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Abstract
This study compared single (n = 129) and partnered gay men (n = 114) to determine if they
differed in their concerns over traditional masculine roles and interest in casual sex, and to
measure the relationship between concerns over masculine roles and interest in casual sex.
Additionally, a regression model to predict relationship satisfaction was tested. Participants were
recruited at two Southern California Gay Pride festivals. Group comparisons showed single men
were more restrictive in their affectionate behavior with other men (effect-size r = .14) and were
more interested in casual sex than partnered men (effect-size r = .13); and partnered men were
more concerned with being successful, powerful, and competitive than single men (effect-size r = .
20). Different masculine roles were predictive of interest in casual sex among the two groups of
men. Finally, a hierarchical regression analysis found that interest in casual sex and the length of
one’s current relationship served as unique predictors of relationship satisfaction among the
partnered gay men (Cohen’s f2 = .52).
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Many men are interested in casual and emotionally uncommitted sex (Clark & Hatfield,
1989; Schmitt, 2005). This interest has repeatedly been shown to differentiate the sexes
whereby men are far more interested in casual sex than women are (Buss, 2003; Simpson &
Gangestad, 1991). Furthermore, gay men and heterosexual men are nearly identical in their
degree of interest (Bailey, Gaulin, Agyei, & Gladue, 1994; Schmitt, 2006).

Opinions differ on why men exhibit this pattern of interest in casual sex (ICS). Some
believed that biological and evolutionary processes influence ICS (Buss, 1995; Gangestad &
Simpson, 2000). Others argued that men’s ICS is merely the result of socialized gender roles
(Eagly & Wood, 1999; Levant & Brooks, 1997). While several studies support the former
position (e.g., Eisenberg et al., 2007; Lim et al., 2004; van Anders & Watson, 2006; Walum
et al., 2008), only three peer-reviewed studies have related ICS with masculine gender roles
(Simpson, Wilson, & Winterheld, 2004).
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The first was by Walker, Tokar, and Fischer (2000) who found that concerns with
expressing emotions and with being affectionate with other men were predictive of ICS.
Mahalik and his colleagues (2003) reported that scores on a measure assessing ICS was
significantly related to concerns with being successful, with restricting emotions, and with
restricting affection with other men. Finally, Cunningham and Russell (2004) reported that
the endorsement of masculine typical traits (e.g., being dominant and competitive) was
positively correlated with ICS. Overall, limited evidence supports the position that
traditional masculine roles are associated with men’s ICS.

In terms of gay men, many practitioners have hypothesized that ICS impedes gay men’s
ability to find and maintain long-term relationships (Baron, 1996; Brown, 1995; Nichols,
1989). Inherent in this assumption is that single gay men express higher ICS than partnered
gay men. Some empirical findings seem to indirectly support this belief. For instance, men
with higher ICS desire greater sexual novelty, are more prone to sexual sensation seeking,
and report more sexual partners compared to men with lower ICS (Gaither & Sellbom, 2003;
Schmitt, 2006). However, no study has compared single and partnered gay men.

It has further been hypothesized that because gay men exhibit high ICS, their relationships
suffer—especially over time (Shelton, 2008; Shernoff, 1999). Again, some empirical
findings seem to support this belief. For instance, men with higher ICS report less
relationship satisfaction, and they feel less commitment and love for a current partner
compared to men with lower ICS (Klusmann, 2001; Seal, Agostinelli, & Hannett, 1994).
However, these findings are based on samples of heterosexual men.

Thus, we conducted a field survey with three main goals. First, we sought to compare single
and partnered gay men to determine whether the two groups differed in their ICS while
replicating and expanding previous findings that examined gender role conflict (GRC)
among gay men (Wester, Pionke, & Vogel, 2005). Second, we sought to examine the
relationship between GRC factors and ICS for both groups of men. Lastly, we sought to test
the degree to which GRC factors, ICS, and relationship length could predict relationship
satisfaction among the partnered gay men.

Two main hypotheses guided this investigation. First, because masculine norms encourage
men to be sexually promiscuous, it was believed that concerns with fulfilling one’s gender
role would be positively associated with ICS. Second, given that a high degree of ICS
appears detrimental to a committed romantic relationship, we hypothesized that relationship
length would contribute significant variance in predicting relationship satisfaction beyond
the variance explained by GRC and ICS.

Method
Participants

The men (N=243) were recruited at two California Gay Pride Festivals (Long Beach and San
Diego). The average age was 34.08 (SD=10.94; range=18–67) and on average they had
openly identified as gay for 14.61 years (SD=10.28; range=0–49 years). We used the Kinsey
Scale (Kinsey, Pomeroy, & Martin, 1948/1975) to verify sexual orientation: Scores range
from 0–6 (0=exclusively heterosexual; 6=exclusively gay) and those with a score of 5 or 6
were retained—a method commonly used by sex researchers (e.g., Tiggermann, Martins, &
Kirkbride, 2007). Racial/ethnic composition was as follows: 57.6% White (Non-Latino),
21.8% Hispanic/Latino, 12.8% Asian American, 3.7% African American, 0.8% Native
American, and 3.3% Other. Most (55.1%) had at least a bachelor’s degree and the median
annual individual income bracket was $40,000–$49,999. Almost half (46.9%) were in a
same-sex relationship (mean length=4.48 years; SD=5.99) with 58.2% cohabiting with their
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partner, and 82.9% in a closed/monogamous relationship. The partnered and single men did
not differ significantly on any key demographic characteristic.

Instruments
Gender role conflict—The Gender Role Conflict Scale (O’Neil, Helms, Gable, David, &
Wrightman, 1986) was used to measure concerns with fulfilling four factors associated with
traditional masculine roles: The 13-item Success, Power, and Competition subscale assesses
one’s emphasis on personal achievement and control/authority over other people (e.g., “I
strive to be more successful than others”). The 10-item Restrictive Emotionality subscale
assesses discomfort with disclosing one’s feelings (e.g., “I have difficulty telling others I
care about them”). The 8-item Restrictive Affectionate Behavior Between Men subscale
assesses discomfort with affection between men (e.g., “Hugging other men is difficult for
me”). The 6-item Conflict Between Work and Family Relations subscale assesses difficulty
in balancing work/school demands with family/leisure life (e.g., “My career, job, or school
affect the quality of my leisure or family life”). A 6-point scale is used to respond to each
item (1=strongly disagree; 6=strongly agree). The subscale reliabilities ranged from .81–.
90.

Interest in casual sex—We used the Interest in Uncommitted Sex Scale (Bailey et al.,
1994) to assess interest in casual sex. Respondents use a 7-point scale (1=strongly disagree;
7=strongly agree) to rate their level of agreement with 10 different statements (e.g., “I could
easily imagine myself enjoying one night of sex with someone I would never see again”).
The scale reliability was .81.

Relationship length and satisfaction—The demographic form contained questions for
partnered gay men, which asked how long they had been with their partner and how satisfied
they were. Relationship satisfaction questions were from the 7-item Relationship
Assessment Scale (Hendrick, Dicke, & Hendrick, 1998). Participants use a 5-point scale
with varying anchor labels (e.g., 1=poorly, 5=extremely well) to respond to the items (e.g.,
“How well does your partner meet your needs?”). The scale reliability was .88.

Social desirability—Given the personal questions, we used a shortened version of the
Marlowe-Crowne Social Desirability Scale (SDS; Reynolds, 1982) to control for social
desirability. This 13-item true-false scale assesses the tendency to distort answers in order to
present oneself in a favorable light (e.g., “I’m always willing to admit when I make a
mistake”). The scale reliability was rKR-20=.55.

Results
The results will focus on the two groups of interest: single and partnered gay men. However,
ten supplemental tables are available online, which include statistics for the combined group
of gay men. One partnered participant did not report relationship length; however, he was
included for the correlational analysis.

Preliminary Analysis
We assessed the distributions for normalcy (Tabachnik & Fiddell, 2006). Among the
partnered men, distributions for the Restrictive Affectionate Behavior Between Men
subscale and relationship length were positively skewed (p <.05). Square-root
transformations were used to reduce the skew to non-significant levels. The single men’s
scores were also transformed for the group comparison.
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Group Comparisons
First, we compared the groups to determine whether they differed in GRC factors and ICS.
To control for the effects of social desirability, we conducted separate ANCOVAs where
relationship status served as the fixed factor and SDS scores served as the covariate (see
Table 1). Effect sizes are reported as Pearson’s r.

Three significant differences were found. On average, the single men (M=20.61, SE=0.72)
reported slightly more concern about expressing affection with other men compared to
partnered men (M=17.99, SE=0.68): F(1,240)=4.78, p<.05, r=0.14. The effect size was
similar to the finding by Wester et al. (2005; η2=0.05), suggesting that there may be a real—
albeit slight—difference between single and partnered gay men. Interestingly, partnered men
(M=50. 48, SE=1.23) experienced slightly more concern about being successful, powerful,
and competitive compared to single men (M=46.49, SE=1.05): F(1,240)=10.15, p <.01, r=
0.20. Finally, the single men (M=42.35, SE=1.06) reported slightly greater ICS compared to
partnered men (M=38.45, SE=1.22): F(1,240)=4.02, p <.05, r=.13. Overall, while single and
partnered gay men varied statistically in GRC factors and ICS, these differences will need to
be replicated to see if there is a true effect.

Masculinity and Casual Sex
Second, we calculated the partial correlations (controlling for social desirability) between
GRC factors and ICS for each group (see Table 2). The two restrictive GRC factors were
positively related with ICS for both groups. To further explore this relationship, we
conducted a regression analysis to determine which GRC factor best predicted ICS. Given
the correlation between the Restrictive Emotionality and Restricted Affectionate Behavior
Between Men subscales, we combined them into a composite score (Tabachnik & Fiddell,
2006), which we term Restricted Intimacy. For both groups, SDS scores were entered in
Step 1 to control for the effects of social desirability. In Step 2, the three GRC factors were
entered as predictors with ICS serving as the criterion. The GRC factors accounted for 6%
of the variance in ICS scores among single men, and 13% among partnered men (regression
tables available online). However, for single men, no GRC factor predicted ICS whereas for
partnered men, success concern was a significant unique predictor (β=.33). Overall, while
specific GRC factors were correlated to ICS, a large percentage of the variance was
unaccounted for.

Relationship Satisfaction
Lastly, a hierarchical multiple regression analysis was conducted using relationship
satisfaction as the criterion variable (see Table 3). The predictor variables were entered in
four steps: 1) SDS scores were entered to control for social desirability, 2) GRC factors, 3)
ICS, and 4) relationship length. The GRC factors contributed a non-significant variance to
relationship satisfaction. In Step 3, ICS accounted for a significant 23% of the variance in
relationship satisfaction, F(1,107) change=34.36, p<.001. In Step 4, relationship length
accounted for a significant 7% of the variance in relationship satisfaction above and beyond
the GRC factors and ICS, F(1,106) change=10.95, p<.01. The entire regression model
accounted for 34% of the variance in relationship satisfaction, after controlling for social
desirability (Cohen’s f2=.52).

Discussion
This study investigated whether single and partnered gay men differed in GRC factors and
ICS. We also analyzed the degree to which GRC factors and ICS were related. Finally, a
regression model was tested to determine the degree to which relationship satisfaction could
be predicted based on GRC factors, ICS, and relationship length.
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First, we found that single men reported slightly greater ICS and more concern over being
affectionate with other men compared to partnered men. This offers very tentative support
for the proposal that a fear of intimacy accounts for many gay men who are single (Baron,
1996; Brown, 1995). We further found that partnered men were more concerned with
success, power, and competition when compared to the single men. A possible explanation
for this is that people associate being in a romantic relationship with feelings of success and
achievement (Maass, 2006; Pillemer, Ivcevic, Gooze, & Collins, 2007). Thus, some men
who are concerned about feeling superior may actively seek out this “status symbol.”

Second, we found that the restrictive GRC factors (i.e., men should be unemotional and
unaffectionate with other men) were positively correlated with ICS. Thus, as in Walker et
al.’s (2000) analysis consisting of predominately heterosexual men, gay men who were less
comfortable with emotionality and affection were more interested in ICS. While this seems
to offer support for the idea that men’s ICS is due to normative male socialization, the
regression analysis revealed that this was only true for partnered gay men. Thus, GRC
factors may operate differently for single and partnered gay men and further research is
needed to understand this relationship.

Lastly, ICS and relationship length uniquely predicted relationship satisfaction, whereas as
GRC factors did not. While numerous factors can affect relationship satisfaction—such as
internalized homophobia (Frost & Meyer, 2009)—these findings are consistent with
previous findings among heterosexual men. For instance, Burn and Ward (2005) found that
heterosexual men’s interest in having multiple sexual partners was negatively related to
relationship satisfaction. Thus, gay men who express high ICS may be less satisfied being in
a relationship because it limits their ability to express that interest. Furthermore, the longer a
person has been in a relationship, the more satisfied they are likely to be regardless of their
ICS.

Limitations
Several limitations should be noted. First, the majority of the sample identified as White
(non-Latino). Furthermore, collecting data at Pride festivals introduced the confound of self-
selection bias. Consequently, the results may not generalize beyond those who engage with
the gay community (Meyer & Wilson, 2009). Second, collecting data at a festival imposed
time limits. Thus, additional scales that may have enhanced the analysis were not
administered. Third, the low SDS reliability may have attenuated or inflated the resulting
coefficients (Cohen, Cohen, West, & Aiken, 2003). Different measures that assess this
construct should be considered in future research (Loo & Loewen, 2004). Finally, the cross-
sectional and correlational nature of the data prohibits determining causation.

Implications for Practice and Research
Notwithstanding these limitations, the results offer some implications for practice and
research. In regards to practice, it may benefit gay clients to discuss what role casual sex
plays in their lives and how it affects their relationships. For instance, may clients who have
difficulty being emotional and affectionate with others substitute casual sex for intimacy
(Shernoff, 2005)? For those engaged in couples counseling, it may be worthwhile exploring
if ICS is affecting relationship satisfaction and what such interest may be rooted in (e.g.,
sexual dissatisfaction). Finally, given that some gay partners mutually agree to sexual non-
exclusivity, practitioners must remain mindful of their personal views when conceptualizing
such relationships (LaSala, 2004).

In regards to research, these findings raise questions regarding gay men’s romantic
relationships. First, some have suggested that gay men who are single struggle with fears of
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intimacy or sexual compulsions (e.g., Driggs & Finn, 1990). Thus, research can continue to
compare these two groups of men to determine how they differ and to what degree. Second,
there is a need to examine what other factors influence relationship satisfaction. For
instance, how do sexual interests (e.g., interest in pornography and preference for younger
partners) affect relationship satisfaction? Further, quantitative research among sexually non-
exclusive gay couples is needed. Specifically, how do men in these relationships negotiate
the terms of their non-exclusivity and how do they maintain their primary relationships?

Altogether, gay men’s interest in casual sex plays a significant role in their dating and
romantic relationships. Yet, it is inaccurate to assume that single men are more interested in
casual sex than partnered men. Rather, both groups of men likely have similar interest in
casual sex that partly stems from traditional masculine roles. Still, for partnered gay men, a
high degree of interest in casual sex may be a source of dissatisfaction with one’s
relationship.

Supplementary Material
Refer to Web version on PubMed Central for supplementary material.

Acknowledgments
This study was supported by the first author’s NIH training grant 5 T32 HD07228: 25 (Neural Regulation of
Reproduction/Laboratory of Neuroendocrinology). We thank Maria Alaniz, Dave Bryant, Lawrence Chiu,
Emmanuel Delot, Brandy Hamill, Eileen Luders, Michael Nanaszko, and Luong Thai for their assistance in the
collection of the data. We also thank William Ming Liu, James O’Neal, and Letitia Anne Peplau for their feedback
on the project and report. Some of the results in this article were presented at the 115th Annual Convention of the
American Psychological Association, San Francisco, CA, August 2007.

References
Bailey JM, Gaulin S, Agyei Y, Gladue BA. Effects of gender and sexual orientation on evolutionarily

relevant aspects of human mating. Journal of Personality & Social Psychology 1994;66:1081–1093.
[PubMed: 8046578]

Baron J. Some issues in psychotherapy with gay and lesbian clients. Psychotherapy 1996;33:611–616.
Brown, L. Therapy with same-sex couples: An introduction. In: Jacobson, NS.; Gurman, AS., editors.

Clinical handbook of couple therapy. New York: Guilford Press; 1995. p. 274-291.
Burn SM, Ward AZ. Men’s conformity to traditional masculinity and relationship satisfaction.

Psychology of Men & Masculinity 2005;6:254–263.
Buss DM. Psychological sex differences: Origins through sexual selection. American Psychologist

1995;50:164–168. [PubMed: 7726470]
Buss, DM. The evolution of desire. New York: Basic Books; 2003. (rev. ed)
Clark RD III, Hatfield E. Gender differences in receptivity to sexual offers. Journal of Psychology &

Human Sexuality 1989;2:39–55.
Cohen, P.; Cohen, J.; West, SG.; Aiken, LS. Applied multiple regression/correlation analysis for

behavioral sciences. 3. Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates, Inc; 2003.
Cunningham SJ, Russell PA. The influence of gender roles on evolved partner preferences.

Sexualities, Evolution & Gender 2004;6:131–150.
Driggs, JH.; Finn, SE. Intimacy between men: How to find and keep gay love relationships. New

York: Dutton; 1990.
Eagly AH, Wood W. The origins of sex differences in human behavior: Evolved dispositions versus

social roles. American Psychologist 1999;54:408–423.
Eisenberg DTA, Campbell B, MacKillop J, Lum JK, Wilson DS. Season of birth and dopamine

receptor gene associations with impulsivity, sensation seeking, and reproductive behaviors. PLoS
ONE 2007;2(11):e1216.10.1371/journal.pone.0001216 [PubMed: 18030347]

Sanchez et al. Page 6

Psychol Men Masc. Author manuscript; available in PMC 2010 August 17.

N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript

N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript

N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript



Frost DM, Meyer IH. Internalized homophobia and relationship quality among lesbians, gay men, and
bisexuals. Journal of Counseling Psychology 2009;56:97–109. [PubMed: 20047016]

Gaither GA, Sellbom M. The sexual sensation seeking scale: Reliablity and validity within a
heterosexual college student sample. Journal of Personality Assessment 2003;81:157–167.
[PubMed: 12946922]

Gangestad SW, Simpson JA. The evolution of human mating: Trade-offs and strategic pluralism.
Behavioral & Brain Sciences 2000;23:573–644. [PubMed: 11301543]

Hendrick SS, Dicke A, Hendrick C. The relationship assessment scale. Journal of Social & Personal
Relationships 1998;15:137–142.

Kinsey, AC.; Pomeroy, WB.; Martin, CE. Sexual behavior in the human male. Bloomington, IN:
Indiana University Press; 1948/1975.

Klusmann D. Sexual motivation and the duration of partnership. Archives of Sexual Behavior
2001;31:275–287. [PubMed: 12049023]

LaSala MC. Extradyadic sex and gay male couples: Comparing monogamous and nonmonogamous
relationships. Families in Society 2004;85:405–412.

Levant, RF.; Brooks, GR., editors. Men and sex: New psychological perspectives. New York: Wiley;
1997.

Lim MM, Wang Z, Olazábal DE, Ren X, Terwilliger EF, Young LJ. Enhanced partner preference in a
promiscuous species by manipulating the expression of a single gene. Nature 2004;429:754–757.
[PubMed: 15201909]

Loo R, Loewen P. Confirmatory factor analyses of scores for full and short versions of the Marlowe-
Crowne Social Desirability Scale. Journal of Applied Social Psychology 2004;34:2343–2352.

Maass, VS. Images of masculinity as predictors of men’s romantic and sexual relationships. In:
Bedford, V.; Turner, B., editors. Men in relationships. New York: Springer; 2006. p. 51-78.

Mahalik JR, Locke BD, Ludlow LH, Diemer MA, Scott RPJ, Gottfried M, et al. Development of the
Conformity to Masculine Norms Inventory. Psychology of Men and Masculinity 2003;4:3–25.

Meyer IH, Wilson PA. Sampling lesbian, gay, and bisexual populations. Journal of Counseling
Psychology 2009;56:23–31.

Nichols, M. Sex therapy with lesbians, gay men, and bisexuals. In: Lieblum, SR.; Rosen, RC., editors.
Principles and practice of sex therapy. New York: Guilford Press; 1989. p. 269-297.

O’Neil JM, Helms B, Gable R, David L, Wrightsman L. Gender Role Conflict Scale: College men’s
fear of femininity. Sex Roles 1986;14:335–350.

Pillemer DB, Ivcevic Z, Gooze RA, Collins KA. Self-esteem memories: Feeling good about
achievement success, feeling bad about relationship distress. Personality & Social Psychology
Bulletin 2007;33:1292–1305. [PubMed: 17636207]

Reynolds WM. Development of reliable and valid short forms of the Marlowe-Crowne Social
Desirability Scale. Journal of Clinical Psychology 1982;38:119–125.

Schmitt DP. Sociosexuality from Argentina to Zimbabwe: A 48-nation study of sex, culture, and
strategies of human mating. Behavioral & Brain Sciences 2005;28:247–311. [PubMed: 16201459]

Schmitt DP. Sexual strategies across sexual orientations: How personality traits and culture related to
sociosexuality among gays, lesbians, bisexuals, and heterosexuals. Journal of Psychology &
Human Sexuality 2006;18:183–214.

Seal DW, Agostinelli G, Hannett CA. Extradyadic romantic involvement: Moderating effects of
sociosexuality and gender. Sex Roles 1994;31:1–22.

Shelton, M. Boy crazy: Why monogamy is so hard for gay men and what you can do about it. New
York: Alyson Books; 2008.

Shernoff, M. Monogamy and gay men. Psychotherapy Networker Magazine. 1999 March/April.
Retrieved April 17, 2009, from www.psychotherapynetworker.org

Shernoff M. Condomless sex: Considerations for psychotherapy with individual gay men and male
couples having unsafe sex. Journal of Gay & Lesbian Psychotherapy 2005;9:149–169.

Simpson JA, Gangestad SW. Individual differences in sociosexuality: Evidence for convergent and
discriminant validity. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology 1991;60:870–883. [PubMed:
1865325]

Sanchez et al. Page 7

Psychol Men Masc. Author manuscript; available in PMC 2010 August 17.

N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript

N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript

N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript



Simpson, JA.; Wilson, CL.; Winterheld, HA. Sociosexuality and romantic relationships. In: Harvey,
JH.; Wenzel, A.; Sprecher, S., editors. Handbook of sexuality in close relationships. Mahwah, NJ:
Erlbaum; 2004. p. 87-112.

Tabachnik, BG.; Fidell, LS. Using multivariate statistics. 5. Needham Heights, MA: Allyn & Bacon;
2006.

Tiggemann M, Martins Y, Kirkbride A. Oh to be lean and muscular: Body image ideals in gay and
heterosexual men. Psychology of Men & Masculinity 2007;8:15–24.

van Anders SM, Watson NV. Relationship status and testosterone in North American men and women
of diverse orientations: Cross-sectional and longitudinal findings. Psychoneuroendocrinology
2006;31:715–723. [PubMed: 16621328]

Walker DF, Tokar DM, Fischer AR. What are eight popular masculinity-related instruments
measuring? Underlying dimensions and their relations to sociosexuality. Psychology of Men and
Masculinity 2000;1:98–108.

Walum H, Westberg L, Henningsoon S, Neiderhiser JM, Reiss D, Igl W, et al. Genetic variation in the
vasopressin receptor 1a gene (AVPR1A) associates with pair-bonding behavior in humans.
Proceeding of the National Academy of Sciences USA 2008;105:14153–14156.

Wester SR, Pionke DR, Vogel DL. Male gender role conflict, gay men and same-sex romantic
relationships. Psychology of Men & Masculinity 2005;6:195–208.

Sanchez et al. Page 8

Psychol Men Masc. Author manuscript; available in PMC 2010 August 17.

N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript

N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript

N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript



N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript

N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript

N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript

Sanchez et al. Page 9

Ta
bl

e 
1

D
es

cr
ip

tiv
e 

St
at

is
tic

s a
nd

 M
ea

n 
C

om
pa

ris
on

V
ar

ia
bl

e

Si
ng

le
 G

ay
 M

en
Pa

rt
ne

re
d 

G
ay

 M
en

AN
CO

VA
(n

 =
 1

29
)

(n
 =

 1
14

)

M
SD

α
M

SD
α

F 
(1

, 2
40

)
r

G
R

C
S 

To
ta

l S
co

re
11

6.
46

31
.3

7
.9

3
11

5.
43

29
.3

1
.9

2
0.

20
.0

3

 
Su

cc
es

s C
on

ce
rn

46
.4

9
11

.9
3

.8
5

50
.4

8
13

.0
8

.8
8

10
.1

5*
*

.2
0

 
R

es
tri

ct
ed

 E
m

ot
io

ns
28

.9
7

11
.3

5
.8

9
27

.1
2

11
.3

5
.9

0
0.

61
.0

5

 
R

es
tri

ct
ed

 A
ff

ec
tio

n
20

.6
1

8.
17

.8
2

17
.9

9
7.

20
.7

8
4.

78
*

.1
4

 
W

or
k/

Sc
ho

ol
 C

on
ce

rn
20

.3
8

6.
88

.8
1

19
.8

3
7.

17
.8

2
0.

00
.0

0

In
te

re
st

 in
 C

as
ua

l S
ex

42
.3

5
12

.0
3

.7
8

38
.4

5
13

.0
1

.8
4

4.
02

*
.1

3

R
el

at
io

ns
hi

p 
Sa

tis
fa

ct
io

n
na

na
na

28
.5

5
5.

30
.8

8
na

na

So
ci

al
 D

es
ira

bi
lit

y
5.

96
2.

62
.6

0
6.

61
2.

37
.4

8
—

—

N
ot

e.
 G

ro
up

 m
ea

ns
 w

er
e 

co
m

pa
re

d 
w

hi
le

 c
on

tro
lli

ng
 fo

r s
oc

ia
l d

es
ira

bi
lit

y;
 r 

= 
ef

fe
ct

 si
ze

; n
a 

= 
N

ot
 A

pp
lic

ab
le

. S
oc

ia
l D

es
ira

bi
lit

y:
 t(

24
1)

 =
 −

2.
00

, p
 <

 .0
5.

, C
oh

en
’s

 d
 =

 0
.2

6.

* p 
< 

.0
5.

**
p 

< 
.0

1.

Psychol Men Masc. Author manuscript; available in PMC 2010 August 17.



N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript

N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript

N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript

Sanchez et al. Page 10

Ta
bl

e 
2

Pa
rti

al
 C

or
re

la
tio

ns
 b

y 
G

ro
up 1

a
b

c
d

2
3

1)
 G

R
C

S 
To

ta
l S

co
re

—
.7

5*
**

.8
7*

**
.8

3*
**

.6
9*

**
.2

3*
*

—

 
a)

 S
uc

ce
ss

 C
on

ce
rn

.7
3*

**
—

.4
1*

**
.4

3*
**

.4
3*

**
.1

5
—

 
b)

 R
es

tri
ct

ed
 E

m
ot

io
ns

.7
8*

**
.2

5*
*

—
.8

1*
**

.5
1*

**
.2

2*
*

—

 
c)

 R
es

tri
ct

ed
 A

ff
ec

tio
n

.7
9*

**
.2

9*
*

.7
9*

**
—

.4
1*

**
.2

4*
*

—

 
d)

 W
or

k/
Sc

ho
ol

 C
on

ce
rn

.6
6*

**
.4

3*
**

.3
0*

*
.3

9*
**

—
.1

0
—

2)
 In

te
re

st
 in

 C
as

ua
l S

ex
.3

2*
**

.3
4*

**
.2

1*
.1

9*
.1

4
—

—

3)
 R

el
at

io
ns

hi
p 

Le
ng

th
−
.0
9

−
.0
4

−
.1
0

−
.1
0

−
.0
3

.0
3

—

4)
 R

el
at

io
ns

hi
p 

Sa
tis

fa
ct

io
n

−
.0
5

. 1
0

−
.1
7*

−
.1
1

.0
2

−
.4
4*
**

.2
4*

*

N
ot

e.
 A

bo
ve

 th
e 

di
ag

on
al

 li
ne

 a
re

 th
e 

r-
va

lu
es

 fo
r t

he
 si

ng
le

 g
ay

 m
en

; b
el

ow
 th

e 
di

ag
on

al
 li

ne
 a

re
 th

e 
r-

va
lu

es
 fo

r t
he

 p
ar

tn
er

ed
 g

ay
 m

en
. 9

5%
 c

on
fid

en
ce

 in
te

rv
al

s a
re

 a
va

ila
bl

e 
on

lin
e.

* p 
< 

.0
5.

**
p 

< 
.0

1.

**
* p 

< 
.0

01
 o

ne
-ta

ile
d.

Psychol Men Masc. Author manuscript; available in PMC 2010 August 17.



N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript

N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript

N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript

Sanchez et al. Page 11

Ta
bl

e 
3

H
ie

ra
rc

hi
ca

l M
ul

tip
le

 R
eg

re
ss

io
n 

fo
r V

ar
ia

bl
es

 P
re

di
ct

in
g 

R
el

at
io

ns
hi

p 
Sa

tis
fa

ct
io

n

U
ns

ta
nd

ar
di

ze
d

β
t

95
%

 C
on

fid
en

ce
 In

te
rv

al
C

or
re

la
tio

n

B
SE

 B
L

ow
er

U
pp

er
Z

er
o-

or
de

r
Pa

rt
ia

l
Pa

rt

St
ep

 1

 
So

ci
al

 D
es

ira
bi

lit
y

0.
30

0.
21

.1
3

1.
39

−
0.
13

0.
72

.1
3

.1
3

.1
3

St
ep

 2

 
Su

cc
es

s C
on

ce
rn

0.
06

0.
04

.1
6

1.
44

−
0.
02

0.
15

.0
8

.1
4

.1
3

 
R

es
tri

ct
ed

 In
tim

ac
y+

−
0.
78

0.
42

−
.1
9

−
1.
87

−
1.
60

0.
05

−
.1
7

−
.1
8

−
.1
8

 
W

or
k/

Sc
ho

ol
 C

on
ce

rn
0.

02
0.

08
.0

3
0.

23
−
0.
14

0.
18

−
.0
1

.0
2

.0
2

St
ep

 3

 
In

te
re

st
 in

 C
as

ua
l S

ex
−
0.
21

0.
04

−
.5
2

−
5.
86

**
*

−
0.
28

−
0.
14

−
.4
5

−
.4
9

−
.4
8

St
ep

 4

 
R

el
at

io
ns

hi
p 

Le
ng

th
+

1.
18

0.
36

.2
6

3.
31

**
0.

47
1.

89
.2

5
.3

1
.2

6

N
ot

e.
 n

 =
 1

13
; R

2  
= 

.0
2 

fo
r S

te
p 

1;
 Δ

R2
 =

 .0
4 

fo
r S

te
p 

2;
 Δ

R2
 =

 .2
3 

fo
r S

te
p 

3;
 Δ

R2
 =

 .0
7 

fo
r S

te
p 

40
;

+
Sq

ua
re

 ro
ot

 tr
an

sf
or

m
at

io
n 

us
ed

. E
xp

an
de

d 
ta

bl
e 

av
ai

la
bl

e 
on

lin
e.

* p 
< 

.0
5.

**
p 

< 
.0

1.

**
* p 

< 
.0

01
.

Psychol Men Masc. Author manuscript; available in PMC 2010 August 17.


