly, and positively correlated. Thus, a Pearson 

Product Moment Correlation was conducted in order to examine the hypothesized 
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relationship between these two variables. The analysis revealed a significantly and 

positively strong relationship between DTP and ITP among the study’s participants. See 

Table 2 for the correlation coefficient.  It should also be noted that, of the participants 

who reported having mid-level or higher desire to parent (i.e., scores between 5 and 10 on 

the DTP measure; n = 69), 77% reported either probably or definitely intending to 

become parents in the future. 

Internalized Heterosexism and Locus of Control as Moderators of the Strength of 

the Relationship Between Desire to Parent and Intention to Parent 

 In hypothesis 1B, it was predicted that internalized heterosexism (IH) would 

suppress the hypothesized relationship between the DTP and ITP. A partial correlation 

was calculated between the DTP and the ITP, while controlling for IH. The results 

indicated that IH had no significant impact on the relationship between DTP and ITP. 

The researcher also predicted in hypothesis 1C that external locus of control (LOC) 

would suppress the relationship between DTP and ITP. A partial correlation was 

conducted between DTP and ITP, while holding constant LOC. Like with IH, the results 

of this statistical test indicated that LOC had no significant influence on the relationship 

between DTP and ITP. An analysis was also conducted in which the impact of LOC and 

IH taken together on the relationship between DTP and ITP was explored. IH and LOC 

taken together did not significantly impact the relationship between DTP and ITP. In 

sum, neither of the variables (i.e., IH and LOC) predicted to suppress the relationship 

between DTP and ITP were observed to do so, independently or taken together. 
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Consequently, hypotheses 1B and 1C were not confirmed. See Table 3 for partial 

correlation coefficients of the relationships among DTP, ITP, IH, and LOC. 

Table 1 

Categorical Demographic Variables  

N = 145 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
N 

 
% 

 
Racial/Ethnic Identity 
            African American 
            Asian American 
            Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 
            Caucasian 
            Hispanic/Latino 
            Native American/Alaskan Native 
            Other 
Household Income 
            $0-25,000 
            $25,001-50,000 
            $50,001-100,000 
            $100,001-250,000 
            $250,001+ 
Highest Education Level Completed 
            High School/GED 
            Technical or Trade School 
            Associate’s Degree 
            Bachelor’s Degree 
            Master’s Degree 
            Doctoral Degree 
United States Geographic Region 
            Midwest 
            Northeast 
            South 
            West 

 
7 
5 
1 

114 
12 
0 
6 
 

8 
20 
46 
53 
18 

 
15 
4 

13 
59 
34 
20 

 
13 
20 
84 
28 

 
4.80 
3.40 
0.70 

78.60 
8.30 
0.00 
4.10 

 
5.50 

13.80 
31.70 
36.60 
12.40 

 
10.30 
2.80 
9.00 

40.70 
23.40 
13.80 

 
9.00 

13.80 
57.90 
19.30 
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Table 2 
 
Correlation Between Desire to Parent and Intention to Parent  
 
 
Variable 
 

 
ITP 

 

 
DTP 

 
.886** 

 

 

** p <.01 
 
Table 3 
 
Correlation Coefficients among Internalized Heterosexism, Locus of Control, Desire to  
 
Parent, and Intention to Parent 
 

 
Control Variable(s) 

 

 
Variable 

 

 
ITP 

 
 
 

IH 
 

LOC 
 

IH, LOC 
 

 
DTP 

 
DTP 

 
DTP 

 
DTP 

 
.886** 

 
.884 

 
.886 

 
.884 

** p <.01 
 

Intention to Parent’s Relationship to Internalized Heterosexism  

and Locus of Control 

 In hypothesis 2, the researcher predicted that IH would be significantly and 

negatively correlated with ITP. In other words, gay men sampled who had higher levels 

of IH, would have lower levels of ITP; likewise participants with lower levels of IH 
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would tend to have higher levels of intention to parent. A Pearson Product Moment 

Correlation test was conducted, with the results indicating no relationship between the 

two variables. The resulting correlation was positive and did not reach statistical 

significance. Thus, hypothesis 2 was not confirmed. In hypothesis 3, it was predicted that 

LOC would also be significantly and negatively correlated to ITP. A Pearson Product 

Moment Correlation was calculated. The coefficient was negative, indicating the 

relationship direction predicted. And, though the test was close to reaching statistical 

significance (p = .064), hypothesis 3 was also not confirmed since the p value did not 

meet the .05 criterion. See Table 4 for the relevant correlation coefficients. 

Table 4 

Correlation Coefficients for Intention to Parent’s Relationship to Internalized  
 
Heterosexism, and Locus of Control 
 
 

Variable 
 

 
ITP 

 
IH 

 
LOC 

 

 
.110 

 
-.127 

 
Relationship Between Internalized Heterosexism and Locus of Control 

 Hypothesis 4 predicted that IH and LOC would be significantly and positively 

related, such that as IH exists in greater amounts, so also does an external LOC. A 

Pearson Product Moment Correlation was conducted, though statistical significance was 
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not reached. Thus, hypothesis 4 was not confirmed. See Table 5 for the correlation 

coefficient. 

Internalized Heterosexism Dimensions and the 

Desire to Parent-Intention to Parent Relationship 

 The instrument used to measure IH (Internalized Homonegativity Inventory; 

Mayfield, 2001) consisted of three dimensions measured by three separate subscales, 

personal homonegativity (PH), gay affirmation (GA), and morality of homosexuality 

(MOH). Though the researcher did not propose hypotheses based on these dimensions of 

IH, post hoc exploratory partial correlations were conducted to determine how these three 

dimensions of IH might suppress the ITP-DTP relationship. No additional statistical 

relationships emerged through this exploratory process. See Table 6 for relevant details 

of this analysis. 

Relationship Between Dimensions of Internalized Heterosexism 

and Intention to Parent 

 No hypotheses were proposed concerning possible relationships between PH and 

ITP, GA and ITP, and MOH and ITP. However, correlational post hoc analyses were 

conducted for each of these three relationships. Three separate Pearson Product Moment 

Correlations were conducted for each of the aforementioned variable pairs. Though none 

of the three tests reached statistical significance, the test concerning GA and ITP came 

close (p = .069). See Table 7 for the correlation coefficients. 
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Table 5 

Correlation Coefficients for Internalized Heterosexism and Locus of Control 
 
 

Variable 
 

 
LOC 

 
IH 

 
.031 

 
 

 
Table 6 
 
Correlation Coefficients among Personal Homonegativity, Gay Affirmation, Morality of  
 
Homosexuality, Locus of Control, Intention to Parent, and Desire to Parent 
 
 

Control Variable(s) 
 

 
Variable 

 

 
ITP 

 
PH 

 
GA 

 
MOH 

 
PH, GA, MOH 

 
PH, LOC 

 
GA, LOC 

 
MOH, LOC 

 
PH, GA, MOH, LOC 

 

 
DTP 

 
DTP 

 
DTP 

 
DTP 

 
DTP 

 
DTP 

 
DTP 

 
DTP 

 
.885 

 
.884 

 
.885 

 
.884 

 
.884 

 
.884 

 
.885 

 
.885 
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Table 7 

Intention to Parent Correlations with Personal Homonegativity, Gay Affirmation, and 

Morality of Homosexuality 

 
Variable 

 

 
ITP 

 
PH 

 
GA 

 
MOH 

 

 
.059 

 
.123 

 
.077 
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CHAPTER V 

DISCUSSION 

In this study, relationships among intention to parent, desire to parent, locus of 

control, and internalized heterosexism were investigated. The first goal of the study was 

to understand the degree to which desire to parent (DTP) and intention to parent (ITP) 

might vary positively together. It was predicted that there would be a gap between DTP 

and ITP. Thus, a second goal of the study was to understand what might account for that 

expected gap. It was expected that external locus of control (ELOC) might suppress the 

DTP-ITP relationship. Also, it was expected that internalized heterosexism (IH) might 

suppress the DTP-ITP relationship. A third goal was to investigate a possible relationship 

between ELOC and IH. In addition, it was predicted that, independent of one another, 

ELOC and IH would predict ITP.   

A strong and positive relationship was found to exist between DTP and ITP. 

However, neither ELOC nor IH were found to suppress the relationship between DTP 

and ITP. Additionally, no relationship was found between ELOC and ITP nor between IH 

and ITP. Finally, no relationship was found between IH and ELOC. Thus, the study’s 

primary finding suggested that DTP is a strong predictor of ITP.  The findings that ELOC 

and IH did not suppress the DTP-ITP relationship may offer some direction for future 

research, which will be discussed below. 
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Desire to Parent and Intention to Parent 

 As predicted, the desire to parent (DTP) and intention to parent (ITP) were 

observed to be positively and strongly related. The most obvious interpretation of this 

finding is that DTP is a robust predictor of the existence and strength of intention to 

parent, corroborating previous qualitative research suggesting that strength of DTP is 

related to strength of ITP (e.g., Stacey, 2006). This finding also provides support for 

Miller’s (1995) framework concerning DTP and ITP and extends its usefulness to gay 

men through this study.  

Nevertheless, the strength of the relationship observed between these two 

variables was surprising, given the results of past research. Prior research suggested that 

there might be greater difference between levels of DTP and levels of ITP among gay 

men (Riskind & Patterson, 2010), which would have been evidenced by a weaker 

relationship in the current study. For example, some high parenting-desire men may be 

low in ITP. Riskind and Patterson (2010) found that just 67% of childless gay men who 

expressed a desire for parenthood also had parenting intentions. Also, the results of that 

study did not include how the strength of DTP and the strength of ITP may vary together. 

Thus, one interpretation of the finding that DTP and ITP are strongly related is that there 

may not be as large of a gap between ITP and DTP as the earlier study suggested 

(Riskind & Patterson). Further support for this interpretation is derived from the 

secondary analysis of desire and intention to parent that was conducted in the current 

study. Seventy-seven percent of participants, who expressed a mid-level or higher desire 
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to parent, also expressed intention to parent (i.e. probably or definitely intend to parent), 

just slightly higher than the Riskind and Patterson finding. It may be that the variation in 

intention to parent exists primarily as a function of how much gay men desire 

parenthood, leaving less potential for intervening variables to vary.  

A second interpretation is that the strong relationship between ITP and DTP found 

in this study may have at least partially been accounted for by the socioeconomically and 

ethnically/racially privileged character of the sample, with nearly one-half of the sample 

having reported household income of $100,000 per year or greater and nearly 80% of the 

sample having self-identified as White.  In contrast, Riskind and Patterson’s (2010) 

results were derived from data collected from a nationally representative probability 

sample. Thus, it may be that White gay men, gay men with large household incomes, and 

especially those gay men identified with both characteristics, are less likely to report 

disparate levels of ITP and DTP because they may perceive either that there are fewer 

barriers to parenthood or that barriers perceived are viewed as more easily negotiated 

without undue or insurmountable burden or hardship.  

Finally, the one-item measures employed to measure DTP and ITP may not have 

accurately assessed the corresponding constructs. It may be that the meaning of desire 

and intention were perceived to be very similar and thus responses may have tended to 

vary more consistently together as they elicited the same latent construct. 
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Internalized Heterosexism, Desire to Parent, and Intention to Parent 

  Internalized heterosexism (IH) was not related to ITP among gay men, neither 

directly nor as a moderator of the DTP-ITP relationship. Moreover, the individual IH 

dimensions of personal homonegativity (PH), gay affirmation (GA), and morality of 

homosexuality (MOH) were not found to influence the DTP-ITP relationship nor were 

any of the IH dimensions found to be related to ITP.  These results are in contrast to a 

line of several qualitative studies (e.g., Berkowitz & Marsiglio, 2007; Gianino, 2008), 

which supported the idea that IH likely has a dampening effect on ITP among gay men 

who otherwise desire parenthood. Berkowitz and Marsiglio (2007) referred to this effect 

in the context of a phenomenon they label “Aware of Fathering Desires But…” (p. 374).  

Initially, a recent quantitative study (Robinson & Brewster, 2013) appeared 

consistent with the current study’s finding that IH does not influence the DTP-ITP 

relationship and also contradicted the line of qualitative research (e.g., Berkowitz & 

Marsiglio, 2007) just briefly discussed. Though hypothesized, Robinson and Brewster 

found no relationship between IH and motivation to parent, a concept that has been 

theoretically linked to DTP and ITP (Miller, 1995).  

However, Robinson and Brewster (2013) did not operationally define motivation 

to parent, but only reported the use of the Parenthood Motivation Checklist (Van Balen & 

Trimbos-Kimper, 1995), which required respondents to endorse level of agreement with 

statements concerning parenthood (e.g., “Bringing up children brings happiness, as cited 

in Robinson & Brewster, 2013, p. 4). In the current study, the motivation leading to 
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parenthood was presumed to include DTP (i.e., wanting to be a parent) and ITP (i.e., 

planning to be a parent), with DTP being formed from many traits, which include specific 

beliefs and dispositions, likes, and dislikes (e.g., “to enjoy cuddling a baby,” Miller, 

1995; From Traits to Desires, para. 1).  

In the current study, motivation to parent represented a framework for 

understanding the relationship between DTP and its precursors, ITP and action in pursuit 

of the parenthood goal as presented by Miller (1995), rather than using one variable to tap 

into a series of specific beliefs and dispositions about parenthood, as presented by Miller, 

1995. Also, in the current study, it was assumed that those beliefs and dispositions were 

the proximate source of both specific desires concerning parenthood and the total desire 

to enter parenthood, but not the intention to parent. Not surprisingly, the validity studies 

of the measure noted by Robinson and Brewster (2013) showed that the Parenthood 

Motivation Checklist (Van Balen & Trimbos-Kimper, 1995) was correlated with both 

desire to parent and other measures of motivation to parent.  

It appears that Robinson and Brewster (2013) measured a construct that, in this 

study’s adaptation of Miller’s (1995) framework, would be similar to desire to parent, but 

not intention to parent.  If so, then Robinson and Brewster’s study neither supports nor 

contradicts this study’s prediction that IH would suppress the DTP-ITP relationship. 

Instead, if viewed from the lens of the adapted Miller (1995) framework, Robinson and 

Brewster’s (2013) study addressed a prediction of the current research: Some gay men 

who want to be parents and possess some motivations to parent have greater levels of IH. 
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It is important to note that this prediction was not supported in the current study. 

Although it may be true that IH does not moderate the DTP-ITP relationship, Robinson 

and Brewster’s (2013) observation may still be relevant in understanding gay men’s view 

on parenthood: “Gay and bisexual men who are motivated to become fathers may 

endorse more internalized heterosexism…simply because their motivation violates the 

masculine, heterosexist, attitudes and beliefs of society” (p. 8). It is possible that some 

individuals have greater or more adaptive coping resources to buffer against the threat of 

increased levels of IH, while others would struggle with increased IH in pursuit of their 

goals of parenthood, which may serve to explain the contradictory finding. Additional 

research is needed to understand the complexities that arise when gay men who want to 

parent violate cultural expectations associated with parenthood. 

 There is an alternate explanation for the theory that IH did not suppress the DTP-

ITP relationship in this study. It might be that IH does not tend to suppress the DTP-ITP 

relationship as much as sexism does; that is, it may be that the belief, gay men should not 

have babies or raise children, is more about the word men in that declaration, rather than 

the word gay. It may be that there were not sufficient levels of IH to suppress the DTP-

ITP relationship, but there might have been sufficient levels of gender role conflict 

(GRC), which is rooted in sexism (O’Neil, 2008). GRC has been shown to be 

experienced by heterosexual as well as gay men. Men internalize sexist beliefs that men 

should adhere to traditionally masculine roles, while women should conform to 

traditionally feminine roles. That said, gay men in this sample may have shed anti-gay 
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beliefs associated with their violation of traditional male gender roles with regard to 

marrying or having a life partnership with another man, but still harbor sexist views or 

internal conflict about raising a child without a mother. 

 It should also be noted that the IH construct and its measurement in this study 

may have tapped the construct more generally, and thus was not sensitive to particular 

kinds of heterosexist norms that might have been internalized by gay men in this study’s 

sample. If IH is the internalization of anti-gay beliefs, then it may be that there are many 

facets of IH and a wide array of possible anti-gay beliefs. The possibility of many very 

narrow dimensions would make IH more difficult to measure. That is, it might have been 

that the men in this sample had generally shed some internalized beliefs rooted in 

heterosexist norms but not others, which might have suppressed the DTP-ITP relationship 

had they been adequately assessed, in a more precise way. 

Finally, with respect to the finding of no significant relationships between IH 

(including the individual dimensions of IH) and ITP, it should be noted that there was no 

control group for desire to parent. It is possible that low parenting-desire individuals 

accounted for enough variance to weaken the posited relationship to a point that 

statistical significance could not be found. 

External Locus of Control, Desire to Parent, and Intention to Parent 

 External locus of control (ELOC) was not related to ITP among gay men, neither 

as a moderator of the relationship between DTP and ITP nor directly. These two findings 

did not support hypotheses 1C and 3, respectively. In the former hypothesis, it was 
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expected that as ELOC increased, the relationship between DTP and ITP would be 

weakened or suppressed. Alternately, in the latter hypothesis, it was expected that ELOC 

would be negatively correlated to ITP, indicating that, as individuals’ ELOC increased, 

their ITP would decrease, without regard to how much DTP they possessed.  

 Prior to this research, no other study could be found in the social science literature 

that investigated the relationship between ELOC and the DTP, ITP, or similar variables 

among gay men or any sexual minority population. The expectation that ELOC would be 

related to ITP or influence the DTP-ITP relationship negatively was based on qualitative 

research in the gay parenting literature, which documented the multiple challenges and 

barriers that gay men sometimes face as they pursue the goal of parenthood (e.g., 

Gianino, 2008; Goldberg, 2010), including having to navigate contexts in which 

heterosexist norms, laws, policies, and attitudes are present to varying degrees.  

Further, it was reasoned that gay men are embedded in a culture within a culture; 

that is, they live within gay communities as well as within the larger U.S. culture. 

Additionally, the dominant norms of those cultures are often at odds, especially with 

respect to gay men as parents. Relying on the theorizing of Cheng et al. (2013) 

concerning ELOC and culture, it was further reasoned that in the present sociohistorical 

United States context an internal locus of control may be a better fit with respect to 

parental goal achievement because gay men who desire and intend to become parents 

seek to have the culture accommodate that goal rather than to conform to dominant 

heterosexual norms concerning parenthood and child-rearing. 
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 One possible explanation for why ELOC was not shown to moderate DTP-ITP 

relationship is that ELOC may not have any affect on the translation of DTP into ITP, 

when DTP is present at higher levels. That is, very strong levels of DTP for some men in 

the sample may have caused some men to endorse stronger ITP levels, despite possessing 

higher levels of ELOC. Stated another way, it may be that strength of passion to be 

parents, that has been shown to exist among some gay men (e.g., Gianino, 2008; Stacey 

2006), interacted with the higher levels of ELOC that might have otherwise discouraged 

the translation of DTP into ITP. This reasoning fits with a recent finding (Riskind et al., 

2013) in which sexual minorities reported higher self-efficacy concerning parenthood 

goal attainment than with respect to specific tasks related to the pursuit of parenthood. 

Riskind et al. commented that the finding might be due to “unelaborated optimism” (p. 

11) in which the thinking of participants might have been “…‘I’m sure I could become a 

parent somehow’ without considering the details” (p. 11). Such a strong passion and/or 

unelaborated optimism variable might override the suppressing effects of ELOC. If this 

phenomenon of strong passion/unelaborated optimism was present among some 

participants in this sample, it could have reduced the chance of finding that ELOC 

significantly influenced the DTP-ITP relationship for a portion of the sample.  

Instead of strong passion/unelaborated optimism, it might be that another 

intervening variable moderated or mediated the relationship between the DTP and the 

ITP. In a discussion of the Theory of Planned Behavior, Azjen (1991) noted that 

individuals may possess a generalized tendency to expect outcomes as a result of forces 
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beyond the self (i.e., possess an internal or external locus of control), but that perception 

of relative personal control or ease in the performance of a particular goal or behavior 

intervene as a more proximate variable or variables affecting individuals’ intention 

concerning desired goals or behaviors. Still another potential reason that ELOC did not 

significantly influence the DTP-ITP relationship nor the ELOC-ITP relationship might be 

that rather than being a generalized personal tendency to attribute outcomes to sources 

beyond the self versus personal behavior or characteristics, ELOC may involve personal 

tendencies that are domain or situation-specific (e.g., an individual may believe that she 

can win at sports, but not make good grades in school). It should also be noted that, as 

discussed above, the relatively privileged character of this sample might have itself 

influenced the potency of perceived control to achieve the parenting goal or a context-

dependent ELOC, such that ELOC was not observed to suppress the DTP-ITP 

relationships.  

Finally, with respect to the finding of no significant relationship between ELOC 

and ITP, there was no control group for desire to parent. It is possible that low parenting-

desire individuals accounted for enough variance to weaken the posited relationship to a 

point that significance could not be found. 

Internalized Heterosexism, External Locus of Control,  

Desire to Parent, and Intention to Parent 

 Though not hypothesized, the DTP-ITP relationship was not found to be 

moderated by IH and ELOC together. Also, the DTP-ITP relationship was not found to 
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be moderated by the individual variables associated with IH: PH (personal 

homonegativity) and ELOC together, GA (gay affirmation) and ELOC together, nor 

MOH (morality of homosexuality) and ELOC together. Finally, the DTP-ITP relationship 

was not influenced by PH, GA, MOH, and ELOC together. Since IH was not related to 

the DTP-ITP relationship, it is no surprise to find that the individual variables associated 

with IH are also not associated with the DTP-ITP relationship. Possible explanations for 

the absence of significant findings have been delineated above. 

Internalized Heterosexism and External Locus of Control 

 No statistically significant relationship between IH and ELOC was found. This 

finding was unexpected because two prior studies (Carter, Mollen, & Smith, 2014; 

Smiley, 2007) had found a relationship between ELOC and IH. Utilizing the same 

instrument to measure ELOC as was employed in this study, Rotter’s Internal-External 

Scale (Rotter, 1966), Carter, Mollen, and Smith found that ELOC moderated the IH-

prejudicial events relationship. Though Carter, Mollen, and Smith did not hypothesize a 

direct relationship between IH and ELOC, a significant relationship between the two 

variables was reported.  As discussed in detail above, this finding may be due to variation 

in the levels of IH and ELOC in this study’s sample. 

Implications and Study Limitations 

Implications for Theory  

 There are few researchers who have investigated DTP, ITP, and closely related 

constructs among gay men. Besides the current study, only one other set of researchers 
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have explicitly examined the relationship between DTP and ITP among gay men (Riskind 

& Patterson, 2010). And, this is the first study that study to include variables that 

potentially moderate or suppress the relationship between DTP and ITP. Thus, it is not 

surprising, given what little is known about DTP and ITP among gay men, that no 

quantitative models intended to accommodate gay men’s unique experience in the pursuit 

of parenthood have been developed or tested.  

Though this study did not test a full model of the translation of DTP to ITP, this 

study does contribute to the nascent literature, upon which a model might be developed, 

in at least two ways. The first is that it supports the notion that DTP and ITP among gay 

men are strongly related, at least for some subgroups of gay men, and that for those men, 

there is no inconsistency between levels of DTP and ITP. Thus, one implication for DTP-

ITP relationship theory is that some gay men experience conflict between DTP and ITP, 

while others do not have such dissonance (e.g., Berkowitz & Marsiglio, 2007; Gianino, 

2008). One of the primary goals of this study was to account for the inconsistencies 

reported previously between DTP and ITP among gay men. So, a second implication, 

which arises from the fact that neither of the variables (i.e., IH and ELOC) expected to 

account for the gap between DTP and ITP were found to do so, is that there may be other 

moderators or mediators yet to be studied. For example, GRC and/or sexist attitudes and 

beliefs internalized by gay men might be stronger intervening variables than IH. 

Likewise, ELOC may be a less potent predictor of the moderation of the DTP-ITP 

relationship than other variables, such as perceived control or specific self-efficacy.  
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Overall, the unexpected findings that ELOC and IH do not serve as moderators suggest 

that, in a model of how gay men translate DTP into ITP, additional variables must be 

considered.  

Implications for Training and Practice 

 The American Psychological Association (2012) has adopted guidelines for 

psychological practice and training with lesbian, gay, and bisexual clients and students. 

In those guidelines, psychological professionals have been advised to be aware of their 

attitudes and biases with respect to these sexual minority populations. Psychologists are 

also advised to engage in “self-education” (p. 15) to counter the effects of implicit 

attitudes and biases, which can hinder therapeutic or training processes. Considering 

these guidelines, clinicians and training professionals are encouraged to be aware of their 

explicit or implicit attitudes about how gay men may experience conflict between the 

desire to parent and intention to parent. For many clinicians and trainers, based on 

awareness of anti-gay beliefs and stereotypes that gay men are not suitable for 

parenthood, it may be that automatic assumptions are made that most gay men would 

experience some inconsistency between DTP and ITP; however, the results of this study 

suggest that many do not experience such conflict. These assumptions, whether implicit 

or explicit, may prompt some professionals, hopefully unknowingly, to verbalize 

microaggressions in the form of stereotypical assumptions (Shelton & Delgado-Romero, 

2013). Such behavior would likely cause harm to the therapeutic alliance and contribute 

to the daily load of minority stress experienced by gay men. 
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Implications for Future Research and Study Limitations  

 One major goal of this study was to account for some variance in the suppression 

of the relationship between DTP and ITP; unfortunately, the predictions that ELOC and 

IH would account for at least part of that variance were not realized. Thus, as alluded to 

above, it appears that a weakness of this study was that a limited number of variables 

were investigated. Future studies should include variables that account for a more 

complete model of what may be occurring in the translation of DTP to ITP among gay 

men.  

Miller’s (1995) model of motivation to parent could provide a framework within 

which additional variables are examined. Thus, variables that might fit within Miller’s 

practical concerns category might include actual barriers, such as the legal climate of the 

contexts within which participants are located, economic privilege, or financial resources 

of participants. Because Miller’s model was based on heterosexual child bearing and did 

not contemplate a route to parenthood with special challenges, it might be helpful to 

include a variable that assesses for specific self-efficacy on tasks required of gay men in 

order to become a parent (Riskind et al., 2012), in addition to ELOC, which only 

measured the generalized tendency to affect outcomes. Future researchers should also 

consider what variables might fit into Miller’s social influences category. Consequently, 

perceptions of partner DTP, ITP, and pressure to become parents together (Gianino, 

2008; Goldberg et al., 2012; Stacey, 2006), as well perceptions of social pressure to 

parent or not parent, including family of origin and friendship networks (Ajzen, 1991), 
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should be considered as potential variables in the model. A distinct social influence 

variable might be added that assesses social contact with lesbian or gay parents, 

especially those parents who achieved parenthood in the context of lesbian or gay identity 

(Gianino, 2008). Additionally, for reasons discussed above, a measure of sexist beliefs 

and/or gender role conflict about parenting should be included.  Finally, as with the 

present study, a measure of IH should be included. Unlike the present study, more 

sophisticated statistical tests, such as multiple regression, would be required due to the 

larger number of variables in such a future investigation. 

Though the instrumentation utilized to measure IH and ELOC was documented to 

have solid reliability and validity, the measures for DTP and ITP did not.  DTP was 

measured by one face-valid item, while ITP was measured by two-items, which were also 

face-valid. Not only did the measures lack good psychometric properties, they may also 

have easily tapped the same latent variable, thus possibly lacking good construct validity. 

Future researchers should either develop new measures or utilize measures for DTP and 

ITP with some evidence of reliability and validity. In the development of new measure of 

ITP, future researchers may want to consider assessing a time frame (e.g., two years) 

within which participants intend to become parents, rather than simply referencing “the 

future.” It might also be helpful in more precisely tapping ITP to ask participants about 

whether they have actual plans to become parents, as well as what action steps they have 

considered (e.g., contacting an adoption agency). Finally, future researchers might 
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consider expanding the response set from a four-point to a five-point scale in order to 

include a midpoint. 

Several limitations were related to sampling. An Internet-based convenience 

sample was utilized in this study, which resulted in a sample that included mostly White, 

upper class, educated men, and consequently limited the generalizability of the findings. 

In the future, researchers should employ sampling methods that result in a more racially 

and ethnically, socio-economically, and educationally diverse sample. This sample was 

intentionally limited to men between the ages of 30 and 50 because it was thought that 

gay men in this age group might be considering parenthood more imminently.  It was 

thought that a statement of intention by men in this age range would tend to be more 

meaningful as gay men also have been known to report the pressure of a “biological 

clock,” a time beyond which parenting would no longer be an option (e.g., Gianino, 

2008).  In the future, researchers may want to examine and compare multiple age groups 

simultaneously to assess for cohort effects. Also, because a cross-sectional, correlational 

design was utilized, causation cannot be inferred from any finding from this study. 

Finally, inadvertently, relationship status was not included on the demographic 

questionnaire. 

Conclusion 

 A sizable majority of nonparent, gay men in the United States have expressed a 

desire to become a parent one day. Though many gay men report wanting to take on the 

role of a parent, there are fewer of those same gay men who actually intend to become 
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parents. Gay men’s level of desire, which is sometimes intense, does not always match 

the actual strength of intention to have children of their own. Conversely, there appear to 

be large numbers of gay men whose strength of desire to parent is in line with their 

intention to fulfill that desire. Gay men face an assortment of challenges and tasks that 

must be negotiated in order to achieve parenthood, such as finding a suitable adoption 

agency or surrogacy person or organization, and working for the financial resources to 

implement an adoption or surrogacy. Still other external barriers are the result of living in 

a heterosexist culture, including the social pressure not to become parents due to anti-gay 

messages and laws that restrict gay and lesbian access to adoption. In addition to sexist 

messages, some gay men adopt the anti-gay messages of the dominant heteronormative 

culture in which they are immersed. These obstacles, together with internal barriers, may 

account for discrepancies between the desire and intention to parent among gay men. It is 

hoped that this research endeavor highlights the need create a culture in which all able-

individuals—including gay men—have the right and the social acceptance to become 

parents.  
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1) What is your biological sex? 
(a) Male  (b) Female 

 
2) What is your sexual orientation? 

(a) Heterosexual 
(b) Gay 
(c) Bisexual  

 
3) Are you a parent of children? 

(a) No  (b) Yes 
 

4) What is your race/ethnicity? 
(a) African American 
(b) Asian American 
(c) Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 
(d) Caucasian 
(e) Hispanic/Latino 
(f) Native American/Alaskan Native 
(g) Other (Please specify) ______ 

 
5)  How old are you?  _________ 

 
 

6) What is your household income? 
(a) $0-25,000 
(b) $25,001-50,000 
(c) $50,001-100,000 
(d) $100,001-250,000 
(e) $250,001+ 

 
7) What is your highest completed education level? 

(a) High school/GED 
(b) Technical or trade school training 
(c) Associate’s Degree 
(d) Bachelor’s Degree 
(e) Master’s Degree 
(f) Doctoral Degree 

 
9)   In what state do you live? ____________ 
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APPENDIX B 
 

Internalized Homonegativity Inventory 
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The following statements deal with emotions and thoughts related to being gay.  

Using the scale below, please give your honest rating about the degree to which you 
agree or disagree with each statement. 

 
strongly 
disagree 

moderately 
disagree 

slightly 
disagree 

slightly  
agree 

moderately 
agree 

strongly agree 

1 2 3 4 5 6 
 
 
 1. I believe being gay is an important part of me. 
 2. I believe it is OK for men to be attracted to other men in an emotional way, but it’s 

not OK for them to have sex with each other. 
 3. When I think of my homosexuality, I feel depressed. 
 4. I believe that it is morally wrong for men to have sex with other men. 
 5. I feel ashamed of my homosexuality. 
 6. I am thankful for my sexual orientation. 
 7. When I think about my attraction towards men, I feel unhappy. 
 8. I think it’s a good thing that more gay men are shown in TV shows, movies, and 

commercials than there used to be. 
 9. I see my homosexuality as a gift. 
 10. When people around me talk about homosexuality, I get nervous. 
 11. I wish I could control my feelings of attraction toward other men. 
 12. In general, I believe that homosexuality is as fulfilling as heterosexuality. 
 13. I am disturbed when people can tell I’m gay. 
 14. In general, I believe that gay men are more immoral than straight men. 
 15. Sometimes I get upset when I think about being attracted to men. 
 16. In my opinion, homosexuality is harmful to the order of society. 
 17. Sometimes I feel that I might be better off dead than gay. 
 18. I sometimes resent my sexual orientation. 
 19. I believe it is morally wrong for men to be attracted to each other. 
 20. I sometimes feel that my homosexuality is embarrassing. 
 21. I am proud to be gay. 
 22. I believe that public schools should teach that homosexuality is normal. 
 23. I believe it is unfair that I am attracted to men instead of women. 
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APPENDIX C 
 

Internal-External Scale 
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This is a questionnaire to find out the way in which certain important events in our 
society affect different people. Each item consists of a pair of alternatives lettered a 
or b. Please select the one statement of each pair (and only one) which you more 
strongly believe to be more true rather than the one you think should be true. This 
is a measure of personal belief: obviously there are no right or wrong answers. 
 
Please answer these items carefully but do not spend too much time on any one item. 
Be sure to find one answer for every choice. In some instances you may discover that 
you believe both statements or neither one. In such cases, be sure to select the one 
you more strongly believe to be the case as far as you're concerned. Also try to 
respond to each item independently when making your choice; do not be influenced 
by your previous choices. 
 
 
 
 
 

1. a. Children get into trouble because their parents punish them too much. 
  

b. 
 
The trouble with most children nowadays is that their parents are too easy 
with them. 

  
 

 

2. a. Many of the unhappy things in people's lives are partly due to bad luck. 
  

b. 
 
People's misfortunes result from the mistakes they make. 

  
 

 

3. a. One of the major reasons why we have wars is because people don't take 
enough interest in politics. 
 

 b. There will always be wars, no matter how hard people try to prevent them.  
  

 
 

4. a. In the long run people get the respect they deserve in this world. 
 

 b. Unfortunately, an individual's worth often passes unrecognized no matter 
how hard he tries. 
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5. 

 
a. 

 
The idea that teachers are unfair to students is nonsense. 
 

 b. Most students don't realize the extent to which their grades are influenced 
by accidental happenings. 

   
6. a. Without the right breaks one cannot be an effective leader. 

 
 b. Capable people who fail to become leaders have not taken advantage of 

their opportunities. 
  

 
 

7. a. No matter how hard you try some people just don't like you. 
 

 b. People who can't get others to like them don't understand how to get along 
with others. 

   
 

8. a. Heredity plays the major role in determining one's personality. 
 

 b. It is one's experiences in life which determine what they're like. 
   

 
9. a. I have often found that what is going to happen will happen. 
  

b. 
 
Trusting to fate has never turned out as well for me as making a decision to 
take a definite course of action. 

   
 

10. a. In the case of the well prepared student there is rarely if ever such a thing 
as an unfair test. 
 

 b. Many times exam questions tend to be so unrelated to course work that 
studying in really useless. 

   
 

11. a. Becoming a success is a matter of hard work, luck has little or nothing to 
do with it. 
 

 b. Getting a good job depends mainly on being in the right place at the right 
time. 
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12. a. The average citizen can have an influence in government decisions. 

 
 b. This world is run by the few people in power, and there is not much the 

little guy can do about it. 
   

 
13. a. When I make plans, I am almost certain that I can make them work. 

 
 b. It is not always wise to plan too far ahead because many things turn out to 

be a matter of good or bad fortune anyhow. 
   

 
14. a. There are certain people who are just no good. 

 
 b. There is some good in everybody. 
   

 
15. a. In my case getting what I want has little or nothing to do with luck. 

 
 b. Many times we might just as well decide what to do by flipping a coin. 
   

 
16. a. Who gets to be the boss often depends on who was lucky enough to be in 

the right place first. 
 

 b. Getting people to do the right thing depends upon ability, luck has little or 
nothing to do with it. 

   
 

17. a. As far as world affairs are concerned, most of us are the victims of forces 
we can neither understand, nor control. 
 

 b. By taking an active part in political and social affairs the people can control 
world events. 

    
 

18. a. Most people don't realize the extent to which their lives are controlled by 
accidental happenings. 
 

 b. There really is no such thing as "luck." 
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19. a. One should always be willing to admit mistakes. 

 
 b. It is usually best to cover up one's mistakes. 

 
   
20. a. It is hard to know whether or not a person really likes you. 

 
 b. How many friends you have depends upon how nice a person you are. 
   

 
21. a. In the long run the bad things that happen to us are balanced by the good 

ones. 
 

 b. Most misfortunes are the result of lack of ability, ignorance, laziness, or all 
three. 

   
 

22. a. With enough effort we can wipe out political corruption. 
  

b. 
 
It is difficult for people to have much control over things politicians do in 
office. 

  
 

 

23. a. Sometimes I can't understand how teachers arrive at the grades they give. 
 

 b. There is a direct connection between how hard 1 study and the grades I get. 
   

 
24. a. A good leader expects people to decide for themselves what they should 

do. 
 

 b. A good leader makes it clear to everybody what their jobs are. 
   

 
25. a. Many times I feel that I have little influence over the things that happen to 

me. 
 

 b. It is impossible for me to believe that chance or luck plays an important 
role in my life. 
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26. a. People are lonely because they don't try to be friendly. 

 
 b. There's not much use in trying too hard to please people, if they like you, 

they like you. 
   

 
27. a. There is too much emphasis on athletics in high school. 

 
 b. Team sports are an excellent way to build character. 
   

 
28. a. What happens to me is my own doing. 

 
 b. Sometimes I feel that I don't have enough control over the direction my life 

is taking. 
   

 
29. a. Most of the time I can't understand why politicians behave the way they do. 

 
 b. In the long run the people are responsible for bad government on a national 

as well as on a local level. 
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Recruitment Letter 
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Help Needed for Research Study 
 

You Could Win a $50 Gift Card 
 
Hello. My name is Jeff Harris. I am conducting a survey as part of the requirements to 
complete my doctoral degree in counseling psychology. This survey considers issues for 
gay men and desire/intention to become parents.  
 
You are eligible to participate if you are a gay man over the age of 18 and you are not 
currently a parent. By clicking on the link, you will be redirected to a site that will 
explain further the nature of your involvement, will ask that you consent to participation, 
and will then include various questions related to the intent of the study.  
 
Your participation should take no longer than 20 minutes. By participating, you have the 
option to enter a drawing for one of four  $50 Visa gift cards. Odds of winning will 
depend on number of participants, but it is estimated that around 115 people will 
complete the study.  
 
Your participation will contribute to efforts to better understand and better serve the 
needs of gay men who may desire to become parents. Thank you for your consideration 
and time. Also, please consider passing this along to others who may be interested or who 
may be willing to pass it along to other interested individuals.  
 
Participation in this study is strictly voluntary. If you would like to participate in this 
study, please follow this link (LINK TO SURVEY). 
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Informed Consent 
 
TEXAS WOMAN'S UNIVERSITY CONSENT TO PARTICIPATE IN RESEARCH  
 
Title: Desire and Intention to Parent Among Gay Men: Internalized Heterosexism and 
Locus of Control 
 
Investigator: Jeffrey B. Harris, J.D, M.A.……………………………….469-XXX-XXXX 
Advisor: Linda Rubin, Ph.D…………………………………………….940-898-2314  
 
 
Explanation and Purpose of the Research  
 
You are being asked to participate in a research study conducted by Jeffrey B. Harris, a 
doctoral graduate student at Texas Woman's University, under the supervision of Linda 
Rubin, Ph.D. The purpose of this research is to examine the degree to which gay men 
desire and intend to become parents as well as how other factors may influence the 
relationship between desire and intention to parent. 
 
Research Procedures   
 
For this study, you will be asked to read and understand this consent form. Upon 
indicating your consent, you will be given the option of participating in a raffle to win 
one of four $50 pre-paid Visa gift cards and/or requesting an executive summary of the 
research study results. To participate in these options, you will be asked to provide your 
name and email address. After electing whether to participate in these options, you will 
then be directed to complete an online survey related to the topics of the study. It is 
expected that your participation in this study will require no more than 20 minutes of 
your time. 
 
Potential Risks  
 
Potential risks related to your participation in the study include loss of time, fatigue, as 
well as emotional discomfort. To reduce the impact of either of loss of time or emotional 
discomfort, you may withdraw from the study at any time with no consequences. To 
further reduce the risk of loss of time, you are allowed to complete the study on your own 
time. If you feel as though you need to discuss your emotional discomfort with a 
professional, the American Psychological Association provides a psychologist locator 
service that you may access by calling 1-800-964-2000 or by visiting the following web 
page: http://locator.apa.org/ Please note that neither the principal investigator, the faculty 
advisor, nor TWU assumes financial responsibility for these services. Finally, to avoid 
fatigue, the time involved has been kept to a minimum. You are advised that you may 
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take a break during the completion of questionnaires at any time/as many times as you 
deem necessary.  
 
Another possible risk to you is the release of confidential information. You are advised 
that at anytime in the study, you may discontinue your participation in this study without 
penalty. Confidentiality will be protected to the extent that it is allowed by law. The 
survey is hosted on a secured, password protected, encrypted survey service website. 
There is a potential risk of loss of confidentiality in all email, downloading, and Internet 
transactions. For security purposes, your IP address will be recorded by the website that 
hosts this research study. The investigators of this study will not have access to your IP 
address. If you choose to enter the raffle contest and/or request an executive summary of 
study results, you will be asked to provide an email address and your name. Participating 
in the raffle/requesting an executive summary and providing your name and email 
address is not required for study participation. Personally identifiable data provided by 
you will not be associated with the other data you provide in response to survey questions 
concerning the topic of this study. 
 
Only the principal investigator, the research advisor, and the statistics consultant will 
have access to any data that you give in response to survey questions. When downloaded, 
your personally identifiable information obtained in this study will be stored in a locked 
file cabinet in the principal investigators home office. It is anticipated that the results of 
this study will be published in the investigator's dissertation as well as other research 
publications. However, no names or other identifying information will be included in any 
publication. 
 
All records that contain information that associates your identity with this study will be 
destroyed on or before July 1, 2014. Records that do not have your identity associated 
with them will be retained for five years (in accordance with the professional guidelines 
as specified by the American Psychological Association) so that other researchers may 
verify the integrity of this study if needed. The expected end date of the study is March 1, 
2014. In no case will data be destroyed any later than the passage of five years after the 
authority granted by Texas Woman's University to the investigator to conduct this study 
has expired. The destruction of records created during the course of this study that 
identify you will be completely erased using a software utility program designed to 
completely erase electronic files.  
 
The researcher will try to prevent any problem that could happen because of this 
research. You should let the researchers know at once if there is a problem and they will 
help you. However, TWU does not provide medical service or financial assistance for 
injuries that might happen because you are taking part in this research.  
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Participation and Benefits  
 
Your involvement in this research is completely voluntary, and you may discontinue your 
participation in the study at any time without penalty. One direct benefit that you will 
receive will be the opportunity to enter into a drawing for one of four $50 Visa gift cards. 
Additionally, you will also have the opportunity to receive an executive summary of the 
findings of the study after the study is complete. As stated above, it is anticipated that the 
study will be concluded on or around March 1, 2014.  
 
Neither your registration for the drawings for one of the four $50 gift cards nor your 
request for a summary of the results of this study will be linked to the individual 
responses that you provide as a result of your participation in this study. 
 
Questions Regarding the Studv  
 
If you have any questions about the research study, you may ask the researchers; their 
phone numbers are on the top of the first page of this form. Questions will be answered 
before, during, and after the study. If you have questions about your rights as a 
participant in this research or the way this study has been conducted, you may contact the 
Texas Woman's University Office of Research and Sponsored Programs at 940-898-3378 
or via email at IRB@twu.edu.  
 
Your submission of any or all of the following questions constitutes your informed 
consent to act as a participant in this research study. 

☐  I agree 

☐  Don’t agree 
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