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Characteristics n = 561 % 

Queer 32 5.7 

Straight/Heterosexual 15 2.7 

Other 1 0.2 

Relationship Status   

Single 232 41.4 

In a Relationship 326 58.1 

Other 3 0.5 

ERI   

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 

Educational Attainment   

Some HS 110 19.6 

HS Diploma/GED 86 15.3 

Some College/Trade/No Degree 157 28.0 

Associate’s Degree/Trade 

Certificate 

63 11.2 

Bachelor’s Degree 61 10.9 

Some Graduate School 41 7.3 

Graduate Degree 43 7.7 

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 
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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
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Figure 3 

Respondents’ Reported Primary Goal in Using Dating/Hookup Apps  

 

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 
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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 

Their ERI 

Seen Others Excluded Due 

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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Table 8 

Crosstabulation of ERI and Self-Reported Use of RPL 

ERI Self-Reported Use of RPL 

No Yes 

Native American/Alaskan Native 

74 

(.2) 

68 

(-–2) 

Asian 

8 

(–1.1) 

15 

(1.1) 

African American 

29 

(–1.1) 

41 

(1.2) 

Latinx 

17 

(.0) 

16 

(.0) 

Mixed 

28 

(–1.5) 

44 

(1.5) 

Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 

2 

(–1.8) 

11 

(1.8) 

Caucasian/White 

129 

(2.2) 

79 

(–2.2) 

Total 287 274 

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 



60 

 

 

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 SE B β 

   LL UL   

  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 

  Indicate Other Characteristics 

in Profile 
–1.62 

.000* 
–2.30 –.93 .35 –.20 

  QDI Score –.14 .000* –.17 –.10 .02 –.40 

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 Odds 

Ratio 

95% CI for 

Odds Ratio 

Lower Upper 

ERI   7.31 6 .293    

Primary Goal   6.41 5 .268    

Frequency of 

Looking for Sex 
  28.39 5 .000*    

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 less-

positive 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.   
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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-Binary 

• Non-Conforming 

• Queer 

• Woman 

• Other (please specify):   

How would you describe your sexuality? 

• Bisexual  

• Gay/Homosexual/Queer 

• 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 

School 

• High School 

Graduate 

• Some 

college/trade 

school, no 

degree 

• 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 

Native 

• Asian 

• Black/African American 

• Latino/Hispanic 

• Mixed/Multiracial 

• Native Hawaiian/Pacific 

Islander 

• White/Caucasian 

• Other (please specify): 

 

   

Apps often offer different choices for ethnicity in their profiles. Which of the following 

do you indicate on your profile/s?

• No response 

• Asian 

• Black/African American 

• East Asian 

• Latino/x 

• Middle Eastern 

• Mixed/Multiracial 

• Native American 

• South Asian 

• White/Caucasian 

• Other (please specify):  

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 

• Dates/Relationship 

• Friends/Networking 

• Hookup/Sex 

• Other (please specify): 

_________________

 

On average, how often do you open the app for any purpose? 

• Less than once a month 

• Once a month 

• A couple – few times a 

month 

• Once a week 

• A couple – few times a 

week 

 

 

• Once a day 

• A couple – few times a day 

• Several times a day

About how often do you look for sex arranged through the app? 

• Never 

• A few times a year 

• Monthly 

• A few times a month 

• A few times a week 

• Daily 

 

Are apps the primary way you find sexual partners? 

• Yes 

• No 

• I use them as much as I do others (e.g. 

bars, sex clubs, etc.) 

 

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 

• Southeast Asian 

• Black/African 

American 

• Latino/Hispanic 

• Mixed/Multiracial 

• Pacific Islander 

• Native American 

• White/Caucasian 

• Other (please specify): 

__________________ 

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 

• I find men of various 

ethnicities attractive 

• It would not work 

anyway 

• People do not read 

profiles 

• To cast a larger net 

• I have been blocked/reported for 

doing so in the past 

• I do not want to offend anyone 

• Other (please specify):

 

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 

• Southeast Asian 

• Black/African 

American 

• Latino/Hispanic 

• Mixed/Multiracial 

• Pacific Islander 

• Native American 

• White/Caucasian 

• Other (please specify): 

 

Why do you specify that you would rather not be contacted by men of 

such ethnic group/s? 

• I do not find them 

attractive 

• I do not get along with 

them 

• We have nothing in 

common 

• I had a bad experience in the past 

• 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 

• I find men of various 

ethnicities attractive 

• It would not work 

anyway 

• People do not read 

profiles 

• To cast a larger net 

• I have been blocked/reported for 

doing so in the past 

• I do not want to offend anyone 

• Other (please specify):

 

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 called him out 

• I blocked him 

• I reported him 

• Other (please specify) 

 

 

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 called him out 

• I blocked him 

• I reported him 

• Other (please specify) 

 

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 

• Body type 

• Fitness level 

• Height 

• Tribe/community 

membership 

• Penis size 

• Sexual role/position 

• Weight 

• Other (please specify): 

_________________ 

Why do you specify such characteristics in your profile? 

• To make things faster 

• To indicate what I 

like  

• To weed people out 

• To maintain my standards 

• Other (please specify): 

 

Why do you not specify such characteristics in your profile? 

• I do not care about 

such things 

• I can filter 

through guys on 

my own 

• I use the filters built-in by the 

app 

• I do not want to publicize my 

“type” 

• 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 

Select this option 

if you would 

never consider 

having sex or 

dating men of this 

ethnicity/race 

 

I think men of 

this group are 

very unattractive. 

2 

Select this option 

if you think men 

of this 

ethnicity/race are 

not as attractive 

compared to 

others 

 

I do not find men 

of this group to 

be attractive. 

3 

Select this option 

if you have no 

strong feelings in 

either direction 

 

 

I am neither 

attracted nor not 

attracted to men 

of this group. 

4 

Select this option 

if you think men 

of this 

ethnicity/race are 

particularly 

attractive 

compared to 

others 

I find myself 

attracted to men 

of this group. 

5 

Select this option 

if you think men 

of this 

ethnicity/race are 

very attractive 

and you actively 

seek them out as 

partners. 

I am very 

attracted to men 

of this group.

1. Asian Men 

2. Black/African Men 

3. Latino/Hispanic Men 

4. Middle Eastern Men 

5. Mixed/Multiracial Men 

6. Native American Men 

7. South Asian Men 

8. White/Caucasian Men 

9. 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. 
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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 

2 

Disagree 

3 

Neither agree nor 

disagree 

4 

Agree 

5 

Strongly Agree 

1. It is OK to indicate a racial preference when looking for sex or dates online. 

2. Indicating a racial preference in online profiles saves everybody time and energy.

3. Indicating a racial preference in a profile is a form of racism.

4. People who indicate a racial preference in their profile are not trying to offend 

anyone.

5. I am bothered when I read a profile that excludes people because of their 

race/ethnicity.

6. As long as people are polite about it, I see no problem in indicating a racial 

preference in an online profile.

7. If I were attracted to a certain group of people, I would indicate this on my profile 

(or do already). 

8. 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  
Wed, Jun 10, 2020 at 

2:22 PM 

To:  
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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. 

https://digitalcommons.nl.edu/
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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. 

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0?ui=2&ik=45c6f75257&view=att&th=1729faf4ea84b361&attid=0.1&disp=attd&realattid=f_kb9qp5970&safe=1&zw
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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] 
 

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0?ui=2&ik=45c6f75257&view=att&th=172af6aab13c5350&attid=0.1&disp=attd&safe=1&zw
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Appendix D 

 

Consent to Use and Reproduce Quick Discrimination Index 

L A  

 
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. 

https://digitalcommons.nl.edu/
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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 
 

 

 

JOSEPH Ponterotto  

Fri, Jun 19, 2020 at 

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 

 

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0?ui=2&ik=45c6f75257&view=att&th=172ce7396fe6c156&attid=0.1&disp=attd&realattid=f_kbmpuehp0&safe=1&zw
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2 attachments 

 

 QDI Scale and score.doc 

54K 
 

 

 

 Ponterotto & Ruckdeschel, 2007, Reliability.pdf 

966K 
 

 

 

  

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0?ui=2&ik=45c6f75257&view=att&th=172cea017fbcbcd1&attid=0.1&disp=attd&realattid=f_kbmrhji80&safe=1&zw
https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0?ui=2&ik=45c6f75257&view=att&th=172cea017fbcbcd1&attid=0.2&disp=attd&realattid=f_kbmriid61&safe=1&zw
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