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ABSTRACT  
   

Latino men who have sex with men (LMSM) may repress gay, bisexual identities 

due to internalized homophobia and other sociocultural influences. The impact of Latino 

traditional gender roles, machismo and caballerismo, have not been examined with 

LMSM who may or may not identify as gay or bisexual. The purpose of the present study 

is to examine relations between self-labeled sexual identity, sexual identity 

developmental status, and traditional gender norms among Latino men who have sex with 

men (LMSM). The sample consisted of 499 LMSM, (Mage = 30.79), who endorsed 

engaging in same-sex sexual behavior. Results suggest evidence of concurrent validity of 

The Measure of Sexual Identity Exploration and Commitment (MoSIEC) with LMSM. 

Also, men who identified as heterosexual reported relatively higher levels of machismo 

and caballerismo. Implications for sexual identity development theory and research with 

LMSM is provided. 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

Identity development is a complex process that once was thought to only occur in 

adolescents (ages 12-18, Erikson, 1950). However, more recently, identity development 

has been applied well into adulthood (e.g., Arnette, 2000; Schwartz, 2001). Sexual 

orientation identity exploration is a key aspect of identity development (Moreira et al., 

2015). For the purposes of this study, sexual orientation identity (also referred to as 

sexual identity) is defined as an individual’s conscious acknowledgement and 

internalization of sexual orientation (Dillon et al., 2011). This process of sexual identity 

development is posited to be universal to all individuals regardless of one’s sexual 

orientation identity (Dillon et al., 2011; Worthington et al., 2008).  

Moreira et al. (2015) and Rosario et al. (2004) found that Latinx cultural gender 

norms impact sexual identity development particularly in relation to more negative 

mental health outcomes.  However, no research has explored the ways in which Latinx 

culture might affect aspects of sexual identity development (uncertainty, exploration, 

commitment, and synthesis) who do and do not identify as a bisexual or gay. The purpose 

of the present study is to examine relations between self-labeled sexual identity, sexual 

identity developmental status, and gender norms among heterosexual, bisexual, and gay-

identified Latino men who reported having sex with men (LMSM) in the past year – an 

eligibility criterion of the present study.  

Sexual Orientation Identity 

When discussing sexual identity, it is important to note that not all men who have 

sex with men (MSM) identify as gay or bisexual (Montgomery et al., 2003; Wolitski et 
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al., 2006). In fact, some self-labeled straight and gay individuals my exhibit seemingly 

“bisexual behavior,” but do not categorically identify themselves as bisexual (e.g., 

Carrillo & Hoffman, 2018; Dillon et al., 2011; Ward, 2008; Ward, 2015). For the 

purposes of this study, bisexual behavior is defined as sexual attraction and sexual 

behavior with different and same sex partners. However, only recent research has begun 

to examine the exploration of sexual behavior of straight/heterosexual identifying 

individuals. This phenomenon of self-identified straight individuals has been mainly 

studied in relation to women (Diamond, 2000; 2003; 2008) with some cross over to men 

of color, typically Black men (Bond et al., 2009; Millet et al., 2005). However, most 

research involving straight identified men has been in relation to HIV and drug research 

(Bond et al., 2009; Millet et al., 2005). This could be due to the taboo nature of straight 

men questioning or exploring their sexual identity, something that is significantly less 

taboo and at times encouraged for women (Diamond, 2000; 2003; 2008). With that being 

said, recent research has begun exploring a heteroflexible identity in white, straight 

identifying MSM (Carrillo & Hoffman, 2018; Vrangalova & Savin-Williams, 2012; 

Ward, 2008; Ward, 2015). Yet, this has yet to cross over to straight identifying LMSM. 

Some men may view their “bisexual behavior” as experimentation, sexual fluidity, and/or 

as a general expansion of the spectrum of sexual orientation (Carrillo & Hoffman, 2018; 

Vrangalova & Savin-Williams, 2012; Ward, 2008; Ward, 2015; Worthington & 

Reynolds, 2009). Others may identify as heterosexual so as to reject and/or repress their 

true identity for fear of internal and external repercussions (Bond et al., 2009; Millet et 

al., 2005; Zea et al., 2003). Suppression of a non-straight identity could be due to many 

factors, but one main factor that has only been explored minimally in research is 
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traditional gender norms in Latino culture (Moreira et al., 2015; Rosario et al., 2004; Zea 

et al., 2003).  

Research has noted that sexual identity for Latinx males is often contingent on 

factors such as having an attraction to women, having sex with women, only engaging in 

penetrating the other man (i.e., an insertive role) when having sex with men, and having 

sex with effeminate men (Magana & Carrier, 1991; Zea et al., 2003; Zellner et al., 2009). 

Therefore, this contingency appears to allow LMSM the ability to continue maintaining 

their appropriate sense of masculinity, as well as, still identify as heterosexual (Magana 

& Carrier, 1991; Zellner et al., 2009). In Latinx culture, homophobic stigma is still very 

prominent; therefore, LMSM may feel a need to appear heterosexual in order to be 

accepted by society and in their culture as a “man” (Wolitski et al., 2006; Zea et al., 

2003; Zellner et al., 2009). This prejudice is related to the conservative nature of Latinx 

culture, as well as, the emphasis of traditional gender norms regarding masculinity and 

manhood.  

Latino Gender Norms 

A widely studied traditional Latinx gender norm is called machismo. Machismo is 

a cultural dynamic that encourages the projection of “(a) masculinity that is not 

noticeably gay or effeminate and (b) keep their sexual identity private” (Sánchez et al., 

2016; Zellner et al., 2009 as cited in Dillon et al., 2018, p. 240). Machismo is the macho 

man identity that may lead to unhealthy repression of one’s sexual identity and hinder 

sexual identity development of LMSM (Dillon et al., 2018). Those with higher machismo 

ideals have been linked with higher rates of homophobia, even among gay Latinx men 

(Dillon et al., 2018; Sánchez et al., 2016; Zellner et al., 2009). This may be one of the 
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many reasons that LMSM have higher rates of sexual identity suppression, however no 

research has examined LMSM levels of machismo in relation to their sexual identity.   

The other side of traditional Latinx gender norms is called caballerismo. 

Sometimes called positive machismo, caballerismo, is characterized by emotional 

connectedness, healthy coping skills, social responsibility, connectedness, and positive 

ethnic identity (Arciniega et al., 2008; Dillon et al., 2018; Ojeda & Piña-Watson, 2014). 

This softer side of masculinity is different than the traditional man’s man of machismo. 

Caballerismo is more about being responsible to one’s family and being in touch with 

one’s emotions so as to better be connected with one’s family and culture. Ojeda and 

Piña-Watson (2014) even found that caballerismo may buffer the detrimental effects of 

toxic masculinity. Unfortunately, there is not a lot of research that compares machismo 

and caballerismo with sexual identity. What little the research examines LGBT+ identity 

and traditional Latinx gender norms mainly focus on its relation to HIV risk and 

prevention, rather than one’s sexual identity and sexual identity development (Dillon et 

al., 2018; Zellner et al., 2009). With that being said, due to the distinction between the 

vastly different traditional Latinx gender norms, machismo and caballerismo, it is 

necessary for research to examine both sides of this cultural facet. Because culture 

impacts every facet of life, it is important for more research to examine sexual identity 

developmental status within the context of cultural gender norms.  

Sexual Identity Exploration and Commitment 

 The Measure of Sexual Identity Exploration and Commitment (MoSIEC) is a way 

to compare one’s self-labeled sexual identity with theorized sexual identity 

developmental statuses (uncertainty, exploration, commitment, & synthesis; Dillon et al., 
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2011; Worthington et al., 2008). The MoSIEC is based on Marcia’s (1966) model of ego 

identity development, which includes one’s process of exploration and commitment to 

identity. The MoSIEC is based on four distinct factors: exploration, commitment, sexual 

orientation identity uncertainty, and synthesis/integration (Worthington et al., 2008). 

Through the development of the MoSIEC, Worthington et al. (2008) found that the 

exploration and commitment propelled identity development through two exploration 

pathways (exploration and sexual orientation uncertainty) and two commitment pathways 

(commitment and synthesis/integration). The MoSIEC has been validated and reliability 

tested with both LGB and heterosexual individuals. However, little research has 

examined the MoSIEC with ethnic/racial minority populations, like LMSM. No research 

has linked the MoSIEC with other factors hypothesized to influence one’s sexual identity 

development, such as traditional gender norms related to ones’ culture (i.e., Latino 

machismo and caballerismo). Further criterion-related validation of a scale, such as the 

MoSIEC, is necessary for appropriate further research to be conducted with culturally 

and ethnic/racially diverse samples.  

Current Study 

 Based on aforementioned literature (e.g., Montgomery et al., 2003; Dillon et al., 

2011; Worthington et al., 2008; Worthington & Reynolds, 2009), the current study first 

examined how self-identified sexual identity group membership is related to the different 

subscales of the MoSIEC among LMSM. Second, also based on the aforementioned 

literature (e.g., Dillon et al., 2018; Ojeda & Piña-Watson, 2014; Sánchez et al., 2016; 

Zellner et al., 2009), this study examined whether and how (a) self-identified sexual 

identity group membership and (b) MoSIEC scores relate with traditional Latino gender-
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norms (machismo and caballerismo). Hypothesizes for this study were (1) LMSM who 

reported as exclusively heterosexual, mostly heterosexual, or mostly homosexual would 

report lower levels of sexual identity commitment and synthesis and higher levels of 

sexual identity uncertainty and exploration than bisexual and exclusively homosexual 

self-labeled LMSM. Mostly homosexual identified men are hypothesized to report lower 

uncertainty and exploration, but higher commitment and synthesis than exclusively or 

mostly heterosexual self-labeled LMSM. (2.a.) LMSM who self-labeled as exclusively 

homosexual, mostly homosexual, and bisexual would indicate less machismo and 

caballerismo than men identifying as exclusively or mostly heterosexual. (2.b.) LMSM 

who indicated higher machismo and caballerismo beliefs would report relatively lower 

levels of sexual identity exploration, commitment, and synthesis and would report higher 

levels of uncertainty.  
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CHAPTER 2 

METHOD 

Participants 

 Inclusion criteria for the present study consisted of (a) identifying as a Latino 

man, (b) endorsed sex (oral or anal) with at least one male-identified person during the 12 

months prior to assessment, (c) HIV negative or of unknown HIV status, and (d) age 18 

years or older. The sample consisted of 499 adults (Mage = 30.79; SD = 6.27) who 

identified as the following Latino ethnicities: Mexican (50.0%), Cuban (17.7%), 

Colombian (10.4%), Puerto Rican (7.8%), Dominican (3.8%), Argentinian (3.0%), and 

Bolivian (1.2%). Nine other ethnicities (Venezuelan, Chilean, Ecuadorian, El 

Salvadorian, Guatemalan, Nicaraguan, Paraguayan, Peruvian, and Uruguayan) each 

represent less than 1% of the sample. All participants identified as a Hispanic or Latino 

man, 74.2% (n = 368) of the sample self-identified as White, Hispanic/Latino, and 25.8% 

(n = 128) of the sample self-identified as Black, Hispanic/Latino. The median reported 

education level was bachelor’s degree. The median yearly income was $75,000 to 

$99,000. The median descriptor of participants sexual orientation was 4 = Mostly 

Homosexual on a rating from 1 = Exclusively Heterosexual to 5 = Exclusively 

Homosexual. In terms of relationships status, 46.8% were single, 26.7% were married, 

21.5% were cohabiting with a partner, 3.0% were divorced, 1.2 were separated, and 0.8% 

were widowed. Of participants, 97.3% were U.S. citizens by birth or naturalization, 

whereas 3.6% were documented immigrants. The 45 Latino immigrants indicated living 

in the United States for an average of 18.04 years (SD = 9.63).  
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Procedure 

 This study is a secondary data analysis using baseline data, collected in 2016, 

from a longitudinal study of social and cultural determinants of HIV testing among 

LMSM (Dillon et al., 2018). The institutional review board of a public university in New 

York approved the study. Targeted Internet-based recruitment venues were used, such as 

e-mail listservs and forums on social media sites (e.g., Facebook groups) designed to 

invite traffic from LMSM and community-based agencies serving LMSM in upstate New 

York and New York City and four urban centers where HIV prevalence among Latino 

men is highest in the United States: Miami, Los Angeles, Chicago, and Houston (Wejnert 

et al., 2016). Other recruitment methods included announcing the study via community 

centers, health care organizations, and bars/nightclubs that attract Latinx and sexual 

minority populations. Approximately 97% of participants indicated learning about the 

study via an Internet-based platform, whereas the remaining 3% learned about the study 

from a community agency. 

Eligible individuals who wished to access the survey were directed to a website 

that immediately linked to an informed consent page in both English and Spanish. 

Consenting participants were then directed to study measures. Measures were 

simultaneously presented in English and Spanish to all participants. Participants who 

submitted a valid survey received an incentive in the form of a $15 Amazon.com e-gift 

certificate, which was sent to the e-mail address voluntarily provided by the participant. 

Upon completion of the survey, participants were asked to forward the survey to eligible 

peers. The debriefing statement included a link to a website maintained by the CDC 
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(https://gettested.cdc.gov/Reasons/) that allows users to search for local HIV testing 

venues using their zip code. 

Measures  

Sexual Identity 

Participants self-reported their sexual orientation a Kinsey type, 1 to 5 scale (1 = 

Exclusively Heterosexual, 2 = Mostly Heterosexual, 3 = Bisexual, 4 = Mostly 

Homosexual, and 5 = Exclusively Homosexual). The median response was 4 = Mostly 

Homosexual. The breakdown of participants self-reported sexual identity are as follows: 

21 (4.3%) reported as Exclusively Heterosexual, 99 (20%) reported as Mostly 

Heterosexual, 57 (11.5%) reported as Bisexual, 120 (24.3%) reported as Mostly 

Homosexual, and 197 (39.9%) reported as Exclusively Homosexual.  5 men reported “I 

don’t know.” 

Machismo and Caballerismo 

The Machismo and Caballerismo Scale (Arciniega, Anderson, Tovar-Blank, & 

Tracey, 2008) assessed traditional Latino masculine gender role beliefs. This 20-item 

scale measures both theorized risk (machismo) and protective (caballerismo) aspects of 

traditional Latino male gender norms. The two subscales of this measure, Traditional 

Machismo and Caballerismo, each ask participants to rate the extent to which they agree 

with statements reflecting these respective constructs on a 7-point scale (1 = very strongly 

disagree to 7 = very strongly agree). Both subscales yielded appropriate internal 

consistency estimates in a previous sample of Latino men in the United States: traditional 

machismo (D = .85), caballerismo (D = .93) (Arciniega et al., 2008). Evidence of 

construct validity via confirmatory factor analysis and the discriminant and convergent 



  10 

validity of both subscales were found in the same sample (Arciniega et al., 2008). 

Cronbach’s α for the current study sample was .89 for Traditional Machismo and .88 for 

Caballerisimo. 

Sexual Identity Development Status 

The Measure of Sexual Identity Exploration and Commitment (MoSIEC) 

measures sexual identity development and can be applied to people of any sexual 

orientation identity (Worthington et al., 2008). The MoSIEC is separated into 4 

subscales: Commitment, Exploration, Sexual Orientation Identity Uncertainty 

(Uncertainty), and Synthesis/Integration (Worthington et al., 2008). These subscales were 

administered to measure conceptually distinct statuses of participants’ sexual identity 

development.  The 6 items of the Commitment subscale (e.g., “I have a firm sense of 

what my sexual needs are”) measured participants’ certainty in their sexual identity 

(Worthington et al., 2008). The 8 items of the Exploration subscale (e.g., “I am actively 

trying to understand my sexual orientation”) assessed participants’ general orientation 

toward or away from sexual exploration (Worthington et al., 2008). The 3 items of the 

Uncertainty subscale (e.g., “My sexual orientation is not clear to me”) assessed 

participants’ lack of commitment to a sexual identity (Worthington et al., 2008). The 5 

items of the Synthesis/Integration subscale (e.g., “My understanding of my sexual needs 

coincides with my overall sense of sexual self”) assessed participants’ unified, cohesive 

commitment to sexual identity (Worthington et al., 2008). All 4 subscales used a 6-point 

Likert-type scale from 1 (very uncharacteristic of me) to 6 (very characteristic of me). 

Worthington et al. (2008) reported evidence for the convergent validity of both subscales 

in a diverse sample of adults via findings of relations with sexual conservatism, sexual 
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self-monitoring, sexual assertiveness, awareness of sexual appeal, age, gender, and sexual 

orientation identity. Appropriate test–retest reliability and internal consistency estimates 

also were reported for the subscales in other adult samples (Worthington et al., 2008; 

Worthington & Reynolds, 2009). Cronbach’s α for the current study sample was .76 for 

Commitment, .90 for Exploration, .63 for Uncertainty, and .90 for Synthesis. 
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CHAPTER 3 

ANALYTIC PLAN 

The analytic plan consisted of three main steps used SPSS for all study analyses.   

First, I examined (a) the assumption of relative normality of distributions of 

continuous variables (+/- 3 and kurtosis was +/- 8; Kline, 2010); (b) descriptive statistics 

(e.g., means, medians, standard deviations/proportions) for all variables (c) as well as 

assess level of missingness at the scale level. Participants missing a substantial proportion 

of data per study variable (i.e., greater than 80% of scale score per measure) were 

excluded from analyses (Schlomer, Bauman, & Card, 2010). 

Second, I conducted a multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) to test 

hypotheses one (men who report as exclusively heterosexual, mostly heterosexual, or 

mostly homosexual would report lower levels of sexual identity commitment and 

synthesis and higher levels of sexual identity uncertainty and exploration than bisexual 

and exclusively homosexual self-labeled LMSM. In addition, mostly homosexual 

identified men would have uncertainty and exploration and higher commitment and 

synthesis than exclusively and mostly heterosexual self-labeled LMSM).  The MANOVA 

was conducted with the five, Kinsey-type sexual identity labels as the independent 

variable and the four subscales of the MoSIEC. 

For hypothesis 2.a. (Men who self-labeled as exclusively homosexual, mostly 

homosexual, and bisexual would indicate less machismo and caballerismo than men 

identifying as exclusively heterosexual, or mostly heterosexual), the MANOVA was 

conducted with the five, Kinsey-type sexual identity labels as the independent variable 

and the two subscales of the Machismo and Caballerismo Scale as the dependent 
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variables. The multivariate analysis tested for hypothesized significant differences as 

indicated by a Wilks' lambda (Λ) multivariate estimate of p < .05.  If significant, then 

subsequent analyses of variance (ANOVAs) would examine hypothesized differences 

using Least Squares Difference (LSD) tests. Effect-size estimates were reported.   

Second, to test hypothesis 2.b. (men who indicate higher machismo and 

caballerismo beliefs would report lower levels of sexual identity exploration, 

commitment, and synthesis and would report higher levels of uncertainty), a bivariate 

correlation matrix was computed to examine Pearson product-moment correlation 

coefficients between indicated measures. Significance (p < .05) and magnitude of 

correlation coefficients were reported and interpreted. 
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CHAPTER 4 

RESULTS 

For my results, skew was +/- 3 and kurtosis was +/- 8 (Kline, 2010). Table 1 

includes descriptive statistics for all variables. Approximately 3% (n = 16) of participants 

provided incomplete data on one or more study variables.  They were too few to consider 

missing data imputation (Schlomer et al., 2010).  They were not included in the final 

analyses because of listwise deletion procedure. 

 MANOVA of Sexual Identity and Sexual Identity Developmental Status 

For Hypothesis 1, the MANOVA resulted in a significant omnibus test for sexual 

identity self-labeling, Wilks’s Λ = 0.731, F(16, 1418.18) = 9.57, p < .001, η2 = .075. 

Subsequent univariate ANOVAs revealed main effects of sexual identity labeling were 

significant (p < .001) for uncertainty: F(4, 467) = 12.52, p < .001, η2 = .10, exploration: 

F(4, 467) = 20.28, p < .001, η2 = .15, commitment: F(4, 467) = 6.93, p < .001, η2 = .06, 

and synthesis: F(4, 467) = 16, p < .001, η2 = .12.  

Uncertainty 

Post hoc analyses for uncertainty revealed that men self-labeled as exclusively 

heterosexual reported higher levels of uncertainty (M = 3.36, SD = 0.86) than men self-

labeled as exclusively homosexual (M = 2.77, SD = 1.13,  p < .05), as hypothesized. This 

analysis also revealed that mostly heterosexual self-labeled men reported higher levels of 

uncertainty (M = 3.69, SD = 0.93)  than men self-labeled as bisexual (M = 2.94, SD = 

1.34, p < .001), mostly homosexual (M = 3.18, SD = 0.99, p = .001) and exclusively 

homosexual (M = 2.77, SD = 1.13, p < .001), as hypothesized. Contrary to hypotheses, 

men who self-labeled as mostly homosexual had lower levels of uncertainty (M = 3.18, 
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SD = 0.99) than men self-labeled as exclusively homosexual (M = 2.77, SD = 1.13, p = 

.001). 

Exploration 

Post hoc analyses for exploration revealed that, as hypothesized, men who self-

labeled as exclusively heterosexual indicated higher endorsement of exploration (M = 

4.85, SD = 0.74) than mostly homosexual self-labeled men (M = 4.27, SD = 0.79, p = 

.01). Also, as hypothesized mostly heterosexual self-labeled men reported more 

exploration (M = 5.19, SD = 0.58) than bisexual (M = 4.72, SD = 0.81, p = .001) and 

exclusively homosexual (M = 4.46, SD = 0.88, p < .001).  Also, contrary to hypotheses, 

self-identified bisexual men also endorsed higher exploration (M = 4.72, SD = 0.81) than 

mostly homosexual (M = 4.27, SD = 0.79, p = .001). Furthermore, contrary to 

hypotheses., men self-labeled as mostly homosexual had less exploration (M = 4.27, SD = 

0.79) than exclusively homosexual (M = 4.46, SD = 0.88, p < .05).  

Commitment  

Post hoc analyses for commitment revealed mostly heterosexual self-labeled men 

indicated less commitment (M = 3.89, SD = 0.72) than bisexual (M = 4.39, SD = 1.07, p = 

.001) and exclusively homosexual men (M = 4.33, SD = 0.97, p < .00), as hypothesized. 

Also, self-labeled bisexual men had higher commitment (M = 4.39, SD = 1.07) than 

mostly homosexual self-labeled men (M = 3.92, SD = 0.78, p < .01), as hypothesized. 

Additionally, mostly homosexual self-labeled men had lower commitment (M = 3.92, SD 

= 0.78) than exclusively homosexual (M = 4.33, SD = 0.97, p < .001), as hypothesized.   

Synthesis 
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Post hoc analyses for synthesis revealed, contrary to hypotheses, mostly 

heterosexual reported higher synthesis (M = 5.15, SD = 0.59) than bisexuals (M = 4.65, 

SD = 1.00, p = .001). As hypothesized, self-labeled bisexual men had higher synthesis (M 

= 4.65, SD = 1.00) than self-labeled mostly homosexual men (M = 4.20, SD = 0.86, p = 

.002). Lastly, as hypothesized, mostly homosexual self-labeled men had lower synthesis 

(M = 4.20, SD = 0.86) than exclusively homosexual self-labeled men (M = 4.54, SD = 

0.98,  p = .001). 

MANOVA of Sexual Identity and Traditional Latino Gender Norms 

As for hypothesis 2a, the MANOVA resulted in a significant omnibus test for 

sexual identity, Wilks’s Λ = 0.723, F(8, 920) = 20.24, p < .001, η2 = .15. Univariate 

ANOVAs revealed main effects of sexual identity were for machismo: F(4, 36.64) = 

30.90, p < .001, η2 = .21 and caballerismo F(4, 17.39) = 24.28, p < .001, η2 = .17.  

Machismo 

Post hoc analyses for machismo found that, as expected, exclusively heterosexual 

self-labeled men reported higher machismo (M = 5.26, SD = 0.74) than bisexual (M = 

4.61, SD = 1.40,  p < .05), mostly homosexual (M = 4.20, SD = 0.95, p < .001), and 

exclusively homosexual self-labeled men (M = 4.36, SD = 1.08, p < .001). Also, as 

expected, mostly heterosexual self-labeled men reported higher machismo (M = 5.66, SD 

= 1.12) than bisexual (M = 4.61, SD = 1.40, p < .001), mostly homosexual (M = 4.20, SD 

= 0.95, p < .001), and exclusively homosexual self-labeled men (M = 4.36, SD = 1.08, p < 

.001).  

Caballerismo 
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As for, post hoc analyses for caballerismo found that exclusively heterosexual 

self-labeled men reported higher caballerismo (M = 5.46, SD = 0.57) than mostly 

homosexual self-labeled men (M = 4.72, SD = 1.07, p < .001), as hypothesized. Also, as 

hypothesized mostly heterosexual self-labeled men reported higher caballerismo (M = 

5.88, SD = 0.56) than bisexual (M = 5.44, SD = 1.01, p < .01), mostly homosexual (M = 

4.72, SD = 1.07, p < .001), and exclusively homosexual self-labeled men (M = 5.27, SD = 

0.80, p < .001).  

Correlations between Sexual Identity Developmental Status and Traditional Latino 

Gender Norms 

 In accordance with hypothesis 2b, bivariate correlation analyses found uncertainty 

positively correlated with machismo (see Table 2). However, contrary to expectations, 

exploration was positively correlated with machismo, and caballerismo. Also, contrary to 

hypotheses, commitment was positively correlated with caballerismo. But, as 

hypothesized, commitment was negatively correlated with machismo. Furthermore, 

contrary to expectations, synthesis was positively correlated with machismo and 

caballerismo.  
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CHAPTER 5 

DISCUSSION 

This study examined how self-identified sexual identity group membership 

related to hypothesized sexual identity development statuses measured by the MoSIEC 

among LMSM.  The results also describe whether and how (a) self-identified sexual 

identity group membership and (b) sexual identity development statuses relate with 

traditional Latino gender norms (machismo and caballerismo). A majority of a priori 

hypotheses were supported by analyses. Results from this study generally provide 

evidence of concurrent validity for the MoSIEC, as well as inform the field of how the 

Latinx traditional masculine gender norms of machismo and caballerismo relate with 

sexual identity development and expression among LMSM.  

Uncertainty 

 For the sexual identity uncertainty status, mostly heterosexual identifying men 

reported higher uncertainty than men belonging to each of the Kinsey-type sexual 

identity labels: bisexual, mostly homosexual, and exclusively homosexual. While the 

exclusively heterosexual participants only reported significant higher uncertainty than 

exclusively homosexuals. Of note, these findings differ from those found by Worthington 

et al. (2008), who found heterosexual identifying individuals reported lower uncertainty. 

However, this increased uncertainty, not found by Worthington et al. (2008), could be 

due to the present sample’s reported same-sex sexual behavior. This questioning of 

identity and reported uncertainty supports criterion-related validity of this measure.   

Contrary to hypotheses, men identifying as mostly homosexuals indicated less 

uncertainty than men identifying as exclusively homosexual. One possible explanation for 
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this could be due to the recent increase of individuals identifying as alternative or“in-

between” identities, such as queer or pansexual, that differ from bisexuality (Miller et al., 

2016; Morandini et al., 2017), even in the Latinx community (Carrillo & Hoffman, 2018).  

This result also supports findings by Vrangalova and Savin-Williams (2012), who 

encouraged the addition of a mostly gay/lesbian identity to be included in the listing of 

the sexual orientation identity spectrum. 

Exploration 

 For the sexual identity exploration status, as hypothesized, exclusively 

heterosexual identifying men reported higher exploration than mostly homosexual 

identifying men. Also, as hypothesized, mostly heterosexual identifying men reported 

higher exploration than bisexuals and exclusively homosexual identifying men. These 

findings, although different from Worthington et al. (2008), were not surprising in the 

present sample. Worthington et al. (2008), found that heterosexuals reported the low 

exploration. The discrepancy in findings between our studies could have been related to 

more compulsory heterosexuality (i.e., the belief that heterosexuality is the 

normal/typical default sexual identity; Dillon et al., 2011) in the Worthington et al. 

(2008) sample because the present sample’s reported same-sex sexual behavior. On the 

contrary, the findings of this study could represent the progress made over the past 

decade regarding societal acceptance of exploring one’s sexual identity (Carrillo & 

Hoffman, 2018; Vrangalova & Savin-Williams, 2012). This also supports findings by 

Carrillo and Hoffman (2018), Vrangalova and Savin-Williams (2012), and Ward (2008; 

2015), who indicated support for a flexible male heterosexual identity (i.e., identifying as 
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heterosexual, has attraction and sex with other men in addition to women) among Latinx 

men.   

With that being said, contrary to hypotheses, bisexual identifying men reported 

significantly higher exploration than mostly homosexual identifying men. Although 

contrary to hypotheses, this finding fell in line with that of Worthington et al. (2008) and 

Worthington and Reynolds (2009), who found that bisexual participants reported high 

exploration. Additionally, even though contrary to hypotheses, Weinberg et al. (1994) put 

it best that “becoming bisexual involves rejection of not one but two recognized 

categories of sexual identity” (p. 26); let alone substantial external pressures to conform 

to the gay-straight dichotomy that plague bisexual individuals (Dillon et al., 2011). This 

lens suggests that exploration may be a key part of bisexual identity, regardless of one’s 

certainty of their bisexuality. Another explanation for this finding is that the exploration 

subscale is showing bisexuality as a more fluid identity with more layers to it that just 

being bisexual (Diamond, 2016; Worthington & Reynolds, 2009).  

Another surprising and contradictory result was that mostly homosexual 

identifying men reported significantly less exploration than exclusively homosexual 

identifying men. Once again, a possible explanation for this could be due to the increased 

variability of responses due to increased discussion and awareness of alternative “in-

between” identities for those who do not identify as bisexual, such as queer or pansexual. 

Furthermore, prior research in this area has tended to focus on women due to the lesser 

societal stigma and at times fetishization of women exploring their sexual identities 

(Diamond, 2000; 2003; 2008). Furthermore, this finding also provides support for the 
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inclusion of a mostly gay identity to be listed as its own unique and legitimate identity 

(Vrangalova & Savin-Williams, 2012).  

Commitment 

 All hypotheses were significant and accurate for the sexual identity commitment 

status. Mostly heterosexual identifying men reported less commitment than bisexual and 

exclusively homosexual identifying men.  This finding was contradictory to Worthington 

et al. (2008), who found heterosexuals to have higher commitment and less exploration. 

However, support for concurrent validity of this measure is shown by linking 

participants’ self-reported same-sex sexual behavior with their reported of actively 

questioning and exploring their sexual identity, as indicated by their reported high levels 

of uncertainty and exploration. as suggested by several theorists (Carrillo and Hoffman, 

(2018), Vrangalova and Savin-Williams (2012), and Ward (2008; 2015).  

Additionally, bisexual identifying men reported higher commitment than mostly 

homosexual identifying men. This result further supports bisexuality as its own unique 

and legitimate identity, even though individuals in this study simultaneously reported 

greater exploration in comparison mostly homosexual reporting men. As previously 

discussed, this increased exploration could be the result of a more fluid sexual identity or 

a greater spectrum of bisexuality (Diamond, 2016; Worthington & Reynolds, 2009). 

Although, this level of commitment was not discussed in Worthington et al. (2008), 

Worthington and Reynolds (2009) found bisexual men to have lower commitment. I 

believe these differing results still provide support concurrent validity of this measure, 

because as previously hypothesized one could explore their bisexual identity, but still be 

committed to it more than men who identify as mostly homosexual.  
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Also, mostly homosexual identifying men reported lower commitment than 

exclusively homosexual identifying men. This finding was hypothesized; however, it does 

not appear to line up with the previously reported low uncertainty and low exploration of 

mostly homosexual identifying men relative to other men. One reason for this could be a 

lack of comfortability with identifying “in-between” identities. Regardless, this appears 

to be a weakness in the measure that should be expanded upon in future research. 

Synthesis 

 For the sexual identity synthesis status, bisexual identifying men reported higher 

synthesis than mostly homosexual identifying men. This was an interesting finding that 

supports the concurrent validity of the measure due to the higher commitment reported by 

bisexual identifying individuals as hypothesized. Additionally, this finding provides 

further support for bisexuality as a valid and legitimate identity.  

Also, mostly homosexual identifying men reported lower synthesis than 

exclusively homosexual identifying men. This finding supports concurrent validity as 

hypothesized. One reasoning for this could be that even though mostly homosexual 

identifying men reported lower uncertainty, exploration, and commitment than 

exclusively homosexuals, it might be a factor of not fully understanding one’s self.   

Additionally, as previously discussed, this could be that participants identified as 

alternative or “in-between” identities, such as queer or pansexual, that differ from 

bisexuality (Miller et al., 2016; Morandini et al., 2017). Regardless, the inconsistencies 

support the need for further investigation with this measure and mostly homosexual 

identifying men.  
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Furthermore, contrary to hypotheses, mostly heterosexual identifying men 

reported higher synthesis than bisexuals. This was surprising, the realm of sexual identity 

is not always black and white. Just because an individual engages in same-sex sexual 

behavior, does not mean said individual identifies as LGB+. Carrillo and Hoffman 

(2018), Vrangalova and Savin-Williams (2012), and Ward (2008; 2015) have found 

evidence for a subset of straight men, who engage in sexual behavior with other straight 

or bisexual men. They found these individuals to be fully content with their heterosexual 

identity. Therefore, suggest a less rigid interpretation of heterosexuality, as well as an 

integration of a heteroflexible identity or mostly heterosexual identity as unique and 

legitimate be integrated into future research. With that being said, the conflicting results 

of mostly heterosexual identifying men reporting high uncertainty, high exploration, low 

commitment, but high synthesis suggests an inconsistency with this measure. Future 

research should continue to further assess for evidence of concurrent validity of the 

synthesis subscale.   

Traditional Masculine Gender Norms and Self-Identified Sexual Labels 

 Findings concerning the traditional masculine gender norms fully supported 

hypotheses that exclusively heterosexual and mostly heterosexual identifying men 

reported higher machismo than exclusively homosexual, mostly homosexual, and bisexual 

men. Additionally, relations were found for mostly heterosexual identifying men 

reporting higher machismo than exclusively homosexual, mostly homosexual, and 

bisexual men. Finally, a link between exclusively heterosexual men and higher 

caballerisimo was only found when compared with mostly homosexual men. There has 

not been any research comparing these cultural norms with the sexual identities reported. 
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With that being said, these results follow the findings of Ojeda and Piña-Watson (2014), 

Sánchez et al. (2016), and Zellner et al. (2009), who have found strong machismo and 

caballerismo impact mental health of LGB+ and questioning individuals.  

Traditional Masculine Gender Norms and Sexual Identity Development Status 

 Mix results were found regarding the hypothesis of correlations between 

machismo and caballerismo with MoSIEC subscales. In accordance with the hypothesis, 

men who indicated more machismo also reported more sexual identity uncertainty and 

less commitment. However, contrary to expectations, men indicating more machismo and 

caballerismo also reported more sexual identity exploration and synthesis. This seems to 

go against what research would assume, since machismo and caballerismo factors have 

been shown to increase homophobia and toxic masculinity (Ojeda & Piña-Watson, 2014; 

Sánchez et al., 2016; Zellner et al., 2009). However, research by Abreu and Gonzalez 

(2020) and Abreu, Gonzales, Capielo Rosario, et al. (2020) found that Latino cultural 

gender norms, machismo and caballerismo, may be supportive factors that aided in 

understanding and acceptance of gender minority individuals by their families. This 

provides an alternative explanation and rationale for a more positive outlook of the 

impact of such cultural gender norms on one’s sexual identity. Also, times are changing, 

and it is becoming less stigmatized to explore one’s sexual identity (Carrillo & Hoffman, 

2018; Vrangalova & Savin-Williams, 2012; Ward, 2008; Ward, 2015).  

Furthermore, contrary to hypotheses, men endorsing more caballerismo also 

reported more sexual identity commitment. The values that make machismo and 

caballerismo different could be a factor as to why caballerismo was positively correlated 

with commitment, while machismo was found to be negatively correlated commitment. 
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Caballerismo puts an emphasis on the family and social support (Ojeda & Piña-Watson, 

2014), while machismo puts emphasis on being strong and not showing weakness 

(Sánchez et al., 2016; Zellner et al., 2009). Additionally, as previously stated, Abreu and 

Gonzalez (2020) and Abreu, Gonzales, Capielo Rosario, et al. (2020) found that 

caballerismo was shown to aid in a parent’s acceptance of their adult child’s LGB sexual 

orientation identity. Therefore, because of the supportive nature of caballerismo, it could 

translate into supporting LMSM with the acceptance and commitment with one’s own 

identity.  

Strengths, Limitations, and Future Research 

One limitation for this study is the age of the data. This data was collected from 

February 2016 to July 2016. Many things have changed since then, including the political 

climate towards LGB individuals and the spectrum that is sexual identity (Lange et al., 

2019). This should be noted when attempting to generalize this to the population of 

Latino men. Another limitation was that participants were not asked the gender of their 

partner whether in a relationship, married, separated, or widowed. This could have given 

us a better understanding of participants' self-reported sexual identity. Additionally, there 

was a very small sample of individuals who self-labeled themselves as exclusively 

heterosexual. This could have impacted why there were fewer significant results for this 

portion of the sample. Lastly, as stated prior, this study was secondary data analysis, 

therefore I was only able to study the variables in the parent study.    

As for strengths, a main strength of this study is that this study was conducted 

with LMSM, who are a heterogeneous and understudied sample who identify across the 

spectrum of sexual identity. Most research regarding “in-between” or non-normative 
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sexual identities has primarily been conducted with female participants (Diamond, 2000; 

2003; 2008). This could be largely due to the taboo nature of heterosexual identifying 

men questioning and exploring their sexual identity (Ward, 2008). Regardless, this study 

allows for greater interpretation of how sexual identity develops and further convergent 

validation for the MoSIEC with LMSM.  

As for future research, this study suggests continued research on the MoSIEC 

with mostly gay identifying individuals, as well as the synthesis subscale. Additionally, 

further research should be conducted with ethnic minority individuals who identify with 

alternative “in-between” identities, such as mostly heterosexual and mostly gay. Future 

research should also continue to discern how other culture norms and values impact 

sexual identity and sexual identity development.  
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PSYCHOMETRIC PROPERITIES OF THE MAJOR STUDY VARIABLES 
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Table 1 
 
Psychometric Properties of the Major Study Variables 
 

Variable n M Mdn SD D 

Sexual identity  
          development      

     Uncertainty 494 3.15 3.33 1.16 .63 

     Exploration 483 4.61 4.75 0.87 .90 

     Commitment 483 4.13 3.67 0.93 .76 

     Synthesis 484 4.59 4.80 0.98 .90 

Latino cultural gender  
          norms      

     Machismo 483 4.70 4.80 1.23 .89 

     Caballerismo 486 5.33 5.40 0.94 .88 

 
Note. Skew was +/- 3 and kurtosis was +/- 8 (Kline, 2010). 
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APPENDIX B 

DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS AND CORRELATIONS 
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