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Abstract

Bisexual individuals experience unique forms of discrimination related to their sexual orientation
(e.g., anti-bisexual prejudice), which occurs from both heterosexual and gay/lesbian individuals.
Bisexual individuals may experience stigma differently depending on the gender of their
relationship or sexual partners, because they may be perceived as heterosexual if they have a
partner of a different gender and as gay/lesbian if they have a partner of the same gender. The
present longitudinal study investigated within-persons differences in anti-bisexual experiences,
internalized binegativity, and bisexual identity affirmation based on the gender of participants’
serious relationship partners and gender of sex partners in a sample of 180 young bisexual men.
Results indicated that young bisexual men experienced more interpersonal hostility from both
heterosexual and gay/lesbian individuals when their serious relationship partner was female. No
significant differences were found in other types of anti-bisexual prejudice, internalized
binegativity, or bisexual identity affirmation by serious partner gender. For sexual partner gender,
men who had only male sex partners experienced more sexual orientation instability attitudes from
heterosexual and leshian/gay individuals; men with only female sex partners experienced more
sexual irresponsibility attitudes from heterosexuals, but not from leshian/gay individuals; and, like
those with female serious relationship partners, men with only female sex partners had more
frequent experiences of interpersonal hostility from heterosexual and leshian/gay individuals.
Results indicate that bisexual men experience unique forms of prejudice based on the gender of
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their relationship and sexual partners. Implications for the mental health of bisexual men are
discussed.
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INTRODUCTION

In addition to minority stressors experienced by all sexual minorities (Meyer, 2003),
bisexual individuals experience unique forms of discrimination (e.g., anti-bisexual prejudice;
Brewster & Moradi, 2010; Feinstein & Dyar, 2017; Roberts, Horne, & Hoyt, 2015).
Bisexual individuals experience anti-bisexual prejudice from both heterosexuals and leshians
and gay men (Brewster & Moradi, 2010; Roberts et al., 2015), which can diminish their
ability to access supportive communities (Balsam & Mohr, 2007; Cox, Vanden Berghe,
Dewaele, & Vincke, 2010). Bisexual individuals’ experiences of stigma and acceptance are
diverse, and many bisexual individuals have positive experiences, particularly those who
have greater community connectedness and social support (Cooke & Melchert, 2019; Dyar
& London, 2018a; Price, Gesselman, & Garcia, 2019), which may be more common in
large, metropolitan areas (Rosenberger, Schick, Schnarrs, Novak, & Reece, 2014). Although
a qualitative study found a cohort effect, such that younger bisexual men reported more
rewarding experiences coming out and more affirmation in their bisexual identities than
older bisexual men, suggesting a cultural shift toward decreased biphobia (Anderson &
McCormack, 2016), extant research continues to identify links between experiences of
stigma and negative impacts on many dimensions of health for bisexual individuals (Arnett,
Frantell, Miles, & Fry, 2019; Dyar et al., 2020; Dyar & London, 2018b; Friedman et al.,
2019).

Bisexual individuals’ experiences of prejudice involve negative attitudes and stereotypes that
render bisexual identity as invisible, illegitimate, or stigmatized. Anderson and McCormack
(2016) identified 11 distinct kinds of what they refer to as “bisexual burden” documented in
the literature: bisexuals are stigmatized as (1) neurotic, (2) unable to love, (3) sex crazed, (4)
less capable of monogamy than those attracted to a single sex, (5) suffering from negative
stereotypes about their identities from other sexual minorities, (6) confused about their
sexual orientation, (7) seen as being within a transitional phase, (8) attention-seeking, (9) not
being brave enough to fully come out, (10) accused of holding on to heterosexual privilege;
yet, when they are in a relationship with the same sex, (11) perceived as gay. Additional
research has shown that negative attitudes toward bisexual individuals are comprised of
perceptions that they are strange or abnormal, immoral, “trying to be trendy with sexuality,”
have sexual expertise, and are more appealing to date for heterosexual women (Beach et al.,
2019; Friedman et al., 2014).

Of the many types of anti-bisexual prejudice identified in previous research, for the purposes
of the present study, these attitudes will be captured by three broad themes, with the
knowledge that they may not capture all aspects of stigma that bisexual individuals
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experience: sexual orientation instability, sexual irresponsibility, and interpersonal hostility
(Beach et al., 2019; Brewster & Moradi, 2010; Dodge et al., 2016; Mohr & Rochlen, 1999).
Sexual orientation instability refers to perceptions that bisexual people are confused or in
denial about their sexual orientation, that bisexuality is a “just a phase,” and that bisexual
individuals are afraid to “come out” as lesbian or gay (Alarie & Gaudet, 2013; Beach et al.,
2019; Dodge et al., 2016; Dyar, Lytle, London, & Levy, 2017b; Mulick & Wright, 2002;
Roberts et al., 2015). Sexual irresponsibility refers to perceptions that bisexual people are
untrustworthy, promiscuous, incapable of monogamy, or more likely to have HIV or another
STI (Alarie & Gaudet, 2013; Beach et al., 2019; Doan Van, Mereish, Woulfe, & Katz-Wise,
2018; Dodge et al., 2016; Lannutti & Denes, 2012). These attitudes contribute to
experiences of hostility from heterosexuals and leshians and gay men, including increased
negative affect toward bisexual individuals (Herek, 2002) and less willingness to engage in
romantic or sexual activities with bisexual people (Feinstein, Dyar, Bhatia, Latack, &
Davila, 2014). In addition, some bisexual men and women report perceived exclusion from
gay and lesbian communities, ranging from subtle implications of not belonging to overt
verbal harassment (Ault, 1996; Burleson, 2005; Hemmings, 2002). These experiences
contribute to poorer mental health outcomes, including increased depression, anxiety, and
substance use, compared to heterosexual and gay/lesbian individuals (Feinstein & Dyar,
2017).

Experiences of anti-bisexual prejudice have also been associated with greater internalized
binegativity, or internalized negative attitudes towards one’s own bisexual identity (Dyar,
Feinstein, & Davila, 2019; Dyar, Feinstein, Schick, & Davila, 2017a). Bisexual individuals
have also been shown to experience more negative attitudes toward their own sexual
orientation than leshians and gay men (Balsam & Mohr, 2007; Cox et al., 2010). Anti-
bisexual experiences have been linked to higher psychological distress, directly and
indirectly, via internalized binegativity (Brewster, Moradi, DeBlaere, & Velez, 2013;
Flanders, 2015; MacLeod, Bauer, Robinson, MacKay, & Ross, 2015).

Bisexual stigma can also have an impact on identity affirmation (i.e., feelings of comfort and
pride in one’s identity; Paul, Smith, Mohr, & Ross, 2014). In one study, bisexual women
who experienced positive events related to their bisexual identities had increases in bisexual
identity affirmation over time (Dyar & London, 2018a). Positive sexual identity has also
been shown to uniquely predict well-being (Riggle, Mohr, Rostosky, Fingerhut, & Balsam,
2014), making it an important contributing factor to bisexual individuals’ mental health.

Less is known about bisexual individuals’ experiences of stigma when they are in
relationships. Bisexual individuals may experience stigma differently depending on the
gender of their relationship partner, in part because sexual orientation may be a concealable
identity (i.e., not readily inferred from external characteristics; Pachankis, 2007). Others
may assume that bisexual individuals are heterosexual or gay/lesbian depending on the
gender of their current romantic partner (Dyar, Feinstein, & London, 2014; Hequembourg &
Brallier, 2009; Ross, Dobinson, & Eady, 2010), erasing their bisexual identities, which in
itself is stigmatizing. Anderson and McCormack (2016) highlight that a component of
heterosexism is the “heterosexual presumption,” meaning that people are assumed to be
heterosexual unless they publicly identify otherwise. Thus, bisexual individuals with a
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partner of a different gender may be assumed to be heterosexual and therefore may
experience less prejudice from heterosexuals, while simultaneously experiencing exclusion
from lesbian/gay communities (Hequembourg & Brallier, 2009; Ross et al., 2010). In
contrast, bisexual individuals with same-gender partners may be assumed to be leshian or
gay because of the “one-time rule of homosexuality” (Anderson & McCormack, 2016),
meaning that one same-sex experience is socially perceived as indicative of being “entirely”
gay, erasing bisexuality as a possible identity, and potentially increasing the likelihood of
discrimination from heterosexuals (Hequembourg & Brallier, 2009; Ross et al., 2010).

Quantitative research on differences in anti-bisexual prejudice based on gender of
relationship partners is limited. Dyar, Feinstein, and London (2014) examined differences in
sexual identity, minority stress, and depressive symptoms among bisexual women in
different types of relationships (i.e., same-sex, different-sex, and single). Compared to
bisexual women in different-sex relationships, those in same-sex relationships reported
significantly higher identity uncertainty (e.g., feeling uncertain if one is bisexual or
homosexual), which was mediated by higher frequency of assumed lesbian identity. Bisexual
women in different-sex relationships reported higher levels of depression, mediated by more
frequent experiences of rejection and exclusion by lesbians/gay men. However, bisexual
women in same-sex and different sex-relationships did not differ in anti-bisexual experiences
with heterosexuals.

Molina et al. (2015) explored the association between gender of intimate relationship
partners, depression, and alcohol use, mediated by experienced and internalized binegativity,
among bisexual women. Women with a male partner reported greater alcohol use compared
to women with a female partner, and this difference was mediated by experienced
binegativity. It appears that stigma experiences of bisexual women differ based on the
gender of their relationship partner, which have important implications for their well-being.
It is unclear, however, how these results might translate to the experiences of bisexual men.

The current study aimed to fill this gap by using novel longitudinal data to examine
differences in discrimination experienced by bisexual men when in relationships with men,
with women, and not in relationships, and at times when their sexual partners were men
only, women only, men and women, or they had no sexual partners. To understand fully
whether partner gender is associated with stigma experiences among bisexual individuals, it
is necessary to examine stigma experiences within-persons, over time. Our design improves
upon prior cross-sectional studies by enabling us to use each individual as their own control
when examining within-persons change in discrimination experiences across serious
relationship and sexual partners. This reduces the possibility that other differences (e.g.,
sociodemographic factors) could account for observed differences in stigma experiences.

Experiences of discrimination are likely to differ for bisexual men and bisexual women. The
focus on bisexual men can will make a contribution to a body of literature that, to date, has
mostly emphasized their role as “viral bridges” or facilitators of HIV transmission to their
female partners (Cunningham, Olthoff, Burnett, Rompalo, & Ellen, 2006; O’Leary & Jones,
2006). The “bisexual bridge” concept contributes to stereotypes about bisexual men as
untrustworthy, promiscuous, or more likely to have HIV or another STI, and little evidence
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has been found to support substantial viral bridging behavior among behaviorally bisexual
men (Friedman et al., 2017). Research on the experiences of bisexual men is needed, given
that bisexual men are perceived more negatively than bisexual women, possibly based on
beliefs that bisexual women are “heterosexuals in disguise,” but that bisexual men are gay
and avoid “coming out” to protect themselves from antigay stigma (Alarie & Gaudet, 2013;
Armstrong & Reissing, 2014; Dodge et al., 2016; Matsick & Rubin, 2018; Yost & Thomas,
2012).

The present study investigated within-persons differences in anti-bisexual experiences, or
unique forms of discrimination perpetrated by heterosexual and lesbian and gay individuals
toward bisexual individuals (i.e., sexual orientation instability, sexual irresponsibility, and
interpersonal hostility with heterosexuals and lesbian/gay men, respectively), and bisexual
identity (i.e., internalized binegativity and identity affirmation) based on: (1) the gender of
the current or most recent serious relationship partner (i.e., male partner, female partner, or
no partner); and (2) the gender of their sexual partners in the past six months at a given wave
of data collection (male only, female only, male and female, or no partners) in a sample of
young cisgender bisexual men. It was hypothesized that bisexual men would have the most
frequent anti-bisexual experiences with heterosexuals when they had serious relationships
with men or only male sex partners. Further, we anticipated that bisexual men would have
the most frequent anti-bisexual experiences with lesbian and gay individuals when they had
relationships with women or only female sex partners. Bisexual men were hypothesized to
have the fewest anti-bisexual experiences when they were not in relationships or had no sex
partners. Because of the lack of previous research on differences in internalized binegativity
and identity affirmation based on partner gender, no hypotheses were made and these were
posed as exploratory research questions.

Participants and Procedure

Participants were 180 self-identified bisexual cisgender men (i.e., assigned male at birth and
identify their current gender identity as a man). Participant demographics are described in
Table 1.

Data for this study were collected as a part of RADAR, an ongoing longitudinal cohort study
of HIV, substance use, and romantic/sexual relationships among young men who have sex
with men (MSM) and transgender women in the Chicago area (current /= 1,110).
Eligibility criteria were: 16-29 years old, assigned male at birth, English-speaking, and had
sex with a man in the past year or identified with a sexual minority label. All available data
from all waves were used in these analyses, which were collected every six months between
August 2015 and August 2018, for a total of seven waves. Participants reported their sexual
orientation at every visit. However, the Brief Anti-Bisexual Experiences Scale was only
administered to participants at visits at which they self-identified as bisexual; thus, only data
from visits in which participants self-identified as bisexual were included in these analyses
(analytic /= 180). More information about the recruitment process for the RADAR cohort
study can be found in (Mustanski et al., 2018).
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Demographics—~Participants reported their age, sex assigned at birth, current gender
identity, race/ethnicity, sexual orientation, highest level of education completed, status as a
current student, and employment status.

Sexual orientation disclosure—Sexual orientation disclosure was measured at each
visit with a single item, “How out are you to the people around you?” Response options
ranged from O (“Not out to anyone™) to 3 (“Out to everyone”).

Gender of current or most recent serious relationship partner—At each visit,
participants were asked to name their current serious relationship partner, if they had one.
They were also asked to name up to four of their most recent sexual partners, in order from
most recent to most distant, in the last six months. For each of their four most recent sexual
partners, up to four, participants were asked, “What was your relationship with [partner
name]?” for which one response option was: “Serious relationship (boyfriend/girlfriend),
someone you dated for a while and feel very close to.” Gender of current serious relationship
partner was used for participants who had one. For those who had no current serious
relationship partner, gender of their most recent sex partner for whom they reported that
their relationship was serious was used for analyses. Participants who reported having no
serious relationship partners in the last six months were coded as having no partner. We
chose to use gender of most recent serious relationship partner (in the last six months) for
participants who did not report currently having a serious relationship partner, rather than
coding these visits as ones in which participants had no partner. We chose to code our data
this way in order to capture the romantic relationship that was most salient for each
participant at each visit, as well as to optimize power for our analyses.

Gender of current or most recent serious relationship partner was identified by asking
participants, “How does [partner name] currently identify their gender?” Response options
were: “Male,” “Female,” “Male assigned at birth with a different gender identity (such as
Male-to-Female Transgender (MTF), transwoman, genderqueer),” and “Female assigned at
birth with a different gender identity (such as Female-to-Male Transgender (FTM),
transman, genderqueer).” Because there were too few visits in which participants responded
that they had partners who were male assigned at birth with a different gender identity (V=
9) or female assigned at birth with a different gender identity (A= 2) to examine group
differences, only data from visits in which participants reported that their partners were
cisgender “Male” or “Female” were used.

Gender of sexual partners—As described above, at each visit, participants were asked
to name their four most recent sexual partners, in order from most recent to most distant, in
the last six months. They were also asked to report the gender of each of these four sexual
partners using the same question and answer responses described above. Similar to serious
relationship partners, there were few visits in which participants reported having at least one
partner who was assigned male or female at birth with a different gender identity (/= 24).
Thus, only cisgender male and cisgender female partners were included in these analyses.
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Visits in which participants only reported having had sexual partners assigned male or
female at birth and with a different gender identity (V= 3) were removed from analyses.

Brief Anti-Bisexual Experiences Scale—The Brief Anti-Bisexual Experiences Scale
(Brief ABES; Brewster & Moradi, 2010; Dyar et al., 2019) is an 8-item measure that is
administered twice: once with reference to anti-bisexual experiences perpetrated by
heterosexual individuals and once with reference to those perpetrated by lesbian/gay
individuals. The Brief ABES’ three subscales reflect three distinct components of anti-
bisexual prejudice: Sexual Orientation Instability (three items; e.g., “People have addressed
my bisexuality as if it means that | am simply confused about my sexual orientation”),
Sexual Irresponsibility (two items; e.g., “People have assumed that | will cheat in a
relationship because | am bisexual”), and Interpersonal Hostility (three items; e.g., “Others
have treated me negatively because | am bisexual™). See Appendix for the full scale.
Participants responded on a scale from 1 (NMever) to 6 (Almost all of the time [more than
70% of the time]). ltems were averaged to create six composite scores reflecting sexual
orientation instability experiences from heterosexuals (a = .82) and from lesbian and gay
individuals (a = .85), sexual irresponsibility experiences from heterosexuals (o =.76) and
from gay and lesbian individuals (a = .82), and interpersonal hostility experiences from
heterosexuals (a = .84) and from leshian and gay individuals (a = .81). Higher scores reflect
greater frequency of anti-bisexual experiences. The Brief ABES showed a three-factor
structure and good psychometric properties in a sample of non-monosexual adults (Dyar et
al., 2019).

Bisexual ldentity Inventory—Bisexual identity was assessed using two subscales of the
Bisexual Identity Inventory (BII; Paul et al., 2014): Internalized Binegativity (five items;
e.g., “It’s unfair that | am attracted to people of more than one gender”) and Identity
Affirmation (six items; e.g., “I am grateful for my bisexual identity”). Participants responded
on a scale from 1 (Strongly disagree) to 7 (Strongly agree). Items are averaged into a
composite score for each subscale, with higher scores reflecting greater internalized
binegativity (a =.77) and greater identity affirmation (a = .90). The BIl showed good
psychometric properties in a sample of bisexual participants (Paul et al., 2014).

Analytic Approach

Analyses were conducted using Mplus software with robust maximum likelihood estimation
(\Version 7.31; Muthén & Muthén, 1998-2015). Level 1 consisted of repeated measures (i.e.,
current or most recent serious relationship partner, sexual partners, anti-bisexual
experiences, internalized binegativity, and identity affirmation), which were nested within
individuals (Level 2). Three dichotomous Level 1 predictor variables were created for
current or most recent serious relationship partner at each visit: male partner (no [coded 0];
yes [coded 1]), female partner (no [0]; yes [1]), and no partner (no [0]; yes [1]). Two sets of
analyses were conducted: one with male partner as the reference group and one with no
partner as the reference group, in order to test differences in outcome variables among all
three groups. Four dichotomous Level 1 predictor variables were created for gender of
sexual partners at each visit: male partners only (no [coded 0]; yes [coded 1]), female
partners only (no [0]; yes [1]), male and female partners (no [coded 0]; yes [coded 1]), and
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no partners (no [0]; yes [1]). Analyses were conducted using no partners as the reference
group. If any significant differences were found, any groups with significant differences
from the no partners group were used as the reference group to test for differences in
outcome variables among all groups.

To test the hypotheses that, at the within-person level (1) bisexual men would have the most
frequent anti-bisexual experiences with heterosexuals when they had serious relationships
with men or only male sex partners; (2) bisexual men would have the most frequent anti-
bisexual experiences with lesbian and gay individuals when they had relationships with
women or only female sex partners; and (3) bisexual men would have the fewest anti-
bisexual experiences when they were not in relationships or had no sex partners, analyses
were conducted using a multilevel latent covariate model, which treats the repeated
measures of within-person variables as indicators of individual level latent variables while
adjusting for their nonindependence (Liidtke et al., 2008). Age and race/ethnicity were
included as Level 2 (between-person) covariates in each model. Race/ethnicity was
collapsed into four dichotomous Level 2 variables: Non-Hispanic White, Black or African
American, Hispanic/Latino, and Other (Asian, Multiracial, Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific
Islander, and another race/ethnicity not listed).

Mean number of data collection visits per participant was 2.23 (range, 1-4), with a total of
402 visits. Among participants who completed a study visit, there were no item-level
missing data. At 138 visits participants reported that their current or most recent serious
relationship partner was male, at 71 visits participants reported that their current or most
recent serious relationship partner was female, and at 193 visits participants reported having
had no serious relationship partners in the last six months. At 167 visits, gender of current
serious relationship partner was used for analyses, and at 42 visits, gender of most recent
serious relationship partner was used. Participants reported having had only male sexual
partners at 252 visits, only female partners at 55 visits, both male and female partners at 52
visits, and no sexual partners in the last six months at 40 visits. Table 1 shows gender of
participants’ serious relationship partners and sexual partners across all study visits. Across
all study visits, 77 participants reported having only had male relationship partners, 64
participants reporting having had no relationship partners, 37 participants reported having
had only female relationship partners, and two participants reported having had both male
and female serious relationship partners.

Table 2 includes means, variances, within- and between-persons correlations, and intraclass
correlations (ICCs) for all variables. ICCs can be interpreted as the proportion of variance
due to differences between people (or, alternatively, consistency within persons). Conversely,
(1-1CC) can be interpreted as the proportion of variance due to differences within a person
across visits (plus error). In general, bisexual identity variables had a greater proportion of
between-persons variance, whereas anti-bisexual experiences generally had a greater
proportion of within-person variance.
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Within- and between-persons correlations among study variables are shown in Table 2. At
the within-persons level, interpersonal hostility experiences (i.e., being treated negatively or
excluded) with heterosexuals ((178) = .11, p=.03) and lesbian/gay individuals (/(178)
=.10, p=.04) were significantly positively correlated with internalized binegativity. Only
one Brief ABES subscale, Sexual Irresponsibility Experiences (i.e., perceptions that bisexual
people are promiscuous or more likely to have HIV/STI) with heterosexual individuals, had
a significant positive correlation with identity affirmation (/(178) = .11, p=.02).
Interestingly, although sexual orientation instability with heterosexuals (i.e., perceptions that
bisexual people are confused or in denial about their sexual orientation; /(178) = -.15, p
<.001) and sexual irresponsibility experiences with heterosexuals (/(178) = -.14, p=.01)
had significant negative correlations with sexual orientation disclosure at the within-persons
level, at the between-persons level, sexual orientation instability experiences with
leshian/gay people and sexual orientation disclosure were positively correlated (/(178) = .15,
p=.04). Also at the between-persons level, sexual orientation instability (/(178) = .15, p
=.04), sexual irresponsibility ((178) = .16, p=.03), and interpersonal hostility experiences
with heterosexuals (/(178)= .18, p=.02) were significantly positively correlated with
identity affirmation. Sexual orientation disclosure was negatively correlated with
internalized binegativity ((178) = -.32, p<.001), and positively correlated with identity
affirmation (/(178) = .46, p<.001). As expected, internalized binegativity and identity
affirmation were significantly negatively correlated at both the within-persons (/(178) =
-.26, p<.001) and between-persons levels (/(178) = —.57, p<.001), and positive
correlations were found among the six subscales of the Brief ABES (see Table 2).

Paired-samples ttests were conducted to compare the frequency of anti-bisexual
experiences, aggregated to the person level. Participants had significantly fewer
interpersonal hostility experiences (M= 1.50, SD = 0.58) than sexual orientation instability
experiences (M= 1.91, SD=0.91), £179) = 8.04, p<.001, or sexual irresponsibility
experiences (M= 1.85; SD=1.05), {179) = 5.73, p< .001. No significant differences were
found between frequency of sexual orientation instability experiences and sexual
irresponsibility experiences, 179) = 1.15, p=.250.

Paired-samples ttests were also conducted to compare the frequency of anti-bisexual
experiences with heterosexual and leshian/gay individuals. On average, participants had
significantly more sexual orientation instability experiences with heterosexuals (M= 2.01,
SD = 1.01) than with leshians/gay individuals (M= 1.82, SD=0.97), {179) = 3.45, p
=.001. They also experienced more interpersonal hostility with heterosexuals (M= 1.65, SD
= 0.74) than with lesbian/gay individuals (M= 1.36, SD = .57), {179) = 5.99, p<.001. No
significant differences were found between sexual irresponsibility experiences with
heterosexuals (M= 1.89, SD = 1.15) and lesbian/gay individuals (M= 1.85, SD = 1.09),
#179) =152, p=.129.

Results for within-person differences in anti-bisexual experiences, internalized binegativity,
and identity affirmation based on gender of serious relationship partners are shown in Table
3. There were no significant differences in sexual orientation instability or sexual
irresponsibility experiences from heterosexual or lesbian/gay individuals based on gender of
serious relationship partner. Significant differences in anti-bisexual experiences are
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interpreted in light of the lack of within-persons variability in gender of serious relationship
partners. Specifically, only two participants reported having both male and female serious
relationship partners over the study period. This caused what is known as a conflated effect,
in which a main effect is neither the between-person nor within-person main effect, but a
blend of the two effects (Hoffman, 2015). Thus, when comparing frequency of anti-bisexual
experiences for participants with male partners to those who had female partners, results are
interpreted as between-persons effects. However, because there were more participants who
had a combination of visits in which they reported female partners and those in which they
reported no partners over the study period, results for these comparisons are interpreted as
within-persons effects.

When participants had female partners they reported significantly more frequent experiences
of interpersonal hostility from heterosexuals compared to when they had no partners (B

= .43, SE= .17, p=.01). Participants who had female partners also had significantly more
frequent interpersonal hostility experiences from heterosexuals than those who reported
having male partners (B= .59, SE= .17, p<.001). Results were the same for interpersonal
hostility experiences from lesbian and gay individuals, such that when participants had
female partners they had more frequent experiences than when they had no partners (B
=.34, SE=.16, p=.04), and participants who had female partners had more frequent
experiences than those who reported having male partners (B =39, SE= .17, p=.02). No
significant differences were found for sexual orientation instability or sexual irresponsibility
from heterosexuals or lesbian/gay individuals based on serious relationship partner. There
were no significant differences in internalized binegativity or identity affirmation based on
serious relationship partner.

Results for within-person differences in anti-bisexual experiences, internalized binegativity,
and identity affirmation based on gender of sexual partners are displayed in Table 4. For
sexual orientation instability from heterosexuals, participants experienced this significantly
more frequently at visits when they had only male partners in the last six months, compared
to having no partners. Participants had significantly more frequent experiences of instability
from lesbian/gay individuals when they had male partners only, compared to when they had
no partners or female partners only; participants also experienced more instability from
leshian/gay individuals when they had male and female partners, compared to having only
female partners or no partners.

For sexual irresponsibility experiences from heterosexuals, participants had significantly
more frequent experiences when they had male partners only or female partners only,
compared to no partners and compared to when they had male and female partners. For
sexual irresponsibility from lesbian/gay individuals, participants had more frequent
experiences when they had any partners than when they had no partners, but there were no
significant differences based on having male only, female only, or male and female partners.

For interpersonal hostility from heterosexuals, participants had significantly more frequent
experiences when they had any partners, compared to having no partners; in addition,
participants had more frequent experiences when they had female partners only compared to
having male partners only. For interpersonal hostility from lesbian/gay individuals,
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participants had significantly more frequent experiences when they had female partners only,
or male and female partners, compared to having no partners. There were no significant
differences in internalized binegativity or identity affirmation based on gender of sexual
partners in the last six months.

Lastly, there were no significant between-persons effects of age and race/ethnicity, with two
exceptions. The Other race group (comprised of those who identified as Asian, Multiracial,
Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander, and another race/ethnicity not listed) had
significantly less frequent experiences of sexual orientation instability from leshian/gay
individuals than the Non-Hispanic White (B = .64, SE= .22, p=.003), Black or African
American (B=.29, SE= .14, p=.039), or Hispanic/Latino (B= .51, SE=.17, p=.003)
groups. Age was significantly positively associated with interpersonal hostility experiences
with leshian/gay individuals (B = .04, SE = .02, p=.005), meaning that older participants
had more frequent experiences of interpersonal hostility with lesbian/gay individuals.

DISCUSSION

The present study is among the first to quantitatively investigate differences in anti-bisexual
experiences, internalized binegativity, and identity affirmation based on the gender of
bisexual men’s serious relationship and sexual partners. This study contributes a novel
understanding of stigma experiences for bisexual men because they were examined within-
persons over time and across multiple partnerships. In addition, the study focused on stigma
experiences of bisexual men, who have been shown to be perceived more negatively than
bisexual women (Alarie & Gaudet, 2013; Armstrong & Reissing, 2014; Dodge et al., 2016;
Matsick & Rubin, 2018; Yost & Thomas, 2012), and may be particularly vulnerable to
negative mental health consequences as a result.

Participants had significantly more sexual orientation instability and interpersonal hostility
experiences with heterosexuals than with lesbians/gay individuals. This is consistent with
previous research showing that heterosexuals, particularly heterosexual men, have the most
negative attitudes toward bisexual men and women, compared to gay/lesbian participants
(Dodge et al., 2016; Friedman et al., 2014). Although positive attitudes toward bisexual
individuals have increased among heterosexuals in recent years (Anderson & McCormack,
2016; Gallup, 2019), many continue to have negative attitudes, or at the very least are
ambivalent toward, bisexual individuals, which may be more of a reflection of a trend
toward less expression of explicit prejudice toward marginalized groups, while maintaining
implicit biases (Anselmi, Vianello, Voci, & Robusto, 2013).

Anti-Bisexual Experiences based on Gender of Serious Partners

Bisexual men experienced interpersonal hostility from gay/lesbian people most frequently
when they had female serious relationship partners, and more frequently when they had
female sexual partners only compared to when they had no partners. This appears consistent
with Dyar et al. (2014) findings for bisexual women and qualitative research in which
bisexual individuals in different-sex relationships experienced more rejection from leshian
and gay communities than those in same-sex relationships (Hequembourg & Brallier, 2009;
Ross et al., 2010). For bisexual men, hostility from lesbians and gay men may stem from a
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perception that they have not yet transitioned to a strictly same-sex orientation (Alarie &
Gaudet, 2013; Brewster & Moradi, 2010). This may take the form of being afforded lower
status as “junior members in the gay male fraternity” (Burleson, 2005, p. 94) or feeling “not
gay enough” within lesbian and gay spaces (Callis, 2013; McLean, 2008).

Bisexual men also reported the most frequent experiences of interpersonal hostility from
heterosexuals when they had female serious relationship partners, and more frequent
experiences when they had female sexual partners only compared to having no partners or
male partners only. Qualitative studies have shown that bisexual individuals with different-
sex partners might be assumed to be heterosexual, which would seemingly protect them
from heterosexism (Hequembourg & Brallier, 2009; Ross et al., 2010). Dyar et al. (2014),
however, found no significant differences in interpersonal hostility with heterosexuals
between bisexual women in same-sex relationships and different-sex relationships. The
bisexual men in this sample had relatively high mean levels of sexual orientation disclosure,
which is unsurprising, given their participation in a community-based cohort study of young
MSM and transgender women. Thus, others may not assume they are heterosexual based on
their relationship partners. Heterosexuals might be uncomfortable with the idea of an openly
bisexual man in a relationship with a woman, possibly because they assume bisexual men
are actually gay or will transmit HIV/STIs to their female partners (Armstrong & Reissing,
2014; Dodge et al., 2016; Matsick & Rubin, 2018). Future research could explore this
possibility by testing whether disclosure of one’s sexual orientation as bisexual (as opposed
to disclosure of another non-heterosexual identity) moderates associations between partner
gender and anti-bisexual experiences.

Neither sexual orientation instability nor sexual irresponsibility experiences differed within-
persons based on gender of the serious relationship partners. This suggests that bisexual men
experience similar levels of these dimensions of anti-bisexual prejudice regardless of the
gender of their serious relationship partners. Participants also had significantly more
frequent sexual orientation instability and sexual irresponsibility experiences, on average,
compared to interpersonal hostility experiences. This may be because the instability and
irresponsibility subscales are measures of attitudes, while the hostility subscale is a measure
of behavior. In other words, more frequent experiences of instability or irresponsibility
would be those in which it was apparent to the participant that others held attitudes that
bisexuality is a phase or that bisexual individuals are incapable of monogamy. In contrast,
more frequent experiences of hostility are those in which others acted uncomfortable or
treated the participant negatively. It is possible that people are more likely to express
attitudes than to engage in hostile behaviors, which is consistent with studies showing
declines in overt prejudice and a shift toward more subtle forms, such as microaggressions
(Blanton & Jaccard, 2008; Dovidio & Gaertner, 2000; Sue et al., 2007). In addition, attitudes
may be expressed in the absence of discomfort or negative treatment, although being
alienated or treated negatively because of one’s bisexuality implies that one possesses
negative attitudes.

The relatively infrequent experience of interpersonal hostility may mean that on the
occasions when it does occur, it is more impactful, making it easier to perceive differences
based on the gender of one’s relationship partner. The relative impact of experiences of
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interpersonal hostility may also act as an explanation for its positive correlations with
internalized binegativity, which was unrelated to any of the other Brief ABES subscales.
Bisexual men who have had partners of different genders over time may have become more
attuned to others’ discomfort when they have female partners, which may lead to more
negative attitudes towards their own sexual orientation. In contrast, they may be less
sensitive to changes in sexual orientation instability and sexual irresponsibility experiences
because they occur, on average, more often.

Anti-Bisexual Experiences based on Sexual Partners

In contrast to the results found for serious relationship partners, more significant differences
in frequency of anti-bisexual experiences were found based on gender of sex partners.
Bisexual men in this study had sexual orientation instability experiences with heterosexuals
most frequently when they had only male sexual partners, and with lesbian and gay
individuals when they had only male, or male and female, sexual partners. There may have
been significant differences in sexual orientation instability based on gender of sex partners,
rather than gender of serious relationship partners, because sex partners may be perceived to
be more temporary, which is consistent with the stereotype that bisexuality is itself
temporary or “a phase” (Alarie & Gaudet, 2013; Beach et al., 2019; Dodge et al., 2016; Dyar
etal., 2017b; Mulick & Wright, 2002; Roberts et al., 2015). Serious relationship partners, in
contrast, may not influence these types of anti-bisexual experiences because they may be
longer lasting relationships that do not invoke the idea of bisexuality as a transient or
illegitimate identity. That bisexual men had the most frequent sexual orientation instability
experiences with both heterosexuals and gay/lesbian people when they had only male sexual
partners may be related to the perception that bisexual individuals are afraid to come out as
gay (Alarie & Gaudet, 2013; Beach et al., 2019; Dodge et al., 2016; Dyar et al., 2017b;
Mulick & Wright, 2002; Roberts et al., 2015), and a feeling that this stereotype is reinforced
by having had only male sexual partners.

Bisexual men had the most frequent experiences of sexual irresponsibility with
heterosexuals when they had male only or female only sex partners, compared to when they
had no partners or both male and female sex partners, and with leshian/gay individuals when
they had sex partners of any gender, compared to having no sex partners. It seems that the
experience of this type of prejudice from leshian/gay individuals is not related to having sex
partners of a particular gender, but rather to having any sex partners at all, as opposed to
having no partners, because this stereotype has to do with perceptions of bisexual
individuals as untrustworthy, promiscuous, or incapable of monogamy (Alarie & Gaudet,
2013; Beach et al., 2019; Doan Van et al., 2018; Dodge et al., 2016; Lannutti & Denes,
2012). For bisexual men, having any sex appears to be associated with perceptions of
promiscuity and of being “sex-crazed” (Anderson & McCormack, 2016).

Internalized Binegativity, Identity Affirmation, and Sexual Orientation Disclosure

Bisexual men did not experience differences in internalized binegativity based on the gender
of their serious relationship partners or sex partners, consistent with Molina et al.’s (2015)
results for bisexual women. Mean levels of internalized binegativity were generally low,
meaning that the men in this sample are generally comfortable and accepting of their
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bisexual identities. Relatedly, participants also had high mean levels of identity affirmation,
which did not differ based on gender of partners. This could also be attributed to their
greater connection to LGBTQ communities as a function of their participation in this
community-based study of young MSM and transgender women. Future research should
continue to explore these relations, perhaps in samples of bisexual men who are less out, as
they may experience more internalized binegativity and be more vulnerable to negative
mental health outcomes.

Significant positive between- and within-persons correlations were found between identity
affirmation and anti-bisexual experiences from heterosexuals (see Table 2). In other words,
bisexual men who had more comfort and pride in their bisexual identity also had more
frequent experiences of anti-bisexual prejudice with heterosexual people. Higher bisexual
identity affirmation has been associated with being more out as bisexual (Paul et al., 2014),
which was also supported by a significant positive within- and between-person correlations
between identity affirmation and sexual orientation disclosure in the present study (see Table
2), and this increased visibility could mean exposure to more anti-bisexual prejudice
(Roberts et al., 2015).

Significant correlations were also found between anti-bisexual experiences and sexual
orientation disclosure. When bisexual men were more out about their sexual orientation,
they had more frequent experiences of anti-bisexual prejudice with lesbian/gay people, but
less frequent experiences with heterosexual people. This could be related to a limitation of
this study: the lack of specificity of the sexual orientation measure, which does not
distinguish between disclosing one’s sexual orientation as nonheterosexual or specifically
bisexual. Measuring diverse forms of sexual orientation disclosure is important for bisexual
individuals, given that they are more likely than their lesbian and gay counterparts to present
themselves as heterosexual or as another sexual minority (i.e., lesbian or gay; Mohr,
Jackson, & Sheets, 2017). It is possible that the bisexual men in this study disclosed their
sexual orientation as bisexual in some contexts, but as nonheterosexual in others, resulting in
different patterns of experiences of stigma with heterosexual and lesbian/gay people. Future
research is needed to investigate not only how much bisexual men disclose their sexual
orientation, but also what sexual orientation bisexual men disclose to different people (i.e.,
heterosexuals and lesbian/gay individuals) when they have partners of different genders.

Limitations and Future Directions

Results of this study should be interpreted in light of several limitations. Sexual orientation
identity commonly changes over time, particularly during adolescence and young adulthood
(Kaestle, 2019; Moreira, Halkitis, & Kapadia, 2015), which was evidenced in the present
study by the fact that 58.3% of participants did not identify as bisexual at at least one of the
seven waves of data collection (see Table 1). Because the Brief ABES was only administered
to participants at visits at which they self-identified as bisexual, we were not able to assess
how associations between gender of partners and experiences of prejudice may have been
different for participants as their sexual orientation changed over time. Additionally,
participants may have self-identified as other nonmonosexual identities (i.e., queer) at study
visits that were not included in these analyses, and could have had partners of different
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genders and experienced prejudice that is similar to or different from those who identified as
bisexual. Exploring developmental changes in sexual orientation identity over time and how
these relate to both gender of relationship partners and experiences of prejudice is an
important direction for future research.

Second, the sample was comprised of self-identified bisexual cisgender men who are likely
to be more out and at least somewhat connected to the LGBTQ community, which has
implications for the generalizability of the results. For example, research conducted with
bisexual men who were less connected to LGBTQ communities could yield different results
in regards to anti-bisexual experiences from gay/lesbian individuals, because less
community connection could mean less exposure to this population, and fewer opportunities
to experience stigma. In contrast, decreased community affiliation could be a choice on the
part of bisexual men as a result of experiences of anti-bisexual stigma from gay/lesbian
individuals; thus, the opposite result could occur. In addition, more connectedness to
LGBTQ community is likely correlated to increased outness about one’s sexual orientation.
Bisexual men who have not disclosed their sexual orientation, for example, could have more
female relationship partners, and experience less frequent anti-bisexual experiences because
they are most often assumed to be heterosexual. In addition, data for this study were
collected in Chicago, a large urban area in the United States. Regional differences in anti-
bisexual experiences may limit the generalizability of these results to bisexual men living in
areas that are more suburban or rural, or in other countries.

It is important to recognize the role that experiences of intersectional stigma play for
bisexual men in different types of relationships, which likely differ by race/ethnicity and
other sociocultural identities that we were not able to explore in this study. For example,
research has shown that LGBTQ people of color experience racism in relationships and
dating, including exclusion/rejection and sexual objectification (Balsam, Molina, Beadnell,
Simoni, & Walters, 2011), which could contribute to increased experiences of sexual
irresponsibility beliefs and interpersonal hostility for bisexual men of color. Black bisexual
men, for example, may experience heightened cultural expectations of heteronormativity
within Black communities, which create emotional conflict around sexual attraction to other
men and increase the likelihood of having female partners and of sexuality nondisclosure
(Bowleg, 2013; Wilson, 2008). Research conducted with bisexual Latino men has also
revealed that adhering to masculine expressions of gender to manage the risk of being
perceived as nonheterosexual plays a significant role in their sexual experiences with men
and women (Mufoz-Laboy, Severson, Garcia, Parker, & Wilson, 2018). Although our
sample was fairly diverse in terms of race/ethnicity, we did not have enough participants of
each race/ethnicity to test these associations in each group. Future research is needed to
further explore the experiences of diverse bisexual men in relationships.

Although the longitudinal design of the study was able to capture differences at the within-
person level, there were a limited number of visits at which data were collected, particularly
those in which participants had partners who were assigned male or female at birth and had
a different gender identity (e.g., transwoman, transman, genderqueer). A level 2 sample size
of at least 100 has been recommended when using multilevel modeling (Preacher, Zyphur, &
Zhang, 2010), meaning that the present study’s sample of 180 participants is likely
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sufficient. In addition, there was relatively little within-persons variability in gender of
serious relationship partners over time, with only two participants reporting both male and
female serious relationship partners across all visits. However, future longitudinal studies
that are longer in duration and with greater numbers of visits in which bisexual men report
partners of diverse gender identities could have more power to detect differences in anti-
bisexual experiences and bisexual identity, and more within-persons variability in partner
gender. As this longitudinal cohort study is ongoing, these analyses may become feasible as
more data are collected.

Lastly, our operationalization of gender of serious relationship partners included current
relationship partners for some visits, and most recent serious relationship partner (in the last
six months) for others (about 20% of visits). Although we found that significant effects did
not change when we excluded visits with data from most recent serious relationship
partners, future research is needed to assess the impact of current versus previous
partnerships on experiences of discrimination, internalized binegativity, and identity
affirmation among bisexual men.

This study is among the first to quantitatively investigate differences in experiences of anti-
bisexual prejudice and positive and negative aspects of bisexual identity by gender of serious
relationship partners and sexual partners among bisexual men. Having relationship or sex
partners who are male or female may make bisexual men vulnerable to different types of
prejudice, relative to having no partners. Although previous research has indicated that
romantic relationships may be protective against the impact of stigma on mental health for
sexual minority individuals (Wienke & Hill, 2009), these results indicate that being in
different types of relationships may have more complex implications for the mental health of
bisexual men. Although mental health variables were not included in this study, the results
have important implications for the psychological wellbeing of bisexual men, as previous
research has found that bisexual women in different-sex relationships who experienced more
anti-bisexual stigma also experienced greater depression (Dyar et al., 2014) and binge
drinking (Molina et al., 2015). Future research should continue to investigate links between
partner gender, anti-bisexual prejudice, bisexual identity, and mental health, to further
elucidate the experiences of this population.
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Appendix
Brief Anti-Bisexual Experiences Scale
Once in Almost all
; Most of -
a while Sometimes Alot the time of the time
(less (26% (more
Never (10%-25% (50%
than of the time) -49% of ~70% of than 70%
10% of thetime) ti(r)ne) of the
the time) time)
1. People have acted as if my
bisexuality is only a sexual curiosity, 1 2 3 4 5 6
not a stable sexual orientation.
2. People have not taken my sexual
orientation seriously, because | am 1 2 3 4 5 6
bisexual.
3. People have addressed my
bisexuality as if it means that | am
simply confused about my sexual 1 2 3 4 5 6
orientation
4. People have assumed that I will
cheat in a relationship because | am 1 2 3 4 5 6
bisexual.
5. People have treated me as if | am
obsessed with sex because | am 1 2 3 4 5 6
bisexual.
6. Others have acted uncomfortable 1 2 3 4 5 6
around me because of my bisexuality.
7. | have been alienated because | am
bisexual. 1 2 8 4 5 6
8. Others have treated me negatively
because | am bisexual 1 2 8 4 5 6
Note. Each question is followed by “had this experience with lesbian or gay people” and “had this experience with
heterosexual people,” followed by response options. Subscale composition is as follows: Sexual Orientation Instability (1,
2, 3), Sexual Irresponsibility (4, 5), and Interpersonal Hostility (6, 7, 8).
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Table 1
Participant Demographics
M SD
Age at baseline (in years) 2232 285
N %
Race/ethnicity
Black or African American 64 35.6
Hispanic/Latino 56 31.1
Non-Hispanic White 34 18.9
Multiracial 19 10.6
Asian 4 2.2
Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander 1 0.6
Another race/ethnicity not listed 2 11
Sexual orientation across all study visits
Self-identified as bisexual at all study visits 75 41.7
Self-identified as bisexual at at least three consecutive study visits 135 75.0
Highest level of education completed
Less than high school diploma 22 12.2
High school diploma/GED 140 77.8
Undergraduate degree 16 8.9
Graduate degree 2 1.1
Current student 80 44.4
Currently employed
Full-time 74 41.1
Part-time 63 35.0
Not currently employed 43 23.9
Gender of serious relationship partners across study visits (self-identified as bisexual)
Male partners only 77 42.8
No partners 64 35.6
Female partners only 37 20.6
Female and male partners 2 11

Gender of sexual partners across study visits (self-identified as bisexual)

Male partners only 117 65
Male and female partners 37 20.6
Female partners only 17 9.4
No partners 9 5.0

Note. Participants reported their sexual orientation at all study visits, and only data from visits in which participants self-identified as bisexual were
included in analyses. “Sexual orientation across all study visits” refers to participants’ self-identified sexual orientation across all seven study visits
from which data were available; “Gender of [serious relationship/sexual partners] across study visits (self-identified as bisexual)” refers only to
study visits at which participants self-identified as bisexual, which constituted the analytic sample.
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Table 2

Univariate and Bivariate Descriptive Statistics for Outcome Variables

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

1. Internalized binegativitya 64 -26™"" 08 00 03 02 S 10" 06
2. Identity affirmation? -577% 10 01 -0l SV 08 -0l =02 25"
3. Sexual orientation instability-H? 12 B R | M L
4. Sexual orientation instability-LG? 12 A1 897 S5 g™ gyt g 207
5. Sexual irresponsibility-H? 09 16" 8™ g™ S ™t 8™ 1™
6. Sexual irresponsibility- LG” 15 B e ee™ e A5 g g 0
7. Interpersonal hostility-H? 03 18" 77 4™ 2™ st 3T gt 07
8. Interpersonal hostility-LG? 09 09 YA S T M 00

9. Sexual orientation disclosure® -3 4™ 15" 03 04 —01 03 68
Mean 2.18 5.65 2.01 1.82 1.89 1.85 1.65 1.36 194
Within variance .53 57 .69 .55 .78 .90 .52 .34 .23
Between variance .94 131 .61 .68 .84 74 .30 .20 .50

Page 23

Note. Within-person correlations are above the diagonal; between-persons correlations are below the diagonal. Intraclass correlations are on the
diagonal. H = experiences with heterosexuals; LG = experiences with leshian or gay people.

aAbsqute range = 1-6;

bAbsqute range = 1-7,;

cAbsqute range = 0-3.

*
p<.05.

Aok

p< 0L

Aok

p<.001.
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Within-Person Differences in Outcome Variables by Gender of Serious Relationship Partners

Table 3

Qutcome Predictor B SE P
Sexual orientation instability-H Male partner Ref. - -
Female partner .11 .18 .57
No partner -.03 .13 .81
No partner Ref. - -
Female partner .14 .16 .39
Sexual orientation instability-LG ~ Male partner Ref. - -
Female partner .13 .17 44
No partner -01 11 .90
No partner Ref. - -
Female partner .13 .14 37
Sexual irresponsibility-H Male partner Ref. - -
Female partner .31 .15 .18
No partner 20 15 .18
No partner Ref. - -
Female partner .11 .17 .52
Sexual irresponsibility-LG Male partner Ref.
Female partner .40 .20 .05
No partner 18 .14 19
No partner Ref. - -
Female partner .22 .18 .22
Interpersonal hostility-H Male partner Ref. - -
Female partner .60 .17 go**
No partner 16 .09 .07
No partner Ref.
Female partner .44 .17 o1 *
Interpersonal hostility-LG Male partner Ref. - -
Female partner .41 .16 g1 *
No partner .08 .06 19
No partner Ref. - -
Female partner .33 .16 4%
Internalized binegativity Male partner Ref. - -
Female partner -.03 .17 .84
No partner .08 .14 .58
No partner Ref. - -
Female partner -.11 .14 42
Identity affirmation Male partner Ref. - -
Female partner -.15 .22 48
No partner -09 .13 A7
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Outcome Predictor B SE P

No partner Ref. - -
Female partner -.06 .21 .76

Note. H = experiences with heterosexuals; LG = experiences with lesbian or gay people; Ref. = predictor was used as the reference group. Age and
race/ethnicity were included as covariates at the between-person level for all analyses.

*
p<.05.

Aok

p< 0L
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Table 4

Within-Person Differences in Outcome Variables by Gender of Sex Partners

Outcome Predictor B SE P
Sexual orientation instability-H No partners Ref. - -
Male only 46 19 go*
Female only 43 22 .05
Male and female .39 .21 .07
Male only Ref. - -
Female only -.03 .19 .88
Male and female -.07 .15 .62
Sexual orientation instability-LG ~ No partners Ref. - -
Male only 50 16 go**
Female only 24 15 .10
Male and female .54 .20 g **
Male only Ref. - -
Female only -26 13 4%
Male and female .04 .16 .81
Male and female Ref. -
Female only -30 15  u*
Sexual irresponsibility-H No partners Ref. - -
Male only 50 .15 gp**
Female only 80 21 gp**
Male and female .14 .17 42
Male only Ref. - -
Female only 30 21 .16
Male and female -.36 .15 1 *
Female only Ref. - -
Male and female -.66 .22 gg**
Sexual irresponsibility-LG No partners Ref. - -
Male only 59 15 gp**
Female only 81 21 go**
Male and female .50 .20 1 *
Male only Ref. - -
Female only 23 .20 .25
Male and female -.09 .16 .59
Female partners Ref. - -
Male and female -.32 .22 .16
Interpersonal hostility-H No partners Ref. - -
Male only 23 11 3%
Female only 61 17 gp**
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Outcome Predictor B SE P
Male and female .47 .16  gp**
Male only Ref. - -
Female only 38 .18 3%
Male and female .24 .15 12
Female only Ref. - -
Male and female -.14 .18 .44
Interpersonal hostility-LG No partners Ref. - -
Male only 16 12 17
Female only 37 15 1*
Male and female .36 .14 1 *
Female only Ref. - -
Male only -21 14 13
Male and female -.01 .12 91
Male and female Ref. - -
Male only -20 11 .06
Internalized binegativity No partners Ref. - -
Male only 36 .29 .20
Female only 11 .37 .75
Male and female .31 .39 44
Identity affirmation No partners Ref. - -
Male only .04 19 .85
Female only -11 .28 71
Male and female -.45 .24 .06

Note. H = experiences with heterosexuals; LG = experiences with lesbian or gay people; Ref. = predictor was used as the reference group. Age and
race/ethnicity were included as covariates at the between-person level for all analyses.

*
p<.05.

Ak
p<.OL.
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