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ABSTRACT
Empirical data has demonstrated spiritual conflict associated with psychological distress
among some same-sex attracted individuals who identify with non-affirming, monotheistic faith
traditions. Research scales validated for these populations intended for measuring spiritual
conflict may provide more valid replication of extant empirical research and contribute a better
understanding of several issues involving religiosity/spirituality among sexual minorities. Scale
items for the Spiritual Conflict Scale for Same-Sex Attracted Individuals were generated through
focus groups, professional consultation, and a thorough review of the literature in Study 1. Item
revision and deletion for improved content validity were performed by expert judge review in
Study 2. Exploratory factor analysis in Study 3 was performed for further item deletion and
factor reduction for support of an internal factor structure. Study 4 investigated construct and
known-groups validity testing of proposed subscales from Study 3. Results of factor analysis
demonstrated limited support for an internal factor structure for three subscales of Spiritual
Distress, Perceived Integration of Sexuality and Spirituality, and Relationship Morality. Limited
support for construct and known-groups validity hypotheses was generally demonstrated for the
Spiritual Distress subscale and to a lesser degree the Perceived Integration of Sexuality and
Spirituality subscale. Additional research was deemed necessary for further validation because
of mixed findings. Contributions to the literature and areas for future investigation are discussed
in Chapter 5.
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CHAPTER ONE
Statement of the Problem
Psychological Risk
Recent gay male adolescent and young adult suicides in the U.S. have sparked a new
debate about sexual minority suicide and its sources. Some empirical evidence supports the claim
that religiosity may be a protective factor against suicide in predominantly heterosexual samples
(Hammermeister, Flint, Havens, & Peterson, 2001; Neeleman & Lewis, 1999; Stack & Lester,
1991). Unanswered is the question of whether or not lesbian, gay male, and bisexual individuals
in a non-affirming religious environment may be more, not less, at risk for suicide. Such may be
the case particularly for recipients of conversion therapy (Beckstead & Morrow, 2004; Schidlo &
Schroeder, 2002), typically driven by antigay religious therapists and paraprofessionals
employing ethically dubious methods (Gonsiorek, 2004) and sought by highly religious same-sex
attracted persons (R. Spitzer, 2003). Conversion therapy clients report increased loneliness,
depression, and suicidal ideation (Schidlo & Schroeder, 2002). Sexual minority individuals who
have come out while still active in antigay religious organizations report more social conflict and
distress than those who do not (Schuck & Liddle, 2001; B. Smith & Horne, 2007), including
thoughts of suicide (Schuck & Liddle, 2001).
Spiritual Risk
The risks are not only psychological, however; they are spiritual. Many spiritually
oriented lesbians, gay men, and bisexuals experience spiritual conflict as evidenced by an
increased likelihood of abandoning religiosity versus their heterosexual peers (Rostosky, Danner,
& Riggle, 2008), rejecting belief in God (Schuck & Liddle, 2001; Sherry, Whilde, & Quick,
2010), and feeling rejected by and angry at antigay religious peers and leaders (Beckstead &
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Morrow, 2004). Recipients of conversion therapy report both subjective and communal religious
conflict (Beckstead & Morrow, 2004). The conflict is often characterized by an increased
perception of God as punitive and shaming, feeling lost in one’s faith, feeling betrayed by
religious leaders and counselors, and in some cases facing formal excommunication (Schidlo &
Schroeder, 2002). It is not difficult to argue that an increase in suicidal ideation in the context of
non-gay-affirming religiosity (Schuck & Liddle, 2001) and conversion counseling (Schidlo &
Schroeder, 2002) may be considered as much a spiritual as a psychological problem. In short,
sexual minorities are spiritually at-risk populations.
Potential Health Benefits of Spirituality
Less documented but emerging in the literature is some evidence that health benefits may
accrue for some sexual minorities who embrace spirituality. Among lesbians, gay men, and
bisexuals, spirituality has been found to partially mediate the relationship between affirming
faith experiences and psychological health (Lease, Horne, & Noffsinger-Frazier, 2005). Selfreported religious and sexual identity integration is also associated with affirming religious
involvement (Rodriguez & Ouellette, 2000). Lesbians, bisexuals, and gay men who embrace a
belief in God appear more likely to benefits from psychological counseling than those who do
not (Sherry et al., 2010). Spirituality, measured as life meaning and purpose, has also been
found to be associated with improved HIV/AIDS immune system functioning in one
predominantly lesbian, gay, and bisexual sample (Coleman, 2003).
This is not to assert that all sexual minority individuals “should” be spiritual or are
psychologically healthier than those who do not identify with religiosity/spirituality. In fact,
some research suggests the contrary (Mahaffy, 1996; Wagner, Serafini, Rabkin, Remien, &
Williams, 1994). Evidence, however, supports the case that some same-sex attracted persons do
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benefit from their religiosity/spirituality. For this reason, a necessary inclusion criteria for sample
participants in Studies 1, 3, and 4 of this dissertation was that the issue of spirituality be
important to them. Recruitment notices targeted individuals for whom spirituality or a belief in
God as Christian or Jewish believers was important (Appendices A, J, and Q). The validation
testing samples of Studies 3 and 4 included only Christian and Jewish identified participants.
Expert judges in Study 2 were not required to be identified with religiosity/spirituality.
The Need for a Valid Measure for Same-Sex Attracted Individuals
Despite the perils and possibilities of spirituality for sexual minorities, there is a dearth of
research devoted to the topic (Schuck & Liddle, 2001) and what research exists may be
inconclusive in its findings for lack of spirituality measures validated for sexual minority
individuals. No psychometric scale of spiritual conflict currently exists for sexual minorities.
The developers of spirituality instruments have used predominantly heterosexual samples only.
Some evidence exists (Egbert, Mickley, & Coeling, 2004) that the most commonly used spiritual
measure in the research, the Spiritual Well-Being Scale (Paloutzian & Ellison, 1982), particularly
its Religious Well-Being subscale, may be invalid for sexual minorities. Sherry et al. (2010)
found negative health results associated with the latter subscale that conflict with positive
findings in studies devoted to predominantly heterosexual populations (Anglin, Gabriel, &
Kaslow, 2005; Unterrainer, 2010).
In a climate of religious hate that may foster escalating self-hatred and suicide risk for
sexual minorities, the need for better understanding spiritual conflict in same-sex attracted
persons is imperative. To this end, given the lack of sufficient measures and related gaps in the
research, this dissertation will attempt to develop the first reliable and valid measure of spiritual
conflict for sexual minorities. Growing a stronger body of empirical literature by virtue of a
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valid instrument of spiritual conflict may contribute to better understanding and clinical practice
for treating sexual minority individuals both in reducing such conflict and, perhaps, increasing
the health effects associated with religiosity/spirituality through clinical intervention.
Dissertation Goals
The fundamental goal of this dissertation was to develop a valid and reliable research
measure of spiritual conflict for sexual minorities. After a thorough review of the literature and
assisted by professional consultation, goals for developing a valid measure were as follows: first,
to generate items with sexual minority focus groups (Study 1); second, to subject items to expert
review for improved content validity (Study 2); third, reduce items by factor analysis into an
internal factor structure (Study 3); and, fourth, to test the resulting, proposed subscales for
construct and known-groups validity.
Conclusion
Sexual minorities are spiritually at-risk populations. Empirical findings of their spiritual
struggles or spiritual health benefits may be misleading because of the lack of spiritual measures
validated for these populations. For the sake of promoting research that may aid in potentially
improving spiritual and psychological health among sexual minorities, a valid measure was
deemed necessary for the task. The goal of the current study was to develop and validate such a
measure using the methods of factor analysis and classical test theory with a construct of sexual
minority spiritual conflict conceptualized through cognitive dissonance theory and research.
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CHAPTER TWO
Review of the Literature
Purpose
The purpose of this dissertation was to create a measure of spiritual conflict and its
resolution for sexual minority individuals. In this chapter, problems of terminology for defining
the constructs of “religiosity” versus “spirituality” are first undertaken. Subsequently, the
argument is made for a scale based upon the empirical literature in the following, sequential
fashion: (a) lesbians, gay men, and bisexual individuals commonly experience spiritual conflict
and psychological distress in religious, antigay contexts; (b) mixed findings and gaps in the
literature on the subject beg the need for a system of measurement to better understand the issues
related to spiritual conflict in lesbians and gay men; (c) cognitive dissonance theory has been
empirically useful in the past for describing issues that are related to cognitive and identity
conflict in sexual minority and predominantly heterosexual samples; (d) the core lesbian and/or
gay male-related empirical literature on spiritual conflict and identity integration suggests
common themes that may be tested for validation as subfactors for lesbians and gay men; and,
finally, (e) a proposal is made for proposed subfactors representing a unified latent variable for
the measurement of spiritual conflict and identity integration in lesbians and gay men framed by
cognitive dissonance theory.
Constructs of Religiosity and Spirituality
In this section, the common conceptualization in the psychological literature of the
constructs of religiosity and spirituality are described. Problems of terminology are addressed
based upon the related yet separate features of the two constructs and the research goals of this
dissertation.

6
Religiosity versus Spirituality
In the psychological and psychotherapy literature, the constructs of religiosity and
spirituality are typically regarded as “distinct, yet related” (Shafranske & Sperry, 2005, p. 13).
Generally speaking, religiosity is typically associated with one’s affiliation or involvement with
a group, organization, or recognizable tradition and the adoption of its customs and beliefs with
regard to the sacred or a higher power (Shafranske & Sperry, 2005). Spirituality may or may not
include religiosity. Spirituality pertains more to one’s personal, subjective relationship with the
sacred or a higher power without necessary reference to religious group involvement or an
organization’s official belief system (Koenig, McCullough, & Larson, 2001; Westgate, 1996).
For the purposes of this dissertation, religiosity and spirituality may be considered as two
overlapping “circles” as in a Venn diagram. Spirituality and religiosity overlap to form a shared
relationship, yet outer areas of both circles remain discretely separate. A relationship with the
sacred or a higher power may be considered the area of overlap (Koenig et al, 2000). In the circle
of religiosity, the non-overlapping area may be considered as any issues of religious practice that
are devoid of a subjective investment in or a commitment to a relationship with the sacred or a
higher power. On the other hand, the non-overlapping area in the circle of spirituality may be
considered the personal, subjective elements of relating to the sacred or a higher power that are
not identifiable as the formal doctrines or customs of a religious institution or tradition. Where
any possibility exists that religiosity and spirituality may be interacting at an individual level,
this should be assumed to fall in the middle area of overlap.
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Problems of Terminology and the Preferred Use of “Spirituality”
The conceptual overlap between the constructs of religiosity and spirituality noted by Hill
and Pargament (2003) creates terminological problems of language and definition. Formal
distinctions must be made, therefore, for the sake of clarity and accurate use of the terms in this
dissertation. ”Spiritual” and “spirituality,” rather than “religious” and “religiosity” are the
preferred term in this dissertation in most, though not all, cases. First, because the terms
“spiritual” and “spirituality” describe more accurately personal commitment to a religious or
non-religious relationship with the sacred or a higher power, the terms describe more accurately
those individuals for whom conflict related to the sacred or a higher power are an important
concern. These persons comprise the populations of interest for whom a measure of spiritual
conflict and identity integration may be most needed and valued. Secondly, many lesbian and
gay individuals appear to undertake a revisionary process of their antigay religious beliefs
(Thumma, 1991). The revisionary process of changing one’s beliefs from antigay to affirming is
more a personal task than one guided by the antigay, religious institution(s) in question
(Mahaffy, 1996; Schuck & Liddle, 2001). Personal revision of the belief system, therefore, is
arguably more a spiritual than a religious endeavor because it departs from and violates
institutional doctrines. In some cases, affirming organizations may assist in the revisionary
process (Thumma, 1991), thus suggesting a religious process. Even in an affirming context,
however, a crisis of religious belief may have already begun prior to seeking affirming religious
support and continue to endure (Lease et al., 2005; Rodriguez & Ouellette, 2000). A change in
one’s beliefs, therefore, appears to originate at a subjective level driven by personal need rather
than external demands for religious conformity. For this reason, it is important that “religiosity”
and “spirituality” are not treated as interchangeable terms or constructs in this dissertation.
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Third, lesbian, gay male, and bisexual persons who identify more with a non-affirming
religious tradition may also possess a deep spiritual commitment. A deeper commitment to
engaging the sacred or a higher power is presumed necessary for spiritual conflict to occur. This
dissertation explores those individuals likely to have a personal investment in their religiosity
and in a relationship with the sacred or a higher power at both extremes of the spectrum from the
most severe spiritual conflict to complete spiritual identity integration. Across the spectrum,
while religious elements may play a major role, the spiritual intentions of those measured are
considered necessary for conflict to emerge in the first place. Without some level of personal
commitment, it is unreasonable to argue for the presence of spiritual conflict.
The term “religiosity” is used only under two circumstances. First, it is sometimes
necessary to distinguish strictly religious behaviors, institutions, and doctrines from those things
that are spiritual in nature. When identification with a religious institution, its doctrines and
customs is the chief concern rather than one’s subjective relationship with the sacred or a deity,
“religiosity” or “religious” is used. The latter terms are also used when a cited study or theory
uses them without distinction from spirituality.
Conclusion
Spirituality and religiosity are related constructs that share conceptual overlap. The
discussion of spiritual conflict and identity integration among lesbians and gay men in this
dissertation, however, preferences the term “spiritual” and “spirituality” over “religious” and
“religiosity” in most cases. Spirituality, rather than religiosity, appears more salient to the
revisionary process of many lesbian and gay individuals from antigay to more affirming religious
beliefs because such revision defies institutional religious doctrines. The measure constructed in
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this dissertation is concerned only with individuals who have a personal and, thus, spiritual
commitment to a relationship with the sacred or a higher power.
Spiritual Conflict Associated with Psychological Distress
The studies described in this section demonstrate that spirituality in lesbian, gay male,
and bisexual individuals in antigay religious contexts is associated with spiritual conflict and
psychological distress. A review of the empirical support demonstrating the presence of conflict
and deleterious psychological factors was believed necessary for defining the problem and
making the case for a measure of spiritual conflict for sexual minorities. The empirical literature
generally does not build upon itself, uses different scales of measurement, and addresses
different topics with different theoretical frameworks. The literature, therefore, is presented
chronologically given that it collectively lacks any inherent, programmatic structure.
Empirical Support
One of the first studies (Wagner et al., 1994) to investigate sexual minorities in the
context of antigay religious influence examined internalized heterosexism and identity
development among Catholics in a gay-affirming context. The researchers recruited 101 male
members of the affirming Catholic group Dignity in addition to 45 gay men not affiliated with
Dignity but who identified as traditional Catholics by upbringing. Sixty-nine percent of the latter
group self-reported abandoning their Catholicism with many stating that they could not reconcile
being both Catholic and affirming of their sexuality at the same time. Surprisingly, Dignity
members reported a first long-term relationship at a later age than did those in the community
sample, even though one might expect members of a gay-affirming organization to establish
long-term relationships sooner. The finding suggested delayed sexual identity development.
Further, the levels of internalized heterosexism between both the Catholic community members
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and Dignity members were the same. Internalized heterosexism refers to the learned self-hatred
of one’s same-sex attraction and behaviors that violate dominant heterosexual norms (D. M.
Szymanski, Kashubeck-West, & Meyer, 2008). In antigay religious contexts internalized
heterosexism is associated with psychological distress (D. M. Szymanski, Kashubeck, & Meyer,
2008) and spiritual conflict (Beckstead & Morrow, 2004; Schuck & Liddle, 2001). The findings
of internalized heterosexism and developmental delay ran contrary to researcher predictions. The
researchers (Wagner et al., 1994) speculated that Dignity members may be delayed in their
sexual identity because they identified by self-report as more religious than the traditional
Catholics against whom they were compared.
Waldner-Haugrud and Magruder (1996) did not explore psychological and spiritual
distress, but their study yielded evidence of possible delayed sexual identity development in
sexual minority adolescents raised in conservative, religious homes. Using chain sampling for
the sake of better recruiting a hidden population, the authors surveyed 172 lesbian and gay
individuals on their perception and use of their community’s structural resources of support.
Among eight independent variables explored using a self-constructed instrument, one item rated
with a Likert-type scale asked, “How important is religion to your immediate family?” The
researchers found that lesbians, but not gay males, who gave a higher rating of family
importance of religion were associated with exploring fewer resource options associated with
sexual identity expression, (r = -.52, p < .01). This included having fewer lesbian, gay, and
bisexual friends, being less active in queer organizations, and engaging in less frequent same-sex
intercourse. The conclusion is drawn that for some sexual minority youth, particularly lesbians, a
strong religious upbringing may hamper sexual identity development.
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Schidlo and Schroeder (2002) investigated psychological distress and spiritual conflict
among former consumers of conversion therapy. The researchers used a semi-structured
interview protocol as part of a mixed methods study to survey 202 former conversion therapy
clients, 66% of whom reported being religious. Only a small percentage (13%) of participants
reported the perception of successful conversion therapy. Of these 26 individuals, however, only
eight reported some shift toward a heterosexual identity. The remaining 14 individuals reported
not having shifted toward heterosexuality but either managing their sexual impulses with
struggle (12) or without struggle (six). Most participants (87%), however, perceived conversion
therapy as having failed and reported psychological and spiritual distress including increased
internalized heterosexism, self-hatred, depression, family conflict, alienation, loneliness,
isolation, sexual impotence, fears of being a child molester, intrusive memories of conversion
counseling, difficulty later in same-sex relationships, suicidal ideation, and suicide attempts.
Spiritual harm was reported in the form of a total loss of faith, feeling betrayed by religious
leaders, anger at clinicians who described God as punishing and shaming, and excommunication.
Delay of sexual identity development was suggested by self-report of coming out at a later age
than their peers not in conversion therapy. Some participants reported psychological and
spiritual damage lasting in some cases for decades suggestive of long-term sexual identity
disruption.
Tozer and Hayes (2004) investigated whether or not internalized heterosexism played a
mediating role between intrinsic religiosity and one’s propensity to seek conversion therapy.
They examined the dependent variables of sexual identity development using both lesbian and
gay male identity development scales. An intrinsic, religious orientation and the propensity for
seeking conversion therapy were independent variables. The intrinsic/extrinsic model of
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religiosity used in the study distinguishes between one’s personal commitment to religious
practice as an end in itself versus using religious involvement for secondary gain in the form of
social and emotional support, respectively (Allport & Ross, 1967). Tozer and Hayes (2004)
hypothesized that the intrinsically religious may be more likely to desire conversion therapy
because they are more committed to their faith for its own sake.
Results indicated that the intrinsically religious were more likely to possess greater
internalized heterosexism (r = .27, p < .001). Additionally, a significant, positive correlation
between an intrinsic orientation and desire to seek conversion therapy (r = .30, p < .001) was
found. The combination of both intrinsic religiosity and internalized heterosexism accounted for
75% of the variance in a desire to seek conversion therapy. Combined with internalized
heterosexism , regression analysis scores for the intrinsic orientation decreased from β = .29 to
.05 (p < .001). Results, thus, suggested that intrinsic religiosity alone is not necessarily most
influential in determining one’s desire to change sexual orientation, but combined with
internalized heterosexism, it is a powerful predictor variable. Finally, results indicated a negative
relationship between the propensity to seek conversion therapy and lesbian individual (r = –.81,
p < .001) and group (r = –.52, p < .001) identity development. The same was also true for gay
men for both individual (r = –.59, p < .001) and group (r = –.56, p < .001) identity. The findings,
thus, corroborate those of other studies that have found sexual identity delay and increased
internalized heterosexism among religious lesbians and gay man (Schuck & Liddle, 2001;
Wagner, et al., 1994), particularly those who may pursue conversion therapy (Schidlo &
Schroeder, 2002).
Like Tozer and Hayes (2004), Schuck and Liddle (2004) also explored internalized
heterosexism. They examined spiritual conflict, psychological distress, and identity development
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in a mixed methods study. The authors surveyed 66 lesbian, gay, and bisexual individuals as part
of a mixed-methods study. Key sources of reported conflict included religious teachings, specific
passages of scripture, and conflict with prejudiced individuals in their local faith community.
Respondents reported experiences of depression, shame, and suicidal ideation. Almost two-thirds
reported religion-based conflict during their time of coming out. Several (33%) abandoned their
religious tradition altogether. Those who indicated increased difficulty in accepting their sexual
orientation were significantly associated with experiencing more religious conflict than those
who did not, F (1, 64) = 4.50, p < .05. The age of coming out, often considered a developmental
milestone (McCarn & Fassinger, 1996), was found to be roughly equivalent between both
groups. The standard deviation, however, was more spread among those who reported conflict
with 9.1 versus 5.3 for who reported no religious conflict. The authors concluded that among
sexual minorities in antigay religious contexts, some may come out much sooner while others do
so much later, which may suggest development delay in certain cases and identity acceleration in
others. The researchers were uncertain as to what may explain such irregularity in development.
The findings, nevertheless, support other research demonstrating spiritual conflict, psychological
distress, and irregularity in development.
Konik and Stewart (2004) surveyed 358 college age students, heterosexual and nonheterosexual identified, using a measure based upon the ego identity status model of Marcia
(1966) that the authors had demonstrated having shown strong reliability and validity scores in
earlier research. The scale included the categories of diffusion, foreclosed, moratorium, and
achieved. The researchers measured ego identity in three domains: political, religious, and
occupational development. Ego and sexual identity development served as dependent variables
with sexuality (lesbian/gay/bisexual versus heterosexual) as independent variables. The authors
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found that the reporting of greater same-sex attraction was less predictive of religious foreclosure
(β = -.23, p < .01) and more predictive an achieved religious identity status, F (1, 321) = 10.16, p
< .01) in both women and men. Similar results were found across the domains of political and
occupational identity status. The researchers surmised that higher levels of identity foreclosure
among heterosexuals may be due to the fact that they do not have to struggle with accepting their
sexuality in the way sexual minorities do. Supporting the contention, same-sex attracted
participants were more likely to describe their identity development as an “effortful process,”
(2004, p. 831) than heterosexuals (Χ2 = 50.61, p < .001). The very effort required to attain an
achieved religious (and political or occupational) ego status may accelerate the process of
religious identity development.
Lease, Horne, and Noffsinger-Frazier (2005) provide an example of the potential
negative, enduring impact that antigay religiosity may have for sexual minorities even after
having affirming faith experiences. The researchers explored how affirming religious,
community experiences and internalized heterosexism might be related to psychological health
in lesbians and gay men. Participants (N = 583) responded to an online advertisement directing
them to a website-based survey. The researchers deliberately targeted participants from a range
of religious backgrounds from highly affirming, such as from the Metropolitan Community
Church, to very anti-gay, such as those involved in ex-gay ministries. The intent was to measure
a range of affirming experiences and not only those for whom affirming religious experiences
ranked toward the high end. The findings of Lease et al. (2005) supported a mediating model in
which internalized heterosexism largely mediated the relationship between affirming religious
experiences (β = -.33, p < .01) and psychological distress (β = -.42, p < .01). Spirituality,
however, partially mediated the relationship between affirming faith experiences (β = .28, p <
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.01) and psychological health (β = -.17, p < .01). The results appear to indicate that affirming
faith experiences may be of limited benefit for reducing psychological distress if internalized
heterosexism remains present. Internalized heterosexism, therefore, of a religious or possibly
non-religious nature is confirmed by the findings to be associated with psychological distress and
inhibitive of possible advantages to be drawn from affirming religious experiences. The study
supports previous findings already described of self-reported psychological distress associated
with internalized heterosexism in antigay contexts that in this case also appear to endure after
affirming experiences.
Summary and Critique
The preceding studies provide evidence of spiritual conflict (Schidlo & Schroeder, 2002;
Schuck & Liddle, 2001) internalized heterosexism (Lease et al., 2005; Schuck & Liddle, 2001;
Tozer & Hayes, 2004), psychological distress (Schidlo & Schroeder, 2002; Schuck & Liddle,
2001), and identity irregularity (Schuck & Liddle, 2001; Tozer & Hayes, 2004; WauldnerHaugrud & Magruder, 1996) among sexual minorities in non-affirming religious contexts or who
may have a prior history of antigay religious influence. For many sexual minority persons,
spirituality may remain an important part of their identity, yet protracted experiences of spiritual
conflict, identity irregularity, and psychological distress may be at issue (Schidlo & Schroeder,
2002). In sum, the studies collectively support the case that many lesbians and gay men are at
risk spiritual, psychological, and in their sexual identity development.
Weaknesses of the studies exist, despite the overall pattern of spiritual, psychological,
and sexual identity turmoil these findings suggest. These include a failure in most to provide
either reliability and/or validity scores for author-constructed instruments (Schuck & Liddle,
2001; Wagner et al., 1994; Wauldner-Haugrud & Magruder, 1996). Tozer and Hayes (2004),
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Konik and Stewart (2004), Lease et al. (2005), and Wagner et al. (1991) are notable exceptions
particularly in their use of scales developed by other researchers. Descriptions of qualitative
analysis are largely absent from Schuck and Liddle (2001). As in all of the studies reviewed in
this chapter, the use of convenience samples or chain (snowball) recruitment limits the
generalizability of findings, but recourse to such methods appears necessary in attempting to
study hidden, stigmatized populations.
The Need for a Spiritual Conflict Scale for Lesbians and Gay Men
It has been demonstrated in the previous section that a preponderance of evidence exists
to support the contention that many sexual minority individuals appear to struggle spiritually and
psychologically in non-affirming religious contexts. No scale of measurement, however, exists
to investigate sexual minority spiritual conflict. This dissertation makes the case that the need for
a valid scale of spiritual conflict is needed for sexual minorities. Failures of extant research that
argue for such a spiritual conflict measure includes (a) the measurement bias of extant scales and
(b) mixed survey-based findings in heterosexuals versus sexual minorities as exemplified by the
most popular spirituality scale. Both concerns are addressed below.
Measurement Bias
Researchers have struggled to find adequate measures for assessing spirituality in sexual
minorities (Lease et al., 2005). Existing religiosity and spirituality measures have targeted only
heterosexual populations. Scale development was carried out with predominantly heterosexual
samples. No studies of sexual minority spirituality have used measures validated to target sexual
minorities nor used the same measures consistently between studies that might provide
accumulated, validating data. The research, consequently, is fragmented between a variety of
different measures and constructs that has prevented any programmatic development of research
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data and validity information for measures employed for sexual minority participants. The above
studies typically used researcher-constructed measures commonly missing reliability and validity
information, calling results into question. Compounding the problem further are those scales that
have been validated with predominantly heterosexual samples, but used with sexual minority
participants (Lease et al., 2005; Tan, 2005; Tozer and Hayes, 2004). Heterosexual and nonaffirming bias may invalidate existing religious and spiritual measures in that most of them adopt
the language of the dominant monotheistic religious traditions (Egbert et al., 2004). Christianity,
Judaism, and Islam, religious traditions that are typically heterosexist in belief (Schuck & Liddle,
2001). Measures that use language associated with internalized heterosexism and tested
exclusively with predominantly heterosexual samples, consequently, may not yield valid results
for sexual minority persons. The measure developed in this dissertation uses similar religious
language yet does so for the purpose of measuring spiritual conflict in sexual minorities rather
than measure other factors.
Mixed Findings with the Religious Well-Being Subscale
A scale designed to validly assess spiritual factors unique to sexual minorities may help
describe spiritual conflict differences from heterosexuals with greater validity. The problem of
measurement is exemplified by research on the construct of religious well-being (Paloutzian &
Ellison, 1982). By far the most commonly used scale for assessing spirituality in the
psychological and health-related research (Egbert et al., 2004) is the Spiritual Well-Being Scale
(Paloutzian & Ellison, 1982). The scale is premised on a conceptualization of religiosity by
Moberg (1984). Moberg conceived of a two-dimensional analogy for spiritual health as running
along two separate axes, one horizontal and the other vertical. The vertical axis pertains to
religious well-being (i.e., the quality of one’s personal, subjective, relationship with God or a

18
higher power). The horizontal axis describes a meaningful, purposive existence and global
quality of life without reference to explicit religious content such as God or a higher power. The
axes model has two corresponding subscales, the Religious Well-Being subscale and the
Existential Well-Being subscale. The Religious Well-Being subscale attempts to measure the
quality of the first axis and the Existential Well-Being subscale, the quality of the second.
The Religious Well-Being subscale uses religious, monotheistic language. Ellison (1983)
reported a Cronbach’s alpha for the Spiritual Well-Being Scale of .92 (Ellison, 1983). The scale
has been vetted with a wide range of predominantly heterosexual samples (Egbert et al., 2004)
and has repeatedly demonstrated acceptable levels of reliability and construct validity. The latter
include correlations with life purpose (.52), loneliness (-.29), and intrinsic motivation (.67)
towards religiosity (Ellison, 1983) but only as found in predominantly heterosexual samples.
Religious well-being has been found to be a positive correlate of psychological (Anglin, et al.,
2005; Hammermeister, et al., 2001; Unterrainer, 2010) and physiological (Coleman, 2004) health
indicators across predominantly heterosexual samples and, thus, finds supports for criterionrelated validity among heterosexuals.
The Religious Well-Being subscale (Paloutzian & Ellison, 1982), however, has yielded
mixed results with sexual minorities. Sherry, Whilde and Quick (2010) in a mixed methods study
investigated the question (among others) of how religious well-being as an independent variable
would be related to negative internalizing variables such as shame and internalized heterosexism.
(The results and critique of the study are presented more comprehensively later in the chapter).
The researchers surveyed a sample of 373 sexual minority individuals comprised mostly of
lesbians and gay men. Using the Religious Well-Being subscale with canonical correlation
analysis, those lesbians and gay men high in religious well-being were associated across models
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[Models 1, F(15, 839.61) = 2.84 , p < .001; Models 2 and 3 F(8, 610) = 2.30, p = .02] with
indicators of psychological distress if they reported a conservative religious upbringing. These
included higher levels of shame, guilt, and internalized heterosexism. The findings suggest that
religious well-being for heterosexuals may not be the same construct of religious well-being for
lesbians and gay men for whom shame, guilt and internalized heterosexism correlate with
religious well-being. Why this may be the case and what latent variables may contribute to such
differences between sexual minorities and heterosexuals in religious well-being as measured by
the subscale remains unknown. Such questions might begin to find answers with an instrument
validated with spiritual conflict and resolution subfactors unique to sexual minority populations.
Summary and Critique
Extant research remains questionable owing to the use of potentially invalid measures for
sexual minorities. Questions regarding what factors do or do not contribute to spiritual conflict in
sexual minorities versus heterosexuals have not been adequately addressed nor the factors related
to sexual and religious differences. The Religious Well-Being subscale (Paloutzian & Ellison,
1982) serves as an example of inconsistent data between sexual minority and heterosexual
samples and the need for valid measurement. It is reasonable to conclude that a measure
validated for sexual minorities may serve an important role in addressing research gaps and
conflicts in its findings.
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Cognitive Dissonance: Theory and Research Usefulness
The sexual minority-related research devoted to issues of spiritual conflict has largely
solicited cognitive dissonance theory to conceptualize its methods and results. The theory
therefore deserves elaboration and an exploration of its research usefulness. In the first part of
this section, the theory of cognitive dissonance is described according to its original conception
by Festinger (1957) explaining sources of cognitive conflict and psychological distress. In the
same section, the theory is next described in its later development as a theory of identity conflict.
In the second section, empirical data is presented supporting its claims regarding cognitive and
identity conflict and associated psychological distress. Seminal and more recent studies are
reviewed that examine the claims, albeit with predominantly heterosexual samples, with one
exception (D. Szymanski & Gupta, 2000). A review of this data helps to demonstrate the
usefulness of the theory for investigating similar issues related to spiritual identity conflict and
resolution in the other literature pertaining to sexual minorities. Salient Claims of Cognitive
Dissonance Theory for This Dissertation
Cognitive Conflict and Psychological Distress. Festinger (1957), who first formulated
cognitive dissonance theory, stated that “the reality which impinges upon a person will exert
pressures in the direction of bringing the appropriate cognitive elements into correspondence
with that reality” (p. 11). According to Festinger (1957), dissonance is a form of cognitive
conflict that produces psychological distress in the form of emotional discomfort. It occurs when
two incompatible cognitions or attitudes conflict with one another in the mind. Rationalization of
irrational actions, psychological dysfunction, and maladaptive behaviors may emerge on such
occasions for the sake of maintaining perceived cognitive consistency. Dissonance is resolved
through choices made in thought and action that relieve the distress created by the cognitive
clash and bring the person into harmony with the conflicting environment and one’s thoughts
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into perceived consistency. When in a dissonant state, one’s affective discomfort is quantifiable
because it has a “magnitude,” (Festinger, 1957, p. 16). This fact is particularly salient for this
dissertation which will attempt to measure spiritual conflict in the form of psychological distress.
According to Festinger (1957), there are dissonance resolution strategies that may be
used to diffuse dissonance in the face of inconsistent cognitions or personal behaviors that appear
to conflict with social expectations. Rationalizing one’s behaviors, revising one’s beliefs,
recommitting to one’s beliefs to a deeper extent, or leaving the environment that arouses the
dissonance are four such strategies (Festinger, 1957 ; Pitt, 2010). Revision of beliefs and
attitudes may be particularly relevant to issues of religious belief when believers are confronted
with strong, disconfirming evidence of those beliefs (L. Festinger, Reiken, & Schacter, 1956).
The point is significant for sexual minorities who may revise their beliefs in the process of
experiencing spiritual conflict (Schidlo & Schroeder, 2002).
Identity Conflict and Integration. According to Aronson (1968), “At the very heart of
dissonance theory. . .we are not dealing with just any two cognitions. If dissonance exists it is
because the individual’s behavior conflicts with his [or her] self-concept” (p. 23). Cognitive
dissonance has been used to address crises of identity and as an underpinning for social identity
theory, which focuses upon dissonance with like and unlike others or with in-group and outgroup identification (Cooper, 2007). The theory states that dissonance is likely to be aroused
when one’s behaviors or attitudes run contrary to that of one’s social in-group of identification
(Monroe, Hankins, & Van Vechten, 2000). Integration of competing social identities may depend
upon changing beliefs and/or behaviors to conform to those of one’s in-group of identification.
The intent of the measure developed in this dissertation was not to measure identity conflict and
integration per se yet the measure may have the added potential (discussed in Chapter 5) for
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future research to investigate issues of identity for religious/spiritual sexual minorities. It
deserves mention, therefore, that the theory of cognitive dissonance has been used to investigate
issues of identity that arise with cognitive conflict and spiritual conflict in sexual minorities.
Issues of identity conflict are commonly described in the literature devoted to spiritual conflict in
these populations. Because of its prevalence in the literature and relevance to spiritual conflict
among sexual minorities, the role of identity conflict in the empirical data is described in the
literature reviewed below.
Research Usefulness of the Theory
This section is broken into two subsections as follows: (a) cognitive conflict,
psychological distress and belief/attitude revision; and (b) social identity dissonance,
psychological distress and beliefs/attitude revision. These variables were chosen over others
addressed by cognitive dissonance theory because they appeared the most germane to the sexual
minority literature presented later in the chapter on spiritual conflict and resolution.
Cognitive Conflict, Psychological Distress, and Belief /Attitude Revision. Seminal studies
of cognitive dissonance used misattribution of dissonance to external versus internal,
psychological events to demonstrate the association between cognitive dissonance, psychological
distress, and modification of beliefs or attitudes. Three such studies serve as examples (Losch &
Cacioppo, 1990; Pallak & Pittman, 1972; Zanna & Cooper, 1975) . Zanna and Cooper (1975)
performed an experimental study with 70 college freshman males. They hypothesized that those
participants given the task of writing a counter-attitudinal essay designed to induce cognitive
dissonance would report more dissonance if they took responsibility for their argument (in a
high/low choice condition) and if they could not misattribute their dissonance to external events
(no-placebo side-effect/placebo side-effect conditions). Further, they predicted attitude change
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only for those in high choice, internal attribution condition. Results supported the hypothesis.
Losch and Cacioppo (1990) used prism goggles with participants who were told in one condition
that the goggles would cause them to feel “pleasantly excited” and in another condition, “tense”
(p. 289). The researchers added the dependant variable of skin conductance using galvanic skin
response as an indicator of negative state arousal. Results further supported the findings of Zanna
and Cooper (1975) with those in the “tense” condition yielding significantly more skin
conductance. Further, these participants were significantly more likely to shift their beliefs to the
counter-attitudinal position than those in other conditions suggesting a motivational role of
revising beliefs to reduce distress.
The change in beliefs and attitudes demonstrated in the above studies (Losch &
Cacioppo, 1990; Zanna & Cooper, 1975) was explored as a function of “dissonance
neutralization,” (p. 2) strategies in one of the earliest studies to examine cognitive dissonance
and religiosity (Dunford & Kunz, 1973). Dunford and Kunz used a mixed methods approach to
survey 437 Mormons to assess whether or not participants would in some way attempt to
neutralize cognitive dissonance related to going shopping on the Sabbath (Sunday) despite the
prohibition of the Church of Latter Day Saints against doing so. Out of five chosen neutralization
strategies, respondents indicated using several. These included “denial of responsibility,” “denial
of injury,” “denial of the victim” (denying that harm has been caused to others), “condemnation
of the condemners,” and “appeal to higher loyalties,” (1973, p. 4). The researchers concluded
that changing beliefs in order to rationalize condemnable behavior allowed shopping Mormons
to resolve what might otherwise be a dissonance arousing problem.
The studies above address issues that are similar to those explored in the sexual minority
research on spiritual conflict. How lesbians, gay men, and bisexuals resolve dissonance by
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making rationalizations or changing their religious beliefs to a more affirming stance are two
such examples. The external/internal misattribution paradigm is used in one of the cognitive
dissonance studies by Mahaffy (1996) reviewed below.
Social Identity Dissonance, Psychological Distress, and Belief /Attitude Revision. Some
cognitive dissonance studies have supported dissonance resolution strategies associated with
identity conflicts and/or associated dissonance amplification or reduction within one’s group of
social identification (B. McKimmie, Terry, & Hogg, 2009). Batson (1975) was the first to study
the phenomenon of deeper recommitment to a religious worldview in the context of in-group
support and making public testimony to one’s religious beliefs. With a sample of 50
Presbyterian, predominantly heterosexual adolescent females, Batson (1975) asked participants
to separate themselves into believing versus non-believing groups after entering a room. Doing
so made participants publicly commit to a belief system and surrounded them with their religious
(or non-religious) in-group. Both of these elements Festinger (1956) had posited as being likely
to provoke belief rationalization and deeper orthodoxy motivated by dissonance avoidance.
Batson predicted, therefore, that after both groups were provided with a forged newspaper article
describing how major portions of the New Testament were falsified, the believers would in a
post-test show higher levels of orthodoxy, not less. Participants were encouraged to discuss the
forged article together before taking the post-test, thus heightening in-group pressure sensitivity.
The hypothesis was supported with the nonbeliever group showing significant decline in belief
and believers showing a significant increase in orthodox conviction.
McKimmie et al. (2003) used a social identity, in-group/out-group validation model to
explore the experience of identity dissonance and belief/attitude revision. The authors describe
using a “hypocrisy paradigm,” (p. 216) of dissonance inducement with participants comprised of
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18 males and 81 females, the majority of whom were heterosexual. Participants were primed for
in-group versus out-group identification against another university considered inferior. The
researchers used a falsified study to induce dissonance. Results confirmed the prediction that
participant attitudes were more likely to shift in a high-salience (in-group)/ low-support (no ingroup validation) condition. The researchers concluded that high identification with an in-group
that is not supportive is more likely to arouse dissonance and encourage a change in
beliefs/attitudes.
A study by Szymanski and Gupta (2009) used cognitive dissonance theory applied to a
sample of lesbian, gay male, and bisexual African-American-identified participants. The authors
drew upon the revised nigrescence identity model (Cross, 1991) in measuring internalized racism
and the Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale (Rosenberg, 1965) in measuring self-esteem. The
researchers (D. Szymanski & Gupta, 2000) recruited a convenience sample of 106 AfricanAmerican women and men between the ages of 18 and 60. Using ANOVA and regression
models, they tested the hypothesis that self-esteem acts as a mediator between internalized
racism and internalized heterosexism in black individuals. Findings revealed that self-esteem was
negatively associated with and predicted by internalized racism (β = -.392, p < .05) and
internalized heterosexism (β = -.269, p < .05), yet psychological distress was only associated
with internalized heterosexism (β = .427, p < .05). Self-esteem played only a partially meditating
role between internalized racism and psychological distress, with the latter maintaining a
relationship of β = .27 with p < .01. The authors speculated, consequently, that psychological
distress is associated with internalized heterosexism but not internalized racism because black
individuals have traversed black identity obstacles with the supportive aid of their black families
and friends. They may still, however, be exposed by them to messages of heterosexism that are
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prevalent in the dominant culture and black social environment, and thus remain in conflict
between sexual minority identities and heterosexual, African-American identities.
Summary and Critique
It has been shown that the research provides support for the usefulness of cognitive
dissonance theory in describing sources of cognitive and identity conflict, psychological distress,
and subsequent changes in beliefs and attitudes. Such issues related to spiritual identity conflict
are taken up in the literature reviewed below, a review which takes advantage of the strengths of
cognitive dissonance theory here demonstrated to be useful for research.
Most of the studies above, including Zanna and Cooper (1975), Losch and Cacioppo
(1990), Szymanski and Gupta (2009), and McKimmie et al. (2009) possess considerable
strengths including the citation of reliability and/or validity scores of measures (B. McKimmie
et al., 2009; Szymanski & Gupta, 2000), random assignment of participants to experimental
conditions (Losch & Cacioppo, 1990; Zanna & Cooper, 1975), and a strong theoretical
grounding in cognitive dissonance theory. The use of a galvanic skin response apparatus (Losch
& Cacioppo, 1990) provided triangulation of self-reported data with non-self-report-based
measures.
These studies do have some weaknesses, however, though these weakness were not
deemed great enough to threaten the strength of findings. Most of the above studies (Losch &
Cacioppo, 1990; B. M. McKimmie et al., 2003; Zanna & Cooper, 1975) used white, college age,
and predominantly heterosexual students, which may limit the generalizability of findings with
regard to sexual minority persons of color and from lower SES and educational backgrounds.
Not all studies explored causality and/or quantified psychological dissonance (Batson, 1975; B.
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M. McKimmie, et al., 2003)but rather depended upon self-report or the presence of
belief/attitude change.
Spiritual Conflict and Cognitive Dissonance in Sexual Minorities: The Core Data
This section seeks to establish that cognitive dissonance theory (Festinger, 1957 ) is
useful for investigating issues of spiritual conflict among sexual minorities and in addressing
problems of psychological distress and identity irregularity. The five cognitive dissonance
studies are reviewed below in detail (Mahaffy, 1996; Pitt, 2010; Rodriguez & Ouellette, 2000;
Schuck & Liddle, 2001; Thumma, 1991) and serve to demonstrate the applicability of the theory
to sexual minorities. While the studies use the same theory, they do not generally build upon one
another in a programmatic fashion. The studies are, consequently, described in a chronological
order rather than in relationship to other factors. Two more studies have been included for further
support (Beckstead & Morrow, 2004; Sherry, et al., 2010) related to cognitive and identity
conflict though they do not explicitly reference dissonance theory. All of the studies describe
dissonance reduction strategies and dissonance related to religious and sexual identities conflict
and/or integration. Reviewing such data provides an empirical foundation for delineating themes
and potential subfactors of spiritual conflict for sexual minorities. These themes and potential
subfactors are summarized at the conclusion.
Thumma (1991)
Thumma (1991) may have been the first to explore spirituality in gay men and their
revision of religious beliefs using cognitive dissonance theory. The purpose of the study was to
describe the process by which gay male evangelical Christians experience and go about resolving
cognitive identity conflicts. Thumma studied a convenience sample of gay male Christians in a
gay-affirming and evangelical organization called Good News. Good News taught a historical-
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critical approach to the Bible and considered the Bible’s potential cultural bias, while still
embracing the literalism of much of the Bible’s core mythology. Thumma conducted interviews
with seven of its members and undertook participant observation of 20 group meetings.
Thumma performed content analysis of the group’s newsletters, other publications and thousands
of letters of correspondence.
Analysis revealed that the vast majority (94%) who sought involvement in Good News
had been raised in conservative, evangelical families and most (74%) were experiencing an
identity crisis when they first attempted to contact Good News (Thumma, 1991). The finding
suggests that religious internalization may produce dissonance with greater frequency and/or
magnitude than in those from non-religious families. Most individuals affiliated with Good News
reported experiencing severe, ongoing rejection from religious family and friends after coming
out.
Participants reported fears of going to hell; in addition to ashamed, immoral, unworthy,
and sinful (Thumma, 1991). Several individuals, however, reported eventually overcoming
dissonance and reaching a strong integration of gay and evangelical identities. Those who
became members developed increased fervor for their faith and a stronger sense of sexual and
other morals than nonreligious gay men might in a non-religious context (Thumma, 1991).
Thumma (1991) did not use any quantitative measures of internalized heterosexism, yet
qualitative data suggests reduced internalized heterosexism through the process of belief
revision. According to the author, the “solution” for participants for maintaining both religious
and sexual identities “demanded a negotiated settlement between the dual core identities” (p.
346). The author states that this appears to require an active process of overcoming the mental
tension of cognitive identity dissonance through doctrinal revision.
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Mahaffy (1996)
Mahaffy (1996) used cognitive dissonance theory in a mixed methods study of identity
dissonance surveying lesbian, evangelical Christians (N = 163). Mahaffy recruited a convenience
sample drawn from several Christian and sexual minority organizations. Participants responded
freely in writing to the following open-ended question: “Have you experienced any tension
between your Christian beliefs and your sexuality?” (p. 394). The author used a scale to assess
participants’ “pre-coming-out identity” that triangulated identity as evangelical/non-evangelical
with church affiliation and items descriptive of evangelical beliefs.
Like researchers of cognitive dissonance studies described above (Losch & Cacioppo,
1990; Zanna & Cooper, 1975), Mahaffy (1996) used an external/internal misattribution
paradigm. Mahaffy’s questions of interest were to discover in what ways lesbian evangelicals
resolved any dissonance between their religious and sexual identities and if dissonance could be
predicted based upon a) misattribution of dissonance to external sources and b) the pre-coming
out religious or sexual identity. She hypothesized that the experience of dissonance would be
more frequently reported by those with a conservative religious pre-coming out identity and
those who identified as religious earlier and longer than one was identified as lesbian.
Results confirmed hypotheses. Seventy-three percent of the sample reported either
internal and/or external religious dissonance either with their religious family members or
religious communities (Mahaffy, 1996). Of those who reported internal dissonance, 74.14% of
them reported revising their belief system compared to only 31.91% of those who reported
external dissonance only. The odds of resolving dissonance by changing one’s beliefs were 524
times more likely for those reporting internal dissonance versus those who experienced external
dissonance alone. By the same token, those reporting internal dissonance were 423 times more
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likely to revise their beliefs if they remained affiliated with their in-group church. Internal
dissonance was also found to be the least tolerable with only 15.52% willing to remain in a
dissonant state and remain in their religious community. Mahaffy (1996) found that the earlier
the age of Christian identification, the less likely one was to remain in her church (Odds ratio
.90); the later the age, the more likely one was to remain affiliated. Similarly, the earlier the
lesbian identification, the less likely one was to remain religiously affiliated (Odds ratio = .80).
The internalization of identities, religious and/or lesbian, therefore, appeared related to the
experience of dissonance.
Compared against other independent variables, including educational attainment, age of
pre-coming out identity, and age of Christian identification, Mahaffy (1994) found that only an
evangelical versus non-evangelical identification served as a strong predictor variable of both
external but particularly internal dissonance. An evangelical identity positively predicted internal
vs. no external dissonance (β = .35, p < .001; 0dds ratio = 1.42), external vs. no internal
dissonance (β = .15, p < .05; odds ratio = 1.16), and internal plus external dissonance (β = .20, p
< .001; odds ratio 1.23). Mahaffy concluded that the following three dissonance resolution
strategies were used by participants, typically those reporting internal dissonance: revision of
belief, abandonment of belief, and/or abandonment of the religious group.
Rodriguez and Ouellette (2000)
Rodriguez and Ouellette (2000) explored in a mixed-methods study the question of what
dissonance-reducing factors may be involved in the process of integrating religious and sexual
identities in a gay-affirming Christian community. They recruited a convenience sample (N = 40)
drawn from the Metropolitan Community Church of New York. The researchers used a semistructured interview protocol and constructivist coding approach to examine the qualitative data.
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The epistemological argument of constructivism is that reality is socially co-created through
shared symbols of meaning (often in language) within a designated social community (Heppner,
Wampold, & Kivlighan, 2008). A constructivist approach, consequently, attempts to portray the
shared meanings of a population as accurately as possible. Constructivist analysis of narratives
in this study focused upon the reasons offered for integration of religious and sexual identities.
ANOVA was performed using church involvement, service attendance, church membership, and
religious affiliation as independent variables and self-reported level of integration as the
dependent variable.
Results of self-report indicated that 72.5% of participants believed they had fully
overcome spiritual identity dissonance by reconciling both their religious and sexual identities.
Self-reported integration was significantly associated with increased church involvement
[F(1,37) = 5.45, p < .03] and more service attendance [F(1,37) = 5.66, p < .02]. Lesbians were
more likely than gay men to report complete integration (88.2% and 63.6%, respectively). Gay
men were more likely to report a history of identity dissonance. Lesbians participated more
frequently in church worship and activities than did gay men, and so the authors postulated that
lesbians may feel more “empowered” (p. 344) by church involvement than men (Rodriguez &
Ouellette, 2000). Younger individuals were more likely to report identity dissonance than older.
Participants attributed their integration largely to the Metropolitan Community Church. The
authors are careful to point out that they themselves never used the term “integration” with
participants, though 10% of participants elected to use it. Results suggested dissonance reduction
and identity integration to be a complex and lengthy process that could span years.
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Schuck and Liddle (2001)
Schuck and Liddle (2004) investigated the question of what cognitive and emotional
conflict lesbian, gay men, and bisexual individuals would report currently and/or retrospectively
associated with non-affirming religiosity. They also asked what dissonance resolution strategies
participants would report using in such cases. The 66 participants were recruited through the
American Psychological Association’s Division 44 for the study of sexual minorities via chain
(snowball) sampling. A survey included quantitative items requesting basic demographics,
religious affiliation (in grade school, the year before coming out, and at the time of survey
completion), frequency of service attendance, perception of conflict while coming out (yes or
no), a check list of life choices during conflict, and a Likert-type scale to rate emotional distress
in the event of conflict. Using ANOVA the researchers examined the presence of religious
conflict as an independent variable with level of difficulty in accepting sexual orientation and
age of coming out as a dependent variables. The researchers used a post-positivist rather than
grounded theory method of data analysis in the hope of strengthening generalizability, though at
the cost of depth of meaning. The method better allowed researchers to use an open-ended
survey rather than an in-depth interview which would have demanded fewer participants. The
qualitative portion of the survey included the following open-ended question:
As you were coming out, did you see a conflict between your emerging sexual orientation
and your religion at that time? If so, please elaborate. Please say what the conflicts were,
and how you resolved them. (if you have resolved them). If you are willing, please share
your personal struggles with your sexual orientation and your spirituality and how you
have worked or are working through them. (pp. 69)
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Quantitative results indicated that those reporting conflict also reported significantly
more emotional difficulty, F(1, 64) = 4.50, p < .05, Χ2= .07. Qualitative data described sources
of conflict, cognitive and emotional effects of the conflict, resolution of conflict, helpful
resources, and positive experiences. Key sources of reported conflict included religious
teachings, specific passages of scripture, feeling like there was no place for them in their
religious community, and conflict with prejudiced individuals in their religious communities.
According to the authors, one of the most commonly reported and possibly most psychologically
deleterious sources of conflict was the belief that God had rejected them and/or that they were
condemned to hell. Respondents reported experiences of severe depression, self-hatred, shame,
suicidal ideation, and fears of being rejected by religious community or its leaders.
Almost two-thirds reported religious conflict during their time of coming out. Cognitive
dissonance resolution strategies included the following (the percentages are greater than 100%
because participants were permitted to check more than one answer in a checklist): abandoning
the religiosity altogether (33%), changing religious affiliation (33%), choosing to maintain their
religious beliefs but cease communal involvement (33%), identifying as spiritual rather than
religious (53%), reinterpreting religious teachings (40%), or remaining religious in an attempt to
shift antigay attitudes within their religious community (16%). The most commonly reported
positive experiences for resolving conflict were with gay-affirmative clergy and religious
communities. Affirming faith experiences were associated with increased self-acceptance as
lesbian, gay male, or bisexual.
Pitt (2010)
Pitt (2010) explored qualitatively the question of how black, gay males resolve cognitive
dissonance in the context of black, non-affirming religiosity. Pitt argues that the dissonance
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resolution strategies suggested by Festinger (1957) and examined by Mahaffy (1996) are
unrealistic for gay black males who (a) may be much more invested in their religious identities
than white individuals, and therefore, less willing to abandon the religious identity; (b) may not
culturally identify with or feel welcome enough in white, affirming religious communities in
order to leave behind their dissonance arousing, black community; and (c) may not have the
privilege of theological education or feel welcome in white, gay-affirming groups to learn
affirming approaches to revising their Christian faith. The rationale for the study is in the need to
examine black, dissonance management where other options more accessible to white
individuals may be lacking.
Pitt (2010) used seeds of three black congregations for snowball sampling, which led to a
broad denominational and geographical sample from the American southwest, northeast, and
southeast areas. A grounded theory approach was used with exploratory, open-ended questions
with no prior hypotheses. One hour interviews were conducted in person, by phone, and through
e-mail in real time and all were recorded with procedures for confidentiality and prompts
designed to prevent biasing interviewees. Pitt ceased recruiting sample members after
interviewing 34 because themes were exhausted at 30.
Most participants reported having integrating their sexual and spiritual lives. These
respondents, however, reported anxiety if they a) had a same-sex encounter outside of a
committed partnership because it violated their religious beliefs; b) they dated a man; or c) heard
sermons and religious teachings against homosexuality. Sermons appeared to be particularly
powerful for most participants causing them to waver in their self-acceptance. In dealing with the
attack of their ministers, participants denigrated the minister, attacking “the messenger rather
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than the message,” (p. 63) to resolve dissonance. They did so in one four ways: pointing out
defects in the minister’s knowledge, morality, focus, and/or motivation.
In the domain of knowledge deficits, participants stated that their ministers were too
poorly educated to understand scripture and issues of sexuality. Several participants attacked
their minister’s lack of sexual morality because they cheated on their wives. Some participants
criticized their ministers for having the wrong focus not only in their sermons but in their lived
lives. Participants claimed that ministers did not live according to biblical principles of love and
acceptance. Misplaced focus included statements that ministers would use gay-hate speech or
attacked gay people more fiercely than other sinful people. Lastly, the domain of motivation was
very commonly used. Participants stated that ministers would use hateful rhetoric to satisfy the
prejudices of congregants and to rally them to contribute more money. Some participants
believed their pastors were motivated by politics or they had to preach on the subject because
they could not avoid such a media-publicized issue.
One major exception to resolving dissonance occurred at religious revivals (Pitt, 2010).
Participants reported that during emotionally arousing revivals a fear of condemnation could
overwhelm them and cause them to renounce their sexuality. If they admitted this to their sexual
minority religious peers, they would sometimes be ridiculed by them. After a revival, some
participants often had to go through a period of being resocialized into their gay or same-sex
attracted identity with the aid of their sexual minority peers in order to overcome the identity
dissonance.
Other Studies
The two studies below do not draw upon cognitive dissonance theory to frame their
research questions and results, so findings are presented in an abbreviated form. The studies are
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added because results appear to support the core studies above and because they possess stronger
methodological rigor in quantitative and qualitative analysis.
Beckstead and Morrow (2004). Beckstead and Morrow (2004) explored the question of
how conversion therapy consumers would describe retrospectively the phenomenological
process of conversion therapy from pre-conversion through to post-conversion treatment. The
researchers studied 42 Mormon clients (4 women and 38 men). The primary sources of data were
focus groups and individual interviews using a combination of open-interview and guided
interview approaches. Both opponents and proponents of conversion therapy reported harmful
experiences. These included experiences of shame, depression, reduced self-esteem, increased
suicidal ideation, greater emotional distress, loss of lovers and friends, disruption of same-sex
intimacy, and loss of religious faith. Participants reported what the researchers termed as
“internalizing treatment failure” (p. 673) associated with self-blame for failing to shift sexual
orientation. Eight of the participants attempted suicide following treatment because of perceived
failure.
Many of the participants reported a period of oscillating between rival, discrepant
identities. The identities were experienced as polar opposites of “ex-gay” versus “out-gay,” (p.
673). The clash of identities in participants seemed to depend on their developing but conflicting
perspectives about being lesbian, gay, or bisexual learned during conversion therapy, on antigay
beliefs instilled through the process, and on adoption of stereotypical norms of the therapy group.
These participants described having more awareness of alternatives but feeling disempowered,
confused, and unable to make decisions based on their perceived options (pp. 673-674).
Strategies for resolving distress included “giving up trying to be heterosexual,” “dispelling
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[conversion therapy] myths of same-sex attracted people,” “rejecting previous authorities,” and
“reevaluating needs and options” (2004, ps. 674-675).
Sherry, Andrew, Whilde, and Quick (2010). Sherry, Andrew, Whilde, and Quick (2010)
explored the questions of a) how lesbian, gay male, and bisexual individuals navigate potential
conflicts between conservative religious and sexual identities, (b) whether or not perceived
religious upbringing played a role, and (c) what potential psychologically debilitating factors
may be associated. The researchers recruited a total sample of 794 participants, 373 for the
quantitative portion and 422 for the qualitative. Those who reported lower levels of shame, guilt,
and internalized heterosexism were more likely to view doubt as positive and reported having
been raised in a more liberal church. The opposite was found to be true for those who perceived
their upbringing as conservative and non-affirming. Contrary to expectation, for the latter
individuals greater religious well-being was more commonly reported. As already noted above
the Religious Well-Being Scale subscale (Paloutzian & Ellison, 1982) may be invalid for sexual
minorities as suggested by the finding.
The researchers gathered qualitative data with one question requesting a narrative
answer: “Briefly describe your experience regarding religion and your sexual orientation” (p.
114). The authors analyzed that data using consensual qualitative research (Hill, Thompson, &
Williams, 1997). Findings were cross-analyzed with the quantitative correlational data. Results
yielded eight themes. The most common theme was reported by 170 of the 422 respondents.
According to the researchers (Sherry et al, 2010), these participants reported that their sexuality
“was the catalyst for questioning their religious identity and making religious shifts” (p. 116).
Among other participants, 48 rejected their religiosity for reasons other than sexuality while
others changed their religious views to more gay-affirming. Others reported still

38
seeking/struggling with spirituality, having felt oppressed and manipulated by religious leaders,
identifying as spiritual rather than religious, or having experienced rejection and psychological
trauma as a result of religious involvement.
Critique
The studies described above are not without weaknesses, which warrant some caution in
their consideration. All of the studies relied upon self-selected (Beckstead & Morrow, 2004;
Mahaffy, 1996; Sherry et al., 2010) and convenience samples (Rodriguez & Ouellette, 2000) or
used chain (snowball) recruitment (Pitt, 2010; Schuck & Liddle, 2001). Validity information of
researcher-constructed scales is missing in most of the studies (Mahaffy, 1996; Pitt, 2010;
Rodriguez & Ouellette, 2000; Schuck & Liddle, 2001). Ethnic minorities are highly
underrepresented in all but Pitt’s (2010) research. Imbalances of men to women or virtual
absence of one over the other are common in each study except that of Sherry et al. (2010) and
Rodriguez and Ouellette (2000). Additionally, all the studies depended upon self-report
introducing potential method variance. Sherry et al. (2010) relied solely upon web-based
surveys, which may rule out lower SES participants for those who may not have internet
availability. Unfortunately, Sherry et al. (2010) did not provide the percentile breakdown of
bisexuals nor separately analyze data drawn from this population, which may complicate
generalizability to those who identify exclusively as lesbian and gay. None of the studies are
experimental and, therefore, cannot argue directly from results that participant motivation for
revising one’s religious views was to reduce dissonance.
Methodological flaws are likely in the qualitative work of Thumma (1991) and Mahaffy
(1996). Mahaffy’s method of coding meaning units is only audited by the author in repeating the
coding of data 13 months later (with 79% accuracy). Missing from the work of Thumma (1991)
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are descriptions of efforts to maximize the interpretive-constructivist methodological equivalents
of reliability and validity as well as a rigorous approaches to data analysis. Mahaffy (1996),
Schuck and Liddle (2004), and Sherry et al. (2010) used only one qualitative question answered
in writing, which may limit the depth of meaning, though permit for greater generalizability of
findings. In the qualitative data of Sherry et al. (2010), not all participants reported that their
sexuality was the catalyst for questioning or revising religious beliefs. The explicit question of a
catalyst, however, whether sexual or otherwise, was not asked of participants. It remains unclear,
therefore, if those who reported still struggling/seeking, revising their beliefs to more affirming,
and those who experienced rejection and trauma may have been, nevertheless, motivated to
change beliefs with sexuality playing a central or possibly catalytic role.
Strengths of the studies deserve mention for their inclusion of effective methods and
supportive results for the arguments made in this dissertation. One such strength includes the
preference for mixed methods (Mahaffy, 1996; Rodriguez & Ouellette, 2000; Schuck & Liddle,
2001; Sherry, et al., 2010) that permitted cross-analysis of data. Such analysis may permit for
greater generalizability of findings as a result of triangulation of data. Further, because of the
lack of valid measures of spiritual identity conflict for sexual minorities, mixed methods as well
as strictly qualitative approaches (Beckstead & Morrow, 2004; Pitt, 2010) permitted greater
establishment of phenomenological and meaning-based data. The data was more likely to permit
the enumeration of themes and potential factors related to sexual minority spirituality. Such data
could then be demonstrated to be more meaningfully related to cognitive dissonance. Pitt (2010)
and Beckstead and Morrow (2004) both reported exhausting themes of meaning. The qualitative
method used by Beckstead and Morrow (2004) appears the most rigorous. Taking an inductive
approach using grounded theory, the researchers mapped a path-model for the reported
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phenomenology of participants through the treatment process. Meaning units were coded based
upon data derived through the constant comparative method involving participant verification
meant to describe as accurately as possible the subjective experience of each individual.
Personal, theoretical diagrams were mapped for each of the 42 participants that were later
integrated into the larger path model for the whole sample. Sherry et al. (2010) performed
consensual qualitative analysis with outside judges to code data. The researchers took lengths to
ground the data in postmodern constructivist theory in order to conceptually frame the concept of
competing identities. Additionally, Sherry et al. (2010) used measures that have been vetted for
reliability and validity in other research, although with predominantly heterosexual samples.
These included the Quest Scale (Batson & Schoenrade, 1991), the Spiritual Well-Being Scale
(Paloutzian & Ellison, 1982), and the Internalized Homophobia Scale (Ross & Rosser, 1996).
While validity information is missing for researcher-constructed scales in most other studies, two
of the studies do cite strong Cronbach’s alphas (.87 to .92) of reliability (Mahaffy, 1996;
Rodriguez & Ouellette, 2000). Large samples were recruited by two studies for increased
generalizability of findings (Mahaffy, 1996; Sherry, et al., 2010). Pitt (2010) examined a
subordinate population of African-Americans that broadens the generalizability of cognitive
dissonance theory and spiritual conflict to African-Americans. Across all studies, procedures and
data analysis were related directly to research questions and proposed hypotheses. All of the
studies, except the additional two secondary studies by Beckstead and Morrow (2004) and
Sherry et al. (2010), followed through with drawing conclusions and making tentative
speculations from mixed data based upon cognitive dissonance theory. Even in the secondary
studies added, results appear so very similar to and suggestive of identity conflict and dissonance
that they appear adequate for supporting the core research.
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Themes of Spiritual Identity Conflict and Resolution for Sexual Minorities
Some prevailing themes are evidenced in the cognitive dissonance research and
secondary studies described above. Starting with themes of conflict, the first is the prevailing
reports of conflict between sexual and religious identities identified in each of the studies. One of
the most notable themes is that of reported fears of condemnation by God and feelings of
rejection by God present in most studies (Beckstead & Morrow, 2004; Pitt, 2010; Schuck and
Liddle, 2001; Sherry et al, 2010; Thumma 1991). Rejection and exclusion from the religious
community and its leaders was also commonly reported (Beckstead & Morrow, 2004; Mahaffy,
1996; Pitt, 2010; Schuck & Liddle, 2001; Thumma, 1991).
Other themes included the experience of feeling out of place or invisible in religious
communities (Schuck & Liddle, 2001), experiencing integration as effortful rather than passive
(Thumma, 1991), experiencing dissonance when behaving in ways that violated sexual religious
morality (Beckstead & Morrow, 2004; Pitt, 2010; Schuck & Liddle, 2001; Thumma, 1991),
trying and failing to become heterosexual, believing in antigay stereotypical “myths” (Beckstead
& Morrow, 2004), living a double life (Schuck & Liddle, 2001; Thumma, 1991), rejecting the
sexual identity (Beckstead & Morrow, 2004; Mahaffy, 1996; Thumma, 1991), rejecting the
religious identity (Mahaffy, 1996; Schuck & Liddle, 2001), religious upbringing and level of
internalization of sexual versus religious identities (Mahaffy, 1996; Sherry, et al., 2010), a
literalist and/or evangelical interpretation of the Christian Bible (Mahaffy, 1996; Pitt, 2010;
Thumma, 1991) unwillingness or inability to question the authority of antigay religious leaders
and/or their church sermons (Pitt, 2010), alienation or ridicule from spiritual sexual minority
peers (Pitt, 2010) or social isolation from other sexual minority individuals (Schuck & Liddle,
2001; Thumma, 1991).
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Positive and/or identity integration experiences often were related to experiences with
affirming clergy and their organizations (Rodriguez & Ouellette, 2000; Schuck & Liddle, 2001;
Thumma, 1991), a willingness to doubt, criticize, or dismiss religious authorities (Beckstead &
Morrow, 2004; Pitt, 2010; Sherry, et al., 2010), identifying as spiritual rather than religious
(Schuck & Liddle, 2001; Sherry, et al., 2010), revising beliefs to become more affirming
(Mahaffy, 1996; Schuck & Liddle, 2001; Sherry, et al., 2010), having lower internalized
heterosexism, shame, and guilt (Schuck & Liddle, 2001; Sherry, et al., 2010), abandoning the
perceived need to become heterosexual (Beckstead & Morrow, 2004), and coming to feel
accepted by God and religious community (Mahaffy, 1996; Schuck & Liddle, 2001; Thumma,
1991). In rare instances some individuals reported short-term experiences of conflict resolution
in non-affirming religious contexts (Beckstead & Morrow, 2004; Schuck & Liddle, 2001), and so
such experiences should not be dismissed altogether.
Potential Subfactors Based upon Prevailing Themes
Several themes of dissonance related to spiritual conflict are discussed in the literature.
Researchers commonly cited conflict with God (Pitt, 2010; Schuck & Liddle, 2001; Thumma,
1991) and/or religious community and leaders (Beckstead & Morrow, 2004; Mahaffy, 1996; Pitt,
2010; Schuck & Liddle, 2001; Sherry, et al., 2010) as being most often reported by participants.
Issues of sexual morality are also highly associated with reported dissonance cross all of the
studies. Studies typically found participants capable of describing their perceived sexual versus
religious identity conflicts (Beckstead & Morrow, 2004; Pitt, 2010; Rodriguez & Ouellette,
2000; Sherry, et al., 2010; Thumma, 1991), thus making plausible a proposed subfactor of
perceived religious-sexual identity integration. The following four subfactors of spiritual conflict
among sexual minorities are, therefore, proposed as conflict with: (a) deity (God), (b) religious
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community, (c) morality, and (d) conflict as indicated by perceived integration of sexuality and
spirituality.
A further argument for proposing the above four subfactors is that it appears possible to
subsume at least to a degree most of the other themes from the studies under the four proposed
subfactors just named. This includes: rejecting religious authorities and feeling rejected by
religious leaders, having positive experiences with affirming clergy and believers, feeling
invisible or as if there is no place as a sexual minority in the religious community (religious
community conflict); issues of dating, same-sex intercourse, and abandoning the need to become
heterosexual (moral conflict); and feeling condemned or rejected by God (deity conflict).
Arguably all of the above elements might find valid inclusion in the fourth category of perceived
integration of sexuality and spirituality. Researchers concluded across all studies that conflict
versus integration of sexual and religious identities was a chief operating factor. Thus, it is
arguable that the underlying latent variable of the four proposed subfactors is perceived sexual
and spiritual integration.
Summary
In the preceding studies, spiritual conflict and perceived integration of sexual and
religious identities has been demonstrated to be commonly reported experiences for many sexual
minority individuals who identify as spiritual and/or religious. Four subfactors may serve as
potential variables for measurement spiritual conflict in these populations: conflicts with deity;
conflicts with community; conflicts with morality, and the perceived integration of sexuality and
spirituality (the absence of conflict). The findings of the studies support the theoretical
underpinning for measuring the level of spiritual conflict among sexual minorities as a function
of cognitive and identity dissonance and its resolution.
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Chapter Conclusion
It has been demonstrated that many spiritually active sexual minorities experience
spiritual conflict, psychological distress, and identity irregularities in non-affirming religious
contexts. Empirical shortcomings in the literature in addition to the problem of extant measures
likely invalid for sexual minorities necessitate the development for a valid measure to better
address the research problems. It has been demonstrated that cognitive dissonance is a useful
theory for describing psychological distress related to cognitive identity conflict, spiritual-sexual
conflict, and revision of religious beliefs related to such conflict. Also demonstrated were
recurrent themes and likely subfactors for measuring spiritual conflict and perceived integration
of sexual and spiritual identities. A four-factor model of spiritual conflict resolution is proposed
based upon prevailing themes in the empirical literature that include the conflict domains of
deity/God, community, and morality, and the perceived integration of religious and sexual
identities. In Chapters Three and Four that follow, a sequence of four studies is described for the
development of a measure of spiritual conflict for sexual minorities premised upon the subfactors
proposed and conceptualized through the lens of cognitive dissonance theory.
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CHAPTERS THREE and FOUR
Methods and Results
This dissertation consisted of four studies implemented to develop a measure of spiritual
conflict for sexual minorities. Chapter Three, which describes research methods, and Chapter
Four, which describes results, have been integrated for convenience of explanation. The chapters
describe a sequence of four studies that attempted to generate valid survey items and validate the
subscales proposed above in Chapter 2. Study 1 describes the use of focus groups to generate an
initial item pool informed further by the empirical literature and professional consultation. Study
2 solicited expert judges in the field of psychology and sexual minority concerns to begin the
process of eliminating items and revising existing items for the purpose of improving content
validity. Study 3 sought to validate an internal factor structure, establish subscale reliability and
further eliminate items using exploratory factor analysis. Lastly, Study 4 sought to establish
construct and known-groups validity for the subscales. For each study, participant recruitment,
inclusion criteria, data collection, analysis and results are presented followed by a brief
discussion.
Study 1: Item Development
Purpose
The purpose of Study 1 was to generate an initial pool of items using data drawn from
three sources that included focus groups, professional consultation, and a thorough review of the
literature. Using focus groups to generate items in the process of survey construction is a
commonly used method for increasing content scale validity (Heppner et al., 2008). Focus group
methods and results are described first followed by professional consultation and literature
review considerations that informed the process of item generation.
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Participants
Focus Groups Participant Demographics. Demographic information including age,
ethnic identification, and religious affiliation was requested of focus group participants as part of
a semi-structured interview. Twelve people participated in the focus groups. Of the twelve, a
total of eight women identified as lesbians, one woman as bisexual, and three as gay men. The
first focus group consisted entirely of women and the second focus group consisted of two
women and three men. Across groups ages ranged from 20 to 57 (M = 42.1; SD = 14.25). Only
two participants were of traditional college age (18-22), ranging from ages 19 to 20. One
participant, who appeared physically younger than some others group members, did not wish to
disclose her age. Her age and sample membership, therefore, were not calculated for age mean
and standard deviation in the group, which may inflate the mean and standard deviation. Two
other participants chose to give their age range only as in their fifties. Their ages were calculated
as 55. All identified as White/European-American except for one male who identified as Latino.
Six participants reported affiliation with Protestant denominations and three with Roman
Catholicism. One female participant identified as Jewish, another as Buddhist, and two as
Unitarian Universalist.
Recruitment. Participants were recruited through an e-mail listserve of a local sexual
minority resource center. The recruitment announcement (see Appendix A) was sent to lesbian
and gay related groups and individuals. The recruitment notice provided phone and e-mail
contact information to which individuals could reply. Every participant chose to respond by email. Respondents were e-mailed a formal response stating that there would be two focus groups.
It provided the dates and location of both groups so that participants would have the convenience
of selecting one or both depending on what their schedules may permit. Participants were
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assigned to focus groups based upon their availability and personal preference. Follow-up emails with directions to the focus group sites confirmed focus group assignments. Out of an
initial 18 respondents, 12 participated in the focus groups.
Inclusion criteria. The recruitment notice requested responses from any same-sex
attracted persons who had an interest in religion and/or spirituality. Participants were required to
be at least 18 years of age.
Methods
Procedure
Focus groups lasted up to but no more than two hours. Other than light refreshments, no
other incentives were offered to participants. A research assistant sitting outside yet near the
group took notes related to group process and nonverbal communication. Each participant signed
a statement of informed consent (see Appendix B) that also requested that participants hold as
confidential whatever was shared by other participants. Participants were informed once more of
the purpose of the study and that the primary researcher is a doctoral student in counseling
psychology. Participants were told that the primary investigator and the research assistant were
both same-sex attracted individuals and had a personal interest in religion and spirituality. The
sexual orientation of investigators was shared so that participants understood they were speaking
to “insiders,” which might facilitate increased trust and a willingness to self-disclose (Halcomb,
2007).
Specific procedural protocols were then described before the formal focus group
discussion began. The protocol, based upon the recommendations of Hopkins (2007), was
successfully followed throughout the course of both focus groups. Guidelines were followed for
the use and phrasing of key and transitional questions (Halcomb, Gholizadeh, Phillips, &
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Davidson, 2007), pointing out the sensitivity of the topic (Hopkins, 2007), and encouraging a
respect for differences in opinion so as to elicit more nuanced and divergent qualitative data. It
was explained to participants that the term “same-sex attracted” would replace “lesbian” and
“gay” in order to respect those who might not identify with these labels.
Security of responses and protection of participants. Participants were informed that all
identifying information they might share would be held strictly confidential by the principal
investigator and research assistant. Participants were asked to maintain confidentiality on behalf
of their participant peers, though it was stated that no guarantee could be made that fellowparticipants would in fact maintain confidentiality. Statements of informed consent were
provided that participants signed before the focus groups began. Participants were informed that
their participation remained completely voluntary and that they may choose to cease
participation at any time. Participants were asked to use only a first name or a pseudonym. They
were informed that the discussion would be audio recorded and that the recordings would be
erased only after a two year period as required by law and Institutional Review Board policy.
Interviewer. The only interviewer for both the focus groups was the author of this
dissertation, age 40 at the time, and a self-identified gay male. The author held a Masters degree
in counseling psychology and was pursuing doctoral studies in counseling psychology.
Materials
Semi-Structured Interview Protocol. A semi-structured interview questionnaire (see
Appendix C) guided focus group discussion. The questions focused upon (a) spiritual and sexual
conflict and reconciliation, (b) religious social conflict and reconciliation, and (c) perceived
integration of sexuality and religion / spirituality. Questions were open ended to encourage
freedom of discussion. One question, for example, asked, “Have you ever experienced conflict
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between your religion and your sexual identity? What was that like? Describe efforts toward
resolution.” Another question was, “If you were to perform a cost/benefit analysis of being
religious and/or spiritual as a same-sex attracted person, what would you list under costs versus
benefits?” If time permitted and the topic appeared relevant, participants were invited to discuss
any topics they felt had gone unaddressed.
Analysis
Focus groups were audio recorded and transcribed. That data consisted of four hours of
audio taped material, notes taken during the focus groups by the research assistant, and follow-up
reports written by both the author of this dissertation and the research assistant after both focus
groups. At the sentence/phrase level, participant statements were coded as belonging to one of
the five categories of spiritual conflict that included four ascertained from the empirical literature
(see Chapter 2) in addition to a fifth category of spiritual conflict in the family, a theme uniquely
contributed by the focus groups that was largely absent from the empirical literature addressing
spiritual conflict among sexual minorities. Coding, thus, included the following five categories
that appeared related to the psychological dissonance of spiritual conflict: religious / spiritual
community conflict, religious / spiritual family conflict, moral conflict, God conflict, and
perceived integration of sexuality and spirituality. Those statements by focus group participants
that applied to none of the five categories were not included in analysis and did not generally
appear to cohere as part of any other single, unified theme(s). (See Appendix D for a complete
listing of items generated through focus groups and the empirical literature).
The purpose of the focus groups was to generate items, and secondly, to generate items
whose wording would be familiar to the populations targeted by the scales (De Vellis, 2003). No
formal qualitative theories or methods, consequently, were required such as grounded theory or
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constant comparative method. Special attention was paid to the use of specific words and
phrases used by participants to describe their experiences particularly when they denoted or
connoted emotional distress or the alleviation of it consistent with cognitive dissonance theory.
Personal narratives that may be generalizable to the larger experience of lesbians and gay men
were given special consideration.
Results
The results presented here delineate focus group contributions for the items generated. In
each subsection qualitative data is presented followed by examples of some items developed
from the data.
Focus Group Contributions to Item Development. Many themes of spiritual conflict arose
in the focus groups. It should be noted, as mentioned previously, that the category of family
conflict, which is added here, was a unique contribution of the focus groups because the
empirical literature largely fails to address the subject in terms of lesbian and gay spiritual
conflict. The following results are presented by theme and in the order of their frequency of
recurrence among focus group members across both groups as follows: perceived integration of
sexuality and spirituality, community conflict, family conflict, moral conflict, and God/deity
conflict.
Perceived integration of sexuality and spirituality. The most frequently
recurring theme across participants was the issue of integration between sexuality and
spirituality. Every participant raised in an antigay religious household, ten of the twelve,
addressed in one manner or another the issue of reconciling their sexual orientation with their
spirituality. When asked to choose a single word, phrase, or image that best described their
experience of spirituality as same-sex attracted people, one participant, a Catholic lesbian, said
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chose a rose. Her sexuality and religion, she said, “can coexist together, but at times there are
thorns and there are things that I have to work through.” The rose, she said, is when the two are
able to “exist together.” Another participant, also a lesbian Catholic, said, “I chose the word
‘conflict’ because I still haven’t figured out a way to be both gay and Christian.” A lesbianidentified Christian chose the word “wholeness,” saying, “By wholeness, I mean…that I’ve tried
to live my life by one or the other [sexuality or religion] and I was unhappy both times. It had to
be reconciled because there was just no other way.” Another said that after she attended the
Metropolitan Community Church that she “put the two together to say, ‘I can be Christian. I can
be gay. I can be whole.” Another Christian lesbian participant described the existential crux of
the issue for her.
For me my faith and my sexuality are so very central to the core of who I am that
resolution had to be reached. It just wasn’t an option. I would be in constant conflict. I
couldn’t ignore either one of those things [sexuality or religion]. They’re too important to
who I am.
One of the reasons perceived integration of sexuality and religiosity may be
the most frequently raised issue is because participants so often spoke of “bringing things
together” in the context of the four other main themes articulated by participants (i. e., conflict of
community, family, morality, and God/deity). Conflict in these other domains often appeared
germane to participants perceived integration of sexuality and spirituality. (This may suggest that
the four other themes are functions or subfactors of integration). For example, multiple
participants stated that an affirming religious or spiritual event with family members or
community brought things “together.” Splits experienced both socially and subjectively across
the other themes were resolved on occasions that were described as milestones. A lesbian

52
Christian participant included four themes in one statement about her commitment ceremony, the
themes of perceived integration, community, family, and her relationship with God: “It was a
moment of realizing that I could feel married to a woman and have my family involved and be
surrounded by community and be in God’s church that it kind of all came together.” A gay male
invoked themes of family and God to illustrate his perceived spiritual integration. He described
how the “voices” of his conservative mother and liberal father would “argue” inside his “brain.”
Dad’s liberal side finally took over the conservative side coming from my Mom. And I
said, “You know what? God does love me!” I read the Bible like three times before I got
to this point. Based on my whole reading of the Bible, it is predominantly a book of
love… I was then able to come out and feel good about myself.
A Christian lesbian described integration with themes of morality and God.
I think this [relationship with someone of the same sex] is part of the process I had to go
through to bring the two [sexuality and religion] together… It felt like the love I was
feeling was making me a better person. I actually… felt closer to God through that
because I was feeling that unconditional love… I said, “Oh, this is the love that Jesus
talked about.”
A gay male participant stated that the Biblical passages stating that “God is love” and
“the truth shall set you free” allowed him to come out and start being “honest and free.” His
relationship with God and morality both appear related to his integration. A Christian-identified
lesbian appears to describe a joining of her sexuality and spirituality through a moral cause:
The Kingdom of God was about bringing justice to the Earth. So a specific life event when I felt
most fulfilled as a same-sex attracted person that I wouldn’t have felt as a hetero was when I
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marched in Washington for equality. I had a real sense of it being a spiritual act, working to
bring justice.
Compassion or empathy for outsiders developed by virtue of being same-sex attracted
was spoken of by a lesbian Christian suggesting spiritual integration with her with sexuality.
I think that just being part of any minority group is probably good for your spirituality.
It’s forcing you to be more accepting of others and to try and walk in their shoes.
At times, participants spoke of the “struggle,” “fight,” and/or process of self and belief
exploration as paradoxical spiritual gifts, suggesting an integration of sexual and spiritual
identities. A gay male Catholic stated that he believes gay people in general are more likely to
question and explore many areas of life because they are “not being the norm,” and that this
includes spirituality. He stated, “Having to struggle with my sexuality… gave me a set of tools, a
path that I can used to discover God.” A Jewish lesbian said that feeling “different” prompted her
to do more exploration of her faith. What “brought [her] back to Judaism,” she said, was its
traditions of debate and belief exploration, including a willingness to admit that even Judaism
may be wrong. A gay male Protestant explained in greater depth how being different may come
with spiritual advantages:
For me having my sexuality be different meant that I was different. Gee, if I had grown
up a straight white male in the culture I grew up in then I’d still be asleep. Everything
would have just been on auto pilot.. . . Sacred, by implication, means different. It’s
different from—it’s outside of our normal experience of life. We have to look underneath
or around or through things to get to the sacred. This is my view.
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A gay male who identified as Protestant compared the plight of sexual minorities to the
persecuted individuals of the early Christian church, thus bridging a conceptual gap between two
groups he may have otherwise considered irreconcilable.
They were outsiders living amongst people who didn’t understand them and so there was
a lot of love there. It was very spiritual again because they went through a lot of pain in
being discriminated against...
It is noteworthy that group members who did not receive an antigay upbringing denied
conflicts with their sexuality or a need for integration. Such was stated explicitly by a lesbian
raised as a Unitarian Universalist and by a gay, Latino male who said he was raised Catholic “by
default” but in a socially liberal culture in Latin America where he did not feel persecuted by the
Catholic Church for being gay.
Some of the originally proposed items generated from the above contributions of
participants are as follows (see Appendix D): “My spiritual beliefs and same-sex attraction
completely support each other”; “My same-sex attraction has given me deeper spiritual insight”;
“Standing up for gay rights is a spiritual calling for me”; “Being attracted to people of my own
sex has made me a more spiritual person”; and “I have changed my spiritual beliefs over time in
order to reconcile my spirituality with my same-sex attraction.”
Community conflict. Statements of the second greatest frequency among participants
were those that described conflict with people in their religious communities related to
knowledge of the participants’ sexual orientation. A common theme was the experience of
feeling “hurt,” “wounded,” “shocked” and publically embarrassed by the actions of other
religious individuals. A Christian lesbian described participating in a gay pride march. “And all
of the sudden we turned the corner to the capital and there are these huge signs and screaming
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people, ‘Die in hell, homo!’ from the religious right. It was such a shock. Yeah, again, wounded
is the right word.” The same participant shared the following:
One day in church the minister stood up to read this declaration that had been passed
down by the higher-ups and read it to the whole congregation. It’s one of the first days I
even remember the word “gay” or “lesbian” being used in a service. Something about
how it was discovered that one of the ministers in the United Methodist church was gay
and they were being relieved of their position and the whole church supported that. And I
could just feel my whole face just flash scarlet. It just felt so wrong. And I felt totally
handicapped, because you just couldn’t say anything.
A formerly Catholic female participant shared a similar experience during a Catholic
service.
To this day I can distinctly remember being up on the alter with three other musicians,
two of whom were gay, standing up there and hearing from the pulpit this diatribe against
homosexuality and that in essence, it’s not being gay that’s the bad thing, it’s the being
and living gay. That’s the bad thing. . . For me it was incredibly hurtful experience
because it silenced my voice and my way to praise.
Coming out as lesbian or gay in an antigay religious context was commonly associated
with pain and conflict. A Jewish lesbian related what happened in a religious group she directed
after she came out her senior year of high school. “I was asked by the senior director to not have
a girlfriend and to not come out beyond the people I had already come out to. As someone
coming out, it’s hard to hear that.” Another participant, a lesbian Christian, shared that after
coming out, members of her former, Protestant congregation threatened to stop attending church
if she was not removed from her youth ministry position. “Before they knew I was gay,
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everything was fine,” she said. A gay male shared his experience with a “fundamentalist”
Christian church.
It took again probably six months before I realized that they had no tolerance for gay
people at all. It was a pretty bitter experience for me because it was a group that espoused
love and took me in. I felt cared for until they found out about me. Then everything kind
of shifted suddenly.
One group member, a Christian lesbian, stated that after she fell in love with another woman, she
“hunted” for a church for three years. She said, “I refused to go to a church I couldn’t be open in.
I refused to get involved with a church only to be heartbroken later.”
The above statements reflect experiences in antigay contexts, but participants also shared
frequently about corrective and meaningful experiences in affirming contexts as well. The
Jewish lesbian participant (above) described how the synagogue elder had demanded that she
hide her sexuality from others if she wished to continue playing a leadership role in the
community. She said, however, that on the same day she discussed the event with an affirming,
although Orthodox-identified, friend who supported her. Then, in a chance encounter with a
liberal, affirming Rabbi, she received further encouragement. She said, “I just felt so much
better after it. It was really affirming and comforting.” A lesbian shared how attending a
Unitarian Universalist church had been a “very positive and affirming experience” for her
because there was “a true consistency across what they were saying and what they were
espousing.” She shared a corrective experience when she brought her partner to church.
I was at church and we were together and without thinking, we were sitting very close
together and I think I may have put my arm around her. Just an unconscious sort of thing.
After the service one of the congregants came up to us and just said he was so touched
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that we could be who we were and be comfortable about that, that it was very validating
for him. It was very validating for him (italics added for participant inflection). And if I
reflect on that and I think, “Yeah, like tell me about that,” you know? So in essence just
being a part of the community that I’m a part of now is very fulfilling.
A Christian lesbian shared that the first time that community and faith “came together”
for her was when she first attended the gay-affirming Metropolitan Community Church where
“there was an openly gay minister with his lover in attendance.” A gay male participant shared
the positive impact of also attending a service with the same denomination.
I think it was just seeing gay people en masse as normal people… There was just so
much support and warmth from the congregation. I had never seen that before. Always,
always my experience had been, like I said, that I felt sort of secretive and deceitful in my
life. This was the first time I noticed that we don’t have to be that way to survive in the
world. There are other ways. So that was a real opening for me.
Some of the items generated from the above contributions of participants include the
following (see Appendix D): “I feel personally attacked when religious leaders speak against
same-sex attracted people”; “I feel like I must choose between my same-sex attraction and my
spiritual community”; “I would not feel safe bringing a same-sex partner to meetings of my
spiritual community”; “I feel confident that my spiritual community would accept a same-sex
partner of mine”; and “My spiritual community would not want me to have a leadership position
because I am a same-sex attracted person.”
Family conflict. The theme of family conflict was prevalent across most group members,
particularly lesbian participants. Despite its absence in the empirical literature, family conflict of
a religious nature played so common a role in focus group discussions that it appeared to merit
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consideration as a factor of spiritual conflict. A lesbian Christian with reported Christianidentified parents stated that “when me and my partner decided to have a commitment ceremony,
my parents said they could not recognize my marriage. They were not present. They did not
come. I felt really wounded.” Other group members borrowed the word “wounded” from this
participant. One of them, a Catholic female raised in a Catholic household, described a similar
incident.
I think the point when I was most wounded was when I came out to my father. The point
when he said he wished I hadn’t told him… that the next thing he asked was, “How are
you going to get married?” That was the big thing. He wasn’t concerned about me. He
was concerned about “I’m not going to be able to walk you down the aisle…” When he
said that, you just feel like you’re two inches tall, you know?
According to another participant, also a lesbian Christian, her Christian parents formally
told her that they may not come to her commitment ceremony, which had not yet taken place.
She said her father was probably the most offended. “My Dad and I used to have this really,
really close connection… but there’s kind of this wall between us now, which is really, really
painful for me because I’m a total Daddy’s girl.” A Catholic lesbian shared about a conflict with
her mother, though it was not related to issues of marriage. She said she felt “rejected” by her
mother after her mother told her she could not lead a youth retreat because she was gay. Quoting
and/or paraphrasing her mother, she said, “S----, you’re gay. You can’t do that anymore. You
can’t be a spiritual leader for people.” Another lesbian participant shared that her father was a
Christian minister, which made it very difficult for her to come out as a lesbian to her parents.
A lesbian identified as Unitarian-Universalist who attended the focus group with her partner
tearfully related family events that occurred after her son became engaged to a “fundamentalist”

59
Christian. She reported that she and her partner arrived to participate in the marriage rehearsal.
Afterwards, her son approached her and told her that her partner could not participate. Her
partner, she said, was “whited out.” According to the participant, “My ex-husband and his wife
were introduced as the groom’s parents. I was introduced as the groom’s mother and my partner
was not acknowledged in any way, shape, or form.” After the wedding, her son informed her
that her partner “was not welcome” at their home and could not be present with her to see her
grandchildren. At this point, the participant became the most visibly tearful and physically
trembled with her voice breaking.
I had to make the difficult choice of deciding, would I continue to show the love to my
son or reject him and side with my partner? I decided I can’t give up the chance to let my
grandchildren know me… but it is a lonely, lonely place because I cannot share that with
my partner.
Some participants reported positive rather than negative events. Two gay men reported
having accepting parents who made their coming out process easier. A Catholic lesbian related a
dream she had in which her deceased grandmother appeared to her with a halo glowing around
her head and embraced her. She said she knew this was a “sign” of her grandmother’s
acceptance of her sexuality even though she never had the chance to share the fact with her
grandmother while she was still alive. Another participant, a lesbian Christian, shared what
appears to have been a corrective experience of family reconciliation. She said that it took her
Christian parents “years of adjustment” until they finally began to accept her and her partner and,
subsequently, agreed to participate in their commitment ceremony in her gay-welcoming church.
“My mother played the piano. My Dad sang for us. There wasn’t a dry eye in the house. . . So I
was very fortunate to be able to share that.”
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Some of the items developed from the above contributions of participants include the
following (see Appendix D): “If I had a same-sex partner, people in my family would fully
accept him or her”; “If I had a same-sex marriage or commitment ceremony, the important
people in my family would attend”; “Religious members of my family completely accept me as a
same-sex attracted person”; “I feel like I have to choose between my family and my attraction to
people of my own sex because of my family’s spiritual beliefs.”
Moral conflict. After issues of perceived integration of identities (sexual and spiritual),
community conflict, and family conflict, the fourth most recurring theme was that of moral
issues. One participant stated, quoting the Bible, “God looked at what He created and saw that it
was good” to explain why being same-sex attracted is “good.” Another, a lesbian Catholic, said
that God would accept her love for someone of her own sex; she “could work backwards” from
the love she experienced with her romantic partner to “redefine” her faith stating, “I refuse to
believe in a God who thinks that that [a same-sex relationship] is wrong because it’s kind of been
a centerpiece of my life.” Another lesbian participant stated that being in a same-sex relationship
had made her “a better person.” A lesbian Catholic said, “My religion is what I make it” and
stated her belief that God would accept her having a same-sex relationship. One participant, a
Jewish lesbian, quoted the Biblical passage that it is not good for a person to be alone, stating
that, for her, the same applies to gay individuals. A lesbian Christian stated that she came to
believe after her “process of forty years” that Jesus does support her relationship with her
partner. “It is acceptable. And not only acceptable but good.” Three participants stated that they
no longer had to “lie” and could now tell the truth. One quoted the commandment, “Thou shalt
not lie.”
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Some of the items developed from the above contributions of participants include the
following (see Appendix D): “I feel like I am living a lie by concealing my same-sex attraction
from others”; “According to my spiritual beliefs, it is good for people to have companionship
even if it is with a partner of the same sex”; “Being attracted to others of my own sex has made
me a better person”; and “God made me attracted to others of the same sex, so therefore, it is
good.”
God conflict. Participants typically chose to speak of feeling “closer” and reconciled
with God after certain life events rather than state their God relationship in negative terms of
conflict. It may be that participants in the focus groups, because most were older, may have been
more reconciled with their experience of deity than if the group had been younger. Two
participants stated that the love they experienced in same-sex relationships was like the love
spoken of in the Bible or “like the love of God.” A lesbian Christian said that her intimate
relationship with another woman made her feel “closer” to God. Another Christian lesbian
agreed and said that after she stopped attempting to engage in heterosexual relationships, that she
also felt “closer” to God. Several participants agreed across both focus groups that the message
of the Bible is one of love rather than one of judgment and that this agreed with their view of
God. A lesbian Christian said,
…However I am is acceptable to my higher power. I also believe that’s what Jesus’s
teachings were about. Being able to share on that level with another human being, in our
instance with a same-sex person, helps us to understand more of what God wanted us to
understand in uniting with another person… I believe that that’s accepted by God.
Some of the items developed from the above contributions of participants include the
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following (see Appendix D): “My same-sex attraction has brought me closer to God”; “I am
grateful to God for making me attracted to other people of my own sex”; “I cannot love God and
be in love with someone of own sex at the same time”; and “I can experience God’s love through
an intimate sexual relationship with someone of my own sex.”
Professional Consultation and Empirical Literature
Consultation with academic professionals informed by empirical findings of effective
scale development and sexual minority spirituality contributed to item generation. Empirical
findings supporting the validation of scales as presented by DeVellis (2003) played an important
role. Devellis outlined five principles in developing items for a scale of measurement. These
considerations played an important role in the generation of items in this dissertation, so they are
presented here in the same sequence as presented by DeVellis in order to describe the process by
which items were refined before being subject to expert review in Study 2. The five guidelines
of item development articulated by DeVellis include the following: (a) Choose items that reflect
the scale’s purpose, (b) include redundancy, (c) consider the appropriate number of items to
generate, (d) generate and refine “good” versus “bad” items, and (e) consider the inclusion of
positively versus negatively worded items. A thorough review of the literature and professional
consultation with student peers and the author’s academic advisor informed the process and is
included in the description of item development below.
Choose items that reflect the scale’s purpose. For a scale to be considered content valid,
items must reflect the latent variable intended for measurement (DeVellis, 2003). The purpose
of the proposed scale(s) was defined after a thorough review of the literature made it possible to
consider what factors may or may not be relevant in the experience of spirituality by lesbians,
gay men, and bisexuals. Initially spiritual health and wellness were factors considered with the
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intent being to develop a scale(s) that may contribute to the spiritual health and/or wellness of
sexual minorities. The related literature, however, failed to use health and wellness language.
Research predominantly addressed issues of spiritual conflict (Beckstead & Morrow, 2004;
Mahaffy, 1996; Rodriguez & Ouellette, 2000; Thumma, 1991) without explicit reference to
constructs of health and wellness.
The construct of interest, therefore, that appeared best supported by the research was that
of spiritual conflict. Because most of the literature appealed to cognitive dissonance theory to
frame its results, the latent construct of interest was refined further to include an underlying
cognitive dimension of which spiritual conflict may be considered a function. The purpose of the
scale was believed after this review of the literature to be the measurement of spiritual conflict
associated with or arising from cognitive dissonance. If items were to fit the purpose of the scale
they had to capture not only issues of spiritual conflict but the subjective dimension of
psychological distress believed concomitant with cognitive dissonance (Festinger, 1957 ).
Further, scale items had to also address cognitive clashes between competing beliefs or
experiences if cognitive dissonance was to be measured.
In consulting the dissertation advisor, it was determined that in order for items to
conform to the purpose of the scale, items should typically include affect-related language
indicative of possible psychological distress in order to increase the construct validity of the
scale for measuring cognitive dissonance. Emotion-laden words such as “feel,” “hate,”
“attacked,” “struggle,” “worst,” “disgraced,” “condemn,” “failed,” “grateful,” “love,” “disown,”
“happy,” “terrible,” “humiliated,” etc, were used in many of the items. Items that did not use
such expressly emotion-laden language addressed issues believed typically fraught with
emotional distress for most individuals, that is, connotative of conflict. These included such
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occurrences as coming out to antigay, religious family members; not feeling safe bringing a
partner to a religious service or family gathering; the need for compulsory celibacy; wishing to
end one’s life; family members attempting to take custody of one’s children; and family or
religious community individuals refusing to accept a same-sex partner or the children from one’s
same-sex family. Last, many items that do not contain emotional language are items that are
framed positively to measure the absence or alleviation of emotional distress. Some examples
include, “Being attracted to others of my own sex has made me a better person”; “My spiritual
beliefs and same-sex attraction completely support each other”; and “I feel confident that my
spiritual community would accept a same-sex partner of mine.”
In order to better address cognitive conflict, items often were constructed to address
inconsistencies between one’s experiences and beliefs or else a clash of beliefs as suggested by
the literature. For example, the item “I pray to God to make me straight,” addresses the
contradiction many sexual minorities face between a sexuality they experience as natural and
beyond choice but that is condemned by God (Schidlo & Schroeder, 2002; Thumma, 1991).
Similarly, the item “I can choose whether or not I am attracted to people of the same sex or the
opposite sex” was believed to address the internalization of a belief common among leaders in
the “ex-gay” movement even though most if not all lesbians and gay men have little or no choice
in their sexuality (Schidlo & Schroeder, 2002). Some items expressly attempt to assess clashes
in belief or experiences such as “I cannot love God and be in love with someone of own sex at
the same time” and “I feel like I have to choose between my family and my attraction to people
of my own sex because of my family’s spiritual beliefs.” Some items are not as explicit about
what cognitive conflicts may be at work. For example, the item “I am one of God’s mistakes”
attempts to address conflict in believing that God does not make mistakes or that what God
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makes is “good” if one feels hated or rejected for by God being for being lesbian or gay
(Beckstead & Morrow, 2004).
The literature review of Chapter 2 in this dissertation outlines the many themes of
spiritual conflict addressed in the empirical literature and makes the case for reducing those
themes down to four out of a range of possibilities (the four themes of perceived integration of
sexual and religious identity and conflicts of religious community, morality, and God/deity).
family conflict factor alone emerged out of focus group discussion because of its notable absence
in the empirical literature.
Several items were generated solely based on the literature and not the focus groups. The
item “My same-sex attraction and spirituality are completely integrated with each other” was
created from the findings of Rodriguez and Ouellette (2000). In their qualitative analysis, they
found that participants often elected to use the word “integrate” without being prompted by the
researchers to do so. The items related to changing one’s sexual orientation from same-sex
attracted to heterosexual, such as “I pray to God to make me straight” and “I have failed God
because I am still attracted to people of my own sex,” were generated from the qualitative data
from former conversion therapy clients (Beckstead & Morrow, 2004; Schidlo & Schroeder,
2002). The prevailing fear of being condemned by God among sexual minorities suggested by
the research (Schuck & Liddle, 2001; Thumma, 1991) contributed to items of sin and
condemnation such as “Homosexuality is one of the worst sins” and “Scriptural condemnation of
same-sex relations should not be taken literally.” So, too, were items related to hopelessness and
suicide, which researchers found were issues of conversion therapy clients and sexual minorities
in an antigay, religious environment (Beckstead & Morrow, 2004; Schuck & Liddle, 2001).
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Include redundancy. According to Devellis (2003) item redundancy is desirable because
it is likely to increase the reliability and validity of a scale. According to Devellis, “irrelevant
idiosyncrasies cancel out” (p. 65) between items when more redundant items are used. For this
reason, items believed redundant were included in the initial item pool and subjected to expert
review in Study 2. Some examples include the following (in the form of redundant pairs):
“Religious leaders who condemn same-sex relationships are not always right”/ “Scriptural
condemnation of same-sex relations should not be taken literally”; “My same-sex attraction is
good because it allows me to love people of my own sex more” / “Having a same-sex companion
has helped me or would help me become a better person”; and “My same-sex attraction has
given me special, spiritual gifts” / “My same-sex attraction has given me deeper spiritual
insight.”
Consider the appropriate number of items to generate. According to DeVellis (2003),
there are no firm guidelines for how many items to include in a scale. The more items a scale
has, however, the more likely it is that the scale may be internally consistent. The practical
feasibility of the number of items selected is one consideration, DeVellis explains, that may
affect the number of items initially generated because the more items one has, the larger the
sample size required to validate them. The consideration was important because of the
recruitment challenges for developing the scale(s). Performing valid exploratory factor analysis
for item elimination (performed in Study 3) required a sample several times larger than the
number of items generated (DeVellis, 2003).
While it remained uncertain how many items would remain after the judge review in
Study 2, it appeared reasonable that at least one third of the items would be eliminated by the
judges. If expert review and subsequent revision eliminated approximately one third of the
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items, then an initial pool of 80 items would leave approximately 55 items remaining for
exploratory factor analysis in Study 3. If a 55 item pool were factor analyzed with five to ten
participants per item, this would require a possible maximum sample size of 550 persons (55 X
10). With this sample size in mind, as a reasonable goal, a total of 78 items was submitted for
expert review in the hope that 55 or fewer items would remain requiring a sample no larger than
550 participants for Study 3. (It deserves mention that 550 participants for exploratory factor
analysis were not ultimately necessary because items were reduced to 38 subsequent to their
elimination through judge review. How and why this occurred is explained in the results section
for Study 2).
Generate and refine good versus bad items. Several guidelines are useful in considering
the crafting of good items that are more likely to be effective tools for measuring a given
construct (DeVellis, 2003). While listing a comprehensive summary of the many principles for
creating such items may be “impossible” (DeVelllis, 2003, p. 67), some of the better known and
more commonly used guidelines are described by DeVellis. Among these are the avoidance of
overlong items and items with more obscure or multisyllabic words. The longer a given item is,
DeVellis explains, the more convoluted and problematic it may be. Larger or little known words
may only make for further challenges of comprehension demanding a higher level of reading
ability among participants. Most of the items generated for the proposed scale(s) of this
dissertation underwent numerous revisions for the purpose of shortening length and simplifying
vocabulary, including items developed out of focus group data. For example, the word “happy”
replaced the words “fulfilled” and “complete.” The item, “I pray to God to make me straight” is
a revision of an earlier item that read, “I believe that with enough faith, God can make me
heterosexual” that is longer and risks being “double barreled” (DeVellis, 2003, p. 68) because of
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its inclusion of two qualifying statements. “My same-sex attraction is a spiritual gift” is a
simplification and revision of multiple accounts by focus group participants of how their samesex attraction has benefitted them spiritually. Specifics of anecdotes and concrete events were
stripped from some items in an effort to make them more comprehensive and generalizable. One
challenge that complicated language and made items wordier is the attempt to make items
applicable to those participants who have come out and those who have not. One such item is
“Coming out in my spiritual community would be or has been a difficult experience for me.”
The item was dropped.
Another consideration named by DeVellis (2003) is the elimination of double-barreled
items. Double-barreled items are those that contain more than one qualifying statement so that if
any one statement is disqualified while the other is not, an invalid answer may result. The task
proved more complicated than expected for the items generated in this dissertation because a
clause with the qualifier of “religious” or “spiritual” often seemed necessary in the items in order
to insure that participants are responding to issues of religiosity and spirituality rather than larger
cultural or social factors that may include yet go beyond merely religious or spiritual factors. For
example, the item “Because of their spiritual beliefs, people in my family would disown me or
have disowned me as a same-sex attracted person” is both a long, wordy item and doublebarreled. If the “because” clause was eliminated so that the item began “The spiritual people in
my family would disown or have disowned…” it remains unclear if, in the respondent’s view,
the motivation of family members is driven by spirituality or by cultural or social issues that only
happen to coincide with spirituality. On the other hand, the item “If I had a same-sex partner,
people in my family would never accept him or her because of their spiritual views” depends
upon the “if” clause for its absolute qualification, and thus, it would appear, should not be a
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double-barrel risk. Most items avoided clause structures and are of a simpler composition.
Ambiguous pronouns and misplaced moderators, also named as problematic by DeVellis (2003),
were deleted from items or avoided altogether.
Positively versus negatively worded items. Including both positively and negatively
worded items in a scale deters survey participants from merely capitulating to positive items with
a bias for agreement (DeVellis, 2003). For this reason, both positive and negative items were
generated in the initial item pool. Because positively worded items are standard across most
scales (DeVellis, 2003), most items remain positive in their wording. Negative wording of items
remained limited because switching between positive-negative polarities may create some
comprehension risks, according to DeVellis (2003). Further, the use of a Likert-format
anchoring system may produce confusing double negatives. For this reason, only six out of 78
items in the initial item pool were phrased in the negative. Some examples of negatively worded
items include the following: “Because I am attracted to people of my own sex, the spiritual
people in my family would not trust me to be with their children”; “I know I will never be
spiritually happy as long as I am attracted to people of my own sex”; and “I cannot love God and
be in love with someone of own sex at the same time.” (See Appendix D).
Discussion
The purpose of Study 1 was to generate an initial item pool through the use of focus
groups, a thorough review of the literature, and professional consultation. One strength of the
focus groups study is that it potentially permitted more content validity in language choice and
semantics by virtue of contributions from individuals drawn from the populations for whom the
intended proposed scale(s) is meant to target, lesbians and gay men for whom spirituality is
important. A Jewish, lesbian participant may have helped broaden possible validity of items for
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Jewish individuals. Some participants, particularly two who were youngest, felt free to voice
issues of struggle and confusion, though older participants generally did not. This allowed for a
more nuanced level of feedback and contributions related directly to spiritual conflict and not
merely its resolution or absence. The use of focus group guidelines provided by Hopkins (2007)
and Halcomb et al. (2007) may have contributed to eliciting richer feedback, addressing the
sensitive nature of the topic for participants, deepening trust for participants, and providing
limited structure to make better use of the time allotted.
A shortfall of the focus groups is in the lopsided representation of women (9) to men (3)
and the lack of racial/ethnic diversity with all identifying as White/Caucasian except for one
Hispanic male. Another problem with the study is in the predominance of older participants with
only two college age individuals participating. If spiritual conflict is more common in lesbians
and gay men who are younger than older (Sherry, et al., 2010) , then some issues of spiritual
conflict for a younger age cohort may have gone unexplored. So, too, for persons of color with
multiple oppressed identities, lesbian or gay-identity among them, who were not well represented
in the focus groups. Professional feedback received form university faculty may be limited in
that all are lesbian/gay affirming, so items generated may be biased in favor of an affirming
stance.
Future studies may benefit from drawing upon a more age-diverse and racially, ethnically
diverse pool of focus group participants. Muslims went unrepresented in the focus groups. Their
notable absence from the literature begs for more attention to be paid to this population and
issues of spiritual turmoil related to same-sex attraction. The limitations of the extant empirical
research, which is detailed in Chapter 2 of this dissertation, warrants caution in assuming that all
items are content valid or necessarily generalizable to populations sampled in these studies.
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Conclusion
It has been demonstrated how contributions from focus group participants, professional
consultants, and the empirical literature have aided the process of generating items for a scale(s)
intended to measure lesbian, bisexual, and gay male spiritual conflict. Seventy-nine items for
five factors of spiritual conflict were generated. Focus groups made a major contribution in
encouraging the development of the fifth factor of spiritual conflict with one’s family. The
guidelines of DeVellis (2003) provided a helpful framework within which to consider generating
items that reflected the purpose of the proposed scale, were redundant, were appropriate in
number, and that limited the use of negative wording.
Study 2: Expert Item Review
Purpose
The first purpose of Study 2 was to attempt preliminary item reduction through an expert
item review of the initial item pool for the purposes of increasing content validity of proposed
items and eliminating those deemed invalid (DeVellis, 2003). Secondly, the study sought to
modify items based upon expert feedback and consider the addition of new items as suggested by
judges.
Methods
Participants
Description of the sample. Out of an initial pool of 16 prospective judges contacted,
seven participated with three female and four male respondents. Participant ages ranged from 42
to 54 (M = 45.57; SD = 3.70). Two female participants identified as lesbian and one as
heterosexual. The four male participants all identified as gay. Five of the participants identified
as White/Caucasian, with one identifying as African-American and another as biracial. Among
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participants the religious identities included one Protestant, evangelical Christian, one Protestant
non-evangelical Christian, one Unitarian Universalist agnostic, one Jewish (non-orthodox), and
one Roman Catholic. Two individuals denied identification with any religious group or with the
option Agnostic / Atheist. One of the latter participants commented that he “uses practices from
several” of the options provided. Multiple identities that included subordinate group identities
included one lesbian Protestant, one lesbian Unitarian Universalist, one gay male, Black
evangelical Protestant, and one gay male Roman Catholic (White/Caucasian). All of the
participants indicated having attained a Ph.D. level of education. (See Appendix G for the
demographic questionnaire).
Inclusion criteria. Inclusion criteria required that expert participants had graduated from
or were currently studying in a graduate program in clinical or counseling psychology. Further,
they must have performed research or published literature related to lesbian, gay male or
bisexual issues. Preference in recruiting was for individuals who may identify as a sexual
minority. All participants had to be over 18 years of age.
Recruitment. A standard e-mail recruitment announcement was sent to all prospective
judges (see Appendix E for recruitment notice) via e-mail that provided a URL link to directly
access the online survey site with PsychData.com. Psychdata is a web-based company that hosts
research related to the social sciences.
Procedure
After accessing the online survey, participants were first presented with an informed
consent form (Appendix F) followed by a demographic questionnaire (Appendix G). They were
given instructions on the required survey tasks and a brief description of the five item categories.
Participants were informed that the items would be rated with a six-point Likert-type scale from
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Strongly disagree to Strongly agree. They were also informed that the words “lesbian” and “gay”
were excluded in most items because many religious or spiritual same-sex attracted people do
not identify as lesbian or gay. Participant judges were told that those items that contained the
word “gay” and “homosexuality” used the term to intentionally evoke from non-affirming
individuals or those with internalized heterosexism a biased response to a heterosexist stereotype
(Beckstead & Morrow, 2004).
Following the recommendation of DeVellis (2004), the judges were asked to rate for each
proposed item (a) the clarity of the item on a scale of 1 to 6 (“1” = Very unclear to “6” = Very
clear); (b) the relevance of the item to spiritual conflict on a 1 to 6 scale (“1” = Not at all
important to “6” = Extremely important); and (c) how well each item fit each proposed subfactor
category on a 1 to 6 scale (“1” = Very poor fit to “6” = Excellent fit). Subsequently, judges were
asked to select Delete or Retain for each item. At the end of each item category section, judges
were asked to provide criticisms or suggestions for revisions if they wished. Participants were
asked to provide new item suggestions or to share any other comments they may have about
items and the category to which they belonged. Further, judges were asked to comment on the
following three item issues: (a) the use of the word “spiritual” versus “religious” in the items, (b)
the “sensitivity” of items to appeal to a broad spectrum of individuals from the antigay to the
gay-affirming, and (c) items that reference death or suicide in any way. All prospective judges
were sent a reminder e-mail two weeks after the initial recruitment notice explaining that one
week remained for the completion of the survey.
Security of responses and protection of participants. The first page of the online survey
presented participants with a consent form (see Appendix F) in which participants were notified
that their participation was completely voluntary, that they could stop at any time, and that no
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identifying information would be requested of them nor published. All data collected through
PsychData.com is Secure Socket Layer 256-bit encrypted to protect data from being
compromised.
Analysis
Retaining or deleting items based upon collective agreement between judges as indicated
by the numerically-based rating of items has been used and recommended (Heppner et al, 2008)
for improving the content validity of scale items. Judges were presented with a binary choice of
delete or retain with 80% agreement to retain between judges as desirable for retaining items.
With seven judges participating, a five to seven retain agreement ratio (71.43%) was deemed the
minimum required to retain an item because a six to seven ratio percentage appeared too high
(85.71%). Some items were deleted because of judge criticisms despite achieving a five to two
agreement ratio between all judges. This occurred in three instances: (1) when two or fewer
judges noted double-barreled items overlooked for deletion in Study 1; (2) when two or fewer
judges noted the problem of double-negative items created by using Likert-scale answers with
the negative response, Strongly disagree; and (3) with Family Conflict items. The latter category
was wholly deleted because of pervasive issues of semantic ambiguity that not all judges noted
in every item yet appeared true to other items based upon judge feedback (see Results below).
Further complicating matters, in the three instances of item deletion described above, two of the
seven judges provided scarce or vague qualitative responses that made it challenging to assess
why they rated items as they did. The case to retain the above items without feedback despite
receiving a five to two agreement ratio was weakened. Items were modified based upon judge
criticisms integrated with findings from the empirical literature reviewed in this dissertation.
Analysis for revision was further informed by the ratings provided by judges on a 1 to 6 Likert-
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type scale for clarity, importance of each item to the construct of sexual minority spiritual
conflict, and the fit of each item to its thematic, subfactor category (DeVellis, 2003). New items
were added from expert suggestions.
Results
Expert judges provided feedback regarding particular items as well as broader issues
related to the items and item categories as a whole. General expert criticisms of the proposed
item set from Study 1 are addressed first followed by those criticisms at the category level. Last,
a summary of items deleted, retained, modified, or added in response to expert feedback is
presented.
General Item Feedback for the Initial Item Set as a Whole
Several criticisms were provided by judges to address issues of the item pool as a whole.
Expert feedback is presented below according to frequency of theme overlap between judges. In
terms of frequency and salience, criticisms of cross-cultural validity across religious groups and
identities appear were the most common. One judge who identified as Jewish stated that Jews are
more likely to think of their community as “religious” rather than “spiritual.” On the other hand,
other judges pushed for the term “spiritual” over “religious” in certain cases. One participant
stated that according to his own research findings, most gay men appear to identify as “spiritual”
rather than “religious.” There is, consequently, a potential problem of what is valid or invalid for
different populations according to both religion and possibly gender.
In response to the use of the words “contaminated” and “unclean,” the Jewish participant
stated issues of being impure may not apply to Jews, although the item was proposed by the
author of this dissertation because Muslims often emphasize ritual cleanliness (Tek & Ulug,
2001). One expert noted problems of face validity between Protestants and Catholics for
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different items with regard to different meanings associated with celibacy and sin (e.g., “love the
sinner but hate the sin” as a Catholic distinction). A participant provided the following comment
in response to the item, If I had children, my family would try to separate me from them because
of their spiritual beliefs that my same-sex attraction is wrong: “I wonder about how many people
would endorse this item…. It may be a useful item in other countries/contexts where this is more
likely.” In response to the item, Same-sex attracted people have played an important role in the
history of my spiritual tradition, one judge remarked,
You might want to consider rephrasing since they may not know the answer. As a
Unitarian I KNOW gay folks have contributed, because they did so openly. If I were
Christian or Muslim I might not know what to check because I would know that
(closeted) gay folks contributed, but they wouldn't have contributed openly, so I might be
stymied about what to check.
These examples suggest that the items may attempt to measure too broad a range of individuals
from different religious backgrounds, cultural contexts, and gender-identity.
Some criticisms related to better fitting proposed items to a Likert-rating format. One
judge remarked that some items seemed too “either/or” to permit for the flexibility implied by a
Likert scale. Another stated that negatively worded items in combination with a Likert format
with a negative rating system such as “strongly disagree” would create a double negative. The
judge, therefore, recommended including only all positive or all negatively worded items.
Another area of criticism involved items that are double-barreled. Double barreled items
are those that include an additional qualifying statement, thus, in effect expecting the reader to
agree or disagree with two or more potentially conflicting statements at the same time (DeVellis,
2003). Generating items free from conflicting internal qualifiers was challenging because of the

77
need to qualify both the religious or spiritual sources of motivation in addition to one’s same-sex
attraction. In some items, therefore, clauses using “since” or “because” were used. For example,
in response to the item, I know God loves me because God made me attracted to others of my
own sex, one judge commented,
This is two separate items. 1. I know God loves me. 2. I believe God made me attracted
to others of my own sex. How do I answer if I know God loves me but I don't believe
God installs individual sexual orientations to each soul?
Some items drew criticism for a similar issue in which an attempt was made to include a
hypothetical event for those who had not yet come out as lesbian or gay and therefore could only
imagine what the consequence of doing so might be. For example, in response to the item,
Coming out to the religious people in my family has been or would be a difficult experience for
me, a judge stated,
I guess I tend to react to all the questions worded like this. I think it is a different
experience to wonder if this would happen and to know that it has happened. It feels like
it will confound or skew answers in some way.
Judges pointed out problems with other items in presuming a reader to be out when she or he
may not be.
Some judges reacted negatively to items intended to address issues related to suicide,
which included items that use the words “hopeless,” “death,” and “killing myself.” Two judges
remarked that the use of the word “dead” and “death” sounded “extreme.” In response to the
item, Killing myself would be less of a sin than being gay, a judge stated,
Honestly, my reaction was that I don't want someone even thinking this as they read a test
item. I'd avoid references to killing myself as it could be problematic ethically. We never
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want to do harm, and while the chances of answering an item on a survey is highly
unlikely to give people ideas or make them kill themselves, for some with major
depression, several items in this vein could conceptually lead them in a direction. I
recommend avoid all references to it, unless absolutely necessary.
One of the participants repeatedly emphasized what she believed was a more negative,
non-affirming tone among items.
It seems to me that the items you have lean heavily toward the negative/highly conflicted
side, as in how much do they hate me, rather than the positive side, as in how welcome or
valued to they make me feel? As a Unitarian this feels particularly noticeable, since so
much is done in my community to be actively affirming.
This judge repeatedly suggested new items phrased in an affirming and positively worded way.
She also pointed out the difficulty in having to code items that are a mix of both positive and
negative phrasing.
Finally, two comments suggested increasing emphasis on issues of sexual and spiritual
development and behavior. The first stated, “A lot of your items represent earlier stages of the
coming out process. You may wish to increase the number of items reflecting later stages of
orientation conflict so you can discriminate at that end of the continuum.” Another judge
remarked,
I think there are too many items on attraction and not enough exploring behavior.
Consider using either Viv Cass's or Eli Coleman's stages of coming out to confirm
whether you have items for each of the subscales that test each of the stages. I wonder if
the items do a good job of recognizing development in sexuality but less so development
in spirituality. If so, consider adding items such as: "My sexuality is the basis for my
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spirituality." "My homosexuality has enabled me to grow spiritually." "When I have sex
with a same sex partner, I imagine God is very pleased." "My spiritual journey is
enriched by my sexuality."
Category-Level Feedback
Spiritual Community Conflict. Three judges commented upon issues related to the item
category of spiritual conflict as a whole. One participant noted the problem of possible reader
confusion in determining whether or not to understand items as addressing one’s current spiritual
community or that of one’s upbringing. The two may be very different. This judge suggested
clarifying which spiritual community (current or childhood) is being asked about in the
instructions section of the survey. Another judge addressed the issue of clarifying one’s level of
commitment stating, “I imagine you're going to have other questions that get at degree of
commitment to their spiritual and sexual communities? Essentially how ‘spiritual/religious’ and
how ‘same-sex loving’ are they?”
Spiritual Family Conflict. Some judges pointed out problems regarding the specific
meaning of “family” in that it can vary from context to context. One participant suggested that
instead of using the term “family” as a “unitary unit” items should refer to “some members” of
the family. Another participant asked, “How would you measure the religiosity of the family?
Maybe a scale for mom, dad, siblings, and extended family (generally)?” It is unclear whether or
not the comment is meant to suggest that for the sake of item validity, the religiosity of the
family must be measurable in order to address the question of spiritual conflict in the lesbian or
gay male reader. Another issue noted by some judges was the ambiguity of conflict with family
that may have culturally religious dimensions but not be based upon actual religious behaviors
and beliefs among family members. Because the above issues applied to almost every item in
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the Family Conflict category, whether noted by every judge or not, the whole category was
dropped from the final results.
God/Deity conflict. Few general comments were given for the category of conflict with
God or deity. Of note is the following suggestion for better addressing those seeking to abstain
from same-sex attracted behaviors:
I feel you've left out the folks who see the attraction as a test from God that they must
overcome by abstaining. Is that a deliberate oversight? How about: Same-sex attraction is
a temptation I must overcome. If I give in to my same-sex attraction God will punish me.
God accepts me fully as a same-sex attracted person.
Another participant suggested adding items for “those who may not have a traditional belief in
God but are spiritual.”
Moral Conflict. Judges provided no category-level comments for items of moral conflict.
Perceived Integration of Sexual and Spiritual Identities. Comments addressing the
category as a whole were limited to a series of items in this category intended to measure high
spiritual conflict in the form of positively framed antigay beliefs or behaviors. Two such items
include, Fighting against homosexuals is a spiritual calling for me, and, My faith can help me
change to become attracted to people of the opposite sex. In response to these and similar items a
participant recommended keeping the items only if they are scored for no conflict rather than
conflict, which was not the intended use of the items.
Elimination and Modification of Items
Phase 1. The primary purpose of expert feedback was to improve content validity of
items. Improving content validity required modifying items that judges believed could be
revised and deleting those that were too inappropriate for revision to improve. In response to
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judge feedback, all negatively phrased items were revised to be positive in language to avoid
double negatives resulting from the negative statements of the Likert scale (e. g., Strongly
Disagree). Double-barreled items were revised or deleted. Even though they did not receive
below a 5/7 “retain” rating, some items were deleted because they did not appear to be the best
of the items available based upon judge feedback. Such items were also chosen for deletion
because they were redundant with other items.
Some items were eliminated based on a decision to target only two groups, Christians and
Jews. Some feedback suggested Muslim persons may not be validly assessed by several items.
Those items constructed with Muslims as their target were deleted. Other items suggesting
cultural, religious bias between Christians and Jews or between different Christian traditions
were deleted or modified. In response to judge feedback, some items were revised and added to
give more emphasis to sexual behaviors rather than merely same-sex attraction as well as to
spiritual development. Items directly referencing death or suicide were deleted and replaced
with items expressing hopelessness such as I have given up hope of ever being accepted by God
as a same-sex attracted person. The decision is in accord with judge feedback that items should
not appear overly extreme as in this case with the use of extremes of death and suicide.
Expert feedback allowed for the reduction of items from 78 to a total of 56. Twenty-two
items were deleted in all across the five categories. Four new items suggested by the judges were
added increasing the number from 56 to 60.
Phase 2. An effort was made to be as stringent as possible in reducing random error from
factor analytic results to be performed in Study 3. Because the survey format was entirely online
with no controls for the reduction of error, 10 participants per item appeared necessary. Items
were further reduced in order to increase the likelihood of recruiting enough participants to meet
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a 10:1 participant to item ratio. Further reduction of items was performed by reexamining them
more rigorously to determine if they were intrinsic or not to cognitive dissonance theory used to
support the proposed measure. Items reduced and developed in Phase 1 were reviewed and
sorted for any possible incompatibility with cognitive dissonance theory. A typical problem in
such items was a failure to address personal emotional conflict characteristic of cognitive
dissonance with such phrases as “feel rejected,” “feel hopeless,” or, “am afraid.” One item
suggested by a judge was deleted because it did not directly address spiritual conflict: “I feel like
a second-class citizen in my spiritual community due to my same-sex attraction.” Some
eliminated items included, “If I had a same-sex partner, the religious people in my family would
fully accept him or her”; “Leaders of my religious tradition are correct to condemn same-sex
relationships”; and “I am friends with other same-sex attracted people who share my spiritual
interests.” Because the family conflict category of items overwhelmingly addressed issues of
conflict without reference to individual distress and because such conflicts may be highly
complex and context specific, the items were deemed inadequate and deleted. In all, 22 items
were deleted by this process bringing the total number of items to 38. The items reduced through
Phase 2 comprised the final items for the pilot survey used in Study 3 (see Appendix H).
The reduced set of 38 items was considered to be more content valid than those items
initially submitted to judges by virtue of close adherence to expert feedback and elimination of
items believed potentially extrinsic to the theory of cognitive dissonance. The newly revised set
of items, consequently, was believed fit to submit for analysis in Study 3 for further reduction to
improve validity based upon exploratory factor and reliability analysis.
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Discussion
The purpose of Study 2 was to eliminate or modify items that experts in the field of
psychology deemed as possessing poor content validity so as to improve the content validity of
the item pool. One strength of the study is in the near even representation of females (three) to
males (four) and contributions from a Jewish female and a Black Protestant evangelical Christian
(male) to provide more diverse cross-cultural and racial/ethnic feedback to help diminish
White/Caucasian, Christian bias. Judges represented a variety of Christian and related traditions,
including mainstream Protestant, evangelical Protestant, Roman Catholic, and Unitarian
Universalist. Only one judge declined to claim affiliation or identification with a religious or
spiritual tradition. The option permitting judges to provide extensive qualitative feedback per
item, per category, and for the item pool as a whole permitted a comprehensive range of expert
criticism. In addition, judges were asked to address issues pertaining to the use of the terms
“spiritual” versus “religious” in the items, to critique items related to death/suicidality, and to
provide feedback on the sensitivity of items for a broad range of lesbian or gay spiritual
individuals, from the ex-gay/antigay to the very gay affirming. These options allowed for salient
item issues to be given more complete critical treatment.
There are some limitations of the study. One problem is the small number of judges who
participated in the study. Out of an initial 16 judges contacted by e-mail, only seven responded to
fully complete the item review. Two of the seven judges provided scarce or vague qualitative
criticism or comments. Further, all the experts but one identified as White/Caucasian leaving
unrepresented persons of a wider racial/ethnic background such as Hispanic or Asian. Future
studies exploring the measurement of spiritual conflict in lesbians and gay men may benefit from
permitting more diverse perspectives both in focus group-based item generation and in
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subsequent item review from a more racially, ethnically diverse panel of experts. Such studies in
the future would do well to provide incentives, which this study did not, in order to attract a
larger body of experts and potentially one that is more ethnically and racially diverse.
Conclusion
Experts consulted in Study 2 aided in the task of eliminating items from the initial item
pool in order to better strengthen item content validity. Factors were reduced from five to four
and items were reduced from 79 to 38 (Appendix H). The four remaining factors included
community conflict (3 items), God conflict (13 items), moral conflict (8 items), and perceived
integration of sexuality and spirituality (14 items). Item feedback was important for improving
cross-cultural content validity and narrowing the target population of the items to Jews and
Christians only. Double negative and double-barreled items were eliminated and semantic issues
were clarified for the improvement of several items. Problematic issues were addressed in
deleting and revising items. These included improving validity for a wider spectrum of antigay to
affirming individuals, giving more emphasis to sexual behavior versus same-sex attraction alone,
and resolving the ethical problem of addressing suicide. It is believed the final item pool
possesses improved content validity for the purpose of submitting items to a preliminary factor
analysis in Study 3.
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Study 3: Exploratory Factor Analysis
Purpose
The primary purpose of Study 3 was to further eliminate items through the process of
exploratory factor analysis. Further, Study 3 attempted to yield a working factor structure of
items through factor analysis and reliability testing for proposed resulting subscales with the
intent of measuring spiritual conflict among sexual minorities. Item elimination was also guided
by other considerations including subscale inter-item reliability (Cronbach’s alpha),
conceptual/thematic fit of items to their loaded factors, and preliminary deletion of items that
yielded limited variance as indicated by skew, kurtosis, standard deviation, and mean scores.
The purpose of exploratory factor analysis was to determine the latent variable subfactors of the
Spiritual Conflict Scale for Same-Sex Attracted Individuals. It is the method commonly used in
cases when the underlying factors are unknown or uncertain (Heppner et al., 2008; Tabachnick &
Fidell, 2007) as in this dissertation. It was understood, therefore, that this investigation was
exploratory for establishing factors that were not yet predetermined in the literature.
Methods
Participants
Out of 884 respondents to the online survey, 721 individuals fully completed the
questionnaire. From this initial pool of 721 participants, the data of 54 participants were deleted
in the data cleaning process owing to a) ambiguous answers regarding sexuality or religious
affiliation/identification and b) indication of international racial/ethnic status. The latter were
deleted because the scale may not be valid for those of non-North American origin whom the
selected research does not address nor the scale target. The elimination of these data brought the
participant total to 667.
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The final participant count whose data were used in this study, however, was 361 (Table
1). The final number came to 361 because only 361 participants identified as Jewish or Christian
or both. Those participants who did not identify as Christian or Jewish (173) or identified as
atheist or agnostic (133) were 306 in number. The empirical literature suggesting conflict among
sexual minorities makes the case for conflict in a monotheistic, antigay context (Mahaffy, 1996;
Pitt, 2010; Schuck & Liddle, 2001) and therefore guided item generation that was monotheistic
in language and connotation. Scale items, consequently, solicited monotheistic language that
many atheists, agnostics, polytheists, and those of non-Abrahamic faith traditions may reject.
For example, many items used the term “God” with a capital “G” to indicate monotheistic belief
or quoted from the Christian/Hebrew Bible (for example, Item 20, “Homosexuality is an
abomination”). Nine atheists and one agnostic e-mailed the principal investigator stating that the
items did not apply to them because they did not believe in God. Three Unitarian Universalists
stated in e-mails that they did not agree with the monotheistic terminology including one from a
writer who reported complaints she had received from other Unitarian survey respondents about
the monotheistic assumptions in the items.
Jewish and Christian participants numbered among a variety of religious affiliations.
Jewish individuals in the sample numbered 47 individuals who identified as Orthodox (1),
reconstruction / reform (35), or conservative (5) with six Jewish participants also identifying as
Christian. Christian participants were 314 in number, not including the six who also identified as
Jewish. The Christian Jewish individuals were included in the final sample because while the
cross-identification between the two traditions seems an anomaly the proposed survey items
were not designed to distinguish between Jewish versus Christian persons and were therefore
validity tested for anyone marking “Jewish” and/or “Christian” in identification. Minus the
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Jewish Christian participants, the percentage of Jewish to Christian participants in the sample
was 11.36% to 87.00%, respectively. Major Christian traditions represented included Baptist
(2), Evangelical / Pentecostal (14), Episcopal Anglican (23), Non-Denominational (50),
Protestant (79), or Roman Catholic (103). One individual indicated affiliation/identification with
the gay-friendly United Church of Christ and one with the gay-affirming Metropolitan
Community Church. If participants indicated involvement in or identification with more
numerically smaller, sectarian Christian movements they were included among Christians as well
because of their historical origins from Christian tradition. These groups included Jehovah’s
Witness (1), Latter Day Saints / Mormon (35), Quaker (3), and Seventh Day Adventist (2).
While the groups are numerically accounted for, analysis of data by denomination could not be
undertaken because no single group was large enough for valid factor analysis.
In the final participant set of 361 individuals, the number of females to males was
roughly equivalent with 169 (47.09%) female and 183 (51.07%) male. Nine individuals fell
outside of the male/female gender distinction by identifying as “Other” and indicating “fluid,”
“hermaphrodite,” or challenging in comments the assumption of gender distinctions. These
individuals were included because they indicated being “same-sex attracted” and therefore were
among the target populations of this study. Because it had been determined that exploratory
factor analysis would require a minimum 10:1 participant to item ratio, results depended upon a
sample size larger than either the male versus female groups alone could provide. Issues of
gender in factor analysis results, therefore, could not be considered in this study, which would
have otherwise required hundreds of additional participants. Out of the 361 participants, nearly
half the participants, 180 (49.86%), identified as bisexual rather than as exclusively same-sex
attracted with 119 bisexual males and 61 bisexual females. Exclusively same-sex attracted
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participants included 106 lesbians and 64 gay men totaling 47.09% of the sample. Eleven
individuals identified as same-sex attracted “Other.” Ages ranged from 18 to 73. (M = 36.30;
Md. = 33; SD = 15.30). With 71 racial/ethnic participants, total minority representation
accounted for 19.67% of the sample. Racial/ethnic representation included African-American
(27; 27.48%), Asian-American (10; 2.77%), Hispanic/Latina(o) (17; 4.71%), American Middle
Eastern/Arabian/Persian (2; .055%), Native American (2; 0.55%), Multiracial (7; 1.94%), and
“Other” (6) with 290 in the sample identifying as White/Caucasian (80.33%).
Procedures
Recruitment. The primary recruitment method was the use of chain or “snowball”
recruitment. Chain recruitment was chosen as an appropriate method of recruitment given that
closeted or threatened religious/spiritual populations of sexual minorities with numerous social
barriers of institutionalized heterosexism may be recruited more effectively through social
networks (Smith & Ingram, 2004).
Two strategies were used for chain recruitment. First, the online social network of
Facebook recruited the most participants. Facebook “friends” served as network seeds for
circulating the recruitment notice posted on a Facebook page created for the purpose. (See the
Recruitment Announcement in Appendix J). Through Facebook, over 200 individuals
participated in the survey within the first three days. The second form of recruitment consisted
of asking fellow psychology students, recent psychology Ph.D. graduates, experts in the field of
LGBT studies, and advocacy organizations largely at post-secondary institutions to circulate the
recruitment notice. Institutions contacted included religious organizations such as churches,
conversion counseling organizations, and LGBT community and college campus resource
centers (Table 2). No conversion counseling organizations sent notice of agreement to
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participate in the study. Online groups for religious/spiritual same-sex attracted persons (Table
3) were contacted for director permission to recruit members or asked to post the recruitment
notice online. All participants were offered a $50.00 Amazon.com gift card as an incentive to
participate in the survey. (See Appendix L for the gift card receipt of purchase.)
Survey procedures. With the use of an anonymous online survey through PsychData.com,
participants logged in through a direct web link provided in the recruitment announcement
(Appendix J). Upon entering the survey site, participants were first presented with a welcome
page and then directed to an informed consent page (Appendix K) at which point consent had to
be provided if participants were to continue to the survey portion. The informed consent page
provided information regarding the purpose of the study, rights of the participants, assurance of
anonymity, and contact information of the principal investigator and dissertation advisor. The
consent page gave the estimated time of 10 to 15 minutes for completion of the full survey.
Three student peers voluntarily took the survey to assist in estimating the allotted time for
completion.
Once participants provided consent to participate in the study, they were permitted to
move on to the three-part survey which included a demographic questionnaire (Appendix I), the
pilot survey items for spiritual conflict among sexual minorities (Appendix M), and the short
form of a social desirability scale, The Balanced Inventory of Desirable Responding (Paulhus,
1995; Appendix N). With the exception of some items of the demographic questionnaire and
consistent with the consent form, participants were required to answer all questions in order to
prevent problems of missing data. The consent form had notified participants, however, that they
were free to stop taking the survey at any time. At the conclusion of the survey, participants
were asked to provide an e-mail address through which to be contacted for notification of their
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award should they win the raffle. A final statement read, “If you entered an e-mail address
above, may the e-mail address be used to contact you in the future to request your participation
in a follow up study? It will not be used for any other purpose.” Most participants gave
permission to be contacted for the follow up study. A closing page thanked respondents for
participating. Three student peers of the dissertation author agreed to take the survey on a trial
basis in order to detect any possible mistakes including typos and other flaws in the above
described sequence of stages and online forms to be completed.
Security of responses and protection of participants. The first page of the online survey
presented participants with a consent form in which participants were notified that their
participation was completely voluntary, that they could stop at any time, and that no identifying
information would be requested of them nor published. All data collected through
PsychData.com is Secure Socket Layer 256-bit encrypted to protect data from being
compromised.
Measures
Demographic questionnaire (DQ; Appendix I). The DQ asked participants for age,
gender, racial/ethnic identity, and religious affiliation/identification with a broad range of options
to choose from. The participants were asked about their sexuality with items of the Williams
Institute’s Best Practices for Asking Questions about Sexual Orientation on Surveys (Williams,
2009) as developed and validated by Dr. K. Bieschke’s Sexual Minority Assessment Research
Team. The questions were three in number. The first inquired into participants’ sexual
identification (lesbian, gay, etc.); the next, one’s choice of sex partners, whether male or female;
and the last, one’s sexual attraction to which particular sex. The DQ asked participants if they
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were currently involved with a religious community in order to better analyze the three items
related to community conflict (Appendix H).
Impression Management scale: Short version of the Balanced Inventory of Desirable
Responding (Paulhus, 1995; Appendix N). Some participants may intentionally or
unintentionally be inclined to provide inaccurate answers in order to receive social approval from
others (DeVellis, 2003). Items that correlated with social desirability scores should be excluded
from the data unless there is a clear rationale for its inclusion (Devellis, 2003). The short form of
the Impression Management subscale of the Balanced Inventory of Desirable Responding
(Paulhus, 1995) was included to control for social desirability. It is a reduction from 20 to 12
items. The scale was chosen over the Marlowe-Crown Impression Management Scale (Crowne
& Marlow, 1960), which fails to specify particular types of impression management being
measured (Steenkamp, de Jong, & Baumgartner, 2010). Paulhus’s (1995) scale, by contrast, is
intended to measure moralistic responses, which may be more in keeping with the moral issues
raised by religiosity/spirituality regarding same-sex attraction and behaviors. Items of the scale
include “I have done things that I don’t tell other people about” and “I have never dropped litter
on the street.” Paulhus yielded acceptable reliability alphas for the scale ranging between .75
and .86. (Paulhus, 1995). Paulhus further demonstrated concurrent validity of the scale with
other social desirability scales as high as .71 and .80.
Proposed, pilot survey of spiritual conflict for sexual minorities (Appendix M). A survey
of 38 items was presented after the DQ was completed by participants. Proposed survey items
were randomly mixed and reflected groupings of religious community conflict (3 items),
God/deity conflict (13 items), moral conflict (9 items), and perceived integration of sexual and
religious identities (13 items). Participants responded using a Likert-scale format of 1 to 6
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ranging from Strongly disagree to Strongly agree. An even number answer range of 1 to 6 was
chosen in order to force a choice among participants between agreeing or disagreeing with items.
The terms agree and disagree were chosen in order to more precisely measure cognitive and
attitudinal components related to the theory of cognitive dissonance. One’s level of agreement or
disagreement (ranging from strongly disagree to strongly agree) may be related to levels of
one’s dissonance or spiritual conflict and so a Likert-scale measuring the valence of agreement
strength was believed relevant to measuring the magnitude of dissonance.
Examples of scale items from each proposed factor include the following: “My same-sex
attraction has brought me closer to God” (God/deity Conflict); “My spirituality and my sexuality
completely support each other” (Perceived Integration of Sexuality and Spirituality); “The love I
receive as a same-sex attracted person from my religious / spiritual community supports my
faith” (Community Conflict); and “My same-sex attraction is good” (Moral Conflict).
Results
Preliminary Analysis: Initial Item Reduction
The primary purpose of Study 3 was to further eliminate items through the process of
exploratory factor analysis with the intent to solve for an internal factor structure and improve
reliability and validity of items. After data were cleaned, however, the first goal of analysis was
to eliminate problematic items prior to exploratory factor analysis. All items, except Item 28,
demonstrated communalities

for inclusion in factor analysis (Pinterets & Poteat, 2009),

which reflect the amount of variance accounted for by factors (Worthington & Whitaker, 2006).
Item 28 was deleted. Because a normal distribution is an assumption of factor analysis
(Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007), issues of normality among items first had to be considered before
performing factor analysis. Twenty-two raw item data demonstrated non-normal mean, skew,
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and kurtosis. Tabachnick and Fidell (2007) recommend transforming raw scores into z-scores for
more reliable analysis of distribution normality. The authors suggest as a rule of thumb that zscores of skewness and kurtosis equal to or greater than 3.29 should be considered problematic
and eliminated. After z-score transformation, remaining non-normal distribution results
remained for 14 of the 38 items.
Insuring a normal distribution of data for the usefulness of factor analysis, however, is
not always necessary. Tabachnick and Fidell (2007) state that “as long as principal components
analysis and factor analysis are used descriptively as a convenient way to summarize the
relationships in a large set of observed variables, assumptions regarding the distribution of
variables are not in force. To the extent that normality fails, the solution is degraded but may
still be worthwhile” (p. 613, Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). The authors go on to say, “However,
multivariate normality is assumed when statistical inference is used to determine the number of
factors” (p. 613).
It was believed that the normality assumption need not be fully adhered to in the case of
this dissertation. The empirical literature referencing cognitive dissonance theory makes no
claim to a particular limited or predominant set of factors of spiritual conflict among sexual
minorities. To explore such an outcome would be beyond the scope of this dissertation given the
limits of the literature. Investigation, therefore, largely concerned itself with the validation of
subscales. A qualifying limitation would be that resulting conclusions for an internal factor
structure for the Spiritual Conflict Scale for Same-Sex Attracted Individuals may not be as robust
had the data been normally distributed. Non-normal variable data is common in many studies
using exploratory factor analysis (Yuan, Marshall, & Bentler, 2002). Scale development studies
have performed exploratory factor analysis using items with non-normal distribution results to
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explore multivariate dimensions of constructs and internal factor structure of scales with the
acknowledgment of some degradation of results (Davidson, Gervais, Canivez, & Cole, 2013;
Nigro, 2003; Santilla, Sandnabba, Wannas, & Krook, 2005).
It was decided, therefore, that items with inflated skewness and kurtosis values need not
be eliminated entirely but only those items with the most demonstrable non-normal inflation.
Several items (17) possessed standard deviation results lower than 1.57, which would be 2
normal standard deviations below the mean for the 6-point Likert scale used in the study. Three
of the items, however, possessed acceptable skew and kurtosis results (

. Low mean

scores, on the other hand, which consistently corresponded with unacceptable skew and kurtosis
(

and with the lowest standard deviation outcomes, were used instead. It was decided

that items were purged if their mean values rounded to the nearest whole number were 1 or 6 (on
a Likert-type a scale ranging from 1 to 6). Items, therefore, were deleted if their mean values
were 1.4 or lower or 5.5 or higher. Five items total were, thus, purged that included items 18
(1.22), 20 (1.29), 23 (5.50), 24 (1.25), and 34 (1.37). All of the items possessed the most skewed
and kurtotic distributions. With the five items deleted, the remaining total number of items to be
analyzed came to 33 with nine items with non-normal distribution results.
Exploratory Factor Analysis
Initial factor reduction. Once preliminary item reduction was completed exploratory
factor analysis could begin. DeVellis (2003) states that a five to ten participant to item ratio is an
acceptable rule of thumb for performing valid factor analysis in the development of a scale.
Because of the online test format, however, a 10:1 ratio was believed necessary because of the
random error the web based format would introduce, thus, requiring more participants. After
complete item deletion (detailed below) remaining items came to 33. With 361 participants in the
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final data set, analysis was performed within an acceptable participant to item ratio of 11: 1. One
measure of sampling adequacy for factor analysis is the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) index
(Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). The KMO index is the ratio of the sum of squared correlations to
the sum of squared correlations plus the sum of squared partial correlations. At every stage of
factor analysis described below, the KMO index was higher than .90; a KMO higher than .60
typically supports a large enough sample for performing factor analysis.
The empirical literature reviewed provided no evidence of discrete, orthogonal factors of
spiritual conflict for sexual minorities. Principal axis factoring, therefore, appeared the best
choice for factor extraction because it assumes a non-orthogonal or correlated relationship
between factors (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). Similarly, direct oblimin (oblique) rotation
appeared suitable also on the basis of assuming that correlations between factors appeared more
likely than discrete orthogonal relationships. Generally, orthogonal rotation is not recommended
unless a sound, empirical factor model arguing for discrete factors already exists (Fabrigar,
Wgener, MacCallum, & Strahan, 1999), which was not the case for this dissertation. In
performing factor analysis, the Kaiser Criterion of including only eigenvalues greater than one
was adhered to and coefficients below .40 were suppressed as recommended (Tabachnick &
Fidell, 2007) in preliminary factor analysis. Rotation iterations were held at 25.
Outcomes of initial principal axis factoring yielded a total of five factors with
eigenvalues provided here in descending order: 10.53, 4.31, 2.71, 1.50, and 1.10. A Monte Carlo
online shareware program developed by Marley Watkins was used to analyze the acceptability of
eigenvalues using parallel analysis. Parallel analysis permitted the eigenvalues to be analyzed to
determine which of them occurred better than chance and, therefore, which ones were likely to
be validly related to one another. Parallel analysis avoids the bias and arbitrariness of the Kaiser
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Criterion (Fabrigar et al., 1999) and the increased random error of subjectivity likely in scree plot
decision making (DeVellis, 2003). Results indicated as occurring better than chance the first
four eigenvalues greater than 1.42 resulting in a four-factor solution that excluded Factor 5.
Factor analysis was run again using a forced four-factor solution (Table 5). The solution
yielded four factors with seven co-loaded items. Top-loaded items of all four factors achieved
loading values > .60; Factors 1 to 3, > .70. Items 7 failed to load and was deleted for a total
remaining survey item set of 31. Eigenvalues were identical to those of the initial factor analysis
and passed an additional test of parallel analysis. The percentage of variance explained by the
factors in descending order was 31.90%, 13.07%, 8.22%, and 4.53% for a total cumulative
variance of 57.72% (Table 7). All items in each factor demonstrated > .20 communality
outcomes (Pinterets & Poteat, 2009). Using ANOVA to control for social desirability by factor,
none of the factors were found to be significant (p < .05) in either round of factor analysis and in
subsequent rounds. Prior to any item deletion, the Cronbach’s alphas of reliability for the four
factors from 1 to 4, respectively, were .90, .88, .83, and .83 (Tables 8 to 11). Correlations
between factors were small, the highest being -.34, suggesting little variable redundancy between
factors. .
Item to Factor Outcomes by Thematic Categories. Generally, items failed to load
exclusively within the originally intended conceptual/thematic groups of God conflict, moral
conflict, community conflict and perceived integration of sexuality and spirituality. Results,
therefore, failed to confirm the originally proposed factors of spiritual conflict among sexual
minority persons at least as chosen by the principal investigator from what appeared to be major
sources of spiritual conflict, among sexual minorities in the empirical literature and from focus
group data. Given the findings, further data interpretation, therefore, was of an exploratory
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nature. Conceptual revision of the factors informed by the empirical literature examined in
Chapter 2 permitted an exploration of what factors may arguably be the result of analysis. The
predominant conceptual theme of each factor helped determine which items appeared a good fit
for that factor. Issues of reliability and loading coefficients further informed the interpretive
process. Below interpretive results using this method are presented in sequence from Factor 1 to
4.
Factor 1. The Factor 1 subscale was designated as Emotional Distress of Spiritual
Conflict because of the preponderance of distress and conflict-related language that uniquely
distinguished Factor 1 items from the items that loaded on all other factors. Factor 1 possessed
the most items mismatched from the originally intended thematic/conceptual categories (i. e.,
community conflict, God conflict, moral conflict, and perceived integration of sexuality and
spirituality). It was the unique feature of all Factor 1 items as explicitly using the language of
conflict and emotional distress that set it apart from all other factors. For example, Item 8 of
Factor 1 is, “I feel like my same-sex attraction and religious/spiritual beliefs are constantly at war
with each other.” The words “war” and “constantly” have a negative emotional connotation in
describing unceasing conflict. Factor 1 appeared highly related to the language of conflict and
emotional distress characteristic of the empirical literature referencing cognitive dissonance
theory to explain the presence of psychological conflict.
Item 21 of Factor 1, “My religious/spiritual beliefs and same-sex attraction completely
support each other,” was the only positively phrased item of Factor 1. The item, however,
loaded with +/- coefficient inversion by yielding a negative loading in contrast to the positive
loadings of all other Factor 1 items. The negative inversion of value suggested an inverse
relationship of the Item 21 to other items in the factor (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). The inverse
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value relationship of Item 21 in combination with its acceptable loading value .59 argued for
retaining the item reverse scored. The four other co-loaded items of Factor 1, Items 31, 9, 16,
and 29, were retained for Factor 1 because of their explicitly conflict and emotionally negative
language that distinguished them from the items of all other factors. Further, these items loaded
with higher loading coefficient values in Factor 1 than the other factors.
Two more items appeared questionable for retention in Factor 1 but not because they
necessarily failed to fit for interpretive reasons. Items 25 and 30 were originally proposed as
community conflict items but did not load together into a separate factor as anticipated. Item 25,
“I feel like I must choose between my same-sex attraction and my current religious/spiritual
community,” assumes that survey respondents are affiliated with a religious/spiritual community
when in fact many survey respondents may not be affiliated with a religious/spiritual group of
any kind. In an attempt to be as inclusive as possible for future survey respondents, the items
were deleted. Those who may not be actively affiliated with any religious organization may skip
the items altogether or experience confusion in how to answer. The validity of the items,
therefore, may be at risk. The deletion of Item 25 did not harm scale reliability, so the item was
eliminated. The same was true of Item 30, the deletion of which marginally improved final
subscale reliability.
In sum, using the results from the principal axis factor analysis, 11 items loaded on
Factor 1. Two items were deleted for a total of nine items remaining for the factor. The internal
consistency coefficient for the subscale was .90.
Factor 2. The Factor 2 subscale was named Perceived Integration of Sexuality and
Spirituality. Of the eleven items that loaded, Items 6, 11, 21, 22, 27, 32, and 35 were from the
originally proposed Perceived Integration factor. Examples of the Perceived Integration items
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that loaded include “My same-sex attraction has given me deeper spiritual insight,” “Being
attracted to people of my own sex has made me a more spiritual person,” and “My same-sex
attraction and spirituality are integrated with each other.” The highest factor coefficient values
were shared by most of these Perceived Integration items arguing for their predominance as the
prevailing interpretation of the factor.
The four remaining items that loaded from different thematic/conceptual categories
included Items 5, 10, 19, and 38. Items 5 and 10 co-loaded with Factor 4 and possessed higher
loading coefficients on Factor 4 so were retained only for Factor 4. Item 19, “Being attracted to
others of my own sex as made me a better human being,” was retained. The item contributed to
reliability, yielded an acceptable loading coefficient greater than .50, and arguably was
conceptually coherent with the items of perceived integration that comprised most of the factor
items. This item suggests integration of sexuality with religious/spiritual morality with morality
implied by the word “better.” The lack of other items suggesting sexual-spiritual integration on
moral grounds argued for its retention. Item 38 refers to survey takers’ current spiritual
community. Like Items 25 and 30 of Factor 1, the item was included in factor analysis only to
investigate if community conflict items would load together in their own factor. Because Item
38 failed to load with other proposed community conflict items and because Item 38 diminished
scale reliability, the item was deleted.
The remaining problematic item was Item 27: “Standing up for gay and lesbian rights is a
spiritual calling for me.” It was originally believed that a perceived, gay-affirming survey bias by
respondents in response to the words “lesbian” and “gay” (rather than the words “homosexual”
or “same-sex attracted”) would be corrected by the inclusion of a non-affirming item. The nonaffirming item, Item 28 stated, “Fighting against homosexuality in society is a spiritual calling
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for me.” Item 28, however, failed to load, so Item 27 was deleted in order to prevent perceived
survey bias.
In sum, four items (Items 5, 10, 27, and 38) were deleted from the original eleven items
that loaded for Factor 2. The total number of subscale items came to seven. Final subscale
reliability was .88.
Factor 3. The Factor 3 subscale was named Sexual Relationship Morality. The items that
loaded on Factor 3 were a combination of originally proposed moral conflict and perceived
integration-themed items and one additional item was from the God conflict item set. Four of the
items that received the highest loadings (items 2, 4, 14, and 15) all loaded at .70 or higher and
were all from the original moral conflict category. The shared higher loadings of these moralityrelated items suggested a moral conflict theme predominant in the factor. Items 2 and 4 were the
only items with negative connotation that did not load or co-load on Factor 1. Further, they
possessed a +/- loading value inversion to other items of Factor 3 suggesting an inverse
relationship (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007) to the other Factor 3 items. What appeared to set them
apart from Factor 1 items is that neither item explicitly referenced emotional states of distress
that connote psychological conflict. Item 2, “Celibacy is the only moral option for me if I’m not
in a heterosexual relationship,” and Item 4, “Scriptures that appear to condemn homosexuality
are correct,” do not make reference to distressing emotional experience. Both items were reverse
scored to reflect the inverse relationship.
The four other remaining items, Items 9, 13, 33, and 36, were deleted from Factor 3 for a
variety of reasons. Like other items, Item 9 was also from the proposed moral conflict item set
yet had a borderline loading of .41 and had a higher loading for Factor 1 with which it co-loaded.
Further, the item’s deletion substantially improved scale reliability. The item was deleted from
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Factor 3 but retained for Factor 1. Item 13, “I can feel more spiritually happy with a same-sex
partner than with an opposite sex partner,” had originally been proposed as a perceived
integration item rather than an item of moral conflict. Being “spiritually happy” does not
necessarily speak to issues of morality, the conceptual theme predominant among items.
Because it contributed nothing to reliability, it was deleted. Item 36, “My same-sex attraction is
a spiritual test,” diminished scale reliability and was not necessarily related to morality, so was
deleted. Item 33, “I can experience God’s love through a same-sex partner,” contributed
negligibly to reliability though it possessed an acceptable loading coefficient of .52. As a
questionable conceptual fit for sexual relationship morality, the item was deleted.
Eight items initially loaded on Factor 3 and four were deleted resulting in a final total of
four for the subscale. One of the four items deleted was retained for Factor 1. The coefficient
alpha for this subscale was .79.
Factor 4. The items that loaded on Factor 4 were all items from the originally intended
God Conflict factor arguing for a God-conflict factor. Of five items that loaded with other
factors, three co-loaded with higher loading coefficients with Factor 1 and, consequently, were
retained solely for Factor 1 as explained above. Items 5 and 10, on the other hand, loaded with
higher coefficients values on Factor 4 so were retained solely for Factor 4. The total remaining
items for the subscale were five with an inter-item reliability of .83.
Final Factor Analyses with Items Deleted. After final item deletion described in the
previous section, from preliminary deletion based upon mean, through to deletion based upon
reliability and interpretive item-factor fit, the total remaining item set was 24 out of the original
38. The item to participant ratio improved from 11: 1 to 15: 1 for the final factor analysis. The
third factor analysis was run with a forced, four-factor solution (Table 13) to test for replication
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of the four factor solution as in the previous, forced four-factor analysis performed before item
deletion. The extraction and rotation methods remained the same as in the previous analysis with
principal axis factoring and direct oblimin (oblique) rotation. Coefficients below .40 were
suppressed with a maximum rotation iteration of 25.
In the factor results (Table 12 and 13), cumulative variance improved only marginally yet
achieved a near threshold of 60% (59.04). Some loading values increased while others
diminished, yet loading coefficient changes were generally negligible. All items demonstrated
moderate to strong communality outcomes (Worthington & Whitaker, 2006) ranging from .44 to
.75. The test of KMO for sampling adequacy was highly acceptable at 91. Across all factors, all
items loaded with each factor as anticipated except for Item 10 that co-loaded between Factors 2
and 4. Because Factor 4 did not pass parallel analysis, however, the item was retained for Factor
2 to which it contributed improved reliability. Further, Item 10 appeared conceptually
compatible with the perceived-integration theme of Factor 2. The item, “My same-sex attraction
has brought me closer to God,” suggests perceived integration of sexuality and spirituality in
one’s relationship with God in the reconciliation of one’s same-sex attraction bringing one
“closer” to God (rather than “farther away”). It is the only item of Factor 2 to address perceived
integration with deity (God), which further argued for its retention in the factor as an important
context of perceived integration consistent with the empirical literature (Schuck & Liddle, 2001;
Thumma, 1991).
Because Factor 4 did not pass parallel analysis, a last and final analysis for a forced,
three-factor solution was performed to test for a three-factor solution. With four Factor 4 items
deleted, the remaining item set totaled 20 items for an item to participant ration of 18: 1. Results
confirmed a three factor solution free of any co-loaded items and with all three factors passing
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parallel analysis (Table 14 and 15). All items loaded upon each factor as anticipated and
possessed communalities > .40 (Worthington & Whitaker, 2006). Cumulative factor variance
improved marginally from 59.09% to 62.28%. Subscale reliability coefficients for the resulting
Factors 1 to 3, respectively, were .90, .88, and .79 (Table 16 to 18). The factors of Spiritual
Distress and Perceived Integration of Sexuality and Spirituality demonstrated a between-factor
correlation of r = -.34 for the only fair correlation to establish a limited relationship between two
of the resulting factors. No items required deletion for improved reliability of scales. Three
resulting subscales were derived from final analysis that would be submitted to validity testing in
Study 4 (Appendix O) and comprised the complete Spiritual Conflict Scale for Same-Sex
Attracted Individuals.
Discussion
The primary goal of Study 3 was to eliminate items through factor analysis and determine
a factor structure for the Spiritual Conflict Scale for Same-Sex Attracted Individuals comprised
of its three proposed subscales of sexual minority spiritual conflict. After a statement of the
contribution of findings in light of the limits of factor analysis in Study 3, the research process is
then subsequently divided below into its two sections highlighting strengths and weaknesses of
the study. The first section is devoted to item elimination outside of factor analysis alone. This
included both preliminary item deletion and deleting items for improved Cronbach’s alpha
reliability coefficients per subscale. The second section is devoted to the major analysis of Study
3, which was exploratory factor analysis for attempting to posit a factor structure. A final
statement of other strengths and limitations of Study 3 beyond the scope of either item
elimination or factor analysis alone concludes the section. It deserves noting that implication for
future research and scale development are addressed later in the general discussion of Chapter 5;
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thereby the general discussion benefits from the complete findings of the dissertation taken into
account.
Contribution of Findings
Study 3 appeared to support, on a limited basis, the positing of three subscales of
spiritual conflict for sexual minorities: Spiritual Distress, Perceived Integration of Sexuality and
Spirituality, and Relationship Morality subscales. The two subscales accounting for the largest
share of variance, Spiritual Distress (36.07%) and Perceived Integration of Sexuality and
Spirituality (16.91), may have provided the greatest contribution. Some evidence suggested a
relationship between the two subscales, which may suggest a shared internal structure to the
construct of sexual minority spiritual conflict. The former, Spiritual Distress, was distinguished
by conflict-laden language and negative emotional connotation of items while the latter, the
Perceived Integration of Sexuality and Spirituality, possessed positive language of integration
and spiritual benefits. The former may indicate psychological distress posited to be a
fundamental attribute of cognitive dissonance (Cooper, 2007) while the latter may indicate the
absence of distress that would appear consistent with perceived integration of one’s sexuality and
spirituality. Item 21 (“My religious/spiritual beliefs and same-sex attraction completely support
each other”), the only item of Factor 1 with positive phrasing, co-loaded with Factor 2. A fair
between- factor correlation coefficient of -.34 provided further support for an inverse
relationship between the two subscales. The results of Factor 3 for a Relationship Morality
subscale were less impressive, accounting for the smallest share of variance (9.29%) with a
moderate Cronbach’s alpha of .77.
Initial Item Elimination
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Before item elimination could be undertaken using exploratory factor analysis, items
required examination based upon their contribution to a normal distribution of item scores, an
assumption of exploratory factor analysis (DeVellis, 2003; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007).
Fourteen of the items, however, yielded non-normal z-scores of skew and kurtosis. The problem
did not disqualify the use of factor analysis permitted that testing for a composite scale with a
predominant set of factors was not the main task. Exploratory factor analysis would be
appropriate if the main task is investigating variable relationships (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007),
which included the relationships of items to factors and factors to one another. According to
Tabachnick and Fidell (2007), factor results may be less robust yet still useful. Five of the items
were deleted based upon rounded, low mean scores of less than 1 (

. The negative skew

might be attributable to what appeared to be a highly affirming sample resulting in low scores for
spiritual conflict. It is debatable if mean scores of 2 or 5 should have also been considered for
deletion of skewed and kurtotic items. Scores of 2 and 5 on a six-point scale, however, would
have been within only one standard deviation of a normal mean of 3 (.96 and 5.04), with scores
of 1 and 5 being only slightly greater than one deviation. The latter score values, consequently,
appeared well within acceptable limits and were the greatest whole number values possible for
item elimination.
After the completion of both rounds of factor analysis, the contributing or diminishing
effect of the alpha coefficient per item for each subscale was used to complete item elimination.
Internal consistency refers to the homogeneity of items in a scale with the assumption that items
related to a single latent variable should bear a strong relationship with one another (DeVellis,
2003). Establishing reliability for the current study, however, presented challenges because of
the web-based, online administrative mode of data collection. Because scale reliability (and
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factor analysis) was to be derived from observations obtained online across highly heterogeneous
environments where random error would be more likely to occur, a minimum 10: 1 item ratio
was deemed necessary. This stands in contrast to a minimum of a 5:1 ratio sometimes
considered minimally acceptable (DeVellis, 2003).
One of the strengths of Study 3 is the acceptable item to participant ratio that became
stronger for reducing random error as more items were eliminated. After initial item elimination
in the current study based upon mean scores, the total number of items came to 33 for a sample
size of 361, which resulted in an 11: 1 participant to item ratio. After item elimination by factor
analysis and ongoing reliability determination (if items increased or diminished reliability per
subscale), a highly acceptable, final participant to item ratio of 18: 1 was established before final
reliability coefficients were calculated for the resulting subscales. One of the strengths of Study
3 is that the resulting three subscales possessed moderate to strong reliability coefficients of .90,
.88, and .79. The inclusion of both reliability and factor analysis considerations for considering
conceptual item-to-factor fit strengthens the case for content and construct validity where the
theory itself presented limitations. Because inter-item consistency for subscales apart from
factor analysis alone may contribute in some measure to subscale validity (Tabachnick & Fidell,
2007), reliability considerations may have improved upon the validity testing of factor analysis.
Exploratory Factor Analysis
The purpose of exploratory factor analysis is to determine the psychometric properties of
a scale or scales typically in cases when the underlying factors are unknown or uncertain
(Heppner et al., 2008). Because the empirical literature using cognitive dissonance theory has to
date not validated an internal factor structure for sexual minority spiritual conflict, exploratory
factor analysis was deemed appropriate. Study 3, consequently, was highly exploratory in nature
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because factors could not be readily pre-selected from the literature. Perhaps the greatest
limitation for factor analysis was the use of what appeared to be a highly affirming sample,
which provided low, negatively skewed responses based upon experiencing low spiritual conflict
attributable to having an affirming religious/spiritual stance. After the deletion of five items,
nine of the remaining 33 items analyzed possessed moderate skew and/or kurtosis outcomes
(Table 4), which may produce less robust yet still useful results (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007).
Another limitation of the study is that some items did not load upon proposed factors as
anticipated and, therefore, required greater interpretive analysis that may have introduced
random error. Cronbach’s reliability alphas, factor loading coefficients, and considerations of
the empirical literature aided in the interpretive process. Weaknesses in the theory for positing a
predominant, internal factor structure, therefore, were supplemented by quantitative results that
strengthened the argument for the delineated subscales and their factors.
There are some notable strengths in the factor analysis. First, principle axis extraction
and oblique (indirect oblimin) versus orthogonal rotation analysis appeared highly appropriate
for considering factors that were likely redundant conceptually and with minor correlation. The
subfactor overlap, for example, between one’s perceived relationship with God and issues of
morality is, perhaps, unavoidable because of the doctrines of sin (morality) in Judaism and
Christianity that may affect one’s perceived relationship with God (Schuck & Liddle, 2001;
Thumma, 1991). Between-factor correlations, however, remained low enough (the highest being
r = -.34) to suggest that the factors discretely contributed to measurement of the latent construct
without great redundancy between them. Iterations of analysis throughout the process of item
reduction included both open and forced factor solutions. Each iteration used parallel analysis to
reduce the likelihood of random error more likely to occur in relying exclusively upon the Kaiser
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Criterion or visual analysis of scree plots. With every application of factor analysis, cumulative
variance increased until explained variance exceeded the rule of thumb threshold of 60%
reaching as high as 62.28%.
Other Strengths and Limitations
There were other strengths and limitations of the study. Perhaps both the greatest
strength and greatest limitation of Study 3 lay in the membership of its sample. To begin with its
strengths, a participant sample of 361 individuals was more than adequate to reduce random
error by virtue of a high participant to item ration. Secondly, the sample itself possessed
religious diversity that may contribute to greater generalizability of findings to range of Christian
and Jewish religious traditions. Dominant Christian groups, Protestants and Roman Catholics
being the most notable, were represented but also those who identified with less mainstream
Christian denominations including Evangelical, Jehovah’s Witness, Latter Day Saints, Quakers,
and Seventh Day Adventists. The major Jewish traditions of Conservative, Orthodox, and
Reform were represented. In other diversity matters, about twenty percent (19.94%) of the
sample was comprised of racial/ethnic minority individuals. The number of women to men was
virtually equal (170 women). Bisexual individuals, often lacking in their representation in the
general research (Haldeman, 2004), predominated in the study with 180 participating.
One limitation of the sample was in its largely affirming participant make up to which
might be attributed the non-normal, negative distribution of nine items analyzed. It remains
unknown how reliability and factor loadings may have differed with a less affirming and more
conservative religious sample. Further research with a less affirming sample would assist in
refining results. The challenge of accessing a hidden population was intended to be met through
chain recruitment. Chain recruitment began with affirming seed individuals, deemed affirming
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because they were most available to the principle investigator’s personal social circle and online
social network. Leaders in the field of sexual minority and psychological studies who were
contacted for help with recruitment were also affirming as members of an affirming academic
field. Reliance upon university LGBT student resource centers also may have contributed to a
more affirming sample. Though efforts were made to reach out to some “ex-gay” groups and
non-university LGBT community centers (See Table 3), the availability of non-affirming
individuals that may have been likely to participate in the research was highly limited. Neither
Exodus International nor the National Association of Research for the Treatment of
Homosexuality (NARTH) replied to recruitment e-mails to indicate a willingness to participate
in the study. They did not reply with any form of response. Their inclusion might have
otherwise contributed to a more normal distribution of scores from individuals experiencing
more, not less, spiritual conflict.
Other issues included the limited demographic make-up of the sample. Racial/ethnic
minority individuals taken alone, about 20% of the sample, would be insufficient to determine
reliability and external validity generalizable to these subordinate populations. Broken down
further into their minority subgroupings (e.g., African-American, Latina) the sample numbers are
grossly inadequate. Their inclusion with a predominantly White sample may lessen the
reliability the resulting scales for these minority populations. The same holds true for
exclusively (non-Christian) Jewish individuals who comprised only 11.36% of the sample.
Conclusion
The primary purpose of Study 3 was to test for an internal factor structure for spiritual
conflict among sexual minorities and to complete the process of eliminating items through the
process of factor analysis and reliability testing. Final results yielded three factors for the
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Spiritual Conflict Scale for Same-Sex Attracted Individuals. The three subscales generated for
validity testing in Study 4 included Spiritual Distress (nine items), Perceived Integration of
Sexuality and Spirituality (seven items), and Sexual Relationship Morality (four items)
subscales. Total final survey items were 20 out of the initial 38 items tested. All subscales
possessed acceptable reliability between .79 and .90 and together accounted for 62.28%% of
cumulative variance. While an internal factor structure based upon the originally posited four
conceptual/thematic categories failed to be demonstrated, results proved useful for exploratory
purposes of revising conceptual elements of the factor structure primarily for Factor 1, Spiritual
Distress. The major revision of the originally proposed factor solution occurred for Factor 1 as
demonstrative of items more ostensibly related to emotional turmoil and conflict than other items
with positive phrasing that instead loaded on the other two factors. The theory of cognitive
dissonance, which posits that psychological conflict should exist when evidence challenges one’s
strongly held beliefs (Festinger, 1957), appeared more directly related to Factor 1 than Factors 2
and 3. The latter factors, however, were not necessarily unrelated to conflict nor unrelated to
cognitive dissonance. It would remain for Study 4 to explore this question with construct and
known-groups validity testing of the three proposed subscales with established scales related to
sexual conflict and psychological distress.
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Table 1
Participant Demographics (N = 361)
Characteristic

n

%

18-25

124

34.35

26-35

73

20.22

36-45

48

13.30

45-55

65

18.00

55-65

36

9.97

>65

15

4.15

Male / Trans F to M

184

51.07

Female / Trans M to F

170

47.09

Other

7

1.93

African-American / Black

27

7.48

American Indian

2

0.55

Asian American

10

2.77

Caucasian / White

290

80.33

Hispanic / Latina(o)

17

4.71

Middle Eastern American

2

0.55

Multiracial / Biracial

7

1.94

Age

Sex / Gender

Primary Racial Identity

112

Other

6

1.66

Gay Male

64

17.73

Male Bisexual

119

32.96

Lesbian

106

29.36

Bisexual Female

61

16.90

Same-Sex Attracted Other

11

3.05

Yes

239

66.20

No

122

33.80

Christian

314

87.00

Jewish

41

11.36

Christian and Jewish

6

1.66

Sexuality

Currently involved with a
religious group

Religious Identity
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Table 2
Post-Secondary educational institutions where at least one LGBT student resource center or listserve administrator was contacted for recruitment
Northeast

Midwest

South

West

Connecticut

Indiana

Alabama

Arizona

University of
Connecticut
Maine
Bowdoin University

Indiana University
-Bloomington
Illinois
Columbia College
Chicago

University of
Alabama

Arizona State
University

District of Columbia Northern Arizona
University
Georgetown
University
California

University of Maine
DePaul University
Maryland
University of
Maryland

Northern Illinois
University
University of Chicago

Massachusetts
Iowa
Massachusetts
Institute of
Technology

University of Iowa
Kansas

New Hampshire
University of New
Hampshire

Kansas State
University
Kansas University

New York
Michigan
Ithaca College
State University of
New York
-Albany
Syracuse College

University of
Michigan
-Dearborn
University of
Michigan
-Flint

George Washington California State
State University
University
-Long Beach
Florida
California State
University of Florida University
-San Marcos
University of North
Florida
San Diego State
University
University of South
Florida
San Jose State
University
Georgia
University of
University of Georgia California
-Riverside
Kentucky
University of
University of
California
Louisville
-Los Angeles
North Carolina
Appalachian State
University

University of
Redlands
University of
Southern California
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Northeast

Midwest

South

West

New Jersey

Minnesota

North Carolina

Colorado

Montclair State
University
Rutgers University
Pennsylvania
Pennsylvania State
University
Rhode Island
University of Rhode
Island

University of
Minnesota
Missouri
University of
Missouri

University of
Vermont

Colorado State
University

University of North
Carolina
-Wilmington

University of
Colorado
-Boulder

South Carolina
Ohio
University of South
Case Western Reserve Carolina
Ohio State University
University of Miami

Vermont

Carolina
-Chapel Hill

Texas
Southern Methodist
University
University of Texas
-Austin
Texas A and M
University

University of
Colorado
-Colorado Springs

University of Denver
University of
Northern Colorado
Oregon
Oregon State
University
New Mexico

Virginia
University of Virginia

New Mexico State
University
University of New
Mexico
Utah
Utah State University
Washington
Central Washington
University
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Table 3
LGBT community centers, online networks, and religious groups where at least one
organizational or list-serve administrator was contacted for recruitment
Northeast

Midwest

South

West

New York

Missouri

Florida

California

Exodus International:
www.exodusinternati
onal.org

LGBT Alliance
(Jewish):
hwww.jewishfed.org/c
ommunity/lgbt

Nehirim (Jewish):
www.nehirim.org
National Association
of Jewish LGBTIQQ
Students:
www.nujlsonline.org
OrthoDykes:
http://www.orthodyke
s.org/
Massachusetts
Keshet (Jewish):
www.bostonkeshet.org

LGBT Community
Center of St. Louis
Wisconsin

Georgia
Project Q
-Milwaukee

Phillip Rush
Community Center
Louisiana
LGBT Community
Center of New
Orleans
North Carolina
LGBT Center of
Raleigh

National Association
for Research and
Therapy of
Homosexuality
(NARTH):
www.narth.com
Montana
Western Montana Gay
and Lesbian
Community Center
-Missoula
Utah

Gay Christian
Affirmation: Gay and
Network:
Lesbian Mormons:
www.gaychristian.net www.affirmation.org/c
hapters/
South Carolina
Gay Mormon
Harriet Hancock
Reconciliation:
LGBT Center
http://www.ldsreconcil
iation.org/
Tennessee
Utah Pride Center
Memphis Gay and
-Salt Lake City
Lesbian Community
Center
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Table 4
Descriptive Statistics per Item for Preliminary Item Deletion (N = 361)
Item #

Item

M

SD

Skew
(z-scores)

Kurtosis
(z-scores)

1

I am grateful to God that I
a same-sex attracted
person.

4.03

1.53

-.40

-.77

2

Celibacy is the only moral
option for me if I’m not in
a heterosexual relationship.

1.50

1.27

2.74

6.44**

3

I feel like I am always
asking God’s forgiveness
because of my same-sex
attraction.

1.56

1.17**

2.43

5.32**

4

Scriptures that appear to
condemn homosexuality
are correct.

1.59

1.24**

2.43

5.25**

5

I feel blessed by God for
my same-sex attraction.

3.90

1.59

-.16

-1.11

6

My same-sex attraction has
given me deeper spiritual
insight.

4.38

1.67

-.67

-.84

7

My same-sex attraction is
good.

4.89

1.38**

-1.09

.28

8

I feel like my same-sex
attraction and religious /
spiritual beliefs are
constantly at war with each
other.

2.46

1.59

.87

-.39

9

I have to struggle every
day against my same-sex
attraction in order to be a
good person.

1.50

1.09**

2.88

8.18**
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10

My same-sex attraction has
brought me closer to God.

3.76

1.76

-.20

-1.23

11

My same-sex attraction and
spirituality are integrated
with each other.

4.02

1.59

-.32

-.99

12

God accepts me fully as a
same-sex attracted person.

5.17

1.33**

-1.75

2.00

13

I can feel more spiritually
happy with a same-sex
partner than with an
opposite sex partner.

4.26

1.73

-.52

-1.06

14

Having a same-sex partner
could help me become a
better person.

4.49

1.47

-.75

-.33

15

Having genital sex with
someone of my own sex
can be morally good.

4.67

1.58

-.95

-.24

16

I feel unworthy of God’s
love as a same-sex
attracted person.

1.53

1.15**

2.46

5.59**

17

I know I could be a better
person if only I were
heterosexual.

1.47

1.10**

2.56

5.90

18*

God hates me because I am
attracted to people of my
own sex.

1.22**

.77**

4.30**

20.02**

19

Being attracted to others of
my own sex has made me a
better person.

4.15

1.43**

-.35

-.65

20*

Homosexuality is an
abomination.

1.29**

.94**

3.68**

13.53**

21

My religious / spiritual
beliefs and same-sex
attraction completely
support each other.

4.08

1.70

-.37

-1.16
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22

My same-sex attraction has
given me special, spiritual
gifts.

3.81

1.64

-.17

-1.15

23*

I can love God and be in
love with someone of own
sex at the same time.

5.50**

1.06**

-2.48

5.97**

24*

I would consider religious /
spiritual conversion
therapy in order to become
heterosexual.

1.25**

.85**

4.01**

16.46**

25

I feel like I must choose
between my same-sex
attraction and my current
religious / spiritual
community.

1.93

1.54

1.52

.95

26

I am angry at God because
I am attracted to people of
my own sex.

1.50

1.01**

2.30

4.90**

27

Standing up for lesbian or
gay rights is a spiritual
activity for me.

4.05

1.65

-.43

-1.03

28

Fighting against
homosexuality in society is
a spiritual calling for me.

1.79

1.46

1.77

1.87

29

God would accept me more
if I were heterosexual.

1.50

1.18**

2.69

6.38**

30

I question my faith because
of the way leaders of my
religious / spiritual
tradition speak against
same-sex attracted people.

2.92

1.83

.37

-1.36

31

I feel completely hopeless
about ever being accepted
by God because of my
same-sex attraction.

1.50

1.06**

2.57

6.39**

119
32

My sexuality has enriched
my spirituality.

4.27

1.54

-.57

-.69

33

I can experience God’s
love through a same-sex
partner.

4.68

1.54

-1.01

-.07

34*

I know I will never be
spiritually happy as long as
I am attracted to people of
my own sex.

1.37**

.93**

3.05

9.65**

35

Being attracted to people
of my own sex has made
me a more spiritual person.

3.89

1.59

-.27

-.97

36

My same-sex attraction is a
spiritual test.

2.09

1.53

1.32

.60

37

I know God loves me.

5.31

1.25**

-2.01

3.31**

38

The love I receive as a
same-sex attracted person
from my religious /
spiritual community
supports my faith.

3.63

1.74

-.01

-1.32

Note. *Items deleted with M < 1.50 and = / > 5.50. **Other non-normal results.
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Table 5
Forced, Four-Factor Principle Axis Reduction (N = 361)
Item #

Factors
1

2

3

4

8

.82

25

.75

30

.59

21

.59

31

.56

17
26

.50
.
49

3

.48

16

.45

.43

29

.43

.40

9

.43

-.45
.43

-.41

35

.71

32

.69

22

.65

11

.58

6

.58

19

.55
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38

.49

27

.42

2

-.73

4

-.70

14

.70

15

.70

13

.56

33

.52

36

-.49

7*
12

-.61

37

-.60

10

.47

1
5
Note. *Items deleted.

-.54
-.51

.44

-.46
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Table 6
Factor Analysis Variance Explained for Initial and Secondary Forced Four-Factor Solution
(N = 361)
Factor

Eigenvalue

% of Variance

Cumulative %

1

10.53

31.89

31.89

2

4.31

13.07

44.96

3

2.71

8.22

53.19

4

1.50

4.53

57.72

*5

1.10

3.32

61.04

Note. *Factor deleted for failing to pass parallel analysis in initial factor analysis.
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Table 7
Factor 1 Item-Total Statistics (Subscale Reliability = .90)
Item #

Scale Mean if
Item Deleted

Scale Variance if
Deleted

Item-Total
Correlation

Coefficient
Alpha if Deleted

8

18.31

82.94

.74

.88

25

18.83

86.03

.64

.89

30

17.80

87.31

.47

.90

21

17.82

84.80

.61

.89

31

19.28

90.30

.77

.88

17

19.31

89.90

.75

.88

26

19.27

94.02

.60

.89

3

19.20

89.82

.69

.89

16

19.22

91.30

.63

.89

29

19.29

91.43

.63

.89

9

19.29

92.12

.65

.89
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Table 8
Factor 2 Item-Total Statistics (Subscale Reliability .88)
Item #

Scale Mean if
Item Deleted

Scale Variance if
Deleted

Item-Total
Correlation

Coefficient
Alpha if Deleted

21

32.08

85.27

.42

.87

35

32.26

82.57

.61

.85

32

31.88

81.55

.66

.85

22

32.34

83.71

.46

.86

11

32.15

84.24

.47

.86

6

31.77

83.65

.49

.86

19

32.00

89.09

.35

.87

38

32.53

87.18

.29

.88

27

32.09

88.10

.28

.88

125
Table 9
Factor 3 Item-Total Statistics (Subscale reliability = .83)
Item #

Scale Mean if
Item Deleted

Scale Variance if
Deleted

Item-Total
Correlation

Coefficient
Alpha if Deleted

2

14.60

11.99

.60

.74

4

14.69

12.02

.63

.72

14

15.60

11.49

.52

.78

15

15.44

9.71

.66

.70
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Table 10
Factor 4 Item-Total Statistics (Subscale Reliability = .83)
Item #

Scale Mean if
Item Deleted

Scale Variance if
Deleted

Item-Total
Correlation

Coefficient
Alpha if Deleted

12

16.90

24.18

.58

.81

37

16.77

25.69

.49

.83

10

18.37

20.39

.63

.80

1

18.07

20.95

.72

.77

5

18.19

20.34

.73

.76
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Table 11
Forced Four-Factor Solution after Item Deletion (N = 361)
Factor

Eigenvalue

% of Variance

Cumulative %

1

8.52

35.51

35.51

2

3.66

15.23

50.74

3

1.97

8.22

58.95

*4

1.18

4.90

63.85

Note. *Factor deleted for failing to pass parallel analysis.
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Table 12
Forced Four-Factor Principle Axis Reduction (N = 361)
Item #

Factors
1

8

-.75

31

-.79

26

-.59

17

-.76

3

-.69

9

-.61

16

-.68

29

-.66

2

35

.77

32

.79

22

.71

11

.63

6

.62

19

.57

3

2

-.66

4

-.64

4
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14

.69

15

.68

12

.49

37

.56

10

.43

.51

1

.57

5

.49

21

-.52

-.50
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Table 13
Forced, Final Three-Factor Solution Variance Explained (N = 361)
Factor

Eigenvalue

% of Variance

Cumulative %

1

7.21

36.07

36.07

2

3.38

16.91

52.99

3

1.86

9.29

62.28
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Table 14
Forced, Final Three-Factor Solution (N = 361)
Item #

Factors
1

31

.84

17

.82

16

.78

29

.77

8

.74

3

.74

9

.67

26

.66

21

.50

2

35

.83

6

.80

22

.77

32

.76

10

.75

11

.73

19

.61

3

132
14

.77

15

.73

2

.72

4

.71
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Table 15
Factor 1 Item-Total Statistics (Subscale reliability = .90)
Item #

Scale Mean if
Item Deleted

Scale Variance if
Deleted

Item-Total
Correlation

Coefficient
Alpha if Deleted

31

14.39

55.75

.78

.88

17

14.41

55.11

.79

.88

16

14.32

56.30

.65

.89

29

14.40

56.37

.65

.89

8

13.42

51.11

.69

.89

3

14.30

55.04

.72

.88

9

14.39

56.86

.68

.89

26

14.37

58.89

.60

.89

21

12.92

51.98

.59

.90
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Table 16
Factor 2 Item-Total Statistics (Subscale reliability = .88)
Item #

Scale Mean if
Item Deleted

Scale Variance if
Deleted

Item-Total
Correlation

Coefficient
Alpha if Deleted

35

20.11

42.31

.75

.85

6

19.63

41.92

.72

.86

22

20.20

43.67

.65

.87

32

19.74

42.86

.75

.86

10

20.29

42.50

.64

.87

11

20.01

43.53

.67

.87
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Table 17
Factor 3 Item-Total Statistics (Subscale reliability = .79)
Item #

Scale Mean if
Item Deleted

Scale Variance if
Deleted

Item-Total
Correlation

Coefficient
Alpha if Deleted

14

15.60

11.49

.52

.78

15

15.44

9.71

.66

.70

2

14.60

11.99

.60

.74

4

14.69

12.02

.63

.72
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Study 4: Construct and Known-Groups Validity Testing
Purpose
The purpose of Study 4 was to perform construct and known-groups validity testing for
the Spiritual Conflict Scale for Same-Sex Attracted Individuals with attention paid to the validity
results for the three proposed subscales of spiritual conflict developed in Studies 1 through 3.
The subscales tested were the Spiritual Distress, Perceived Integration of Sexuality and
Spirituality, and Relationship Morality subscales. Further, validity results of the subscales were
compared to those correlation results demonstrated by the Religious Well-Being subscale to
investigate whether the spiritual conflict subscales demonstrated a stronger relationship with
scales related to sexual conflict and psychological distress.
Methods
Participants
Out of 331 initial respondents, 281 individuals completed the online survey. The data of
many participants required deletion because of missing entries or repeated entries, which reduced
the available data to a participant count of 197 (Table 1). Ages of participants ranged from 18 to
71 (M = 39.48; Md. = 36; SD = 15.60). The ratio of women to men was virtually equal. Racial /
ethnic minority representation made up over half of the sample (54.32%) with high participation
of Hispanic / Latina(o) individuals (29.15%). Other ethnic minorities included AfricanAmerican / Black (13.71%), American Indian (0.51%), Asian-American (5.58%), Middle
Eastern American (1.52%), Multiracial / Biracial (3.05%), and “Other” (1.52%). Several
Christian and Jewish religious group identities were represented ranging from more conservative
and non-affirming to more liberal and affirming. Christian participants (161) comprised 81.72%
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of the sample; Jewish individuals (36) comprised 18.28%. (See Appendix P for Demographic
Questionnaire).
Procedures
Recruitment. Recruitment proceeded from using three recruitment sources: the Facebook
social network; e-mailing the same post-secondary LGBT student resource centers and
community centers used in Study 3 (Tables 2 and 3 of Study 3); and e-mailing those individuals
from Study 3 who volunteered to provide their e-mail addresses to participate in Study 4. A
$50.00 Amazon.com gift card was offered to be won in a raffle as an incentive for participation
(Appendix L). In an effort to recruit more conservative and non-affirming individuals, those
non-affirming organizations contacted in Study 3 (Table 3 of Study 3) were again contacted for
participation of their members, though none replied to indicate they would share the recruitment
announcement as requested. No responses at all were received non-affirming organizations.
Survey procedures. With the use of an anonymous online survey through PsychData.com,
participants logged in through a direct web link provided in the recruitment announcement.
Upon entering the survey site, participants were first presented with a welcome page and then
directed to an informed consent page at which point consent (Appendix K) had to be provided if
participants were to continue to the survey portion. The informed consent page provided
information regarding the purpose for the study, rights of the participants, assurance of
anonymity, and contact information of the principal investigator and dissertation advisor. The
consent page gave the estimated time of 10 to 15 minutes for completion of the full survey. Two
student peers voluntarily took the survey to assist in estimating the allotted time for completion.
Once participants provided consent to participate in the study, they were permitted to
move on to the survey scales. The scales below are listed in the order of their administration
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online. The scales first presented to participants included the demographic survey followed by
the spiritual conflict subscales of Spiritual Distress, Perceived Integration of Sexuality and
Spirituality, and Relationship Morality. These were subsequently followed by the Religious
Well-Being Subscale of the Spiritual Well-Being Scale (Paloutzian & Ellison, 1982), the
Propensity to Seek Conversion Counseling scale (Tozer & Hayes, 2004), the Lesbian
Internalized Homophobia Scale (D. M. Szymanski & Chung, 2001) for female participants, the
Internalized Homophobia Scale (Mayfield & Robinson, 2002) for male participants, the Center
for Epidemiology Scale for Depression (Radloff, 1977), the Generalized Anxiety Disorder 7-Item
Scale (R. L. Spitzer, Kroenke, Williams, & Lowe, 2006), and, finally, the Balanced Inventory of
Desirable Responding (Paulhus, 1995) to control for social desirability. At the conclusion of the
survey, participants were asked to provide an e-mail address to be used for e-mailing the raffle
winner of the Amazon.com gift card (see Appendix S for receipt of purchase).
Ordering of the scales was determined in part to prevent the development of participant
bias and answering for social desirability. For example, the scales for anxiety and depression
were presented after scales of internalized homophobia. This was done so that participants might
not perceive the internalized homophobia scales as being reflective of their mental states or of
possibly imputing a stigma to mental illness associated with being same-sex attracted. The
social desirability scale was administered last because the scale appears to be assessing personal
morality, which if administered earlier could encourage answering for moral desirability.
Security of responses and protection of participants. The first page of the online survey
presented participants with a consent form in which participants were notified that their
participation was completely voluntary, that they could stop at any time, that they were not
required to answer every question, and that no identifying information would be requested of
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them or published. All data collected through PsychData.com is Secure Socket Layer 256-bit
encrypted to protect data from being compromised.
Measures
Demographic Questionnaire (Appendix P). The demographic questionnaire first asked
participants to identity their sexual behaviors, sexual attraction, and sexual identity (Williams,
2009). Then participants were asked their age, sex at birth, gender identity, Hispanic and/or
“primary” racial identity, and religious / spiritual identity based upon religious groups. While
the issue of gender identity was not a formal part of the study, a question was asked to prevent
participants from feeling excluded or “labeled” in which case they may develop a negative bias
toward the survey. The questionnaire concluded with two questions. The first asked participants
if they had been involved in a non-affirming group within the past year for managing their samesex attraction. The second question asked if they had been involved with an affirming or “gaysupportive” religious group in the past year. The questions were asked for the purpose of
performing known-groups validity testing based upon responses.
The Sexual Minority Spiritual Conflict Scale (Appendix T). The scale is composed of
three subscales: Spiritual Distress, Perceived Integration of Sexuality and Spirituality, and the
Relationship Morality subscales. The Spiritual Distress subscale is comprised of eight items
intended to measure the psychological dissonance of spiritual conflict in sexual minority
individuals. Higher scores on the subscale represent higher spiritual conflict. The Spiritual
Distress subscale demonstrated the largest share of variance accounted for at 31.89% compared
to the other proposed spiritual conflict subscales. It demonstrated a .90 Cronbach’s reliability
alpha coefficient. The Perceived Integration of Sexuality and Spirituality subscale is made up of
six items for measuring one’s perception of conflict or of a complementary relationship between
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one’s sexuality and spirituality. Lower scores on the subscale represent higher spiritual conflict.
The subscale demonstrated explained variance of 16.91% in factor analysis and a Cronbach’s
alpha of .88. The Relationship Morality subscale is comprised of four items intended to measure
the dissonance of spiritual conflict for sexual minorities regarding moral views of same-sex
relationships and sexual activity. Higher scores of the subscale represent higher spiritual
conflict. This subscale yielded the smallest share of explained variance among the proposed
spiritual conflict subscales at 9.29% and reliability alpha of .79. The three subscales used a sixpoint anchoring system with a Likert-type scale for all items (1 = Strongly Disagree, 6 =
Strongly Agree).
The Religious Well-Being Subscale of the Spiritual Well-Being Scale (Paloutzian &
Ellison, .1982; Appendix X). Operationalized by Paloutzian and Ellison (1982), spiritual wellbeing is measured on two 10-item subscales that include Religious Well-Being and Existential
Well-Being. The latter scale was not used because it examines quality of life and sense of life
purpose absent any language of religiosity or spirituality. The Religious Well-Being subscale,
however, uses religious language and refers to an individual’s personal relationship with God.
The subscale has been used in many studies analyzed in isolation from the Existential Well-Being
subscale (Angline et al, 2005; Coleman, 2004; Coleman, 2003; Hammermeister et al, 2001;
Unterrainer, 2010). The subscale includes items such as “I believe God is concerned about my
problems.” Items on the scale are anchored with a 1 to 6 Likert-type format (1 = Strongly agree,
6 = Strongly disagree). The Cronbach’s alpha for the Spiritual Well-Being Scale as a whole is
.92 (Ellison, 1983). The Religious Well-Being subscale has been vetted with a wide range of
samples (Egbert et al, 2004) and has repeatedly demonstrated acceptable levels of reliability and
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construct validity. Construct validity support has included correlations with life purpose (.52),
loneliness (-.29), and internal motivation (.67) towards religious behaviors (Ellison, 1983).
Propensity to Seek Conversion Therapy scale (Tozer & Hayes, 2004; Appendix W). The
9-item scale attempts to measure the degree to which a same-sex attracted individual might
consider conversion therapy in an attempt to change her or his sexual orientation to heterosexual.
It uses a Likert-type scale for anchoring (1 = Disagree strongly, 7 = Agree strongly). Items
include, “I would do anything it takes to become heterosexual” and “I believe an effective
argument could be made for conversion therapy.” A pilot study yielded a Cronbach’s alpha of
.87. Construct validity is suggested by correlation analysis with a measures of internalized
heterosexism (r = .72, p < .001), outness (r = -.35, p = .03), and professional help seeking (r =
.93, p < .01).
Internalized Homonegativity Inventory (Mayfield, 2001; Appendix U). A measure
targeting gay males, the Internalized Homonegativity Inventory was administered only to male
participants. The scale was chosen over other scales of internalized homophobia because it
includes a morality of homosexuality subscale that may be effective in addressing issues of
religious/spiritual morality. The scale has demonstrated strong, positive correlations with the
Nungesser Homophobic Attitudes Inventory (Nungesser, 1983) and negative correlations with
measures of gay identity development and social exposure to others who may be same-sex
attracted (Mayfield, 2001). The inventory includes three subscales that were used in this study.
The scales include Personal Homonegativity, Gay Affirmation, and Morality of Homosexuality.
The reliability coefficients for the three subscales were .93, .80, and .66, respectively. The scale
items are anchored using a six-point Likert-type scale (1 = Strongly agree, 6 = Strongly
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disagree). Items include “I believe it is morally wrong for men to be attracted to each other” and
“I feel ashamed of my homosexuality.”
Lesbian Internalized Homophobia Scale (D. M. Szymanski & Chung, 2001; Appendix V).
Female participants were directed online to this scale. The scale is the only empirically reliable
and valid scale of its kind that targets the lesbian population (Kashubeck-West, Szymanski, &
Meyer, 2008) for the purpose of measuring internalized homophobia. All the subscales were
used in the study. The subscales include Connection with the Lesbian Community, Public
Identification as Lesbian, Personal Feelings about Being a Lesbian, Moral and Religious
Attitudes toward Lesbians, and Attitudes toward Other Lesbians. The Lesbian Community
subscale achieved a Cronbach’s alpha coefficient of .87 and the Religious Attitudes Toward
Lesbians subscale an alpha of .79. Supporting construct validity were strong correlations with
measures of social support, depression, passing for straight, loneliness, self-esteem, conflicts
with sexual orientation and belongingness experienced in lesbian, gay, and bisexual groups
(Szymanski & Chung, 2001). There are 23 items that are anchored using a seven-point Likerttype scale (1 = Strongly disagree, 6 =Strongly agree). Scale items include “I hate myself for
being attracted to other women” and “I live in fear that someone will find out that I am a
lesbian.” All participants in the study claimed a female or male gender identity making it
appropriate for all participants to be directed to gender-specific measures of internalized
homophobia.
The Center for Epidemiological Studies 10-Item Depression Scale – Short Form (Levine,
2013; Appendix Y). The 10-item short form of the depression scale is a modified version of the
original 20-item scale (Radloff, 1977) that attempts to measure mood as related to typical
depression indicators. Participants are asked to rate the frequency of depressive symptoms
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named in the items that have occurred over the past week. A four-point Likert-type anchoring
system is used (1 = Rarely or none of the time, 4 = All of the time). Possible scores range from
0 to 30 with higher scores representing more severe depression. The seven items were drawn
from the original 20 with factors that include Depressed Affect, Positive Affect, Somatic
Complaints, and Interpersonal Symptoms. Short form items include, “I had trouble keeping my
mind on what I was doing” and “I feel hopeful about the future.” In analysis of the National
Longitudinal Survey of Youth beginning 1979, the short form scale has been found to possess
strong test-retest reliability and internal consistency coefficients of .78 to .83 for the general
sample (starting wave, N = 8, 858; final wave, N = 1, 574) who aged from 28 to 51 during the
course of the study (Levine, 2013). A cut off score

8 was sensitive to accurate prediction of

depression. The scale was administered five times and with a significant correlation of .90 with
the original long form scale that had been validated using other scales of depression and that has
been found effective in predicting depression diagnosis and determining depression prevalence
in other large samples over time (Shafer, 2006). Confirmatory factor analysis has supported a
unidimensional construct (Levine, 2013).
The Generalized Anxiety Disorder – 7 Item Scale (R. L. Spitzer, et al., 2001; Appendix Z).
The scale asks participants to rate the severity of their anxiety-related symptoms over the
previous two week period on a four-point Likert-type anchor. Answers range from “Not at all”
to “Nearly every day.” Some items include “Trouble relaxing,” “Feeling afraid as if something
awful might happen,” and “Became easily annoyed and irritable.” Possible scores range between
0 to 21 with higher scores indicating more severity of symptoms. Scores of 10 to 14 are
considered “moderate anxiety” and scores of 15 and greater represent “severe anxiety.” Scores
below 10 represent “mild anxiety.” The scale has demonstrated criterion-related validity for
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predicting the diagnosis of generalized anxiety disorder (r = .97) in a large sample (N = 2, 740)
in a clinical setting (Spitzer et al, 2006). The scale has demonstrated acceptable criterion-related
validity for generalized anxiety disorder (.91), social anxiety (.83), panic disorder (.85), and posttraumatic stress disorder (.83) with a sample of patients (N = 965) in a primary care setting
(Kroenke, Spitzer, Williams, Monahan, & Lowe, 2007). In a large, general population sample
(N = 5,030) the scale has demonstrated strong internal consistency across many subgroups (α =
.89) and with significant correlations with self-esteem (r = -.43) and an anxiety inventory (r =
.64) with women commonly reporting greater anxiety than men as anticipated (Lowe, et al.,
2008).
Balanced Inventory of Desirable Responding – Short Form Version 6. (Paulhus, 1995;
Appendix N). Some participants may intentionally or unintentionally be inclined to provide
inaccurate answers in order to receive social approval from others (DeVellis, 2003). Items that
correlated with social desirability scores should be excluded from the data unless there is a clear
rationale for their inclusion (Devellis, 2003). The short form of the Impression Management
subscale of the Balanced Inventory of Desirable Responding (Paulhus, 1995) was included to
control for social desirability. It is a reduction from 20 to 12 items. The scale was chosen over
the Marlowe-Crown Impression Management Scale (Crowne & Marlow, 1960), which fails to
specify particular types of impression management being measured (Steenkamp, et al., 2010).
Paulhus’s (1995) scale, by contrast, is intended to measure moralistic responses, which may be
more in keeping with the moral issues raised by religiosity/spirituality regarding same-sex
attraction and behaviors. Items of the scale include, “I have done things that I don’t tell other
people about,” and “I have never dropped litter on the street.” Paulhus yielded acceptable
reliability alphas for the scale ranging between .75 and .86. (Paulhus, 1995). Paulhus further
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demonstrated concurrent validity of the scale with other social desirability scales as high as .71
and .80.
Results
In the results section below, I first provide a description of preliminary analysis. I next
present the efforts made to examine the extent to which the Spiritual Distress, Perceived
Integration of Sexuality and Spirituality, and Relationship Morality subscales evidenced
construct and known-groups validity. The third section presents results of a comparison of the
proposed spiritual conflict subscales to the Religious Well-Being subscale (Paloutzian & Ellison,
1982) to examine if the former demonstrates a stronger relationship than the latter with the scales
of internalized homophobia, the propensity to seek conversion therapy, generalized anxiety, and
depression.
Preliminary Analysis
Assumptions. Pearson product-moment and Spearman correlation analysis were
considered for analyzing the data. For the purposes of performing valid correlation analysis, all
scale and subscale score results were first tested for the normality assumption of Pearson’s rcoefficient (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). Of the three proposed spiritual conflict subscales, the
Spiritual Distress subscale demonstrated a strong, negative skew and was, consequently,
transformed for a normal distribution. All other scales were examined for normal distribution.
A negative skew pattern of the data was demonstrated for the Lesbian Internalized Homophobia
Scale (D. M. Szymanski & Chung, 2001), the Internalized Homonegativity Inventory (Mayfield
& Robinson, 2002), Propensity to Seek Conversion Therapy Scale (Tozer & Hayes, 2004), the
Center for Epidemiological Studies 10-Item Depression Scale – Short Form (Levine, 2013), and
the Generalized Anxiety Disorder – 7 Item Scale (R. L. Spitzer, et al., 2006). Results of the
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Religious Well-Being subscale (Paloutzian & Ellison, 1982), by comparison, demonstrated a
moderate positive skew. Log transformation was used to transform the variables to a normal
distribution. Only social desirability results of the Balanced Inventory of Desirable Responding
– Short form version 6 (Paulhus, 1991) possessed a relatively normal distribution. Because the
propensity to seek conversion therapy scores possessed a dramatic negative skew that dropped
off sharply for scores > 9, the distribution was artificially dichotomized (
for point-biserial correlation analysis recommended for dichotomous variables correlated with
continuous variables (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). Those who scored 10 or greater were
calculated as demonstrating the propensity to seek conversion therapy while those who scored 9
or below were calculated as not demonstrating the variable. Point-biserial correlation is a
function of Pearson product-moment correlation so was calculated using Pearson’s r coefficient.
Pearson’s r-coefficient was not optimal for most data analysis, however, because of other
violations of Pearson assumptions that included non-linear (monotonic) relationships between
some variables and multiple outliers to which Pearson’s r coefficient are particularly sensitive
(Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). Visual scatterplot analysis was chosen to analyze the linearity of
variable relationships because of the Loess line illustration of correlation directionality and
distribution of observations. Non-linear relationships were evidenced between the Spiritual
Distress subscale in relation to the Religious Well-Being subscale (Paloutzian & Ellison, 1982)
and the Center for Epidemiological Studies 10-Item Depression Scale – Short Form (Levine,
2013). The Perceived Spiritual Integration scale possessed a non-linear relationship with the
Internalized Homonegativity Inventory (Mayfield & Robinson, 2002). Both the Spiritual
Distress and Spiritual Integration subscales yielded scattered and negatively skewed observations
with the Internalized Homonegativity Inventory and the Lesbian Internalized Homophobia Scale
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(D. M. Szymanski & Chung, 2001). Spearman’s monotonic, non-parametric correlation was,
therefore, preferred.
Social Desirability. Testing for the influence of social desirability was performed with a
standard procedure of comparing the outcomes of two regression analyses, one with and one
without the controlling variable (Friis & Sellers, 2009), to determine if the regression coefficient
of the non-controlling variable changes more than 10%. In this case the controlling variable was
social desirability as measured by the Balanced Inventory of Desirable Responding – Short form
version 6 (Paulhus, 1991). Regression outcomes with and without social desirability were
calculated for every variable relationship examined in this study. It was determined that social
desirability was not a confounding factor for any of the correlation results.
Validity Testing
Meaningfulness of significance. Before performing correlation analysis for the purposes
of construct validity testing, the meaningfulness of potential significance for correlation
outcomes was first explored. Visual analysis of scatterplots demonstrated that the
meaningfulness of significance was questionable for most correlation results (Figures 1 to 8;
Figures are provided only for those results that demonstrated significance for validity support).
The use of scatterplots for the scales of internalized homophobia and psychological distress was
preferred because they illustrated the dispersion of observations in relationship to the Loess line
of correlation. Boxplots rather than scatterplots were used to examine all point-biserial
correlation outcomes for the Propensity to Seek Conversion Therapy Scale (Tozer & Hayes,
2004) because the artificially dichotomized variable (described below) did not occur along a
standard slope. To illustrate the problem, in the case of Spiritual distress subscale correlations
with the Lesbian Internalized Homophobia Scale (Szymanski & Chung, 2001) and the
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Internalized Homophobia Inventory (Mayfield & Robinson, 2002), many observations were
concentrated among the lower values in agreement with the negative skew of descriptive
findings. In both cases, multiple outliers complicated results (Figure 1). The relationship of the
Spiritual Distress subscale and the propensity to seek conversion therapy demonstrated little
meaningfulness of significance with the dramatic negative skew of the propensity to seek
conversion therapy failing to correspond with the distribution of scores for the Spiritual Distress
subscale (Table 3). The results below generally supported validity hypotheses yet should be
considered in light of the unevenly distributed data.
Construct validity. The construct validity of an instrument of measurement is the extent
to which it measures what it claims to measure (DeVellis, 2003). The intent of the proposed
subscales of spiritual conflict was to measure spiritual conflict corresponding to cognitive
dissonance as supported by the research (Beckstead & Morrow, 2004; Mahaffy, 1996; Schuck &
Liddle, 2001). The construct of spiritual conflict for sexual minority individuals includes sexual
conflict, meaning conflict between one’s experience of being same-sex attracted and identified
with being religious/spiritual (Beckstead & Morrow, 2004; Sherry et al., 2010). Construct
validity of the proposed subscales related to sexual conflict was, consequently, first tested using
scales related to sexual conflict. The hypothesis was that scales measuring sexual conflict would
support the validity of each of the proposed subscales because the subscales are intended to
measure conflict related to sexuality.
It was hypothesized that the Spiritual Distress and Relationship Morality subscales would
demonstrate a positive relationship with the scales of sexual conflict. The Perceived Integration
of Sexuality and Spirituality subscale, on the other hand, would demonstrate a negative
relationship. The latter should demonstrate a negative relationship because all the items were
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reverse scored. (Items were scored thusly because perceived integration of sexuality and
spirituality should likely be associated with less sexual conflict.) The scales of sexual conflict
used to test the hypotheses included the Lesbian Internalized Homophobia Scale (D. M.
Szymanski & Chung, 2001) for women (Appendix V), the Internalized Homophobia Inventory
(Mayfield & Robinson, 2002) for men (Appendix U) , and the Propensity to Seek Conversion
Therapy Scale (Tozer & Hayes, 2004; Appendix W).
Results indicated that the Spiritual Distress and Perceived Integration of Sexuality and
Spirituality subscales were associated with homophobia (Table 2), which argues for the limited
validity of both subscales in measuring conflict related to sexuality and religiosity/spirituality for
sexual minorities. The Spiritual Distress subscale demonstrated moderate, positive correlations
with internalized homophobia in women (r = .63, p < .001) and men (r = .76, p < .001). The
Perceived Spiritual Integration subscale evidenced fair, negative correlations with internalized
homophobia in women (r = -.40, p < .001) and men (r = -.42, p < .001). The composite score of
all three combined subscale scores (of the Spiritual Distress, Perceived Integration of Sexuality
and Spirituality, and the Relationship Morality subscales) demonstrated fair to moderate
correlations with internalized homophobia. Women demonstrated r = .48 (p < .001) and men r =
.76 (p < .001).
Construct validity was further examined using Pearson correlation analysis for pointbiserial correlation of the Propensity to Seek Conversion Therapy (Tozer & Hayes, 2004) scale
with proposed spiritual conflict subscales. The propensity to seek conversion therapy was
artificially dichotomized because of the dramatic, negative skew. Analysis yielded a moderate
correlation of r = .50 (p < .001) with the Spiritual Distress subscale but failed to demonstrate
correlations

for the other proposed spiritual conflict subscales (Table 2). As hypothesized,
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the Perceived Integration of Sexuality and Spirituality subscale demonstrated a negative, though
weak, relationship with the propensity to seek conversion therapy (r = -.26, p < .001). The
results suggests that the Spiritual Distress subscale may be valid to a limited degree for
measuring spiritual-sexual conflict expressed in the desire to change one’s sexuality through
conversion therapy but more minimally so for the Perceived Integration of Sexuality and
Spirituality subscale.
Another form of construct validity tested was for relationships observed between the
proposed spiritual conflict subscales and psychological scales of generalized anxiety and
depression. According to the empirical research using (or applying) cognitive dissonance theory
(Mahaffy, 1996; Rodriguez & Ouellette, 2000; Schuck & Liddle, 2001; Thumma, 1991),
spiritual conflict among sexual minorities includes cognitive conflict that should be concurrent
with psychological distress (Festinger, 1957 ). It was hypothesized that the Spiritual Distress and
Relationship Morality subscales would demonstrate a positive relationship with generalized
anxiety and depression, while the Perceived Spiritual Integration subscale would demonstrate a
negative relationship. The scales used to test the hypotheses were the Generalized Anxiety
Disorder 7-Item Scale (Radloff, 1977; Appendix Z) and the Center for Epidemiologic Studies
Depression Scale, Short Form (R. L. Spitzer, Kroenke, Williams, & Lowe, 2006; Appendix Y).
The Spiritual Distress subscale demonstrated a weak Spearman correlation with
depression (r = .34, p < .001) and a weak Spearman correlation with anxiety (r = .28, p < .001;
Table 2). A weak Spearman correlation between the Perceived Spiritual Integration subscale and
depression was evidenced (r = -.20, p < .001). The hypothesis that construct validity for
psychological distress was supported for the above two subscales yet with only weak correlation
results.
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Known-groups validity. Known-groups validity is a form of construct validity. Knowngroups validity is tested by comparing two or more definable groups that are known to
commonly vary on a given variable of measurement (DeVellis, 2003). Known-groups validity
testing had been originally intended to be a comparison of subscale score outcomes of those
participants indicating affiliation with affirming versus non-affirming religious/spiritual
organizations. The hypothesis was that known-groups validity of the proposed spiritual conflict
subscales would be supported by results indicating lower spiritual conflict for those affiliated
with affirming groups as indicated by results for the Spiritual Distress subscale. Additionally, it
was hypothesized that those affiliated with an affirming group would demonstrate higher
perceived integration of spirituality and sexuality as measured by the Perceived Integration of
Sexuality and Spirituality subscale. T-tests of mean difference were used to test these
hypotheses. Such results would be consistent with previous findings (Lease et al, 2005;
Rodriguez & Oulette, 2000; Schidlo & Schroeder, 2002).
Only 12 participants, however, indicated involvement with a non-affirming group for
managing their sexuality and of those 12, most indicated having also been involved in an
affirming group in the past year. The hypotheses, consequently, were modified to compare mean
score results, instead, between those indicating affiliation with an affirming religious/spiritual
group in the past year (n = 102) versus those indicating non-affiliation (n = 95). The hypotheses
remained the same with the exception that non-affirming group-affiliated individuals were
replaced with individuals indicating no affiliation with an affirming group.
Results largely confirmed hypotheses. Those non-affiliated with an affirming
religious/spiritual group possessed a higher mean score for the Spiritual Distress subscale (16.15
versus 11.18) and lower mean score for the Perceived Integration of Sexuality and Spirituality
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(25.94 versus 31.21) as anticipated. Differences for the Relationship Morality subscale were
negligible. T-test results (Table 3) indicated a significant difference of mean scores for the
Spiritual Distress and Perceived Integration of Sexuality and Spirituality subscales but not for the
Relationship Morality subscale.
Comparison of the Sexual Minority Spiritual Conflict Scale with the Religious Well-Being
Subscale. It was hypothesized that the Religious Well-Being subscale (Paloutzian & Ellison,
1982) would not be as strongly associated as the subscales of the Sexual Minority Spiritual
Conflict Scale with, the Lesbian Internalized Homophobia Scale (D. M. Szymanski & Chung,
2001), the Propensity to Seek Conversion Therapy Scale (Tozer & Hayes, 2004), the
Generalized Anxiety Disorder 7-Item scale (Radloff, 1977), and the Center for Epidemiologic
Studies Depression Scale, Short Form (Spitzer, 2006). The intent was to determine if the
proposed subscales developed in Studies 1 to 3 using samples of sexual minority individuals may
demonstrate stronger relationships with the above scales than the popular Religious Well-Being
subscale that was not validated for use with sexual minority individuals yet has been used in
sexual minority research (Sherry et al, 2010; Tan, 2005).
Results demonstrated that the Religious Well-Being subscale did not bear any significant
relationship

with the above scales among sexual minorities in contrast to the subscales of

Spiritual Distress and the Perceived Integration of Sexuality and Spirituality. The Spiritual
Distress subscale demonstrated a moderate relationship with internalized homophobia (in
women, r = .63, p < .001; in men, r = .76, p < .001) and the propensity to seek conversion
counseling (r = .50, p < .001). A moderate correlation was demonstrated for the Perceived
Integration Subscale with internalized homophobia in women (r = -.40, p < .001) and men (r =
42, p < .001) as anticipated. The Spiritual Distress subscale evidenced weak yet significant
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correlations with anxiety (r = .28, p < 001.) and depression (r = .34, p < .001). The Religious
Well-Being subscale, by comparison, achieved only very poor correlations with anxiety (r = 15, p
< .001) and depression (r = -12, p < .001). With the exception of the proposed Relationship
Morality subscale, the findings provided support for the hypothesis that the Spiritual Distress and
Perceived Integration subscales will demonstrate more of a relationship with sexual conflict and
psychological distress among sexual minorities than the Religious Well-Being subscale.
Discussion
The purpose of Study 4 was to perform construct and known-groups validity testing using
correlation analysis for the proposed subscales of the Spiritual Conflict Scale for Same-Sex
Attracted Individuals. The subscales included the Spiritual Distress, Perceived Integration of
Sexuality and Spirituality, and the Relationship Morality subscales. This section is divided first
into a summarization of validity testing results and their strengths, which is subsequently
followed by limitations of the study. Contributions of Study 4 to the extant literature and
implications for future research are not described at length in this section but in the general
discussion of Chapter 5.
Validity-Testing Findings and Strengths
Findings. The findings in support of construct and known-groups validity for the
Spiritual Distress and the Perceived Integration of Sexuality and Spirituality subscales provided
general, overall support from correlation analyses with other scales. Spearman correlation
analysis of the two subscales with other scales related to sexual conflict (internalized
homophobia and the propensity to seek conversion therapy) and psychological distress
(generalized anxiety and depression) achieved generally fair to moderate supporting results.
Support for the construct validity of psychological distress concurrent with spiritual conflict was
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limited by weak correlations of the Spiritual Distress subscale with the scales of generalized
anxiety and depression (Table 2). While findings generally supported hypotheses, they were not
impressive and should be received with caution. No validity hypotheses were supported for the
Relationship Morality subscale.
The Spiritual Distress and Perceived Integration of Sexuality and Spirituality subscales
demonstrated a stronger relationship across all variables than the Religious Well-Being subscale
(Paloutzian & Ellison, 1982). The findings supported the hypothesis that the above two
subscales of the Sexual Minority Spiritual Conflict Scale will demonstrate a stronger relationship
with scales of sexual conflict and psychological distress than the Religious Well-Being subscale.
Strengths. Preliminary statistical modifications for Study 4 strengthened its findings.
Addressing violations of normal distribution and applying Spearman analysis because of the data
outliers permitted correlation analysis that was more appropriate and conservative. The dramatic
negative skew of the data for the propensity to seek conversion therapy was corrected at least to
some degree with point-biserial analysis with meaningfully significant moderate correlation
results (r = .50, p < .001). Testing several forms of validity with a variety of scales was a
strength of the study that provided multiple validity outcomes that strengthen validity
conclusions. In addition, analyzing the meaningfulness of significance, while it demonstrated
poor support for hypotheses and warrants considering results with caution, nonetheless permitted
more nuanced and accurate reporting of the data and its limitations.
Strengths of the sample included its size (N = 199) with nearly equal representation of
women to men, a broad range of Christian traditions represented, and minority groups making up
a surprising 54.32% of the sample. African-American and Latina(o) identified individuals
participated with larger representation than in Study 3. In Study 4, African-Americans
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comprised 13.71% of the sample as compared to 7.48% in Study 3; Latina(o) participants
comprised 28.43% as compared to 4.71% in Study 3. The much larger representation of
Latina(o) individuals in Study 4 than in Study 3 is not fully understood. Efforts were made in
both studies to recruit in the Southwest and in southern California where larger Latina(o)
communities might be expected to live. Universities in Arizona, New Mexico, Texas, southern
California in addition to a LGBT community center in Houston, Texas, may have voluntarily
played a larger role in circulating recruitment ads than in Study 3. Whether or not they did is
unclear. Not all universities nor community centers responded by e-mail to confirm circulation
of the recruitment ad and among those that did, they did not always state how or to what extent
they would circulate it.
Limitations
Validity support from the correlations demonstrated for the subscales of Spiritual Distress
and Perceived Integration should be viewed with caution. While significant with a p-value <
.001, the distribution of data across most findings was uneven in agreement with the data’s
overall negative skew. The subscale’s relationship of r = .50 (p > .001) with the propensity to
seek conversion counseling is also questionable. A serious limitation of the artificial
dichotomization of scores for the propensity to seek conversion counseling is that the scores split
by category were highly uneven. The propensity to seek conversion therapy was coded as “notpresent” (“0”) for scores

9 because of the dramatic negative skew that dropped off sharply

after scores of 9. All scores

were coded as “present” (“1”) and ranged from scores of 10 to

60. The dichotomization, thus, created a numerically uneven categorical variable such that all
those with scores of 10 to 60 were recorded as reporting the propensity to seek conversion
therapy. The results may over represent the propensity to seek conversion therapy.
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Known-groups validity testing was limited to comparing affirming-group affiliated
versus non-affiliated individuals. The research is more demonstrably supportive of the
differences in levels of spiritual conflict between individuals in affirming and non-affirming
groups (Mahaffy, 1996; Rodriguez & Ouellette, 2000; Schidlo & Schroeder, 2002) rather than
between those who are simply affiliated versus non-affiliated with an affirming group. The term
“affiliated” in addition to other terms for the question in the demographic questionnaire, such as
“affirming” and “gay-supportive,” may not be adequate demarcations for a “known-group.”
What “affiliation” might mean to different individuals is not clear.
The greatest single limitation of the study appeared to be its largely affirming sample.
Chain recruitment seeds began with the principal investigator’s personal social network contacts,
academic specialists, and university-based LGBT student resource centers, all of which share an
affirming bias. Not surprisingly, the affirming sample generated data with a negative skew for
variables related to sexual conflict as measured by the Internalized Homonegativity Inventory
(Mayfield & Robinson, 2002), the Lesbian Internalized Homophobia Scale (D. M. Szymanski
& Chung, 2001), and the Propensity to Seek Conversion Therapy Scale (Tozer & Hayes, 2004).
The negative skew of data affected the meaningfulness of significance for most correlation
results. A sample with a stronger representation of more conservative, non-affirming lesbian,
gay male, and bisexual individuals may have yielded stronger correlations, more meaningfulness
of significance, and permitted broader generalizability of results. The challenges of recruiting a
hidden population were not overcome for the dissertation, limiting results to those less likely to
demonstrate variance for spiritual conflict and its correlates. An additional limitation of the
sample was the small representation of Jewish (36) as compared to Christian (161) individuals
that calls into question the generalizability of results to Jewish sexual minorities.
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Conclusion
The Spiritual Distress and Perceived Integration of Spirituality and Sexuality subscales
received general moderate support for construct and known-groups validity and complement the
findings of Study 3 to suggest an internal structure of the two subfactors for the Spiritual Conflict
Scale for Same-Sex Attracted Individuals. Both subscales demonstrated inverse correlation
results demonstrating a +/- construct relationship. The finding may suggest that the subfactor of
perceived integration of sexuality and spirituality may represent lower spiritual conflict in
contrast to spiritual distress representing higher spiritual conflict. Psychological variables of
generalized anxiety and depression demonstrated only a weak construct-validity relationship
with the Spiritual Distress subscale yet with somewhat stronger, fair to moderate correlations for
individuals affiliated with an affirming religious/spiritual organization (Table 3). The theory of
cognitive dissonance for understanding sexual minority spiritual conflict found only weak
support demonstrated for the Spiritual Distress subscale with scales of anxiety and depression.
Moderately stronger correlation results with the psychological scales were demonstrated in
known-groups validity testing for the Spiritual Distress subscale for individuals not affiliated
with an affirming religious/spiritual group yet with meaningful significance called into question.
From the findings, the contention can only be weakly supported that the proposed subscales are
construct valid for measuring the psychological dimension of spiritual distress posited by the
cognitive dissonance research as being typically concurrent with spiritual conflict and its
corresponding cognitive tension (Mahaffy, 1996; Schuck & Liddle, 2001; Thumma, 1991). The
Religious Well-Being subscale (Paloutzian & Ellison, 1982), as hypothesized, did not
demonstrate a relationship with the scales of internalized homophobia, the propensity to seek
conversion therapy, and scales of generalized anxiety and depression as compared to the
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Spiritual Distress and Perceived Spiritual Integration subscales. The finding supported the
hypothesis that the two spiritual conflict subscales are more related to sexual conflict and
psychological distress in sexual minorities than the popular Religious Well-Being subscale.
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Table 1
Participant Demographics (N = 197)

Characteristic

n

%

18-25

53

26.90

26-35

45

22.84

36-45

25

12.69

46-55

38

19.29

56-65

24

12.18

>66

12

6.00

Male / Trans F to M

98

49.75

Female / Trans M to F

99

50.25

African-American / Black

27

13.71

American Indian

1

0.51

Asian American

11

5.58

Caucasian / White

90

45.69

Hispanic / Latina(o)

56

28.43

Middle Eastern American

3

1.52

Multiracial / Biracial

6

3.05

Other

3

1.52

Age

Sex / Gender

Primary Racial Identity
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Religious Identity
Christian:
Anglican / Episcopalian

18

9.14

Baptist

3

1.52

Evangelical / Pentecostal

3

1.52

Latter Day Saints

9

4.57

Metropolitan Community
Church

13

6.60

Protestant

33

16.75

Roman Catholic

44

22.34

United Church of Christ

9

4.57

Christian Other

8

4.06

Nondenominational

18

9.14

Jewish:
1.02
Conservative

2
5.08

Orthodox

10
10.15

Reform / Reconstruction

20
2.03

Jewish Other

4

Affiliated with affirming
group in the past year
Yes

102

51.78

No

95

48.22
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Table 2
Spearman Intercorrelation of Variables
Variable

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

1.Spiritual
Distress subscale
2. Perceived
Integration of
Sexuality and
Spirituality
subscale

-.41**

3. Relationship
Morality
subscale

.05

.36**

4. Religious
Well-Being
subscale

-.05

.33**

5. Lesbian
Internalized
Homophobia
Scale1

.63**

-.40** -.03

.07

6. Internalized
Homonegativity
Inventory1

.76**

-.42** -.01

-.02

7. Generalized
Anxiety Disorder
Scale

.28**

-.15*

-.05

-.15*

.25*

.30**

8. Center for
Epidemiologic
Studies
Depression Scale

.34**

-.20**

-.04

-.12

.25*

.40**

.12

.78**

Note. *p < 0.05 (1-tailed). **p < 0. 001 level (1-tailed).
1
For the Lesbian Internalized Homophobia Scale, correlation coefficients were based on a
sample size of 178; for the Internalized Homonegativity Inventory correlation coefficients were
based upon a sample sized of 117; all remaining correlation coefficients in this table were based
on a sample size of 197.
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Table 3
T-test results for mean score differences per subscale comparing those affiliated and those nonaffiliated with an affirming religious organization

Subscale

Affiliated
(n = 102)
x / SD

Nonaffiliated
(n=95)
x / SD

ᵗ

**SPDIS

11.88

8.03

16.15

5.53

4.28

**SPINT

31.21

7.63

25.94

7.52

-4.88

RELMOR

12.77

2.11

12.40

2.49

-1.11

Note. **p < .001; SPDIS: Spiritual Distress subscale. SPINT: Perceived Integration of
Spirituality and Sexuality subscale. RELMOR: Relationship Morality subscale.
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Figure 1

Figure 1. Construct Validity. Distribution of observations for the correlation of internalized
homophobia with the Spiritual Distress subscale. IHI: Internalized Homonegativity Inventory
(for men). LIHS: Lesbians Internalized Homophobia Scale (for women). SPIS: Spiritual Distress
subscale.
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Figure 2

Figure 2. Construct Validity. Distribution of observations for the correlation of internalized
homophobia with the Perceived Integration of Sexuality and Spirituality subscale. IHI:
Internalized Homonegativity Scale. LIHS: Lesbian Internalized Homophobia Scale. SPINT:
Perceived Spiritual Integration Scale.
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Figure 3

Figure 3. Construct Validity. Distribution of observations for the correlation of the propensity to
seek conversion therapy with the Spiritual Distress subscale. Binary_PSCT; Dichotomized
Propensity to Seek Conversion Therapy scale. Log_SPDIS: Transformed Spiritual Distress
subscale.
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Figure 4

Figure 4. Construct Validity. Distribution of observations for the correlation of depression and
generalized anxiety with the Spiritual Distress subscale. CESD: Center for Epidemiologic
Studies Depression Scale. GAD7: Generalized Anxiety Disorder 7-Item Scale. SPDIS: Spiritual
Distress subscale.
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CHAPTER 5
General Discussion
This chapter will review the key findings of Studies 1 to 4, as well as implications,
limitations, and proposed avenues for future research for the Spiritual Conflict Scale for SameSex Attracted Individuals. First, a summary of the rationale and findings of each study is
presented that concludes with an overall summary of conclusions. Next, a review of the
limitations of the studies is provided followed by a summary of contributions of this dissertation
to the empirical literature. Last, recommendations for future research and the implications of
findings for clinical practice are discussed. It deserves noting that the strengths and limitations
of each study in isolation have already been reviewed in their respective discussion sections.
Those elements are not repeated here except inasmuch as they informed the subsequent studies
and the collective, overall review of findings in this chapter.
Rationale and Findings of Studies 1 to 4
Study 1. All extant, commonly used measures of spirituality in the empirical literature
have been developed targeting predominantly heterosexual samples. The items generated
commonly make reference to religious language from monotheistic faith traditions that is
connoted for many lesbian, gay, and bisexual individuals with non-affirming, heteronormative
religious doctrines (Schuck & Liddle, 2001). Such heteronormative measures have complicated
the empirical literature calling its findings into question when they have been used with sexual
minority individuals (Lease et al, 2005; Tan, 2005; Tozer & Hayes, 2004) for whom they were
not validated. Focus groups comprised of individuals from the population to be measured are
one commonly recommended way of generating scale items provided it is done so in the context
of a thorough literature review (Heppner et al., 2008).
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Qualitative analysis of focus group contributions was determined by four themes that
appeared common across the empirical literature: perceived integration of sexuality and
spirituality, religious community conflict, God conflict, and moral conflict. Qualitative findings
confirmed the importance of the four theme-categories derived from the literature for focus
group members whose contributions aided in item generation in addition to professional
consultation and empirical data of the literature. Guiding principles for allowing for redundancy
between items, writing items that reflect the scale’s purpose, and avoiding double-negative and
double-barreled items was observed (DeVellis, 2003). A total of 79 items were generated to be
reduced for content and construct validity in the subsequent three studies.
Study 2. The purpose of Study 2 was to revise and eliminate non-valid items generated in
Study 1in order to provide more content valid items for factor reduction in Study 3. Receiving
criticism of items from multiple experts in the field is a common and recommended step in item
generation (DeVellis, 2003). While face validity is not enough for sound validity-testing of
items, using multiple methods for improving face validity before submitting them to factor
analysis or tests of validity is commonly recommended (Heppner et al, 2008). Judges rated
items for deletion or retention, offered revisions, and recommended new items altogether.
Several items were eliminated for issues of unclear, inappropriate, or extreme wording.
Study 3. Study 3 sought to further eliminate items and to test for an internal factor
structure. Exploratory factor analysis was used owing to the lack of support in the current
literature for a composite set of factors. The study was highly exploratory owing to this
literature deficit. Exploratory analysis appeared appropriate for testing for a factor solution when
probable factors are unknown and not well substantiated in the literature (Heppner et al., 2008).
Repeated tests of principal axis factoring with oblique item rotation reduced factors from the
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initial four proposed to three interpreted as Spiritual Distress, Perceived Integration of Sexuality
and Spirituality, and Moral Relationship Conflict. Fourteen of the 38 items analyzed
demonstrated a non-normal distribution with a negative skew, which violated the assumption of
normal distribution for factor analysis (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). After the deletion of five
items with the most inflated skew and kurtosis (based upon low mean scores), analysis
proceeded as supported by Tabachnick and Fidell (2007) for exploring a relationship between
variables that may still be worthwhile yet with some degradation of results.
The resulting Spiritual Distress subscale was the first factor and possessed the largest
eigenvalue and variance accounted for. Its items were characterized by language of negative
emotional connotation in contrast to other factors and, therefore, appeared most likely intrinsic to
the theory of cognitive dissonance. The negative value of loading coefficients versus the
positive loading values of the Perceived Integration of Sexuality and Spirituality factor suggested
an inverse relationship between the two proposed subscales in addition to a fair between factor
correlation of r = -.34.. Cronbach’s reliability analysis for item-reduced factors achieved
moderate to strong reliability coefficients from .79 to .90, supporting the argument of a shared
latent variable between items of each subscale (DeVellis, 2003) and a stronger case for an
internal structure share between the two subscales for the Spiritual Conflict Scale for Same-Sex
Attracted Individuals.
Study 4. Study 4 attempted to establish construct and known-groups validity to
investigate a relationship in correlation analysis between the resulting subscales of Study 3 with
scales commonly associated with sexual conflict and psychological distress. The conflict-related
scales included the Lesbian Internalized Homophobia Scale (D. M. Szymanski & Chung, 2001)
for women, the Internalized Homophobia Inventory (Mayfield & Robinson, 2002) for men, and
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the Propensity to Seek Conversion Therapy Scale (Tozer & Hayes, 2004). The scales of
psychological distress included the Generalized Anxiety Disorder 7-Item Scale (Radloff, 1977)
and the Center for Epidemiologic Studies Depression Scale, Short Form (R. L. Spitzer, et al.,
2006). Known-groups validity was explored by comparing correlation results for the proposed
spiritual conflict subscales and the above listed scales between those who identified as having
been affiliated with an affirming religious/spiritual group in the past year versus those who
reported no affiliation. Last, a comparison of outcomes was attempted between the proposed
spiritual conflict subscales and the Religious Well-Being subscale (Paloutzian & Ellison, 1982) to
investigate whether or not the spiritual conflict subscales may demonstrate a stronger
relationship with the variables of sexual conflict and psychological distress.
Results generally supported construct and known-groups validity hypotheses. Those
non-affiliated with an affirming religious/spiritual group possessed a higher mean score for the
Spiritual Distress subscale (16.15 versus 11.18) and lower mean score for the Perceived
Integration of Sexuality and Spirituality (25.94 versus 31.21) as anticipated. Differences for the
Relationship Morality subscale were negligible. T-test results (Table 3) indicated a significant
difference of mean scores for the Spiritual Distress and Perceived Integration of Sexuality and
Spirituality subscales but not for the Relationship Morality subscale.
Conclusions of Overall Findings. Findings of the dissertation provide limited, mixed
support for the factor, construct, and known-groups validity of the Spiritual Distress and the
Perceived Integration of Sexuality and Spirituality subscales. Validity support for the
Relationship Morality subscale was not evidenced. Results generated from skewed data
presented a mixed picture of validity for the Spiritual Conflict Scale for Sexual Minority
Individuals in factor analysis, construct, and known-groups validity testing. The composite scale
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and its subscales clearly remain in need of further analysis for a fuller understanding of internal
factor structure and other forms of validity support. In spite of the limitations, factor analysis in
Study 3 and correlation results of Study 4 generally confirmed hypotheses particularly for the
Spiritual Distress subscale and to a lesser extent the Perceived Integration of Sexuality and
Spirituality subscale. Strong Cronbach’s alpha reliability scores of the two subscales (.90 for the
Spiritual Distress subscale and .87 for the Perceived Integration of Sexuality and Spirituality
subscale) provide support for a relationship between items in each subscale.
Both factor analysis results and construct validity outcomes appear to support an inverse
construct-relationship between the Spiritual distress and Perceived Integration of Sexuality and
Spirituality subscales with the former appearing to measure the presence of conflict in contrast to
the latter measuring its absence. The finding addresses a potential deficit of the factor analysis in
Study 3 in its use of 9 items with non-normal distribution of data. Factor analysis results may
have been less robust as a result (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). The inverse correlation evidence
of Study 4, however, buttresses the argument from factor analysis for an internal factor structure
shared by the two subscales for the Spiritual Conflict Scale for Same-Sex Attracted Individuals.
Two subscales, Spiritual Distress and Perceived Integration of Sexuality and Spirituality,
received support in known-groups validity testing for those affiliated versus non-affiliated with
an affirming religious/spiritual group. Comparative correlation results of the proposed spiritual
conflict subscales with those of the Religious Well-Being subscale (Paloutzian & Ellison, 1982)
supported the hypothesis that the spiritual conflict subscales would demonstrate a stronger
relationship with scales of sexual conflict and psychological distress.
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Limitations of Studies 1 to 4
Study Samples and Participants. Perhaps the greatest obstacle for validity testing of
subscales for the studies taken together was in the failure to recruit a hidden population of sexual
minority individuals identified with non-affirming religious traditions. Across all of the studies
of this dissertation, a predominance of affirming individuals comprised the samples, whether
those involved in focus groups, the expert panel, or the larger samples of Studies 3 and 4. The
non-normal, negative skew of items responses in Study 3 and negative skew of correlation data
in Study 4, might be largely attributed to predominantly affirming sample make up. In Study 4,
scores for scales indicating or related to conflict and psychological distress possessed a strong,
negative skew, which would appear a more likely result for individuals experiencing less
spiritual conflict by virtue of possessing affirming religious/spiritual beliefs. Dependence upon
affirming, academic LGBT organizations, affirming research experts, and the personal, affirming
contacts of the principal investigator for recruitment contributed to largely affirming sample
membership. Non-affirming organizations (see Table X of Study 3) failed to respond to
recruitment attempts. Affirming sample bias may have decreased the generalizability/external
validity of outcomes for more spiritually conflicted individuals identified with non-affirming
faith traditions.
Theoretical Underpinnings. While cognitive dissonance theory has been proven to be a
robust and versatile theory for broad application to psychological research for fifty years
(Cooper, 2007), empirical research that applying the theory related to issues of religion and
spirituality has remained scarce and of limited quality for sexual minority individuals as
discussed in Chapter 2. It remained to the principal investigator to derive from the cognitive
dissonance research those subfactors of spiritual conflict for sexual minorities that appeared to
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predominate across studies. Several items for Factor 1 did not load with their predicted factor
category and required interpretation in light of statistical findings for inclusion or deletion of
mismatched items from the Factor and the resulting subscale of Spiritual Distress. Random error
may have been introduced into factor analysis in the interpretive task of deciding between coloaded items. No previous, formal tests of validity applying the theory provided precedent or
support for the validity testing of this dissertation. A solid body of empirical evidence was
lacking for supporting a well-defined internal factor structure and with largely inferential support
from cognitive dissonance theory. The failure of some items to load as expected based upon the
thematic categories to which they were assigned may have been a product of inadequate
guidance of the empirical literature in addition to over-reliance upon focus groups to compensate
for the limits of theory and the literature on sexual minority spirituality that referenced it.
Statistical Limitations. A major statistical limitation of the dissertation research that
reduced generalizability of results is the high sample dependency of factor analysis and classical
test theory and the inability of correlation-based data to address causality. Because the latent
variable is presumed rather than objectively demonstrable and because it is described by a series
of correlated item-relationships that do not account for error, the meaningfulness of factor
outcomes is restricted to the sample used. Further, reliability and validity conclusions drawn
from classical test theory have been criticized for being too dependent upon replication because a
“true” score of reliability (that is in fact an abstraction rather than an objective reality) for one
sample may be very different in another sample dependent upon a wide variety of conditions
(Borsboom, 2006). The changing conditions between samples that causally affect how
participants respond to items and that introduces random error cannot be explained by correlation
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analysis (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007) used in this dissertation to test for construct and knowngroups validity.
In sum, the error variance between samples is not addressed in the statistical methods
used in this dissertation. Other approaches, such as the methods of generalizability theory and
item response theory, may have accounted for sources of error and have been less sampledependent. These theories and their methods, however, were not deemed realistic given the
practical restrictions of performing the dissertation research. The results of this dissertation
must, therefore, be viewed as limited to the characteristics of the sample studied and the methods
used to study them. The samples used for statistical validity testing were highly affirming and
likely did not fully represent the range of spiritual conflict experienced by those individuals from
less affirming or non-affirming religious/spiritual backgrounds.
Validity for Jewish Individuals and Racial/Ethnic Minorities. Only one Jewish individual
participated in the focus groups, one in the expert review of items, and in the quantitative
analyses of Studies 3 and 4 Jewish participants comprised only about 13% and 18% of the
samples, respectively. The assumption of equal validity for Jewish individuals as Christians
from the results of this dissertation is unwarranted with Christians much more highly represented
in the sample. The participation of racial / ethnic minorities across Studies 1 to 4 was limited.
Study 4 achieved a sample with a surprisingly large percentage of Hispanic/Latina(o) individuals
(29.15%) yet with generally poor representation among other racial/ethnic minorities.
Contributions of the Research
The Spiritual Distress and Perceived Integration of Sexuality and Spirituality Subscales.
Correlation analyses generally supported hypotheses of construct and known-groups validity in
most instances for the Spiritual Distress and Perceived Integration of Sexuality and Spirituality
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subscales. The Spiritual Distress subscale evidenced the strongest results in relationship with
scales of internalized homophobia, the propensity to seek conversion therapy, generalized
anxiety, and depression. Results for the Perceived Integration of Sexuality and Spirituality
subscale were less impressive yet consistently trended in an inverse direction to correlation
results for the Spiritual Distress subscale arguing for a shared latent variable between the two
scales and an internal factor structure for the Spiritual Conflict Scale for Same-Sex Attracted
Individuals. Because of the mixed results, both subscales require further validity support. With
further validity support, however, the subscales might be applied in future research to measure
the valence of spiritual conflict, i. e., its presence and absence, according to spiritual distress, on
the one hand, and perceived integration of sexuality and spirituality, on the other. The two
subscales may serve to improve the validity findings of many studies of sexual minority
religious/spiritual conflict that relied upon scales of internalized homophobia (Lease et al, 2005;
Sherry et al, 2010; Tan, 2005; Tozer & Hayes, 2004) and psychological distress (Lease et al,
2005) without scales more inclusive of religious/spiritual language or designed to target samesex attracted individuals.
The Religious Well-Being Subscale and Other Measures. The Religious Well-Being
subscale (Paloutzian & Ellison, 1982) of the very popular (Egbert et al, 2004) Spiritual WellBeing Scale failed to demonstrate any the correlation results achieved by the Spiritual Distress
Perceived Integration of Spirituality and Sexuality subscales in Study 4 for construct, criterionrelated, and known-groups validity. Caution may, therefore, be recommended in employing the
Religious Well-Being subscale with same-sex participants in addition to other common
spirituality measures validity tested using predominantly heterosexual samples. Such measures
may be invalid for indicating poor social adjustment, spiritual conflict, delayed sexual identity
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development and other concerns associated with internalized homophobia (Sherry et al, 2010;
Tozer and Hayes, 2004). For example, a study by Tan (2005) failed to demonstrate a strong
relationship between internalized homophobia, self-esteem, and religious well-being as measured
by the Religious Well-Being subscale for Christian, church-going individuals (N = 93) who
identified as sexual minorities. Tan concluded, therefore, that theistic issues do not play a
significant role in social adjustment for Christian sexual minority individuals. If, however, the
Religious Well-Being subscale does not validly measure spiritual conflict and bears little
relationship to internalized homophobia as indicated in this dissertation, the results are
questionable. In other findings (Sherry et al, 2010), the Religious Well-Being subscale may have
produced false positive results in supporting high religious well-being among sexual minority
Christians in a non-affirming religious environment. These studies might be replicated with
different results and different conclusions with the use of the Spiritual Distress and Perceived
Integration of Sexuality and Spirituality subscales, which have demonstrated a relationship with
sexual-spiritual conflict and psychological distress in this dissertation.
State-Measure of the Spiritual Distress Subscale. The studies reviewed in Chapter 2 of
Mahaffy (1996), Shuck and Liddle (2001), and Pitt (2010) used self-constructed measures to
examine cognitive dissonance and various strategies for reducing dissonance. Mahaffy (1996)
proposed that the state of dissonance was so uncomfortable that it prompted more rapid changes
in church membership and revision of doctrinal belief among lesbian evangelical Christians.
What these studies hold in common is the positing of a claimed, historical state of dissonance in
the past based upon retrospective, non-state data largely derived from qualitative self-report.
The Spiritual Distress subscale, on the other hand, solicits information based upon one’s current
beliefs and experiences rather than inquire into past events. Supporting the scales as a state
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measure of spiritual conflict, the subscale demonstrated moderate correlation results with scales
indicating psychological distress, the Generalized Anxiety Disorder 7-Item Scale (Radloff, 1977)
and the Center for Epidemiologic Studies Depression Scale, Short Form (R. L. Spitzer et al.,
2006). The subscale, further, demonstrated a fair to moderate to correlation in women and men
with scales of internalized homophobia and the propensity to seek conversion therapy. Women
not affiliated with an affirming group were high in internalized homophobia (r = .80; p < .001),
as measured by the Lesbian Internalized Homophobia Scale Szymanski & Chung, 2001). If
internalized homophobia is often reflective of psychological distress, which studies strongly
suggest is the case (Kashubeck-West et al, 2008), then the subscale of Spiritual Distress may be
more valid and reliable in measuring state-dissonance and/or a state of spiritual conflict than
retrospective, qualitative self-report alone. State-related items of the subscale include, “I feel
unworthy of God’s love as a same-sex attracted person,” “My religious / spiritual beliefs and
same-sex attraction completely support each other,” and, “I feel completely hopeless about ever
being accepted by God because of my same-sex attraction.”
Internalized Homophobia. The moderate construct-validity correlation of the Spiritual
Distress subscale with internalized homophobia and the propensity to seek conversion therapy
suggest that the subscale may be valid to a degree in exploring further dimensions of internalized
homophobia and the relationship of internalized homophobia to issues of spirituality and spiritual
conflict in sexual minorities. The same might be posited for the Perceived Spiritual Integration
subscale with its inverse relationship with internalized homophobia. Extant, commonly used
subscales of internalized homophobia rarely incorporate items related to religion or spirituality
and when they do are sometimes of questionable reliability. The Nungesser Homosexual
Attitudes Inventory (Nungesser, 1983) and its later revision (Shidlo, 1994) include no subfactors

178
ostensibly related to religion or spirituality. The Lesbian Internalized Homophobia Scale (D. M.
Szymanski & Chung, 2001) used in this dissertation possesses one subscale, Moral and
Religious Attitudes toward Lesbians, yet it is one of only six subfactors and with only one item
that uses religious language, “Female homosexuality is a sin.” The Internalized Homophobia
Scale of Ross and Rosser (1996) has one subscale, Religious Acceptability, yet with a weak
Cronbach’s alpha of .62. The Mayfield (2001) Internalized Homonegativity Inventory has a
Morality of Homosexuality subscale possessing no ostensible religious language and with a weak
reliability alpha of .66.
Several items of the Spiritual Distress and the Perceived Integration of Sexuality and
Spirituality subscales do not appear content valid for measuring the “self-loathing,” (p. 511)
characteristic of internalized homophobia (Kashubeck-West et al., 2008). The subscales may
measure, instead, constructs related to yet discrete from internalized homophobia. Some of the
items that do not appear content valid for internalized homophobia include, “I feel like my samesex attraction and religious / spiritual beliefs are constantly at war with each other,” “I am angry
at God because I am attracted to people of my own sex,” “My sexuality has enriched my
spirituality,” “My same sex attraction has made me a more spiritual person,” and, “My religious /
spiritual beliefs and same-sex attraction completely support each other.” Other items that
describe feeling unaccepted or unforgiven by God would appear related to internalized
homophobia but if so, may be the first religious/spiritual items of their kind to demonstrate the
relationship. The scales cited above lack any such reference to God, spirituality, or forgiveness.
Contributions of the Spiritual Distress and Spiritual Integration subscales include providing at
minimum an argument for sexual minority spiritual conflict as an important component or
subfactor of internalized homophobia but further hold the possibility that sexual minority
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spiritual conflict is a construct in its own right that may be related to yet discrete from
internalized homophobia.
Affirming Group Affiliation. Known-groups validity testing was limited in this
dissertation to comparing mean differences of subscale scores between those reporting affiliation
versus non-affiliation with an affirming religious/spiritual organization. Findings supported the
hypothesis (Chapter 3, Table 3), which was that those affiliated with an affirming group scored
lower on the Spiritual Distress subscale and higher on the Perceived Integration of Sexuality and
Spirituality subscale than those who were not affiliated. Rodriguez and Ouellette (2000) used a
mixed methods approach and retrospective qualitative analysis to conclude for the presence or
absence of cognitive dissonance dependent upon affirming-group affiliation. They concluded
that affirming community involvement was related to higher self-affirmation as lesbian, gay, or
bisexual based upon factors of church attendance and involvement in church events for members
of the Metropolitan Community Church (N = 40) of New York City. The researchers’
conclusions may be questioned, however, in light of evidence that affirming experiences may not
directly moderate sexual identity integration and psychological health but may be mediated by
internalized homophobia (Lease et al., 2005). The Spiritual Distress and Perceived Integration of
Sexuality and Spirituality subscales has yielded evidence of known-groups validity in addition to
associations with internalized homophobia. The findings may contribute to more valid and
reliable measurement of differences depending upon affirming-group affiliation and active
involvement in affirming community events.
Spiritual Identity Conflict and Integration. Albeit an inferential conclusion, a potential
contribution of this dissertation is in positing subscales of sexual identity conflict and identity
integration in a religious/spiritual context. Because of the many competing models of sexual
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identity development (McCarn & Fassinger, 1996) and a lack of valid, reliable measures for
assessing sexual identity development (Kashubeck-West et al, 2008), the issue of identity was
not examined in this dissertation. Proponents of cognitive dissonance theory, however, argue
that cognition may reflect deeply held attitudes and such attitudes may define personal identity
(Aronson, 1968; Cooper, 2007). Studies reviewed in Chapter 2 support the usefulness of
cognitive dissonance theory in considering issues of identity. The findings of those studies
reviewed in Chapter 2 that presume a conflict of identities (Beckstead & Morrow, 2004;
Rodriguez & Oullette, 2000; Schuck & Liddle, 2001; Sherry et al, 2010) did not use measures of
identity development or identity conflict, and/or depended upon the retrospective self-report of
qualitative data. If with further research the Spiritual Distress and Spiritual Integration subscales
appear related to identity conflict and integration, the results of the above studies may be
augmented by the application of these scales and supported by the findings of this dissertation.
Directions for Future Research
Improvement upon Dissertation Results. More research is required for investigating the
validity conclusions of this dissertation, which were limited by the largely affirming sample
make up between studies. Future studies may build upon the results of this dissertation, first, by
drawing upon more diverse samples based upon religious group affiliation, religious
identification, gender, sexuality, social class, and race/ethnicity. Sexual minority Muslims went
unrepresented in focus groups, among the expert judges, and finally were not included as a target
population for the Spiritual Conflict Scale for Same-Sex Attracted Individuals. Their notable
absence from the literature begs for more attention to be paid to this population. Refinement of
the subscale items for Jewish participants is necessitated by the low representation of Jewish
persons in validation samples and the intersection of religious and sexual oppression faced by
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sexual minority Jewish individuals who do not share the privileges of those identified with the
dominant Christian culture and its currents of anti-Semitism. The sample was not large enough
to perform factor analysis separately for women versus men nor for bisexuals. Using academic
seeds for network recruitment and doing so for an online survey may have limited the sample
representation of individuals from low socioeconomic status. Individuals from poorer, more
conservative, and rural environments may be more socially isolated from other sexual minorities,
experience increased stigma, and identify more with their religious beliefs (Beckstead &
Morrow, 2004; McCarn & Fassinger, 1996). They may, therefore, be in more particular need of
spiritual conflict measures and would benefit the continued validity investigation of the Spiritual
Conflict Scale for Same-Sex Attracted Individuals. Because many ethnic minorities, including
African-Americans, may report higher levels of religiosity (Pitt, 2010) and multiple oppressed
identities (Szymanski & Gupta, 2000), the subfactors involved for these populations further
require special attention in the future. The impact of minority stress related to religious
identification and internalized homophobia has been largely unexplored in the literature and
validation of similar subscales as those in this dissertation for minority individuals appears
requisite.
An additional improvement may be the inclusion of confirmatory factor analysis in an
additional study. The purpose of confirmatory factor analysis is to test for factors already
posited by previous evidence as the latent variables of the construct of interest (Heppner et al.,
2008). Confirmatory factor has been used to cross-validate findings from exploratory factor
analysis. Confirmatory factor analysis draws upon the statistical methods of structural equation
modeling, which permits a more flexible approach to data treatment and may help assess how
well the data truly fits the proposed factor model (DeVellis, 2003).
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Classical test theory, which supports Cronbach’s reliability analysis and factor analysis
has limitations (DeVellis, 2003) for the dissertation outcomes that other measurement theories
and their statistical methods may improve upon in the future. Cronbach’s reliability alpha
assumes a so-called “true score” (p. 44, DeVellis, 2003) plus random error result that is broadly
applied across multiple, situational contexts for a given population without differentiated sources
of error that may limit reliability results. Generalizability theory, on the other hand, constrains
how generalizable the data outcomes are based upon identified sources of error or “facets,” (p.
45) across which spiritual conflict dimensions could be measured. A “G-Study,” (p.45,
DeVellis, 2003) of spiritual conflict subscales in the future may statistically define facets of error
to more validly account for generalizability of results in different contexts. Facets for future
research may include the format of a survey’s online administration, the diverse environments
for taking an online survey, and/or survey fatigue based upon its length.
Factor analysis presumes an underlying set of subfactors based upon an observed score
developed through linear regression. Factor analysis presumes to answer why respondents
answered as they did and so is highly theory-dependent for lack of other defining parameters.
Item response theory, by contrast, attempts to describe variance of answers for each, individual
item rather than presume a latent variable shared between items (DeVellis, 2003). Items are not
eliminated but rather improved upon by eliminating error and increasing variance. Rasch
analysis, one of the models of item response theory, may improve reliability and validity of
spiritual conflict subscales in the future. The random error introduced by differences in
individuals and in a single sample may be reduced by using a larger sample and to measure a
spectrum of “difficulty,” (p. 47, DeVellis, 2003) of answers (levels of spiritual conflict) per item
rather than assuming the presence of factors or goodness of fit of the sample. The error
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introduced by the affirming participant samples of this dissertation, for example, may have been
substantially reduced if a spectrum of difficulty for spiritual conflict was applied in an itemresponse study.
Future Questions for Clinical Practice. Many lingering questions remain in the
counseling psychology and other psychological literature pertaining to spiritual conflict, its
sources and correlates, and effective methods for clinical intervention. A major question is with
regard to religious/spiritual sources of risk versus protective factors for sexual minorities and
how clinicians may help promote the latter. The literature has demonstrated many nonprotective and risk factors of religiosity/spirituality, including suicide, for sexual minority
adolescents (Rosario, Yall, Hunter, & Gwadz, 2006; Rostosky, Danner, & Riggle, 2007) and
adults (Schidlo & Schroeder, 2002; Sherry et al, 2010) but often without direct reference to
spiritual conflict, its valid measurement, and latent, psychological dimensions. Future research
should explore correlates of psychological health rather than merely pathology in sexual minority
adolescents and adults, and under what circumstances religion and spirituality may be conducive,
particularly as a psychological resource in clinical settings (Shafranske & Sperry, 2005) for
fostering mental health and healthy identity development.
Pending further research, the Spiritual Distress and Perceived Spiritual Integration
subscales may address issues both of distress and integration as health dimensions and
counseling outcomes. Between both subscales, a valence measure for distress amplification
versus its reduction (corresponding to integration) may be developed for further exploring
sources for increase and decrease of these variables and the effectiveness of counseling
interventions. The role of a clinician as an affirming advocate, its potential (Lease et al., 2005),
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its limits (Richards & Bergin, 2000) , and a variety of effective interventions, might be better
understood.
Questions must be addressed for better defining religious and spiritual competence in the
clinic (Richards & Bergin, 2000) for working with sexual minority clients and for better
understanding evidence-based methods of assessing spiritual distress and integration. Some
findings have demonstrated the effectiveness of therapy employing religious and spiritual
conceptualizations and interventions for those individuals with a personal commitment to the
belief system (Hook et al., 2010). The personal commitment and spiritual conflicts of lesbian,
gay male, and bisexual individuals who may be in the process of revising their belief system
(Mahaffy, 1996) or coming out to their religious communities (Schuck & Liddle, 2001) may
possess unique characteristics that should be explored in future research. Same-sex attracted
individuals considering conversion therapy may require sensitive intervention that provides
spiritually-related intervention (Haldeman, 1996) and appropriate assessment of its efficacy with
subscales similar to those developed in this dissertation. Sexual minority individuals may
require a more nuanced level of spiritual competence for intervention and assessment that future
research must address. The Spiritual Distress and Spiritual Integration subscales may provide an
initial point of departure for developing clinical trials for spiritually-related interventions for
sexual minorities and for addressing intervention outcomes across a broad variety of clinical
contexts. The Spiritual Conflict Scale for Same-Sex Attracted Individuals holds out promise for
clinical validity investigation and potential research application that the results of this
dissertation suggest may be merited.
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APPENDICES
Appendix A
Study 1: Recruitment Announcement
Focus Group Study for Same-Sex Attracted Individuals
My name is Dorian Kondas and I am a doctoral student at Penn State University. I am
currently conducting research on same-sex attracted people for whom religion or spirituality is
an important part of their lives. This study explores religious and spiritual health in same-sex
attracted people. Very little research has been devoted to this important area of health research. If
you are attracted to others of the same sex, you can contribute vital knowledge from your own
experience to improve our understanding of how religion and spirituality impacts others like
yourself. To further this goal, I am conducting focus groups that would consist of 3 to 9
individuals who would be willing to share from their experience. The group discussion would
last between 1 to 2 hours with light refreshments provided. If you are age 18 or older and wish to
participate please contact Dorian Kondas at dck179@psu.edu or by phone at 812-369-8079. If
you know of any other individuals who qualify and who might also like to contribute, please
share this notice with them.
Your participation in the focus group is completely voluntary and you are free to cease
participation at any time. You are not required to answer any questions you do not wish. Your
personal, identifying information will be held strictly confidential and will not appear in any
publications or other presentations that may result from this study. Furthermore, it is asked that
you maintain the confidentiality of what is shared in the focus group with those outside of the
group. If you wish, you may use only your first name or false name during the group discussion.
For the purpose of transcription, group discussion will be audio (not video) recorded. Federal
regulations forbid the destruction of the recording before a three year period after the focus
group has closed.
This study was reviewed and approved by the Social Science Institutional Review Board
at the Pennsylvania State University (Study #31495, 814-865-1775). You may contact Dorian
Kondas at Penn State University (see my contact information above) or my advisor, Dr. Kathy
Bieschke at kxb11@psu.edu (812-865-3296). Please do not hit “reply” if this has reached you as
an e-mail because you may reply only to a list-serve.
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Appendix B
Study 1: Online Informed Consent Page
Informed Consent Form for Social Science Research
The Pennsylvania State University
Title of Project:

Spiritual Wellness Focus Groups for Same-Sex Attracted Persons

Principal Investigator:

Dorian Kondas, Doctoral Student in Counseling Psychology
931 Southgate Dr.
State College, PA 16801
(812) 369-8079; mailto:dck179@psu.edu

Advisor:

Dr. Kathleen Bieschke, Faculty, Dept. of Counseling Psychology
306 CEDAR Building
University Park, PA 16802
(814) 865- 3296; kxb11@psu.edu

1. Purpose of the Study: The purpose of this study is to gather information about the
experience of spiritual wellness and non-wellness in lesbian and gay male individuals.
2. Procedures to be followed: You will be asked a series of questions related to your positive
and negative religious and spiritual experiences. You will also be asked about your current
beliefs and views of religious and spiritual issues. You may discuss your experiences with
others in the focus group if you choose. Focus groups will be audio recorded.
3. Duration: The focus groups will take no longer than 1 to 2 hours.
4. Statement of Confidentiality: Your participation in this research is confidential. For the
sake of confidentiality, you will be asked to use only your first name or a false name. If you
speak about the contents of the focus group outside the group, it is expected that you will not
tell others what individual participants said. The audio recordings and any transcriptions of
them will be stored securely at the private residence of Dorian Kondas in a locked file.
Federal regulations require that research records must be kept for a minimum of three years
after the study has been closed. These will be held in the possession of Dorian Kondas and
destroyed after three years has elapsed from the date the study is completed. Only Dorian and
his faculty adviser will have access to recordings and transcripts. In the event of a publication
or presentation resulting from the research, no personally identifiable information of yours
will be shared.
5. Right to Ask Questions: Please contact Dorian Kondas at (812) 369-8079 /
dck179@psu.edu or Kathy Bieschke at (814) 865-3296 / kxb11@psu.edu with questions or
concerns about this study.
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6. Voluntary Participation: Your decision to be in this research is completely voluntary. You
can stop at any time. You do not have to answer any questions you do not want to answer.
You must be 18 years of age or older to take part in this research study. If you agree to take part
in this research study and the information outlined above, please sign your name and indicate the
date below.

______________________________________________
Participant Signature

_____________________
Date

______________________________________________
Person Obtaining Consent

_____________________
Date
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Appendix C
Study 1: Focus Group Semi-Structured Interview Questions
I.







II.





III.

Spiritual and Sexual Conflict and Reconciliation
Have you ever experienced conflict between your religion / spirituality and your sexual
identity? What was that like? Describe efforts toward resolution.
If you were to perform a cost/benefit analysis of being religious and/or spiritual as a
same-sex attracted (SSA) individual, what would you list under costs versus benefits?
Why?
Do you now or have you ever questioned yourself as a religious and/or spiritual person
because you are same-sex attracted? How so?
As SSA individuals, do you ever feel separated from God or what you consider to be
sacred? How so? How did this affect your sexuality and sexual relationships?
Have you ever wanted to change your sexual orientation? Why? How did religious and/or
spiritual considerations play a role in wanting to become heterosexual? How so?
Religious Social Conflict and Reconciliation
How would you describe your experience as a SSA individual with religious groups
currently and in the past?
What are your thoughts and feelings about religious groups and leaders who disagree
with same-sex intercourse and oppose same-sex marriage?
Have any religious groups ever been a vital source of support for you as a SSA person? If
so, how?
Have you benefited from religious communities even if they disagreed with your SSA
sexual behavior? How so?
Perceived Integration of Sexuality and Religion / Spirituality

1. Have you ever felt like you were living a “double life” by hiding your sexuality from
your religious community and your religion or spirituality from SSA friends? If so, how
would you describe this experience? Describe any steps you may have taken to keep
these two lives separate or to bring them closer together.
2. Do you now or did you ever completely reject religion or spirituality? Why?
3. Some SSA people never experience conflict between their religion and sexual identity.
Would you describe yourself this way? What would you say helps you or prevents you
from feeling conflicted?
4. Does being SSA person provide special religious or spiritual benefits? How so?
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Appendix D
Study 1: Items Generated from Focus Groups
I.

Community Conflict

1. I feel personally attacked when religious leaders speak against same-sex attracted people.
2. Same-sex attracted people have played an important role in the history of my spiritual
tradition.
3. I am friends with other same-sex attracted people who share my spiritual interests.
4. My spiritual community would not want me to have a leadership position because I am a
same-sex attracted person.
5. I feel like I must choose between my same-sex attraction and my spiritual community.
6. I would rather be dead than be kicked out of my spiritual community for being a samesex attracted person.
7. I would not feel safe bringing a same-sex partner to meetings of my spiritual community.
8. I have no home as a same-sex attracted person in my spiritual community.
9. Because of their religious beliefs, people in my spiritual community fear being
contaminated by same-sex attracted people like me.
10. I have to be in a heterosexual marriage to be completely accepted by my spiritual
community.
11. I feel wounded because of the way religious people have treated me as a same-sex
attracted person.
12. I feel certain that if I had children with a same-sex partner that they would be welcome in
my spiritual community.
13. I feel humiliated by people in my spiritual community because of my same-sex attraction.
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14. People in my current spiritual community have attacked me because I am a same-sex
attracted person.
15. I feel confident that my spiritual community would accept a same-sex partner of mine.
16. Coming out in my spiritual community would be or has been a difficult experience for
me.
II.

Family Conflict

17. Because of my family's spiritual views, my family would rather I be dead than be openly
homosexual.
18. Because of their religious beliefs, some people in family would disown me or have
disowned me as a same-sex attracted person.
19. If I had children with a same-sex partner, the religious people in my family would fully
accept them.
20. If I had a same-sex partner, the religious people in my family would fully accept him or
her.
21. If I had a same-sex marriage or commitment ceremony, the important people in my
family would attend.
22. Religious members of my family completely accept me as a same-sex attracted person.
23. Because I am attracted to people of my own sex, the spiritual people in my family do not
or would not trust me to be with their children.
24. If I had children, my family would try to separate me from them because of their spiritual
beliefs that my same-sex attraction is wrong.
25. Because of their religious beliefs, people in my family would treat as if I am unclean as a
same-sex attracted person.
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26. Because of the spiritual beliefs of people in my family, I feel unsafe with my family as a
same-sex attracted person.
27. I feel like I have to choose between my family and my attraction to people of my own sex
because of my family's spiritual beliefs.
28. People in my family do feel or would feel disgraced if others knew I am attracted to
people of my own sex. Coming out to the religious people in my family has been or
would be a difficult experience for me.
29. I feel unwanted in my family because my culture is very religious.
30. I have lost all hope of being welcome in my family because of their spiritual views of my
same-sex attraction.
III.

God Conflict

31. Because I am same-sex attracted, I feel like I am one of God's mistakes.
32. I feel like I am always asking God's forgiveness because of my same-sex attraction.
33. I know God loves me because God made me attracted to others of my own sex.
34. I hate God for making me same-sex attracted.
35. I feel betrayed by God for making me attracted to people of my own sex.
36. My same-sex attraction is a punishment from God.
37. I can experience God's love through an intimate sexual relationship with someone of my
own sex.
38. God would love me more if I were attracted to people of the opposite sex.
39. I cannot love God and be in love with someone of own sex at the same time.
40. I have failed God because I am still attracted to people of my own sex.
41. I am grateful to God for making me attracted to other people of my own sex.
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42. Being intimate with a same-sex companion can be like praying to God.
43. God hates me because I am attracted to people of my own sex.
44. I feel completely hopeless about ever being accepted by God because of my same-sex
attraction.
45. My same-sex attraction has brought me closer to God.
46. I pray to God to make me straight.
IV.

Moral Conflict

47. Homosexuality is one of the worst sins.
48. Killing myself would be less of a sin than being gay.
49. It goes against my religious beliefs to be out and open about being attracted to others of
my own sex.
50. Religious leaders who condemn same-sex relationships are not always right.
51. Celibacy is the only moral option for me if I'm not in a heterosexual relationship.
52. Scriptural condemnation of same-sex relations should not be taken literally.
53. Having a same-sex companion has helped me or would help me become a better person.
54. My same-sex attraction is good because it allows me to love people of my own sex more.
55. God made me attracted to others of the same sex, so therefore, it is good.
56. According to my religious beliefs, I would deserve punishment if I acted on my same-sex
attraction.
57. It would go against my religious beliefs for me to raise children with someone of my own
sex.
58. I have to struggle every day with my same-sex attraction in order to be a good person.
59. I can choose whether or not I am attracted to people of the same sex or the opposite sex.
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60. Homosexuality is unnatural according to my spiritual beliefs.
61. Being attracted to others of my own sex has made me a better person.
62. I feel like I am living a lie by concealing my same-sex attraction from others.
63. According to my spiritual beliefs, it is good for people to have companionship even if it
is with a partner of the same sex.
V.

Perceived Integration

64. It is my spiritual calling to liberate other people from bondage to their same-sex
attraction.
65. My spiritual beliefs and same-sex attraction completely support each other.
66. I feel like my same-sex attraction and spiritual beliefs are constantly at war with each
other.
67. My same-sex attraction has given me special, spiritual gifts.
68. My same-sex attraction has given me deeper spiritual insight.
69. I feel good about my spirituality and same-sex attraction both at the same time.
70. My faith can help me change to become attracted to people of the opposite sex.
71. Standing up for gay rights is a spiritual calling for me.
72. Fighting against homosexuals is a spiritual calling for me.
73. I have changed my beliefs over time to reconcile my spirituality with my same-sex
attraction.
74. My same-sex attraction and spirituality are completely integrated with each other.
75. I know I will never be spiritually happy as long as I am attracted to people of my own
sex.
76. I can feel more spiritually happy in a same-sex relationship.
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77. Being attracted to people of my own sex has made me a more spiritual person.
78. My same-sex attraction is a spiritual gift.
79. My same-sex attraction is a spiritual test.
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Appendix E
Study 2: Recruitment Announcement
Spirituality and Sexuality Orientation Scale Development Study
Because you are a leading specialist in sexual minority issues, I am writing to request
your highly valued participation in a review of proposed survey items attempting to measure
spiritual conflict in lesbians and gay men. My name is Dorian Kondas and I am a doctoral
student at Penn State University in Counseling Psychology working with Kathy Bieschke, Ph.D.,
as my adviser.
If you would like to participate, please fill out the questionnaire at the following web
address:
www.psychdata.com/s.asp?SID=142504
The rating review should take approximately 15 to 20 minutes to complete. No
identifying information will be asked of you nor included in any documentation or publication.
Your participation in this study is completely voluntary and you are free to cease
participation at any time. You are not required to answer any questions you do not wish.
This study was reviewed and approved by the Social Science Institutional Review Board at the
Pennsylvania State University (Study #37298, 814-865-1775). You may contact me, Dorian
Kondas, at dck179@psu.edu or at (812) 369-8079 or my advisor, Dr. Kathy Bieschke, at
kxb11@psu.edu or (814) 865-3296 if you have any questions.
Thank you for your much valued participation!
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Appendix F
Study 2: Online Informed Consent Page

Title of Project:

Informed Consent Form for Social Science Research
The Pennsylvania State University
Expert Item Review

Principal Investigator:

Advisor:

Dorian Kondas, Doctoral Student in Counseling Psychology
931 Southgate Dr.
State College, PA 16801
(812) 369-8079; mailto:dck179@psu.edu
Dr. Kathleen Bieschke, Faculty, Dept. of Counseling Psychology
306 CEDAR Building
University Park, PA 16802
(814) 865- 3296; kxb11@psu.edu

7. Purpose of the Study: The purpose of this study is to eliminate survey items from an initial
pool of researcher-generated items for improving the content validity of items for a proposed
measurement scale(s).
8. Procedures to be followed: First, you will be asked to complete a demographic
questionnaire. Secondly, you will be asked to rate a series of proposed items as acceptable or
unacceptable for the purposes of (a) clarity/conciseness and (b) relevance to the identified
theme under which sets of items are grouped. Last, you will be asked for any suggestions you
may have for new items or rewording of items that you reviewed.
9. Duration: The online survey will take approximately X minutes to complete.
10. Statement of Confidentiality: Your participation in this research is strictly confidential. No
identifying information will be asked of you nor included in research results or any resulting
publications. Because items pertain to sexuality and spirituality, demographic information
pertaining to your sexuality and/or spirituality will be requested of you. All demographic
information will be presented in summary form only for the group of experts as a whole and
free from any identifying information.
11. Right to Ask Questions: Please contact Dorian Kondas at (812) 369-8079 /
dck179@psu.edu or Kathy Bieschke at (814) 865-3296 / kxb11@psu.edu with questions or
concerns about this study.
12. Voluntary Participation: Your decision to be in this research is completely voluntary. You
are free to cease participation at any time. You do not have to answer any questions you do
not want to answer.
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You must be 18 years of age or older to take part in this research study. If you agree to take part
in this research study and the information outlined above, please sign your name and indicate the
date below.
You will be given a copy of this form for your records.
______________________________________________
Participant Signature

_____________________
Date

______________________________________________
Person Obtaining Consent

_____________________
Date
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Appendix G
Study 2: Expert/Judge Demographic Questionnaire
1. What is your age? _________________
2. Please indicate your gender
 Female
 Male
 Transgender/transsexual from F to M
 Transgender/transsexual M to F
 Other: _________________
3. Please indicate your race or ethnicity:









Latino /Chicano or Latina/Chicana American / Hispanic American
American Indian / Native American
African / African-American / Black
Asian / Asian-American / Pacific Islander
Caucasian / White
Biracial or Multiracial
Non-American / International
Other: ________________

4. Do you consider yourself to be:
 Heterosexual or straight
 Lesbian
 Gay
 Bisexual
 Questioning
5. Please indicate your highest level of educational attainment:
 Bachelors Degree
 Masters Degree
 Ph.D.
 Psy. D.
 Other:__________
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Appendix H
Study 2: Final Items List after Deletion and Revision
I.

Community Conflict

1. The love I receive as a same-sex attracted person from my religious / spiritual community
supports my faith.
2. I question my faith because of the way leaders of my religious / spiritual tradition speak
against same-sex attracted people.
3. I feel like I must choose between my same-sex attraction and my current religious /
spiritual community.
II.

God Conflict

4. I am grateful to God that I a same-sex attracted person.
5. I feel like I am always asking God’s forgiveness because of my same-sex attraction.
6. I feel blessed by God for my same-sex attraction.
7. My same-sex attraction has brought me closer to God.
8. God accepts me fully as a same-sex attracted person.
9. I feel unworthy of God’s love as a same-sex attracted person.
10. God hates me because I am attracted to people of my own sex.
11. I can love God and be in love with someone of own sex at the same time.
12. I am angry at God because I am attracted to people of my own sex.
13. God would accept me more if I were heterosexual.
14. I feel completely hopeless about ever being accepted by God because of my same-sex
attraction.
15. I can experience God’s love through a same-sex partner.
16. I know God loves me.
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III.

Moral Conflict

17. Celibacy is the only moral option for me if I’m not in a heterosexual relationship.
18. My same-sex attraction is good.
19. Scriptures that appear to condemn homosexuality are correct.
20. Having a same-sex partner could help me become a better person.
21. Having genital sex with someone of my own sex can be morally good.
22. I know I could be a better person if only I were heterosexual.
23. Being attracted to others of my own sex has made me a better person.
24. Homosexuality is an abomination.
IV.

Perceived Integration of Sexuality and Spirituality

25. My same-sex attraction has given me deeper spiritual insight.
26. I feel like my same-sex attraction and religious / spiritual beliefs are constantly at war with
each other.
27. I have to struggle every day against my same-sex attraction in order to be a good person.
28. My same-sex attraction and spirituality are integrated with each other.
29. I can feel more spiritually happy with a same-sex partner than with an opposite sex partner.
30. My religious / spiritual beliefs and same-sex attraction completely support each other.
31. My same-sex attraction has given me special, spiritual gifts.
32. I would consider religious / spiritual conversion therapy in order to become heterosexual.
33. Standing up for lesbian or gay rights is a spiritual activity for me.
34. Fighting against homosexuality in society is a spiritual calling for me.
35. My sexuality has enriched my spirituality.
36. I know I will never be spiritually happy as long as I am attracted to people of my own sex.
37. Being attracted to people of my own sex has made me a more spiritual person.
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38. My same-sex attraction is a spiritual test.
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Appendix I
Study 3: Demographic Questionnaire
1. What is your age? _______________
2. Please indicate your gender


Woman



Man



Transgender/transsexual from woman to man



Transgender/transsexual from man to woman



Other: _________________

3. Please select your primary Racial identity?
a. Hispanic / Latino(a)
b. African
c. African American/Black
d. Asian
e. Asian American
f. Southeast Asian
g. South Asian
h. Caribbean/West Indian
i. White
j. Middle Eastern
k. Native American Indian
l. Pacific Islander/Hawaiian Native
m. I identify as having TWO or more primary races

4. Please indicate your race or ethnicity:


White Hispanic



Non-White Hispanic



American Indian / Native American



African-American / Black



Asian / Asian-American / Pacific Islander
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Caucasian / White / Euro-American



Biracial or Multiracial



Non-American / International



Other (please specify): ______________________________

5. If you are multiracial and do not have a PRIMARY racial identity, please indicate below
your complete multiracial identity in the space provided.
6. If you are multiracial and have a PRIMARY racial identity, please rank order your
identity preference below. For example, if you identify first as Asian-American and
secondly as Hispanic / Latino(a), you would rank Asian-American as 1 and Hispanic /
Latino as 2.
a.
b.
c.
d.
e.
f.
g.

African-American / Black
Asian-American
Hispanic / Latina(o)
White / European-American
Middle Eastern-American
Native American / American Indian
American Pacific Islander

7. Do you consider yourself to be:
a. Heterosexual or straight
b. Same-Sex Attracted

c. Lesbian
d. Gay
e. Bisexual
f. Questioning / Not sure
g. Other: ________________
8. Since puberty who have you had sex with?
a. Mostly men
b. Mostly women
c. Only men
d. Only women
e. I have not had sex
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9. People are different in their sexual attraction to other people. Which best describes your
current feelings? Are you:
a. Only attracted women
b. Mostly attracted to women
c. Equally attracted to women and men
d. Mostly attracted to men
e. Only attracted to men
f. Not sure
10. Are you currently involved with a religious or spiritual group / organization of any kind?
a. No
b. Yes

11. Please select any of the following groups or religious faiths you are currently involved
with:
a. Atheist / agnostic
b. Christian: Eastern Orthodox
c. Christian: Episcopal / Anglican
d. Christian: Evangelic and/or Pentecostal
e. Christian: Non-Denominational
f. Christian: Protestant
g. Christian: Roman Catholic
h. Eastern: Buddhist / Hindu / Taoist
i. Jehovah’s Witness
j. Jewish: Orthodox
k. Jewish: Reform / Reconstruction
l. Latter Day Saints
m. Muslim / Islamic
n. Religious / Spiritual Ex-Gay or Celibacy Group
o. Religious / Spiritual Gay-Affirming Group
p. Scientology
q. Seventh Day Adventist
r. Taoist / Buddhist / Hindu / Eastern
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s. Unitarian Universalist
t. Wiccan / Pagan / Earth-Centered
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Appendix J
Study 3: Recruitment Announcement
Study of Religious / Spiritual Same-Sex Attracted Individuals
Are you a religious/spiritual same-sex attracted person? Would you like to win a $50.00
Amazon.com gift certificate? Take the quick, online survey. You must be over 17 years of age
and be religious or spiritual in some way.
The survey should take you about 10 to 15 minutes to complete. Just go to the following web
address to get started:
https://www.psychdata.com/s.asp?SID=144541
You will play an important part in bringing valuable knowledge to issues of religion and
spirituality that many same-sex attracted people face.
If you have any friends or acquaintances that qualify, please forward this to them!
(The above study is a doctoral dissertation research project through Penn State University. Your
participation in this study is completely voluntary and you may cease involvement at any time.
No personal identifying information will be requested and therefore will not appear in any
publications or presentations of the research. You will be asked for an e-mail address so that the
gift card can be sent to you if you win the raffle. The study has been approved by the Penn State
research ethics board (#37493, 814-865-1775). If you have questions or comments, you may
contact me, the principle researcher, Dorian Kondas, at dck179@psu.edu or my advisor, Dr.
Kathy Bieschke, at kxb11@psu.edu).
If you have received this as an e-mail message, please do not hit reply because you may only
reply to a listserve.
Thanks for participating!
Dorian Kondas
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Appendix K
Study 3: Informed Consent
Title of Project:

Views of Religion / Spirituality Among Same-Sex Attracted
Individuals

Principle Investigator:

Dorian Kondas
Pennsylvania State University
University Park, PA 16802
dck179@psu.edu

Academic Advisor:

Kathleen Bieschke
306 CEDAR Building
University Park, PA 16801
(814) - 865 - 3296 / kxb11@psu.edu

Purpose of the Study: The purpose of this study is to determine important factors related to
religion and/or spirituality among same-sex attracted individuals.
Procedures to be followed: You will first be asked to provide basic, demographic information
such as age, gender, and race/ethnicity. This section will also include questions about your
religious / spiritual identity if any. Next, you will be directed to the main survey. The main
survey is divided into 2 parts. It will ask you about religious / spiritual experiences or beliefs
related to your attraction to others of the same sex. Some questions are asked at the end about
how you approach situations.
At the end of the survey, you may provide an e-mail address for your $50.00 Amazon.com gift
card to be sent to if you win the raffle.
Duration: The full survey should take approximately 10 to 15 minutes to complete.
Benefits: You may learn more about yourself and how religion / spirituality may interact with
your same-sex attraction. You will contribute valuable knowledge to understanding views of
religion / spirituality among same-sex attracted people. You may win a $50.00 Amazon.com gift
card.
Statement of Confidentiality: Your participation in this study is strictly confidential. No
identifying information will be requested of you. Your answers will remain anonymous. Results
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of the study will never reveal identifying information about you in publications, presentations, or
any other form of communication. If you provide an e-mail address, it will be used for no other
purpose than to send you the Amazon.com gift card if you win the raffle.
IRB Approved: The ethics board of Penn State has approved this study (#37493, 814-8651775).
Right to Ask Questions: Please contact Dorian Kondas at dck179@psu.edu or Kathy Bieschke
at kxb11@psu.edu with questions or concerns about this study.
Voluntary Participation: Your involvement in this study is completely voluntary. You may
stop filling out the survey at any time.
You must be 18 years of age or older and a same-sex attracted individual in order to take part in
this study.
Do you wish to take part in this study?
Yes

No
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Appendix L
Study 3: Gift Card Receipt of Purchase
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Appendix M
Study 3: Sexual Minority Spiritual Conflict Pilot Survey (Items Randomized)
Directions: Below are a list of statements about your views of religion and spirituality as a
same-sex attracted person. Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with each statement
being true.
Strongly Disagree
Strongly Agree
1
2
3
4
5
6
______________________________________________________________________________
1. I am grateful to God that I a same-sex attracted person. (R)
2. Celibacy is the only moral option for me if I’m not in a heterosexual relationship.
3. I feel like I am always asking God’s forgiveness because of my same-sex attraction.
4. Scriptures that appear to condemn homosexuality are correct.
5. I feel blessed by God for my same-sex attraction. (R)
6. My same-sex attraction has given me deeper spiritual insight. (R)
7. My same-sex attraction is good. (R)
8. I feel like my same-sex attraction and religious / spiritual beliefs are constantly at war with
each other.
9. I have to struggle every day against my same-sex attraction in order to be a good person.
10. My same-sex attraction has brought me closer to God. (R)
11. My same-sex attraction and spirituality are integrated with each other. (R)
12. God accepts me fully as a same-sex attracted person. (R)
13. I can feel more spiritually happy with a same-sex partner than with an opposite sex partner.
(R)
14. Having a same-sex partner could help me become a better person. (R)
15. Having genital sex with someone of my own sex can be morally good. (R)
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16. I feel unworthy of God’s love as a same-sex attracted person.
17. I know I could be a better person if only I were heterosexual.
18. God hates me because I am attracted to people of my own sex.
19. Being attracted to others of my own sex has made me a better person. (R)
20. Homosexuality is an abomination.
21. My religious / spiritual beliefs and same-sex attraction completely support each other. (R)
22. My same-sex attraction has given me special, spiritual gifts. (R)
23. I can love God and be in love with someone of own sex at the same time. (R)
24. I would consider religious / spiritual conversion therapy in order to become heterosexual.
25. I feel like I must choose between my same-sex attraction and my current religious /
spiritual community.
26. I am angry at God because I am attracted to people of my own sex.
27. Standing up for lesbian or gay rights is a spiritual activity for me. (R)
28. Fighting against homosexuality in society is a spiritual calling for me.
29. God would accept me more if I were heterosexual.
30. I question my faith because of the way leaders of my religious / spiritual tradition speak
against same-sex attracted people.
31. I feel completely hopeless about ever being accepted by God because of my same-sex
attraction.
32. My sexuality has enriched my spirituality. (R)
33. I can experience God’s love through a same-sex partner. (R)
34. I know I will never be spiritually happy as long as I am attracted to people of my own sex.
35. Being attracted to people of my own sex has made me a more spiritual person. (R)
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36. My same-sex attraction is a spiritual test.
37. I know God loves me. (R)
38. The love I receive as a same-sex attracted person from my religious / spiritual community
supports my faith. (R)
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Appendix N
Study 3 and 4: Short scale IM from BIDR Version 6
(Paulhus, 1995)
Using the scale below as a guide, write a number beside each statement to indicate how true it is.
+

+

+

+

+

+

+

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

not true

somewhat

____ 1. I never cover up my mistakes.
____ 2. There have been occasions when I have taken advantage of someone. (R)
____ 3. I always obey laws, even if I'm unlikely to get caught.
____ 4. I have said something bad about a friend behind his/her back. (R)
____ 5. When I hear people talking privately, I avoid listening.
____ 6. I have received too much change from a salesperson without telling him or her. (R)
____ 7. When I was young I sometimes stole things. (R)
____ 8. I have never dropped litter on the street.
____ 9. I never look at sexy books or magazines.
____ 10. I have done things that I don't tell other people about. (R)
____ 11. I have pretended to be sick to avoid work or school. (R)
____ 12. I don't gossip about other people's business.

very true
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Appendix O
Study 3: Reduced Subscales after Complete Item Deletion
Factor 1: Spiritual Distress
Item #

Item

3

I feel like I am always asking God’s forgiveness because of my same-sex attraction.

8

I feel like my same-sex attraction and religious / spiritual beliefs are constantly at war
with each other.

9

I have to struggle every day against my same-sex attraction in order to be a good
person.

16

I feel unworthy of God’s love as a same-sex attracted person.

17

I know I could be a better person if only I were heterosexual.

21

My religious / spiritual beliefs and same-sex attraction completely support each other.

26

I am angry at God because I am attracted to people of my own sex.

29

God would accept me more if I were heterosexual.

31

I feel completely hopeless about ever being accepted by God because of my same-sex
attraction.
Factor 2: Perceived Integration of Sexuality and Spirituality

Item #

Item

6

My same-sex attraction has given me deeper spiritual insight.

10

My same-sex attraction has brought me closer to God.

11

My same-sex attraction and spirituality are integrated with each other.

19

Being attracted to others of my own sex has made me a better person.

22

My same-sex attraction has given me special, spiritual gifts.

32

My sexuality has enriched my spirituality.
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35

Being attracted to people of my own sex has made me a more spiritual person.
Factor 3: Sexual Relationship Morality

Item #

Item

2

Celibacy is the only moral option for me if I’m not in a heterosexual relationship.

4

Scriptures that appear to condemn homosexuality are correct.

14

Having a same-sex partner could help me become a better person.

15

Having genital sex with someone of my own sex can be morally good.
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Appendix P
Study 4: Demographic Questionnaire
1. Since puberty, who have you had sex with?
a. Mostly women
b. Mostly men
c. Only women
d. Only men
e. I have not had sex
2. People are different in their sexual attraction to other people. Which best describes your
current feelings. Are you:
a. Only attracted to women
b. Only attracted to men
c. Mostly attracted to women
d. Mostly attracted to men
e. Not sure.
3. Which of the following BEST describes you? You may only pick one answer/
a. Heterosexual or straight
b. Same-sex attracted woman
c. Same-sex attracted man
d. Lesbian
e. Gay men
f. Bisexual woman
g. Bisexual Man
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4. What is your age?
5. What was your sex at birth?
f. Female
g. Male
6. What is your gender identity?
a. Female
b. Male
c. Transgender / Transsexual
d. Other
7. Are you Hispanic?
a. Yes
b. No
8. What is your primary racial identity?
a. African-American / Black
b. American Indian
c. Asian-American / American Pacific Islander
d. Hispanic
e. White
f. Biracial
g. Other
9. Which of the following best describes you?
a. Christian: Gay Affirming
b. Christian: Not Gay-affirming
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c. Jewish: Gay-Affirming
d. Jewish: Not-Gay Affirming
e. None of the above
f. Other
10. Please select the following religious / spiritual group that BEST describes you
CURRENTLY. You may only choose one response.
a. Anglican / Episcopalian
b. Baptist / Southern Baptist / Baptist Brethren
c. Eastern Orthodox / Russian Orthodox
d. Evangelic and/or Pentecostal
e. Jehovah’s Witness
f. Latter Day Saints
g. Metropolitan Community Church
h. Non-Denominational / Interfaith Christian
i. Protestant
j. Roman Catholic / Catholic
k. Jewish: Conservative
l. Jewish: Orthodox
m. Jewish: Reform / Reconstruction
n. Seventh Day Adventist
o. Unitarian Universalist
p. United Church of Christ
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11. Are you currently or have you in the past year been affiliated with a religious / spiritual
group for reducing your same-sex attraction or sexual behaviors?
a. Yes
b. No
12. Are you currently or have you been in the past year affiliated with a gay-affirming or
gay-supportive religious / spiritual group?
a. Yes
b. No

220
Appendix Q
Study 4: Recruitment Announcement
Research Study of Same-Sex Attracted Christian and Jewish Individuals
Are you a same-sex attracted person who believes in God?
If you would like a chance to win a $50.00 Amazon.com gift certificate, please take this online
survey. You will contribute valuable knowledge to the research of same-sex attracted people.
You must be over 17 years of age and identify as Jewish or Christian. The survey should take
you about 10 to 15 minutes to complete. Just go to the following web address to get started:
https://www.psychdata.com/s.asp?SID=152959
If you have any friends or acquaintances that qualify, please forward this to them!

(The above study is a doctoral dissertation research project through Penn State University. Your
participation in this study is completely voluntary and you may cease involvement at any time.
No personal identifying information will be requested and therefore will not appear in any
publications or presentations of the research. Your e-mail will be requested solely to enter you
into the Amazon.com gift card raffle. The study has been approved by the Penn State
Institutional Review Board (#40804, 814-865-1775). If you have questions or comments, you
may contact me, the principal researcher, Dorian Kondas, at dck179@psu.edu or my advisor,
Dr. Kathy Bieschke, at kxb11@psu.edu).

If you have received this as an e-mail message, please do not hit reply because you may only
reply to a listserve.

Thanks for participating!
Dorian Kondas
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Appendix R
Study 4: Informed Consent
Title of Project:

Survey for Same-Sex Attracted Christian and Jewish Individuals

Principal Investigator:

Dorian Kondas
Pennsylvania State University
University Park, PA 16802
dck179@psu.edu

Academic Advisor:

Kathleen Bieschke
306 CEDAR Building
University Park, PA 16801
(814) - 865 - 3296 / kxb11@psu.edu

Purpose of the Study: The purpose of this study is to investigate issues of religion and
spirituality among same-sex attracted individuals for a student's dissertation research at Penn
State.
Procedures to be followed: You will first be asked about your sexuality and proceed to
demographic questions (e. g., sex, race, religion). You will next be directed to survey sections
with questions about sexuality, religion / spirituality, emotional well-being, and decisionmaking. Click on "Continue" at the bottom of each page to move forward.
At the end of the survey, you will be given the opportunity to provide an e-mail address to enter
the raffle for a $50.00 Amazon.com gift card.
Duration: The full survey should take approximately 10 to 15 minutes to complete.
Payment for Participation: You may win a $50.00 Amazon.com gift card if you choose to
provide an e-mail address to enter the raffle.
Benefits: You may learn more about yourself, your religion / spirituality, and your same-sex
attraction. You will contribute valuable knowledge to the subject of religion, spirituality, and
sexuality.
Statement of Confidentiality: Your participation in this study is strictly confidential within the
limits of the technology used. Your answers will be stored anonymously in a password-protected
Secure Socket Layer 256-bit encrypted file with PsychData.com... Results of the study will never
reveal identifying information about you in publications, presentations, or any other form of
communication by the researchers. If you provide an e-mail address for the raffle, it will not be
connected to your survey results.
IRB Approved: The PSU Institutional Review Board has approved this study (#40804, 814-8651775).
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Right to Ask Questions: Please contact Dorian Kondas at dck179@psu.edu or Kathy Bieschke
at kxb11@psu.edu with questions or concerns about this study.
Voluntary Participation: Your involvement in this study is completely voluntary. You may
stop filling out the survey at any time. You do not have to answer any questions you do not want
to answer.
You must be 18 years of age or older to participate in this survey. You must also be a Jewish
and/or Christian same-sex attracted individual.
Do you give your consent to participate in the survey?
Yes

No
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Appendix S
Study 4: Gift Card Receipt of Purchase

224
Appendix T
Study 3: Sexual Minority Spiritual Conflict Survey (Items Randomized)
Directions: Below are a list of statements about your views of religion and spirituality as a
same-sex attracted person. Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with each statement
being true.
Strongly Disagree
Strongly Agree
1
2
3
4
5
6
______________________________________________________________________________
1. Being attracted to others of my own sex has made me a better person. (R)
2. My same-sex attraction has brought me closer to God. (R)
3. Celibacy is the only moral option for me if I’m not in a heterosexual relationship.
4. I feel like I am always asking God’s forgiveness because of my same-sex attraction.
5. Scriptures that appear to condemn homosexuality are correct.
6. My same-sex attraction has given me deeper spiritual insight. (R)
7. I feel like my same-sex attraction and religious/spiritual beliefs are constantly at war with
each other.
8. My same-sex attraction and spirituality are integrated with each other. (R)
9. Having a same-sex partner could help me become a better person. (R)
10. I feel unworthy of God’s love as a same-sex attracted person.
11. I know I could be a better person if only I were heterosexual.
12. My religious / spiritual beliefs and same-sex attraction completely support each other. (R)
13. My same-sex attraction has given me special, spiritual gifts. (R)
14. Having genital sex with someone of my own sex can be morally good. (R)
15. I have to struggle every day against my same-sex attraction in order to be a good person.
16. I am angry at God because I am attracted to people of my own sex.
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17. God would accept me more if I were heterosexual.
18. I feel completely hopeless about ever being accepted by God because of my same-sex
attraction.
19. My sexuality has enriched my spirituality. (R)
20. Being attracted to people of my own sex has made me a more spiritual person. (R)
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Appendix U
Internalized Homophobia Inventory
(Mayfield, 2001)
Factor 1: Personal homonegativity (11 items)
5. I feel ashamed of my homosexuality.
3. When I think of my homosexuality, I feel depressed.
17. Sometimes I feel that I might be better off dead than gay.
20. I sometimes feel that my homosexuality is embarrassing.
13. I am disturbed when people can tell I’m gay.
18. I sometimes resent my sexual orientation.
10. When people around me talk about homosexuality, I get nervous.
7. When I think about my attraction towards men, I feel unhappy.
15. Sometimes I get upset when I think about being attracted to men.
23. I believe it is unfair that I am attracted to men instead of women.
11. I wish I could control my feelings of attraction toward other men.
Factor 2: Gay affirmation (7 items)
6a. I am thankful for my sexual orientation.
9a. I see my homosexuality as a gift.
21a. I am proud to be gay.
1a. I believe being gay is an important part of me.
22a. I believe that public schools should teach that homosexuality is normal.
12a. In general, I believe that homosexuality is as fulfilling as heterosexuality.
8a. I believe that more gay men should be shown in TV shows, movies,
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and commercials.
Factor 3: Morality of homosexuality (5 items)
19. I believe it is morally wrong for men to be attracted to each other.
16. In my opinion, homosexuality is harmful to the order of society.
4. I believe that it is morally wrong for men to have sex with other men.
14. In general, I believe that gay men are more immoral than straight men.
2. I believe it is OK for men to be attracted to other men in an emotional way,
but it’s not OK for them to have sex with each other.
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Appendix V
Lesbian Internalized Homophobia Scale
(Szymanski & Chung, 2001)
Factor 1: Connection with Lesbian Community
1. When interacting with members of the lesbian community, I often feel different and alone
like I don’t fit in.
2. Attending lesbian events and organizations is important to me.
3. I feel isolated and separate from other lesbians.
4. Most of my friends are lesbians.
5. Social situations with other lesbians make me feel uncomfortable.
6. Being a part of the lesbian community is important to me.
7. Having lesbian friends is important to me.
8. I feel comfortable joining a lesbian social group, lesbian sports team, or lesbian
organization.
9. I am familiar with community resources for lesbians (i. e., bookstores, support groups,
bars, etc.).
10. I am aware of the history concerning the development of lesbian communities and/or the
lesbian/gay rights movement.
11. I am familiar with lesbian books and/or magazines.
12. I am familiar with lesbian movies and/or music.
13. I am familiar with lesbian music festivals and conferences.
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Factor 2: Public Identification as Lesbian
1. I try not to give signs that I am a lesbian. I am careful about the way I dress; the jewelry I
wear; and the places, people, and events I talk about.
2. I am comfortable being an “out” lesbian. I want others to know and see me as a lesbian.
3. I wouldn’t mind if my boss knew I was a lesbian.
4. It is important for me to conceal the fact that I am a lesbian from my family.
5. I feel comfortable talking to my heterosexual friends about my everyday home life with
my lesbian partner/lover or my everyday activities with my lesbian friends.
6. I am not worried about anyone finding out that I am a lesbian.
7. I live in fear that someone will find out that I am a lesbian.
8. I feel comfortable talking about my homosexuality in public.
9. I do not feel the need to be on guard, lie, or hide my lesbianism to others.
10. If my peers new of my lesbianism, I am afraid that many would not want to be friends
with me.
11. I could not confront a straight friend or acquaintance if she or he made a homophobic or
heterosexist statement to me.
12. I feel comfortable discussing my lesbianism with my family.
13. I don’t like to be seen in public with lesbians who look “too butch” or are “too out”
because others will then think I am a lesbian.
14. I act as if my lesbian lovers are merely friends.
15. When speaking of my lesbian lover/partner to a straight person, I often use neutral
pronouns so the sex of the person is vague.
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16. When speaking of my lesbian lover/partner to a straight person, I change pronouns so that
others think I’m involved with a man rather than a woman.
Factor 3: Personal Feelings about Being a Lesbian
1. I hate myself for being attracted to other women.
2. I am proud to be a lesbian.
3. I feel bad for acting on my lesbian desires.
4. As a lesbian, I am loveable and deserving of respect.
5. I feel comfortable being a lesbian.
6. If I could change my sexual orientation and become heterosexual, I would.
7. I don’t feel disappointed in myself for being a lesbian.
8. Being a lesbian makes my future look bleak and hopeless.
Factor 4: Moral and Religious Attitudes toward Lesbians
1. Just as in other species, female homosexuality is a natural expression of sexuality in
human women.
2. Female homosexuality is a sin.
3. Female homosexuality is an acceptable lifestyle.
4. Children should be taught that being gay is a normal and healthy way for people to be.
5. Lesbian couples should be allowed to adopt children the same as heterosexual couples.
6. Growing up in a lesbian family is detrimental to children.
7. Lesbian lifestyles are viable and legitimate choices for women.
Factor 5: Attitudes toward Other Lesbians
1. I feel comfortable with the diversity of women who make up the lesbian community.
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2. If some lesbians would change and be more acceptable to the larger society, lesbians as a
group would not have to deal with so much negativity and discrimination.
3. I wish some lesbians wouldn’t “flaunt” their lesbianism. They only do it for shock value
and it doesn’t accomplish anything positive.
4. Lesbians are too aggressive.
5. My feelings toward other lesbians are often negative.
6. I frequently make negative comments about other lesbians.
7. I have respect and admiration for other lesbians.
8. I can’t stand lesbians who are too “butch.” They make lesbians as a group look bad.

232
Appendix W
Propensity to Seek Conversion Therapy Scale
(Tozer, 2001)
Please rate the following items on a scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree).
Consider the definition of “conversion therapy” or “reorientation therapy” to be any therapy or
counseling that tries to change a gay, lesbian, or bisexual individual into a heterosexual
individual, or helps a gay, lesbian, or bisexual person live a life of abstinence in order to avoid
same-sex, sexual behaviors.
Strongly
Strongly
Disagree
Agree
1. If available, I would consider treatment
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
to change my sexual orientation.
2. I believe I owe it to myself to at least
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
try to change my sexual orientation
before deciding that I am gay, lesbian,
or bisexual
3. I believe an effective argument could
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
be made for conversion therapy.
4. I would do anything it takes to be
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
heterosexual.
5. Even if the option were available I
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
would not change my sexual
orientation.
6. I would like to seek out treatment to
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
change my sexual orientation.
7. I would not consider treatment to
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
change my sexual orientation.
8. Do not answer this question. Please
skip.
9. I would do many things to get rid of my
attraction to people of the same sex.
10. I would not seek out treatment focused
on changing my sexual orientation.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7
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Appendix X
Religious Well-Being subscale
(Paloutzian & Ellison, 1982)
For each of the following statements, circle the choice that best indicates the extent of your
agreement or disagreement as it describes your personal experience:
SA = Strongly Agree

D = Disagree

MA = Moderately Agree MD = Moderately Disagree
A = Agree

SD = Strongly Disagree

1. I don’t find much satisfaction in private prayer with God.

SA MA A D MD SD

2. I believe that God loves me and cares about me.

SA MA A D MD SD

3. I believe that God is impersonal and not interested in my daily situations. SA MA A D MD SD
4. I have a personally meaningful relationship with God.

SA MA A D MD SD

5. I don’t get much personal strength and support from my God.

SA MA A D MD SD

6. I believe that God is concerned about my problems.

SA MA A D MD SD

7. I don’t have a personally satisfying relationship with God.

SA MA A D MD SD

8. My relationship with God helps me not to feel lonely.

SA MA A D MD SD

9. I feel most fulfilled when I am in close communion with God.

SA MA A D MD SD

10. My relationship with God contributes to my sense of well-being.

SA MA A D MD SD

234
Appendix Y
Study 4: Center for Epidemiologic Studies 10-Item Depression Scale
Below is a list of some of the ways you may have felt or behaved.
Please indicate how often you have felt this way during the past week by checking the
appropriate box for each question.
Rarely or
none of the
time (less
than 1 day)

I was bothered by things that
usually don't bother me.
I had trouble keeping my mind on
what I was doing.
I felt depressed
I felt that everything I did was an
effort.
I felt hopeful about the future
I felt fearful
My sleep was restless
I was happy
I felt lonely
I could not “get going”

Some or a
little at a
time (1- 2
days)

Occasionally
or a
moderate
amount of
the time (3-4
days)

All of the
time (5-7
days)
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Appendix Z
Study 4: Generalized Anxiety Disorder 7-Item Scale
Over the last 2 weeks, how often have you been bothered by the following problems?
Not at all
Feeling nervous, anxious, or
on edge
Not able to stop or control
worrying
Worrying too much about
different things
Trouble relaxing
Being so restless that it’s hard
to sit still
Becoming easily annoyed or
irritable
Feeling afraid as is something
awful might happen

Several Days

Over half the
days

Nearly every
day
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