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Abstract
The use of racialized preferential language (RPL) to advertise desire or lack thereof on
dating and hookup apps among men who have sex with men (MSM) is a point of
contention: might such statements be expressions of sexual liberty, or might they be
manifestations of racism and discrimination in the online space? To address this issue,
561 MSM were surveyed regarding their dating/hookup app use; awareness of as well as
sensitivity and receptivity to racial diversity and gender equality; and acceptance of
racialized partner discrimination. Relationships among participant attitudes, RPL dis/use,
experiences of in/exclusion, and demographic characteristics were elucidated, as were the
foremost reasons behind RPL dis/use and reactions to the same. Frequency of looking for
sex via apps, facilitation of the online matchmaking process, one’s attitudes towards
racial diversity and gender equality, and personal experiences of exclusion appeared to
underlie many of the relationships found.

Keywords: racialized preferential language, men who have sex with men, racialized
partner discrimination, online dating
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Chapter 1: Introduction
Online dating sites and “location-based real-time dating” (LBRTD) applications
for both gay and heterosexual consumers have become some of the most common ways
of arranging sexual encounters in the past two decades (Hull et. al., 2013; Rosenfeld &
Thomas, 2012). Such applications (apps) run on smartphones or tablets and utilize global
positioning systems (GPS) to connect users in close geographic proximity, often in real
time, thus also facilitating the achievement of multiple goals—such as casual sex, dating,
or networking—in less time (Wu & Ward, 2017). LBRTD apps and online dating sites
designed specifically for gay men or, more broadly, men who have sex with men (MSM),
such as Grindr, Scruff, Adam4Adam, and Jack’d, have become of particular interest to
researchers of late due to their recent surge in popularity. This popularity is due, at least
in part, to the stress associated with organizing and meeting in the heteronormative
environment, which in turn has pushed MSM to the non-threatening space of the Internet
in order to connect, pursue relationships, and, in some cases, develop their sexual
identities (Baams et al., 2011; Gudelunas, 2012; Kapp, 2011). In their nationally
representative longitudinal study, Rosenfeld and Thomas (2012) found almost 70% of
same-sex couples surveyed stated they met online, making it not only the predominant
way same-sex couples meet but also more common than any way of meeting has ever
been for even heterosexual couples in the past.
Given the popularity of LBRTD apps, it is not surprising that there have also been
reports of not-so-favorable experiences from those who have attempted online dating
beyond the matchmaking stories and sexual conquests, from individuals misrepresenting
themselves, to people being disrespectful in one way or another, to some people even
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finding themselves in physical danger. Perhaps the most hotly debatable of such
situations is when individuals advertise for characteristics they find attractive in their
partners or specify ones that they do not. These requests are particularly ambiguous when
specific racial or ethnic identities are explicitly excluded, or even included, for that
matter, based on stereotypical characterizations. Such racialized preferential statements
take forms along the lines of “White men only,” “No Asians,” “Looking for BBC (big
black cock),” “No Latinos,” and the like.
Given casual sexual encounters are among the primary goals of using LBRTD
apps among MSM, stating such preferences has become a point of contention. Do such
statements fall under one’s sexual liberty, wherein one has the right to choose whomever
they want to or do not want to have sex with, and one also has the right to state such
preferences out loud? Or do these statements convey a form of racism in the online
space? Perhaps being clear about what one wants and/or does not want makes the process
more economical and concise, which research has shown is indeed a functional benefit of
LBRTD apps. Perhaps the potential anonymity provided by being online, in comparison,
say, to the potential danger of being physically present and making such statements has
an effect on what people view as acceptable and unacceptable behaviors. Where does one
draw such a line? After all, one would likely have difficulty convincing others such
language, when used in real life, should not be construed as discriminatory, offensive,
and perhaps even racist—whether as a blatant expression of racist attitudes or an
everyday microaggression (Sue, 2010).
The purpose of the current study was to investigate the use of racialized
preferential language on dating and hookup applications among men who have sex with
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men. Empirically establishing the occurrence and use of such language on LBRTD apps
among MSM and uncovering correlates affecting individuals’ use and disuse of such
statements online are preliminary steps towards determining the effects of exposure to
and experiences of such language. Just as people have been paying increasing attention to
their use of language in order to combat stigma and be more inclusive and less
discriminatory in real life (APA, 2021; Barry et al., 2014), it also seems timely to
examine the text people put out there for others to read online. Similar to how
experiences of racism and discrimination in the real world have been shown to have
myriad adverse biopsychosocial effects (McLaughlin et al., 2010; Pascoe & Smart, 2009;
Sue, 2010), this may also be the case when these experiences are online, regardless of the
intentions or motivations behind such behaviors.
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Literature Review
The following review describes the evolution of online dating in American
society and the use of mobile applications to facilitate partner selection. Literature
exploring the specific dynamics among MSM is presented, along with a discussion of the
interaction between race and partner selection in this segment of the population. A
framework presenting the relationships among ethnic/racial identity (ERI), ethnic/racial
discrimination, and psychological health (Yip, 2018) is then discussed as a foundation of
this study, underlining the importance of obtaining a greater understanding of such
factors as they manifest in today’s society, specifically in the online space. The few
empirical studies exploring racialized language use online are then presented to highlight
the need for further exploration and discussion, particularly around how such language is
used on dating/hookup apps among MSM.
LBRTD Apps
Many LBRTD apps have similar user interfaces and graphical layouts. Perhaps
the most representative is Grindr, an app launched in 2009 that claims to be the largest
all-male social network in the world, with over 3 million daily active users in 234
countries and territories (Grindr LLC, 2017). Upon logging in to the app, an existing user
is faced with a 3 x 5 grid of profile photo thumbnails (smaller representations of full
profile pictures), often with a username affixed to one corner and a small green dot
indicating this user is currently online. The user’s profile thumbnail is in the upper-leftmost cell, and other users are arranged in increasing distance from that one, as
determined by GPS. Users can vertically scroll through thumbnail grids to reveal more
member profiles and may also tap on the filter logo to sort through profiles, only
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displaying those meeting a user’s specified criteria. Filters include any of the fields in
one’s profile, with the exceptions of the narrative, HIV status, last tested date, gender
identity, pronouns, and social media links. However, most of these filters may only be
accessed by users who have premium accounts. Age, tribes, and “looking for” filters are
the few available for nonpaying users.
Clicking on any particular thumbnail enlarges it to reveal a larger, sometimes
zoomed-out version of the photo, which then takes over the entire screen. This screen is
then one’s profile photo, which has one’s username, age, distance, and/or either an
indication the user is currently online or a line stating how recently the user was last
online. There are also five visible buttons on any user’s profile: an arrow allowing one to
navigate back to the grid; a star to mark a user as a “favorite”; a stop symbol to block or
report a user; a speech bubble to activate the messaging service; and an outline of a flame
to send a user a “tap,” which can be indicative of a friendly “hi,” a quick compliment of
“hot,” or a provocative “looking?” Swiping up on a profile photo reveals the optional
profile narrative provided by the user, along with any profile information they may have
entered. Available fields include height, weight, ethnicity, body type, relationship status,
gender identity, pronouns, sexual position, “tribes” one identifies with (e.g., twink, bear,
otter, etc.), what one is looking for, HIV status, the date one was last tested for HIV, and
crosslinks for Instagram, Twitter, and Facebook profiles. Notably, everything that
composes a Grindr profile is optional to declare, allowing one to put as much or as little
information as they wish about themselves and what they are seeking.
Some modifications to this interface employed by other apps might allow for
multiple profile pictures that one can scroll through, along with the option to privatize or
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“lock” pictures; some may employ larger or smaller thumbnails to vary the number
simultaneously viewable in the grid; some include more information in either the
thumbnail or profile views.
More recently, another popular interface has come about that originated with the
app Tinder in 2012. This app claims 1.6 billion “swipes per day,” 1 million dates per
week, and over 20 billion total matches, and it states their app is available in over 190
countries (Match LLC, 2018). With Tinder and other apps such as Bumble and Chappy
adopting this interface, once an existing user logs in, they are faced with a single person’s
profile, and they have the option to tap the profile to potentially reveal more information
about that person; to swipe left, indicating a non-match; to swipe right, indicating a match
or a desire to chat; or to tap a button to indicate a higher level of attraction to the user.
Besides the described differences in interface, such apps typically do not allow
conversations unless both parties indicate a mutual interest in each other. Further, users
are fed a seemingly endless stream of profiles to swipe left or right on, depending on
parameters they may have set, including particular demographics (similar to the filtering
system with Grindr described above) and maximum distance from the user.
Concurrent with the evolution of the interface employed by various apps and
websites, societal use and views of online dating and their associated software programs
have also been evolving since the first commercially available online personal
advertisement site launched in 1995: Match.com (Finkel et al., 2012). Whereas initial
websites were limited in offering users a space on the Internet to post a profile, likely
filled with a narrative and accompanied by a number of photos, along with giving users a
platform to exchange electronic messages via desktop computers—at what would be
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considered in today’s society a snail’s pace for download speeds—the LBRTD apps of
today add the convenience of accessibility in a handheld device, facilitate real-time
message and photo exchange, and are able to indicate with high accuracy the distance
between users. Further, some sites and apps are also mediating and facilitating the
matchmaking process between users, a phenomenon that began in 2000 with eHarmony
and their algorithm-based or compatibility-matching process (Finkel et al., 2012).
Online Dating and LBRTD App Use by the General Population
Among the general population of those seeking connections online, it appears
those who employed personal advertisements in the initial online stages shared in the
stigma associated with such practices in printed media such as magazines and newspapers
(Darden & Koski, 1988). Much of the descriptive literature looking into the earlier days
of online dating uncovered majority opinions describing fears of potential encounters
with sexual predators or “psychos” (Gwinnell, 1998), of early adopters being shy or
sleazy (Orr, 2004), or of “nerds,” “the desperate,” and the “socially inept” (Wildermuth
& Vogl-Bauer, 2007).
In a book that chronicles the history and development of online dating, Orr (2004)
credits the 1998 movie You’ve Got Mail with “[working] wonders in erasing negative
stereotypes” about employing the Internet as a means to meet a romantic partner (p. 32).
The view that online dating was beginning to lose its stigma and entering the mainstream
in terms of general acceptability was echoed by both academic and popular press articles
alike (e.g., Harmon, 2003; Lawrence, 2004; Tracy, 2006). In fact, in one of the first
nationally representative studies, the Pew Internet Study of 2005 surveyed 3,215
Americans to determine the commonality of relationships that began online (Madden &
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Lenhart, 2006). While they found only 3% of those surveyed who were either married or
in committed relationships at the time declared having met their partners online, about
37% of those who were single and seeking romantic partners at the time reported having
dated online. More recently, in another nationally representative survey, Rosenfield and
Thomas (2010) found that among the 4,002 adults who had met their partners between
2007 and 2009, 22% of the heterosexual couples had met on the Internet, thus making the
Internet the second most common way to meet a partner at the time, following couples
who met through friends.
In another iteration of online dating and relationship prevalence studies by the
Pew Internet Center, Smith and Duggan (2013) found that among the 2,252 adults
surveyed, 11% of American adults had used an online dating site themselves, whereas
3% had used an LBRTD. More specifically, they found these numbers to be a function of
age, as 22% of 25–34-year-olds and 17% of 35–44-year-olds had done one or both of
these activities. This popularity was also reflected when the sample was limited to those
with a college education or disaggregated into urban and suburban residents.
The authors also found opinions and attitudes towards online dating to have
become more positive over time, with 59% of sampled Internet users agreeing “online
dating is a good way to meet people” and 53% agreeing “online dating allows people to
find a better match for themselves.” However, a significant minority, 21% of Internet
users surveyed, were found to agree with the statement, “People who use online dating
sites are desperate”; interestingly though, this was an eight-point decline from the 29%
who had agreed with the same statement in 2005 (Smith & Duggan, 2013).
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These trends were found to continue in the most recent iteration of the study (Pew
Research Center, 2016). They reported a total of about 15% of adults having used either
an online dating site or app to find a partner. Specifically, 9% of adults reported having
used an LBRTD, up from the 3% reported in 2013. Such growth was particularly
noticeable in the age cohorts that had previously reported lower levels of online dating—
the 18–24-year-olds, along with the 55–64-year-olds—with these cohorts respectively
tripling and doubling their use of the Internet to find partners. Moreover, adults between
the ages of 18 and 24 were more likely than individuals from any other age group to use
LBRTD apps for finding partners.
As for the opinions about online dating, 80% of individuals who have done so
themselves think it is a good way to meet people, 62% agree it helps people find better
matches for themselves, and 61% believe it is easier and more efficient than other ways
of meeting people (Pew Research Center, 2016). Similarly, those who have not used
online dating themselves agree with the same sentiments, albeit to lesser degrees of 55%,
50%, and 40%, respectively. On the other hand, 45% of people who have dated online
agree it is a more dangerous way of meeting people, 31% agree this modality keeps
people from settling down, because they have other options, and 16% of individuals
polled agreed that those who use online dating sites are desperate. Individuals who have
dated online agree with such sentiments to consistently lesser degrees, i.e., 45%, 31%,
and 16%, respectively.
LBRTD App Use by Men Who Have Sex with Men
Beyond such research looking into the prevalence of these practices within the
general population of adults, there is also a body of literature exploring other facets of the
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phenomenon. Specifically, the psychological literature contains a plethora of publications
describing the use of dating and hookup apps by MSM in particular, including analyses
of communicative practices, social relations mediation, and aspects of self-presentation
(Wu & Ward, 2018); co-situation and impression formation (Blackwell et al., 2014); the
uses and gratifications associated with particular apps (Van de Wiele & Tong, 2014); and
the emergence and proliferation of “party ’n’ play practices” (Race, n.d.) or chemically
enhanced sex, to name a few.
In their thematic review of the current literature around gay dating apps, Wu and
Ward (2018) employed the mediation framework proposed by Lievrouw (2014; as cited
in Wu & Ward, 2018) to categorize the literature into distinct “infrastructures”: artifacts,
which are the devices with technological features people use to communicate with each
other; practices, which describe how people use devices to communicate; and social
arrangements, social relations, structures, and institutions, which organize, govern, form,
and develop around communication practices and technologies. After such
categorization, they found a lack of research on the reconfiguration of artifacts
specifically, and on how dating apps have evolved with time, how they differ from
traditional social networking sites, and how they are changing with societal demands. On
the other hand, a significant amount of research has been done regarding how gay men
are using dating apps. For example, after conducting 36 semi-structured interviews with
Grindr users in New York and Chicago, Blackwell et al. (2014) concluded that Grindr
brings users from different social groups with different intentions together into a single
online setting such that they transcend geographic boundaries. However, because of their
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lack of context online, users must then rely on self-presentation and their interactions in
order to communicate their identities and intentions with one another.
Van De Wiele and Tong (2014) utilized a uses and gratification framework in
their analysis of Grindr. They employed factor analysis of the responses from 525
respondents to uncover the primary functions of Grindr: social inclusion, sex, friendship,
entertainment, romantic relationships, and location-based search. Upon further analysis,
they also found that app users were motivated by multiple need-based gratifications, and
the frequency and honesty of self-disclosures made on Grindr were related to these
motivations.
In a textual analysis of 500 individual profiles on gay dating/hookup apps,
Rodriguez et al. (2016) found that in spite of the differences in interactions and selfpresentation MSM have on apps in comparison to those offline, they remain susceptible
to the systemic effects of dominant societal gender norms at large. That is to say, the
policing of masculinity remains on dating apps for MSM, thus reinforcing a masculine
elite that is predominantly White, young, fit, and healthy. In their study, they found that
the dating/hookups they looked at, which included Scruff, Hornet, GROWLr, and
GuySpy, allowed their users to describe themselves in terms of various optional identity
and preference indicators. However, the choices given to users were restricted to a set of
options predetermined by the app developers. Whereas categorical options for identifiers
such as age, height, weight, and ethnicity were not considered unusual or particularly
restrictive, “more nuanced and complex categories of sexual preference, sexual identity,
and relationship status [were also restricted] to a limited set of options” (p. 253).
Descriptive options for sex roles were terms such as “bear,” “twink,” “geek,” and
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“leather”; sexual identity was often described as top, bottom, or versatile; and identities
sought were along the lines of friendship, husband, and love. The more subversive
element relevant to one’s presentation and control of identity presentation, however, was
posited to lie in a user’s ability to filter and limit not only who was allowed to view their
own profiles, but also the profiles they would see themselves according to the same
categories. This ability to immediately filter individuals out on any number of identifiers,
such as weight, age, or ethnicity, was considered a manifestation of one’s ability to seek
out an ideal, hegemonic masculinity or one that reduces masculinity to a homogenous set
of traits or roles (MacInnes, 1998).
Evidently, the general population’s use of the Internet to find potential partners
has come a long way from the infrequent and highly stigmatized personal advertisements
of the early Internet age, which saw advertisers as being “psychos,” “sleazy,”
“desperate,” or “socially inept” (Darden & Koski, 1988; Gwinnell, 1998; Orr, 2004;
Wildermuth & Vogl-Bauer, 2007), to the sites and LBRTD apps of today, which 15% of
adults have reported using in their lifetime (Pew Research Center, 2016). Online dating is
also viewed by the majority of adults (80%) as a good way to meet people and a more
efficient way of meeting people than other, more traditional methods (61%; Pew
Research Center, 2016). In fact, for same-sex couples in particular, online dating has
been identified as the predominant method by which they (Rosenfield & Thomas, 2012).
Research looking into MSM who use LBRTD apps, Grindr in particular, has also
revealed that beyond seeking and finding social inclusion, sex, friendship, entertainment,
or romantic relationships (Tong & Van De Wiele, 2014), online dating allows users from
different social groups and with different intentions to transcend geographic boundaries
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and seek connection from the palm of their hand (Blackwell et al., 2014), rather than
having to venture out to identified “gay spaces,” which may not be readily accessible for
myriad reasons (Orr, 2004). However, online dating remains susceptible to and affected
by gender norms and the policing of masculinity, wherein privilege is often afforded to
those who are White, young, fit, and healthy, with the interface that LBRTD apps employ
seemingly enabling users to pick and choose who—or rather, what kinds of men—they
see, based on such characteristics (MacInnes, 1998; Rodriguez et al., 2016).
Race and Date Selection
Recent research has shown the relevance of one’s race to the date selection
process—whether a date is intended to develop into something meaningful and longlasting or is meant to be a fleeting, casual affair. Further, the literature has also revealed
differences across time, gender, and sexual orientation, complicating the relationships
between these various factors.
In an experiment involving 412 Caucasian, African American, Latinx American,
and Asian American graduate and professional school students from Columbia
University, Fisman et al. (2008) assessed individual decisions and revealed determinants
driving racial preferences in saying yes or no to a potential partner for a date. Their
experiment was set up as a speed-dating session between men and women, wherein
participants were given four minutes to converse with potential dates, after which they
decided to accept or reject each other. Seventeen such sessions, conducted over the span
of three years, were included in their final analysis. During each pairing, participants also
rated their potential dates on a 1–10 Likert scale in terms of various attributes, including
attractive, sincere, intelligent, fun, ambitious, and shared interests, which allowed the
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investigators to assess other factors that needed to be controlled for in their analysis of
determinants relevant to the decision-making process. Pre- and post-event surveys were
also employed to solicit the information hypothesized to drive racial preferences, among
which the racial composition of the ZIP code where one grew up (β = 2.743, SEM = .720)
and the prevailing racial attitudes in one’s state or country of origin (β = 0.431, SEM =
.225) were found to have a significant positive effects on same-race preferences.
Conversely, age (β = –0.27, SEM = .103) and physical attractiveness (β = –0.379, SEM =
.107) were found to have significant negative effects on same-race preferences.
Among their final results after a series of regressions for each race and gender,
which allowed for racial preferences to differ across races, was that White, Black, and
Hispanic women exhibited significant preferences for dates of the same race. Men, on the
other hand, exhibited no such preferences, regardless of race. In an apparent attempt to
offer an alternative explanation for their results, Fisman et al. (2008) stated:
One possible reason for this gender difference might be the different dating goals
of men and women. In particular . . . that women are more interested in forming a
relationship while men are more interested in casual sex and that race has greater
relevance for the former endeavor. However . . . we demonstrate that older subjects
(who . . . are more interested in forming a relationship) exhibit substantially weaker
same-race preferences. Thus, the observed difference seems to reflect a genuine
disparity in men’s and women’s willingness to be with a partner of a different race,
rather than differing goals. (p. 125)
Hitsch et al. (2006) published similar results revealing preferences for same-race
partners. For their study, they analyzed the data of 6,485 “[W]hite, [B]lack, Hispanic,
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Asian, or ‘other’” heterosexual users of an online dating service who indicated their
reason for joining as either for dating or to find a long-term partner, as opposed to those
seeking a casual relationship or those who indicated reasons that were difficult to
interpret, e.g., “a higher power brought me here.” A total of 793,530 observations of user
actions were observed over a three-month period. Employing first-contact emails as
indicative of a mate preference, they found that both men and women in their sample had
same-race preferences; however, due to the small number of observations for Black,
Hispanic, and Asian members, they decided against judging whether differences in race
preferences exist across ethnic groups. They were, though, able to examine gender
differences among the White members of the site and found that women had stronger
same-race preferences than the men in their sample.
Due to the sheer amount of data available to them in the study, Hitsch et al.
(2006) were also able to reveal that neither men’s nor women’s race preferences change
for individuals of varying age, education level, or income level; politically conservative
men have stronger race preferences in comparison to the weaker same-race preferences
revealed for liberal men, though these were found to have small marginal effects;
women’s race preferences are not related to their political views; and race preferences are
unrelated to religion for either men or women. However, the authors also cautioned
against an absolute interpretation of these gender differences, as the preference
coefficients for women used in the analysis were “estimated imprecisely”; the researchers
therefore clarified that “while race preferences differ slightly across men with different
observed attributes, the data provide insufficient information to judge if there are similar
differences in women’s race preferences or not” (p. 20).
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In line with the results of these earlier studies, McIntosh et al. (2011) also found
that men and women with either same-sex or “opposite-sex” dating preferences had
varying levels of willingness to date partners of other races. For their study, they
randomly selected 100 men with a same-sex dating preference (whom they termed “gay
men,” according to a narrower, sexual behavior definition), 100 men with an “oppositesex” dating preference (“heterosexual men”), 100 “gay women,” and 100 “heterosexual
women.” They then tabulated each participant’s willingness to date partners of the four
largest racial groups in the US—White, African American, Hispanic, and Asian—
according to whether or not these ethnicities were specified in the “About my date”
section within their respective profiles.
Employing a 2 x 2 (Sex x Sexual Behavior) between-groups analysis of variance
(ANOVA), McIntosh et al. (2011) found mixed results. First, “sexual orientation” was
found to have a main effect (F1,395 = 16.22, p < .001; η2p = 0.04), indicating that “gay”
participants indicated willingness to date more races (M = 2.75, SEM = 0.08) than
heterosexual participants (M = 2.48, SEM = 0.10). Second, sex was not found to have a
main effect, as men (M = 2.70, SEM = 0.09) and women (M = 2.75, SEM = 0.09) did not
have a significant difference between the mean number of races they stated a willingness
to date (F < 1, ns). Next, and perhaps most interesting, given the aforementioned studies,
an interaction between sex and “sexual orientation” was found to be significant (F1,395 =
16.88, p < .001; η2p = 0.04), and simple effects were thus also assessed to reveal sex
differences for each “sexual orientation.” These effects were that “gay women” (M =
3.26, SEM = 0.11) indicated their willingness to date people of more races than “gay
men” (M = 2.69, SEM = 0.12; F1,395 = 10.56, p < .01; η2p = 0.03), and heterosexual men
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(M = 3.70, SEM = 0.13) indicated they would date more races than heterosexual women
(M = 2.25, SEM = 0.14; F1,395 = 6.55, p < .05; η2p = 0.02).
In their discussion, the authors assert their results echo the notion of a relationship
between dating other races and issues of masculinity and dominance. Specifically, people
of minority races are viewed as less desirable by those who are interested in more
masculine dates, because people of minority races are given less social status and thus
have fewer opportunities to display their dominance. However, the authors also presented
and discussed alternative explanations, such as “gay . . . participants may be more likely
to make a concerted effort to be inclusive out of empathy, even in their romantic lives”
(p. 714) due to their subgroup membership and as a minority group that faces
discrimination (Rubinstein, 1999); gay people have a more limited dating pool than
heterosexual people and as such may be more willing to date outside of their races (Buss
& Schmidt, 1993), which would also explain why the “gay women” in the sample, who
have the smallest potential dating pool (Laumann et al., 1994), indicated the most
willingness to date people of other races; and some heterosexual people may be unwilling
to date outside their own race because of their concern about the likelihood of their future
biracial children being discriminated against (Miller et al., 2004).
In an analysis of 2,400 personal ads placed on Yahoo! Personal Ads in 2003, Phua
and Kaufman (2003) looked into the desires advertisers expressed for partners of a
particular race, along with the potential effects of the advertiser’s race and sexual
orientation on their expression of preference. They looked solely at advertisements placed
by men across the United States. Half of the ads were from men seeking women, and the
other half were from men seeking men. They found that regardless of the advertiser’s
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race, ads wherein men were seeking men were more than twice as likely to request
partners of a specific race as those wherein men were seeking women. Specifically, Phua
and Kaufman (2003) found that 55% of their Black and 54% of their Asian respondents
requested partners of a specific race. On the other hand, only 27% of White men seeking
men in their sample and 30% of Hispanic MSM made such requests. These findings were
consistent with those from Laner and Kamel (1977; cited in Phua & Kaufman, 2003),
who showed that gay men are more explicit than heterosexual men about what they are
looking for in their partners, so it is not surprising that they would state their racial
preferences.
Interestingly, however, Phua and Kaufman (2003) also found Latinx MSM were
significantly less likely to state a racial preference in their advertisements (β = –0.63,
SEM = 0.32, p < .05) than Latinx men seeking women. A similar, though not statistically
significant, interaction was also found for Black MSM (β = –0.37, SEM = 0.30, p > .05),
who were less likely to state a racial preference than Black men seeking women. In the
overall sample, however, Black men were found to be the most likely to mention a racial
preference in the study, regardless of the gender of the mate they sought (β = 1.77, SEM
= 0.24, p < .001); this amounts to Black men being almost six times more likely to
specify a racial preference than White men. It should be noted, however, that Black men
were also most likely to state their preferences for their fellow Black men, and they were
also the most likely to state that “all races are welcome.” Further, Black men were found
to be the least preferred race in terms of those specifically requested for in the study. It
appears being an MSM person of color (POC) affects the likelihood of a user stating a
racial preference, with even more nuance among ethnicities.
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Phua and Kaufman (2003) also found that the more advertisements a person
posted, the more likely they were to request a partner of a specific race. Furthermore,
those who stated a racial preference also made about 2.8 requests for physical traits as
well, whereas those who did not mention racial preferences made only about 1.5 requests
for physical traits. They posited that those who made requests for physical traits may
have had visualizations of their potential partners and thus created racial profiles of
partners and, in turn, increased their frequency of mentioning a specific racial preference.
Further, the descriptive data obtained from their study also suggested that the collective
racial preferences stated in the profiles were reflective of the racial hierarchy in American
society; that most of the advertisers preferred either members of their own race or White
partners; and that advertisers least preferred Black partners. It should be noted, however,
that these data were not disaggregated according to whether the advertiser was seeking a
male or a female partner.
In their cross-sectional survey of 1,142 MSM in San Francisco reporting on their
combined total of 3,532 sexual partnerships with other men in the preceding six months,
Raymond and McFarland (2009) found that Black MSM were reported to be the least
preferred sexual partners when comparing preference scores for Black men to scores for
all other ERIs (all p-values for t-tests < .01), with the exception of the preferences stated
by Black men themselves. Black men in this sample were found to significantly prefer
Latinos over other Black MSM (p < .01). Raymond and McFarland (2009) also reported
that “no other racial preferences scores were significantly different; that is, the only
evidence of racial/ethnic preferences in sex partners was against Black MSM by all other
groups and towards Latinos by Black MSM” (p. 633). In their discussion, they noted their
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data—specifically that Black MSM are three times more likely to partner up with other
Black MSM than would be expected by chance (χ2 = 78.5, p < .001)—are likely
reflective of the “relative sexual segregation” of Black MSM from MSM of other ERIs.
They attributed such segregation to the combination of several factors, according to their
survey: Black MSM were the least preferred sexual partners by other MSM, were
perceived to be at the highest risk for HIV compared to MSM of other ERIs, were least
common in the friendship groups of MSM of other ERIs (all p-values for t-tests < .001),
were the least easy to meet for sexual partnerships (all p-values for t-tests < .001), and
were “less welcome in the common venues for socializing among MSM in San
Francisco” (p. 635).
Notably, however, Raymond and McFarland (2009) cautioned against interpreting
their results as indicative of racism per se, because they did not assess for the presence of
beliefs that qualities particular to certain races make some races superior or inferior to
others, which is inherent to a definition of racism. Rather, they posited their “data capture
less overt, more subtle factors stemming from the history and legacy of racism towards
Blacks and segregation of Blacks in the US” (p. 636).
The consideration of race as a factor in date or partner selection online among
MSM appears to be related to three factors: users’ openness to dating outside their own
race; whether they are seeking casual sex or a relationship; and power (Fisman et al.,
2008; Hitsch et al., 2006; McIntosh et al., 2011; Raymond & McFarland, 2009). The
reported mixed results may have been a function of the evolution of online dating at the
times samples were taken, along with the current lack of research seeking to elucidate the
interactions between societal demands and the various functions of apps themselves (Wu
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& Ward, 2018). What was relatively clear from the literature review, however, was that
MSM have been shown to have less willingness to date outside their race, and MSM are
more likely to explicitly state racial preferences, regardless of their own race (McIntosh
et al., 2011; Phua & Kaufman, 2003).
Ethnic/Racial Identity, Ethnic/Racial Discrimination, and Psychological Health
Yip (2018) explored the relationship between ethnic/racial identity (ERI) and
discrimination as well as their impact on an individual’s psychological health, developing
a schematic representing these interactions (see Figure 1). In a review of the literature,
they discuss how ERI and discrimination affect each other, in that prejudice and
discrimination may tend to increase a person’s identification with their ethnic/racial
group. As members of ethnic/racial minorities recognize they are unlikely to be included
in the dominant group, based on their experience of rejection and discrimination, they
tend to identify more strongly with their ERI, despite its marginalized status (Path 1a;
Branscombe et al., 1999; Brittian et al., 2015; Pahl & Way, 2006).
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Figure 1
Schematic Representation of Relationships Between ERI, Ethnic/Racial Discrimination,
and Psychological Health (Yip, 2018)

The literature also suggested such is not always the case. In a series of studies ,
Cheryan and Monin (2005) threatened Asian Americans with identity denial by stating
“actually you have to be American to participate in this study” or “do you speak
English?” in experimental conditions. The authors found that Asian Americans tended to
become more determined to gain acceptance from the dominant group by asserting their
American identities; they did so by overshooting cultural norms in an attempt to
participate in mainstream culture and by increasing their claims of participation in
“American” practices. Interestingly, although the Asian Americans engaged in such
behaviors, their levels of identification with their Asian identities did not waver in either
experiment.
Path 1b of Figure 1, on the other hand, represents the notion that where a person is
in terms of their ERI development, as well as how they feel about their membership in
their ethnic/racial group also impact their perceptions and experiences of discrimination.
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In a three-year longitudinal study of 219 African American adolescents, Seaton et al.
(2009) assessed the association between perceptions of racial discrimination and racial
identity in terms of racial centrality, private regard, and public regard. The authors’
results proved contrary to prior theoretical frameworks upon which they had posited their
hypotheses and instead suggested that “perceptions of discrimination may be linked to
racial identity development (i.e., exploration) but not racial identity content (i.e., racial
centrality and private regard)” (p. 413).
Sellers and Shelton (2003) found a more complex effect in their sample of 267
African American college students. They examined the relationships between racial
identity, perceived racial discrimination, and psychological distress at two time points
and found both exacerbating and protective effects of various dimensions of a person’s
ERI in terms of their perception of racial discrimination. Specifically, Sellers and Shelton
found an individual’s level of racial centrality or group identification is positively
associated with the frequency of discriminatory events they report, whereas their racial
ideology and sense of public regard serve as protective factors against the negative
mental health consequences of their perceived discrimination (Figure 1, Path 4).
Interestingly, the men in their sample reported experiencing racial discrimination more
than the women, and the most frequently reported experiences of racial discrimination
“[involved] strangers who did not have much contact with [the] participants (e.g., being
ignored, overlooked, not given service; treated rudely or disrespectfully; [and] others
reacting to you as if they were afraid or intimidated)” (p. 1077).
Similarly, in their study of 91 Latino adults, Torres and Ong (2010) sought to
document the mental health effects of experiences of discrimination and to identify the
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circumstances under which ERI operates as a protective factor. The authors had their
respondents complete an online “daily diary” comprised of a modified version of the
Brief Symptom Inventory – 18 (BSI-18), assessing daily levels of psychological distress,
and the Perceived Racism Scale for Latinos (PRSL), which assessed exposure to
discriminatory events in occupational, academic, and public venues. Participants also
completed the Multigroup Ethnic Identity Measure-Revised (MEIM-R) to assess their
level of commitment and exploration of their ERI. Torres and Ong found those who rated
themselves high in commitment to their ERI were less susceptible, but not immune, to the
day-to-day mental health effects of daily discriminatory experiences, whereas those who
rated themselves higher in the exploration of their ERI exhibited greater vulnerability to
the same (Figure 1, Path 4).
Similar to the manner in which ERI and ethnic/racial discrimination inform each
other, the two also work together to affect a person’s psychological health in a complex
manner that is open to interpretation and still lacking a consensus (Figure 1, Path 4; Yip
et al., 2008). Torres and Ong (2010) found individuals who were still exploring their ERI
were especially negatively impacted in terms of their psychological health by their
experiences of discrimination. Other studies (Romero et al., 2014; Stein et al., 2014)
showed that an individual’s commitment to their ERI serves as a protective factor against
the detrimental effects of discrimination.
Further complicating the relationship between ERI, discrimination, and
psychological health is the importance that a person places upon their ERI in terms of
their overall sense of self. In an analysis of the existing literature, Yip (2018) encountered
contradictory findings about whether placing importance on one’s ERI was or was not
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damaging to one’s psychological health (Yip et al., 2008), while Sellers et al. (2003)
found placing such importance on ERI to be a protective factor. In a meta-analysis of the
literature, Pascoe and Smart-Richman (2009) reviewed 134 studies and found an equal
number supporting each side of the argument. Notably, some research has even failed to
show any effect whatsoever of ERI on psychological health and discrimination (Seaton et
al., 2011). Yip (2018) posited that such discrepancies in results may be attributable to the
diversity of ethnic/racial groups sampled in the aforementioned studies, along with the
varying ages, nativity statuses, and assessment measures employed in these studies.
By performing a meta-analysis of the literature, Yip et al. (2018) explored how
diversity may be contributing to the contradictory results obtained when researchers
attempt to ascertain the relationship between ERI, discrimination, and psychological
health. They posited that group differences in terms of effects are likely tied to the
various sociohistorical experiences of each group. For example, studies whose samples
included larger proportions of Latinx and Asian American than of African American
participants were more likely to reveal a protective effect from individuals’ commitment
to their ERI. Further, positive private (personal) regard of one’s ERI was found to be
associated with a stronger exacerbating effect in studies with greater representation of
Asian Americans than of African American and Latinx populations. The belief that other
people view (public regard) one’s ethnic/racial group with high esteem was found to be a
stronger buffer for samples of studies with more Asian American than African American
participants. Factors such as gender, age, and research methodology (i.e., longitudinal
versus cross-sectional studies) were also shown to contribute significantly to the varying
effects revealed by myriad studies (Yip et al., 2018).
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Several studies have shown there is a complex interplay among ethnic/racial
identity, ethnic/racial discrimination, and psychological health (e.g., Brittian et al., 2015;
Romero et al., 2014; Stein et al., 2014; Torres & Ong, 2010; Yip, 2018; Yip et al., 2018).
Given these effects, and given that factors such as race are being used not only as a filter
to sort through potential partners within LBRTD apps but also as explicitly stated desires
or aversions in some people’s online profiles, it is not difficult to imagine that
participants in the online interactions in dating/hookup apps would experience the same
effects.
Racialized Language and LBRTD Apps
While largely absent from the scholarly literature, there is a plethora of popular
discussion about racialized language and racism among lesbian, gay, bisexual,
transgender, and queer (LGBTQ) individuals in the online space of dating and hookup
apps (Brown, 2018; Jones, 2016; Lee, 2017; Mula & Fellow, n.d.), with authors
describing a myriad of experiences for LGBTQ POC in which they are discriminated
against not only by Whites but sometimes by other POC. Such statements as “Whites
only,” “no gaysians,” or “BBC only” abound in users’ everyday experiences with Grindr,
Jack’d, and the gamut of online dating and hookup apps. Further, many POC are
suddenly blocked or no longer responded to after disclosing their ethnicity; this appears
to be a common, but not necessarily constant, occurrence. Such behaviors are so
pervasive and widespread that users have even set up dedicated social media accounts for
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people to share screenshots of such egregious behaviors, e.g., Grindr Racism1 and
Douchebags of Grindr.2
This discussion is not necessarily a recent popular realization, either. In both 2009
and 2014, the dating site OkCupid published user data from some 25 million accounts,
detailing everything from user demographics to self-disclosed racial attitudes. Perhaps
the most interesting findings from the 2009 data concerned the rates of sending and
responding to messages sent across racial lines: Black women were significantly less
responded to by non-Black men, all women showed a response preference for men of
their own race, and women systematically penalized Asians and Black men. These, along
with most of the rest of their results, still held true after five years, but interestingly, even
though self-disclosed racial attitudes indicated significantly fewer biased views over
time, the underlying behavior—that of having conversations across racial lines—
remained the same and was highly racialized (OkCupid, 2014).
Similar patterns of racialized interactions were also uncovered within the LGBTQ
population in the United States. Tsunokai et al. (2014) in their study of 1,270 Internet
dating profiles found gay Asian men were less likely to express a preference for dating
other gay Asian men, preferring to date gay White men over men of any other race. In
their analysis of race-based stereotypes and sexual partnering behaviors among MSM
who engage in condom-less anal sex, Wilson et al. (2009) found that members of various
races held a number of stereotypes about particular races—e.g., Black men have large
penises, Asians are submissive and less masculine, and Latinos are uncircumcised.

1
2

https://twitter.com/GrindrRacism
https://www.douchebagsofgrindr.com/
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Further, they found a lack of stereotypes about White MSM, which is suggestive of their
role as the norm to which MSM of racial minorities compare themselves.
Impact of Racialized Preferential Statements
Paul et al. (2010) conducted six focus group discussions (n = 50) and 35 in-depth
interviews between 2005 and 2006 with African American, Latinx, Asian, and Pacific
Islander MSM in Los Angeles to examine the impact of online advertisements and
communications that express racial preferences with respect to sexual partners. All of
their participants were recruited via stratified purposeful sampling in order to ensure
respondent diversity and the representation of a range of ages and races/ethnicities. They
found race/ethnicity specification was both a “frequent criterion [in]” and an “inescapable
part of” the online selection of sexual partners, whether to exclude members of a
particular race/ethnicity or to “emphasize racial/ethnic mixing.” Further, Paul et al.
(2010) found that one’s race/ethnicity seemingly had the power to define one’s
availability as a sexual partner and occasionally predetermined sexual scripts, which was
consistent with the experience of MSM-POC in a broader social context (Diaz et al.,
2001; Green, 2008; Wilson & Yoshikawa, 2004). They also posited that the racialized
hierarchy of erotic desirability delineated by their participants was consistent with that
established by Ayres (1999), Green (2008), and Soares (1979) in gay social settings
offline.
In terms of effects, Paul et al. (2010) found that MSM-POC who experience
discriminatory language online have diminished avenues for coping—e.g., drawing upon
social support, having opportunities for confrontation and education—because the
communication is mediated by the Internet and individuals perusing such advertisements
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often do so alone and from the comfort of their own homes. Further, there is less subtlety
to racial prejudice and stereotyping online, as witnessed by the frank statements of
racialized preferences encountered in online profiles; some of their respondents viewed
these as offensive racial microaggressions, while others viewed them as innocuous
expressions of preference. Hence, some participants felt objectified, devalued, depressed,
and distressed.
The Debate: Racism or Sexual Preference?
As with any discussion of oppression, debate exists over the boundaries of racism
and prejudice when these are compounded by sexual desire and individual proclivities.
The notions of sexual liberty and one’s right to choose—i.e., a person’s right to delineate,
racially or otherwise, with whom one desires to engage in sexual or romantic activities—
are largely the defense of those who believe that such preferences, though they may be
based in racial categorization, are not racist per se (Mansfield & Quan, 2013; Matheson,
2012; Weeks, 2010). Similarly, Tessler (2015) spoke to the notion that many think
sexualized racism in the form of racial preference in the context of dating preferences is
an acceptable choice rather than a form of racism and prejudice; Tessler based this view
on being a professional matchmaker for both heterosexual and same-gender couples and
on interviews with clients. What such authors fail to address however, as Callander et al.
(2012) described, are the parallels between such preferences and historical accounts of
racism, as well as the perceived effects of both. The expression of these preferences has
detrimental effects on the individuals identified; that these individual proclivities identify
the same racial groups who have been historically marginalized as also the less sexually
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attractive seems to be more than mere coincidence and suggestive of larger societal
influence, i.e., the workings of racist and prejudicial beliefs.
The Current Study
To date, empirical literature exploring the use of racialized language on
dating/hookup apps among MSM is limited (Albury et al., 2017; Callander et al., 2016),
despite there being literature that attests to the presence of racism and homophobia within
the offline MSM subculture (Choi et al., 2011). The current study was conceptualized to
bridge this gap in the literature and provide an empirical analysis of the attitudes,
experiences, and correlates of MSM around racialized preferential language (RPL) on
LBRTD apps. Specifically, this study had the following hypotheses:
H1: Dis/use of RPL online is related to openness to multicultural experiences and
to ratings of the acceptability of online racialized partner discrimination.
H2: Ratings of the acceptability of online racialized partner discrimination are
related to personal experiences of discrimination on dating/hookup apps.
Further, this study sought to answer the following research questions:
RQ1: What factors contribute to one’s dis/use of RPL on dating/hookup apps?
RQ2: Are there differences between the dis/use of RPL by MSM of different
ERIs?
RQ3: Why do some MSM dis/use RPL?
RQ4: What reactions do MSM have to seeing others use RPL?
RQ5: What factors contribute to an individual’s rating of the acceptability of
RPL?
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Chapter 2: Methods
Study Design
This study was a quasi-experimental investigation into the dis/use of racialized
preferential language on dating and hookup apps among men who have sex with men.
Data were collected via an anonymous online survey that is discussed further in the
Measures section, below.
Participants
Recruitment
Individuals recruited for the study were at least 18 years old, the age requirement
stipulated by most dating and hookup apps; lived in the United States at the time of
recruitment; identified as a man who has sex with men; and indicated having used an
online dating or hookup app in their lifetime. Survey respondents who identified as
women, those who indicated they had never used an online dating or hookup app before,
and those who did not identify as a man who has sex with men were excluded from the
final data analysis.
Participants were recruited via convenience and snowball sampling.
Advertisements calling for survey respondents (Appendix A) were posted at various
locations known to serve LGBTQ+ individuals; when possible, these advertisements
were also posted on corresponding virtual media platforms, e.g., Facebook, Twitter,
LGBTQ+ organization websites, and relevant listservs. Such organizations included the
Howard Brown Health Center, the Center on Halsted, the LGBT Resource Center at
Syracuse University, and the Q Center at ACR Health. The same advertisements were
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also posted on privately owned social media platforms, with requests for reposts to reach
a wider audience.
Demographics
The survey was attempted by a total of 962 respondents. Data cleanup consisted
of applying inclusion and exclusion criteria, along with removing incomplete response
sets. Several respondents also self-identified as women, so their data were removed from
the analyses. A total of 561 of the 962 respondents who attempted the survey provided
responses to all pertinent items. Table 1 contains the demographic information of the
final sample used in this study. Of the 561 respondents, 481 (85.7%) identified as men,
45 (8%) identified as non-binary, 21 (3.7%) were non-conforming, and 14 (2.5%) were
queer. In terms of age, 335 participants (58.7%) were 25 to 34 years old, 114 (20.5%)
were between 35 and 44, 78 (13.9%) were 18 to 24, 18 (3.2%) were 45 to 54 years old,
10 (1.8%) were between 55 and 64, and 5 (0.9%) were 65 or older. With respect to
ethnic/racial identity, 208 (37.1%) participants identified as Caucasian, 142 (25.3%) were
Native American/Alaskan Native, 72 (12.8%) were Mixed, 70 (12.5%) were African
American, 33 (5.9%) identified as Latinx/Hispanic, 23 (4.1%) were Asian, and 13 (2.3%)
identified as Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander.
Most participants (432 or 77%) identified their sexuality as gay/homosexual, 81
(14.4%) identified as bisexual, 32 (5.7%) were queer, 15 (2.7%) indicated they were
straight/heterosexual, and one (0.2%) indicated their sexuality as other: “gay/queer not
homosexual.” In terms of relationship status, 326 (58.1%) participants were in a
relationship and 232 (41.4%) were single. Three (0.5%) respondents identified their
relationship as other, specifically “widowed,” “divorced,” and “I have a regular sex
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partner, but we do not consider ourselves in a relationship.” For educational attainment,
the largest portion of respondents (157 or 28%) indicated having taken some
college/trade training but without obtaining a degree, 110 participants (19.6%) had not
finished high school, 86 respondents (15.3%) reported having a high school diploma or
General Education Diploma (GED), 63 (11.2%) indicated having an associate’s degree or
trade certificate, 61 (10.9%) indicated a bachelor’s degree as their highest level of
educational attainment, 43 (7.7%) had a graduate degree, and 41 (7.3%) had some
graduate school education.

Table 1
Participant Demographics of the Final Sample
Characteristics

n = 561

%

18–24

78

13.9

25–34

335

58.7

35–44

114

20.5

45–54

18

3.2

55–64

10

1.8

65+

5

0.9

Man

481

85.7

Non-Binary

45

8.0

Non-Conforming

21

3.7

Queer

14

2.5

Bisexual

81

14.4

Gay/Homosexual

432

77.0

Age Range

Gender Identity

Sexuality
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Characteristics

n = 561

%

Queer

32

5.7

Straight/Heterosexual

15

2.7

Other

1

0.2

Single

232

41.4

In a Relationship

326

58.1

3

0.5

Native American/Alaskan Native

142

25.3

Asian

23

4.1

African American

70

12.5

Latinx/Hispanic

33

5.9

Mixed

72

12.8

Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander

13

2.3

Caucasian

208

37.1

Some HS

110

19.6

HS Diploma/GED

86

15.3

Some College/Trade/No Degree

157

28.0

Associate’s Degree/Trade

63

11.2

Bachelor’s Degree

61

10.9

Some Graduate School

41

7.3

Graduate Degree

43

7.7

Relationship Status

Other
ERI

Educational Attainment

Certificate

Note. ERI = ethnic/racial identity. HS = high school. GED = General Education
Diploma.
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Measures
The survey instrument employed for this study consisted of approximately 60
items across five sections: demographic information, data on dating/hookup app usage,
racialized attraction scales, the Quick Discrimination Index (QDI; Ponterotto et al.,
1995), and opinions on the acceptability of online racialized partner discrimination
(Callander, 2012). The full survey is provided in Appendix B. Permissions to use, adapt,
and reproduce survey items from the Callander et al. (2012) study and the QDI
(Ponterotto et al., 1995) were obtained and are provided in Appendices C and D,
respectively.
Demographic Information
Demographic information items in the survey instrument were used to determine
the eligibility of a protocol for inclusion in the final sample of the study and to facilitate
post hoc analyses, when indicated. Respondents were asked to identify their ERI in terms
of the options put forth by the US Census Bureau (2017), as well as which ERI they
identify on their profile/s from a broader list of options often offered by various apps.
Items in this section of the survey included: “What is your age in years?” “What is the zip
code in which you currently live?” “What is your gender identity?” “Which of the
following best describes your cultural/ethnic background?” and “Which of the following
dating/hookup apps have you ever used?”
App Usage
The app usage section included items used to obtain information regarding the
participant’s use of dating/hookup apps. Questions included: “What is your primary goal
in using the app?” “On average, how often do you open the app for any purpose?” “Does
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your profile indicate that you would like to be contacted by men of a particular ethnic
group?” “Have you ever come across a profile that excluded you because of your
race/ethnicity?” and “Does your profile include characteristics about the type of man you
are looking for online? This might include things like specifying age, body type,
tribes/communities, HIV status, etc.”
Notably, this section included five items relevant to the assessment of racially
prejudicial behaviors, adapted from the study done by Callander et al. (2012), which
assessed respondents’ use of language indicating desired physical features; positive and
negative racial discrimination; witnessing of RPL on someone else’s profile; and
experiences of being negatively discriminated against on the basis of one’s own ERI.
Callander et al. (2012) characterized positive racial discrimination as the inclusion of
language indicating a preference to be contacted by men of a particular ethnic/racial
group, e.g., “Whites only” or “looking for BBC”; conversely, negative racial
discrimination was language indicative of interest in not being contacted by men of
particular ERIs. Depending on the participant’s previous responses, follow-up questions
for each of these items were activated, which sought to obtain additional information
about the respondent’s behavior. Such questions included: “Which ethnic group(s) do you
indicate you are interested in being contacted by?” “Why do you not specify an interest in
being contacted by members of specific ethnic group/s?” “Which of the following did
you do in response to being excluded?” and “Why do you not specify such characteristics
in your profile?”
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Social Attitude Survey
The QDI (Ponterotto et al., 1995) is a 30-item measure with three subscales:
cognitive attitudes towards racial diversity, affective attitudes towards racial diversity,
and attitudes towards women’s fairness. Its authors gave it the title of Social Attitude
Survey “in an effort to reduce participant expectancy bias when completing the
instrument” (Ponterotto et al., 2002, p. 194). Though the last subscale is not relevant to
the current study, the original authors advised against separating any of the subscales,
particularly because of its lack of validation in that form, so it was included.
The QDI was initially shown to have a high internal validity for their sample
(Cronbach’s α = 0.89). It should be noted, however, that item number 12, which
originally assessed dissatisfaction with there not having been an American President who
was from a minority, was modified in light of former President Barack Obama’s election
in 2008. This item was changed to “I was very happy when an African American person
(Barack Obama) was elected President of the United States on November 4, 2008.”
Carballo (2016) made a similar modification and found the internal validity to be
adequate (Cronbach’s α = 0.85) after the modification. It should also be noted that a
lower score on the QDI suggests higher amounts of prejudice. Items from the QDI
include: “I really think affirmative action programs on college campuses constitute
reverse discrimination,” “I feel I could develop an intimate relationship with someone
from a different race,” “My friendship network is very racially mixed,” and “Overall, I
think racial minorities in America complain too much about racial discrimination.”
Acceptability of Online Racialized Partner Discrimination
The last portion of the survey was comprised of eight items developed by and
adapted from Callander et al. (2012), which quantified respondents’ attitudes towards the

39
acceptability of online racialized partner discrimination (AORPD) while using
dating/hookup apps. Items were rated on a five-point Likert scale wherein 1 indicated
“Strongly Disagree,” 3 indicated “Neither Agree nor Disagree,” and 5 expressed
“Strongly Agree” with the statement. Total scores of 16 and below were considered
indicative of a largely negative attitude toward racialized partner discrimination online,
while scores of 32 and above indicated a positive attitude towards racialized partner
discrimination. Initial internal consistency was found to be high (Cronbach’s α = 0.91).
Items from this section included: “It is OK to indicate a racial preference when looking
for sex or dates online,” “Indicating a racial preference in a profile is a form of racism,”
“People who indicate a racial preference in their profile are not trying to offend anyone,”
and “Racism is not really a problem on Internet sex and dating sites.”
The eight items aimed at assessing attitudes toward and acceptability of online
racialized partner discrimination were scored as intended by Callander et al. (2012),
which was a sum of scores. Total scores of 16 or lower were considered indicative of a
largely negative attitude towards racialized partner discrimination online, as they
indicated a participant disagreed or strongly disagreed with all eight of the items
composing the scale. Conversely, scores of 32 and above indicated a participant agreed or
strongly agreed with each of the items, which was suggestive of a largely positive attitude
towards racialized partner discrimination online. Total scores from 17 to 31, on the other
hand, were considered as indicative of a largely neutral attitude to and sense of AORPD.
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Procedures
After obtaining IRB certification (see Appendix E), arrangements for the call for
participants were finalized with the various listservs, websites, blogs, and institutions that
had agreed to display recruitment posters. The survey was entered into SurveyMonkey
without subtest headings, along with the approved informed consent form. The hyperlink
to the survey (https://www.SurveyMonkey.com/r/SurveyMSM) was then embedded into
the calls for participants and distributed accordingly. The survey was deactivated after
four months of data collection.
After the survey was closed, the data were imported into IBM SPSS.
Demographic entries were used to screen out any invalid or unacceptable protocols, per
the guidelines set out in the Participants section. Descriptive summary statistics were
obtained for each of the demographic and app usage items to characterize the sample.
Particular attention was given to the last five items of the latter and their follow-up
questions, which illustrated respondents’ participation in and observations of RPL. For
each of the items that offered the option for a respondent to specify their own responses,
i.e., “other,” participant answers were included in the reporting of the respective results,
below.
Statistical Analyses
Data obtained via the survey were analyzed using SPSS 23 (IBM, 2016), and
statistical significance was set at p < .05 unless otherwise indicated. A number of
statistical techniques were employed to analyze the data obtained in the survey, each of
which is briefly discussed below.

41
Descriptive statistics of the survey respondents’ various demographic
characteristics were obtained. Frequencies and percentages were deemed sufficient to
characterize the sample. In an effort to align the data obtained with conventions in the
field and to facilitate analyses, some responses were recoded using SPSS and verified
within Microsoft Excel. Respondent ages were collapsed into age ranges, i.e., 18–24, 25–
34, and so on. Similarly, responses from participants who had selected more than one
category for ERI were recoded as “Mixed.” Other modifications to the data are reported
in the presentation of results, below.
A number of the survey items allowed participants to select more than one
response, e.g., “Which ethnic group(s) do you indicate you are interested in being
contacted by? (Select all that apply),” “Why do you specify your interest in being
contacted by members of such ethnic group/s? (Select all that apply),” and “Why do you
specify that you would rather not be contacted by men of such ethnic group/s? (Select all
that apply).” For these items, multiple response frequencies were obtained to accurately
represent the proportion of the sample who chose each response.
Comparative analyses were conducted via chi-square tests of independence and
one-way ANOVAs, depending on the measurement of the variables involved, i.e.,
nominal or scale. Respective assumptions were tested and reported with each analysis
conducted. Whenever an assumption was violated, it was reported with the results and
managed accordingly. In the case of the identified outliers, I reviewed the set of
responses in the data file corresponding to that respondent to minimize the chance of
coding error during the transformation of the data. None of the outliers appeared overtly
erroneous, so they were included in subsequent analyses. Nevertheless, the number of
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outliers identified was reported with each analysis conducted. Relevant post hoc analyses
conducted were reported immediately after their corresponding results.
Binomial logistic regressions were conducted to identify relevant factors
independently contributing to a respondent’s dis/use of RPL, a dichotomous categorical
variable. Similarly, a multiple linear regression was used to identify factors impacting
AORPD scores, a continuous variable. Relevant assumptions were tested, and results
were reported accordingly.
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Chapter 3: Results
Dating/Hookup App Use
Data around respondents’ use of dating/hookup apps most relevant to analyses are
presented in a series of figures below. These figures illustrate participants’ reported
frequency of app use (Figure 2), their primary goal when using dating/hookup apps
(Figure 3), and their reported frequency of using such apps specifically to look for sex
(Figure 4). Each of the survey items was answered by all 561 participants, and the
respective answer choices were mutually exclusive. When applicable, response options
are presented in decreasing order, beginning with the segment to the right of the vertical
axis. Each segment is labeled with the response option and the number of respondents
who chose that response.
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Figure 2
Respondents’ Reported Overall Frequency of App Use

A Few Times a
Year, 50
Several Times a
Day, 71

Once a Month, 61

A Couple to a
Few Times a Day,
43
Once a Day, 50

A Couple to a
Few Times a
Month, 105

A Couple to a
Few Times a
Week, 65

Once a Week, 116
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Figure 3
Respondents’ Reported Primary Goal in Using Dating/Hookup Apps

Chatting, 55
Passing Time, 28

Romance, 113

Dating, 199

Sex, 126

Networking, 40

Note. One participant indicated having a primary goal not listed among the options,
specifically, “Travel for work and have developed professional and personal connections.
Have used my profile almost like a Linked in [sic] app.” This response was subsumed in
the Networking option.
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Figure 4
Respondents’ Reported Frequency of Looking for Sex on Dating/Hookup Apps

A Couple to a
Few Times a
Month, 21

Several
Times a
Day, 44
Once a Week, 89
A Couple to a
Few Times a Day,
101
A Couple to a
Few Times a
Week, 110

Once a Day, 196
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Table 2
Desired Characteristics Participants Reported Indicating on Their Profiles
Characteristics

n = 316

%

% Cases

Age

95

10.3

30.1

Being Out

33

3.6

10.4

DL Status

36

3.9

11.4

Relationship Status

70

7.6

22.2

Attractiveness

78

8.5

24.7

Body Type

90

9.8

28.5

Fitness Level

87

9.5

27.5

Height

63

6.9

19.9

Tribe/Community Membership

51

5.6

16.1

Penis Size

81

8.8

25.6

Sexual Role/Position

107

11.7

33.9

Sexual Activities/Fetishes

88

9.6

27.8

Weight

32

3.5

10.1

Other

7

0.8

2.2

Total

918

100.0

290.2

Note. DL = down-low.
Of the 561 respondents, 316 (56.3%) reported indicating other characteristics they
are seeking in their LBRTD app profiles. The most publicized characteristic was sexual
role/position, with 107 individuals (33.9%) reporting they do so on their profiles,
followed by age, with 95 participants (30.1%) indicating they are seeking partners of a
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particular age demographic. Body type (90 participants, 28.5% of cases), sexual
activities/fetishes (88 respondents, 27.8% of respondents), and fitness level (87
individuals, 27.5% of cases) were the next three types of characteristics participants
reported including in their profiles. Penis size and attractiveness followed, with 81
(25.6%) and 78 (24.7%) participants reporting they state their preferences for each. One’s
weight, being out, being on the down-low, and tribe/community membership were the
least-frequently indicated, with 32 (10.1%), 33 (10.4%), and 36 (11.4%) respondents
reporting their use of each on their profiles, respectively. Notably, seven participants
(2.2% of cases) chose to also write responses, specifically, “[h]aving a job, financial
stability, takes care of his body i.e. diet and exercise. Finally, no drug users”; “body hair
and bear ness [sic]”; “[n]ot interested if you voted for Donald”; “[h]onesty, things of that
nature”; “if profiles are blank n [sic] key areas, such as relationship, hiv [sic] status,
position they are married, a liar, or clueless. [N]one of which [I] want to engage with”;
“personality”; and “HIV/STD status, no drugs.” Table 2 above summarizes this data.
Respondents’ Attitudes
QDI
The QDI has a range of possible scores, from 30 to 150, with higher scores
indicating more awareness, sensitivity, and receptivity to racial diversity and gender
equality. Total scores from participants in this study ranged from 76 to 144 (x̄ = 94.33, s
= 11.72). The internal reliability of the measure was calculated for this sample, and
Cronbach’s α = 0.84, which is considered fair (Ponterotto & Ruckdeschel, 2007), given
the number of respondents and items in this portion of the survey. This coefficient alpha
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of the total score is similar to the values reported in previous studies assessing the QDI’s
internal consistency with various populations (.88 and .89; Ponterotto et al., 1995, 2002).
AORPD
Possible scores for the AORPD range from 8 to 40, with lower scores (<16)
indicating an overall negative attitude towards the use of RPL online, and higher scores
(>32) indicating an overall positive attitude towards the same. Respondent scores in this
study ranged from 8 to 40 (x̄ = 27.14, s = 4.67), suggesting the participants in this study
had largely neutral attitudes towards the acceptability of RPL online. Internal consistency
of the scale (Cronbach’s α = 0.77) was fair (Ponterotto & Ruckdeschel, 2007), given the
number of respondents and items in the scale.
Respondents’ Experiences of RPL
Data obtained regarding participants’ experiences of exclusionary racialized
preferential language (RPL-e) is presented in Table 3. In terms of exclusion due to their
ERI, more than half of the respondents reported they had not seen RPL-e in others’
profiles (302 or 53.8%), 195 (34.8%) participants reported experiencing exclusion due to
their ERI, and the rest (64 or 11.4%) could not recall whether they had or not. In terms of
seeing others excluded due to their ERIs, 264 participants (47.1%) reported not having
seen such exclusionary language, 224 (39.9%) indicated they had seen others excluded
due to their ERIs, and 73 (13%) reported they could not recall one way or the other.
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Table 3
Participants’ Reports of Exclusion
Been Excluded Due to

Seen Others Excluded Due

Their ERI

to Their ERI

n

%

n

%

Yes

195

34.8

224

39.9

No

302

53.8

264

47.1

Unsure/Cannot Recall

64

11.4

73

13.0

Total

561

100.0

561

100.0

A chi-square test of independence was conducted between ERI and experiences of
RPL-e, i.e., having been excluded due to their ERI. To better meet the criteria for sample
size, those who reported they were unsure or could not recall whether they had ever been
excluded due to their ERI were excluded from this analysis. Despite this adjustment,
there was one cell (7.1%) with an expected count less than five, specifically 4.38. There
was a statistically significant association between ERI and experiencing RPL-e, χ2(6) =
51.27, p < .001. The association was moderate (Cohen, 1988), Cramer’s V = .334. See
Table 4 for observed frequencies and adjusted residuals. Post hoc analysis of adjusted
residuals indicated several observed values that were not as expected. Native
American/Alaskan Native men were overrepresented in terms of not having experienced
RPL-e and simultaneously underrepresented in terms of experiencing RPL-e. Both
African American men and Latinx men reported not experiencing RPL-e significantly
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less than anticipated. Men of these two ERIs also reported experiencing RPL-e
significantly more than anticipated.
A one-way ANOVA was conducted to determine whether there was a significant
difference between the AORPD scores of those who reported experiencing exclusion due
to their ERI (n = 195, x̄ = 24.97, s = 4.78), those who reported not seeing RPL directed at
their ERI (n = 302, x̄ = 26.05, s = 3.64), and those who could not recall whether they had
experienced such exclusion or not (n = 64, x̄ = 25.64, s = 2.55). Seventeen outliers plus
two extreme outliers were identified via boxplot, and these cases were included in
subsequent analyses. Data appeared approximately normally distributed as assessed by
Q-Q plots for each group. Homogeneity of variances was present as assessed by Levene’s
test for equality of variances (p < .001). AORPD scores were statistically significantly
different, depending on respondents’ reports of experiencing RPL-e, F(2, 558) = 4.371, p
= .013, η2 = .015. Tukey–Kramer post hoc analyses revealed a mean AORPD score
decrease of 1.08, 95% CI [–1.94, –0.22], which was statistically significant (p = .009)
between those who reported experiencing RPL-e and those who did not. That is to say,
those who experienced exclusion due to their ERI viewed the use of racialized
preferential language as less acceptable than those who reported not having such
experiences. No other group differences were statistically significant.
A one-way ANOVA was also conducted to determine whether there was a
significant difference between the AORPD scores of participants based upon their reports
of having seen others excluded due to their ERI. Seven outliers were identified via
boxplot, none of which were deemed necessary to remove from subsequent analyses.
Data appeared approximately normally distributed as assessed by Q-Q plots for each
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group. Homogeneity of variances was established via Levene’s test for equality of
variances (p < .001). AORPD scores were not statistically significantly different
depending on participants’ reports of seeing others excluded due to their ERI, F(2, 558) =
1.741, p = .176, η2 = .006. Tukey–Kramer post hoc analyses did not reveal any
statistically significant differences between groups.

Table 4
Crosstabulation of ERI and Self-Reported Experiences of RPL-e
ERI

Experienced RPL-e?
No

Yes

100

18

(6.3)

(–6.3)

9

12

(–1.7)

(1.7)

24

33

(–3.0)

(3.0)

8

17

(–3.0)

(3.0)

26

25

(–1.4)

(1.4)

5

6

(–1.0)

(1.0)

Native American/Alaskan Native

Asian

African American

Latinx

Mixed

Hawaiian/Pacific Islander
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ERI

Experienced RPL-e?
No

Yes

105

72

(–0.3)

(0.3)

277

183

Caucasian/White

Total

Note. Standardized residuals appear in parentheses below observed frequencies.

Table 5
Participants’ Reported Reactions to RPL-e Directed at Their ERI
Reaction to Being Excluded

n = 195

%

% Cases

Nothing

99

37.4%

50.8%

I called him out

39

14.7%

20.0%

I blocked him

55

20.8%

28.2%

I reported him

38

14.3%

19.5%

I contacted him anyway

31

11.7%

15.9%

Other

3

1.1%

1.5%

Total

265

100.0%

135.9%
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Table 6
Participants’ Reported Reactions to RPL-e Directed at Other ERIs
Reaction to Seeing Others Excluded

n = 224

%

% Cases

Nothing

100

36.0%

44.6%

I called him out

47

16.9%

21.0%

I blocked him

59

21.2%

26.3%

I reported him

30

10.8%

13.4%

I contacted him anyway

36

12.9%

16.1%

Other

6

2.2%

2.7%

Total

278

100.0%

124.1%

Respondents’ Disuse or Use of RPL
Table 7
Logistic Regression Predicting Reported Use of RPL From QDI and AORPD Scores
Variable

B

Wald

df

p

Odds

95% CI for

ratio

Odds Ratio
Lower

Upper

QDI

–.073

33.489

1

.000

.929

.907

.953

AORPD

.046

2.958

1

.085

1.047

.994

1.103

Constant

5.597

16.330

1

.000

269.745

Note. Variables entered on step 1: QDI and AORPD.
A binomial logistic regression was performed to determine the effects of QDI and
AORPD scores on the likelihood that individuals would report the use of RPL in their
dating/hookup app profiles. The logistic regression model was statistically significant,
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χ2(2) = 64.729, p < .05. The model explained 14.5% (Nagelkerke R2) of the variance in
the reported use of RPL in app profiles and correctly classified 55.5% of cases.
Sensitivity was 67.9%, specificity was 48.1%, positive predictive value was 55.5%, and
negative predictive value was 61.1%. Of the three predictor variables, QDI score and the
constant were statistically significant (see Table 7). For each unit increase in their QDI
score there was a corresponding decrease in the likelihood they would report using RPL
in their profile.
A chi-square test of independence was conducted between ethnic/racial identity
and their reported dis/use of racialized preferential language. All expected cell count
frequencies were greater than five, meeting the relevant assumption. There was a
statistically significant association between ERI and reported dis/use of RPL, χ2(6) =
25.99, p = .0002. The association was small (Cohen, 1988), Cramer’s V = .215. See
Table 8 for observed frequencies and adjusted residuals. Post hoc analysis of
standardized residuals indicated there were more respondents who reported they did not
use RPL in their dating/hookup profiles than would be expected among participants who
identified as Caucasian/White. Further, there were fewer than would be expected
respondents who identified as Caucasian/White and reported using RPL in their profiles.
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Table 8
Crosstabulation of ERI and Self-Reported Use of RPL
ERI

Self-Reported Use of RPL
No

Yes

74

68

(.2)

(-–2)

8

15

(–1.1)

(1.1)

29

41

(–1.1)

(1.2)

17

16

(.0)

(.0)

28

44

(–1.5)

(1.5)

2

11

(–1.8)

(1.8)

129

79

(2.2)

(–2.2)

287

274

Native American/Alaskan Native

Asian

African American

Latinx

Mixed

Hawaiian/Pacific Islander

Caucasian/White

Total

Note. Standardized residuals appear in parentheses below observed frequencies.
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Table 9
Reasons Participants Use Inclusive RPL (RPL-i)
Reasons

n = 274

%

% Cases

I find them attractive

108

29.7

39.4

I get along with them the most

97

26.6

35.4

I do not get along with members of other ethnicities

46

12.6

16.8

I find them interesting

91

25.0

33.2

I have a cultural connection to them

19

5.2

6.9

Other

3

0.8

1.1

Total

364

100.0

132.8

The 274 participants who reported using inclusive racialized preferential language
(RPL-i) in their profiles were asked to identify why. The results appear in Table 9. “I find
them attractive” was the most popular reason selected, with 39.4% (108/274) participants
indicating such, followed by “I get along with them the most” (35.4% or 97/274
participants), and “I find them interesting,” which 91 (33.2%) participants endorsed.
Three participants (0.8%) indicated having an unlisted reason for using RPL-I, those
being: “I use apps for hooking up exclusively, so I list what turns me on,” “Big cocks,”
and “They are the most fun.”
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Table 10
Reasons Participants Use RPL-e
Reasons

n = 226

%

% Cases

I do not find them attractive

74

26.0

32.7

I do not get along with them

50

17.5

22.1

We have nothing in common

63

22.1

27.9

I had a bad experience in the past

59

20.7

26.1

I feel uncomfortable around them

39

13.7

17.3

Other

0

0

0

Total

285

100.0

126.1

The 226 participants who identified using RPL-e were asked to indicate their
reasons for stating they do not want to hear from persons of certain ethnicities in their
LBRTD profiles. Of the six options provided, “I do not find them attractive” was the
most endorsed reason, with 32.7% (74/226) of participants indicating this. Having
nothing in common with men of certain ethnicities was identified by 63 (27.9%)
respondents, and 59 (26.1%) endorsed having had a bad experience in the past with men
of the ethnicities they explicitly excluded from contacting them. The least-common
reason given for employing exclusive language in their dating/hookup profiles was
feeling uncomfortable around them, with 39/226 (17.3%) participants endorsing this
reason.
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Table 11
Reasons Participants Do Not Use RPL
Reasons

n = 287

%

% Cases

I am not picky

84

21.0

29.3

I find men of various ethnicities attractive

145

36.3

50.5

It would/does not work

16

4.0

5.6

People do not read profiles

29

7.2

10.1

To cast a wider net

41

10.3

14.3

I have been blocked/reported for doing so in the past

25

6.3

8.7

I do not want to offend anyone

55

13.8

19.2

Other

5

1.3

1.7

Total

400

100.0

139.4

Of the 561 respondents to the survey, 287 (51.2%) reported not using RPL in their
LBRTD profiles. These participants were asked to indicate their reasons, and the results
are presented in Table 11. Just over half of the participants (50.5% or 145/287) indicated
they find men of various ethnicities attractive and therefore do not use RPL in their
profiles. “I am not picky” was the second most popular reason identified, with 84 (29.3)
respondents indicating such. Not wanting to offend others was endorsed by 55 (19.2%)
participants as a reason against using RPL in their profiles. Additional reasons, in
decreasing order of frequency, included “to cast a wider net (41; 14.3%),” “people do not
read profiles (29; 10.1%),” “I have been blocked/reported for doing so in the past (25;
8.7%),” and “it would/does not work” (16; 5.6%). Five respondents identified having
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reasons not already listed, which were subsequently identified as, “It’s too close to being
racist,” “I don’t have a type. I have a ‘Not my Type’,” “I think it can leave people with
the perception that you are very parochial/potentially racist,” “Ethnicity is not a factor
that limits whether I will interact with another person for any reason,” and “Because, to
me, a person is a person no matter their background.”
A multiple regression was conducted to predict AORPD from QDI scores, ERI,
inclusion of other characteristics looked for in one’s profile, frequency one looks for sex
via apps, one’s primary goal in using dating/hookup apps, having been excluded due to
one’s ERI, relationship status, educational attainment, one’s use of RPL, frequency of
app use, and having seen others be excluded due to their ERI. There was linearity in the
sample as assessed by partial regression plots and a plot of studentized residuals against
their predicted values. There was independence of residuals as assessed by a Durbin–
Watson statistic of 1.943. There was also homoscedasticity as assessed via visual
inspection of a plot of studentized residuals against unstandardized predicted values.
There was no evidence of multicollinearity as assessed by tolerance values greater than
0.1. Eight cases were identified as potential outliers due to studentized deleted residuals
greater than ±3 standard deviations; however, due to there being neither leverage values
greater than 0.2 nor values for Cook’s distance above 1, these cases were included in
subsequent analyses. The assumption of normality was met as assessed by a Q-Q plot.
The multiple regression model statistically significantly predicted AORPD scores,
F(11, 549) = 16.416, p < .0005, adj. R2 = .232. Five of the 11 variables added statistically
significantly to the prediction, p < .05, specifically: QDI scores, inclusion of other
characteristics looked for in one’s profile, frequency one looks for sex via apps,
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relationship status, and educational attainment. Regression coefficients and standard
errors are presented in Table 12.
Table 12
Multiple Regression Model Predicting AORPD
AORPD

B

p

95% CI for B
LL

UL

β

SE B

Constant

41.49

.000*

37.75

45.22

1.90

Relationship Status

–.99

.002

–1.61

–.36

.32

–.12

Educational Attainment

–.40

.000*

–.57

–.22

.09

–.18

ERI

.10

.112

–.02

.23

.06

.06

Frequency of App Use

.07

.439

–.10

.23

.09

.04

Primary Goal

–.01

.951

–.21

.20

.11

.00

Frequency of Looking for Sex

.33

.018

.06

.61

.14

.11

RPL Use

–.05

.874

–.72

.61

.34

–.01

Been Excluded

.19

.505

–.36

.74

.28

.03

Seen Others Excluded

–.10

.700

–.63

.42

.27

–.02

–2.30

–.93

.35

–.20

–.17

–.10

.02

–.40

Indicate Other Characteristics
in Profile
QDI Score

–1.62
–.14

.000*

.000*

Note. Model = “Enter” method in SPSS Statistics; B = unstandardized regression
coefficient; p = significance; CI = confidence interval; LL = lower limit; UL = upper
limit; SE B = standard error of the coefficient; β = standardized coefficient.
*p < .001
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Table 13
Logistic Regression Predicting RPL Use
Variable

B

SE

Wald

df

p

ERI

7.31

6

.293

Primary Goal

6.41

5

.268

28.39

5

.000*

Frequency of
Looking for Sex

Odds

95% CI for

Ratio

Odds Ratio
Lower

Upper

Been Excluded

–.879

.32

7.51

1

.006

.42

.22

.78

Seen Exclusion

–.304

.31

.95

1

.330

.74

.40

1.36

Other Char

–1.511

.28

29.58

1

.000*

.22

.13

.38

QDI

–.106

.02

38.38

1

.000*

.90

.87

.93

AORPD

.034

.04

.95

1

.330

1.03

.97

1.11

Constant

11.203

2.01

31.04

1

.000*

73326.22

Note. *p < .001
A binomial logistic regression was performed to determine the effects of ERI,
primary goal, frequency of looking for sex via apps, being excluded due to one’s ERI,
seeing others excluded due to their ERI, identifying other desired characteristics in their
profile, QDI scores, and AORPD scores on the likelihood participants would use RPL.
Linearity of the two continuous variables with respect to the logit of the dependent
variable was assessed using the Box–Tidwell (1962) procedure. A Bonferroni correction
was applied using all 11 terms in the model, resulting in statistical significance being
accepted when p < .0045 (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2014). Based upon this assessment, both
continuous variables were found to be linearly related to the logit of the dependent
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variable. There were nine cases with standardized residuals over 2.5 standard deviations,
all of which were kept in the analysis.
The overall model was statistically significant, χ2(8) = 12.017 p < .0005. The
model explained 44.2% (Nagelkerke R2) of the variance in RPL use and correctly
classified 76.7% of cases. Sensitivity was 76.6%, specificity was 76.9%, positive
predictive value was 74.9%, and negative predictive value was 78.5%. Of the eight
predictor variables, only five were statistically significant: frequency one looks for sex
online, having been excluded due to one’s ERI, specifying other characteristics one is
looking for in their profile, QDI scores, and the constant (see Table 13).
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Chapter 4: Discussion
This study was conceptualized to gather information around the use of racialized
preferential language on dating and hookup apps among men who have sex with men.
These data provide a foundation upon which future studies might build to elucidate the
functions and impacts of such language use on individuals. Whereas the use of racialized
language in real life is known to have myriad psychological and physical effects on those
at whom such language is directed, the same remains a point of contention online—
particularly when it involves a person’s sexual liberty of choosing with whom they want
to have sex. The primary goals of this study included identifying factors that contribute to
the likelihood of an individual dis/using RPL in their dating/hookup profiles, as well as
obtaining data on the experiences of RPL on dating/hookup apps among MSM.
Dis/Use of RPL
H1: Predicting Dis/Use from Participant Attitudes
One of this study’s hypotheses was that a respondent’s dis/use of RPL would be
related to their score on the QDI, an assessment of prejudicial attitudes towards
individuals of racial minority groups and women, and their AORPD ratings. This
hypothesis was supported: QDI scores were statistically significant predictors of the
likelihood that individuals used RPL in their dating/hookup app profiles, with a
corresponding decrease in said likelihood for each unit increase in a respondent’s QDI
score. Thus, the more positive a person’s racial and gender attitudes were, i.e., the less
prejudiced they were, the less likely they were to report using racialized preferential
language in their dating/hookup profiles. The inverse relationship between their QDI
score and their likelihood of using RPL in their profile is unsurprising, given that
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expressing a preference for members of a particular ERI is arguably a manifestation of
prejudice in that doing so effectively reduces one’s existence to the stereotype the person
holds of members of that particular ERI. Callander et al. (2015) found a similar
relationship between these variables in their study conducted in Australia. However,
where our respective results differ is in the present study’s lack of relationship between
participant AORPD scores and their reported use of RPL, as opposed to Callander et al.’s
finding of a significant predictive relationship between the two. Currently, the data do not
support a finding that lower ratings of AORPD predict participants would not use RPL in
their profiles. This contradiction between attitudes and behaviors is similar to the findings
published by the dating site OKCupid (2014), wherein self-disclosed racial attitudes
indicated significantly less-biased views between 2009 and 2014, but the underlying
behavior of engaging in conversations across racial lines continued to be highly
racialized. That is to say, despite participants in both samples reporting more positive
attitudes around racial diversity, their behaviors suggested otherwise. This discrepancy
suggests that while attitudes and intentions may change, corresponding changes in
observable behaviors may lag—a phenomenon consistent with the literature on
behavioral change (Prochaska & DiClemente, 1983).
RQ1: Contributing Factors to RPL Dis/Use
Statistically significant predictors of one’s dis/use of RPL were the frequency of
looking for sex online, having been excluded due to one’s ERI, specifying other
characteristics they are looking for in their LBRTD profile, and their QDI score.
Conversely, a person’s ERI, their primary goal in using dating/hookup apps, having seen
others excluded due to their ERI, and AORPD scores did not contribute significantly to
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the prediction of whether a respondent would report using RPL in their profile. While
looking for sex was only the second-most popular reason participants reported using
dating/hookup apps (n = 126; see Figure 3), the majority of the participants (60.78%; see
Figure 4) reported looking for sex on LBRTD apps at least once per day. Interestingly,
among the characteristics participants reported advertising for on their profiles, sexual
role/position was the most common, with 33.9% indicating what they desired in this
regard. It appears as though factors relating to sex were influential in some respondents’
decision to use RPL in their LBRTD profiles. In further support of this notion, the most
frequently cited reasons participants identified for using RPL-e, using RPL-i, and not
using RPL-e were all related to attraction or lack thereof. Such a combination of factors
and characteristics perhaps suggests that the primary function of RPL is to facilitate the
matching process online. In their exploration of Internet-based sex ads and partner
selection criteria, Paul et al. (2010) found a similar trend: their participants noted that
using the Internet to find sexual partners facilitated finding partners with desired
characteristics, i.e., certain ERIs, willingness to engage in particular sexual acts, desired
physical characteristics, and ideal geographic location. Similarly, Sumter and
Vandenbosch (2018) identified casual sex and ease of communication as salient
motivators for using LBRTD among “non-heterosexual” young adult men.
RQ2: Difference in RPL Dis/Use by ERI
Interestingly, while ERI was not a statistically significant predictor of
respondents’ dis/use of RPL on their own profile, there was a significant difference in
RPL dis/use among the various ERIs—Native American/Alaskan Native, Asian, African
American, Latinx, Mixed, Hawaiian/Pacific Islander, and Caucasian/White. Specifically,
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those who identified as Caucasian/White and reported not using RPL in their profiles
were overrepresented, while those who reported using RPL in their profiles and identified
as Caucasian/White were underrepresented in this study. Men of all other ethnicities and
racial identities reported using and not using RPL about as frequently as expected. These
results contradict Phua and Kaufman (2003), who found gay Black men and gay Hispanic
men were less likely to indicate racial preferences for their partners than gay White men
or gay Asian men. This discrepancy may have been due to the nature of the data, in that
Phua and Kaufman (2003) employed nonintrusive methods to obtain a national sample of
personal ads on the Internet, from which they derived their data on mate selection, i.e.,
mention of racial preferences (inclusive, exclusive, and nondiscriminatory) and desired
physical characteristics. Given that both studies looked at a cross-section in time of the
phenomena of interest, there are likely also cohort effects impacting the respective
results. Specifically, the respondents in this study were likely impacted by the social
movement for racial justice following George Floyd’s murder in May 2020, which
brought with it at least a dozen subnational commissions seeking truth, redress, and
reform (Posthumus & Zvobgo, 2021); numerous state-based task forces investigating the
impacts of systemic racism and charged with recommending reforms; and several cities
taking the initiative to investigate and implement reparations (Quarcoo & Husakovic,
2021). Indeed, the underrepresentation of Caucasian/White men who use RPL in their
profiles and their respective overrepresentation among those who do not may have been a
reaction to such events in American society.
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RQ3: Reasons for RPL Dis/Use
The foremost reason respondents indicated for using RPL-i, using RPL-e, and not
using RPL were each around communicating attraction or lack thereof, respectively, with
the use of RPL seemingly facilitating (or preventing, in the case of RPL-e) the matching
process. Taken in combination with the three most frequently reported goals in using
LBRTD apps—i.e. dating, romance, and sex—the results of this study echo those of Van
de Wiele and Tong (2014) in terms of why individuals make certain disclosures online,
and the motivations behind MSM’s use of dating/hookup apps. Notably, Van de Wiele
and Tong (2014) posited that feelings of accountability around disclosures made online
were lower when the intentions of a user did not include prolonged face-to-face
interactions. That is to say, there was less accountability when sexual gratification was
the motive behind an interaction, which may have influenced current participants’ use of
RPL.
Experiences of RPL
H2: Experiencing RPL and AORPD Score
Data showed those respondents who reported seeing RPL-e directed at individuals
of their own ERI, i.e., those who experienced exclusion due to their ethnicity/racial
identity, had an overall less positive attitude towards the acceptability of using such
language compared to those who could not recall having such experiences or who denied
ever seeing racialized language targeting them. This association is consistent with
preliminary findings from Callander et al. (2015), from which the survey items were
adopted. Not only did the men in their study who had experienced exclusion have lesspositive views of such behaviors, but the lower their ERI ranked in desirability (as
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assessed by racialized attraction scales), the less accepting they were of the practice. It is
not surprising, and arguably expected, that individuals who experienced othering and
exclusion due to their ERI would have more-negative attitudes regarding the acceptability
of such practices. However, despite this statistically significant difference in AORPD, the
mean AORPD score of those who reported experiencing RPL-e directed at their own ERI
remained indicative of neutral attitudes towards the practice. That is to say, while
participants had a measurable reaction to such experiences, they still viewed using RPL
online neutrally.
RQ4: Reactions Towards RPL
Regardless of whether the RPL-e was directed at their own ERI or at an ERI they
do not identify with, the top three reactions participants reported having when
encountering RPL on someone else’s dating/hookup app profile were: nothing, they
blocked them, and they called them out. While these reactions, particularly doing nothing
in response to racially charged language, are contradictory to antiracist practices
encouraged by diversity scholars, e.g., Kendi (2019), they appear relatively aligned with
the neutral attitudes towards AORPD reported by the survey respondents, seemingly
implying a no harm, no foul attitude. Paul et al. (2010) posited that despite myriad
experiences and potential impacts of race-based rejection, sexual objectification, and
sometimes blatantly hostile interactions that MSM of color reported, the inherent nature
of the Internet-mediated interaction likely impacts the psychological experience and
behavioral reaction of targeted individuals. Bearing in mind the benefits of using
dating/hookup apps, as discussed in earlier parts of this manuscript—e.g., convenience,
privacy, and a seemingly endless availability of options—it may simply not be worth the
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effort of reacting to RPL, regardless of its impact on the person seeing it. A person might
simply move on to the next potential partner without doing anything, or they could block
the user of RPL so they would not have to see that person again—which the current data
suggests. Caution is warranted, however, in that while the use of LBRTD dating/hookup
apps afford anonymity and privacy, thus mitigating the emotional toll of rejection (Brown
et al., 2005), there does not appear to be a way to protect oneself from repetitive exposure
to and emphasis on ERI as a determinant of one’s desirability to others (Choi et al.,
2010). Such repetitive and seemingly innocuous exposures to RPL may be akin to racial
microaggressions and may lead to deleterious psychological and physical impacts later
on, as the research on microaggressions and racist/discriminatory behaviors discussed in
the literature review suggest.
RQ5: Contributing Factors to AORPD
The final research question pertained to the factors impacting ratings of the
acceptability of online racialized partner discrimination. Data indicated educational
attainment, inclusion of other desired characteristics in their profile, frequency of looking
for sex via apps, relationship status, and QDI scores were statistically significant
predictors of AORPD scores. Callander (2012) also found similar relationships between
AORPD scores, educational attainment, and one’s inclusion of other desired (non-racial)
characteristics in their profile. The current inverse relationship between educational
attainment and AORPD ratings is unsurprising in that one might expect those with higher
levels of education to engage less in discriminatory and arguably racist behaviors, and
thus also to view racialized behaviors less positively. Oliver and Mendelberg (2000)
found the same relationship, wherein having obtained higher levels of education and
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associating with others who were also highly educated often led to engaging less in
racially discriminatory behaviors in comparison to individuals with lower levels of
education. That AORPD scores and the inclusion of other desired characteristics in
profiles are related suggests a similarity in how individuals view racial and non-racial
characteristics, i.e., specifying such preferences are acceptable practices as opposed to
potentially racist or discriminatory behaviors. Further, this relationship between variables
suggests that expressing such desired characteristics facilitates the matchmaking process,
which is consistent with what this survey found to be the three most frequently cited
reasons for specifying desired non-racial characteristics: “to make clear what I like,” “to
maintain my standards,” and “to make things faster.”
Limitations
While this study recruited a considerable sample, it is not representative of the
population-at-large of men who have sex with men, which limits the generalizability of
the results.
Given this study recruited survey respondents via snowball sampling, there is the
potential for selection bias, particularly when individuals shared the recruitment posters
with their peers. While there was intentionality in diversifying the areas where
advertisements were posted, placement directly on dating/hookup apps, which would
have tapped directly into segments of the population who use such platforms, proved
beyond the ability of this researcher.
The assessment measures employed in this study may also have impacted the
results obtained. While the QDI is well validated and proven to be reliable as an
assessment with individuals of various ERIs, assessment tools likely exist that might
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capture other characteristics impacting people’s dis/use of racialized preferential
language in their search for partners online. However, because this study was
conceptualized as exploratory in nature, the broader construct of openness to
multicultural experiences was deemed sufficient. Further, as of the writing of this
manuscript, no other survey existed to capture the acceptability of using RPL online, so
the AORPD (Callander et al., 2012) was adapted for this current application. Both
assessments comprising this study had high face validity and, as such, were inherently
susceptible to reactivity and impression management from the respondents. Similarly,
despite the various benefits of self-report measures, particularly when it comes to
researching psychological constructs, i.e., motivations and reactions, along with the
assurance of anonymity with research conducted online, these concerns around
impression management and reactivity persist and are particularly strong with regard to
the more sensitive items in the survey, e.g., those relating to sex, racial preferences, and
language use. Furthermore, no methods were employed to verify whether respondents
were indeed engaging (or not) in the behaviors they self-reported.
Another limitation discovered during data analysis was the absence of survey
items capturing factors surrounding respondent experiences of inclusive racialized
preferential language (RPL-i), specifically people’s reactions to seeing such language on
other profiles, whether directed at themselves or at others. The lack of such questions was
an oversight on the part of this researcher, and while it did not have a direct impact on the
other results of this study, it did limit this study’s ability to provide a comprehensive
picture of the impacts of both inclusive and exclusive functions of RPL.
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Further, myriad other analyses are possible, particularly around the impact that a
person’s ethnic/racial identity has on their experiences of and around racialized
preferential language. However, many of these are beyond the scope of this current study,
but they are suggested as future directions of research and will be pursued by this author.
When the data for this study were collected, a racial reckoning in the United
States was currently underway; a shift in the collective consciousness of American
society had occurred, particularly around the impact of being a Black person in America.
A change in the use of racialized language online, preferential or not, may have ensued as
well. This shift may also have impacted respondents’ attitudes towards other people of
color, as well as people’s reactions and behaviors after seeing racialized language online,
not to mention their dis/use of the same. The retrospective and cross-sectional nature of
this study makes the data inherently susceptible to potential cohort effects and recall bias.
Implications for Practice
As mentioned in the literature review, there has been discussion around and
documentation of the fact that some men who have sex with men use racialized
preferential language in their dating and hookup profiles. The results of the currents study
give clinicians and researchers alike a better understanding of the extent of these
behaviors and associated phenomena in the world of online dating and hooking-up among
MSM. As such, clinicians may want to explore with their clients if and how much the
latter use online spaces to connect with other MSM, incorporating relevant findings from
this study into psychoeducation they might provide around the use of online
dating/hookup apps. They may also explore the psychological impact RPL has on a client
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regardless of whether their clients are the ones who used, were targeted, or simply
witnessed such during their online endeavors.
The results of this study also contribute to the current understanding of such
practices as a potential form of microaggression, ethnic/racial discrimination, and/or
racism manifesting in the online space. While there was no empirical assessment of such
impacts in the current study, the fact that about half of those who either experienced
being excluded or saw others excluded due to their ERI felt the need to respond in some
manner, as opposed to not doing anything, suggests these individuals were concerned
about the potential impacts of such language. As alluded to above, the potential impacts
of RPL likely vary from person to person, and this study highlights the importance of
exploring such themes with individuals who use online dating/hookup apps in their
search for partners. Further, clinicians working with MSM should consider the effects
that online dating/hookup apps potentially have on their clients’ experiences of
discrimination and marginalization, which are known to affect psychological and
physical health outcomes. Clinicians might obtain such information from their clients as
part of the intake process or as the topic arises during psychotherapy.
Given that one’s ethnic/racial identity development is known to buffer the impacts
of discriminatory and racist behaviors when experienced offline, clinicians may consider
incorporating such work when their clients with minority identities present with concerns
around their experiences as people of color. This may come in various forms, including
encouraging their development and identification with their ERI; developing skills to
bolster internal resources (e.g., self-esteem, resilience, boundary setting); processing
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emotional reactions they may currently be dismissing or minimizing; among other
approaches.
On a larger scale, clinicians and researchers may consider conceptualizing the
culture around online dating and hooking up as potentially exacerbating both ethnic/racial
discourse and psychological distress experienced by not only those with minority
identities, but also individuals who do not fit the various stereotypical notions of men, be
that physically or otherwise. Despite the current lack of empirical evidence indicating the
psychological impacts of RPL, there appears to be a call-to-advocacy for those with
platforms to at least engage in conversations at various levels—from the individual up to
the systemic. Engaging in such conversations will bring greater awareness to the
occurrence of the phenomena investigated in this study, and relevant parties may, in turn,
give greater consideration to the text they use in their profiles and the features app
developers incorporate into their products.
Suggestions for Future Research
As researchers strive to obtain a greater understanding of the experiences of MSM
in online spaces, the phenomenon of racialized preferential language in virtual media, and
the real-life impacts of life online, a wide range of directions remains for further
investigation. Below are some suggestions for future research stemming from this
manuscript.
Future researchers may wish to explore whether results differ across geographic
locations, e.g., in other cities with varying concentrations of individuals of various
ethnicities, areas with is a strong LGBTQ+ presence, and areas with strong cultures of
activism, social justice , and racial justice. In efforts to tap into the effects of such
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potential variables, future researchers may consider advertising their studies directly with
various dating/hookup apps, which would also allow them to implement more-deliberate
strategies in recruitment, i.e., stratified sampling methods to facilitate data collection
from different and particular areas.
Another recommendation is to investigate the phenomena of interest among other
sexual and gender identities, to see how the relationships among the variables in this
study might change. Existing literature already ventures into similar topics, some of
which is mentioned in the literature review. Elucidating both the similarities and
differences across populations would be beneficial for understanding not only the reasons
behind such behaviors, but also the impacts of the same on humankind. Similarly, it
would be beneficial to investigate the use of preferential statements in other countries and
cultures, wherein other social -isms, such as classism and colorism, might be prevalent.
With the reinvigoration of the open science movement, which encourages researchers to
make not only their results but also their data and procedures accessible to the public, the
possibilities for international exploration and collaboration are seemingly more attainable
now than ever before. Pursuing the investigation of the use of preferential language on an
international scale would likely pave the way for a more robust understanding of its
impact and, if warranted, perhaps usher in beneficial change for all parties concerned.
It would be interesting to see what impact the racial reckoning might have had on
constructs explored in this study. During the data collection phase of this study, at least
three dating/hookup apps, namely Grindr, Jack’d, and Scruff, are known to have removed
the ability of users to filter their results based on ethnicity (Grindr, 2020; Scruff, 2020).
This change suggests an increased attention to systemic structures impacting the
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experiences of people of various ERIs. Dating/hookup apps with such a global market
chose to make this change at this particular time may signify a paradigm shift in how
such issues—i.e., making decisions based upon social constructs such as race—are
viewed and experienced. While there have been limited empirical data on the attitudes
around racialized language use online prior to this study, reassessment of the same over
time may reveal meaningful trends, societal views, and health outcomes not only in those
targeted by such language, but also in those using and seeing such language use online.
Data collected for this study were obtained via self-reporting and, as such,
remained susceptible to factors such as recall bias and impression management,
particularly around respondents’ dis/use of RPL, their reasons, and their reactions to the
same. Researchers may consider alternative methodologies for determining the
prevalence of such language on dating/hookup apps, e.g., content analyses of dating
profiles. It may also be beneficial to explore alternative survey instruments with lower
face validity to circumvent such concerns around the integrity of the data collected.
Further, an investigation into the phenomena of interest around the use of RPL-i is
recommended in order to facilitate a more comprehensive understanding of the effects of
RPL.
Similarly, conducting focus group discussions with participants may reveal
additional insight into the various topics explored in this study, including why people
choose to use or not use racialized language in their profiles, reactions people have
towards such language, and other manifestations of potentially prejudicial attitudes in the
online space. Such a forum may also encourage the exploration, emergence, and
discussion of other topics relevant to the phenomena explored in this study, which may
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also inform future directions around this topic. Another way of potentially creating space
for greater variety of input would be to leave such survey questions open-ended so that
participants must articulate their own responses.
It may also be interesting to explore other clinically relevant implications of the
use of racialized preferential language on dating/hookup apps. This could be done by
using assessment techniques looking at the impact RPL might have on constructs such as
self-esteem, mental health wellness, and overall well-being. Elucidating the impact
racialized preferential language has on such health outcomes will contribute to the debate
that inspired this study: racialized preferential language as sexual liberty versus as a
manifestation of racism in the online space.

79
References
American Psychological Association. (2021). Inclusive language guidelines.
https://www.apa.org/about/apa/equity-diversity-inclusion/language-guidelines.pdf
Anderson, A., Goel, S., Huber, G., Malhotra, N., & Watts, D. J. (2014). Political ideology
and racial preferences in online dating. Sociological Science, 1, 28–40.
Ayres, T. (1999). China doll – The experience of being a gay Chinese Australian. Journal
of Homosexuality, 36(3), 87–97.
Baams, L., Jonas, K. J., Utz, S., Bos, H. M. W., & van der Vuurst, L. (2011). Internet use
and online social support among same sex attracted individuals of different ages.
Computers in Human Behavior, 27(5), 1820–1827.
Barry, C. L., McGinty, E. E., Pescosolido, B., & Goldman, H. H. (2014). Stigma,
discrimination, treatment effectiveness and policy support: Comparing public
views about drug addiction with mental illness. Psychiatric Services, 65(10),
1269–1272. https://dx.doi.org/10.1176%2Fappi.ps.201400140
Blackwell, C., Birnholtz, J., & Abbott, C. (2015). Seeing and being seen: Co-situation
and impression formation using Grindr, a location-aware gay dating app. New
Media & Society, 17(7), 1117–1136. https://doi.org/10.1177/1461444814521595
Branscombe, N., Schmitt, M., & Harvey, R. (1999). Perceiving pervasive discrimination
among African Americans: Implications for group identification and well-being.
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 77, 135–149.
Brittian, A. S., Kim, S. Y., Armenta, B. E., Lee, R. M., Umaña-Taylor, A. J., Schwartz, S.
J., Villalta, I. K., Zamboanga, B. L., Weisskirch, R. S., Juang, L. P., Castillo, L.
G., & Hudson, M. L. (2015). Do dimensions of ethnic identity mediate the

80
association between perceived ethnic group discrimination and depressive
symptoms? Cultural Diversity & Ethnic Minority Psychology, 21, 41–53.
Brown, A. (Host). (2018 January 9). “Least desirable”? How racial discrimination plays
out in online dating [Radio broadcast episode].
https://www.npr.org/2018/01/09/575352051/least-desirable-how-racialdiscrimination-plays-out-in-online-dating
Brown, G., Maycock, B., & Burns, S. (2005). Your picture is your bait: Use and meaning
of cyberspace among gay men. Journal of Sex Research, 42(1), 63–73.
Burrell, E., Pines, H., Robbie, E., Coleman, L., Murphy, R., & Hess, K. (2012). Use of
the location-based social networking application GRINDR as a recruitment tool in
rectal microbicide development research. AIDS and Behavior, 16(7), 1816–1820.
Burrow, A. L., & Ong, A. D. (2010). Racial identity as a moderator of daily exposure and
reactivity to racial discrimination. Self and Identity, 9, 383–402.
Buss, D. M., & Schmidt, D. P. (1993). Sexual strategies theory: An evolutionary
perspective on human mating. Psychological Review, 100, 204–232.
Callander, D., Holt, M., Newman, C. (2012). Just a preference: Racialised language in the
sex-seeking profiles of gay and bisexual men. Culture, Health and Sexuality,
14(9), 1049–1063.
Callander, D., Newman, C. E., & Holt, M. (2015). Is sexual racism really racism?
Distinguishing between sexual racism and generic racism among gay and bisexual
men. Archives of Sexual Behavior, 44(7), 1991–2000.
http://doi.org.10.1007/s10508-015-0487-3

81
Carballo, A. D. (2016). Need for cognition, ambiguity tolerance and likelihood of
prejudice [Master’s thesis, Texas State University].
https://digital.library.txstate.edu/bitstream/handle /10877/6435/CARBALLOTHESIS-2016.pdf?sequence=1&isAllowed=y
Cheryan, S., & Monin, B. (2005). “Where are you really from?”: Asian Americans and
identity denial. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 89, 717–730.
Choi, K., Han, C., Paul, J., & Ayala, G. (2011). Strategies of managing racism and
homophobia among U.S. ethnic and racial minority men who have sex with men.
AIDS Education and Prevention, 23(2), 145–158.
Fisman, R., Iyengar, S. S., Kamenica, E., & Simonson, I. (2008). Racial preferences in
dating. Review of Economic Studies, 75, 117–132. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467937X.2007.00465.x
Green, A. (2008). The social organization of desire: The sexual fields approach.
Sociological Theory, 26, 25–50.
Grindr [@Grindr]. (2020, June 1). We will not be silent. Black Lives Matter.
bit.ly/3glua7A We stand in solidarity with the #BlackLivesMatter movement and
the hundreds [Tweet; image of text]. Twitter.
https://twitter.com/Grindr/status/1267535069834473473

Grindr LLC. (2017). Grindr – Advertise with Grindr. https://www.grindr.com/gayadvertising/
Gudelunas, D. (2012). There’s an app for that: The uses and gratifications of online social
networks for gay men. Society and Culture, 16, 347–365.

82
Hitsch, G. J., Hortacsu, A., & Ariely, D. (2010). What makes you click? Mate
preferences in online dating. Quantitative Marketing and Economics, 8(4), 393–
427.
Huffington Post. (2015). [Infographic of gay dating app survey]. Oh, behave: How gay
guys act on hookup apps. http://images.huffingtonpost.com/2015-03-181426687423-8919979-Alvear_infographic_900px_031114.png

Hull, P., Mao, L., Kao, S., Edwards, B., Prestage, G., Zablotska, I., De Wit, J., & Holt,
M. (2013). Gay community periodic survey Sydney 2013.
https://csrh.arts.unsw.edu.au/media/CSRHFile/GCPS_Sydney_2013_Report.pdf
Jones, O. (2016, November 24). No Asians, no Black people: Why do gay people tolerate
blatant racism? The Guardian.
https://www.theguardian.com/commentisfree/2016/nov/24/no-asians-no-blacksgay-people-racism
Kapp, M. (2011, May 27). Grindr: Welcome to the world’s biggest, scariest gay bar.
Vanity Fair. https://www.vanityfair.com/news/2011/05/grindr-201105
Kendi, I. X. (2019). How to be an antiracist. One World.
Landovitz, R., Tseng, C., Weissman, M., Haymer, M., Mendenhall, B., Rogers, K.,
Veniegas, R., Gorbach, P. M., Reback, C. J., & Shoptaw, S. (2013).
Epidemiology, sexual risk behavior, and HIV prevention practices of men who
have sex with men using GRINDR in Los Angeles, California. Journal of Urban
Health, 90(4), 729–739.

83
Laumann, E. O., Gagnon, J. H., Michael, R. T., & Michaels, S. (1994) The social
organization of sexuality: Sexual practices in the United States. University of
Chicago Press.
Lee, S. (2017). Yes, even online dating has white privilege. Huffington Post – The Blog.
https://www.huffingtonpost.com/susie-lee/yes-even-online-dating-has-whiteprivilege_b_9066266.html
Mansfield, T., & Quan, A. (2013). Sexual racism sux! http://www.sexualracismsux.com/
Matheson, J. (2012, December 14). I’m a sexual racist. Sydney Star Observer.
http://www.starobserver.com.au/opinion/soapbox-opinion/2012/12/14/im-asexual-racist/91678
McIntosh, W. D., Dawson, B. L., Scott, A. J., & Locker, L, Jr. (2011). Willingness to
date across race: Differences among gay and heterosexual men and women.
Psychological Reports, 108(3), 711–716. doi:10.2466/07.PR0.108.3.711-716
McKenna, K., Bargh, J. (1998). Coming out in the Age of the Internet: Identity
“demarginalization” through virtual group participation. Journal of Personality
and Social Psychology, 75(3):681–694.
McKenna, K., Green, A., & Smith, P. (2001). Demarginalizing the sexual self. Journal of
Sex Research, 38(4), 302–311.
McLaughlin, K. A., Hatzenbuehler, M. L., & Keyes, K. M. (2010). Responses to
discrimination and psychiatric disorders among Black, Hispanic, female, and
lesbian, gay, and bisexual individuals. American Journal of Public Health,
100(8), 1477–1484.

84
Miller, S. C., Olson, M. A., & Fazio, R. H. (2004). Perceived reactions to interracial
romantic relationships: When race is used as a cue to status. Group Processes &
Intergroup Relations, 7, 354–369.
Mula, R., & Fellow, H. L. (n.d.). Wonky Wednesday: Racism in gay online dating. The
National LGBTQ Task Force Blog. http://www.thetaskforce.org/wonkywednesday-racism-in-gay-online-dating/
OKCupid. (2014). Race and attraction, 2009–2014: What’s changed in five years?
OkCupid – The Blog. https://theblog.okcupid.com/race-and-attraction-2009-2014107dcbb4f060
Oliver, J. E., & Mendelberg, T. (2000). Reconsidering the environmental determinants of
white racial attitudes. American Journal of Political Science, 44(3), 574–589.
Pahl, K., & Way, N. (2006). Longitudinal trajectories of ethnic identity among urban
Black and Latino adolescents. Child Development, 77, 1403–1415.
Pascoe, E. A., & Smart Richman, L. (2009). Perceived discrimination and health: A
meta-analytic review. Psychological Bulletin, 135, 531–554.
Paul, J. P., Ayala, G., & Choi, K. H. 2010. Internet sex ads for MSM and partner
selection criteria: The potency of race/ethnicity online. Journal of Sex Research,
47(6), 528–538.
Phua, V. C. & Kaufman, G. (2003). The crossroads of race and sexuality: Date selection
among men in Internet “personal” ads. Journal of Family Issues, 24(8), 981–994.
doi:10.1177/0192513X03256607

85
Ponterotto, J. G., Burkard, A., Rieger, B. P., & Grieger, I. (1995). Development and
initial validation of the Quick Discrimination Index (QDI). Educational and
Psychological Measurement, 55(6), 1016–1031.
Ponterotto, J. G., Burkard, A., Rieger, B. P., Grieger, I., D’Onofrio, A., Dubuisson, A.,
Heenehan, M., Millstein, B., Parisi, M., Rath, J. F., & Sax, G. (1995).
Development and initial validation of the Quick Discrimination Index (QDI).
Educational and Psychological Measurement, 55, 1016–1031
Ponterotto, J. G., Fietzer, A. W., Fingerhut, E. C., Woerner, S., Stack L., MagaldiDopman, D., Rust, J., Nakao, G., Tsai, Y. T., Black, N., Alba, R., Desai, M.,
Frazier, C., LaRue, A., & Liao, P. W. Development and initial validation of the
Multicultural Personality Inventory (MPI). Journal of Personality Assessment, 96,
544–558.
Ponterotto, J. G., Potere, J. C., & Johansen, S. A. (2002). The Quick Discrimination
Index: Normative data and user guidelines for counseling researchers. Journal of
Multicultural Counseling and Development, 30(3), 192–207.
Ponterotto, J. G., Ruckdeschel, D. E. (2007). An overview of coefficient alpha and a
reliability matrix for estimating adequacy of internal consistency coefficients with
psychological research measures. Perceptual and Motor Skills, 105, 997–1014.
Posthumus, D., & Zvobgo, K. (2021) Democratizing truth: An analysis of truth
commissions in the United States. International Journal of Transitional Justice,
15(3), 510–532. https://doi.org/10.1093/ijtj/ijab029

86
Prochaska, J. O., & DiClemente, C. C. (1983). Stages and processes of self-change of
smoking: Toward an integrative model of change. Journal of Consulting and
Clinical Psychology, 51(3), 390–395.
Quarcoo, A., & Husaković, M. (2021, October 26). Racial reckoning in the United
States: Expanding and innovating on the global transitional justice experience.
Carnegie Endowment for International Peace.
https://carnegieendowment.org/2021/10/26/racial-reckoning-in-united-statesexpanding-and-innovating-on-global-transitional-justice-experience-pub-85638

Raymond, H. F., & McFarland, W. (2009). Racial mixing and HIV risk among men who
have sex with men. AIDS Behavior, 13, 630–637. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10461009-9574-6
Reddick, R. (2012). Sexual encounters: Gay male college students’ use of the Internet
and social media [Doctoral dissertation]. Retrieved from ProQuest. (3511464).
Rice, E., Holloway, I., Winetrobe, H., Rhoades, H., Barman-Adhikari, A., & Gibbs, J.
(2012). Sex risk among young men who have sex with men who use Grindr, a
smartphone geosocial networking application. Journal of AIDS & Clinical
Research, 4(5), 1–8.
Rodriguez, N. S., Huemmer, J., & Blumell, L. (2016). Mobile masculinities: An
investigation of networked masculinities in gay dating apps. Masculinities and
Social Change, 5 (3), 241–267. doi:10.17583/MCS.2016.2047
Romero, A. J., Edwards, L. M., Fryberg, S. A., & Orduña, M. (2014). Resilience to
discrimination stress across ethnic identity stages of development. Journal of
Applied Social Psychology, 44, 1–11.

87
Rosenfeld, M. J., & Thomas, R. J. (2012). Searching for a mate: The rise of the Internet
as a social intermediary. American Sociological Review, 77(4), 523–547.
Rubinstein, G. (1999). Attitudes of Israeli gay students toward other minorities: An
exploratory study. Israel Journal of Psychiatry and Related Science, 36, 272–281.
Scruff [@scruffapp]. (2020, June 2). We stand in solidarity with the fight against
systemic racism and historic oppression of the Black community. Black Lives
Matter. [Tweet; thumbnails of additional text]. Twitter.
https://t.co/NOBgTQqfq3"/Twitter

Seaton, E. K., Neblett, E. W., Upton, R. D., & Hammond, W. P. (2011). The moderating
capacity of racial identity between perceived discrimination and psychological
well-being over time among African American youth. Child Development, 82,
1850–1867.
Seaton, E. K., Yip, T., & Sellers, R. M. (2009). A longitudinal examination of racial
identity and racial discrimination among African American adolescents. Child
Development, 80, 406–417. doi:10.1111/j.1467-8624.2009.01268.x
Sellers, R. M., & Shelton, J. N. (2003). The role of racial identity in perceived racial
discrimination. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 84, 1079–1092.
Soares, J. (1979). Black and gay. In M. Levine (Ed.), Gay men: The sociology of male
homosexuality (pp. 263–274). Harper & Row.
Stein, G. L., Kiang, L., Supple, A. J., & Gonzalez, L. M. (2014). Ethnic identity as a
protective factor in the lives of Asian American adolescents. Asian American
Journal of Psychology, 5, 206–213.
Sue, D. W. (2010). Microaggressions in everyday life: Race, gender, and sexual
orientation. John Wiley & Sons.

88
Sumter, S. R. & Vandenbosch, L. (2018, October). Dating gone mobile: Demographic
and personality-based correlates of using smartphone-based dating applications
among emerging adults. New Media & Society, 21(3), 655–673.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1461444818804773
Tessler, E. (2015). Yes, your dating preferences are probably racist. The Establishment.
https://theestablishment.co/yes-your-dating-preferences-are-probably-raciste58ae2fd625d
Teunis, N. (2007). Sexual objectification and the construction of whiteness in the gay
male community. Culture, Health & Sexuality, 9(3), 263–275.
Torres, L., & Ong, A. D. (2010). A daily diary investigation of Latino ethnic identity,
discrimination, and depression. Cultural Diversity & Ethnic Minority Psychology,
16, 561–568.
Tsunokai, G. T., McGrath, A. R., & Kavanagh, J. K. (2014). Online dating preferences of
Asian Americans. Journal of Social and Personal Relationships, 31(6), 796–814.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0265407513505925
United States Census Bureau. (2017). [Infographic of race and ethnicity]. Race &
ethnicity. https://www.census.gov/quickfacts/fact/table/US/PST045221
Van De Wiele, C. & Tong, S. T. (2014). Breaking boundaries: The uses and gratifications
of Grindr. UbiComp 2014: Proceedings of the 2014 ACM International Joint
Conference on Pervasive and Ubiquitous Computing, 619–630.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1145/2632048.2636070
Weeks, J. (2010). Sexuality (3rd ed.). Routledge.

89
Wilson, P. A, Valera, P., Ventuneac, A., Balan, I., Rowe, M., & Carballo-Dieguez., A.
(2009). Race-based sexual stereotyping and sexual partnering among men who
use the Internet to identify other men for bareback sex. Journal of Sex Research,
46(5), 399-413. https://doi.org/10.1080/00224490902846479
Wu, S., & Ward, J. (2018). The mediation of gay men’s lives: A review on gay dating
app studies. Sociology Compass, 12(2), 1–10. https://doi.org.10.111/soc4.12560
Yip, T. (2018). Ethnic/racial identity – A double-edged sword? Associations with
discrimination and psychological outcomes. Current Directions in Psychological
Science, 27(3), 170–175.
Yip, T., Gee, G. C., & Takeuchi, D. T. (2008). Racial discrimination and psychological
distress: The impact of ethnic identity and age among immigrant and United
States-born Asian adults. Developmental Psychology, 44, 787–800.
doi:10.1037/0012-1649.44.3.787
Yip, T., Wang, Y., Mootoo, C., & Mirpuri, S. (2018). Moderating the association
between discrimination and adjustment: A meta-analysis of racial/ethnic identity.
Developmental Psychology, 55(6), 1274–1298. doi:10.1037/dev0000708

90
Appendix A
Recruitment Advertisements

91

92
Appendix B
Survey Instrument
1. Demographics
Please select one of the following:
• I agree to participate (continue to survey)

• I do not agree to participate (end survey)

What is your age in years?
___ years
What is the Zip code in which you currently live?
______
What is your gender identity?
• Man
• Non-Conforming
• Non-Binary
• Queer
How would you describe your sexuality?
• Bisexual
• Gay/Homosexual/Queer

• Woman
• Other (please specify):

• Straight/Heterosexual
• Other (please specify):

Which of the following best describes your relationship status?
• Single
• In a relationship
• Other (please specify):
What is your educational attainment?
• Some High
• Some
School
college/trade
school, no
• High School
degree
Graduate

• Associate’s
Degree/Trade
Certificate
• Bachelor’s
Degree

• Some
Graduate
School
• Graduate
Degree

Which of the following best describes your cultural/ethnic background?
• American Indian/Alaska • Latino/Hispanic
• White/Caucasian
Native
• Mixed/Multiracial
• Other (please specify):
• Asian
• Native Hawaiian/Pacific
• Black/African American Islander
Apps often offer different choices for ethnicity in their profiles. Which of the following
do you indicate on your profile/s?
• No response
• Latino/x
• South Asian
• Asian
• Middle Eastern
• White/Caucasian
• Black/African American
• Mixed/Multiracial
• Other (please specify):
• East Asian
• Native American
Which of the following dating/hookup apps have you ever used? Select all that apply.
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• Badoo
• Blued
• Bumble
• Disco
• Gaydar

• Grindr
• GROWLr
• Happn
• Hornet
• Jack’d

• Match
• OkCupid
• Plenty of
Fish
• Romeo

• Scruff
• Surge
• Tinder
• VGL

• Other
(please
specify):

• I have
never used
a
dating/hoo
kup app

What are the top three dating/hookup apps you use? _______ ________
_______
2. App Usage
Thinking of the app you use the most, please answer the following questions.
What would you say is your primary goal in using the app?
• Chat
• Friends/Networking
• Dates/Relationship
• Hookup/Sex

• Other (please specify):
_________________

On average, how often do you open the app for any purpose?
• Less than once a month
• Once a week
• Once a day
• Once a month
• A couple – few times a
week
• A couple – few times a day
• A couple – few times a
• Several times a day
month
About how often do you look for sex arranged through the app?
• Never
• Monthly
• A few times a week
• A few times a year
• A few times a month
• Daily
Are apps the primary way you find sexual partners?
• Yes
• I use them as much as I do others (e.g.
bars, sex clubs, etc.)
• No
Does your profile indicate that you would like to be contacted by men of a particular
ethnic group? (e.g. “Interested in Middle Eastern men”)
• Yes
• No
Which ethnic group(s) do you indicate you are interested in being
contacted by? (Select all that apply)
• Asian
• Latino/Hispanic
• Native American
• Southeast Asian
• Mixed/Multiracial
• White/Caucasian
• Black/African
• Pacific Islander
• Other (please specify):
American
__________________
Why do you specify your interest in being contacted by members of such
ethnic group/s? (Select all that apply)
• I find them attractive
• I get along with them the
most
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• I do not get along with members of
other ethnicities
• I find them interesting

• I have a cultural
connection to them
• Other (please specify):

Why do you not specify an interest in being contacted by members of
specific ethnic group/s? (Select all that apply)
• I am not picky
• To cast a larger net
• I find men of various
• I have been blocked/reported for
ethnicities attractive
doing so in the past
• It would not work
• I do not want to offend anyone
anyway
• Other (please specify):
• People do not read
profiles
Does your profile indicate that you would rather not be contacted by men of particular
ethnic groups? (e.g. “Not interested in White men”)
• Yes
• No
Which ethnic group(s) do you indicate you are interested in being
contacted by? (Select all that apply)
• Asian
• Latino/Hispanic
• Native American
• Southeast Asian
• Mixed/Multiracial
• White/Caucasian
• Black/African
• Pacific Islander
• Other (please specify):
American
Why do you specify that you would rather not be contacted by men of
such ethnic group/s?
• I do not find them
• We have nothing in
attractive
common
• I do not get along with
• I had a bad experience in the past
them
• I feel uncomfortable around them
• Other (please specify)
Why do you not specify that you would rather not be contacted by men of
specific ethnic group/s?
• I am not picky
• To cast a larger net
• I find men of various
• I have been blocked/reported for
ethnicities attractive
doing so in the past
• It would not work
• I do not want to offend anyone
anyway
• Other (please specify):
• People do not read
profiles
Have you ever come across a profile that excluded you because of your race/ethnicity?
• Yes
• No
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Which of the following did you do in response to being excluded? (Select
all that apply)
• Nothing
• I reported him
• I called him out
• Other (please specify)
• I blocked him
Have you ever come across a profile that excluded other men because of their
race/ethnicity?
• Yes
• No
Which of the following did you do in response to seeing other men be
excluded? (Select all that apply)
• Nothing
• I reported him
• I called him out
• Other (please specify)
• I blocked him
Does your profile include characteristics about the type of man you are looking for
online? This might include things like specifying age, body type, tribes/communities,
HIV-status etc.
• Yes
• No
What particular characteristics do you specify you are looking for in a
man? (Select all that apply)
• Age
• Height
• Sexual role/position
• Body type
• Tribe/community
• Weight
membership
• Fitness level
• Other (please specify):
• Penis size
_________________
Why do you specify such characteristics in your profile?
• To make things faster
• To weed people out
• To indicate what I
• To maintain my standards
like
• Other (please specify):
Why do you not specify such characteristics in your profile?
• I do not care about
• I use the filters built-in by the
such things
app
• I can filter
• I do not want to publicize my
through guys on
“type”
my own
• I do not have a “type”
• Other (please specify):
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3. Racialized Attraction
For the following ethnicities please select how attractive you find men of this group.
Focus on sexual and romantic attraction and not on friendship or other types of
relationships. Please try to be as honest as possible. Remember, your responses are
completely confidential.
1
2
3
4
5
Select this option Select this option Select this option Select this option Select this option
if you would
if you think men if you have no if you think men if you think men
never consider
of this
strong feelings in
of this
of this
having sex or ethnicity/race are either direction ethnicity/race are ethnicity/race are
dating men of this not as attractive
particularly
very attractive
ethnicity/race
compared to
attractive
and you actively
others
I am neither
compared to seek them out as
I think men of
attracted nor not
others
partners.
this group are I do not find men attracted to men I find myself
I am very
very unattractive. of this group to of this group. attracted to men attracted to men
be attractive.
of this group.
of this group.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.

Asian Men
Black/African Men
Latino/Hispanic Men
Middle Eastern Men
Mixed/Multiracial Men
Native American Men
South Asian Men
White/Caucasian Men
Men of another ethnicity (please specify)

4. Quick Discrimination Index (QDI)
Please read the following statements and indicate to what degree you agree with each
one. Please try to be as honest as possible and do not spend too much time on any one
question.
1
Strongly disagree

2
Disagree

3
Neither agree nor
disagree

4
Agree

5
Strongly Agree

1. I do think it is more appropriate for the mother of a newborn baby, rather than the
father, to stay home with the baby during the first year.
2. It is as easy for women to succeed in business as it is for men.
3. I really think affirmative action programs on college campuses constitute reverse
discrimination.
4. I feel I could develop an intimate relationship with someone from a different race.
5. All Americans should learn to speak two languages.
6. I look forward to the day when a woman is President of the United States.

97
7. Generally speaking, men work harder than women.
8. My friendship network is very racially mixed.
9. I am against affirmative action programs in business.
10. Generally, men seem less concerned with building relationships than do women.
11. I would feel O.K. about my son or daughter dating someone from a different race.
12. I was very happy when an African American person (Barack Obama) was elected
President of the United States on November 4, 2008.
13. In the past few years there has been too much attention directed toward
multicultural or multicultural issues in education.
14. I think feminist perspectives should be an integral part of the higher education
curriculum.
15. Most of my close friends are from my own racial group.
16. I feel somewhat more secure that a man rather than a woman, is currently
President of the United States.
17. I think that it is (or would be) important for my children to attend schools that are
racially mixed.
18. In the past few years there has been too much attention directed toward
multicultural issues in business.
19. Overall, I think racial minorities in America complain too much about racial
discrimination.
20. I feel (or would feel) very comfortable having a woman as my primary physician.
21. I think the President of the United States should make a concerted effort to
appoint more women and racial minorities to the country’s Supreme Court.
22. I think White people's racism toward racial minority groups still constitutes a
major problem in America.
23. I think the school system, from primary school through college, should encourage
minority and immigrant children to learn and fully adopt traditional American
values.
24. If I were to adopt a child, I would be happy to adopt a child of any race.
25. I think there is as much female physical violence towards men as there is male
physical violence toward women.
26. I think the school system, from primary school through college, should promote
values representative of diverse cultures.
27. I believe that reading the autobiography of Malcolm X would be of value.
28. I would enjoy living in a neighborhood consisting of a racially diverse population
(e.g. Asians, Blacks, Hispanics, Whites).
29. I think it is better if people marry within their own race.
30. Women make too big of a deal out of sexual harassment issues in the workplace.
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5. Acceptability of Online Racialized Partner Discrimination
Please rate your level of agreement with the following statements. Try to answer as
honestly as possible and do not spend too much time on any one question. “Online
profiles” are those maintained on sites such as Grindr.
1
Strongly disagree

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.

2
Disagree

3
Neither agree nor
disagree

4
Agree

5
Strongly Agree

It is OK to indicate a racial preference when looking for sex or dates online.
Indicating a racial preference in online profiles saves everybody time and energy.
Indicating a racial preference in a profile is a form of racism.
People who indicate a racial preference in their profile are not trying to offend
anyone.
I am bothered when I read a profile that excludes people because of their
race/ethnicity.
As long as people are polite about it, I see no problem in indicating a racial
preference in an online profile.
If I were attracted to a certain group of people, I would indicate this on my profile
(or do already).
Racism is not really a problem on Internet sex and dating sites.
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Appendix C
Consent to Use and Reproduce Survey from Denton Callander, PhD

Permission Request
3 messages
Lorenz Angeles
To:

Wed, Jun 10, 2020 at
2:22 PM

100
Cc:
Good day, Dr. Callander!
I hope this message finds you and your loved ones well during these times of the
COVID-19 pandemic and protests against racial injustices.
I am a doctoral student at the Illinois School of Professional Psychology at National
Louis University – Chicago completing a clinical research project (CRP), which is
akin to a dissertation, in clinical psychology. I am writing to request your permission
to use parts of the survey of attitudes, perceptions, and experiences related to
racialized partner discrimination online which you developed. For my study, I will be
looking into these elements as well as the motivating factors individuals have in using
(or not using) racialized language in their profiles, the reactions individuals have to
seeing racialized language in others’ profiles, and the impact individuals perceive in
seeing racialized language in others’ profiles. My research is being supervised by my
professor, Penelope Asay, Ph.D.
My use of the survey you developed would entail adapting a number of items from
various sections of your survey to be more reflective of diversity, culture, and
nomenclature in the United States, e.g. different options for ethnicity, more options
for dating/hookup apps used, and reworded prompts and options. The ‘Internet use’
section of the survey will be narrowed in to assess facets of ‘app usage’ and 16 items
will be added to assess one’s use of racialized language, experiences of racialized
language, reactions to racialized language, and declaration of characteristics sought in
partners. The section on sexual practices is beyond the scope of my study and hence,
will be removed in its entirety. Lastly, items on the acceptability of online racialized
partner discrimination will be used as they are.
In addition to using the survey, I also ask your permission to reproduce it in my CRP
appendix. The CRP will be published in the open access institutional repository,
Digital Commons at NLU, https://digitalcommons.nl.edu.
I would like to use and reproduce your survey under the following conditions:
I will use the survey only for my research study and will not sell or
use it for any other purposes.
I will include a statement of attribution and copyright on all copies
of the instrument. If you have a specific statement of attribution that you
would like for me to include, please provide it in your response.
At your request, I will send a copy of my completed research study
to you upon completion of the study and/or provide a hyperlink to the final
manuscript.
If you do not control the copyright for these materials, I would greatly appreciate any
information you are able to provide concerning the proper person or organization I
should contact.
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If these are acceptable terms and conditions, please indicate so by replying to me via
email at
I have attached to this email a signed PDF version of this letter as well, should you
need it.
Respectfully,
Lorenz S. Angeles, M.A.
Doctoral Trainee - Clinical Psychology
The Illinois School of Professional Psychology
at National Louis University, Chicago
Pronouns: He/Him/His

Request by LAngeles.pdf
645K

Callander, Denton

Sat, Jun 13, 2020 at
3:31 PM

To: Lorenz Angeles
Dear Lorenz,

Thanks for reaching out and for your interest in our work. These are indeed trying
times, and I hope you are staying as well as is possible given the circumstances.

I am happy for you to use our little survey, although I confess it was one of the first
ones I ever crafted so it could probably use a bit of sprucing up! As you’ll be aware, it
was developed for an Australian sample, so the language and tone may need to be
revised for the U.S. And yes, hard to believe when we did this research websites were
the thing, how quickly technology changes. Not sure if you have it already, but I’ve
attached a copy.

Best of luck with your research; I look forward to reading the results. Please let me
know if I can help in any other way.
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Kind regards,
DC~
[Quoted text hidden]

Appendix A - Survey.docx
25K

Lorenz Angeles

Fri, Jun 19, 2020 at
2:32 PM

To: "Callander, Denton"
Dr. Callander,
Your work was truly inspiring! I hope to further elucidate the phenomenon and gain
insight into the perceived impacts of racialized language as it is used online. It is
particularly interesting during this time of the BLM movement, which I am sure will
impact the results of my study.
Thank you for your permission to use your survey. I have already tinkered with it a
bit to make the language and tone more... fitting for use here in the US. Thanks for
the reminder.
I am very excited to move forward with this project and appreciate your openness to
sharing. Perhaps I can pick your brain (in the future) for tips around
statistical analysis, if that's alright with you.
Thanks again and have a great weekend!

Warmly,
Lorenz
Lorenz S. Angeles, M.A.
Doctoral Trainee - Clinical Psychology
The Illinois School of Professional Psychology
at National Louis University, Chicago
Pronouns: He/Him/His
[Quoted text hidden]
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Appendix D
Consent to Use and Reproduce Quick Discrimination Index
LA

Permission Request
2 messages
Lorenz Angeles

Fri, Jun 19, 2020 at
4:19 PM

To:
19 June 2020
Good day, Dr. Ponterotto!
I hope this message finds you and your loved ones well during these times of the
COVID-19 pandemic and protests against racial injustices.
I am a doctoral student at the Illinois School of Professional Psychology at National
Louis University – Chicago completing a clinical research project (CRP), which is
akin to a dissertation, in clinical psychology. I am writing to request your permission
to use the Quick Discrimination Index (QDI) as part of my survey. For my study, I
will be looking into various aspects of the use of racialized language online among
men who have sex with men and how they might relate to their general racial
tolerance and acceptance of multiculturalism. My research is being supervised by my
professor, Penelope Asay, Ph.D.
My use of the QDI would entail using the entire instrument as part of a longer survey
that will be administered online, with a modification to item 12 due to there having
been a US president who is a racial minority. Scoring will be done as you originally
instructed. As part of the analysis, cognitive and affective racial attitude subscale
scores will be separated and compared across a number of variables including
ethnic/racial identification, non/use of racialized language, and acceptability of online
racialized partner discrimination.
In addition to using the survey, I also ask your permission to reproduce it in my CRP
appendix. The CRP will be published in the open access institutional repository,
Digital Commons at NLU, https://digitalcommons.nl.edu.
I would like to use and reproduce your survey under the following conditions:
I will use the survey only for my research study and will not sell or
use it for any other purposes.
I will include a statement of attribution and copyright on all copies
of the instrument. If you have a specific statement of attribution that you
would like for me to include, please provide it in your response.
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At your request, I will send a copy of my completed research study
to you upon completion of the study and/or provide a hyperlink to the final
manuscript.
If you do not control the copyright for these materials, I would greatly appreciate any
information you are able to provide concerning the proper person or organization I
should contact.
If these are acceptable terms and conditions, please indicate so by replying to me via
email at
.
I have attached to this email a signed PDF version of this letter as well, should you
need it.
Respectfully,
Lorenz S. Angeles, M.A.
Doctoral Trainee - Clinical Psychology
The Illinois School of Professional Psychology
at National Louis University, Chicago
Pronouns: He/Him/His
Request by LAngeles.pdf
662K
Fri, Jun 19, 2020 at
JOSEPH Ponterotto
5:07 PM
To: Lorenz Angeles
Hi Lorenz,
You are very prepared for this research! Please see attached. Be sure to check reliability
of the three subscales (coefficient alpha) with your sample (see pdf article).
Yes, revise any items that need revision for your face and content validity. You have my
permission to use scale. Please share any modifications of scale with me and be sure to
cite original QDI studies.
Good luck.
Sincerely,
Prof Ponterotto
[Quoted text hidden]
-Joseph G. Ponterotto, Ph.D.
Preferred pronouns: he/him/his
Professor of Counseling Psychology
Coordinator, School Counseling Program
Division of Psychological & Educational Services
Graduate School of Education
Fordham University at Lincoln Center
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2 attachments
QDI Scale and score.doc
54K
Ponterotto & Ruckdeschel, 2007, Reliability.pdf
966K
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