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ABSTRACT
OTTER DAY
THE POWER OF LANGUAGE: HOW THE WORDS WE USE REFLECT OUR
BIASES
DECEMBER 2018
The purpose of this study was to investigate the relationship between language use and
attitudes related to sexual orientation. Significant research has demonstrated that the use
of microaggressions towards targeted minorities carries detrimental consequences on a
societal and individual level. While racially charged and gendered microaggressions have
been investigated, a gap exists regarding sexual orientation microaggressions; more
specifically, the word “Queer”. Participants were asked to answer questions related to the
use of “Queer” along with several measures of related constructs. Results indicate sexual
orientation based differences in the use of “Queer” in terms of dynamic language,
honesty, frequency, and power. Explicit attitudes, religious fundamentalism, social
dominance orientation, and conservatism emerged as predictors of the use of “Queer”.
Findings provide insight into the way language is used to perpetuate social norms,
suggesting this information can be applied in a variety of settings to foster safer
environments for the targeted group.
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
Language has the unique ability to reflect cultural biases, beliefs and attitudes
(Chater, Reali, & Christiansen, 2009). While research has demonstrated this within the
context of ethnicity (Green, 2002a; Kennedy, 2002; Rahman, 2012) and gender (Angyal,
2011), a gap in the literature exist regarding sexual orientation and its connection to
language. To illustrate the similarities, examples within the context of ethnicity and
gender will be used. Khan, Sultana, Bughio, and Naz (2014) analyzed textbooks for
grades 1 to 10 to illustrate the ways language is used within academic text to perpetuate
and preserve gender inequality, or a ‘hidden curriculum.’ Specifically, ‘hidden
curriculum’ refers to the frequent assignment of male pronouns to occupational and labor
tasks (e.g., he changed the oil) and frequent assignment of female pronouns to nurturing
or household tasks (e.g., she ironed the clothes). This serves to enforce stereotypes and
inequality by assigning behavior to gendered pronouns, labeling them as exclusively male
or female (Wood, 2007). The effects led the generic pronoun ‘he,’ to refer only to men,
though it is intended to include men and women (Khan, et al., 2014). The use of gendered
pronouns mirrors social norms surrounding gender, which prescribe appropriate behavior
for men and women. As demonstrated in the given example, language can be used as a
means of communicating aspects of our identity, such as gender. The use of language can
also be used to communicate other aspects of identity, including ethnicity and sexual
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orientation. Consequently, our language use can also be used to communicate personal
biases and attitudes that relate to these identities.
Neologisms
One way language is used for expressing personal beliefs, biases, and attitudes is
using Neologisms. Neologisms are newly created words or expressions that enable us to
convey attitudes, beliefs, or experiences quickly (Velykoroda & Lyabyga, 2016). They
can be the combination of two words, such as brunch (i.e., breakfast and lunch), chillax
(i.e., chill and relax), or spork (i.e., spoon and fork) (Kemmer, 2008) or acronyms that
express emotions or relationships, such as LOL (Laugh Out Loud) and BFF (Best Friends
Forever). More importantly, they include existing terms that have had their meaning
altered (Peterson & Ray, 2013). Lui (2014) described neologisms as an extension of
meaning. For example, the word “sick” traditionally describes somebody who is ill. One
might say, “I got sick at work today.” Others, however, have come to use it to describe
something that is cool. For, example, “That Beyoncé concert was sick!” Such words
encompass more than a literal translation, they consist of any person or thing it applies
too (Lui, 2014). In a sense, “sick” is used ubiquitously; it can describe various
experiences and situations, as well as people or objects.
“Bitch” as Neologism
Other examples of neologisms can be found in gendered terms such as “Bitch.”
“Bitch” has traditionally been used to refer to a female dog (Merriam-Webster, 2018), but
now serves a dual purpose of communicating animosity towards women while also
instilling social inequality (Angyal, 2011). “Bitch” is often used to intentionally demean a
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woman by suggesting she has several or too many sexual partners, inadvertently
communicating disapproval of deviation from social norms (Kleinman, Ezzell, & Frost,
2009). Examples of this can be seen in the use of “Bitch” by African-American men in
hip hop. Lane (2011) investigated language used in rap music to describe women and
found that “Bitch” was used by African-American male artists to describe women who
break prescribed gender roles and as an overarching term that encompasses all women. In
the song That’s My Bitch, by Jay-Z and Kanye West (2011), one of the lyrics says, “Get
ya own dog, ya heard? That’s my bitch. In this context, women are depicted as property
and as inferior to their owner, consistent with traditional ideals within the social hierarchy
placing men as superior to women (Glick et al., 2004). Though the use of “Bitch” in this
context was meant as a synonym to describe a woman, it inadvertently communicates
prejudicial ideals. The use of “Bitch” in this context serves to reinforce the pervasive
nature of traditional gender roles that inherently place women below men.
Another interesting point to note, “Bitch” is used ubiquitously, as was seen with
the word “Sick.” “Bitch” can now be used as a generic noun (Kleinman et al., 2009). For
instance, the phrase “that test was a bitch!” or “Life’s a bitch.” are used to describe
situations or tasks that are difficult. In contrast, the phrase, “I bent that test over and made
it my bitch.” has a much different connotation, communicating a sense of domination and
superiority. This phrase is used to communicate success and would likely be said if the
user had received a good grade on the test. Though the use of “Bitch” in this way is not
intended to communicate hostility towards women, the theme of domination mirrors
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social norms regarding the inferiority of women, leading to the perpetuation of genderbased social inequality.
Use by in-group members. Interestingly, though these terms are used
predominately to degrade women, it is not found to be offensive when used by in-group
members and among close friends (Kleinman et al., 2009). The phrase, “Hey, bitch!” can
be viewed as a term of endearment, similar in interpretation as the phrase, “Hey, friend!”
when used between in-group members (Kleinman et al., 2009). In this context, “Bitch” is
removed from its pejorative history, allowing women to use “Bitch” as a term of
empowerment or, in the above case, endearment. As a result, additional uses of “Bitch”
have also emerged. Some women use “Bitch” as a self-descriptor (Kleinman et al. 2009),
perhaps in effort to reclaim the term (e.g., Boss Bitch, Hey bitch!). The use of “Bitch” by
female hip hop artists exemplifies this ideal (Lane, 2011). The song, Queen Bitch, by Lil’
Kim (1996) contains the lyric, “I am a diamond cluster hustler. Queen bitch, supreme
bitch.” The use of “Bitch” in this context is meant to suggests she is in charge or in
control, contradicting the traditional connotations of the term. When a woman uses
“Bitch” as a self-identifier, it may be viewed as empowering or as a way of challenging
outdated social norms. This allows women to detach “Bitch” from its derogatory roots,
further communicating solidarity against sex based discrimination.
Contrarily, “Bitch” has also been used among some women as a means of
communicating hostility. This is best illustrated in the bullying tactics typically adopted
by women, which usually includes rumor spreading, gossip, name calling, and social
exclusion (Miller, 2016). Within this context, “Bitch” may be used in ways that closely
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align to its derogatory roots, expressing disapproval of those who are perceived as
sexually deviant by asserting their own adherence to status quo (Miller, 2016). Such
variability within the group has led to some difficulties in deciphering the users intended
message. Though “Bitch” has been used predominately and historically as a derogatory
term against women (Angyal, 2011), the malleability of “Bitch” has led to a dispute over
who can use the word “Bitch.”
Who can say “Bitch?” When combined with the inherent characteristics of a
neologism, controversy emerges as far as who can use “Bitch.” The use of “Bitch” by
someone outside the group (e.g., man, stranger) is often perceived as highly offensive
(Croom, 2013) and is frequently interpreted as an intentional insult. Use by out-group
members serves to instill and perpetuate social inequality because the user’s identity as
an out-group member prevents them from experiencing the discriminatory experiences
that come along with being a woman. Though the use of “Bitch” by out-group members
and its use in reference to an object (e.g., test) may be intended to convey positive
emotions and experiences, the derogatory history of “Bitch” leads to a covert
reinforcement of ideals of inequality and the arbitrary lines dictated in the social
hierarchy (Kleinman et al., 2009).
Further complicating the deciphering of “Bitch” is its use within some small ingroups that transcend arbitrarily established social groups (e.g., race, gender). Within this
context, “Bitch” may be viewed as a term of endearment (e.g., “Hey bitch!”). This can be
illustrated in the way some male musicians use “Bitch.” While some male hip-hop artist
use “Bitch” in its more traditional sense, other musicians have also molded the meaning
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of “Bitch” to extend beyond reference to women or derogation. Elton John’s (1974) song,
The Bitch is Back, uses “Bitch” in the way some gay men often deploy the term, as a
comical way to poke fun of someone throwing a hissy fit (Powers, 2012). Within the
social context referenced in this song, the interpretation of “Bitch” molds to invoke
positive emotions. In The Bitch is Back, Elton John (1995) uses “Bitch” in reference to
himself while among friends. In these instances, “Bitch” is similarly removed from its
pejorative roots as it is when used between two women. The use of “Bitch” among outgroup members within their smaller social groups (e.g., friends, family) contributes to the
ambiguity in use and interpretation by creating a grey area in which in-groups composed
of individuals with diverse identities are able to use “Bitch” to communicate endearment
and friendship.
The variability in the use of “Bitch” outlined above has created challenges in
eradicating the detrimental consequences posed. The interpretation of “Bitch” often relies
on the social context of the environment. If the gender of both the user and the target do
not align, the subliminal messages attached to “Bitch” often align with its traditional,
pejorative connotation. If the user and the target are close friends, “Bitch” is interpreted
as a synonym for friend, perhaps sending the message that the user possesses a positive
attitude towards the other person. For women who attempt to reclaim “Bitch” as a term of
empowerment and comradery, variability in usage hinders this process. Those who use
“Bitch” as an identity or as a synonym for friend blurs the line of acceptable usage by
out-group members. Women and small in-groups (i.e. friends) who use “Bitch” more
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positively may lead to the impression that “Bitch” has become inoffensive, allowing outgroup members to mold “Bitch” in a way that reflects their own meaning.
N*1 As A Neologism
Use by out-group members. A more common and controversial neologisms is
N*. Historically, it is a derogatory term used to communicate superiority and racial bias
towards African-Americans (Green, 2002a; Kennedy, 2002). Though it is viewed as the
obscenest word in the English language (Henderson, 2003) and its use is strongly
discouraged (Allan & Burridge, 2006), it is often used by those who are racially biased.
Some out-group members (e.g., not African-American) rationalize that they can use N*
because it is not intended to be derogatory; they may feel that having friends who are
African-American or by believing they are not biased strips it of its negative connotation.
Most of the African-American community does not tolerate the use of N* by any person
who is not African-American (Asim, 2007). For example, Harley Barber, a White student
at the University of Alabama, posted videos on social media in which she repeatedly used
the word N* and other racial slurs (Eltagouri, 2018). Backlash not only included
expulsion, it resulted in ostracism and physical threats.
Although some out-group members continue to use N* despite its pejorative
history, other out-group members are in agreeance with the African-American
community in saying out-group members should refrain from using N* (Allan &
Burridge, 2006). An example of this can be seen in the National Football League’s (NFL)

1 Because

the author identifies as an out-group member from the African-American
community, the symbol “N*” will be used to denote the N-word throughout the
remainder of this paper.
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attempt to ban the use of N* by players, coaches and fans. Sheinin and Thompson (2014)
found that this process was complicated by N* being used synonymously with “dude”
and “bro,” causing discrepancies in interpretation. The variability in use obscures the line
between what is and what is not an acceptable use of N*, permitting out-group members
to adopt N* in ways that fit their own meaning despite the negative consequences it may
pose for the perpetuation of social inequality.
Use by in-group members. Although the interpretation of the word N* is often
viewed negatively when used by other ethnic groups, it is often not seen as offensive
when used among members of the African-American community. The meaning of the
word N* shifts based on social and cultural context and, despite its pejorative roots, N* is
widely used by some who identify as African-American (Kennedy, 2002) and may be
used in an effort to reclaim the term or minimize its negative impact. This process can be
seen in variations of N* adopted within the African-American community. Once such
variation is “N***a”2 (Asim, 2007). “N***a” is a way for the African-American
community to communicate shared discriminatory experiences and solidarity. In this
context, “N***a” is removed from the discriminatory history of N*, no longer
communicating hostility or inferiority.
Though “N***a” is traditionally used among African-American’s, some ingroups may allow the use of “N***a” by those who do not identify as African-American.
Some in-groups (e.g., friends) contain individuals with diverse racial identities. Within

the author identifies as an out-group member, the word “Nigga” will be
denoted as “N***a”.
2 Because
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this context, “N***a” may be viewed as a term of endearment, similar to the way “Bitch”
is used by some in-groups to communicate affection (Powers, 2012), regardless of the
user’s racial identity. Variability in the definition of an in-group contributes to the
ambiguity found in the interpretation of “N***a”, further blurring the boundaries
between who and when “N***a” can be used. While “N***a” is intended to be used
synonymously with “dude” or “bro” within this social context, other individuals who do
not belong to this in-group do not interpret its use within the group as detached from its
prejudicial roots. Subsequently, controversy has sparked regarding who can use “N***a”
and whether it can truly be separated from its derogatory past.
Controversy within the community. While “N***a” is typically viewed as an
acceptable form of N* that can be used among in-group members (e.g., AfricanAmerican’s, friends), controversy exists among members in the African-American
community as to whether “N***a”, should be used by members within the community
and what in-group usage represents (Kennedy, 2002). Kennedy (2002) found that some
African-Americans viewed the use of “N***a” by a member within the AfricanAmerican community as a form of self-hatred and internalized anti-black views.
According to some members of the African-American community, rappers who use
“N***a” in their lyrics act as henchmen to white supremacists with song lyrics that
present damaging stereotypes of African-Americans that associate them as lazy, criminal,
violent, and sexually insatiable (Asim, 2007). Contrarily, some members of the AfricanAmerican community prefer to divest “N***a” of its negative connotation, suggesting
that out-group members should be allowed to use “N***a” because it is synonymous
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with “dude” or “bro” (Sheinin & Thompson, 2014). The discrepancies in beliefs
surrounding who can use “N***a” present within the African-American community
complicates interpretation. Such variability in use and meaning hinders the AfricanAmerican community from being able to fully reclaim N* because it creates ambiguity
regarding who and when “N***a” can be used.
“Queer” As A Neologism
Similar patterns can be seen in the word “Queer,” which shifts in meaning
depending on the user’s sexual orientation. The term originated in the 16th century and
was initially used to describe something as strange or peculiar (Oxford Dictionary,
2018). During the 20th century, “Queer” became a derogatory synonym for homosexual;
similarly used to perpetuate superiority, hostility and inequality. However, in the 1980’s,
a movement within the Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual, Transgender, and Queer (LGBTQ)
community began to reclaim the word “Queer.” Much like self-labeling as “N***a”,
“Queer” allows members of the LGBTQ community to convey their beliefs, attitudes,
identity and experiences (Barber & Hildago, 2018; Beemyn, 2018; Hogan, 2005).
Similarly, this allows members of the LGBTQ community to instill a sense of unity
grounded in shared sexual orientation-based oppression. Though its use has been
historically negative, it is widely used by some members of the LGBTQ community.
Research has demonstrated that homosexuals are likely to use similar terms such as, fag,
fairy, queen or faggot when referring to members of their group (Chauncey, 1994). In the
LGBTQ community, it is interpreted much like “N***a” within the African-American
community. Among some members of the LGBTQ community, “Queer” is stripped of
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any negative connotation and interpreted as a term of solidarity when used by community
members.
How “Queer” is used. Over time, this has translated to the use of “Queer” in a
variety of ways, serving as an umbrella term that encompasses a continuum of identity
(Hogan, 2005). Queer now refers to anyone who rejects heteronormative social norms,
making it probable that some members outside the LGBTQ community identify with the
word “Queer.” For example, “Queer” is used by some as a political identity that conveys
subversion of sexual orientation based social norms, allowing Queer-identified politicians
to organize with other likeminded individuals to propel political agendas (Barber &
Hildago, 2018). Additionally, it is used to describe a subset of the LGBTQ community;
those who do not fit into the prescribed boxes of male/female and masculine/feminine.
These individuals are referred to as gender queer, as they see themselves as falling
somewhere in between or outside of both labels (Beemyn, 2018). The broad application
of “Queer” to encompass a variety of identities and experiences has led to ambiguity in
interpretation. Consequently, individuals within the LGBTQ community adopt differing
positions on whether “Queer” should be reclaimed and used as a positive identifier.
Controversy within the group. As seen in the African-American community,
inconsistencies exist within the LGTBQ community in terms of whether “Queer” should
or should not be used. Some individuals use “Queer” purely politically, while some use it
as an indicator of sexual identity. As a result, “Queer” is used to encompass a broad range
of experiences. This leads to an inability to agree on the proper use of “Queer”, as it is
used to communicate a wide array of individual experiences (Zielinski, 2007).
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Divergence on the appropriate use of “Queer” has been found primarily between those in
academia versus those not in academia. The birth of queer theory, a theoretical approach
to cultural studies that rejects traditional norms surrounding sexuality (Merriam-Webster,
2018), led many to connect studies of sexuality to non-normative patterns in other areas
of academia (Zielinski, 2007). Many view “Queer” as a better term to critique genderbased oppression.
In this setting, “Queer” describes a broad range of oppressive experiences rather
than the limited nature of lesbian or gay, which describe specific discriminatory
experiences (Zielinski, 2007). Critiques of this use argue that deconstructing LGBTQ
categories erases the unique, lived experiences of LGBTQ identities (Green, 2002b) and
its use as an umbrella term may serve to invalidate many of these experiences. Lack of
consensus on how “Queer” can and should be used has an impact on the ways in which
the term perpetuates social inequality. Discrepancies blur the line of who can say it
within and outside the group and may contribute to discriminatory behaviors. Much like
the difficulties seen within the African-American community in the reclamation of
“N***a”, similar problems exist within the LGBTQ community in their attempts to
reclaim “Queer.” Such discrepancies lead to variation in meaning and interpretation,
making it difficult to solidify who and how “Queer” should be used.
Neologisms and Microaggressions
LGBTQ Microaggressions
The ambiguity found in the use and interpretation of “Queer,” “N***a”, and
“Bitch” can lead to an unintentional communication of disapproval and hostility. Such
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messages are referred to as microaggressions, which include snubs, slights, or jokes that
communicate hostility (Woodford, Howell, Kulick, & Silverschanz, 2013). Interestingly,
those who use microaggressions are not consciously aware of their negative implications
because their use and interpretation of its meaning are detached from its pejorative
connotation. A common LGBTQ microaggression is the phrase “no homo,” which is an
unintentional slight or joke targeted at the LGBTQ community. This is typically said after
a heterosexual male says something like, “I love you, bro” to a heterosexual friend as a
means of mitigating any misconceptions regarding their sexuality. Brown (2011) argues
that this is a defense mechanism against an attack on their masculinity, serving as a safe
guard against perceived sexual transgressions. Like the way in which the phrase “knock
on wood” serves to cure any perceived jinxing, “no homo” seemingly cures any
transgressions. Another LGBTQ microaggression can be seen in the phrase, “that’s so
gay”, which is often used to describe something as stupid (Woodford et al., 2013). By
using the phrase synonymously with stupid, users unintentionally communicate hostility
towards LGBTQ individuals by implying that the two are interchangeable. Those who
use microaggressions are in some ways reinforcing an implicit negative bias, despite
being unaware phrases like “no homo” and “that’s so gay” do so.
“Queer” as Microaggressions
Words such as “Queer” or “N**a” can be considered microaggressions.
Therefore, neologisms like “Queer” and “N***a” can carry the same consequences, or
harsher, as LGBTQ microaggressions such as “no homo” or “that’s so gay.”
Microaggressions, such as “Queer” impact the accessibility of semantic knowledge,
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activating negative feelings, and promoting exclusion and avoidance towards the targeted
group (Carnaghi & Maass, 2007; Fasoli, Maass, & Carnaghi, 2015). Swim, Johnston and
Pearson (2009) linked increased exposure to homophobic language (e.g. comments or
phrases that reflect negative attitudes towards the LGBTQ community) to increased anger
and anxiety in those who identify as homosexual. Carnaghi and Bianchi’s (2017) study
indicated that incidental exposure to microaggressions could lead to self-directed
prejudice and worries of non-conformity for the targeted group. Within an educational
setting, Silverschanz, Cortina, Konik and Magley (2008) found that being called
homophobic names or overhearing gay jokes is associated with low levels of social
acceptance, low student engagement and increased levels of anxiety. For some members
of the LGBTQ community, microaggressions increase the fear of being the target of
discrimination, leading them to avoid disclosing their LGBTQ identity (Burn, Kadlec, &
Rexer, 2005). Though users may be unaware of the hostility communicated in the use of
“Queer”, such terms carry detrimental consequences for the targeted group by reinforcing
negative biases and attitudes related to sexual orientation.
Social Attitudes Towards the LGBTQ Community
While “Queer,” “N***a” or “Bitch” can be viewed as microaggressions, some use
it as a slur to intentionally insult, degrade or shame members of the targeted group
(Merriam-Webster, 2018). Generally, attitudes towards homosexuals are highly negative
around the globe; this has been demonstrated in studies conducted in several countries
(Chaux & León, 2016; Lim, 2008; Jonathan, 2001; Steffens & Wagner, 2004). The use
and endorsement of slurs often reflects negative attitudes towards the targeted group.
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Those who hold stronger prejudicial attitudes against the LGBTQ community are more
likely to use LGBTQ directed slurs (Poteat, DiGiovanni, & Scheer, 2013). It is often
assumed that people who use slurs directed at a targeted group do so to communicate
their beliefs about homosexuality, contributing to the perpetuation of sexual orientationbased oppression on a broader social scale. For instance, research conducted by Slenders,
Sieben, & Verbakel, (2014) found an association between laws related to same-sex
marriage and attitudes, where legislation not only shaped, but reflected public opinion
towards homosexuality.
While the use of “Queer” by out-group members may be assumed to reflect
negative attitudes towards the targeted group, the widespread use of “Queer” as an
indicator of various identities and experiences may invalidate this claim. Since the
meaning of “Queer” has expanded, there is an increased reliance on social context and
the ability to discern the user’s intent becomes more difficult. For instance, the use of
“Queer” as a political ideology, a variation in the use of “Queer” that is detached from its
pejorative roots (Barber & Hildago, 2018), is suggestive of more positive attitudes as this
ideology emphasizes the eradication of sexual orientation-based oppression. Within the
LGBTQ community, the use of “Queer” is less ambiguous as LGBTQ individuals are
more likely to identify as genderqueer. On the other hand, the use of “Queer” by outgroup members has grown increasingly ambiguous as individuals outside the community
begin to adopt and morph “Queer” to reflect their own personal experiences.
Such variation contributes to misinterpretations of the attitudes conveyed in the
use of “Queer.” For some, “Queer” may no longer be reflective of personal attitudes. As
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such, the work to reclaim “Queer” within the LGBTQ community is blocked because outgroup members have taken “Queer” and re-conceptualized it to fit their own ideals. For
example, some who use “Queer” in a microaggressive manner unintentionally
communicate hostility towards the target group (Woodford et al., 2013). Some may
jokingly use “Queer” with their friends to convey the same message the use of words
such as ‘stupid’ or ‘dumb’ or ‘weird’ would convey (Woodford et al., 2013) However,
these individuals do so unaware that use of “Queer” in this manner also conveys the idea
that identifying as LGBTQ is also ‘stupid’, ‘dumb’, or ‘weird’. The variation in use and
interpretation is likely influenced by other factors informing our social attitudes. Factors
such as social dominance orientation, conservatism, and religiosity are tied to social
attitudes and contribute to the use, adoption and interpretation of “Queer.”
Social Dominance Orientation
The theory of Social Dominance Orientation (SDO), first proposed by Pratto,
Sidanius, Stallworth, and Malle (1994) argued that individuals support the dominance of
some groups over others at the trait level. SDO has shown to be one of the most useful
constructs for understanding intergroup behavior and is one of the most powerful
predictors of intergroup attitudes towards marginalized groups (Ho et al., 2012). Those
high in SDO believe in the maintenance of hierarchical structure within society,
regardless of their position in their group within the hierarchy (Sidanius, Levin, Federico,
& Pratto, 2001). For example, Sidanius et al. (2001) found that women higher in SDO
preferred the maintenance of male dominance over women, despite the detriment posed
to their in-group. SDO has also been applied to understand the preservation of status
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boundaries (Ho, Sidanius, Cuddy, & Banaji, 2013), political party preference (Crawford,
2012), excessive use of police force (Perkins & Bourgeois, 2006), and the
dehumanization of low-status outgroups (Kteily, Bruneau, Waytz, & Cotterill, 2015).
While SDO predicts preference for dominance over other groups in a variety of settings,
the trait also influences attitudes towards the marginalized group.
One condition in which the influence of SDO on attitudes is observed is in racial
attitudes. Findings from research conducted by Bassett (2010), demonstrated that those
high in SDO have stronger negative attitudes towards illegal immigrants. Thomsen,
Green, and Sidanius (2008) found that high SDO scores reflect a rejection of immigrants
who assimilate into the dominant culture because it disrupts existing boundaries between
groups. The literature also demonstrates this influence regarding sexual orientation.
Research suggests that SDO has a strong correlational and predictive relationship
with negative attitudes towards homosexuals (Licciardello, Castiglione, Rampullo, &
Scolla, 2014; Pratto, Sidanius, Stallworth, & Malle, 1994; Poteat et al., 2007; Whitley,
1999). Considering that SDO is a trait characteristic, it is important to acknowledge that
some groups are more likely to be higher on this trait continuum than others. For
example, Dickins and Sergeant (2008) found differences in SDO scores among
heterosexual men, heterosexual women, and homosexual men, with scores in SDO
decreasing respectively. Further investigation into these findings establish that SDO
mediates individual differences in attitudes towards homosexuals (Guimond, Dambrun,
Michinov, & Durate, 2003; Whitley & Ægisdóttir, 2000). Yet, SDO is not the only
predictor of attitudes towards homosexuals.
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Religious Beliefs
Research has also established a link between religious beliefs and attitudes
towards homosexuality (Hunsberger & Jackson, 2005). Many religions are traditionally
heteronormative, which view homosexuality as unnatural, disordered, and sinful (Yen &
Zampelli, 2016). Because many religions, such as Christianity and Islam, denounce
homosexuality, members of such religious faiths are more likely to have negative views
of people who have diverse sexualities. Ogland and Verona (2014) found that those who
adhered to traditional Protestant, Pentecostal, and Catholic faiths exhibited stronger
opposition to LGBTQ rights. Furthermore, according to Jäckle and Wenzelburger (2015),
people who are religiously involved are more homonegative (i.e., hold negative attitudes
towards homosexuality) in general than people who are not religious, though
homonegativity varies in relation to specific ideologies and levels of religiosity. Many of
those opposed to LGBTQ equality, rely on religious beliefs and traditions to state their
argument. Within the past few years, Brazil legalized same sex marriage. In response,
Evangelical Protestant and Catholic groups have begun to exercise political power by
organizing anti-gay marches, demonizing homosexuality in the media, and restricting
sexual education to exclude homosexual themes (Gajewski, 2011) as a means of
reestablishing previously held notions of homosexuality.
As such, the connection between religious beliefs and attitudes towards
homosexuals suggests that individual levels of religiosity could influence interpretations
of “Queer.” The value placed on heteronormativity within many faiths creates a negative
association with homosexuality, which in turn assigns a negative connotation to language
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used to describe LGBTQ individuals. Those who are more religious may be less likely to
identify with “Queer” in nontraditional ways (e.g. queer as a political ideology). Such
associations may lead to interpretations that are in line with traditional views of
homosexuality as a sin, increasing the likelihood “Queer” will be used in its historical
context as a slur against LGBTQ individuals. Yet, the connection between attitudes
towards homosexuality and religion is not free from outside influence; more factors are at
play. Findings have shown that those who hold more negative attitudes towards
homosexuality are not only more religious, but are often more conservative (Luguri,
Napier, & Dovidio, 2012). Thus, conservative ideology may also influence the attitudes
towards and the use of “Queer.”
Conservatism
Conservativism is a doctrine characterized by an emphasis on traditional
institutions and practices, a resistance to change (Viereck, Ball, & Minogue, 2018) and a
desire to preserve ancient moral traditions (Everett, 2013). Homophobia, or extreme
negative attitudes towards same-sex relations and opposition to LGBTQ rights
(Anderson, 2016) is linked to conservatism (Whitely & Lee, 2000; Wood & Bartkowski,
2004). Additional research shows that conservatives report higher sexual prejudice
(Shackelford & Besser, 2007). Luguri et al., (2012) found that participants who selflabeled as conservative held more prejudicial attitudes towards non-normative groups,
such as lesbians and gays, as compared to liberals and exhibit more prejudicial attitudes
overall (Barth & Parry, 2009; Pacilli, Taurino, Jost, & van der Toorn, 2011). Those who
identify as conservative have also been linked to support for social policies that promote
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and maintain inequality (Pratto et. al, 1994). McCarthy (2014) found that conservatives
were far more resistant to same-sex marriage than liberals, 82% versus 31% respectively.
Due to the strong link between negative attitudes and conservatism (Sherkat,
Poweel-Williams, Maddox, & de Vries, 2011), levels of conservatism are likely linked to
the use of “Queer.” Those who hold more prejudicial attitudes may endorse more
traditional interpretations that are linked to traditional characteristics associated with
people who identify as “Queer.” They may be more likely to believe in stereotypical
associations with gay men such as pedophilia, promiscuity, HIV, and hyper-femininity
(McLaughlin & Rodriguez, 2017). This may lead to more negative usage and
interpretations because “Queer” is traditionally used to describe homosexuals. Negatively
associating “Queer” with homosexuals could result in usage of “Queer” in a way that is
consistent with its historical roots as a slur. This negative bias is a phenomenon of which
members of the LGBTQ community are likely to be aware.
Stigma Consciousness
Research suggests that members of minority groups who are susceptible to
discrimination recognize that their group membership influences their interactions with
others (Pinel, 1999). A key component of susceptibility to discrimination is the target’s
perception of the probability of facing discrimination (Pinel, 1999). Individual
differences exist in the expectation of being stereotyped, which is largely influenced by
the frequency of interactions with out-group members. If an individual within a minority
group has relatively few interactions with out-group members, the individual has less
time to reflect on their stereotyped identity, subsequently perceiving less of a probability
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of discrimination (Major, 1994). Pinel (1999) coined the term, stigma consciousness to
describe the degree to which we expect to be stereotyped. To illustrate this construct,
Pinel (1999) asked participants to list as many examples as possible that involved a man
being sexist towards a woman. Results indicated that those high in stigma consciousness
provided more concrete accounts of instances of discrimination. Stigma consciousness
has since been examined within several different ethnic groups, including Asian
Americans (Ong, Lee, Cerrada, & Williams, 2017), children (Schmalz & Kerstetter,
2006), women (Pinel, 2004) and staff workers (Pinel & Paulin, 2005),
Stigma consciousness and microaggressions. Stigma consciousness also has an
influence on experiences of microaggressions. Microaggressions are often linked to
stereotypes about the target group. For example, stereotypes about black men are linked
to aggression and criminality (Smith, Allen, & Danley, 2007). McCabe (2009) found that
Black male college students experienced microaggressions through the omnipresence of
campus and city police on resident floors that were predominately Black and often faced
harsher penalties than others accused of the same offense. This led Black males to feel
the need to be hypervigilant and many participants described several occasions in which
they felt others perceived them as threatening. Nadal, Griffin, Hamit, Leon, and Tobio
(2012) studied microaggressions towards Muslim Americans and found that a common
form of covert discrimination comes in the form of statements linked to the endorsement
of the stereotypical assumption that Muslims are terrorists. For example, one participant
described a situation in which she was stopped on her way to her gate at the airport and
randomly searched by a security guard who said nothing more than, “Ok, you come with
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me” (Nadal, et al., 2012, p. 23). While there was no overt mention of her religious
background or the security guard’s personal beliefs about Muslims, the woman perceived
this as discrimination based on her Muslim identity. The woman’s awareness of the
stigma attached to being a Muslim in America impacted how she perceived the security
guard’s behavior, resulting in her identifying the experience as a microaggression.
Subsequently, extending these findings suggests that stigma consciousness could
moderate the relationship between experiences of microaggressions on the use of the
word “Queer.” Increased experiences of microaggressions could increase the individual’s
awareness of the ways in which others stereotype them, leading them to perceive more
instances of covert discrimination. Heightened awareness of experiences of
microaggression may lead to increased self-monitoring in efforts to prevent
discriminating against other minority groups using microaggressions.
Current Study
Though significant research has demonstrated that microaggressions carry
detrimental societal and individual consequences, little attention has been given to the use
and perpetuation of sexual orientation microaggressions, more specifically the word
“Queer.” Due to comparisons found with the word N*, exploring its use can provide
insightful information on the way language morphs to reflect cultural and social attitudes,
while also serving as identity markers. The current study aimed to answer the following
research questions: What are the differences between heterosexuals and homosexuals in
use of the word “Queer”? What is the relationship between explicit attitudes and
microaggressions in shaping interpretation and use of “Queer”? What is the relationship
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between the use and interpretation of “Queer” with conservatism, religious
fundamentalism, overall warmth towards LGBTQ individuals, and social dominance?
And What influence does stigma consciousness have on the relationship between the use
of “Queer” and experiences of microaggressions?
The current study had five hypotheses:
H1: Homosexuals will endorse more positive usage of “Queer” as compared to
heterosexuals.
H1a: Homosexuals will use “Queer” more frequently than heterosexuals in
a positive manner.
H1b: Homosexuals will use more positive emotion words than
heterosexuals in their use of “Queer.”
H1c: Homosexuals will us less negative emotion words than heterosexuals
in their use of “Queer.”
H1d: Homosexuals and heterosexuals will differ in analytical thinking in
their use of “Queer.”
H1e: Homosexuals and heterosexuals will differ in clout in their use of
“Queer.”
H1f: Homosexuals and heterosexuals will differ in authenticity in their use
of “Queer”.
H1g: Homosexuals and heterosexuals will differ in overall emotional tone
in their use of “Queer.”
H2: Explicit attitudes towards homosexuals will predict usage of “Queer.”
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H2a: Explicit attitudes will predict the frequency participants use “Queer”
in positive manner.
H2b: Explicit attitudes will predict overall positive emotion words in the
use of “Queer.”
H2c: Explicit attitudes will predict overall negative emotion words in the
use of “Queer.”
H2d: Explicit attitudes will predict analytical thinking in the use of
“Queer.”
H2e: Explicit attitudes will predict clout in the use of “Queer.”
H2f: Explicit attitudes will predict authenticity in the use of “Queer.”
H2g: Explicit attitudes will predict emotional tone in the use of “Queer.”
H3: Experiences of microaggressions will predict usage of “Queer.”
H3a: Experiences of microaggressions will predict the frequency
participants use “Queer” in a positive manner.
H3b: Experiences of microaggressions will predict overall positive
emotion words in the use of “Queer.”
H3c: Experiences of microaggressions will predict overall negative
emotion words in the use of “Queer.”
H3d: Experiences of microaggressions will predict analytical thinking in
the use of “Queer.”
H3e: Experiences of microaggressions will predict clout in the use of
“Queer.”
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H3f: Experiences of microaggressions will predict authenticity in the use
of “Queer.”
H3g: Experiences of Microaggressions will predict emotional tone in the
use of “Queer.”
H4: Explicit attitudes, experiences of microaggressions, conservatism, religious
fundamentalism, overall warmth, and social dominance will predict usage of
“Queer.”
H4a: Explicit attitudes, experiences of microaggressions, conservatism,
religious fundamentalism, overall warmth, and social dominance will
predict the frequency participants use “Queer” in a positive manner.
H4b: Explicit attitudes, experiences of microaggressions, conservatism,
religious fundamentalism, overall warmth, and social dominance will
predict overall positive emotion words in the use of “Queer.”
H4c: Explicit attitudes, experiences of microaggressions, conservatism,
religious fundamentalism, overall warmth, and social dominance will
predict overall negative emotion words in the use of “Queer.”
H4d: Explicit attitudes, experiences of microaggressions, conservatism,
religious fundamentalism, overall warmth, and social dominance will
predict analytical thinking in the use of “Queer.”
H4e: Explicit attitudes, experiences of microaggressions, conservatism,
religious fundamentalism, overall warmth, and social dominance will clout
in the use of “Queer.”
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H4f: Explicit attitudes, experiences of microaggressions, conservatism,
religious fundamentalism, overall warmth, and social dominance will
predict authenticity in the use of “Queer.”
H4g: Explicit attitudes, experiences of microaggressions, conservatism,
religious fundamentalism, overall warmth, and social dominance will
predict overall emotional tone in the use of “Queer.”
H5: Stigma consciousness will moderate the relationship between experiences of
microaggressions and the usage of “Queer.”
H5a: Stigma consciousness will moderate the relationship between
experiences of microaggressions and the frequency participants use
“Queer” in a positive manner.
H5b: Stigma consciousness will moderate the relationship between
experiences of microaggressions and overall positive emotion words in the
use of “Queer.”
H5c: Stigma consciousness will moderate the relationship between
experiences of microaggressions and overall negative emotion words in
the use of “Queer.”
H5d: Stigma consciousness will moderate the relationship between
experiences of microaggressions and analytical thinking in the use of
“Queer.”
H5e: Stigma consciousness will moderate the relationship between
experiences of microaggressions and clout in the use of “Queer.”

26

H5f: Stigma consciousness will moderate the relationship between
experiences of microaggressions and authenticity in the use of “Queer.”
H5g: Stigma consciousness will moderate the relationship between
experiences of microaggressions and overall emotional tone in the use of
“Queer.”
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CHAPTER II
METHODOLOGY
Participants
Participants included undergraduate students from a public university in Texas, as
well as from social media sites (e.g., Facebook, Tumblr, Twitter, Reddit). Participants were
recruited using various platforms to obtain a representative sample. College students were
recruited through the university’s SONA-system, which is a secure program ensuring
anonymity of participants. Students were provided with a link to PsychData, a secure data
collection platform that ensures confidentiality and anonymity, to complete the survey.
Students were required to be at least 18 years of age and be enrolled in college courses oncampus. Undergraduate students receive research credit for their participation. Participants
collected from social media and email were provided a link that directed them to
PsychData, where they completed the survey. No incentive was provided for participants
from social media.
The final sample consisted of 353 participants, as 46 of the original 399
participants were excluded from analysis because they did not complete the survey. 40%
of participants self-reported as White (N = 139,), 27% as Hispanic/Hispanic-American (N
= 94), 15% as African/African-American (N = 52), 5%
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as other (N = 18), 1% as Arab/Arab-American, and .3% as Pacific Islander (N = 1).
Participants primarily identified as female (N = 311), 31 identified as male, 4 identified as
transgender, and the remaining identified as ‘other.’ Most participants identified as
straight (73%, N = 256), followed by bisexual (13%, N = 47), lesbian (7%, N = 24), queer
(4%, N = 13), and gay (3%, N = 11). The mean reported age was 20.5 (SD = 5.61), with
ages ranging from 17 to 57.
Measures
Demographics
Participants were asked to complete a demographics questionnaire. The
questionnaire contained questions related to age, sex, sexual orientation, ethnicity, and
level of education.
The Attitudes Towards Lesbians and Gay Men Scale
The Attitudes Towards Lesbians and Gay Men (ATLG; Herek, 1988) was used
to assess general attitudes related to sexual orientation (see Appendix A). The ALTG has
demonstrated good reliability, with alpha coefficients ranging from .77 - .94 (M = .89,
SD = .06) (Phillips, Kivisalu, King, & O’Toole, 2015) and produced an alpha of .9 in the
current study. It has consistently demonstrated convergent and divergent validity
(Moreno, Herazo, Oviedo, & Campo-Arias, 2015). The ATLG is a 20-item scale
composed of two subscales, Attitudes Towards Lesbians (ATL) and Attitudes Towards
Gay Men (ATG), both consisting of 10 items. Participants rate their level of agreement
with each statement on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (Strongly disagree) to 5
(Strongly agree). The ratings are combined to obtain a score for each subscale. A total
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score can be obtained by summing the scores of each subscale. Lower scores reflect
positive attitudes. Example items include “Female homosexuality is a sin.”, and “I think
male homosexuals are disgusting”. Total scores were used for the current study.
The LGBQ Microaggressions on Campus Scale
The LGBQ Microaggressions on Campus Scale (Woodford, Chonody, Kulick,
Brennan, & Renn, 2015) was used to assess the frequency of experiencing sexual
orientation microaggressions (see Appendix A). The scale contains 20 items and is
divided into two subscales: Interpersonal LGBQ Microaggressions and LGBQ
Environmental Microaggressions. The LGBQ Environmental Microaggressions scale
assesses how frequently participants experience microaggressions within the broader
social context, such as social media sites or TV advertisements. The Interpersonal LGBQ
Microaggressions subscale assesses experiences of microaggressions in the individuals
immediate social setting (e.g., from friends or family members). Scores on the
interpersonal subscale were not included in this analysis because some of the scenarios
were not applicable to all participants.
The LGBQ Environmental Microaggressions subscale demonstrated good (α =
.81) reliability and produced an alpha of .77 in the current study. Predictive validity
along with convergent and discriminant validity have been established (Woodford, et al.,
2015). Participants indicate how frequently they have experienced each instance within
the past year on a 6-point Likert scale ranging from 0 (Never) to 5 (Very frequently).
Scoring is done on each subscale by averaging the respective items. Higher averages

30

suggest a greater number of perceived microaggressions. An example item is “I heard
someone say, ‘that’s so gay’ to describe something as negative, stupid, or uncool.”
The 12-item Religious Fundamentalism Scale
The 12-item Religious Fundamentalism Scale was used to assess religious
fundamentalism (Altemeyer & Hunsberger, 2004). The 12-item measure has good inter
item correlation (M = .37) and reliability, with an alpha coefficient of .92. The scale also
demonstrated adequate reliability in the current study (α = .72). This scale is designed to
measure adherence to fundamentalism in many faiths. The Religious Fundamentalism
Scale (see Appendix A) has also been shown to correlate with hostility towards
homosexuals, with coefficients ranging from .42-.65. Participants indicate their level of
agreement with each statement ranging from -4 (Very strongly disagree) to 4 (Very
strongly agree). Scoring is done by summing the ratings of each item together, those who
score high adhere more strongly to fundamentalist religious beliefs. Examples items are,
“God has given humanity a complete, unfailing guide to happiness and salvation, which
must be totally followed.”, and “Satan is just the name people give their own bad
impulses. There really is no such thing as a diabolical “Prince of Darkness” who tempts
us.”
The Social and Economic Conservatism Scale
The Social and Economic Conservatism Scale (SECS), developed by Everett
(2013), was used to measure political ideology (see Appendix A). This scale is explicitly
designed to measure broad aspects of conservatism and individuals’ support for those
aspects of conservatism (Everett, 2013). The SECS is a 12-item measure split into two
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subscales, social and economic conservatism, which is assessed with a feeling
thermometer. Participants rate how negative or positive they feel towards political issues
such as abortion, welfare benefits, and traditional marriage on a scale of 0-100. Scoring is
done by averaging the ratings to create an overall score, with ratings for abortion and
welfare reverse scored. Higher scores indicate greater political conservatism. The SECS
has high convergent validity, positively correlating with the Right-Wing Authoritarian
scale (RWA), the Social Dominance Orientation scale (SDO), Dogmatism scale and selfreports of conservatism (Everett, 2013). The scale produced great reliability in the present
study (α = .83).
Stigma Consciousness Questionnaire
The Stigma Consciousness Questionnaire (SCQ; Pinel, 1999) was used to
measure a participant’s belief that their stereotyped identity influences interactions with
out-group members (Pinel, 2004). The SCQ for Women (Pinel, 1999) was used. Seven
other versions of the SCQ were adapted from the SCQ for Women. Participants were
asked to specify one of the following as their most salient minority identity: gender,
race/ethnicity, disability, lesbian, gay, bisexual, transgender, queer. Based on
participant’s responses, they were given the coordinating adaptation of the SCQ (e.g. if
lesbian identity selected, completed SCQ designed specifically for lesbians).
The only changes made from SCQ for Women for each of the seven versions was
the modification of in-group and out-group references. For example, for the Disability
adaptation, able-bodied was used to refer to the out-group (see Appendix A for complete
measures). Several others have adopted the same adaption methods to assess stigma

32

consciousness in special populations. Brown and Lee (2005) created a version to assess
stigma consciousness of race that produced a Cronbach’s alpha of .85. Additionally,
Gates (2014) developed an adaptation to assess stigma consciousness in LGB workers,
producing a Cronbach’s alpha of .81. Adaptations have also been successfully used to
assess stigma consciousness of gender in children (Schmalz & Kerstetter, 2006), service
workers (Pinel & Paulin, 2005), and Asian Americans (Ong et al., 2017). Participants
indicate their level of agreement with each statement ranging from 0 (Strongly Disagree)
to 6 (Strongly Agree). Scoring is done by averaging the ratings of each item together.
Higher scores reflect less stigma consciousness. Five subscales of the SCQ demonstrated
acceptable alphas (SCQ-Lesbian, α = .73; SCQ-Bisexual, α = .90; SCQ-Women, α = .86;
SCQ-Race/Ethnicity, α = .80; SCQ-Disabled). The SCQ-Gay Men (α = .5) did not
demonstrate acceptable reliability, and the SCQ-Transgender and the SCQ-Queer, which
could not be determined as there were not enough cases to analyze (N = 2 and N = 5,
respectively).
Social Dominance Orientation
The 4-item Social Dominance Orientation scale (SSDO; Pratto, et al., 2012) is an
adaptation of the 16-item Social Dominance Scale. The SSDO is designed to assess
preference for group-based dominance and inequality and has been used to help
understand the psychology of prejudice (Ho et al., 2012). The SSDO has demonstrated
good reliability, producing an alpha of .65 (Pratto et al., 2012). The SSDO demonstrated
adequate reliability in the current study (α = .61), as outlined by Rodriguez and Maeda’s
(2006) formula for brief scales. Additionally, the SSDO has demonstrated good
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predictive validity, with those high in social reporting increased levels of opposition to
protecting minorities, providing aid to the poor, and showing less support for women in
leadership (Pratto et al., 2012). Participants were asked to rate how much they support or
oppose the ideas about groups in general on a scale of 1 (Extremely Oppose) to 10
(Extremely Favor). Example items include, “In setting priorities, we must consider all
groups.” and “Group equality should be our ideal” (see Appendix A). Higher scores
reflect greater support for group inequality.
LGBTQ Temperature Scale
A temperature scale in which participants rated their level of warmth towards
different sexual orientations was utilized as an additional measure of social attitudes. This
scale was an adaptation of a temperature scale used by Esses, Haddock and Zanna (1993).
Esses, et al., (1993) asked participants to indicate their feelings of warmth towards
different social groups on a scale of 0 (cold) to 100 (warm), with a midpoint of 50. In this
study, participants were asked to rate their feelings of warmth on a scale of 1 (very cold)
to 10 (very warm), towards heterosexuals, lesbians, gays, bisexuals, transgender, and
queers.
Queer Usage Questionnaire
An experimenter generated questionnaire was used to assess the usage of
“Queer”. Participants were asked two frequency questions: “How frequently do you use
the word queer to say something negative about someone or something?” and “How
frequently do you use the word queer to say something positive about someone or
something”? Participants indicate how frequently they use “Queer” in this manner on a 6-
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point Likert scale ranging from 0 (never) to 5 (very frequently). The first question was
reverse scored and the scores from both questions were averaged together. Higher scores
indicate using the word more positively. The questionnaire also contained seven openended questions that aimed to examine how participants defined and used “Queer” in
different social settings and what they believed were the benefits and consequences of
reclaiming “Queer”. Example questions are, “Define the word “Queer.” and “Describe a
situation in which you have used the word “Queer?” (See Appendix A for complete
measure). Responses to the open-ended questions are evaluated in the current study using
the program Linguistic Inquiry and Word Count (LIWC).
LIWC categories.
LIWC is a program that has been used to categorize and interpret words in a
psychologically meaningful way (Pennebaker, Boyd, Jordan, & Blackburn, 2015).
Previous research has also used LIWC to assess differences in linguistic patterns between
heterosexuals and homosexuals (Groom & Pennebaker, 2005). Groom and Pennebaker’s
(2005) findings showed that heterosexuals used more first and third person pronouns, in
turn highlighting the differences between the speaker and audience. In contrast, the
decreased use of first and third person pronouns by lesbians and gay men indicates a
greater focus on similarities. Validity and reliability have been demonstrated in a
multitude of studies (Tausczik & Pennebaker, 2010). The LIWC was used to assess the
emotional and cognitive analyses of participants written responses to the open-ended
questions on the Queer Usage Questionnaire. Responses were analyzed on four
dimensions (analytical thinking, clout, authenticity, and emotional tone).
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Analytical thinking. Analytical thinking scores reflect the degree to which
participants use categorical versus dynamic language as an indicator of complex
organization of objects and concepts (Pennebaker, Chung, Frazee, Lavergne, Beaver,
2014). Higher usage of articles and prepositions (e.g., on, after, the) indicates categorical
language use, while high use of auxiliary verbs, pronouns, adverbs, and conjunctions
(e.g., be, do, I, she, and) indicates dynamic language. Categorical language reflects more
formal and hierarchical processing, while dynamic language reflects a more narrative
style focused on the present and personal experiences.
Authenticity. Authenticity scores reflect how honest participants are in their
written responses and were used as an indicator of social desirability. Scores are obtained
by analyzing correlations between 29 different LIWC dictionaries (e.g., psychological
processes, relativity), positive scores indicate truthful responses, while negative scores
indicate untruthfulness (Newman, Pennebaker, Berry, Richards, 2003).
Clout. Clout scores reflect power and leadership in one’s writing and is calculated
by analyzing the use of pronouns (e.g., I, we, you, she) (Kacewicz, Pennebaker, Davis,
Jeon, & Graesser, 2013). Lower use of first person pronouns indicates higher power and
confidence. This score does not indicate desire for power, but instead reflects social
standing, leadership, and confidence that one displays through language output.
Emotional tone. Lastly, emotional tone scores reflect underlying emotions in
participants’ written responses (Cohn, Mehl, & Pennebaker, 2004). The difference in
participant’s use of more positive emotion words (e.g., love, nice, sweet) versus negative
emotion words (e.g., hurt, ugly, nasty) indicates their overall positivity score. Higher
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scores reflect more positive emotional tone in the participant’s response. This provides a
comparative score as opposed to the positive emotion and negative emotion scores in
LIWC, which reflect solely the use of each category of word.
Procedure
Participants completed the study online through PsychData. Participants began
by completing an informed consent form. Following the consent procedure, the
participants completed a basic demographics form, the Queer Usage Questionnaire.
Participants then completed the SEC (Everett, 2013), the SSDO (Pratto, et al, 2012),
ATLG (Herek, 1988), the 12-item Religious Fundamentalism Scale (Altemeyer &
Hunsberger, 2004), the LGBTQ Microaggressions on Campus Scale (Woodford et al.,
2015) the LGBTQ Temperature scale, and the SCQ (Pinel, 1999). Upon completion of
the survey, participants were thanked for their participation and were provided with
researcher contact information as well as information on local counseling services.
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CHAPTER III
RESULTS
Differences Between Homosexuals and Heterosexuals in the Use of “Queer”
Independent-Samples t-tests were used to analyze Hypothesis 1: Homosexuals
will endorse more positive usage of “Queer” as compared to heterosexuals (see Appendix
B, Table 2). For this analysis, participants were split into two groups. Those who
identified as straight were in the heterosexual group and all others (LGBTQ) were in the
homosexual group. Analysis of frequency of use indicated that heterosexuals (M = 2.7,
SD = .03) used “Queer” less frequently in a positive manner, as indicated by scores on the
frequency questions in the Queer Usage Questionnaire, than homosexuals (M = 3.3, SD =
.09), t(123.98) = 6.46, p < .01 Levene’s test indicated unequal variances (F = 56.3, p <
.00), so degrees of freedom were altered from 349 to 123.98. Homosexuals (M = 2.21, SD
= 1.29) used more positive emotion words in their writings than heterosexuals (M = 1.97,
SD = 1.3), but this difference was not significant, t(349) = 1.55, p = .122. Homosexuals
(M = 1.36, SD = 1.49) used less negative emotion words in their writings about “Queer”
than heterosexuals (M = 1.95, SD = 1.49), but this difference was not significant,
t(258.68) = -4.33, p < .01. Levene’s test indicated unequal variance (F = 12.79, p < .01),
so degrees of freedom were altered from 349 to 258.68. Though participants did not
differ in raw positive emotion and negative emotion word scores, a significant difference
was found in overall tone in written responses about “Queer.” Results indicated that
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heterosexuals (M = 33, SD = 25.93) had significantly lower tone scores than homosexuals
(M = 41.9, SD = 24.92), t(349) = -2.89, p < .005, using less positive language in
comparison to negative language in their written responses about “Queer.”
In addition to the LIWC analyses related to the use of emotionality, other
summary variables revealed significant differences. Results revealed a significant
difference between homosexuals and heterosexuals in dynamic language, t(349) = -4.11,
p < .001. Homosexuals (M = 41.27, SD = 20.81) used more dynamic language,
characterized by formal and logical thinking patterns, in their written responses than
heterosexuals (M = 31.07, SD = 20.63). A significant difference was also found on clout
scores t(349) = -3.46, p < .001, with homosexuals ( M = 32.86, SD = 17.88) written
responses reflecting greater certainty, confidence and reference to others, as compared to
heterosexuals (M = 25.33, SD = 18.25). No significant difference emerged between
groups on authenticity scores (i.e., more personable, humble and vulnerable in writings
about “Queer”), t(349) = .21, p = .83.
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Table 1
MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATIONS, AND CORRELATIONS OF PREDICTOR VARIABLES
Variable

M

SD

1. ATLG

69.82

15.50

2. Environmental
Microaggressions
3. SSDO

3.90

1.32

.150*

7.60

5.43

.05

-.10

4. Religious
Fundamentalism
5. SEC

57

16.62

-.74**

-.07

-.11*

51.85

17.63

-.28**

-.22**

.17**

.15**

2.86

.71

.10

.22**

-

.04

6. Frequency of
use

1

2

3

4

.23**

5

6

.27**

7. SCQ

3.30

1.14

.000

-.30**

.22**

.17**

.35**

-.21**

8. LGBT
Temperature
Scale

8.20

3.48

-.02

.24**

-

.08

-

.18**

.29**

Notes. * indicates p < .05. ** indicates p < .01.
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7

.18**

-.10

Table 2
T-T EST RESULTS COMPARING HOMOSEXUALS AND HOMOSEXUALS AND
HETEROSEXUALS ON LIWC VARIABLES
Heterosexuals

Homosexuals

M

SD

M

SD

t-test

Frequency

2.7

.03

3.3

.09

6.46*

Positive Emotion Words

1.97

1.3

2.21

1.29

1.55

Negative Emotion Words

1.95

1.49

1.36

1.49

-4.33*

Analytical Thinking

31.07

20.63

41.27

20.81

-4.11**

Clout

25.33

18.25

32.86

17.88

-3.46**

Authenticity

61.45

23.83

60.85

22.86

.21

Overall Tone
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25.93

41.9

24.92

2.89**

Notes. * indicates p < .05. ** indicates p < .001.

Explicit Attitudes as a Predictor of Use
An ANOVA was used to analyze Hypothesis 2: Explicit attitudes will predict
usage of “Queer.” See Appendix B, Table 3 for a summary of the results. Scores on the
ATLG were bimodal; therefore, the variable was dichotomized into high and low groups
by median split. Hypothesis 2a: Explicit attitudes will predict the frequency participants
use “Queer” in a positive way was not supported. Explicit attitudes did not significantly
predict frequency of use, F(1, 214) = .25, p = .62, as assessed by the Queer Usage
Questionnaire.
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Hypothesis 2b: Explicit attitudes will predict overall positive emotion words in
the use of “Queer” was not supported. Explicit attitudes did not significantly predict
positive emotion words, F(1, 199) = .19, p = .66.
Hypothesis 2c: Explicit attitudes will predict overall negative emotion words in
the use of “Queer” was not supported. Explicit attitudes did not significantly predict
negative emotion words, F(1, 188) = .01, p = .91.
Hypothesis 2d: Explicit attitudes will predict analytical thinking in the use of
“Queer” was supported. Explicit attitudes significantly predicted analytic thinking, F(1,
214) = 4.66, p < .05. Those with more negative attitudes (M = 38.37, SD = 21.9) scored
higher in analytical thinking than those with more positive attitudes towards LGBTQ (M
= 32.00, SD = 21.4). Participants with negative attitudes towards homosexuals used more
logical and formal language in their written responses.
Hypothesis 2e: Explicit attitudes will predict clout (i.e. confidence, leadership,
social status) in the use of “Queer” was not supported. Explicit attitudes did not predict
clout, F(1, 214) = .70, p = .40.
Hypothesis 2f: Explicit attitudes will predict authenticity in the use of “Queer”
was supported. Explicit attitudes significantly predicted authenticity, F(1, 214) = 4.10, p
< .05, with those possessing more positive attitudes (M = 65.56, SD = 23.30) scoring
higher than those with more negative attitudes (M = 62.28, SD = 23.28). Those who hold
more positive attitudes toward homosexuality were more personable, vulnerable, and
honest in their written responses about “Queer.”
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H2g: Explicit attitudes will predict overall emotional tone in the use of “Queer”
was not supported. Explicit attitudes did not predict overall emotional tone, F(1, 214) =
.51, p = .48.
Table 3
SUMMARY OF EXPLICIT ATTITUDES AS A PREDICTOR OF USAGE OF “QUEER”
Variable

df

F

ηp2

p

Frequency

1

.25

.001

.62

Positive Emotion

1

.19

.001

.66

Negative Emotion

1

.01

.00

.91

Analytical

1

4.66

.02

.03*

Clout

1

.70

.003

.40

Authenticity

1

4.08

.02

.05*

Overall Tone

1

.51

.002

.48

Thinking

Notes. * indicates p < .05.

Microaggressions as a Predictor of Use
Regression analysis was used to assess Hypothesis 3: Experiences of
microaggressions will predict usage of “Queer.” For this analysis, scores on the LGBQ
Environmental Microaggressions subscale were used. Hypothesis 3a: Experiences of
microaggressions will predict how frequently the word “Queer” is used in a positive way
was supported. Experiences of microaggressions significantly predicted frequency of use
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(ß = .22, p < .001), accounting for 4.7% of the variance in frequency of use, F(1, 350) =
17.12, p < .001, R2 = .047, adjusted R2 = .044.
Hypothesis 3b: Experiences of microaggressions will predict overall use of
positive emotion words in the use of “Queer” was not supported. Experiences of
microaggressions did not significantly predict overall positive emotion words (ß = .04, p
=.50).
Hypothesis 3c: Experiences of microaggressions will predict overall use of
negative emotion words in the use of “Queer” was not supported. Experiences of
microaggressions did not significantly predict overall negative emotion words (ß = -.04, p
=.54).
Hypothesis 3d: Experiences of microaggressions will predict analytical thinking
(i.e. dynamic language) in the use of “Queer” was supported. Experiences of
microaggressions significantly predicted analytic thinking, accounting for 1.2% of the
variance, F(1, 350) = 4.39, p < .05, R2 = .012, adjusted R2 = .01.
Hypothesis 3e: Experiences of microaggressions will predict clout in the use of
“Queer” was supported. Experiences of microaggressions significantly predicted clout, or
participants’ relative confidence and social status, (ß =.16, p < .005), accounting for 2.4%
of the variance, F(1, 350) = 8.78, p < .005, R2 = .024, adjusted R2 = .022.
Hypothesis 3f: Experiences of microaggressions will predict authenticity in the
use of “Queer” was not supported. Experiences of microaggressions did not significantly
predict authenticity (ß = -.02, p = .70).
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Hypothesis 3g: Experiences of microaggressions will predict tone in the use of
“Queer” was not supported. Experiences of microaggressions did not significantly predict
tone used in writing about “Queer” (ß = -.02, p = .79).
Table 4
SUMMARY OF SIMPLE REGRESSION FOR MICROAGGRESSIONS PREDICTING
USAGE “QUEER”
Microaggressions
Variable
B
Frequency
.12
Positive Emotion
.01
Negative Emotion
-.01
Analytical Thinking
1.78
Clout
2.19
Authenticity
-.37
Overall Tone
-.29
Notes. * indicates p < .05. ** indicates p < .01.

SE B
.03
.01
.01
.85
.74
.96
1.05

ß
.22**
.04
-.04
.11*
.16**
-.02
-.02

Exploration of the Predictive Value of Related Variables
Due to the exploratory nature of hypothesis 4, a stepwise regression was utilized
in this analysis (Fields, 2013). See Appendix B, Table 5 for a summary of these results.
Hypothesis 4a: Explicit attitudes, experiences of microaggressions, SEC, religious
fundamentalism, overall warmth, and SDO will predict how frequently the word “Queer”
is used. The model was significant and accounted for 9.9% of the variance in frequency
of use, F(2, 192) = 10.59, p < .001, R2 = .099, adjusted R2 = .090. SDO (ß = -.23, p <
.001) and SEC (ß = -.18, p < .03) emerged as significant predictors in the model, while all
other variables were excluded from the model.
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Hypothesis 4b: Explicit attitudes, experiences of microaggressions, conservatism,
religious fundamentalism, overall warmth, and social dominance will predict overall use
of positive emotion words in the use of “Queer.” The hypothesis was not supported, all
variables were excluded from the model.
Hypothesis 4c: Explicit attitudes, experiences of microaggressions, conservatism,
religious fundamentalism, overall warmth, and social dominance will predict the overall
use of negative emotion words in the use of “Queer” was not supported. All variables
were excluded from the model.
Hypothesis 4d: Explicit attitudes, experiences of microaggressions, conservatism,
religious fundamentalism, overall warmth, and social dominance will predict analytical
thinking in the use of “Queer” was supported. The model was significant and accounted
for 4% of the variance in analytical thinking scores, F(1, 193) = 8.69, p < .005, R2 = .04,
adjusted R2 = .04. Religious fundamentalism (ß = -.21, p < .005) emerged as the only
significant predictor in the model, while all other predictors were excluded from the
model.
Hypothesis 4e: Explicit attitudes, experiences of microaggressions, conservatism,
religious fundamentalism, overall warmth, and social dominance will predict overall
clout in the use of “Queer” was supported. The model was significant, accounting for 3%
of the variance in clout scores, F(1, 193) = 5.87, p < .03, R2 =.03, adjusted R2 = .02.
Experiences of microaggressions (ß = .17, p < .03) was the only significant predictor in
the model and all other variables were excluded.
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Hypothesis 4f: Explicit attitudes, experiences of microaggressions, conservatism,
religious fundamentalism, overall warmth, and social dominance will predict overall
authenticity in the use of “Queer” was supported. The model was significant and
accounted for 2% of the variance in authenticity scores, F(1, 193) = 4, p < .05, R2 = .02,
adjusted R2 = .02. Explicit attitudes (ß = -.14, p < .05) significantly predicted authenticity
scores, while all other variables were excluded from the model.
Lastly, hypothesis 4g: Explicit attitudes, experiences of microaggressions,
conservatism, religious fundamentalism, overall warmth, and social dominance will
predict overall tone in the use of “Queer” was not supported. All predictor variables were
excluded from the model.
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Table 5
SUMMARY OF STEPWISE REGRESSION OF VARIABLES PREDICTING USAGE OF “QUEER”
Positive
Emotion

Frequency

SDO
SEC

Negative
Emotion

Analytical
Thinking

Clout

Authenticity

Overall Tone

Step 1

Step 2

Step1

Step 1

Step 1

Step 1

Step 1

Step 1

ß

ß

ß

ß

ß

ß

ß

ß

-.26**

.23**
.181*

Religious
Fundamentalism

-.21*

Microaggressions

.172*

Explicit Attitudes

-.14*

Overall Warmth

Notes. * indicates p < .05. ** indicates p < .001.
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The Effect of Stigma Consciousness
Regression analysis was used to examine Hypothesis 5: Stigma consciousness
will moderate the relationship between experiences of microaggressions and the usage of
“Queer.” Both independent variables were centered before completing the analyses.
Hypothesis 5a: Stigma consciousness will moderate the relationship between experiences
of microaggressions and how frequently participants use “Queer” in a positive manner
was not supported, F(3, 339) = 8.16, p < .001. A main effect was found for stigma
consciousness (ß = -.16, p < .005), and experiences of microaggressions (ß = .15, p <
.01), however the interaction term was not significant, (ß = -.06, p = .29).
Hypothesis 5b: Stigma consciousness will moderate the relationship between
experiences of microaggressions and overall positive emotion words in the use of
“Queer” was not supported, F(3, 311) = 1.24, p = .3. No significant main effects or
interaction effects were found.
Hypothesis 5c: Stigma consciousness will moderate the relationship between
experiences of microaggressions and overall negative emotion words in the use of
“Queer” was not supported, F(3, 296) = .49, p = .69. No significant main effects or
interaction effects were found.
Hypothesis 5d: Stigma consciousness will moderate the relationship between
experiences of microaggressions and analytical thinking, or the degree to which
participants use logical or formal language, in the use of “Queer” was not supported, F(3,
339) = 1.63, p = .18. No main effects or interaction effects emerged.
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Hypothesis 5e: Stigma consciousness will moderate the relationship between
experiences of microaggressions and clout in the use of “Queer” was not supported, F(3,
339) = 2.68, p > .05. A significant main effect was found for experiences of
microaggressions (ß = .15, p < .01). The main effect for stigma consciousness was not
significant (ß = -.01, p < .95), nor was the interaction effect (ß = .03, p < .60).
Hypothesis 5f: Stigma consciousness will moderate the relationship between
experiences of microaggressions and authenticity (i.e. honesty, vulnerability) in the use of
“Queer” was not supported, F(3, 339) = 1.32, p = .29. No main effects or interaction
effects were identified.
Hypothesis 5g: Stigma consciousness will moderate the relationship between
experiences of microaggressions and tone, an overall positivity index, in the use of
“Queer” was not supported, F(3, 339) = 1.23, p = .3. No significant main effects or
interaction effects were found.
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CHAPTER IV
DISCUSSION
The current study aimed to examine the relationships between language use and
attitudes related to sexual orientation. Each of the five hypotheses was partially
supported. Predictive relationships were established between attitudes related to sexual
orientation and writings about “Queer.” Similarly, predictive relationships were found
between experiences of microaggressions and writings about “Queer.” SDO,
conservatism, and religious fundamentalism were also found to be predictive of writings
about “Queer.” Though several variables emerged as predictors, variability exists in the
LIWC variables predicted. Predictive relationships emerged between explicit attitudes
and experiences of microaggressions and analytical thinking, authenticity, clout and
overall tone. No predictive relationships emerged related to overall positive emotion
words, overall negative emotion words, or overall emotional tone.
Differences Between Homosexuals and Heterosexuals
Language has been shown to reflect cultural biases and attitudes (Chater, et al.,
2009) and is a powerful tool for promoting social inequality within society. Hypothesis 1
compared the differences between heterosexuals and homosexuals in frequency and word
choice surrounding “Queer”. Homosexual participants used “Queer” more frequently
than heterosexuals in a positive manner. This is likely due to the embedded nature of
“Queer” within the LGBTQ community (Hogan, 2005). As it becomes increasingly more
common to use “Queer” as a gender identity marker, sexual orientation, or political
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ideology (Barber & Hildago, 2018; Beemyn, 2018; Hogan, 2005), more members within
the LGBTQ community have come to embrace the term. If not through selfidentification, it is likely they know another LGBTQ individual who uses it as a
descriptor. As such, LGBTQ individuals are more likely to encounter “Queer” in ways
that are unassociated with its historical roots, potentially contributing to the increase in
positive usage observed.
Homosexuals were also shown to use more positive emotion words and less
negative emotion words in writing about “Queer” than heterosexuals, but neither of these
differences was significant. Though this difference was not significant, a significant
difference did emerge between groups in overall emotional tone (i.e., positivity index),
with heterosexuals exhibiting lower positivity scores. While this falls in line with what
can be assumed about differences between groups in usage, the lack of significance found
between groups in overall positive and negative emotion words is intriguing. Based on
the overlap between measuring positive and negative emotion words and overall tone,
higher positivity scores would correlate with a greater use of positive emotion words.
Previous research outlining the different ways “Queer” has morphed to reflect a sense of
comradery and empowerment (Chauncey, 1994; Barber & Hildago, 2018; Beemyn, 2018;
Hogan, 2005), further supports this notion.
This may be accounted for by the phrasing of the questions in the Queer Usage
Questionnaire. Overall emotional tone scores capture the overall level of positivity in an
individual’s response, while overall positive and negative emotion words reflect the
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quantity of words that fit into those categories. Questions on the Queer Usage
Questionnaire were not designed to inquire about positive or negative associations
participants’ may have had with the term “Queer,” which may have encouraged an
increase in the use of positive and negative words. Participants were asked questions like,
“Define the word ‘Queer.’” and “What do you think the consequences of reclaiming the
word ‘Queer’ are?”. Such questions may prompt participants to answer in ways that
reflect negative ideals without the use of negative emotion words. For example, in
response to the question “What do you think the consequences of reclaiming the word
‘Queer’ are?” participants may reference the loss of civil rights and an increase in
discriminatory behaviors rather than a detailed account of a specific event that may occur,
eluding to an overall negative emotional tone without the use of several negative emotion
words.
Additionally, homosexuals were found to use more dynamic language in their
written responses than heterosexuals. This is likely due to the personal connection many
LGBTQ individuals may have with the topic (Barber & Hildago, 2018; Beemyn, 2018).
This may have influenced LGBTQ participants to reflect more on their personal
experiences, which led to the adoption of a more narrative style of language. Members of
the LGBTQ community are more likely to have an experience related to “Queer”. Those
who may not have a personal experience with “Queer” (e.g., discrimination, selfidentification) likely know the derogatory nature of the term (Oxford Dictionary, 2018),
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perhaps leading them to share personal experiences linked to close friends or family who
have had these experiences.
Lastly, homosexuals were also higher in overall clout as compared to
heterosexuals, using more social words (i.e., reference to others). Higher scores in clout
generally indicate power dynamics in which the user feels they are in a higher status
relative to others. Due to the arbitrarily set boundaries within society that places
homosexuals as inferior to heterosexuals (Licciardello et al., 2014; Poteat et al., 2007),
this may not necessarily be reflective of LGBTQ individual’s perceptions of themselves
within the social hierarchy. Rather, it may be that individuals who identify as LGBTQ
feel a greater connection to the word “Queer” or feel that they have a better
understanding of how “Queer” can be used. It is possible that individuals within the
LGBTQ community reflected more on the term “Queer” as an umbrella term used to
describe the community (Hogan, 2005), while others differed in interpretation. The
derogatory history and subsequent movement to reclaim “Queer” could make LGBTQ
individuals consider the community and its experiences as a whole in relation to the use
of “Queer” (Hogan, 2005). In contrast, the historical usage of “Queer” may have lead
heterosexual participants to be more tentative in their writing’s about “Queer.”
Heterosexuals are likely less educated about the use of “Queer” in ways that are removed
from its historical context. This combined with the widespread disapproval in expressing
hostile attitudes towards homosexuality could have contributed to the lack of confidence
and power dynamics expressed in heterosexuals’ writings about “Queer.”
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Explicit Attitudes and “Queer”
The second hypothesis assessed whether explicit attitudes predicted frequency
and word use in participants’ written responses. Although past research demonstrates the
connection between language and attitudes (Poteat et al., 2013), current results did not
fully support this claim. Explicit attitudes were only found to predict analytical thinking
and authenticity. Results suggest that those who held more negative attitudes towards
homosexuals used more categorical language in their written responses and exhibited
heightened abstract thinking and cognitive complexity in formulating their responses.
This may be accounted for by a lack of personal experience associated with “Queer” in
those with more negative attitudes (Barber & Hildago, 2018).
The historical connotation of “Queer” has created a stigma that is commonly
acknowledged by members of the LGBTQ community, but such stigma has a lesser effect
on members outside the community. As mentioned above, homosexuals contrasted
heterosexuals by adopting a narrative language style, linking their responses to timebased stories and personal experience. Those high in negative attitudes are less likely to
have had a negative experience with “Queer” in the sense that it is not a word used to
describe experiences held by those outside the community. This lack of experience may
have guided them in their written responses, leading them to formulate more complex
answers (Barber & Hildago, 2018; Beemyn, 2018; Hogan, 2005).
Additionally, those with more negative attitudes scored lower on overall
authenticity, reflecting honest responses. This can likely be explained by social
desirability, a response bias in which participants answer in ways they think will be
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viewed favorably by others (Bhattacherjee, 2012). Asserting negative attitudes towards
the LGBTQ community is becoming frowned upon more and more as changes in
legislation outlaw LGBTQ based discrimination (Slenders et al., 2014). This could serve
as a deterrent for many of those opposed to LGBTQ equality, encouraging them to be
dishonest in their expression of those views.
While language possesses the ability to reflect social attitudes, the lack of a
predictive relationship with other constructs assessing usage was contrary to what
research has suggested. Poteat et al, (2013) found those who hold prejudicial attitudes
towards LGBTQ individuals are more likely to endorse and use LGBTQ directed slurs.
As such, significant differences in negative emotion words and clout were expected. The
increased endorsement of slurs by those who hold prejudicial attitudes suggests that they
would use more negative language in their responses. Moreover, overall clout scores
were intended to reflect perceived power dynamics. Those who hold negative attitudes
towards homosexuals likely ascribe to the idea that their group is superior to the target
group (Sidanius & Pratto, 1999, p. 61), suggesting a power dynamic would be present
more so in heterosexuals’ writings about “Queer.” This, again, may have been due to the
phrasing of the questions on the Queer Usage Questionnaire. Questions inquired about
situational use, consequences, and benefits of reclaiming “Queer”. Heterosexuals are
likely less attached to “Queer” because it does not align with their personal experiences.
This may have led them to be less unsure of their responses because they are detached
from the negative connotation of “Queer”, leading to low scores in clout and lower use of
negative emotion words.
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Experiences of Microaggressions and “Queer”
Hypothesis 3 aimed to assess the predictive power of experiences of
microaggressions. Microaggressions were predictive of increased positive usage, clout
and analytical thinking, though effect sizes were small, 4.7%, 2.4%, and 1.2%
respectively. Such findings could be explained by the impact microaggressions have on
the saliency of one’s LGBTQ identity (Major, 1994). Increased perceptions of
microaggressions can serve as a reminder of one’s marginalized identity (McCabe, 2009;
Nadal et al., 2012). It is possible that those who have increased exposure to
microaggressions have a stronger negative connection to the word “Queer,” making them
less likely to use “Queer” in ways that reflect its positive connotation. Interesting to note,
experiences of microaggressions also predicted increased positive usage by heterosexuals.
One explanation for this could be the existence of an interaction with other marginalized
identities (e.g., ethnicity, sex). Heterosexuals who also identify as a marginalized group
may be more aware of ethnic based discriminatory behavior in their environment,
regardless of whether it is directed towards their in-group. Individuals who identify as a
minority other than LGBTQ may also be less likely to use derogatory language targeted
at other minorities, leading to a similar endorsement of “Queer” as LGBTQ individuals
who a have a strong negative connection to “Queer.”
The relationship between experiences of microaggressions and clout can be
attributed to the power dynamics that exist within the social hierarchy of society, which
places homosexuals below heterosexuals. Experiences of microaggressions, whether they
are said directly to an individual or are phrases overheard from friends, family, or
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strangers, can serve as a reinforcement of the social inequality that permeates our society.
Though the user may be unaware of the underlying consequences of the language they
use, it can lead to the activation of negative feelings and exclusion and avoidance of
LGBTQ individuals (Carnaghi & Maass, 2007; Fasoli et al., 2015). Previous research has
shown that this has a negative effect (e.g., anxiety, depression, self-directed prejudice) on
members of the targeted group (Carnaghi & Bianchi’s, 2017; Swim et al., 2009). If
interpreted based on the results of hypothesis one, in which a significant difference was
found between homosexuals and heterosexuals in overall clout in writings about “Queer,”
higher experiences of microaggressions may be linked to an awareness of the
discrimination faced by the LGBTQ community, leading them to focus on the group in
their writings about “Queer.” Such an awareness may have come about due to this
increased exposure, as it may create a personal link to the term “Queer” or other LGBTQ
microaggressions. This may encourage one to focus on the global impact such language
can have, though future research is needed to explore this claim.
Lastly, experiences of microaggressions predicted analytical thinking, which can
possibly be accounted for by personal experience. As seen in previous research,
experiences of microaggressions can increase one’s awareness of their minority identity
(Nadal et al., 2012). Dynamic language is reflective of personal experiences, which may
have been influenced by previous experiences with LGBTQ directed microaggressions.
Those who have increased experiences of microaggressions likely draw on those
experiences in their use of “Queer,” potentially in ways connected to negative
experiences related to their sexual orientation.
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Exploratory Analysis
Hypothesis 4 was an exploratory analysis to assess the predictive power of related
constructs and their possible combined predictive power. SDO and conservatism emerged
as the only significant predictors of frequency. Though SDO and conservatism emerged
as significant predictors, the model only accounted for 9.9% of the variance in frequency,
suggesting that other factors are likely responsible for the remaining variance. SDO and
conservatism are highly correlated with attitudes towards out-groups (Ho et al., 2012;
Luguri, et al., 2012), suggesting that they may contribute more to the use of “Queer” than
the other related constructs used in this analysis.
Conservatism is linked to a strong opposition to LGBTQ rights (Anderson, 2016)
and a desire to preserve historical and traditional institutions (Viereck, et al., 2018),
suggesting that those higher in conservatism would be more likely to endorse “Queer” in
a manner that reflects its traditional use. Similarly, SDO deals with overall beliefs about
the structure of social hierarchy and maintains that some groups should be dominant over
others while some are inherently inferior (Sidanius et al., 2001). SDO is also linked to
negative attitudes towards homosexuality (Licciardello, et al., 2014). As such, this could
lead to a similar endorsement of “Queer” as those high in SEC. Those high in SDO
and/or conservatism may be less likely to use “Queer” in a positive manner due to their
endorsement of traditional ideals linked to core beliefs about the structure and
maintenance of society.
Additionally, religious fundamentalism emerged as the only significant predictor
of analytical thinking and authenticity, though the effect was small, accounting for only
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4% of the variance in analytical thinking and 3% of the variance in authenticity. These
findings can potentially be explained by the values held by various faiths regarding
homosexuality. Many faiths hold heteronormative views, upholding ideals like marriage
as a sacred union between one man and one woman and homosexuality as sinful or
disordered (Yen & Zampelli, 2016). Depending on the saliency of those beliefs, how
truthful a participant is in their responses could vary. Those high in religious
fundamentalism may be less likely to fall victim to social desirability because those
beliefs are integral to their identity. Furthermore, the link between analytical thinking and
religious fundamentalism may be due to the way traditional views of homosexuality
influence behavior. Those who are high in religious fundamentalism may avoid contact
and relations with homosexuals (Jäckle & Wenzelburger, 2015), leading them to detach
themselves from LGBTQ directed language, such as “Queer.” As such, those individuals
would be less likely to draw on personal experiences, rather a focus might be placed on
personal religious ideals.
The predictive relationships between religious fundamentalism, SDO, and
conservatism and writings about “Queer” are intriguing because explicit attitudes were
excluded from the model. Strong correlational and predictive relationships exist between
explicit attitudes and religious fundamentalism (Ogland & Verona, 2014), SDO (Bassett,
2010), and conservatism (Shackelford & Besser, 2007). Results from this study indicated
that explicit attitudes also predicted authenticity and analytical thinking. As such,
researchers expected to find combined predictive power, accounting for more of the
variance in in writings about “Queer.” This may be due to the importance of SDO, SEC,
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and religious fundamentalism in shaping our interpretations and use of language. SDO,
SEC, and religiosity may be more stable over time as compared to explicit attitudes,
allowing them to exert a stronger influence on the ways in which language is interpreted.
Stigma Consciousness and “Queer”
The fifth hypothesis aimed to investigate the effects of stigma consciousness on
the relationship between experiences of microaggressions and the use of “Queer.” Stigma
consciousness did not significantly influence the predictive power of experiences of
microaggressions in the use of “Queer.” This finding is puzzling considering the
implications associated with an awareness of one’s marginalized identity. In the current
study, those who identified as LGBTQ had significantly higher SCQ scores (M = 3.40,
SD = 1.12) than heterosexuals (M = 2.92, SD = 1.15), suggesting that stigma
consciousness plays a role in the use of “Queer.” A possible explanation may be that,
rather than strengthening or weakening the relationship, stigma consciousness could be
accounting for some of the variance seen in the use of “Queer.” Those who are aware of
their marginalized identity are more likely to be aware of the negative associations
between LGBTQ slurs and their impact on members of the LGBTQ community. This is
an avenue of future research that should be explored further as differences may exist
between various minority identities. If the language is not specifically directed towards
their group, stigma consciousness may not have the same effect.
An alternative explanation worth noting concerns the overlap in minority
identities that were present. Several versions of the SCQ were used in this study and
participants completed the version that aligned with their self-reported salient identity
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(e.g., lesbian, gay, disabled, race). It is likely that some of those in the LGBTQ group
took an SCQ that did not align with their sexual orientation, as it was not viewed as their
most salient identity. This could account for some of the differences seen between
homosexuals and heterosexuals in stigma consciousness scores, contributing to the lack
of influence stigma consciousness had on the relationship between experiences of
LGBTQ microaggressions on the use of “Queer.”
Implications
Findings from this study provide implications for the reclamation process of
“Queer.” Research has demonstrated the ways in which N* is used and the detrimental
impact variations have on the ability of the African American community to completely
remove N* from is pejorative past (Asim, 2007; Kennedy, 2002). Although similarities
exist between the use of “N***a” and “Queer,” results from this study do not completely
support the notion that “Queer” is regarded as a neologism in the same manner as N***a.
The lack of predictive power suggests that discrepancies in the use of “Queer” are not
omnipresent. This could be due to a lack in use by out-group members who would be
most likely to align with traditional usage. Also, the variability in the use of “Queer” (e.g.
political ideology, umbrella term, gender identity) could contribute to the differences
seen between “Queer” and “N***a”. “N***a” is commonly used to refer to AfricanAmerican’s, whether used by an in or out-group member. This may be a factor that
continues to hinder the reclamation of N*. The use of “Queer” by out-group members
may be more acceptable because the various ways in which it is used does not limit it as a
reference to homosexuality, potentially making it easier to detach from its derogatory
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history. This lack of usage by out-group members may serve as a benefit to the LGBTQ
community, possibly streamlining the reclamation process.
Moreover, there could be differences in the acceptability in promoting equality for
the LGBTQ community as compared to the African American community. While racism
and homophobia are common themes within our culture (Anderson, 2016; Smedley,
2017), racism may be more deeply engrained into society, preventing African Americans
from fully separating themselves from the negative stereotypes that are associated with
them. Additionally, LGBTQ rights have had a constant presence in the media over the
years leading up to legalization of same-sex marriage. While racism is an issue we see
time and time again, there is a normalization of racism within society that has yet to be
erased (Kennedy, 2002). In 2016, the FBI reported 6,121 hate crimes, 58% of which were
racially or ethnically motivated. Only 17% of those were based in hostility towards
LGBTQ individuals (FBI, 2016). Though hate crimes occur against both groups (i.e.,
African-Americans, LGBTQ individuals), the fact that nearly 60% of all hate crimes are
racially motivated supports the notion that racism is more pervasive and acceptable
within our society.
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CHAPTER V
LIMITATIONS AND FUTURE DIRECTIONS
As with all psychological research, limitations to the current study exist. To
begin, the majority of participants were collected from a public university whose
population is 88% female (Texas Woman’s University, 2015). Though participants were
recruited from various social media platforms, the current study had roughly 10 times as
many female participants (N = 311) as male participants (N = 31). Therefore, the results
of this study may only be suited to generalize to women or a university with similar
demographics. Gender differences exist between men and women and their level of
negativity towards homosexuals, with men traditionally holding more negative attitudes
than women (Ratcliff, Lassiter, Markman, & Snyder, 2006). As such, this avenue should
be explored to increase the generalizability of these findings while also exploring the
potential gender differences in the use of “Queer.” Men may be more likely to endorse
negative use of “Queer” as compared to women, due to the increase in negative attitudes
seen in men.
While this sample of LGBTQ participants is similar in size to those in other
studies (Dickins & Sergeant, 2008; Feinstein et al., 2016; Silverschanz et al., 2016;
Woodford et al., 2012), the sample contained significantly less participants who
identified as homosexual (N = 95) than heterosexual (N = 256). It is possible
that individuals who identify within the LGBTQ population will have lower willingness
to participate in the current study, or lower willingness to disclose their true sexuality.
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Furthermore, the individual subgroup samples within the homosexual group were
not equally represented. Within the 95 participants who identified as LGBTQ, 47
identified as bisexual, 24 identified as lesbian, 13 as queer, 11 as gay, and 0 identified as
transgender. Consequently, participants had to be split into two groups (homosexuals and
heterosexuals) for analysis, hindering the generalizability of the findings.
Moreover, due to the variety of identities within the gender and sexuality
spectrums, the identities that fit outside of these parameters of this study were also underrepresented. Despite some of the differences seen in this study between homosexuals and
heterosexuals, various sexual orientation identities (e.g., asexual, pansexual, demisexual)
could alter the results obtained. Future research should focus on obtaining a
representative sample of the LGBTQ community to allow for exploration of within
group, as well as a more accurate representation of the differences between homosexuals
and heterosexuals. It is possible that variability exists within the LGBTQ community in
regard to negative views of certain identities within the community. For instance,
Feinstein, Dyar, Bhatia, Latack, and Davila (2016) investigated participant’s willingness
to engage in romantic relationships with bisexual individuals and found an overall
unwillingness to date bisexuals, which may be due to society’s rejection of the existence
of bisexuality. This may influence some bisexual participants to adopt a different sexual
orientation marker, such as “Queer.” Future research could examine if certain
subpopulations within the LGBTQ community are more likely to identify with and use
“Queer,” especially those who identify with less common sexual orientation markers (e.g.
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pansexual, asexual, demisexual) as they may be more likely to use “Queer” as a means of
communicating a unique experience within the LGBTQ community.
The use of an online survey also hinders the validity of these results. Several
variables exist outside of researcher control in any study, but more so in online, selfreport surveys. Conducting the survey in a lab would allow for control of some
extraneous variables and allow participants to clarify instructions and ask questions.
Another potential limitation of the current study may exist within the structure and order
of survey itself. Participants completed the open-ended questions prior to the ATLG. This
may have served as a prime, causing participants to be more aware of their attitudes
towards homosexuals, thus resulting in an increase in extremely low and high scores.
Furthermore, an enhanced awareness of one’s attitudes may have been complicated by
social desirability. Answers may not be truthful representations of a participant’s attitudes
because it is not acceptable to express negative attitudes towards homosexuality or
LGBTQ rights in our society (Slenders et al., 2014). This could have contributed to the
increase in scores reflecting positive attitudes. Future research could work to better hide
the true nature of the study as a means of diminishing the effects of social desirability.
As a result, concerns in the accuracy of interpretations between homosexuals and
heterosexuals in the use of “Queer” exist due to limitations in the interpretation and
analysis of explicit attitudes. Explicit attitude scores were bimodal, leading participants to
be split into a high and low group. This hinders our interpretation of the influence of
explicit attitudes on the use of “Queer” because it diminishes the differences seen
between responses. It is possible that participant’s in the high group differ from
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participants in the low group by just one point. Future research could restructure the
survey in a manner that reduces the effect open-ended questions may have on subsequent
questions. In doing so, researchers can obtain more accurate scores of explicit attitudes.
Additionally, researchers may want to consider adopting a new measure of attitudes
towards homosexuals. While the ATLG is widely used (Phillips et al., 2015), the
language used makes the scale more applicable to lesbians and gay men. Finding a scale
that is more inclusive to other LGBTQ identities may yield different and more
generalizable results.
While LIWC is a highly reliable and valid program to evaluate written responses
(Pennebaker et al., 2015), analyses were not conducted on each individual question
because several participants did not reach the word count requirement. This hindered our
ability to analyze differences in responses to each question and all written responses had
to be grouped together for an overall analysis of use. To counteract this limitation, future
research can focus on developing a design (e.g. focus groups) that will promote
thoughtful responses to ensure questions can be analyzed individually. Such analysis will
likely bring about results that strengthen those seen in this study and provide more
information on the ways “Queer” is used. Researchers could also utilize a different
written response analysis, such as a thematic analysis. A theme analysis would identify
commonalities that could guide in the development of survey questions aimed at
understanding how “Queer” is used.
Furthermore, many of the survey questions appear to be targeted towards
individuals who identify with the LGBTQ population. For example, participants
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responded to the question, “Do you identify with the word “Queer?”. Individuals who
have less exposure to the LGBTQ community may be unaware of the ubiquitous use of
“Queer.” Therefore, some of the questions may have been irrelevant or confusing to
heterosexual participants. More clarification could be given that prompts participants to
consider identities not related to gender or sexual orientation (i.e., political ideology).
Lastly, effect sizes found were small. Given the small effect sizes, the results
should be interpreted with caution. While this study demonstrates that these relationships
exist, future research is needs to verify and replicate these results. Future research could
include other measures to increase validity. Measures of social desirability and an
implicit biases test to can be used to control for effects on self-reported explicit attitudes.
This would allow for a more accurate interpretation of the effects of explicit attitudes on
the use of “Queer.”
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CHAPTER VI
CONCLUSION
Results from this study provide vital information on the way neologisms form as a
function of cognitive bias and the prevalence of negative attitudes towards the LGBTQ
community, indicating that more research is needed to understand the differences
between in-groups and out-groups in interpretations of “Queer” and other minority
targeted slurs. This will aid in our understanding of how and if a reclamation process is
beneficial or potentially harmful in the perpetuation of inequality. Additionally, such
research may expose differences in the effects minority directed language has on different
groups within the LGBTQ community. This could identify the saliency of specific
prejudicial attitudes and the factors that fuel them. By establishing relationships between
slurs and related constructs (e.g., religious beliefs, attitudes, SDO) we can better
understand how language morphs to reflect and implement cognitive biases and
inequality.
In doing so, more information can be provided to practitioners to eliminate the
impact such language has on minority populations, such as students who are bullied
because of their LGBTQ identity. Those who suffer more extreme consequences (e.g.
self-directed prejudice) because of increased exposure to microaggressions, such as
“Queer,” can also benefit from the results of similar studies. Understanding the ways in
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which language perpetuates social inequality and bias can aid in the development of
programs that educate the public about the importance of not using certain derogatory
terms directed at certain minority groups (e.g., Queer, Bitch, N*). While the reclamation
of terms such as “Queer” or N* may not be fully achievable, further research and the
dissemination of educational resources can provide a collective understanding of their
pejorative roots, potentially decreasing its use in a fashion consistent with its derogatory
history.
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APPENDIX A
Open-Ended Questions
Attitudes Towards Lesbians and Gay Men (Herek, 1988)
The LGBQ Microaggressions on Campus Scale (Woodford et al., 2015)
The 12-item Religious Fundamentalism Scale (Altemeyer & Hunsberger, 2004)
The Social and Economic Conservatism Scale (Everett, 2013)
Stigma Consciousness Questionnaire – Lesbian
Stigma Consciousness Questionnaire – Gay Men
Stigma Consciousness Questionnaire – Bisexual
Stigma Consciousness Questionnaire – Transgender
Stigma Consciousness Questionnaire – Queer
Stigma Consciousness Questionnaire (Pinel, 1999)
Stigma Consciousness Questionnaire – Race/Ethnicity
Stigma Consciousness Questionnaire - Disability
Social Dominance Orientation (Whitley & Ægisdottir, 2000)
Temperature Scale
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Open-Ended Questions
Please answer the following questions to the best of your ability. Please provide as much
detail as you can.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.

Define the word queer.
Describe a situation in which you have used the word “Queer”?
Do you identify with the word “Queer”? In what way?
Do you use the word “Queer” around your family? Why or why not?
Do you use the word “Queer” around your close friends? Why or why not?
What do you think the benefits of reclaiming the word “Queer” are?
What do you think the consequences of reclaiming the word “Queer” are?
How frequently do you use the word queer to say something negative about
someone or something?
0= never 1= very rarely 2= rarely 3= occasionally 4= frequently 5= very
frequently
9. How frequently do you use the word queer to say something positive about
someone or something?
0= never 1= very rarely 2= rarely 3= occasionally 4= frequently 5= very
frequently
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Attitudes Towards Lesbians and Gays (Herek, 1988)
Please indicate your level of agreement with the items below using the following scale:
1=Strongly Agree
2=Agree
3=Neutral
4=Disagree 5=Strongly Disagree
1. Lesbians just can’t fit into our society.
2. A woman’s homosexuality should not be a cause for job discrimination in any
situation.
3. Female homosexuality is detrimental to society because it breaks down the natural
divisions between the sexes.
4. State laws regulating private, consenting lesbian behavior should be loosened.
5. Female homosexuality is a sin.
6. The growing number of lesbians indicates a decline in American morals.
7. Female homosexuality in itself is no problem, but what society makes of it can be
a problem.
8. Female homosexuality is a threat to many of our basic social institutions.
9. Female homosexuality is an inferior form of sexuality.
10. Lesbians are sick.
11. Male homosexual couples should be allowed to adopt children the same as
heterosexual couples.
12. I think male homosexuals are disgusting.
13. Male homosexuals should not be allowed to teach school.
14. Male homosexuality is a perversion.
15. Just as in other species, male homosexuality is a natural expression of sexuality in
human men.
16. If a man has homosexual feelings, he should do everything he can to overcome
them.
17. I would not be too upset if I learned that my son were a homosexual.
18. Homosexual behavior between two men is just plain wrong.
19. The idea of male homosexual marriages seems ridiculous to me.
20. Male homosexuality is merely a different kind of lifestyle that should not be
condemned.
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The LGBQ Microaggressions on Campus Scale (Woodford, et al., 2015)
Please indicate how frequently you have experienced each instance within the past year.
0= never 1= very rarely 2= rarely 3= occasionally 4= frequently 5= very
frequently
1. Someone said or implied that all LGBQ people have the same experiences.
2. I was told I should act “less lesbian, gay, bisexual, or queer.”
3. People said or implied that I was being overly sensitive for thinking I was treated
poorly or unfairly because I am LGBQ.
4. Someone told me they were praying for me because they knew or assumed I am
lesbian, gay, bisexual, or queer.
5. People seemed willing to tolerate my LGBQ identity but were not willing to talk
about it.
6.Others thought I would not have kids because they knew or assumed I am lesbian,
gay, bisexual, or queer.
7. Someone said they couldn’t be homophobic, biphobic, or queerphobic because they
have (a) lesbian, gay, bisexual, or queer friend(s).
8. I was told that being lesbian, gay, bisexual, or queer is “just a phase.”
9. Straight people assumed that I would come on to them because they thought or knew I
am lesbian, gay, bisexual, or queer.
10. I have heard people say that they were tired of hearing about the “homosexual
agenda.”
11. Someone said or implied that LGBQ people engage in unsafe sex because of their
sexual orientation.
12. Other people said, “that’s just the way it is” when I voiced frustration about
homophobia, biphobia, or queerphobia.
13. Someone said or implied that my sexual orientation is a result of some- thing that
went “wrong” in my past (e.g., “your mother was too overbearing”).
14. People assumed that I have a lot of sex because of my sexual orientation.
15. Others have said that LGBQ people should not be around children.
16. I saw negative messages about LGBQ people on social media (e.g., Face- book,
Twitter) posted by contacts or organizations, or in advertisements.
17. I heard the phrase, “no homo.”
18. In my school/workplace it was OK to make jokes about LGBQ people.
19. I heard someone say “that’s so gay” to describe something as negative, stupid, or
uncool.
20. I received information about sexual health that was limited to heterosexual sex.
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12- item Religious Fundamentalism Scale (Altemeyer & Hunsberger, 2004).
Please indicate your level of agreement with the following statements using the following
scale.
-4 = very strongly disagree -3 =strongly disagree -2= moderately disagree -1=
slightly disagree +1= slightly disagree +2= moderately agree +3 strongly agree
+4= very strongly agree
1. God has given humanity a complete, unfailing guide to happiness and salvation,
which must be totally followed.
2. No single book of religious teachings contains all the intrinsic, fundamental truths
about life.
3. The basic cause of evil in this world is Satan, who is still constantly and
ferociously fighting against God.
4. It is more important to be a good person than to believe in God and the right
religion.
5. There is a particular set of religious teachings in this world that are so true, you
can’t go any “deeper” because they are the basic, bedrock message that god has
given humanity.
6. When you get right down to it, there are basically only two kinds of people in the
world: the Righteous, who will be rewarded by god; and the rest, who will not.
7. Scriptures may contain general truths, but they should NOT be considered
completely, literally true from beginning to end.
8. To lead the best, most meaningful life, one must belong to the one, fundamentally
true religion.
9. “Satan” is just the name people give to their own bad impulses. There really is no
such thing as a diabolical “Prince of Darkness” who tempts us.
10. Whenever science and sacred scripture conflict, science is probably right.
11. The fundamentals of God’s religion should never be tampered with, or
compromised with other’s beliefs.
12. All of the religions in the world have flaws and wrong teachings. There is no
perfectly true, right religion.
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The Social and Economic Conservatism Scale (Everett, 2013)
Please indicate the extent to which you feel positive or negative towards each issue.
Scores of 0 indicate greater negativity, and scores of 100 indicate greater positivity.
Scores of 50 indicate that you feel neutral about the issue.”
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.

Abortion
Limited government
Military and national security
Religion
Welfare benefits
Gun ownership
Traditional marriage
Traditional values
Fiscal responsibility
Business
The family unit
Patriotism
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Stigma Consciousness Questionnaire - Lesbian
Please indicate your level of agreement with the following statements.
1 = strongly agree 2 = moderately agree 3 = slightly agree 4 = neutral 5 = slightly
disagree
6 = moderately disagree 7 = strongly disagree
1. Stereotypes about lesbians have not affected me personally.
2. I never worry that my behaviors will be viewed as stereotypically lesbian.
3. When interacting with others, I feel like they interpret all my behaviors in terms
of the fact that I am a lesbian.
4. Most people do not judge lesbians on the basis of their sexuality.
5. My being a lesbian does not influence how heterosexuals act with me.
6. I almost never think about the fact that I am lesbian when I interact with others.
7. My being a lesbian does not influence how people act with me.
8. Most people have a lot more homophobic thoughts than they actually express.
9. I often think that others are unfairly accused of being homophobic
10. Most people have a problem viewing lesbians as equals.
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Stigma Consciousness Questionnaire – Gay Men
Please indicate your level of agreement with the following statements.
1 = strongly agree 2 = moderately agree 3 = slightly agree 4 = neutral 5 = slightly
disagree
6 = moderately disagree 7 = strongly disagree
1. Stereotypes about gay men have not affected me personally.
2. I never worry that my behaviors will be viewed as stereotypically gay.
3. When interacting with others, I feel like they interpret all my behaviors in terms
of the fact that I am gay.
4. Most people do not judge gay men on the basis of their sexuality.
5. My being gay does not influence how heterosexuals act with me.
6. I almost never think about the fact that I am gay when I interact with others.
7. My being gay does not influence how people act with me.
8. Most people have a lot more homophobic thoughts than they actually express.
9. I often think that others are unfairly accused of being homophobic.
10. Most people have a problem viewing gay men as equals.
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Stigma Consciousness Questionnaire – Bisexual
Please indicate your level of agreement with the following statements.
1 = strongly agree 2 = moderately agree 3 = slightly agree 4 = neutral 5 = slightly
disagree
6 = moderately disagree 7 = strongly disagree
1. Stereotypes about bisexuals have not affected me personally.
2. I never worry that my behaviors will be viewed as stereotypically bisexual.
3. When interacting with others, I feel like they interpret all my behaviors in terms
of the fact that I am bisexual.
4. Most people do not judge bisexuals on the basis of their sexuality.
5. My being bisexual does not influence how heterosexuals act with me.
6. I almost never think about the fact that I am bisexual when I interact with others.
7. My being bisexual does not influence how people act with me.
8. Most people have a lot more bi-phobic thoughts than they actually express.
9. I often think that others are unfairly accused of being bi-phobic.
10. Most people have a problem viewing bisexuals as equals.
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Social Consciousness Questionnaire – Transgender
Please indicate your level of agreement with the following statements.
1 = strongly agree 2 = moderately agree 3 = slightly agree 4 = neutral 5 = slightly
disagree
6 = moderately disagree 7 = strongly disagree
1. Stereotypes about transgender individuals have not affected me personally.
2. I never worry that my behaviors will be viewed as stereotypically transgender.
3. When interacting with others, I feel like they interpret all my behaviors in terms
of the fact that I am transgender.
4. Most people do not judge transgender individuals on the basis of their sexuality.
5. My being transgender does not influence how heterosexuals act with me.
6. I almost never think about the fact that I am transgender when I interact with
others.
7. My being transgender does not influence how people act with me.
8. Most people have a lot more transphobic thoughts than they actually express.
9. I often think that others are unfairly accused of being transphobic.
10. Most people have a problem viewing transgender individuals as equals.
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Stigma Consciousness Questionnaire – Queer
Please indicate your level of agreement with the following statements.
1 = strongly agree 2 = moderately agree 3 = slightly agree 4 = neutral 5 = slightly
disagree
6 = moderately disagree 7 = strongly disagree
1. Stereotypes about queers have not affected me personally.
2. I never worry that my behaviors will be viewed as stereotypically queer.
3. When interacting with others, I feel like they interpret all my behaviors in terms
of the fact that I am queer.
4. Most people do not judge queers on the basis of their sexuality.
5. My being queer does not influence how heterosexuals act with me.
6. I almost never think about the fact that I am queer when I interact with others.
7. My being queer does not influence how people act with me.
8. Most people have a lot more queer-phobic thoughts than they actually express.
9. I often think that others are unfairly accused of being queer-phobic.
10. Most people have a problem viewing queers as equals.
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Stigma Consciousness Questionnaire (Pinel, 1999)
Please indicate your level of agreement with the following statements.
1 = strongly agree 2 = moderately agree 3 = slightly agree 4 = neutral 5 = slightly
disagree
6 = moderately disagree 7 = strongly disagree
1. Stereotypes about women have not affected me personally.
2. I never worry that my behaviors will be viewed as stereotypically female.
3. When interacting with men, I feel like they interpret all my behaviors in terms of
the fact that I am a woman.
4. Most men do not judge women on the basis of their gender.
5. My being female does not influence how men act with me.
6. I almost never think about the fact that I am female when I interact with men.
7. My being female does not influence how people act with me.
8. Most men have a lot more sexist thoughts than they actually express.
9. I often think that men are unfairly accused of being sexist.
10. Most men have a problem viewing women as equals.
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Stigma Consciousness – Race/Ethnicity
Please indicate your level of agreement with the following statements.
1 = strongly agree 2 = moderately agree 3 = slightly agree 4 = neutral 5 = slightly
disagree
6 = moderately disagree 7 = strongly disagree
1. Stereotypes about my race/ethnic group have not affected me personally.
2. I never worry that my behaviors will be viewed as stereotypical of my race/ethnic
group.
3. When interacting with others, I feel like they interpret all my behaviors in terms
of my race/ethnic group.
4. Most people do not judge my race/ethnic group the basis of their race/ethnicity.
5. My race/ethnicity does not influence how Caucasian's act with me.
6. I almost never think about my race/ethnicity when I interact with others.
7. My race/ethnicity does not influence how people act with me.
8. Most people have a lot more racist thoughts than they actually express.
9. I often think that others are unfairly accused of being racist.
10. Most people have a problem viewing members of my race/ethnic group as equals.
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Stigma Consciousness – Disability
Please indicate your level of agreement with the following statements.
1 = strongly agree 2 = moderately agree 3 = slightly agree 4 = neutral 5 = slightly
disagree
6 = moderately disagree 7 = strongly disagree
1. Stereotypes about disabilities have not affected me personally.
2. I never worry that my behaviors will be viewed as stereotypically disabled.
3. When interacting with others, I feel like they interpret all my behaviors in terms
of the fact that I am a disabled.
4. Most people do not judge others on the basis on their disability.
5. My being disabled does not influence how those who are able-bodied act with me.
6. I almost never think about the fact that I am disabled when I interact with others.
7. My being disabled does not influence how people act with me.
8. Most people have a lot more prejudice thoughts about disabled people than they
actually express.
9. I often think that others are unfairly accused of being prejudiced against the
disabled.
10. Most people have a problem viewing disabled people as equals.
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Social Dominance Orientation (Whitley & Ægisdottir, 2000)
There are many kinds of groups in the world: men and women, ethnic and religious
groups, nationalities, political factions. How much do you support or oppose the ideas
about groups in general? Next to each statement, write a number from 1 to 10 to show
your opinion. 1 indicates greater opposition, while 10 indicates greater support.
1.
2.
3.
4.

In setting priorities, we must consider all groups.
We should not push for group equality.
Group equality should be our ideal.
Superior groups should dominate inferior groups.
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Temperature Scale
Please indicate how warm you feel towards the following sexual orientations on a scale
of 1 to 10. A score of 1 indicates very cold, while a score of 10 indicates very warm.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

Heterosexual
Gay Men
Lesbian
Bisexual
Transgender
Queer
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