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ABSTRACT OF THESIS 

 

THIS IS WHO I AM: IDENTITY DEVELOPMENT AND IMPORTANCE  

AMONG DIVERSE YOUTH FROM LGBTQ+ PARENT FAMILIES 

 

Although the literature on identity and related constructs among adolescents, 
emerging adults, and diverse populations is growing, little research has investigated 
identity among adolescents and emerging adults specifically in the context of LGBTQ+ 
parent families. The present study seeks to fill this gap in the literature by qualitatively 
investigating identity development and importance among diverse youth with LGBTQ+ 
parents. Participants are 51 youth (ages 12-25 years) with at least one LGBTQ+ parent. 
Trained personnel conducted remote, audio-recorded, semi-structured interviews from 
December 2018-February 2020. Interviews included questions about participants’ 
individual identities and conversations they have had with their parents about those 
identities. Using inductive thematic analysis, a trained team has coded responses from 
transcribed interviews. Analyses revealed six themes surrounding participants’ identities: 
Identity Type, Appearance, Representation Responsibility, Interaction between Personal 
Identity and Parent/Family Identity, Community Impact on Identity Development, and 
Interaction of Personal Identities. Themes indicate that parent identity, family identity, 
and community all impact the personal identities of youth with LGBTQ+ parents. 
Findings contribute to current psychological literature on identity and LGBTQ+ families, 
and help support and highlight this population across health settings, law and policy, as 
well as broad societal understanding.  

KEYWORDS: Adolescence, Emerging Adulthood, Identity, LGBTQ+ parent families, 
Qualitative Analyses          
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This is Who I Am: Identity Development and Importance Among Diverse Youth 
from LGBTQ+ Parent Families 

With the number of LGBTQ+ parent families on the rise in the United States 

(U.S.; Gates, 2017; Goldberg & Conron, 2018), more children are visibly growing up in 

LGBTQ+ parent households. Despite this, the experiences of youth with LGBTQ+ 

parents – from their perspectives – are understudied (Goldberg & Sweeney, 2019). As 

researchers turn their focus to the strengths and unique experiences of these youth (Farr et 

al., 2022), identity is one especially important area of research. From a developmental 

perspective, adolescence and emerging adulthood are marked by rapid change and growth 

and are thus crucial periods for identity research (Arnett, 2015; Kroger et al., 2010). 

Identity development is crucially influenced by family (e.g., affirmation for and open 

communication about marginalized identities in LGBTQ+ parent family homes; Farr et 

al., 2022; Kuvalanka & Munroe, 2020) and cultural contexts (e.g., experiencing major 

political and social changes relevant to one’s identity, such as same-gender marriage 

equality; Goldberg, 2014; Obergefell v. Hodges, 2015). Identity development in turn 

influences multiple areas of a person’s life, with strong identification with a marginalized 

identity being associated with better health outcomes (Love et al., 2009; Mossakowski, 

2003; Nelson et al., 2018), academic achievement (Altschul et al., 2006), increased 

access to community (e.g., LGB community events on college campuses; Hughes & 

Hurtado, 2018), and less identity uncertainty (Hinton et al., 2021). Thus, to properly 

support and understand youth with LGBTQ+ parents, it is vital we investigate identity 

development and its importance with this population. Additionally, such an investigation 

could provide us with a more comprehensive understanding of identity development and 

importance as it applies to all young individuals.  
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At present, there are multiple gaps in the literature regarding identity among 

youth with LGBTQ+ parents. First, much of the research in this area has been through the 

retrospective accounts by adults with LGBTQ+ parents (e.g., Kuvalanka & Munroe, 

2020). An investigation into identity among youth with LGBTQ+ parents, specifically, 

could provide insight into the psychological mechanisms contributing to identity 

development among this population and youth broadly. Next, LGBTQ+ family research 

has largely lacked in racial/ethnic, geographic, and socioeconomic diversity (Fish & 

Russell, 2018). More research with diverse LGBTQ+ families is needed to fully 

understand the experiences of this population as a whole. Finally, identity research to 

date has not fully investigated the intersections of multiple marginalized identity statuses 

and contexts. Not only are these youth being raised by LGBTQ+ parents, but LGBTQ+ 

parent families are increasingly diverse; one in three LGBTQ+ individuals are people of 

color (POC; Movement Advancement Project, 2022a), same-gender couples are more 

likely to adopt (Goldberg & Conron, 2018), and same-gender couples are more open to 

transracial adoption (i.e., adoption of a child whose race differs from the adoptive 

parents; Soliz et al., 2009) compared to different-gender couples (Goldberg, 2009). 

Further investigation into identity among youth with LGBTQ+ parents could contribute 

to the field’s understanding of identity broadly, and the specific marginalized identities 

held by this population.  

 In this study, I aim to start filling these various gaps in the literature by 

investigating identity development and importance within a sample of diverse youth with 

LGBTQ+ parents using a qualitative approach (Braun & Clarke, 2021b; Fish & Russell, 

2018). Ultimately, this research may contribute support and affirmation for this growing 
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community by providing a platform for their unique experiences. Further, such research 

could be vital in informing clinical practice with youth and their LGBTQ+ parents 

(McKnight, 2016). 

Theoretical Framework 

The present study relies on Ecological Systems Theory (Bronfenbrenner, 1977) to 

explain the contexts influencing identity development and importance among youth with 

LGBTQ+ parents. Although identity is commonly thought of as individualistic, when 

conceptualized within the framework set forth by Bronfenbrenner, it becomes evident 

that individuals’ identities are influenced by multiple factors outside of themselves 

(Bronfenbrenner, 1977; Ezzy, 1998; Härkönen, 2007; Paat, 2013). As a result, it is 

important to acknowledge how specific contexts may impact identity development and 

centrality among this population. The current investigation will focus on the impact of a 

LGBTQ+ parent family context and cultural context (i.e., 21st century U.S. social norms 

and political climate; Movement Advancement Project, 2022b). 

LGBTQ+ parent family context has the potential to influence youth’s individual 

identities; the current study will focus on sexual identity and racial/ethnic identity among 

youth with at least one LGBTQ+ parent. Kuvalanka and Goldberg (2009)’s qualitative 

study of LGBTQ+ emerging adults with LGB1 parents provides insight into sexual 

identity development in an LGBTQ+ family context. In their sample of 18 LGBTQ+ 

emerging adults with LGB parents, participants described their LGBTQ+ identity as 

being impacted in both positive and negative ways by their parents. Six participants felt it 

was easier to accept and grow in their own LGBTQ+ identity because of their parents’ 

 
1 I use the acronym (e.g., LGB) that reflects the study population of the cited sources throughout this paper. 
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support. In contrast, 11 participants did not mention their parents as sources of support 

for their identity growth2.  

In addition to sexual identity, it is important to consider family context in regards 

to racial/ethnic identity. Racial/ethnic socialization (i.e., communication of messages 

regarding ethnic heritage and the construction of race; Nelson et al., 2018) by parents is 

crucial for positive identity development among racial/ethnic minority youth (Gianino et 

al., 2009; Samuels, 2009; Simon & Farr, 2022; Soliz et al., 2009). As previously stated, 

one in three LGBTQ+ individuals are POC (Movement Advancement Project, 2022a), 

and LGBTQ+ parent families are more likely to not only adopt (Goldberg & Conron, 

2018), but also are more open to transracial adoption compared to cisgender heterosexual 

parent families (Goldberg, 2009). Thus, LGBTQ+ parent families can be an apt context to 

study racial/ethnic identity as well.  

In addition to LGBTQ+ parent family contexts, it is important to consider cultural 

context when understanding identity in this population. Acceptance for LGBTQ+ 

identities and LGBTQ+ families is growing, as there continue to be highly publicized 

advancements for LGBTQ+ rights (Obergefell v. Hodges, 2015; Patterson et al., 2021). 

The persistent legal and social barriers for LGBTQ+ individuals, however, indicate that 

acceptance and support are not guaranteed; (Fulton v. City of Philadelphia, 2021; 

Movement Advancement Project, 2021). A host of structural inequalities still exist for 

LGBTQ+ individuals and families in the U.S. (e.g., barriers to adoption, health care, 

housing, etc.; Movement Advancement Project, 2021), all contributing to institutional 

stress on LGBTQ+ families, and as a result, youth with LGBTQ+ parents (Brooks, 1981; 

 
2 Only 17 of 18 participants’ responses were reported for this topic.  
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Meyer, 2003; Siegel et al., 2022). Among individuals with LGB parents, previous 

research has shown that their conceptions of marriage were heavily influenced by their 

parents and parents’ inability to marry before same-gender marriage equality (Goldberg 

et al., 2014). In Obergefell v. Hodges (2015), the Supreme Court ruled in favor of same-

sex marriage equality, giving same-sex partners the right to legally marry and access to 

the same benefits as heterosexual partners. This decision also effectively allowed for 

same-sex adoption across all 50 states (Patterson et al., 2021). Yet still, only 27 U.S. 

states prohibit discrimination in adoption and foster care based on sexual orientation and 

gender identity (Movement Advancement Project, 2021). In fact, 11 states permit state-

licensed child welfare agencies to discriminate against LGBTQ+ people based on 

religious beliefs (Movement Advancement Project, 2021). Youth with LGBTQ+ parents 

are growing up in a difficult time historically for the LGBTQ+ community; the impact of 

cultural attitudes toward LGBTQ+ individuals on individual identity in this population 

must be considered.  

 Taken together, an Ecological Systems approach (Bronfenbrenner, 1977) 

emphasizes the importance of considering a wide range of influences when studying 

individuals and populations. This is specifically true when conducting research with the 

LGBTQ+ community who are understudied, under supported (Movement Advancement 

Project, 2021; Pew Research Center, 2016), and in many ways, not fully understood (i.e., 

gaps in the literature particularly regarding the direct perspectives of children with 

LGBTQ+ parents; Kuvalanka & Monroe, 2020). Acknowledging each level of influence 

on the children of LGBTQ+ individuals offers researchers the opportunity to understand 

the population and more fully highlight their strengths (Kuvalanka & Goldberg, 2009), 
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and emphasizes the need for support and resources for LGBTQ+ parents and their 

children (Movement Advancement Project, 2021; Pew Research Center, 2016).  

Identity Development in Youth with LGBTQ+ Parents 

Adolescence and emerging adulthood have long been touted as prime stages for 

identity development and research (Arnett, 2015; Erikson, 1994; Kroger et al., 2010). A 

small body of previous literature has explored identity development in the context of 

LGBTQ+ parent families. Many of these investigations have been narrower in focus (i.e., 

gender identity among children with a transsexual-identified parent; Freedman et al., 

2002), and have focused on LGBTQ+ parents’ specific impact on gender or sexual 

identity development (i.e., sexual identity among adults with a LGB parent; Kuvalanka & 

Goldberg, 2009). Thus, research has not fully investigated identity development broadly 

or the development of other important marginalized identities like racial/ethnic identities 

in the context of LGBTQ+ parent families. This research on the topic could not only 

deepen the field’s understanding of identity development overall, but also expand 

society’s understanding of LGBTQ+ families and their strengths, which in turn, could 

contribute to greater support for this growing population.    

 Sexual and gender identity development. Sexual identity development, 

particularly among sexual minorities, is often conceptualized as a series of milestones 

(i.e., attraction to a member of the same sex, self-identification as a sexual minority, 

sexual behavior with a member of the same sex, and disclosure of sexual identity; Bishop 

et al., 2020; Calzo et al., 2011). These milestones mainly occur during adolescence and 

emerging adulthood (Bishop et al., 2020; Calzo et al., 2011). The specific age one hits 

these milestones can vary based on gender and racial/ethnic identity. Bishop and 



 

 
 
7 

colleagues (2020) found that gay male individuals reported earlier milestones than other 

groups, Black and Latinx participants reported earlier ages of same-sex attraction and 

self-realization than white participants, and Black participants reported earlier ages of 

first same-sex behavior than white and Latinx participants. Bishop and colleagues (2020) 

theorized that these variations may have been because Black and Latinx individuals 

already hold a marginalized racial/ethnic identity and thus may be better equipped to 

integrate another marginalized (sexual) identity. Although researchers have explored 

individual factors influencing sexual identity development, they have only begun 

studying the impact of family context on sexual identity development, including when 

families are headed by LGBTQ+ parents (Kuvalanka & Goldberg, 2009; Kuvalanka & 

Monroe, 2020).  

Over the years, some researchers have turned their attention to “second-

generation” LGBTQ+ individuals, or LGBTQ+ individuals with LGBTQ+ parents 

(Kuvalanka & Goldberg, 2009; Kuvalanka & Monroe, 2020). As previously described, 

one noteworthy study in the second-generation literature, conducted by Kuvalanka and 

Goldberg (2009), involved LGBTQ+ identified emerging adults. In this study, second-

generation LGBTQ+ individuals reported that having an LGB parent eased their sexual 

identity development in some ways. For example, some participants said that having an 

LGB parent led to them discovering their identities earlier. Many second-generation 

LGBTQ+ individuals also reported feeling pressure by societal expectations and 

heterosexism to not be LGBTQ+ (like their parents), as this could be seen as confirming a 

stereotype (Kuvalanka & Goldberg, 2009). Although some research exists about 

LGBTQ+ identified individuals with LGBTQ+ parents, researchers have yet to fully 



 

 
 
8 

investigate the impact of LGBTQ+ parenting on adolescents and emerging adults in the 

context of ongoing sexual and gender identity development. In the present study, I seek to 

expand upon the findings by Kuvalanka and Goldberg (2009) by examining identity 

development among younger participants (in range, and on average). This line of research 

will contribute to the field’s understanding of gender and sexual identity development by 

examining relevant constructs in an understudied population (i.e., in the context of 

diverse LGBTQ+ parent families).  

Racial/ethnic identity development. Racial/ethnic identity is considered a social 

identity by scholars and is defined as how an individual relates to their racial/ethnic group 

(Phinney, 1989; Stets & Serpe, 2013; Tajfel, 1982). Thus, racial/ethnic identity 

development has been documented as the process of realizing one’s racial/ethnic identity, 

exploration of one’s identity via participation in one’s racial/ethnic community and 

resulting feelings from this experience, and finally, degree of identification with one’s 

racial/ethnic identity (Phinney, 1989; Stets & Serpe, 2013; Taifel, 1982; Vélez et al., 

2019). Similar to sexual identity development, racial/ethnic identity development occurs 

throughout adolescence (Phinney, 1989). Furthermore, strong attachment to one’s 

racial/ethnic identity has been associated with better health outcomes (Love et al., 2009; 

Nelson et al., 2018) and academic outcomes (Altschul et al., 2006). Due to the impact of 

racial/ethnic identity development on individuals, researchers have also investigated 

factors that impact racial/ethnic identity development, such as family context (Nelson et 

al., 2018; Samuels, 2009). 

One factor related to racial/ethnic identity development within the context of 

families is parent racial/ethnic socialization (Nelson et al., 2018). A meta-analysis by 
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Nelson and colleagues (2018) revealed that parent ethnic socialization was associated 

with higher identity exploration and commitment among racial/ethnic minority youth. 

When researchers examine this relationship in multiracial and transracial adoptive 

families, they report that racial/ethnic community and socialization are vital to positive 

identity formation (Gianino et al., 2009; Samuels, 2009; Soliz et al., 2009). Overall, 

positive racial/cultural socialization is associated with greater youth social competence in 

heterosexual, lesbian, and gay parent adoptive families (Simon & Farr, 2022), and greater 

school competence in adoptive families (Seol et al., 2016).  

Although the relationship between parent ethnic socialization and child 

racial/ethnic identity has been explored among primarily (cisgender) heterosexual parent 

families (Nelson et al., 2018; Samuels, 2009), it has not been fully explored in LGBTQ+ 

parent families. According to the reports of some adopted children of LGB parents, 

including those transracially adopted, they were helped as they fielded inquiries from 

others about their family when their parents provided them with language and terms to 

describe their family formation and dynamics (Gianino et al., 2009). The current study 

represents an opportunity to not only examine racial/ethnic identity development in the 

context of LGBTQ+ parents, but also in the context of multiethnic LGBTQ+ families. 

Findings could have important implications for how to best support racial/ethnic minority 

adolescents and emerging adults broadly, as well as those in LGBTQ+ parent families 

(Samuels, 2009; Soliz et al., 2009).     

Identity Importance in Youth with LGBTQ+ Parents 

 Identity importance is typically represented in the literature as identity salience 

(i.e., the likelihood that one’s identity will be prompted in any given situation) or 
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centrality (i.e., how core an identity is to an individual; Stets and Serpe, 2013). For the 

current study, I will use the term “identity importance” to signify identity salience and 

centrality. Researchers have examined the relationship between identity importance in the 

context of different identities, mainly sexual identity (Hinton et al., 2021; Hughes & 

Hurtado, 2018), gender identity (McGlone & Aronson, 2006; Settles et al., 2016), and 

racial/ethnic identity (Brittian et al., 2013; Keels et al., 2017; Lee & Ahn, 2013; Steck et 

al., 2003). Across this research, researchers find a variety of outcomes and unique factors 

associated with identity importance and specific identities like sexual identity and 

racial/ethnic identity. Although research has been conducted about the role of identity 

importance among multiracial/ethnic families (Soliz et al., 2009), research has not 

investigated the relationship between LGBTQ+ family identity and identity 

importance. Since LGBTQ+ identities broadly have been linked with significant 

outcomes, more research into identity importance and related outcomes is necessary. This 

research may not only provide researchers with more knowledge of identity importance 

and LGBTQ+ families, but also enlighten society and practitioners on how to better 

support and highlight this population.  

Sexual and gender identity importance. Sexual identity importance, specifically 

among sexual minorities, is associated with both positive and negative factors (Hinton et 

al., 2021; Hughes & Hurtado, 2018; Quinn & Chaudoir, 2009). Previous research has 

found that individuals with a minoritized sexual identity think more about their sexuality 

more than their heterosexual counterparts (Hughes & Hurtado, 2018); thus, much of 

previous research on sexual identity importance has been conducted with the LGBTQ+ 

community. Consistent with identity theory (Stets & Serpe, 2013), higher sexual identity 
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importance is associated with more active participation in environments that make this 

identity salient, such as LGBTQ+ community events and LGBTQ+ student organizations, 

in the case of college students (Hinton et al., 2021; Hughes & Hurtado, 2018). 

Unsurprisingly then, LGBTQ+ identity importance is associated with higher LGBTQ+ 

community belonging (Hinton et al., 2021). Additionally, LGBTQ+ identity importance 

has been associated with more positive evaluations of LGBTQ+ identity and less 

concealment, less identity uncertainty, and less internalized stigma (Hinton et al., 2021). 

 Higher sexual identity importance is also associated with more perceived 

prejudice (Hinton et al., 2021) and bias and discrimination toward the LGBTQ+ 

community (Hughes & Hurtado, 2018). This is consistent with previous literature on 

concealable stigmatized identities, which suggest that as awareness for ones’ sexual 

identity increases, so too do perceptions of threats of discrimination against that identity 

(Hinton et al., 2021; Hughes & Hurtado, 2018; Quinn & Chaudoir, 2009). Considering 

higher identity importance is associated with more perceived prejudice (Hinton et al., 

2021), and youth with LGBTQ+ parents face prejudice based on their family identity 

(Farr et al., 2016), it is important that researchers further investigate the ways that 

LGBTQ+ family context impacts importance among youth with LGBTQ+ parents. Doing 

so could increase understanding of LGBTQ+ identities, LGBTQ+ family dynamics, and 

how to best support LGBTQ+ youth as they navigate prejudice.  

Racial/ethnic identity importance. Researchers have examined racial/ethnic 

identity importance both within the context of multiethnic families and in society broadly 

(Lee & Ahn, 2013; Samuels, 2009; Soliz et al., 2009). Based on previous research, strong 

racial/ethnic identity salience and centrality are associated with better mental health 
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outcomes (e.g., strong ethnic identification among Filipino Americans buffers against 

stress; Mossakowski, 2003). Similar to sexual identity salience and centrality, higher 

affiliation with a racial/ethnic identity has been related to increased awareness of 

discrimination (Lee & Ahn, 2013). The current study seeks to examine racial/ethnic 

identity importance, among other identities, among youth with LGBTQ+ parents. 

Furthermore, since LGBTQ+ parent families commonly are multiracial and/or are formed 

through transracial adoption (Goldberg, 2009; Goldberg & Conron, 2018), the current 

study seeks to investigate how youth with LGBTQ+ parents perceive that their parents 

impact their individual identities through conversation (i.e., frequent conversations about 

race in the U.S.) and action (i.e., moving to a district with more diverse schools; Bramlett 

& Radel, 2010).  

Current Study           

In the current study, I aim to investigate identity development and identity 

importance among a sample of youth with LGBTQ+ parents in the U.S. using qualitative 

analyses. Past literature indicates that adolescence and emerging adulthood are crucial 

periods for identity development (Arnett, 2015; Kroger et al., 2010), making this age 

group apt for identity development research. Although some researchers have examined 

identity development within adults with LGBTQ+ parents (Kuvalanka & Goldberg, 

2009), literature is scarce on this phenomenon with adolescents and emerging adults. 

Identity importance among this population has been explored even less. Furthermore, the 

research that has been conducted with this population lacks diversity (e.g., in 

socioeconomic status, racial/ethnic identity, geography, etc.; Fish & Russell, 2018). I 

seek to start filling these various gaps by exploring identity development and identity 
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importance (i.e., salience and centrality) among a diverse sample of adolescents and 

emerging adults with LGBTQ+ parents. This investigation will provide important insight 

into the LGBTQ+ parent family context and lived experiences of LGBTQ+ youth that 

can then be used to increase visibility and support for individuals with LGBTQ+ parents 

and the LGBTQ+ community broadly in law, policy, and health settings. Due to the 

complex and exploratory nature of the study, I used qualitative analyses and investigated 

the following research questions:  

1. What factors (including perceptions of stigma) appear related to identity 

development in this sample? 

2. What identities do adolescent and young adults with LGBTQ+ parents describe as 

important (salient and/or central)?  

Method 
Participants  
            Participants (N = 51) were 12-25 years old (M = 19.62, SD = 3.48) and had at 

least one LGBTQ+ parent. Participants were diverse in terms of geographic region, 

gender identity, sexual identity, and racial/ethnic identity (see Table 1). In summary, 51% 

of participants identified as LGBQ, 39% were POC, and 18% identified as transgender or 

non-binary (TGNB) or with another minoritized gender identity label (e.g., trans 

masculine, questioning, etc). About one-third (n = 13) of participants were under 18 

years. All participants except one lived in the U.S. at the time of the study; this 

participant is originally from the U.S. and lived there for an extensive period. Most 

participants were from the Southern U.S., specifically Kentucky (n = 17) and Ohio (n = 

11), as well as North Carolina, Oklahoma, South Carolina, Texas, Indiana, Michigan, and 
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Minnesota (n = 1 from each state). Other participants lived in the Northeastern or 

Western U.S.: California (n = 4) and Pennsylvania (n = 3), as well as Connecticut, 

Massachusetts, Maryland, New Jersey, New York, New Mexico, and Utah (n = 1 from 

each state). 

            Participants’ parents, who are represented in this study but did not directly 

participate, also varied in gender and sexual identities. Parents’ sexual identities, 

described by participants and including all parents (both LGBTQ+ and otherwise), were 

as follows: lesbian mothers (n = 46), heterosexual parents (n = 24), gay fathers (n = 20), 

bisexual parents (n = 10), queer parents (n = 2), pansexual parents (n = 2), and parents 

reporting multiple sexual identities (n = 7; e.g., lesbian and queer). Most parents were 

reported by participants to identify as a cisgender woman (n = 75); however, other 

parents were reported to identify as a cisgender man (n = 31), a transgender woman (n = 

4), nonbinary (n = 1), and gender fluid (n = 1). Lastly, most parents were described by 

participants as white (n = 88), followed by Black (n = 14), Hispanic/Latina or (n = 3), 

Asian (n = 4), Middle Eastern (n = 1), and multiracial (n = 5). 

            Additionally, participants’ families were formed in varied ways. About half of 

participants were born in the context of a previous different-sex relationship (n = 26). 

They also joined their families via pathways like donor insemination (n = 13), private or 

closed domestic adoption (n = 2), foster care adoption (n = 2), international adoption (n = 

1), surrogacy (n = 1), or two or more of these methods (e.g., donor insemination and 

divorce/remarriage; n = 5). 
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Procedure  

            Targeted and snowball sampling were used to recruit participants for this project, 

Stories and Experiences of LGBTQ+ Families from Youth (SELFY). Researchers 

utilized various recruitment techniques such as hanging flyers, posting virtual ads on 

social media, emailing listservs, and contacting various LGBTQ+ organizations both 

locally and nationally (e.g., COLAGE, an organization focused on fostering community 

for children with LGBTQ+ parents). All recruitment materials contained a link to a brief 

eligibility survey (via Qualtrics survey software). Eligible participants needed to be 

between the ages of 12 and 25 years old, to have one openly LGBTQ+ identified parent 

who had been out for five or more years, and to have lived with the parent for at least 

some period of time while growing up. Participants were not excluded from the study 

based on family formation. If the participant was eligible and under the age of 18, they 

completed an assent form and their parent/guardian filled out a parent permission form. If 

they were eligible and 18 or older, participants were emailed a consent form to fill out. 

Next, trained research personnel conducted a semi-structured, audio-recorded interview 

about participants’ experiences being part of an LGBTQ+ family, perceptions of identity, 

family and peer relationships, community support, discrimination, and coping, among 

other topics. Following recording, interviews were transcribed by trained personnel. 

Interviews lasted about 90 minutes each and data were collected from December 2018 to 

February 2020. Participants were compensated $50 via an e-gift card. The University of 

Kentucky Institutional Review Board approved the research protocol.  
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Materials 
            Demographic questions. Participants reported demographic information in both 

the eligibility survey and in the interview itself. Researchers asked participants to report 

their gender, sexual, and racial/ethnic identities, geographic region, age, income (both 

current and growing up), subjective social status (SSS) ranking, how their family came 

together, their parents’ identities, their current family structure, and anything else they 

felt relevant to the study. For example, some participants chose to disclose their disability 

status. Questions included, but were not limited to the following: “please describe a little 

bit about how your family was formed (e.g., adoption)” and “Where do you currently live, 

and how would you describe your home and neighborhood (Probe for rural, suburban, 

urban)? If where you currently live is different from where you grew up, could you 

describe where you grew up (home, neighborhood, name of the place, etc.)?”. This 

method of obtaining demographic information was particularly enhanced by the 

qualitative nature of the study. Each participant was free to elaborate or provide more 

detail regarding any demographic question, and many did.  

            Interview guide. The full interview guide (Appendix A) included questions about 

participants’ identities, disclosure about family identity, family and friend relationships, 

discrimination experiences and coping strategies, family conversations and dynamics, 

microaggressions and community climate, and support. This study is specifically focused 

on questions about identities and disclosure about family identity. In these sections, 

participants were asked to discuss which identities they considered core to themselves, 

and how their parents have impacted their identities (if at all). Questions included, but 

were not limited to, “If you had to decide which identities are most important or ‘core’ to 
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who you are, what are those identities? Is there one identity that is most important to who 

you are?”. 

Data Analysis 
            In January 2021, a team of trained research personnel began conducting a 

thematic analysis of the data with an inductive approach (Braun & Clarke, 2006, 2013); 

the team utilized a codebook approach to the thematic analysis (i.e., use of both reflexive 

thematic analysis and a structured approach to coding; Braun & Clarke, 2021a). Although 

personnel focused primarily on questions about the participants’ identity, the entire 

transcript was read for coding purposes. At the beginning of and throughout the coding 

process, the team engaged in conversations about positionality, or how the team’s 

personal identities impacted the coding process and their perspective on the data, and 

reflexivity, or how personal identities may relate to the data (Braun & Clarke, 2021a; 

Levitt et al., 2018). This is a process to ensure that coders keep themselves and one 

another accountable to reduce bias. Overall, the coding team members held an array of 

gender identities (i.e., cisgender woman, cisgender man, and non-binary individual), 

sexual identities, (i.e., lesbian, gay, bisexual, and queer), racial/ethnic identities (i.e., 

white, Asian, Hispanic, and Indian), and came from multiple U.S. geographic regions 

(i.e., South, Midwest, Mid-Atlantic, and Northeast). Additionally, while a majority of 

coding team members were from non-adoptive families, one team member was a 

transracially adopted person. In order to be fully in touch with the population of interest, 

the project received guidance from mentors representing the following identities: 

LGBTQ+, LGBTQ+ parent, child of LGBTQ+ parent, and BIPOC (Braun & Clarke, 

2021a; Levitt et al., 2018).  



 

 
 

18 

 Overall, data analysis for the present project lasted from January 2021-October 

2022 and involved multiple steps including code team meetings, codebook creation (see 

Appendix B; Braun & Clarke, 2021a), and theme refinement (Braun & Clarke, 2006, 

2013). The coding team started by familiarizing themselves with the data. This involved 

reading through a random selection of 5 transcripts and recording their thoughts and 

reactions to the transcripts. Following this, the coding team began meeting weekly to 

discuss patterns and themes emerging from the transcripts (Braun & Clarke, 2006, 2013). 

The team kept detailed meeting notes throughout the process. As these conversations 

continued, the coding team began to establish overarching themes related to individual 

identity, identity development, and identity importance (Braun & Clarke, 2006, 2013). 

Personnel then coded each transcript for the presence of each established theme. 

Throughout coding, the coding team frequently engaged in discussions to further define 

and refine themes; the team made multiple adjustments to themes based on participants’ 

narratives and elaborated on said themes in order to create a detailed codebook (Braun & 

Clarke, 2006, 2013, 2021a).  

To increase rigor to the coding process, the project utilized an auditor (Schwandt, 

2007). The auditor first read through my research questions for the project and a selection 

of transcripts I provided. I chose these transcripts purposefully for variability of theme 

presence and theme codes and diversity of participants’ identities. Following this, I gave 

the auditor a draft of the codebook and asked them to evaluate whether it accurately 

reflected the data. To do this, the auditor chose five transcripts that have already been 

coded and evaluated whether the themes and codes (i.e., subthemes) reflect the data. 

Next, the auditor familiarized herself with five transcripts that have not been coded by the 
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team and once again evaluated the accuracy of the themes. At the end of this process, the 

auditor reported on the strengths and weaknesses of the team’s themes; this involved 

recommendations of themes to be added or altered. The coding team adjusted themes 

based on the auditor’s recommendations and concluded coding in October 2022.  

Halfway through and at the conclusion of coding, I conducted reliability checks 

between team members’ codes using Krippendorff’s alpha (McHugh, 2012). The team 

used the initial reliability check to direct and adjust future coding (Braun & Clarke, 

2021b); any themes that did not have an alpha of .70 or above were adjusted and recoded. 

Final reliability checks verified the validity of found themes (α = .87; more details in 

Results). Lastly, I examined the frequency of each theme across specific demographic 

characteristics of participants (i.e., age, racial/ethnic identity, geographic region, urbanity, 

family structure, gender, and sexuality). From there, I compiled frequencies of the themes 

across transcripts and examine the proportion of present themes endorsed by participants 

across each demographic group (i.e., sexuality, gender, racial/ethnic identity, geographic 

region (within the U.S.), and family structure). More concisely, I examined how often 

individuals across demographic groups report each theme.  

Results 

Coding revealed 6 themes, all with moderate to strong inter-rater reliability 

(specific values reported below; McHugh, 2012). The themes were: (1) Identity Type, (2) 

Appearance, (3) Representation Responsibility, (4) Interaction between Personal Identity 

and Parent/Family Identity, (5) Community Impact on Identity Development, (6) 

Intersection of Personal Identities.  
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Identity Type 

The first theme was present in all 51 transcripts. Theme 1 centers around the 

specific identities participants identified as core, or central, to themselves. When asked 

which identities are core to who they are, participants’ answers ranged in identity type. 

Overall, three different types of identities emerged and were coded dichotomously into 

three subthemes: Trait (n = 11; α = .94), Group/Activity (n = 28; α = .92), and Integrated 

(n = 31; α = .78). Most participants were coded in multiple Theme 1 sub-themes; they 

often listed several “core” identities.  

First, a small group of participants described a trait identity as core. Coders 

defined trait identities as those that were also adjectives or characteristics; some examples 

include “athletic,” “outgoing,” and “people-person”. For example, one participant, Luke3, 

said, “I definitely kind of identify myself as outgoing, embracing and I guess fun-loving. I 

guess those are the ones that are really kind of important to me” (18, Hispanic, cisgender 

man, heterosexual, South, suburban, household 1: two white, lesbian mothers, did not 

experience divorce). Reports of a trait identity did not seem to vary based on age; most 

participants in this subtheme were ages 17-22 (n = 9). Additionally, many participants 

were white or multiracial (n = 6; n = 4) with no Black participants reporting a trait 

identity. All but one participant with a trait identity were cisgender (n = 10). 

Interestingly, almost all participants in this subtheme came from families without divorce 

(n = 10).  

The second identity type participants mentioned was a group/activity identity, or a 

personal identity with strong connections to a group, community, or other individuals 

 
3 I use pseudonyms throughout the results section to refer to participants.  
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(e.g., Southern, American, bowler etc..) and/or a personal identity associated specific set 

of expectations, behaviors, or tasks (e.g., student, nurse, mom, etc.). Many group/activity 

identities were mentioned in conjunction with a social group. One interviewee, Todd, 

listed “rower” as one of his core identities. He described that his passion for rowing and 

relationships with rowing team members were integral to his identity; “...being an athlete 

is definitely one. I do crew. I’m a coxswain...I think the teamwork and friendship from 

crew is a big part of it, because that also is a big part of a lot of my life outside of crew” 

(17, multiracial, cisgender man, bisexual/ heteroromantic, West, suburban, household 1: 

two white, gay fathers, did not experience divorce). More privileged demographic 

identities also fell in this category (e.g., cisgender man, heterosexual, etc.).  

Lastly, integrated identities were defined as those that pervade across the multiple 

types of identities, social, traits, and beyond. This type of identity was the most 

frequently referenced and often a marginalized identity, such as participants’ racial/ethnic 

identity, gender, sexual identity, disability status, or religious identity. Participants noted 

these identities for a variety of reasons, such as the strong impact of the identity on their 

life. One participant stated, "being gay and African American is actually very important 

to me. I feel like that’s what shapes who I am,” (Riley: 15, Black, nonbinary, gay, South, 

suburban, household 1: two Black, bisexual mothers, Experienced divorce), and another 

said, “I would say my identity as a woman is important because it’s probably been the 

one that’s most affected me personally in my life” (Jessica: 20, white, cisgender woman, 

heterosexual, South, urban, household 1: two white, bisexual fathers, household 2: one 

white, heterosexual mother and one white, heterosexual father, experienced divorce). 

These identities were also frequently promoted across participants’ lives, like in the case 
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of Preston (20, Black, cisgender man, heterosexual, Midwest, urban, household 1: two 

Black, gay fathers, experienced divorce) and Jacob (18, Black, trans 

masculine/ambiguously queer, ambiguously queer (bi/pan/aromantic), Midwest, rural, 

household 1: two Black, lesbian mothers, household 2: one Indian, heterosexual mother 

and one black, heterosexual father, experienced divorce). Preston said,“...being a Black 

male [is] very important cause there’s a lot of situations in this world that doesn’t seem 

fair” and Jacob said, “I’d say probably race and gender because those are the ones that 

are not important, but I guess the most relevant in my everyday life because those are the 

ones that I have to present outwardly.” There were no apparent trends based on 

participants’ demographic characteristics.  

Appearance 

 The second theme was present in 24 out of 51 transcripts; interrater 

reliability was strong (α = 1.00). Theme 2 detailed when participants referred to their 

physical appearance concerning their identity. Three situations emerged overall: the use 

of appearance to represent identity (n = 7), an avoidance of looking like an identity (n = 

1), and instances of not being perceived as their identity because of their appearance (n = 

16). In subtheme 2.1, participants purposely used their appearance to represent their 

identity. Participants often used their appearance to affirm their sexual and/or gender 

identities. Some examples include: “I present very masculine so people can generally 

assume through whatever assumptions they make that I'm not necessarily straight.” 

(Brooklynn: 20, mixed/Black, masculine-presenting woman, lesbian/queer, Northeast, 

suburban, household 1: one white, heterosexual mother and one white, heterosexual 

father, household 2: single multiracial, lesbian mother, experienced divorce); “I was so 
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happy I had my little like nose ring and my backwards cap and I was like, yeah baby dyke 

energy and it was like beautiful and it was such a wholesome moment” (River: 21, white, 

nonbinary woman, queer/bisexual, Northeast, suburban, household 1: single white, 

lesvian mother, household 2: single white, bisexual mother, did not experience divorce). 

Many participants who reported this subtheme were ages 18-21 (n = 6) and identified as 

LGBTQ+ (n = 5). In contrast, only 1 participant described efforts to not look their 

identity in subtheme 2.2, saying she attempts to pass as straight to avoid bullying (Grace: 

17, white, cisgender female, gay/lesbian, South, suburban, household 1: two white 

lesbian mothers, did not experience divorce). 

 Subtheme 2.3 represents instances where participants say they do not look 

like their identity and/or other people do not perceive them as their identity. LGBTQ+ 

participants (n = 12) frequently described themselves as straight-passing (i.e., appearing 

to be cisgender and heterosexual, but actually identifying as LGBTQ+), and as a result, 

are not always perceived or treated as their identify. For example, one bisexual 

participant stated, “whenever I’m in very heterosexual environments, especially when I’m 

with like, a male partner, I’m passing as straight a lot, but I feel out of place there” 

(Taylor: 21, white, cisgender woman/somewhat questioning, queer/bisexual, West, rural, 

houshold 1: two white, lesbian mothers, did not experience divorce). A trans participant 

echoed this theme and said, “looking like a butch lesbian and being identical to a lesbian, 

and then going to a trans man and looking like a cis male… I think it’s hard for people to 

perceive that I’m a trans man” (John: 22, white, transgender man, pansexual, South, 

rural, household 1: two white mothers, did not experience divorce). One participant 

indicated this theme by discussing how others perceive his biracial identity, “A lot of 
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people think I'm Puerto Rican anyways. So, people think like, they think I'm just really 

tan, white person, I don't know where that comes from” (Ryan: 22, cisgender man, gay, 

Midwest, rural, houshold 1: two white, lesbian mothers, experienced divorce). Another 

participant described avoiding prejudice as a result of others not perceiving her identity, 

“And we don’t really look, like, stereotypically Arab, so we haven’t really had a lot of 

issue here…” (Isabelle: 18, white [half-Lebanese], cisgender woman, bisexual/queer, 

Northeast, Suburban, household 1: one white, gay father and one lebanese, gay father, 

household 2: two mothers, did not experience divorce). 

Representation Responsibility 

The third theme was present in 17 out of 51 transcripts; inter-rater reliability was 

strong (α = .79). Theme 3 described the emergence of representation responsibility, or 

when a participant indicated that they felt obligated to act in a certain way as a result of 

their personal identity (n = 17). To represent his identity as African American, Preston 

indicated a responsibility to educate others about race. He said, “The Black history 

studying, it made me think about the struggle what people went through to put me in the 

position that I am in now and so it made me feel a certain way about how strong I should 

be and how I should look at my life and how important I was to my race...it made me 

carry myself in a certain manner you know?” (20, Black, cisgender man, heterosexual, 

Midwest, urban, household 1: two Black, gay fathers, experienced divorce). Another 

Black participant expressed his responsibility to be a role model to younger Black men, 

“in my community, Black males get harassed a lot, so, uh, it’s the most important to me to 

be a strong role model for other young Black males” (Will: 24, Black, cisgender man, 
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heterosexual, Midwest, suburban, household 1: single Black, lesbian mother, experienced 

divorce). 

Interaction between Personal Identity and Parent/Family Identity 

The fourth theme was present in 45 out of 51 transcripts; interrater reliability was 

strong (α = .72). Theme 4 assessed whether participants felt their family identity had 

interacted with or affected their personal identity. Overall, participants fell into one of 

four subthemes. Subtheme 4.1 (n = 26) indicates that the participant’s parent and/or 

family identity eased their identity development. For example, many participants noted 

that having LGBTQ+ parents helped shape them into more empathetic, accepting people. 

One of these participants said about his moms, “For me it’s been really an integral part 

in how I interact and greet and engage with other people, you know? I was raised very in 

an environment that was very non-judgmental” (Peyton: 21, white, transgender man 

[gender non-conforming], bisexual/queer, northeast, suburban, household 1: two white, 

lesbian mothers, household 2: single white, bisexual mother, did not experience divorce). 

One participant even remarked that her LGBTQ+ family identity and dads impacted her 

passion for social justice and motivated her to pursue a degree in political science; “I 

think it’s kind of shaped my whole worldview as a person ... it led down a path where I 

wanted to be involved with a bunch of other pushes for social justice” (Jessica: 20, white, 

cisgender woman, heterosexual, South, urban, household 1: two white, bisexual fathers, 

household 2: one white, heterosexual mom and one white, heterosexual dad, experienced 

divorce).  

Finally, many participants mentioned that having a parent who identified as 

LGBTQ+ helped them accept their own LGBTQ+ identity. John said, “I said I was gay, 
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and [my mom] was like, oh, I figured. And I felt like, okay. And she, it was like she was 

proud. She made me feel like she was proud of me for coming out” (22, white, 

transgender man, pansexual, South, rural, household 1: two white mothers, did not 

experience divorce). Ryan said, “I think for me that adding two moms was definitely 

helpful for me, because my coming out process, or time, was a piece of cake" (22, biracial 

(Black/white), cisgender man, gay, Midwest, rural, household 1: two white, lesbian 

mothers, experienced divorce). Indeed, a majority of participants in this subtheme were 

LGBTQ+ (n = 18). 

In contrast, Subtheme 4.2 (n = 4) is for participants who feel that their parent 

and/or family identity conflicted with the development of their personal identity. For 

Morgan, this conflict stemmed from their mother’s internalized stigma. They are open 

about their sexuality while their mom has had trouble embracing her identity. They said, 

“Me coming out hasn’t felt so, I don’t know. [My mother] has been so secret and even 

negative about it when I ask her about it. In a weird way, even though we’re both queer, 

so, I don’t think there’s a sort of safety” (21, multiracial (Black/white), nonbinary 

woman/neutrois, ace/aro, Northeast, urban, household 1: single mother, household 2: 

single mother, experienced divorce). Another participant shared that coming out to her 

LGBTQ+ parent was difficult because of her mom’s lack of familiarity with the 

LGBTQ+ identities. Taylor said, “I think that the blatant acceptance that people predict 

is not necessarily what always happens, like, um, I remember I came out to one of my 

moms as pansexual when I was 12, and she was like, “What is that?” (21, white, 

cisgender woman/somewhat questioning, queer/bisexual, West, rural, household 1: two 

white, lesbian mothers, did not experience divorce). 
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Subtheme 4.3 (n = 5) represents a combination of the first two subthemes– with 

family identity easing personal development in some ways but conflicting in others. For 

example, Megan emphasized that having a gay dad helped her understand her LGBTQ+ 

identity; however, her entire family is white and she is biracial, leading to difficulties 

navigating her racial/ethnic identity. She said, “I guess the con with them is sometimes I 

feel like, you know, since I’m mixed, I don’t really fit in sometimes” (21, biracial, 

cisgender woman, heterosexual, Midwest, suburban, household 1: single white, 

heterosexual mother, household 2: single Black, gay father, experienced divorce). A 

different participant noted a similar situation, except her experience was the opposite. Her 

mom was not very helpful in understanding her LGBTQ+ identity, but aided her greatly 

in accepting her Jewish identity. She shares,  

“I don’t remember at what age, but I know that my grandpa being a Holocaust 

survivor was a big part of my understanding of what it meant to be Jewish, um, 

and really important for my mom to- like, my mom that is his daughter, that we 

carry on like, talking about the holocaust or making sure that we never forget 

what happened and talk about it, because like, for me at a young age, that was a 

big part of my Jewish identity,, and I think it’s very much like, yeah, be proud of 

this, it’s a big part of who you are and that’s a good thing” (Taylor, 21, white, 

cisgender woman/somewhat questioning, queer/bisexual, West, rural, household 

1: two white, lesbian mothers, did not experience divorce). 

Subtheme 4.4 (n = 10) characterized participants who felt their family identity did 

not affect their personal identity. Many participants emphasized that having gay parents 

did not make them any different than those who have straight parents, or that their 
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parents’ sexuality did not affect their identities. While many participants were concise 

when discussing this subtheme, Brooklynn elaborated on their parent’s lack of impact on 

them: “I don't think it’s necessarily important. I think I would be where I am no matter 

what. I don’t think that my parents or family are an influencing factor on my sexuality” 

(20, mixed/black, masculine-presenting woman, lesbian/queer, Northeast, suburban, 

household 1: one white, heterosexual mother and one white, heterosexual father, 

household 2: single multiracial, lesbian mother, experienced divorce). 

Community Impact on Identity Development 

The fifth theme was present in 32 out of 51 transcripts; interrater reliability was 

strong (α = .84). Theme 5 was dichotomously coded as present or not present and aimed 

to capture the impact of community and belongingness on both personal identity and 

family identity. If a participant indicated that significant engagement with a community 

impacted their identity, then this theme was coded as present. For example, multiple 

participants noted that going to LGBTQ+ community centers, or even knowing others 

who have gay parents, helped them with their own feelings of belongingness and strength 

in identity. Josh exemplified this theme: “We have the same feelings we have the same 

thoughts we can all talk to each other about it we’re all comfortable together I think the 

LGBTQ community to me is just a big family” (14, Cuban-American, cisgender man, 

confused about sexuality, South, suburban, household 1: two white, lesbian mothers, 

household 2: single Cuban, heterosexual father, experienced divorce). Several remarked 

that attending a pride festival was particularly impactful. Peyton said, “whenever I get the 

chance to go to a pride festival or a pride event um usually in June um it especially being 

around um so many more people that are within the same sphere of um atypical sexual 
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and gender identities um just makes – is a very liberating feeling um so that’s an instance 

that I felt especially proud to be in the community” (21, white, transgender man/gender 

non-conforming, bisexual/queer, Northeast, suburban, household 1: two white, lesbian 

mother, household 2: single white, bisexual mother, did not experience divorce). 

Community impact was not all LGBTQ+ specific. Chloe, who was passionate about 

fitness and health and marked it as a significant part of her identity, noted that the 

CrossFit community at her gym was a huge part of that passion: “Probably like the 

CrossFit community. Just cause, at my gym everyone’s a family there and everyone is 

super kind and supportive and understanding and that makes it more fun to work out” 

(17, white, cisgender woman, heterosexual, South, suburban, household 1: one white, 

bisexual mother and one white, lesbian mother, experienced divorce).  

Although many participants described positive impacts, others noted a negative 

impact of community involvement on their identity. Participants frequently cited 

religious communities as a source of negativity; Averie mentioned trying to attend a 

Christian church with her mom and said, “When I saw with the constant bashing, and 

then when you get this stares from the congregation when you come through the doors 

and the whispering. Then you just know that that’s not the place for you” (Averie, 22, 

white, cisgender woman, heterosexual, South, suburban, household 1: one Black, 

bisexual mother and one Black, bisexual father, did not experience divorce). Overall, this 

theme was especially frequent among two-mother (n = 21; represents 72% of two-mother 

families in sample) and two-father households (n = 4; represents 80% of two-father 

families in sample). 
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Interaction of Personal Identities 

The sixth and final theme was present in 25 out of 51 of the transcripts; interrater 

reliability was strong  (α = .94). This theme was dichotomously coded as present or not 

present, present if a participants’ identities interacted with each other in notable ways. 

For example, Will discussed his experience as a Black male nurse, noting that not only is 

nursing a woman-dominated field but his identity as a Black man was more salient in his 

field; “People have treated me differently because I’m a Black man in my area. You 

know? They expect you to be this certain person or think that you’re trouble that you’re 

part of the trouble group, but I’m not” (24, Black, cisgender man, heterosexual, Midwest, 

suburban, household 1: single Black, lesbian mother, experienced divorce). Many 

participants noted an intersection in their family LGBTQ+ identity and their racial/ethnic 

identity, specifically, the difficulty of navigating two a marginalized identities. For 

example, Lilly, a Hispanic woman with a gay dad said, “It’s just kind of an unspoken 

thing…when my dad came out it was really difficult to still be as involved in the Hispanic 

community” (20, Hispanic American [racially white/ethnically Hispanic], cisgender 

woman, lesbian, Midwest, urban, household 1: single Hispanic, heterosexual mother, 

household 2: one Colombian white, gay father and one white, gay father, experienced 

divorce). Also to this finding, Ryan said, “And so, there's kind of, there's already I think, 

a little bit of a stigma within like the African American community and homosexuality" 

(22, biracial, cisgender man, gay, Midwest, rural, household 1: two white, lesbian 

mothers, experienced divorce.). Some participants noted an interaction between their 

LGBTQ+ identity and their disability. One participant emphasized the importance of this 

intersection and said, “radical queer disabled artists is a really big community. 
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Surprisingly” (River, 21, white, nonbinary woman, queer/bisexual, Northeast, suburban, 

household 1: single white, lesbian mother, household 2: single white, bisexual mother, 

did not experience divorce). Another participant discussed the difficulties of holding both 

a queer identity and multiple disabilities. He said, “I also have a disability. I have FAS, 

fetal alcohol syndrome, and I have bipolar disorder, so that made it even worse, too. To 

add on to the gay thing. So… it was really, really, and I mean, really, really, it was 

really, really hard living like that” (Jack: 24, mixed/black, cisgender man, gay, Midwest, 

suburban, household 1: single white, gay father, did not experience divorce).  

Discussion 

 The current study explored identity development and identity importance in a 

sample of diverse youth with LGBTQ+ parents. Participants named an array of vibrant 

identities as central to themselves, from outgoing, to rowing team member, to queer. 

Based on participant narratives, development of these identities was influenced by many 

factors, including family and community, consistent with previous literature (Cashen, 

2022; Kuvalanka & Goldberg, 2009) and an Ecological Systems theoretical framework 

(Bronfenbrenner, 1977). Adolescent and emerging adult participants intentionally 

expressed their identities through their appearance and behaviors; they noted a 

responsibility to properly represent their identities to others. Findings also indicated that 

participants’ identities do not exist separately from one another, but instead interact in 

meaningful ways which is consistent with an intersectionality framework (Crenshaw, 

1989). Taken together, youth with LGBTQ+ parents demonstrate a passion for and 

commitment to their identities as well as resilience in the face of stigma against their 

identities. 
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The present study contributes to the literature by exploring identity in a 

minoritized sample. While previous literature has reported on identity among adults with 

LGBTQ+ parents (Kuvalanka & Goldberg, 2009) and LGBTQ+ families with more 

privileged identities (i.e., LGB, white, from U.S. coastal regions, and high SES; Fish & 

Russell, 2018), this study focused on identity among adolescents and emerging adults 

with LGBTQ+ parents and marginalized identities (i.e., LGBTQ+, minoritized 

racial/ethnic identities, primary from the South and Midwest U.S., varying SES). 

Ultimately, these findings extend existing empirical work and theory by studying identity 

at the intersection of multiple marginalized contexts. Finally, the present study provides a 

platform for these experiences to be disseminated and applied in research, policy, and 

clinical practice. At present, there are multiple efforts to decrease LGBTQ+ visibility in 

the U.S. (e.g., “Don’t Say Gay” Bill in Florida; Diaz, 2022) and limit LGBTQ+ 

individuals’ ability to form families (e.g., through foster care or adoption; Fulton v. City 

of Philadelphia, 2021); this study and others like it assist in empirically demonstrating 

the unique strengths of and need for support among LGBTQ+ family members, including 

children.   

Identities of Youth with LGBTQ+ Parents  

Participants described multiple identities as core to themselves. The types of 

identities reported are consistent with identity theory, which postulates three different 

types of identity (i.e., person, group, and role; Stets & Serpe, 2013). Trait identity neatly 

maps on to the person identity proposed by Stets and Serpe (2013), while group/activity 

identity reflects group and role identities. However, the present study expanded upon 

these categories with the “integrated” identity, or an identity that extends across multiple 
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types of identities to better reflect to experience of marginalized groups. The integrated 

identity was the most frequently reported identity by participants. This finding is 

supported by previous research; marginalized identities are often more salient for 

individuals than privileged identities (e.g., youth with minoritized sexual identities think 

about their sexuality more often than do heterosexual youth; Hughes & Hurtado, 2018). 

Furthermore, participants who did not have a marginalized identity often reported trait or 

role identities. 

 Regardless of identity type, when asked to report their “core” identities, most 

participants shared their identities with pride and confidence. This sentiment reflects 

theory on identity centrality (Stets & Serpe, 2013), which states individuals express 

confidence and commitment to identities central to themselves. The present study also 

finds that having a shared LGBTQ+ identity with a parent can help bolster confidence 

and comfort, or identity centrality, in youth’s LGBTQ+ identity. This is consistent with 

previous LGBTQ+ parent research with adults (Kuvalanka & Goldberg, 2009), and adds 

to the literature by uncovering the same phenomena in a sample of adolescents and 

emerging adults.  

Participants also demonstrated commitment and awareness of their identities 

through their appearance and feelings of responsibility to represent their identities. Sexual 

and gender minority youth described facets of their appearance that onlookers may view 

as straight or LGBTQ+; often times, this description was accompanied by feelings of 

discomfort. Sometimes, this stereotyping was based on their personal LGBTQ+ identity, 

but other times, stigma was based on their parent’s LGBTQ+ identity (i.e., stereotype 

assuming the children of LGBTQ+ parents must also be LGBTQ+ identified). This 
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finding supports literature regarding salient LGBTQ+ identities. According to previous 

research, individuals with more salient LGBTQ+ identities are more likely to perceive 

stigma toward their LGBTQ+ identity (Hinton et al., 2021; Hughes & Hurtado, 2018; 

Quinn & Chaudoir, 2009). Adding to the literature, the findings here suggest that 

cisgender heterosexual youth with LGBTQ+ parents describe the same situation: 

onlookers assume they are LGBTQ+ identified simply because their parents are 

LGBTQ+.  

The literature also indicates that individuals with a salient marginalized 

racial/ethnic identity are more likely to perceive stigma associated with their racial/ethnic 

identity (Lee & Ahn, 2013). This finding is supported and furthered by the present study; 

multiple participants with marginalized racial/ethnic identities conveyed uneasiness with 

others’ inaccurate assumptions of their identity based on the color of their skin or cultural 

participation. However, participants went on to express confidence in their identities and 

cited community and family support as instrumental in coping with stigma against their 

minoritized racial/ethnic identities.  

Many youth with LGBTQ+ parents in the sample felt a responsibility to properly 

represent their marginalized identities to others, especially in the face of stigma. This 

responsibility led youth to educate others about minority issues, attempt to be a good role 

models for others of a similar identity, and even insert themselves into discussions on 

minority identity issues. In line with Ecological Systems theory (Bronfenbrenner, 1977), 

youth with LGBTQ+ parents report stigma, and thus, feelings of representation 

responsibility across context, including peers, school, work, and society broadly. 

Moreover, since identity salience is associated with more awareness of stigma related to 
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one’s identity and frequent thoughts of one’s identity (Hughes & Hurtado, 2018; Hurtado 

et al., 2015), it may be that identity salience is associated with more feelings of 

representation responsibility. Future research should investigate the relationship between 

identity importance and representation responsibility among youth with LGBTQ+ parents 

and broadly in order to gain insight into the possible relationship. Such findings could 

also help support youth with LGBTQ+ parents in clinical settings. Representation 

responsibility appeared to take a toll on participants, adding uncomfortable pressure and 

expectations to their everyday interactions. Future research should investigate this 

negative affective state, particularly how it may impact youth with LGBTQ+ parents’ 

mental health.  

Factors Related to Youth Identity 

Consistent with Ecological Systems theory (Bronfenbrenner, 1977), youth identity 

development and importance among participants were impacted by factors across 

multiple contexts, mainly, local community, family context, larger religious institutions, 

and even at the intersection of contexts (e.g., holding an LGBTQ+ family identity in a 

Jewish community setting). Involvement with communities that surrounded one’s identity 

were continuously reported as either helpful or hurtful to participants as their identities 

developed. Religious communities were particularity impactful for participants. Youth 

with LGBTQ+ parents cited negative attitudes against the LGBTQ+ community from 

Protestant and Catholic communities as harmful, and as a result, abandoned their 

religious identity and involvement. Sadly, this finding is consistent with previous 

research on LGBTQ+ identity and religious involvement (Beagan & Hattie, 2016). This 

finding was particularly evident amongst youth in same-gender parent families, likely 
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because of the increased visibility of their LGBTQ+ identity as compared to youth from 

single parent or different-gender parent families. Indeed, some LGBTQ+ parents note 

that “passing” as a cis-het parent can lead to less discrimination (Gillig et al., 2022). 

Encouragingly, participants named the LGBTQ+ community and their community of 

other youth with LGBTQ+ parents as strong sources of support and influences on 

positive identity development. This finding is both in line with previous research with 

young adults with LGBTQ+ parents (Cashen, 2022) and expands the literature’s 

knowledge on adolescents. Adolescents with LGBTQ+ parents report LGBTQ+ 

community belonging and involvement as positive just like adults with LGBTQ+ parents 

(Cashen, 2022; Goldberg et al., 2012).  

 Participants also reported that their personal identity was impacted by their 

parents’ identity. On the whole, many participants stated having LGBTQ+ parents made 

them more empathetic, accepting, and open-minded, which is consistent with some 

previous research (Goldberg, 2007). Some indicated that sharing an LGBTQ+ identity 

with their parent, and parent-child conversations about this identity, helped them to feel 

more confident and informed about their LGBTQ+ identity. Other participants reported 

that it is more difficult to understand and develop identities that they do not share with 

their parents. These reports reflect findings throughout the literature on adults with 

LGBTQ+ parents (Goldberg et al., 2012; Kuvalanka & Goldberg, 2009), yet add to the 

literature by sampling adolescents. For participants of color with white parents, not 

sharing a racial/ethnic identity sometimes led to feelings of isolation and difference. This 

finding demonstrates a need for more racial and cultural socialization in families with 

white parents; such socialization can be vital for youth of color in navigating their 
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racial/ethnic identity (Samuels, 2009), including in families with LGBTQ+ parents 

(Simon & Farr, 2022). Finally, a group of participants stressed the lack of influence that 

their parents’ LGBTQ+ identity has had on their personal identities. They were insistent 

that their parents’ LGBTQ+ identity did not impact them, which is consistent with one 

common theme in previous literature on LGBTQ+ parent families. Specifically, youth 

with LGBTQ+ parents have commonly assuaged stigma against LGBTQ+ parent families 

by highlighting their similarities with cis-het parent families (Clark & Demetriuo, 2016).  

Finally, the current study underscores that the intersections of participants’ 

identities are impactful not only for their identity but everyday life experiences, 

consistent with Intersectionality Theory (Crenshaw, 1989). It was evident throughout 

participant accounts that each of their identities did not exist in a vacuum and instead 

intersected with one another in important ways, such as through encouraging and/or 

discouraging community involvement with one important identity over another and 

interacting with stereotypes associated with multiple identities. Overall, this finding, as 

well as findings about the impact of parents and community on individual identity, 

support Ecological Systems theory (Bronfenbrenner, 1977), and as such, lay the 

groundwork for a more detailed future investigation into the ways in which LGBTQ+ 

parents encourage resilience and strength in their youth’s individual identities.  

Strengths and Limitations 

Despite its many strengths, the current study is not without limitations. Firstly, the 

present sample size, while large for a qualitative study, is small overall, and thus not 

generalizable to all youth with LGBTQ+ parents or broader populations of youth. 

However, the present qualitative study was not intended to be generalizable, and rather, I 
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sought to elevate the voices of the present population. In order to fully understand the 

population’s experiences, the psychological and scholarly community must first 

familiarize itself with the lived experiences of youth with LGBTQ+ parents. The results 

of this study represent a step in that direction. Next, the present sample is diverse in 

several key ways, especially as compared to previous LGBTQ+ studies. A large amount 

of LGBTQ+ research to date has been conducted with white, high-income, LG families 

from the Northeast and West coasts of the U.S. (Fish & Russell, 2018). In contrast, the 

current sample is mostly from the South and Midwest and represents an array of sexual, 

gender, and racial/ethnic identities and income backgrounds. Unfortunately, the same 

cannot be said for participants’ parents. Overall, a majority of participants’ parents were 

white and while several parents held minoritized gender identities, a majority of parents 

were cisgender and LGB. Finally, we collected data for the current project before the 

COVID-19 pandemic. Although this study provides a snapshot into these youth’s lives 

pre-pandemic, the COVID-19 pandemic likely has had a long-lasting, critical impact on 

the lives of youth (and their parents) in LGBTQ+ parent families that is not accounted for 

in this study (Drabble & Eliason, 2021). 

Implications for Research, Policy, and Clinical Practice 

This study could have important implications for the psychological field and 

society’s general understanding of youth with LGBTQ+ parents. Firstly, findings could 

both expand the literature’s understanding of youth with LGBTQ+ parents and their 

identities and start filling gaps in the literature regarding LGBTQ+ family context (i.e., 

current participants represent more racial/ethnic, gender, and geographic diversity than 

previous LGBTQ+ research; Fish & Russell, 2018). With more understanding could 
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come more support and acceptance for the second-generation LGBTQ+ community 

(Fitzgerald, 2010). The present study also highlights a need for more research to be 

conducted on family contexts broadly as they relate to youth identity. For example, this 

study primarily focuses on the LGBTQ+ family context, yet future studies could 

investigate other types of family contexts more narrowly (e.g., multi-racial family, 

immigrant family). Additionally, the present study utilizes qualitative methods to gain a 

deeper and more robust understanding of participants’ lived experiences (Braun & 

Clarke, 2021b; Fish & Russell, 2018). The same techniques applied to other populations 

could provide a better understanding of other communities’ strengths and experiences 

(Braun & Clarke, 2021b; Fish & Russell, 2018). Regarding strengths of youth with 

LGBTQ+ parents, results show great resiliency and thoughtfulness among this sample. 

These adolescents and emerging adults must navigate stigma related to their identities, 

yet through interactions with the community and their parents, many find strength and 

express happiness in their identities (Breshears & Braithwaite, 2014).  

This research also has the potential to impact LGBTQ+ relevant policy and 

clinical practice. As previously stated, the LGBTQ+ community is continuously fighting 

for the right to form families. In Fulton v. City of Philadelphia (2021), the U.S. Supreme 

Court ruled that the City of Philadelphia’s decision to withdraw public funding from a 

religious foster care agency that discriminated against LGBTQ+ couples was 

unconstitutional. That is, under the ruling, publicly funded religious organizations can 

continue to discriminate against LGBTQ+ parents on the basis of religious freedom. 

Given this decision and similar actions across the U.S., there is an increased need for 

research that informs the public and lawmakers alike about the strengths and unique 
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dynamics of LGBTQ+ parent families, including advantages LGBTQ+ individuals bring 

to family formation, such as with adoption and foster care settings (Patterson & Farr, 

2022).  

By providing insight into the lived experiences and identity processes of youth 

with LGBTQ+ parents, this research could be used in clinical settings to better 

understand and support individuals with LGBTQ+ parents as well as identity 

development across youth. In their article on therapy and individuals with LGBTQ+ 

parents, Fitzgerald (2010) urges clinicians to attend more to this population, especially as 

they grow in visibility. Youth with LGBTQ+ parents carry with them a unique set of 

pressures and expectations to represent LGBTQ+ parent families and navigate stigma 

associated with their parents’ identities (Farr et al., 2016). As a result, increased 

awareness, understanding, and compassion can be vital in understanding how to best 

support this population in clinical settings (Fitzgerald, 2010).  

Conclusion 

The present study investigates identity among youth with LGBTQ+ parents, and 

ultimately demonstrates that youth exhibit pride, strength, and resilience across their 

various identities. Findings have both been consistent with and expanded upon previous 

findings in the literature and foundational theories. Mainly, marginalized identities 

continue to be important to youth and impact their lives in significant ways (Bishop et al., 

2020; Brittian et al., 2016), and LGBTQ+ parents continue to help bolster positive 

identity development among their children (Kuvalanka & Goldberg, 2009). The current 

study adds to literature by observing this same finding in a sample of diverse adolescents 

and emerging adults. Consistent with Ecological Systems Theory (Bronfenbrenner, 
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1977), participants’ identities were related to multiple factors outside themselves, such as 

parent identity, community, and social narratives. Most importantly, the present study 

indicates that identities among youth with LGBTQ+ parents are impactful and 

effervescent. The implications are numerous both to current psychological literature (e.g., 

providing insight into identity development and importance in a diverse, unique sample) 

and to societal support and affirmation for LGBTQ+ families (e.g., informing clinicians 

and other professionals on which areas youth with LGBTQ+ may need more support).  
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Table 1.1 Participant Demographics 
   
Table 1 
Participant Demographics 
 Baseline Characteristic Sample Total (N=51)  Percentage of Sample 
Gender  
 

    

    Cisgender Woman  
 

28 55% 

    Cisgender Man  
 

14 27% 

    Transgender Man  
 

2 4% 

    Transmasculine  
 

4 8% 

    Nonbinary  
 

2 4% 

    Questioning  
 

1 2% 

Race/Ethnicity  
 

  

    White  
 

31 61% 

    Black  
 

5 10% 

    Latinx  
 

5 10% 

    Asian  
 

1 2% 

    Multiracial  
 

9 18% 

Sexual Orientation  
 

  

    Gay/Lesbian 
 

6 12% 

    Bisexual  
 

7 14% 

    Queer  
 

5 10% 

    Confused/Questioning  
 

5 10% 

    Asexual  
 

1 2% 

    Pansexual  
 

2 4% 

    Heterosexual  25 49% 
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Table 1.1, continued 
 
Age 
 

  

    Adolescent  (>18) 13 25% 
 

    Emerging Adult (18+) 38 76% 
 

Geography  
 

  

    South  
 

22 43% 

    Midwest  
 

14 27% 

    Northwest  
 

9 18% 

    West  
 

6 12% 

SSS Ranking (1-10) 
 
    M(SD) 

 
 
5.71(1.27) 

Note. Subjective Social Status (SSS) rankings were collected using the MacArthur 
Ladder of Subjective Social Status (Adler et al., 2000). 
 

  



 

 
 

44 

 

  



APPENDICES 

Appendix A 

WTG Foundation Scholars Program Grant – Project 1 

“Stories and Experiences of LGBTQ Families from Youth” (SELFY) 

PI: Rachel H. Farr, PhD 

INTERVIEW GUIDE 

Version current as of 12/21/18 

INTRODUCTION 

Objective: We are interested in learning more about the experiences of young people 
(ages 12-25) who have lesbian, gay, bisexual, transgender, and queer (LGBTQ) parents. 

Along with these criteria, we are seeking individuals diverse in race, class, and 
background. 

Interviews will be audio-recorded and are expected to last 1-2 hours. These will generally 
take place by phone but may also occur via Skype or online messaging (e.g., Google 
chat), depending on participants’ preferences. Participants will be compensated a $50 

Amazon gift card for their time and participation distributed via e-mail. 

Interview Themes: 

• Discrimination & microaggressions related to identities (e.g., race, SES, LGBTQ 
parents)  

• Intersectional aspects of distinct identities 
• Coping strategies 
• Family communication about marginalized identities / family relationships 
• Peer relationships / disclosure about family 
• Perceptions of helpful resources in the community / community support & climate 

Aside from demographic questions, specific questions were developed for the purposes of 
this study, as well as adapted from measures and interviews used by the following 
researchers: David Frost, Phil Hammack, Ilan Meyer, & Stephen Russell; Abbie 

Goldberg; Brian Mustanski & Gregory Swann; Sherry Rostosky. 

INTERVIEW SCRIPT 

BEFORE BEGINNING: These questions represent a general framework for a semi-
structured interview and were generally developed for this specific study. Trained 

research personnel will conduct the interviews and will probe with further questions as 
needed. The target participant’s name should be inserted where appropriate. Before 



 

 
 

46 

beginning the interview (e.g., placing the call), please ensure all audio recording 
equipment is set up and ready by doing a test recording. 

Probes: 

• Probes and follow-up questions are not optional. If information is not provided in 
response to questions, ask all the appropriate probes.   

• Ask probes in a way that maintains the participant’s narratives whenever possible: 
probes do not have to be asked in the order shown.  

• Alternate ways of phrasing questions are provided in some cases. Use alternate 
questions if the original question is confusing to the participant or if the alternate is 
more appropriate given the circumstances.  

• Give participants time to reflect and answer. Do not assume questions are N/A or 
confusing.  

• Use these probes liberally when participants give brief or incomplete answers: Can you 
say more about that? How? Why / why not? Could you give me an example? Tell me 
about a time when… Anything else? 

THE INTERVIEW: 

 

Interviewer: Hello! My name is [insert interviewer name], and I am a [insert role e.g., 
graduate student] on this research project. We really want to thank you for agreeing to 

take this time to tell us more about your experiences. There are no right or wrong answers 
to these questions; we want to hear your experiences and thoughts. Please feel free to not 

answer a question if you would prefer not to share this information.  

Lastly, as another reminder, I want to let you know that your responses will not be 
shared with anyone outside of our research team and your name will not be included with 
any transcripts of your responses. Again, thank you for spending this time letting us know 

about your experiences. Do you have any questions before we start? 

Demographic Interview Questions: We’ll start with a few introductory questions.  

1. To begin, families come together in many different ways. For instance, some families 
might experience divorce, remarriage and stepparenting. Other families might 
experience adoption. Others might work with reproductive technologies to have 
children (if needed: e.g., surrogacy, donor insemination, IVF). Tell me about your 
family and how your family came to be. (Probe for details, e.g., siblings? How 
many? Ages?) 

 
2. How do your parent(s) describe or label their sexual and gender identity (e.g., 

LGBTQ), and what is your parent(s)’ current relationship status (e.g., single, married, 
divorced)? 
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3. If you know it, when did your parent(s) come out as LGBTQ (if known)? Could you 
describe when you understood what it meant to have an LGBTQ parent?  

 
4. Where do you currently live, and how would you describe your home and 

neighborhood (Probe for rural, suburban, urban)? If where you currently live is 
different from where you grew up, could you describe where you grew up (home, 
neighborhood, name of place, etc.)? 

 
5. To ask you about your socioeconomic status or class, consider a ladder with 10 rungs 

or steps. Think of this ladder as representing where people stand in the United States. 
At the top of the ladder are the people who are best off – those who have the most 
money, the most education and the most respected jobs. At the bottom are the people 
who are the worst off – who have the least money, least education, and the least 
respected jobs or no job. The higher you are on this ladder, the closer you are to the 
very top (or 10); the lower you are, the closer you are to the people at the very bottom 
(or 1). Considering where you and your family stand at this time in your life, relative 
to other people in the United States, where would you place yourself on this ladder 
from bottom (1) to top (10)? [MacArthur Research Network on Socioeconomic Status 
and Health, 2008] 

 
6. Last question before the next section: How old are you (in years)? 

Open-ended Interview Questions: 

In this next section, we’ll discuss what identities are most important to you as well as 
how you talk to family and friends about a variety of topics. 

 

Identity: 

7. I’ll start by asking you about 3 of your possible identities – race-ethnicity, gender, 
and sexuality. First, how do you describe or label your racial-ethnic identity? Your 
gender identity (probe for pronouns)? Your sexual identity (e.g., gay, straight, 
bisexual, asexual, etc.)? 

 
8. If you had to decide which identities are most important or “core” to who you are, 

what are those identities? Is there one identity that is most important to who you are?  
 

9. Would you say that being the child of an LGBTQ parent* is one of your core 
identities? (*Note: participant may have used their own wording, such as “having 
gay fathers” – feel free to substitute as needed whatever language the participant 
uses throughout the interview.) 
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7. I’d like to understand how you see some of these different identities relating to each 
other. [Note: can substitute wording for identities that participants self-describe.] Tell 
me what it’s like to have LGBTQ parents and also identify as [substitute an identity 
that participant self-describes], or tell me about some advantages and disadvantages 
you see to having several distinct identities (e.g., having LGBTQ parents, identifying 
as [RACIAL-ETHNIC IDENTITY]). 

 
8. In general, how do you feel that being raised by LGBTQ parents affects you, on a 

day-to-day basis, if at all? 
 

9. Do you consider yourself to be a member of the LGBTQ community, or an ally, or 
something else? Is this different from how others perceive you? And, do you feel that 
being part of an LGBTQ family is a special or unique identity? Why / why not?  

a. [IF PARTICIPANT IS LGBTQ]: Do you think you’re perceived differently 
because you and your parent are both LGBTQ? Tell me more about that 
experience. 

 
10. Tell me about a time you felt proud to be part of the LGBTQ community, as well as a 

time it felt difficult or that you did not belong. You can start with either experience. 
 

11. Before we turn to the next portion of the interview, are there any other parts of your 
identity that we have not yet talked about that are important to understand you as a 
person? 

Disclosure about Family:  

11. Next, we’re interested in how you talk to others about your family and having an 
LGBTQ parent. In other words, how do you “come out” about your family? How do 
you decide when and how to tell? (e.g., Probe for possible groups, e.g., someone 
you’re dating friends, classmates, teachers, strangers, coworkers, religious or faith 
community members)  

 
12. How do people react when you tell them about your family, and do reactions differ 

depending on who you tell? (Probe for possible groups named in previous question) 
 

Family and Friend Relationships:  

  

13. Have you ever felt different from others or that you had to act a certain way because 
your parent(s) are LGBTQ? Tell me about such a time. 

 
14. Do you think your parents have raised you in a different way than your friends with 

heterosexual parents? In what ways? 
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15. Has having an LGBTQ parent changed how you think about what it means to have or 
be a family? How so? Has it changed how you think about becoming or being a 
parent? How so? 

 
16. Would you say your friends, classmates, and peers are supportive of you having an 

LGBTQ parent? Could you give an example of a time you felt supported in having an 
LGBT parent? 

 

Discrimination Experiences and Coping Behavior: Next, we’ll turn toward 
experiences where you might have been treated differently or felt you have experienced 

discrimination. 

 

17. Earlier, you told me about your “core identities” [NAME THEM]. Have you 
experienced discrimination or been treated differently based on any of these 
identities? [REFERENCE THE “CORE” IDENTITIES NAMED BY 
PARTICIPANT.] (Probe for details: frequency, where, who, when, examples.) 
Specifically, has this happened based on your race or ethnic identity? Your 
socioeconomic status (SES) or social class? For any other reason? 

a. [IF PARTICIPANT DESCRIBES “explicit” discrimination that they can 
name]: Do you think you could tell me a little bit more about these 
experiences? Do you feel like some experiences are “bigger” or “smaller”? 
Which do you think has influenced you more? How so? 

 
18. Could you tell me about a time that you felt like you were treated differently because 

you had an LGBTQ parent? This could be something you experienced as an 
individual or as a family (Probe for who / what / when / where, etc.). How did you 
feel, and what did you do to deal with this experience? (Who or what helped you to 
cope? e.g., possible probes: talking to friends, family, teachers, online groups, etc.; 
engaging in behaviors like distraction, withdrawing, problem-solving, confrontation, 
attitude change, reflection, journaling, meditation, prayer, etc.) Specifically, does it 
ever help to share your experiences with other kids who have LGBTQ parents? 

 
19. Overall, how frequently do you feel you have been treated differently because you 

have an LGBTQ parent? Does this happen to you as an individual, your parent, or 
your whole family? (Probe for details: Where happened? How old were you?) In the 
future, do you think you might be treated differently because of having an LGTBQ 
parent? (Probe: What kinds of situations in the future do you think being treated 
differently might occur?) 

 

20. How would you describe the impact that feeling different, being treated as different, 
or facing discrimination has had on you? Have these experiences changed you? Is 
there a particular experience that you feel has affected you the most?  
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Family Conversations: Next, we’ll discuss how you and your parents talk about your 
identities, and some other topics such as sexual health and discrimination experiences. 

 

21. Do you talk with your parents about any of your “core” identities? [NAME THEM] 
(Probe for identities including race and social class, as well as details: who, when, 
where, who initiates, frequency, and how the participant and parents feel during 
these conversations) 

 

22. Specifically, do you talk with your parents about being an LGBTQ parent family? 
(Probes: who initiates, frequency, other details, e.g., how do you/ your parents feel 
during these talks) 

23. It’s not uncommon for parents to talk to their teenage or young adult kids about sex. 
Do you talk with your parents about sex, and if so, how helpful do you find these 
talks? (Probe for details, e.g., how do you/your parents feel during these talks, 
frequency, who initiates) 

 

24. Do you and your parents talk about discrimination? Could you tell me about a time 
where you talked with your parents about discrimination? (Probe for details such as 
frequency, who initiates, topics, how do you / your parents feel during these talks). 

 

25. Do you think it is easier to talk with your parents about discrimination related to one 
identity more so than another (e.g., gender discrimination vs. racial discrimination)? 
Do you discuss discrimination that you have faced in the past or might face in the 
future (or might face)? Do you talk about discrimination that your parent has faced or 
discrimination in general?  

 

26. Has your parent talked with you about discrimination specifically because they are 
LGBTQ? (If has not already been discussed): Could you tell me about such a time? 

 

27. Do you think these conversations about sex and/or discrimination with your parents 
are similar or different to those that your peers might have with their parents? How 
so? 

 

Community Climate and Support Questions: These next questions explore feelings 
and thoughts about community, particularly the LGBTQ community.  

 
28. We throw around this big word, “LGBTQ community,” but what does that really 

mean? What do you think of when you hear someone refer to the LGBTQ 
community? 
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29. Tell me about some activities you have participated in related to the LGBTQ 
community. (Probes: Do you do this as a family or as an individual? Do your parents 
get you involved? Is this a positive experience for you and/or is this involvement 
important to you?) 

 
30. Do you have friends who have LGBTQ parents, and would you say you know a lot of 

other people from LGBTQ parent families? (Probe for details: How many people 
from LGBTQ parent families do you know?). Tell me more about how you connect 
with others who have LGBTQ parents (e.g., online communities, community 
organizations. Is it important to you to have these connections? (Probes: Do you 
belong to any organizations or online groups specifically for children of LGBTQ 
parents, such as COLAGE? Would you like to?) 

 
31. Are there local organizations or resources for LGBTQ families where you live? 

(Probe: Do these organizations make a difference for LGBTQ families, or would they 
if they existed?)  

 
32. Do you feel LGBTQ people and families are supported in your community? (Probe 

specifically for schools, religious institutions, political climate. Are there ways that 
LGBTQ families could be better supported in your community? Can LGBTQ families 
can be out and open safely in your community? How does your community’s support 
(or lack of support) compare to support for LGBTQ people and families in your 
state? In our country?) 

 
33. Are there other communities based on your “core” identities [NAME THEM] that 

you feel strongly a part of? (Probe: Do you feel this community is supported where 
you live?) 

 

General: I just have a few more open-ended questions before the last section of the 
interview. 

31. Looking back over your life, what do you think has been the biggest challenge, as 
well as the most positive aspect, so far about having an LGBTQ parent? As you get 
older, do you imagine any additional challenges or positive aspects of having an 
LGBTQ parent? 

 

32. What advice would you give to other youth that have an LGBTQ parent? 
 

LGBTQ FAMILY MICROAGGRESSIONS (modified from Swann et al., 2016): 

In this last section of the interview, we are interested in getting your feedback about a 
survey related to the microaggression experiences of young people with LGBTQ parents. 
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Microaggressions are defined as comments or actions that subtly, and often 
unconsciously or unintentionally, express a prejudiced attitude toward a member of a 

marginalized group (such as people of color, immigrants, women, LGTBQ people, etc.).  

I’ll read 28 items about experiences you may have had because you have an LGBTQ 
parent.  

Once we complete these items, we will be interested in hearing your feedback about the 
survey overall, so we will have several broad follow-up questions. Please answer 

honestly because there is no “right” answer. As a note, sometimes we use the word “gay” 
as a general term because we are quoting the way it is used in popular culture. 

[FOR INTERVIEWER]: Adjust language so the measure makes sense (don’t say parents 
if only one parent is LGBTQ) 

To get started, in thinking about just the LAST SIX MONTHS, we’d like to know how 
often you have had the following experiences. You can answer using the following 1-5 

scale: 1 = not at all, 2 = a few times, 3 = about every month, 4 = about every week, and 5 
= about every day.  

1. You heard someone say ‘that’s so gay’ in a negative way 
 

2. You were told that being gay [LGBTQ] is just a phase 
 

3. A heterosexual person didn’t believe that LGBTQ people face discrimination 
 

4. Someone said LGBTQ people are trying to get ‘special rights’ that they don’t 
deserve 

 
5. You heard about people trying to deny rights for same-sex couples or LGBTQ 

people 
 

6. Someone implied that only heterosexuality & families with a mother and father are 
normal 

 
7. Someone said, “you know how gay [LGBTQ] people are” 

 
8. Someone expressed a stereotype (example: “gay men are so good at fashion”) 

 
9. You heard someone talk about “the gay lifestyle” 

 
10. You saw a group either in person, or in the media, show negative signs (example: A 

religious group with a sign that said “God hates fags”) 
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11. Someone said, “I don’t mind gay [LGBTQ] people, they just shouldn’t be so 
public” 

12. Someone said a hateful slur about LGBTQ people (e.g., “fag”, “dyke” said in a 
mean way) 

 
13. Someone said “homosexuality” is a sin or immoral 

 
14. A heterosexual person denied they have any heterosexism (example: “I’m offended 

that you would imply I could be homophobic”) 

OK we are halfway through items! Just as a reminder, please think of whether the 
following have happened to you in the last six months and answer using the following 
1-5 scale: 1 = not at all, 2 = a few times, 3 = about every month, 4 = about every week, 

and 5 = about every day.  

15. You were told you were overreacting when you talked about a negative experience 
you or your family had because of your parents’ sexual orientation or gender 
identity 

 
16. A heterosexual person said you are being “paranoid” when you suspect someone 

treated you or your family in a homophobic way 
 

17. A friend or family member expressed disappointment about you having LGBTQ 
parents 

 
18. Someone assumed your parent(s) has HIV because of their sexual orientation or 

gender identity 
 

19. You heard that people of certain ethnicities are not LGBTQ 
 

20. Someone assumed your parent(s) must be depressed because of their sexual 
orientation or gender identity 

 
21. A heterosexual person seemed uncomfortable because they thought your parent(s) 

were attracted to them  
 

22. Someone assumed that you might be LGBTQ because your parent is / parents are 
 

23. You were made to feel that your family was inferior because your parent(s) are 
LGBTQ 

 
24. You were told not to disclose or discuss that your parent(s) are LGBTQ 
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25. You were told you must have missed out on having a same-gender or appropriate 
gender role model as a parent 

 
26. Someone said, “your parents are not like those gay [LGBTQ] people” 

 
27. Someone asked, “Where’s your mom/dad?”, assuming you have parents of both 

genders rather than same-sex parents 
 

28. We’ve talked about a number of different examples of microaggressions, do you 
think there are any other experiences that we didn’t mention in the survey that you 
think might be important to ask? Other, please describe: _____________ (Is there any 
other experience you would add?) 

Feedback Questions on Microaggressions Survey: 

1. What are your general reactions to this survey about microaggressions? Do you have 
feedback on any of the items? (Probe for adding / changing / removing items to 
improve it.) 

 
2. Would you say this survey (i.e., the 28 items) does a good job overall in assessing 

microaggression experiences of young people with LGBTQ parents? 

Our final question: Is there anything else we have not covered that you would like to 
share?  

That is the end of the interview. Thank you so much for your time and 
participating! 
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Appendix B 

 

Identity Codebook  
11.08.2022 

 

The purpose of this codebook is to explore themes of identity development and saliency, 
family identity, and disclosure of family identity across a sample of youth with LGBTQ+ 
parents. The following steps  

 
 

1. Read the entire SELFY transcript(s) assigned, pay special attention to questions 
regarding core identity, family idenity (LGBTQ+ parent family), and disclosure of 
their family identity.  

2. In the google sheet, select the sheet with your name on it. Each sheet will feature 
a column of Participant IDs which correspond to the transcript we are coding,  a 
column for each theme discussed in this code book (EX: Theme1), and a column 
for explanation (EX: Theme_EX). 

3. Each theme and/or subtheme will be coded with the appropriate code laid out in 
the theme details.  

4. In the explanation column (the column directly to the right of the code column; 
titled the same as the code column but with EX on the end), enter a quote 
representative of your theme code.  

5. In the notes column, enter elaboration on said quote, your code, or a combination 
of the two to explain why you coded the interviewee that way.  
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Theme Details:  
Theme 1: Type of Identity:  

• This includes all salient IDs, either IDs referenced when asked about core IDs or 
IDs that they discuss throughout the transcript 

• Subtheme 1.1: Trait Identity (0/1) 
o Trait identities resemble personality traits or adjectives that a person 

would use to describe themselves 
o Trait identities such as “intelligent”, “athletic”, “outgoing”, “people 

person”, “gluten-free” 
• Subtheme 1.2: Group/Activity Identity (0/1) 

o Group ID is one that is not limited to one individual, but instead there are 
many people who share this identity, whether through community, social 
networks, or broader systems 

o I.e. hobbies, teams, artists,  parent, career, etc. 
o Role identities are IDs in which there is a specific set of expectations, 

behaviors, or tasks revolving around their ID 
o Cishet white men  

 Male 
 Man 
 Straight  

o Being a role model  
• Subtheme 1.4: Integrated/Underserved/Marginalized identity (0/1) 

o IDs that encompass more than one or all of the above categories as they 
are both personal and unique, come with their own set of experiences, and 
have some sort community or group behind the ID (Ex: LGBTQ+ ID, 
Racial-Ethnic ID, Religious ID) (Does not include cismen or white 
people)  

o Child of LGBTQ+ parent 
 When asked, “what identities do you consider core to who you are?”  
Theme 2: Appearance  

• Code 0: Not mentioned/Not impacted 
o Connection between Appearance and ID is either not 

intentional/meaningful or it is not mentioned 
• Code 1: Appearance represents ID 

o They talk about/use their appearance to affirm or represent their own 
identity  

• Code 2: Avoidance of looking like ID 
o They try not to look like their ID 

• Code 3: Conflicting Appearance (Perception is a big piece here)/ Doesn't look like 
ID 

o Makes a point to say they do not look like their ID, may be defensive  
o Regretful  
o May look like some IDs, but not look like others 
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o Trying to look like the ID, but not being perceived as the ID they try to 
look like 

o People perceive them differently than how they identify themselves 
Theme 3: Representation Responsibility 

• Code 0: Doesn’t Mention This 
• Code 1: Indicates Responsibility to Represent personal ID 

Theme 4: Interaction between Personal ID and Family ID or Parent ID 
• Code 0: Doesn’t mention this 
• Code 1: Parent ID/Family ID eased development of Personal ID 
• Code 2: Parent ID/Family ID conflicted with development of ID 
• Code 3: Parent ID/Family ID both eased and conflicted with development of IDs 
• Code 4: Parent ID/Family ID did not impact development of ID 

Theme 5: Community impact on Identity Development (Community outside of the 
home)  

Code 0: Theme not mentioned  
Code 1: Community impacts personal ID development   

• May break down  
• 1.1 Positive  
• 1.2 Negative 

Theme 6: Intersection of Identities  
• Code 0: Not mentioned  
• Code 1: Intersection impacts identity development and/or saliency  

 

Non-continuous multiple category codes; Krippendorff alpha  
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