Disclosing homosexuality, disclosing seropositivity.
Interactions between coming-out and HIV-positive status disclosure.
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Data

- Collected from a more general study on associational dynamics and commitment in the fight against HIVV/AIDS in Switzerland.
Objective Self-administered questionnaires sent in summer 2005 to volunteers and ex-volunteers of eight local groups of the Swiss Aids
The purpose of the study was to analyze the different ways of revealing (or not) HIV-positive status and Federation and seven gay associations.

- Of the 846 questionnaires sent back (20.2%), 62 were completed by HIV-positive gay men.
- Questions were asked about:

- their socio-sexual orientation

- their serological status

homosexuality by a sample of Swiss HIV-positive gay and bisexual men. Given that these two aspects of social
identity are often linked to stigmatization and rejection, three main guestions were investigated:
1. For both aspects, for whom is the disclosure meant and in what order are disclosures made?

2.0n What_ kind of social structures (family, affective, professional, etc.) does the management of . to whom both disclosures were made and when (month / year).
homosexuality and serology depend? - Activism in associations may provide emotional involvement and affective support for coping with HIV+ status?
3. How does one manage these two aspects of social identity, according to his own social characteristics ? — results may differ from more general studies on HIV-positive gay men.
1. Disclosing homosexuality 2. Disclosing HIV-positive status
Basic frequencies Tab. 1. Disclosure, concealment and uncertainty Tab. 3. Uneven targets of disclosure Basic frequencies
"Do/did the following persons know that you are homosexual or bisexual?" "If you are HIV+, did you disclose it to..."
- Homosexuality more often disclosed to mother (54%), N =62 N =62 Extent of disclosure of HIV+ status depends on the members of
followed by friends (53%) and siblings (51%), less often to Not the social network:
[ . .
coworkers (47%) and even less to father (40%) Yes NO™ concemeq O answer - Tota - Large disclosure to main partner (73%).
— Greater normative expectation from fathers than Yes No  Don'tknow Cont';tne ; Noanswer  Tou Main partner 73 2 16 9 100 - Small disclosure to casual sex partners (38%).
mothers, as Schiltz pointed out in the case of France?. Family (excl. fath. and moth.) 71 14 3 11 100 — Result congruent with many former studies: anticipation of
A sizeable number of No answer (oblivion, refusal,  Mother 54 7 0 0 39 100 Heterosexual friends 69 11 3 17 100 rejection from casual sex partnerss.
uncertainty) and Not cor_1cerned _(relatlve IS dead O  terosexual fiiends 53 3 3 0 10 - Homosexual friends 62 9 8 21 100 - Larger (_jlsplosure to heterosexual friends than to homosexual
unknown) recoded into an intermediate value between Yes . Mother 58 21 7 14 100 ones, to siblings than to parents, to mother than father.
Siblings 51 6 0 2 41 100
and No Father 49 18 16 18 100 - Only 48% to co-workers.
— generates an ordinal variable that will be used in the  Co-workers ¥ : & L . 100 Co-workers 48 29 6 18 100 — Keeping the secret at work often linked with the will to be
following multivariate analyses. Father 40 13 1 7 39 100 Other sexual partner(s) 38 21 13 28 100 treated like anyone else or with anticipation of discriminatory
reprisals and ostracism?.
Tab. 2. A homogeneous social space of disclosure ) ) _ _ _ _
Correlation between recipients of disclosure of homosexuality Correlation analysis Correlation analysis Tab. 4. Two social spaces of disclosure : family versus friends
Pearson coefficients significant at 1% level. Highest values in bold. Correlation between recipients of disclosure of HIV+ status
. . . . N = 62. Highest values in bold.
- Disclosure to mother highly correlated with disclosure to father Contrary to the disclosure of socio-sexual orientation, |
and heterosexual friends. o _ correlation analysis in table 4 shows that respondents P  Fam  Het = Hom Mo  Fath Work
Mother ~ Friends  Siblings  Co-workers - An other main grouping, for those with siblings: strong tie disclosed their serostatus to their social network in a more  Family (excl. fath. and moth) | 0.9
P —— 071 between disclosure to brother and/or sister and to co-workers. heterogeneous way. Those who disclosed it to their mother ~— Heterosexual friends o4 o
N - However, all these values are close and seem to indicate that, in were also more likely to tell their father and their siblings. Homosexual friends © 040 ns 065
ST 05 069 our sample, gay and bisexual men who choose to come out Respondents who disclosed their serostatus to their Mot R TR
Co-workers 0.59 0.68 0.70 choose diverse targets and that the first target chosen did not homosexual friends more likely told their heterosexual Father i 019 o045 s s 0.78
Father 0.73 0.60 0.58 0.58 clearly predict the next ones. _ _ friends as well. Co-workers i o: 0z 0w o s 02
- A rather homogeneous social network according to S| FETTERS) ! 025 021 o045 04 020 s 036
Note : "Don't know", "not concerned" and no-answer are assimilated as intermediate answers between -y o - - - 0
"yes" and "no", so as to calculate Pearson coefficient on a 3-values ordinal variable. The result is similar Opportun |t|eS and prObabl I |ty Of d |SCIOsure, no SOIe d I reCtlon ns : Pearson coefficient not significant at 5%
hen th iginal cat ical iable i d t Iculate C 's V :oall fficient | |
sigrificant and the hirarchy of values are close; few ciferences occur, they mainly rofict the variable ~ €XC€€0S Others.
meaning of no-answer.
Diachronic perspective: a dominant order of disclosure : : . :
, , , , Fig. 3. Family first Diachronic perspective: two opposite ways to
_ Fig. 1. Disclosure to fa_mlly, then l'rlends and cn_-workers Prevai:fﬁﬁgﬁ;i?;ﬁi?ii??ﬁfﬁﬁtﬁﬁafﬁet;ﬁ?ms disclose one’s serostatus
- First to mother, Prevalent process of disclosure of homosexuality to relatives
- Almost at the same time to father with proportion of disclosures to each category

- First group: disclosure to father strongly linked

with disclosure to mother and, at lower level, to
Sexual partner(s) Homosexual friends Co-workers L
17% - S|b||ng3.

- Then to siblings, to heterosexual friends,
- Finally to co-workers.

Siblings

_ _ _ _ _ N _ Fféﬁf? - Second group: homosexual and heterosexual
I e o et e o ot Bt ey .’ ot friends connected with rain partner, sexual partner
f:orrelgted : when an activist discloses homosexuality to his mother, he ofte_n discloses Oil:;ia::sﬂy Hetmsggz”riends and co-workers.
et disclosure o the irst doesnot igificanty predictcrclosure t the sond (an Mother ‘ g NSRBI el WD LD il s (]
reversely). EPNEE disclosure into two groups with few links between

Time axis is based on dates of coming out indicated by respondents. Dates can be rated

539, them.

Main partner
39%

as fully reliable, but only 45% (disclosure to friends and colleagues) to 60% (mother —_— ol
and father) of them are indicated in the questionnaires. Moreover, some respondents . time
declare no certainty over the fact that their relatives are acquainted with their time
homosexuality. Therefore, the chronological order of coming out may be considered as Threshold for thickness af lines at 0,40, 0,60 and 0,70.
fully reliable mainly for respondents with a clear memory and certainty of their coming
out.
Fig. 4. Disclosing stigma - -
. _ Flg 2. Disclosing one's socio-sexual |dent|ty Six profiles of evolution of the number of groups of relatives ProgreSS of disclosure of H IV'p05|t|Ve status
Progress of disclosure of homosexuality Typology of evolution of number of groups of relatives Number of rouns to which HIV+ status is told
to which homosexuality has been told f”: : riv ' y - - .
_ - ofrlatives t Five types of disclosure processes: _ _
The rhythm of disclosure to different members of one’s Number of groups of 9 - - Two extreme cases: HIV+ status immediately and
' ) relatives told - - Immediate complete disclosure #5,045 f ” d I d H I k

social network may clearly differ. (out of 5 possible) Age of first coming out 8 1 ° ully disclosed versus mainly kept secret.

- Two extreme cases: socio-sexual orientation quickly o / 71 , o - Three intermediate cases that stress:

and fully disclosed versus kept secret 4 i 6 1 e a) The progressive way in which some respondents

. . . Rapid and full disclosure (#11,001) o o o c c 5

- Three intermediate cases: difficulty for some gay and i 4540 / > Immediate partial disclosure then stability #5,060 dealt with the anticipation of rejection by members
bisexual men to reveal their socio-sexual orientation. In ’ /S'owandpartydisc'osure (#3,076) 41 ° of their social network.

particular, rejection after a first disclosure might 2 2: L. S earty ol isclosure (1 058 *] HIV test b) The difficulty of coping with the identity that

B - rogressive an nearly) tu ISsclosure 5 B - - - -
prevent some of them from telling later (green line). 33y0 /35 y0 ﬂ/ﬁ N DU ? e TR, T e S AR others associate with HIV infection®.
. Homosexdality kept strictly corffined for a long time (#1,053) 17 / Delayed and weak disclosure #9,023
Homosexuglity kept secrete (or degree of disclosure unknown) (#5,004) 0 w w @ w \ \ \ \ \ T T \ \ \ \ \ \ \ \ \ \ ‘
U= 83 85 87 89 91 93 95 97 99 01 03 o5 Year
77 79 81 8 8 87 8 91 93 95 97 99 01 03 05 Vear

3. Interactions between coming out and HIV-positive status disclosure

Process of HIV+ status disclosure is highly tied to the way respondents were managing to reveal (or not) their homosexuality. Among our

. : . Tab. 5. Combined profiles of disclosure of homosexuality and seropositivity
sample, six types of interactions between both processes.

Ascending hierarchical cluster analysis of homosexual (5 targets) and HIV+ (8 targets) disclosure.

- Fig. 5 (one case): HIV-positive status disclosed first (one case) — Very particular socio-demographic characteristics that restrained the Missing values reprocessed as indicated in figures 1 and 5.
possibility of disclosing homosexuality: bisexual, married, two children, living in a small town. Residuals (2 respondents, 4% of sample) not classified.
- Fig. 6 (one case): Both disclosures occurring during the same year (one case) — Infection caused a biographical reinforcement of his
socio-sexual identity. Typical profile
- Fig. 7 (most frequent process in our sample): Homosexuality largely disclosed at the time of HIV diagnosis, wide disclosure of HIV+ Class/ S . o |
status as well — Way of managing both Coming out quite congruent. Porfospaon:g:)en Distribution of disclosures o Horm. Friends - ot e Work Main Sex Specific individual properties
- Fig. 8: Homosexuality partly disclosed but HIV+ status kept secret — Could be linked to the anticipation of rejection and stigmatization SO fGai/j fHeta | JEIUIE R0
by some members of one’s social network, but also to the will to protect significant others from negative emotions. bl
litv disclosed to all H a S M Fa w Close to sample mean : diverse marital
Fig. 6. HIV+ status disclosed SIMULTANEOUSL Y with homosexuality 1 Eomoszxualllty ISClose t(_) all. HIV staktus statuses, no child, medium income, diverse
Flg 5. HIV+ status disclosed BEFORE homosexuality 40% a::g}’g': se{(iale[:));iirﬁ);liometlmes CO-WOrKers 1027 educations and OccupationS, po”ticized’
S | HeF GaF  Sb | M Fa W P SR "other left-sioea.
Number of groups of Number relatives told
relatives told (5to 8
RUSEY) Case #14,029 : male, born in 1942, married, 2 children, higher 8 1 Coaae S0 el [ M A6, el (0GRl
8 1 professional school, medium income, lives in a small town. 7 - higher p’rofessional school, emplé)yee in,a movie ’
7 6 theater, low-medium income, lives in a city. Homosexuallty known except sometimes H F S M Fa W .
6 | 2 Primary school (7 out of 14 respondents) or
5] ) RO GO, (711 LB LGB (1764 3022 higher social school (7), some or regular
4 HIV+ test / 47 HIV+ test 24% parents and generally from siblings, from dog ing (10), ri ht—sided, e .
2 fyo z sexual partners and from colleagues. S HeF GaF Sib W P Sx PIng 19 '
. / N e
/ 7~
0 ! ! ! ! ! i ! i ' i i i i ! 0 . ! ! T T T T T T T T T T ' Year
92 93 94 95 96 97 98 99 00 Ol 02 03 04 05 Yvear 92 93 94 9 9 97 98 99 00 0L 02 03 04 05
3 Homosexuality only told to father, uncertain H > S M Fa w Single, no child, older (53 yo vs 48 sample
or secrete to all other targets. HIV status 5069 mean), born in the countryside but moved to
: : : Fig. 8. Homosexuality partially disclosed mainly disclosed, especially outside the town, some rich (2/7) with higher education
Fig. 7. Homosexuality largely disclosed and accepted : 11% ) : : )
that fosters disclosure of HIV+ status but HIV+ status not disclosed or very lately e family., S e o s " s W . o (3/7 phd), no doping.
) Case #4,117 : male born in 1963, partnership, no child, Number of relatives told
LA higher professional school, health agent, high income, city.
81 8] Case #10,020 : male, single, no children, Case #4,004 : male, cohabiting, no children, Homosexuality widely known, except from 1 i 2 i L1 : o
HIV test | secondary school, driver of public higher professional school, junior executive 4 . Younger, no child, often graduated, junior
7q U transport, medium income, big town. in media sector, low-medium income, city father. HIV status known from hétérosexual . . . . . .
o 6 , » city- friends. secrete or uncertain for other 8019 or senior executives, right-sided like their
I I AN AURER N Y A s 4 11% X t1 parents.
. R D A——— - S _ Argets. S GaF  Sib M P Sx
: tyo— — - | o T U -
2 A HIV test Case #8,040 : male born in 1956, single, no child, 2 l EVt ;
14 / profe_essio_nal A-level, Qriver_in public transport, 14 ﬁlv testes /
i | /‘ ‘medlum income, medium size town. . 0l — /. - . o ) H F S M Fa W Few removals, some suicide attempts (2/4),
7 s s s e s o1 93 95 o7 e 0 03 05 Yer 4J77 79 81 8 8 8 8 91 93 9% 97 99 0L 03 05 5 Homosexuality and HIV status largely technical education (3/4), unemployment
uncertain. HIV status sometimes revealed to: 1032 : .
6% famiily or main partrer. a.nc:] th\./\(Ij w(;cfor:he (3/4), left-sided mother and
. . . . : . right-sided father.
Table 5: combination of targets reached by respondents at the time of the study in 2005 (no diachrony) S | HeF  CaF mumyy M L i =
A wide range of individual trajectories: ., . v W
- 40% Withheld SOCIO'SexuaI Orlentatlon and SerOStatUS from a.“ targetS (ClaSS 1) 6 Homosexua"ty genera”y disclosed except One widowed and one divorced (out of 2
- In 2 classes (4 and even more 2), wide disclosure of homosexuality but serostatus kept secret to father, HIV status known from friends 4047 respondents), several removals, no suicide
- . - - - . 3% d co-workers. ttempt.
- Reversely, classes 3, 5, and 6: no disclosure of socio-sexual orientation or, revealed to few relatives, but disclosure of HIV+ status to S et - T .- I ~ B e
varying range of relatives.
— Even if 2/5 of our respondents disclosed to their whole social network, the act of disclosing a socio-sexual orientation and HIV+ status Note :
remains very difficult for some respondents, especially for those with few social resources and precarious trajectories (mainly in class 5, - cell s colored, disclosure is done for target
) - if cell is white with letter, disclosure is uncertain, ignored or no answer
but in other classes as WE“, except class 1)- - if cell is white, disclosure is not done.
Conclusions
Difficulties in revealing one’s HIV-positive status remain very important, especially when this status combines with a socio-sexual orientation still stigmatized in Swiss society.
Quantitative analysis reveals some general tendencies of both disclosure processes. Fear of homophobia, fear of being rejected or stigmatized propelled an important proportion of
our respondents to hide their socio-sexual orientation and their serostatus, except for some to significant others. This situation has kept them confined to a double closet of secrecy
with which it is difficult to cope. In order to better understand individual reasons for disclosing or keeping the secret, a second step in this study will use a more qualitative approach
based on interviews.
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