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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION

Emerging adulthood, the developmental period during which many attend college, is
generally regarded as a unique time in an individual's lifespan (Arnett, 2000). This period is
crucial for individuals to develop their sense of personal identity and understand how they can
contribute as members of society (Hoare, 2002). According to Erikson (1968), developing one’s
identity allows individuals to have a “sense of well-being, a sense of being at home in one’s
body, a sense of direction in one’s life, and a sense of mattering to those who count” (Erikson,
1968, as cited in Sokol, 2009, p. 142). Within our understanding of emerging adulthood, it is
vital to acknowledge the unique, persistent struggles of minority emerging adults, including the
Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual Transgender, and Queer (LGBTQ) community. In a society where
progress is being made, there are still ongoing challenges they face, both in terms of legal and
personal discrimination, impacting their well-being and sense of belonging.

Minority individuals, including LGBTQ individuals, have experienced criminalization,
discrimination, and victimization for many decades. Homosexual acts were illegal in the United
States until 2003 (Weinmeyer, 2014). The American Psychiatric Association viewed
homosexuality as a mental disorder until 1973 (Nadal, 2023). As time goes on, the (LGBTQ)
community has dealt with an increasing amount of hostility and an unwelcoming political
climate. According to the Human Rights Campaign (n.d.), in 2022, 315 anti-equality bills were
introduced in state legislatures in the United States and 29 were signed into law. 2023 was one of
the worst years for LGBTQ equality with 496 anti-LGBTQ bills in the U.S. currently introduced
and 84 of them passed into law (ACLU, 2023). This anti-queer rhetoric does not stop with

policies and laws. Over 70% of queer individuals have experienced a multitude of hurtful,



discriminatory words and actions in their immediate and personal lives (Casey et al., 2019;
GLAAD, 2023).

College attendance has grown to over 33% in the past century with a growing number of
emerging adults enrolled in colleges and universities nationwide (Hanson, 2022). The college
provides a distinct environment during this period of life where individuals can explore their own
identity, gain independence, engage in personal growth opportunities, navigate academic
challenges, and participate in fun social experiences. College is often a transformative
experience that can shape various aspects of one’s identity, skills, and perspectives. For LGBTQ
individuals, college often allows them the freedom and support to explore their sexual orientation
and gender identity more openly (Garvey & Rankin, 2015). However, this experience is not
universal, as some may have highly positive and affirming experiences, while others may face
microaggressions, hostility, discrimination, and challenges (Garvey & Rankin, 2015).

Dealing with microaggressions on campus can influence an individual's collegiate
experiences as well, negatively impacting their comfort level within the classroom (Crane et al.,
2022), limiting future career aspirations (Kulick et al., 2017), and lower social acceptance and
student engagement (Woodford & Kulick, 2015). One study by Gnan et al. (2019) found that
colleges where LGBTQ issues were constantly being ignored and disrespected were significantly
associated with having a mental health problem. Garvey et al. (2018) found that students with
poorer campus climate comfort had significantly lower reports of academic success. Therefore, it
is crucial for colleges to address and reduce these microaggressions which can help create safer
and more affirming environments for all individuals, regardless of their sexual orientation or

gender identity.



Looking at previous literature, there is a significant gap in which all of these factors come
together to provide a holistic understanding of the intersection of LGBTQ microaggressions and
campus climate. Using Minority Stress Theory (Meyer, 2003) and Students with Minority
Identities in Campus Contexts Model (Vaccaro et al., 2015) as a guide, the purpose of the
following quantitative study is to explore experiences of LGBTQ microaggressions and
individual campus climate perception while understanding how both influence one’s stress,
depression, and/or anxiety levels. Given this information, the present study seeks to explore
whether microaggressions on college campuses would result in higher levels of depression,
anxiety, and stress among LGBTQ students. Second, we attempt to understand if
microaggressions on college campuses influence the perception of the college climate among
LGBTQ students. Third, we explored the relationship between the perception of campus climate

and the levels of depression, anxiety, and stress experienced by LGBTQ students.



CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE REVIEW

Harvard psychiatrist and professor, Dr. Chester Pierce first used the term
“microaggression” to highlight the discrimination felt by Black Americans in the 1970s
(Solorzano et al., 2000). The term became more popular in contemporary social science research
in 2007 when Dr. Derald Wing Sue and colleagues began to research racial microaggressions.
Microaggressions are defined as subtle, indirect, or unintentional acts of discrimination or bias
directed toward individuals based on their membership in a marginalized group (Sue et al, 2007).
Thomas and Skowronski (2019) added two more parts to this definition:

“(1) the discrimination is perceived (by the recipient, and perhaps by an audience) to

denigrate the minority group or its members via perceived negative messages conveyed

by interpersonal communications or interpersonal behavior and (2) this perception then

produces some form of negative reaction in the recipient” (p. 46).

The definition of microaggressions has evolved over the years as scholars research
microaggressions in various marginalized communities. Contemporary research on
microaggressions has expanded to include a multitude of marginalized identities that have
experienced microaggressions. Examples have included LGBTQ people, people of color, people
with disabilities, and/or religious minorities.

Categories of Microaggressions

Sue et al.’s (2007) work to define racial microaggressions resulted in 3 categories:
assaults, insults, and invalidations. These can be verbal, nonverbal, or environmental
microaggressions. Microassaults are explicit and intentional acts, comments, or behaviors that
are discriminatory and offensive to target a victim. Microinsults are used to dismiss, belittle, or

invalidate the person or their identity. They are used to convey rudeness, insensitivity, or



disregard for a person's identity, experiences, or background. Microinvalidations refer to subtle,
often unconscious actions or comments that negate, dismiss, or invalidate the experiences,
identities, and feelings of marginalized individuals or groups.

Sue (2010) believed that microaggressions are manifestations of societal perceptions of
marginalized groups, acting as virtual reflections of hate and prejudice. Microaggressions
typically arise at the interpersonal level, forming from an individual’s own beliefs and attitudes
(Sue & Spanierman, 2020). They also are context-specific (Williams, 2020). For example,
suppose someone asks, "When are you planning to start a family?" One person might believe that
this seemingly innocent question was just someone’s genuine curiosity. Someone else might
argue that this question not only invades personal space and assumes that they want to share their
family planning details. It can also cause significant harm to individuals who are unable to
conceive a child naturally, or to those who feel pressured to expand their family by adding a
baby, despite being satisfied with their current family situation.

Microaggressive actions and comments can be shown from individuals who are explicitly
trying to show harm, but they can also arise from people who don’t intend harm to the
individual. These unintentionally harmful comments may stem from their own unconscious bias
and prejudices (Thomas & Skowronski, 2019). Other examples of microaggressions are often
deeply rooted in stereotypes and prejudices. For example, a person talking about a coworker
states, “He's so old-fashioned; he probably won't understand the latest technology”. The person
might have not meant any harm by this comment, but it still is derived from an age-related bias,
assuming that older individuals are not capable of adapting to or understanding modern
technology. Because of this unintentional harm, microaggressions are typically labeled

differently than some actions/comments that explicitly say or do harmful things. The idea of



microaggressions exists because of this unintentional harm. Whether individuals realize it or not,
their implicit bias can lead to hurtful comments or reactions even if they very much want to be an
open-minded and accepting person.

Williams (2020) brought to attention the overlap and the difference between
microaggressions and everyday discrimination. They argued that everyday discrimination often
does not take into consideration the “social exclusion or environmental assaults” (pg.7) of those
marginalized individuals. Thomas and Skowronski (2019) proposed that the definition of
microaggression be changed to only label it as such if the action/comment can be “linked to
stereotypes or prejudice” (p. 51). With this caveat, it can be difficult to measure
microaggressions as it relies on the individual’s perception of the microaggressive act. Does the
recipient believe that the comment comes from stereotypes or prejudice? Do they actually
perceive the comment to be negative? Do they actually perceive the comment to be a
microaggression? Because of this self-report aspect, it is also extremely difficult to determine the
direction of the casualty between the prejudice and microaggression. It can be difficult to
understand reports of microaggression from the microaggression itself or its symptoms from
other forms of discrimination (Thomas & Skowronski, 2019).

Macroaggressions

While environmental microaggressions were part of Sue et al.’s (2007) original
taxonomy, further research has expanded it to become its own category called environmental
macroaggressions. Environmental microaggressions are interchangeably labeled as
macroaggressions. This upgrade in language was due to the fact many environmental
microaggressions are the direct result of years of “institutional & societal policies and practices”

(pg. 37), not as a result of one specific person’s comment or actions (Sue & Spanierman, 2020).



The prefix “micro” has been the source of many critiques of microaggressions. A widely known
critic of microaggressions, Scott Lilienfeld (2017), believed that the prefix “micro” in
microaggression held the assumption that it is “barely visible or at least challenging to detect” (p.
158). Microaggressions are focused more on the individual and were written to contrast
macroaggressions. While they overlap, both terms are very different. Macroaggressions are often
aimed at entire groups of people (Sue, et al., 2020). Macroaggressions, as defined by Osanloo et
al., (2016), are more at the structural level and are the discrimination actions or words towards
certain individuals or groups. They also argue that macroaggressions are “purposeful, deliberate,
and blatantly damaging acts that make an impact at the individual level” (pg. 7). Therefore, it is
essential to separate microaggressions from macroaggressions. To avoid confusion, in this
article, we will be using macroaggressions as a way to understand environment microaggression.
LGBTQ Microaggressions
Using their own lived experiences as LGBTQ individuals, Dr. Kevin Nadal with two

doctoral students, Drs. David Rivera & Melissa Corpus (2010), are credited with creating the
microaggression taxonomy of examples specifically for categorizing and understanding LGBTQ
microaggressions. This taxonomy was developed using previous literature on racial
microaggression and the researcher’s own lived experiences as an LGBTQ individual. The eight
original categories are defined as:

1. Use of heterosexist or transphobic terminology (e.g., shouting common slurs or

sayings)
2. Endorsement of heteronormative or gender-normative culture and behaviors (e.g.,

only having gendered bathrooms on campus)



. Assumption of universal LGBTQ experience (e.g., All lesbians dress masculine
and have short, buzzed hair, all gay men are effeminate and flamboyant)

. Exoticization (e.g., assuming all LGBTQ people just want to have sex)

. Discomfort/disproval of LGBTQ experience (e.g., telling LGBTQ people that
they aren’t welcome here.)

. Denial of the reality of heterosexism or transphobia (e.g., telling LGBTQ people
to calm down and dismissing their feelings.)

. Assumption of sexual pathology/abnormality (e.g., Trans people are child
molesters, LGBTQ people are trying to indoctrinate children)

. Denial of individual heterosexism (e.g., I am not homophobic, my

friend/coworker is gay)

Similarly, to what Dr. Derald Sue and colleagues (2007) did with their research on

microaggressions, as they used the original three types of microaggression (assaults, insults, and

invalidations) to include both interpersonal and environmental microaggressions, Nadal et al.

(2012) expanded their original taxonomy to separate out environmental microaggression as its

own category. To achieve this, Nadal et al. (2012) conducted a study group with trans individuals

and as a result, added extra categories to further capture LGBTQ microaggressions. They added

the following categories: “denial of bodily privacy,” “familial microaggressions,” and “systemic

and environmental microaggressions” (p. 64). The researchers also decided to further elaborate

on the environmental microaggressions category by subdividing it further: (1) only having binary

public restrooms, (2) the criminal legal system, (3) health care, and (4) government-issued

identification. This led to a total of 12 categories created by Nadal and his research team.

Response to Microaggressions



The response to microaggressions is unique to each individual and experience. No two
microaggressions and the individual response are the same. Documented cases of
microaggressions may be severely underreported due to the perceived repercussions of opening
up. The emotional turmoil of microaggressions may be revisited when retelling the story which
may lead to emotions like shame, guilt, embarrassment, and fear (Nadal, 2023). In the context of
LGBTQ microaggressions, reporting the microaggression might reveal information about their
identity that the individual wants to keep private.

Response by the Individual

Nadal et al. (2011) described three aspects of the reaction in response to
microaggressions: behavioral reactions, cognitive reactions, and emotional reactions. The
behavioral response to microaggression is context-specific but generally is based on four
categories (Nadal, 2023): addressing and confronting the individual, ignoring them completely
and walking away, a combination of both by picking your battles by only confronting the
individual if deemed worth it, and, lastly, educating the person on why the microaggression was
hurtful and how to improve for next time. Cognitive reactions include two areas: resilience and
confirmation. Many participants reported that experiencing a microaggression made them feel
stronger personally and in their LGBTQ identity (Nadal et al., 2011). For some, it had the
opposite effect-- it made them want to conform to the harsh things people said for their own
safety. Finally, there was a wide range of emotional reactions but mostly negative. Many
students reported feelings of “discomfort and lack of safety, anger and frustration, sadness,
embarrassment and shame, and effects on mental health” (pg. 30).

Response by the Institutions



It is important to understand the implications of social power when it comes to LGBTQ
individuals and their response to microaggressions. The microaggression may come from a
person from a higher power over the individual and, if reported, there may be fear of being
retaliated against. Munro (2019) briefly discusses the implications of this social hierarchy that
can be created from privilege. For example, anyone who benefits from heterosexual and
cisgender privilege has power over LGBTQ individuals in their everyday lives and environment.
These privileges are often unearned and come from the societal norms that prioritize and favor
heterosexuality and cisgender identity. Heterosexual and cisgender identities are often more
readily accepted within societal norms. Individuals who deviate from these norms may face
microaggressions, discrimination, stigma, or prejudice. This societal acceptance can impact
various aspects of life, from family relationships to professional opportunities.

Impact of Microaggressions

Such actions or comments may seem minor on the surface, but they can have a significant
impact on the well-being and sense of belonging of those who experience them. Previous
literature has established these seemingly minor acts can lead to increased stress, anxiety,
depression, and feelings of isolation and invalidation (Kelleher, 2009; Woodford et al., 2018).
Using qualitative study techniques, Nadal et al. (2011) researched the behavioral cognitive, and
emotional reactions in response to microaggressions. The research team also wanted to
understand how LGBTQ individuals process and cope with microaggressions (Nadal et al.,
2011). LGBTQ individuals deal with daily microaggressions against their already stigmatized
identity (Birkett et al., 2015; Gnan et al., 2019). The combined stress of the microaggressions
with their stigmatized identity can lead to significant mental health impacts like stress, anxiety,

and depression (Meyer, 2015) with even stronger effects for LGBTQ people of color (Balsam et

10



al., 2011). Understanding and addressing LGBTQ microaggressions is crucial to improving the
well-being of LGBTQ individuals.
Impact of LGBTQ Microaggressions

The impact of LGBTQ microaggressions depends on the type, depth, and importance of
the relationship from which the comment or action took place. The context of the
microaggression can sometimes impact the individual more such as when the derogatory
comments are made within a space that was supposed to be a safe and/or supportive environment
(such as the person’s home or university) or from a person that was supposed to be supportive
(such as a peer or a parent) (Munro, 2019). For example, a mother might say something like,
“When are you going to get a boyfriend?” to a lesbian. The LGBTQ person might feel more hurt
as they have a deeper connection to their parents and want to maintain that relationship. In
comparison, if a random stranger at the grocery store misgenders a trans person, it might still
hurt but not be as impactful as it is a stranger who has little to no meaning to the trans person.
The perceived impact might also depend on the person's need to maintain that relationship as
they may be dependent on them for survival. For example, if a parent makes a homophobic
comment, the LGBTQ individual might refrain from reacting in fear of getting kicked out of
their home.
Within Group Differences

Some studies have shown mixed perceptions of microaggressions for different LGBTQ
individuals. Not only is the microaggression perceived differently by different subgroups when it
comes from outsiders, but there are also within-group microaggressions between members of the
LGBTQ community. For example, members of one subgroup can make comments against

another subgroup as a way to invalidate their identity. Tran et al., (2023) described this

11



phenomenon as lateral violence where “both the perpetrator and the target are of equal or similar
power status” (pg. 1311) While many LGBTQ individuals share a similar status, other within-
group marginalized identities (labels, binary, monosexual, race) do not have the same perception.
Individuals may not even be consciously aware of their privilege when regarding intersectional
identities (Gnan et al., 2019). BrckaLorenz et al. (2021) found that LGBTQ white individuals
reported lower levels of belongingness compared to people of color. They hypothesized that
white LGBTQ students may not be consciously aware of the privilege that they have and only
focus on the oppression of their LGBTQ status. This can further develop into a hierarchy based
on the power dynamic of those intersecting identities.

LGBTQ people of color (POC) have multiple marginalized identities which can severely
impact their perception of microaggression as they may experience both outside and within
group racial and LGBTQ microaggressions. LGBTQ POC have repeatedly stated that many
organizations and individuals do not even acknowledge their intersectional identities, further
pushing the monolithic and white queer experience (Sadika et al., 2020) For example, POC has
stated that Queer environments are often only welcoming to white people. Many LGBTQ POCs
feel as if they are not welcome or are treated as “second-class citizens” in those spaces (Balsam
et al., 2011). This is not surprising given that some individuals within the LGBTQ community
deny that racism even exists within the community (Nadal, 2013). This extremely hurtful
narrative further suppresses and negates people of color’s own experiences to reinforce the
dominant white culture (Tran et al., 2023).

Other LGBTQ identities experience both outside and within group LGBTQ
microaggressions. For example, in a study of college students, Garvey & Rankin (2015) found

that cisgender LGBTQ women had a highly positive perception of campus climate while trans-

12



identified students had the most negative perceptions of the campus climate. There is
competitiveness within the trans community to determine who is “trans enough” to be
transgender, especially with nonbinary individuals (Galupo et al., 2014). These further fuels the
unequal power dynamic of those who are binary trans as they are seen as seemingly “more trans"
than gender-diverse people. Bisexual individuals feel the pressure of erasure and exclusion in
many Queer spaces due to them not being “too straight” or “not gay enough” (Bostwick &
Hequembourg, 2014). Bisexual individuals who are in heterosexual relationships can feel
ostracized from the Queer community as they are perceived as straight while Bisexual
individuals who are in homosexual relationships are sometimes seen only as gay or lesbian.

Regardless, all of these discriminatory acts can have a compounding effect and begin to
severely impact LGBTQ individuals' mental well-being. Previous research has shown that
LGBTQ individuals have higher rates of psychological distress compared to their
straight/heterosexual and cisgender counterparts (Meyer, 2003; Burgess et al., 2008; Woodford
et al., 2014). It can also contribute to a hostile and unwelcoming environment for LGBTQ
individuals, affecting their overall sense of belonging and social inclusion (Sue et al., 2007;
Beagan et al., 2021; Wike et al., 2023). It also differs for within-group LGBTQ individuals as
trans-identified people tend to be at greater risk of issues like mental illness, suicide risk, and
self-harm (Gnan et al., 2019)

Campus Climate

The unique and individualized perception of campus is often referred to as ‘Campus

Climate’. This term is often used to describe the multitude of subjective and objective factors

that make up a university’s environment as well as the prevailing attitudes and perceptions on
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said university’s campus. (Cress, 2002, Peterson & Spencer, 1990, Rankin & Reason 2008,
Vaccaro, 2012).
Defining Campus Climate
Campus climate is complex to conceptually define as there are a lot of factors that can
make up a campus culture. Previous research by leading expert, Dr. Susan Rankin with a
colleague, Dr. Robert Reason (2008) defines it as such:
“Current attitudes, behaviors, and standards held by faculty, staff, and students.
concerning the access for, inclusion of, and level of respect for individual and group

needs, abilities, and potential” (p. 264)

Peterson and Spencer (1990) defined campus climate as the following:

“(1) its primary emphasis on common participant views of a wide array of organizational

phenomena that allow for comparison among groups or over time, (2) it focus on current

patterns of beliefs and behaviors (3) it’s often ephemeral or malleable character” (p. 8).
Other individuals have defined campus climate differently. Cress’s (2002) definition of campus
climate involves more specific items like “perceptions, attitudes, and expectations” of the
organization (p. 390). Regardless of the exact wording, research seems to agree that campus
climate is defined by the beliefs and actions that current resources, policies, faculty, staff,
administration, and students uphold at the university.

According to Peterson & Spencer, (1990) campus climate should be broken down into
three categories: (1) objective climate, (2) perceived climate, and (3) psychological or felt
climate. Objective climate refers to actions or comments that can be objectively measured.
Peterson and Spencer (1990) explained this as, “Certain practices and procedures,

characteristics” (p. 12). A common objective climate measure is the institution’s explicit policy
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on diversity, equity, and inclusion. The perceived climate is how the individuals of that
institution perceive the functionality of the organization and how it should function (whether it
actually does or not.) This category is only subjective, meaning every individual is going to
perceive the institution differently which can make it hard to measure campus climate only using
this category. The psychological or felt climate is similar to the perceived climate category but is
more focused on the motivation behind their commitment to the organization. Peterson and
Spencer (1990) described this category as the “motivational, rather than perceptual, dimension
that focuses on how participants feel about their organization and their work™ (p. 13). This
category seeks to understand their level of connection to the organization, satisfaction with the
organization, and their level of involvement within.
LGBTQ Campus Climate

LGBTQ college students' perceptions of campus climate are dependent on many factors
from within themselves (e.g., outness, identity), within the classroom (e.g., faculty, peers,
curricula), and the broader campus (e.g., campus resources and institutional policies).
Within the Classroom

Other students are one of the strongest influences on LGBTQ support on college
campuses both positively and negatively. Yost & Gimore’s (2011) study on LGBTQ campus
climate found that there was a mixed review of students who supported LGBTQ individuals.
Many respondents reported a “tolerance” to LGBTQ, citing that their sexuality is not important
as long as “they don’t force it on me” (pg. 1340). For LGBTQ individuals, having friends and
peers who understand, validate, and support their identities can positively impact mental health
and well-being (Detrie & Lease, 2007). Peers who openly identify as allies can create a visible

network of support (Cooper et al, 2014). This allyship is crucial in challenging discrimination
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and creating an environment where LGBTQ individuals feel accepted and valued. Many studies
have looked at overt discrimination from within the classroom but there are little to no studies
looking at how micro-aggressive acts influence the LGBTQ campus climate.

Faculty play a role in the LGBTQ campus climate as they not only impact the individual,
but they are also responsible for the student’s professional development. Ultimately, students are
there for college education. When discrimination/harassment occurs from a faculty member, it
impacts both areas as the students now feel less comfortable in the classroom (Garvey et al.,
2018). It may lead to feelings of isolation, anxiety, and stress, hindering their ability to perform
academically and engage in extracurricular activities.

Previous research has shown that college curriculum is overwhelmingly heteronormative.
Heteronormative is the assumption that (1) everyone is straight until proven otherwise and (2)
heterosexuality is the “standard” of sexuality and anything else is wrong. Heteronormative
curricula may present an extremely narrow view of human relationships and societal norms,
which may reinforce stereotypes and limit the exploration of diverse perspectives. LGBTQ
students may feel reluctant to share their perspectives or disclose their identities, fearing
judgment or lack of understanding from peers and faculty. This can lead students to feel
invisible, unrepresented, and invalidated in the academic setting (Garvey et al 2015).

Within Themselves

Being openly out as LGBTQ can have a mixed impact on one’s perception of college.
Degree of outness refers to the level of “out of the closet™ a person is. Individuals may be out to
some people (e.g., close friends) but not disclose their identity to others (e.g., professors, parents,
and/or extended family) (Kosciw et al., 2015). This may be due to their own personal comfort

level, safety, fear of rejection, or just simply not feeling the need to share that part of themselves
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with others (Caba et al., 2022). Being out about one's LGBTQ+ identity can positively impact
mental health by reducing the stress and anxiety associated with hiding or suppressing a core
aspect of one's identity (Legate et al., 2012, 2017). However, being more open about one's
identity might also expose students to potential discrimination, rejection, or isolation, which can
negatively affect mental health (Feldman & Wright, 2013; Kosciw et al., 2015).

Vaccaro (2012) argued that graduate students have very limited interactions with the
campus. They go to class and leave. This severely limits their knowledge and interaction with the
campus. For distance education students, it is the same situation: they may have little interaction
with the physical campus climate and the positive benefits. There is a significant gap in the
previous literature researching DE students' campus climate. One study by Rovai et al. (2005)
compared the campus climate of in-person programs to fully online programs and found that
“online students score lower on both classroom social community and school social community
than their on-campus peers” (p. 369)

Broader Campus

One critique of previous researchers is the sole focus on the overall organizational
climate and forgo discussing about smaller area of campus climate called microclimates. The
term “Microclimates” was first used by Acklesberg et al. (2009) to describe smaller
environments which faculty work in and interact with. They argued that without the existence of
microclimates when challenged with a hostile work environment, faculty are more likely to
withdraw from the institution or to leave it completely (Acklesberg et al., 2009). Recent research
has expanded microclimates to include other subgroups of campus (undergraduates, graduates,

and staff). Vaccaro (2012) discusses the importance of separating the organizational climate and
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microclimates. They reviewed how the different subgroups of campus may have different
perceptions of campus based on their role at the institution.
Campus Resources

Within the institution, many different campus resources are or could be available to
students that could influence the campus climate. For example, the existence of LGBTQ resource
offices, gender-neutral bathrooms, visible allyship signage, and the ability to change your name
within the system and add pronouns. LGBGT resource offices are one of the biggest indicators of
a positive campus climate. They are essential for providing a safe space for students to be in
(Gilbert et al, 2021). Gender-neutral bathrooms provide a safe restroom where students do not
feel as if they have to decide which bathroom to use. A study done by Huff et al (2023) found
that students who reported a lack of gender-neutral bathrooms on campus also had higher rates of
psychological stress due to the fear of harassment. Not only do these benefit LGBTQ students,
but they also benefit the larger community who may need a private bathroom (Bovens &
Marcoci, 2023). Visible LGBTQ signage like the Safe Zone stickers provide a visible reminder
that this person might be an ally and this campus has also provided a space for allies to improve
their knowledge of allyship (Hardy et al., 2022). Many universities also have a policy that allows
students who have not legally changed their name to change their name within the university
system. Goldberg et al., (2018) found this to be one of the highest indicators of a supportive
campus.
Policies

The same study by Goldberg et al., (2018) also revealed that the policies at the
universities also contribute to a more positive campus climate. The most common policy change

is the inclusion of gender identity, gender expression, and sexual identity in their
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nondiscrimination statement. Other policies include allowing transgender/nonbinary students to
play sports with their gender and allowing students of different sexes to live together. These
inclusive policies allow students to feel as comfortable as themselves without the fear of
harassment with no support from the higher administration.

In 2007, a national nonprofit dedicated to improving the LGBTQ campus environment,
called Campus Pride created a Campus Pride Index to set a 5-star ranking system to evaluate
campus environment, policies, programs, and practices (Garvey et al, 2017). This index was
created with 5 goals in mind: (1) to set a national benchmark for LGBTQ policies and more, (2)
to a measurement tool as a resource to improve campus climate, (3) to a ranking system for
perspective students can find inclusive campuses, (4) resources for recruitment and retention of
LGBTQ students, faculty, and staff, and (5) showcasing the positive effects of what campuses
are currently doing (Garvey et al, 2017). This essential rating system has allowed many colleges
to critically examine their college and make tremendous improvements toward the campus
climate for LGBTQ students, faculty, and staff.

Theory
Minority Stress Theory

The Minority Stress theory (MST) as shown in Figure 1 was famously popularized by
Meyer (2003) for his work with sexual minority individuals. MST first arose from the research
on lesbians by Dr. Virginia Brooks (later known as Dr. Winn Kelly Brooks) in 1981. It describes
the process by which excess psychological distress (which is caused by prejudice and
discrimination) affects members of stigmatized and oppressed groups. Minority stress theory is
guided by two processes, proximal and distal, that come together to have a holistic impact on the

stressors in an individual with a minority identity. This model also includes aspects that would
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play a significant impact on their stress process which influences mental health outcomes such as
circumstances in their environment, their own perception of their identity, coping and social
support, and other identities.

Distal stresses are everyday events or experiences that are central to the individual like
policies, discrimination, microaggressions, etc. Proximal stressors are more internal processes
after an event happens. Meyer (2003) described 3 main forms of proximal stressors: expectations
of rejection, internalized homophobia, and concealment of one’s LGB identity. The daily stigma
and discrimination against their identity could lead to this fear of constant rejection. These
feelings can turn inward, and individuals can develop negative thoughts about their own identity.
These repetitive, negative thoughts lead individuals to hide parts of themselves to mitigate some
of these stressors.

Temporal Intersectional Minority Stress Model

As with many studies on marginalized communities, the MST does not account for
broader systemic stressors and their effect on the individual. Another major flaw of MST was
that the original model was not developed with transgender/nonbinary individuals in mind.
Further research has extended to apply Meyer’s original work to other stigmatized and oppressed
identities even as the original model did not call for it. A new model, the Temporal Intersectional
Minority Stress Model by Rivas-Koehl et al. (2023) added more components to the model to
address these critiques: hegemonies, time, and intersectionality. Using work from critical
feminist scholars, intersectionality was added to highlight the unique stressors that multiple
marginalized identities face. It would be naive to research stressors without addressing
intersectionality. Time was added in three parts: developmental, generational, and historical

time. Developmental time is acknowledging the development changes within the individual.
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Generational and historical both describe the unique past events that not only shape generations
but also historical events. Hegemonies is arguably the most important piece as it addresses the
fact that minority individuals are labeled as a minority and are stuck within a society that was
founded on the premise that some individuals hold more power and privilege than others (Rivas-
Koehl et al., 2023).

Students with Minority Identities in Campus Contexts

A new theory developed from Bronfenbrenner’s ecological theory is the Students with
Minority Identities in Campus Contexts Model (Vaccaro et al., 2015) to understand the effect
that post-secondary institutions have on LGBTQ individuals. The model focuses on many ideas
that may be central to the individual like homeplace contexts, self-identity, and campus contexts
within time and sociopolitical contexts to understand their engagement and meaning making.
This model suggests that these experiences on campus influence their personal identity.

LGBTQ students pose a unique identity crisis as they position themselves within their
LGBTAQ identity as well as their identity with academia. Both of these theories suggest that their
lived experiences as both a minority individual and an academic combined may be at a higher
risk for mental health challenges such as anxiety and depression. College campuses with
supportive environments can positively impact mental health outcomes.

Conclusion

In previous research, campus climate influence has been studied primarily with overt
discrimination and harassment. While microaggressions have been researched in a variety of
settings, LGBTQ microaggressions in the college climate are lacking in the literature. This study

attempts to combine these two ideas to understand how microaggressions on college campuses
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influence the perception of the college climate among LGBTQ students. With that, we also
attempt to understand how both the perception of campus climate and microaggressions affect

the levels of depression, anxiety, and stress experienced by LGBTQ students.
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CHAPTER 3: METHODOLOGY

To understand exactly how microaggressions impact college students and their perception

of campus, we proposed 3 main research questions:

Research Question 1: Do microaggressions on college campuses predict higher levels of

depression, anxiety, and stress among LGBTQ students?

Hypothesis 1: A greater number of experiences of microaggressions on college campuses

will predict higher levels of depression, anxiety, and stress levels among LGBTQ students.

Research Question 2: Do microaggressions on college campuses predict the perception

of the college climate among LGBTQ students?

Hypothesis 2: A greater number of experiences of microaggressions on college campuses

will predict worse perceptions of the college climate among LGBTQ students.

Research Question 3: Is there a relationship between the perception of campus climate

and the levels of depression, anxiety, and stress experienced by LGBTQ students?

Hypothesis 3: There is a correlation between the perception of campus climate and

depression, anxiety, and stress among LGBTQ students.

Procedures
Full IRB approval was sought for all methods and strategies. The intended sample size of
119 participants was determined by using G*Power 3.1.9.6 for Mac OS software. With a 10%
over-collection buffer, the goal sample size was 131. We disseminated our flyer on the author’s

campus in pre-approved locations, on social media, and via a Listserv from the author’s



university LGBTQ resource center. Social media locations included the author’s personal social
media on Instagram and Twitter, LGBTQ Facebook groups, LGBTQ Reddit pages. Participants
were eligible for this study if they were at least 18 years old and enrolled in college. Participants
could scan a QR code or click the link to begin the survey. The first page of the Qualtrics survey
was an informed consent document along with exclusion criteria. Participants were made aware
that they could opt out of taking this survey at any point without any consequences. Participants
were informed about the study's objectives, potential benefits or risks associated with their
survey participation, as well as the steps taken to maintain confidentiality.

At the conclusion of the survey, participants had the option to provide their university
email address if they wished to receive compensation. After survey completion, all participants
who shared a university email address received a virtual $5 Amazon gift card. Participant email
addresses were stored on a secure and encrypted server, accessible only to authorized personnel
directly involved in the distribution of the compensation. The list of identifying information was
only seen by the primary investigators. The data will be kept for 6 years after the completion of
the study and after that, it will be securely deleted from the author’s computer and drive.

Measures
Demographic Data

Information was collected to understand better the demographic makeup of the study
sample, such as race, age, and student classification. Participants were given the same race and
ethnicity question two times. In both cases, the given options were White (non-Hispanic or
Latino/a/e), Black (non-Hispanic or Latino/a/e), Hispanic or Latino/a/e, American Indian or
Alaskan Native, Asian or Pacific Islander, Biracial or multi-racial (two or more races), “Some

other race: ,” or if they prefer not to say. The first time, the question design forced
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participants to select one identity. The second time, participants were allowed to select multiple
boxes to capture their identity more wholly. Ultimately, the analysis used the participant's
response to the first question. Participants’ ages were collected using an open-ended question.
Students self-reported their student classification status with options ranging from 1 (freshman)
to 6 (graduate student).

Sexual Orientation and Gender Identity

Sexuality and Gender are distinct concepts, though interrelated. The factors influencing
gender identity and experiences, such as societal norms, cultural contexts, and individual
psychological processes, can differ significantly from those affecting sexual orientation and
behaviors. Gender and sexuality intersect but also have unique impacts on mental health,
physical health, social experiences, and personal identity.

Participants were asked to disclose how they personally identify using the most
frequently heard sexual orientation identities (Lesbian, Gay, or homosexual, Straight or
heterosexual, Bisexual, Pansexual, Asexual or Queer) and gender identities (Cisgender Man,
Cisgender Woman, Intersex, Female-to-Male (FTM)/Transgender Male/Trans Man, Male-to-
Female (MTF)/Transgender Female/Trans Woman, Nonbinary/Genderqueer, neither exclusively
male nor female).

Participants were asked to report their sexual orientation and gender identity twice. They
were again asked to check their sexual orientation and gender identity that’s most applicable to
them currently, then they were asked to “check all that apply” for their sexual orientation and
gender identity. They also have the option to select “I don’t know”, or if they prefer not to
disclose. There is an “Other” category where they can write in their own sexual orientation and

gender identity if they feel the list of options does not personally fit their identity. During the

25



final analysis, data was dummy coded “0” if participants chose an identity that was part of the
LGBTQ community. A “1” was scored if the participants chose “Straight” or “Cisgender” on
their respective scales.

Mental Health

The participant's mental health was evaluated using the Depression Anxiety Stress Scale-
21. The Depression Anxiety Stress Scale 21 (DASS-21) is a short form of Lovibond and
Lovibond’s (1995) 42-item self-report measure of depression, anxiety, and stress (DASS). The
DASS-21 is separated into 3 sections (Depression, Anxiety, Stress) with 7 questions in each
section. This scale is assessed using a 4-point Likert scale with a higher overall score indicating
greater amounts of depression, anxiety, and stress.

Microaggressions

Participants' experiences with microaggressions were assessed with Nadal’s (2018)
Sexual Orientation Microaggressions Scale (SOMS) and the Gender Identity Microaggressions
Scale (GIMS). These scales have been empirically tested and validated by Nadal and his team
(2019) with the SOMS resulting in a Cronbach’s alpha of .93 and the GIMS resulting in a
Cronbach’s alpha of .764. The scale instructions have been amended for the purposes of this
study to specify that participants report experiences that happened on college campuses.

The Sexual Orientation Microaggressions Scale (SOMS) has 24 items and 5 subscales: 1)
Microinvalidations, (2) Assumption of Pathology, (3) Heterosexist Language, (4) Enforcement
of Binary Gender Roles, and (5) Environmental Microaggressions. Gender Identity
Microaggressions Scale (GIMS) has 14 items and 5 subscales (1) Denial of Gender Identity, (2)

Misuse of Pronouns, (3) Invasion of Bodily Privacy, (4) Behavioral Discomfort, and (5) Denial
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of Societal Transphobia. Higher scores on a subscale indicate greater experiences of that form of
microaggression.
Campus Climate

Individuals' perceptions of the current climate were evaluated by the Assessment of
Campus Climate for Gay, Lesbian, Bisexual, and Transgender persons (Rankin, 2003). The
entire survey is 32 questions broken up into four parts with eight questions in each part. The first
three sections were collected in this study and only the middle two sections were used in the final
analysis for this project. For the final analysis, sections of Rankin’s (2003) Assessment of
Campus Climate for Gay, Lesbian, Bisexual, and Transgender Persons scale were broken up to
help examine campus climate more clearly. Campus climate perception can hold a wide range of
experiences and viewpoints. Therefore, we decided it would be beneficial to distinguish between
an individual's personal perception and the actions taken by the campus. By breaking these
elements apart, we can gain a clearer and more comprehensive understanding of the overall
campus climate. This approach allows us to address personal experiences separately from
institutional behaviors and initiatives. A combined score was created from the Campus Climate
Response sections and the Campus Climate Beliefs sections to test if this was a better way to
evaluate the overall campus climate. This combined score was then tested for reliability and
resulted in a Cronbach’s alpha score of 0.641, indicating a lower level of internal consistency for
the combined scales than the individual sections of campus climate alpha scores alone as shown
in Table 1. Therefore, we continued to use separate scales to evaluate the overall campus climate
as the reliability scores were higher.

The first section of Rankin’s (2003) survey was titled “Feelings about Campus Climate”

which the authors labeled “Campus Climate Beliefs” herein referred to as CC Beliefs is items 9-
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16 of Rankin’s (2003) scale. This section asks participants about their own experiences and their
perception of campus climate overall. These questions are answered using a standard 5-point
Likert scale with 1 (very likely) to 5 (very likely) with a maximum possible score of 35. Higher
scores indicating that they believe there are higher rates of harassment and are more likely to
take actions to avoid harassment. This included questions like “Gay men are harassed on campus
due to their sexual orientation/gender identity” and “I fear for my physical safety because of my
sexual orientation/gender identity”.

The last section of Rankin’s survey are items 18-24 and is titled “Campus Climate
Response” herein referred to as CC Response. This section asks participants to rate the campus
response in general using a standard 5-point Likert scale reverse coded with 1 (strongly agree) to
5 (strongly disagree) with a max score of 45. Higher scores are indicating of an unsupportive
campus response to LGBTQ issues. Examples of items include statements like, “The
College/University thoroughly addresses campus issues related to sexual orientation/gender
identity,” or “The College/University provides visible resources on LGBT issues.”

The last question of the campus climate response (Item #25) was labeled by the authors
as “Campus Climate Feelings” herein referred to as CC-Feelings. This section asked participants
to rate the campus climate in general with different terms such as “Friendly - Hostile”, or “Non-
homophobic - Homophobic” using a Likert scale with 1 being the more supportive climate (e.g.,
non-homophobic), and 5 being the negative climate (e.g., homophobic). Higher scores on the
scale corresponded to increased feelings of negative emotions associated with their rating of
campus.

Analytic Design
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All analyses were conducted using Jamovi and SPSS statistical analysis software.
Research question 1 was assessed using linear regressions, looking to see whether experiences of
microaggressions (measured by SOMS and GIMS) predict depression, anxiety, and stress
(measured by DASS). We hypothesized that greater experiences of microaggressions on college
campuses will result in higher depression, anxiety, and stress. In both the SOMS & GIMS
models, we controlled for sexuality/gender identity, where appropriate as an attempt to
accurately captures the impact of these microaggressions on individuals' experiences and well-
being. This helps in understanding whether the observed effects are due to microaggressions
specifically or if they are influenced by the inherent differences in gender and sexual identity.
Sexuality and gender identity are significant factors that can profoundly impact mental health, as
individuals within these groups often face unique stressors and challenges. By controlling for
these variables, we aim to understand whether the observed effects are specifically due to
microaggressions or if they are also influenced by the broader mental health impacts associated
with diverse gender and sexual identities.

Research question 2 was analyzed using regression models to understand the role of
microaggressions (measured by SOMS and GIMS) on aspects of perceptions of campus climate
while again controlling for gender identity and sexual orientation. We hypothesized that greater
experiences of microaggression on college campuses will predict a poorer perception of campus
climate.

To test the final research question, we conducted a correlational analysis between campus
climate variables and stress, anxiety, and depression. We hypothesized that there is a
bidirectional relationship between the perception of campus climate and depression, anxiety, and

stress. The original analysis plan planned to use Pearson’s correlation coefficients but several
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variables (Anxiety, Stress, GIMS, SOMS, CC-Beliefs CC-Response, and CC-Feelings) were
found to be non-normally distributed with significant Shapiro-Wilk tests. As such, Spearman’s

correlation coefficients were used instead.
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CHAPTER 4: RESULTS

Necessary assumptions (linearity, homoscedasticity, normality, multicollinearity) for all
regression analyses were checked using Jamovi software and no violations were found. The
normality of the data distribution for each scale was assessed using the Shapiro-Wilk test, a
widely used statistical test for assessing normality. For each scale (Depression, Anxiety, Stress,
GIMS, SOMS, CC-Beliefs, CC-Response, and CC-Feelings), the Shapiro-Wilk test statistic, and
significance level were computed. The Shapiro-Wilk test results indicated that the data
distribution for Depression (W = 0.984, p = 0.372), Stress (W =0.979, p =0.179), and CC-
Feelings (W = 0.991, p = 0.831) were approximately normally distributed as the p-value was
greater than 0.05. However, the data distributions for GIMS, SOMS, CC-Beliefs, and CC-
Response deviated significantly from normality as the p-values were less than 0.05 as indicated
in Table 1. The range, mean, standard deviation, Cronbach’s alpha, and normality information

for all qualitative scales used in the analysis are available in Table.

Table 1

Descriptive analysis of data

Mean Std dev Range Cronbach’s Skewness Kurtosis  Shapiro-Wilk Shapiro-Wilk
alpha p-value
GIMS 1.94 1.50 0-4.29 0.963 -0.113 -1.66 0.857 <0.001
SOMS 2.36 1.03 0.46 - 4.17 0.928 -0.115 -1.47 0.905 <0.001
DASS Scale
Depression 20.7 9.76 0-42 0.867 -0.03 -0.609 0.984 0.372
Anxiety 20.7 9.39 0-40 0.842 -0.244 -0.813 0.970 0.045
Stress 23.6 8.05 0-40 0.786 -0.457 0.009 0.979 0.179
Campus Climate
Beliefs 31 5.09 15-38 0.764 -0.912 0.215 0.903 <0.001
Responses 31 6.57 5-33 0.896 0.944 0.026 0.862 <0.001
Feelings 393 393 20-61 0.657 0.137 -0.257 0.991 0.831

Participants



A total of 258 responses were initially collected. With further data review, patterns of
rapid and repetitive responses, as well as inconsistencies in participant demographics and
response content, raised suspicions of bot activity. Further investigation revealed that a bot had
accessed the survey multiple times within a short time frame with the same repeated answers
generating a significant portion of the collected data (n=161). Upon discovering the bot's access,
immediate steps were taken to mitigate its impact on the study. Additional measures were
implemented to enhance data security and prevent similar incidents in the future, including the
implementation of CAPTCHA verification for survey access and regular monitoring of survey
responses for suspicious activity. The affected data points were flagged and excluded from the
analysis. The affected data points all incorrectly answered the question about what state they
went to college in; instead of putting a state’s name like North Carolina, they put specific
colleges like University of California; San Francisco. In addition, 12 responses were removed
due to not answering the majority of the survey questions. Three responses were also removed as
they did not identify as part of the LGBTQ community. This resulted in a total of 85 survey
responses included in the analysis. Data analysis is ongoing with the hopes of improving the
sample size for peer-reviewed publications.

Demographics

The average age of the participants in the sample was 22.4 years old, with the youngest
individual in the sample being 19 years old and the oldest being 30 years old. The standard
deviation was 2.35. In terms of racial and ethnic composition, the majority of participants
identified as White (n=64, 75.3%), followed by Black (n=21,14.1%). There are also smaller
proportions of individuals identifying as Asian or Pacific Islander, Biracial or Multi-Racial, and

Hispanic or Latino/a/e, as indicated in Table 3. One participant declined to answer questions
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about their racial and ethnic identity. The majority of participants in the sample were seniors
(n=42, 49.4%), followed by juniors (n=15, 17.6%) and graduate students (n=13, 15.3%) as
indicated in Table 3. Many participants reported to attend college in the southern part of the
United States with majority being from North Carolina (n=31, 39.8%). Table 2 indicates the full

breakdown of college location.

Table 2
University Location
State Counts % of Total

North Carolina 31 39.8%
Georgia 9 10.8 %
linois 4 4.8%
uUsS 4 4.8 %
California 3 3.6 %
Florida 3 3.6 %
New York 3 3.6 %
South Carolina 3 3.6%
Texas 3 3.6 %
Colorado 2 24 %
Michigan 2 24 %
Ohio 2 24 %
Virginia 2 24 %
Arizona 1 1.2%
Connecticut 1 1.2 %
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Delaware 1 1.2 %

Mississippi 1 1.2 %
Kentucky 1 1.2 %
Massachusetts 1 1.2 %
Minnesota 1 1.2%
Nebraska 1 1.2%
New Jersey 1 1.2 %
New Mexico 1 1.2 %
Rhode Island 1 1.2%
Tennessee 1 1.2 %
Utah 1 1.2 %
Table 3
Demographics
n (%)
Decline to answer 1(1.2%)
Asian or Pacific Islander 2 (2.4%)
Hispanic or Latino/a/e 3 (3.5%)
Biracial or Multi-Racial (Two or More 3 (3.5%)

Races)
Black (Non-Hispanic or Latino/a/e

White (Non-Hispanic or Latino/a/e

12 (14.1%)

64 (75.3%)
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Table 4

Student Classification

n (%)
Sth year 4 (4.7%)
Freshman 3 (3.5%)
Sophomore 8 (9.4%)
Graduate Student 13 (15.3%)
Junior 15 (17.6%)
Senior 42 (49.4%)
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Table 5

Sexual Orientation and Gender Identity

Sexual Orientation n (%)
Additional sexual orientation category, please specify: 1 (1.2%)
Asexual 3 (3.5%)
Straight or heterosexual 3 (3.5%)
Queer 4 (4.7%
Gay, or homosexual 7 (8.2%)
Pansexual 7 (8.2%)
Lesbian 16 (18.8%)
Bisexual 44 (51.8)
LGBTQ Total 82 (96.6)
Straight Total 3(3.5)
Gender Identity
Additional gender category, please specify: 2 (2.5%%)

Male-to-Female (MTF)/Transgender Female/Trans Woman

Female-to-Male (FTM)/Transgender Male/Trans Man

Cisgender Man

Nonbinary/Genderqueer, neither exclusively male nor female

Cisgender Woman
I don’t know
Cis Total

LGBTQ Total

11 (12.9%)
13 (15.3%)
17 (20.0%)
19 (22.4%)
22 (15.3%)
1 (1.2%)
48 (54.5%)

40 (45.5%)
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Table 5 provides a breakdown of the distribution of sexual orientations within the sample,
with a majority (n=82, 96.6%) identifying as not straight and a much smaller proportion (n=3,
3.4%) identifying as straight. The majority of individuals in the sample identified as bisexual
(n=44, 51.8%), followed by lesbian (n=16, 18.8%). It also provides a breakdown of the distribution
of gender identities within the sample, with a majority (n=48, 54.5%) identifying as cisgender and
the remaining individuals (n=40, 45.5%) identifying as non-cisgender. Most individuals in the
sample identified as either cisgender women (n=22, 25.9%) or cisgender men (n=20, 20%), while
nonbinary/genderqueer was close behind (n=19, 2.4%)).

The following data was collected as part of the Campus Climate scale and provides
important context for interpreting the results of our sample. A little over 55% (n=47) of students
reported that they have been victims of harassment due to their sexual orientation/gender identity.
Students also reported the form of harassment that occurred with a tie for the most common being,
“derogatory remarks,” and, “pressure to be silent about your sexual orientation/gender identity,”
(24.7%, n=21) with a close margin being, “direct or indirect verbal harassment or threats,” (23.5%,
n=20). Students reported the location of harassment as well with the most frequently cited
experience being “in a class” (36.5%, n=31) second to “in a residence hall” (17.6%, n=15). Lastly,
students reported who was the source of this harassment with the overwhelming majority being
other students (52.9%, n=15). A full breakdown of the harassment type, location, and source can be

found in Table 6.
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Table 6

Harassment Type, Location, and Source reported by participants.

What Form

n (%)

Derogatory remarks

Pressure to be silent about your sexual orientation/gender

identity
Direct or indirect verbal harassment or threats

Denial of services

Written comments (e.g., anti-LGBT flyers, publications, etc.)

Threats to expose your sexual orientation/gender identity

Threats of physical violence
Anti-lesbian, gay, bisexual, or transgender graffiti
Actual physical assault or injury
Other
Where?
In a class
In a residence hall
While walking on campus
In a public space on campus (e.g., student union)
While working at a College/ University job
Campus event
In a campus office
Who?
Student
Administrator
Campus police
Faculty
Teaching Assistant

Don't know

21 (24.75%)
21(24.75%)

20 (23.5%)
19 (22.4%)
19 (22.4%)
17 (20%)
16 (18.8%)
12 (14.1%)
10 (11.8%)
1(1.2%)

31 (36.5%)
15 (17.6%)
14 (16.5%)
12 (14.1%)
9 (10.6%)
7(8.2%)

6 (7.1%)

45 (52.9%)
8 (9.4%)
4 (4.7%)
3 (3.5%)
3 (3.5%)

1(1.2%)
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Research Question 1

To answer our first research question, we conducted linear regressions looking at the role of
microaggressions (measured by SOMS and GIMS) in depression, anxiety, and stress (measured
with DASS). The predictor of sexual orientation or gender identity alone did not show a statistically
significant relationship with stress, depression, or anxiety indicating that an individual's sexual
orientation or gender identity itself, holding experiences of microaggressions constant, does not
significantly predict DASS in these models. Sexuality and gender were both dummy coded with 1
being LGBTQ and 0 being straight or cisgender respectively. Each of the six models explored in
looking at the relationships between DASS, GIMS, and SOMS demonstrated significant
explanatory power, as indicated by their respective R? values and F statistics.

Depression

Regression analysis revealed significant predictors of depression. SOMS demonstrated a
statistically significant positive relationship with depression (b =4.21, SE =0.936, t = 4.49) with an
R? value of 0.326. It also had a F statistic of 19.7 with a significance level of p < 0.001 suggesting
that the overall regression model is statistically significant. For every one-unit increase in the
SOMS score, there is, on average, a corresponding increase of 4.21 units in depression scores,
holding sexuality constant. As SOMS scores increase, more experiences of sexuality
microaggressions, depression scores also tend to increase.

The regression model for depression and GIMS, with an R? of 0.325 and an F statistic of
19.7 (p < 0.001), indicates that experiencing gender-based microaggressions suggests significantly
higher depression levels (b =2.91, SE = 0.650, t =4.48, p < 0.001). 20.9% of the variability in
depression is explained by SOMS and sexuality as opposed to 32.5% being explained by gender

and GIMS.
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Table 7

Linear regression models for SOMS and GIMS predicting Depression

b SE(B) p Overall
Model
R2 F p
Model 1
Constant 10.95 2.49 <0.001 0.209 10.8 <0.001
SOMS 4.21 0.936 <0.001
Sexuality -4.05 5.18 0.437
Model 2
Constant 17.01 2.022 <0.001 0.325 19.7 <0.001
GIMS 291 0.65 <0.001
Gender -4.22 1.938 0.03
Anxiety

While running the regression model, we found that experiences of SOMS demonstrated a
statistically significant positive relationship with anxiety (b =5.35, SE = 0.80, t = 6.64). The model
also had an R? value of 0.459 and an F statistic of 34.8 with a significance level of p < 0.001
suggesting that the overall regression model is statistically significant. The second regression
model for predicting anxiety, characterized by an R? of 0.459 and an F statistic of 34.8 (p <0.001),
reveals that experiencing gender-based microaggressions is also suggests higher anxiety levels (b =

3.73, SE=0.56, t = 6.60).
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Table 8

Linear regression models for SOMS and GIMS predicting Anxiety

b SE(B) p Overall
Model
R2 F p

Model 1
Constant 8.23 2.092 <0.001 0.367 23.8 <0.001
SOMS 5.35 0.806 <0.001
Sexuality -5.44 4.467 -1.22
Model 2
Constant 14.83 1.742 <0.001 0.459 34.8 <0.001
GIMS 3.73 0.56 <0.001
Gender -3.08 1.67 0.069
Stress

In the regression model for stress, SOMS demonstrated a statistically significant positive
relationship with stress (b = 3.28, SE =0.781, t = 4.200). With an R? value 0f 0.192 and an F
statistic of 9.74 with a significance level of p < 0.001 the overall regression model is statistically
significant, suggesting SOMS are a significant predictor of Stress. When running it against GIMS,
this regression model is characterized by an R? of 0.372 and an F statistic of 24.2 (p < 0.001),
which reveals that experiencing gender-based microaggressions is significantly associated with
higher stress levels (b =2.09, SE = 0.518, t =4.05). For every one-unit increase in the GIMS score

(measuring experiences of gender-based microaggressions), there is, on average, a corresponding
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increase of 2.09 units in stress levels, holding gender constant. Individuals who report experiencing
more gender-based microaggressions tend to experience higher levels of stress.
Table 9

Linear regression models for SOMS and GIMS predicting Stress

b SE(B) p Overall
Model
R2 F p

Model 1
Constant 16.05 2.026 <0.001 0.192 9.74 <0.001
SOMS 3.28 0.781 <0.001
Sexuality -4.11 4.32 0.345
Model 2
Constant 22.05 1.61 <0.001 0.372 242 <0.001
GIMS 2.09 0.518 <0.001
Gender -5.40 1.544 <0.001

Research Question 2

To answer our second research question, we again ran multiple linear regression models
while controlling for sexual orientation or gender identity. Campus Climate was split up into three
different subscales as one section does not fully explore all of the factors that make up campus
climate and each section was run with either the GIMS or SIMS.

Campus Climate Beliefs

In the regression model predicting CC-Beliefs using SOMS while controlling for sexuality,

shown by an R? of 0.582 and an F statistic of 57.1 (p <0.001), SOMS significantly contributed to
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explaining CC-Beliefs. Specifically, SOMS shows a statistically significant positive relationship
with CC-Beliefs (b = 3.30, SE = 0.355,t=9.29, p <0.001), indicating that higher levels of
sexuality-based microaggressions are associated with more negative perceptions of campus climate.
For every one-point increase on the SOMS scale, we can predict a person might have a 3.3-point
increase on the CC-Beliefs scale, holding sexuality constant. As individuals experience more
sexuality-based microaggressions, their beliefs about campus climate suggests that they become
more negative or cooler.

When looking at GIMS in the regression model predicting CC-Beliefs characterized by an
R? 0f 0.459 and an F statistic of 34.8 (p < 0.001), GIMS significantly contributed to explaining CC-
Beliefs. Specifically, GIMS shows a statistically significant positive relationship with CC-Beliefs
(b=2.07, SE=0.304, t=6.81, p <0.001). For every one-unit increase in the GIMS score
(measuring experiences of gender-based microaggressions), there is, on average, a corresponding
increase of 2.07 units in CC-Beliefs, holding gender constant. Individuals who reported
experiencing more gender-based microaggressions suggests that they hold more negative beliefs
about campus climate. 58% of the variability in campus climate beliefs is explained by SOMS and
sexuality as opposed to 45% being explained by gender and GIMS. Interestingly, the variability is
explained more by gender and gender microaggressions in all models except campus climate

beliefs.
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Table 10

Linear regression models for SOMS and GIMS predicting Campus Climate Beliefs

b SE(B) p Overall
Model
F p
Model 1
Constant 23.49 0.92 <0.001 0.58 57.1 <0.001
SOMS 3.30 0.36 <0.001
Sexuality -8.59 1.96 <0.001
Model 2
Constant 15.41 1.34 <0.001 0.45 34.8 <0.001
GIMS -1.98 0.43 <0.001
Gender 3.05 1.28 0.02

Campus Climate Responses

In the regression model examining the impact of SOMS on CC-Responses, characterized by
an R? 0f 0.223 and an F statistic of 11.8 (p <0.001), SOMS significantly contributed to explaining

CC-Responses. SOMS shows a statistically significant negative relationship with CC-Responses (b

=-3.012, SE=0.624, t = -4.8241, p <.001), indicating that higher levels of sexuality-based

microaggressions are associated with more negative perceptions of campus responses. For every
one-unit increase in the experiences of sexuality-related microaggressions, there is, on average, a

corresponding decrease of 3.012 units in CC-Responses, holding sexuality constant. Individuals
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who report experiencing more sexuality-related microaggressions tend to perceive fewer positive or
supportive responses within the campus climate.

In the regression model examining the influence of GIMS on CC-Responses, the overall
model is statistically significant (R =.345, F =21.6, p < 0.001), while GIMS negatively predicts
them (b =-1.98, SE =0.431, t=-4.61, p <0.001) indicating that higher levels of gender-based
microaggressions are associated with more negative perceptions of campus responses.

Table 11

Linear regression models for SOMS and GIMS predicting Campus Climate Responses

b SE(B) p Overall
Model
R2 F p
Model 1
Constant 20.05 1.62 <0.001 0.223 11.8 <0.001
SOMS -3.01 0.624 <0.001
Sexuality 0.17 3.45 0.960
Model 2
Constant 15.41 1.34 <0.001 0.345 21.6 <0.001
GIMS -1.98 0.43 <0.001
Gender 3.05 1.28 0.02

With GIMS having a higher R?, this indicates that gender based microaggressions impacts

campus climate responses more.
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Campus Climate Feelings

In the regression model analyzing CC-Feelings, the overall model was not significant (R? =
0.053, F =2.45, p = 0.093) indicating that the predictors included in Model 1 for CC-Feelings do
not collectively explain a significant amount of variance in feelings about campus climate.
However, both SOMS (b = 1.87, SE =0.89, t = 2.103, p = 0.039) and GIMS with a R*?=0.128, F
=5.99, p <0.004, (b =2.19, SE = 0.643, t = 3.405, p < 0.001) both significantly predicted CC-
feelings.
Table 12

Linear regression models for SOMS and GIMS predicting Campus Climate Feelings

b SE(B) p Overall
Model
R2 F p

Model 1
Constant 34.92 2.31 <0.001 0.0563 2.45 0.093
SOMS 1.87 0.89 <0.001
Sexuality -2.38 493 0.630
Model 2
Constant 15.41 1.34 <0.001 0.128 5.99 0.004
GIMS -1.98 0.43 <0.001
Gender 3.05 1.28 0.02
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Research Question 3

To answer our last research question, we used Spearman’s correlation to establish a
relationship between a participant's score on all three areas of campus climate and their depression,
anxiety, and stress levels as shown in Table 13. The correlation coefficient was used given non-
normality in some of the data. In the analysis of correlations with CC-Beliefs, significant positive
relationships were observed between Depression (r = 0.443, p <.001), Anxiety (r = 0.593, p <
.001), and Stress (r = 0.422, p <.001). As beliefs about campus climate become more negative or
unfavorable, levels of depression, anxiety, and stress tend to increase. Similarly, in exploring
correlations with CC-Response, significant negative associations were found between Depression (r
=-0.496, p <.001), Anxiety (r =-0.509, p <.001), and Stress (r =-0.538, p <.001). This indicates
that as students perceive campus to be unresponsive to LGBTQ issues, DAS levels may increase.
Regarding CC-Feelings, a significant positive correlation was found only between Anxiety (r =
0.255, p=0.018) and Stress (r = 0.225, p = 0.038). This suggests that as students hold stronger
negative campus climate feelings, their levels of stress and anxiety tend to increase. Interestingly,

only depression (r = 0.136, p = 0.136) was not significantly correlated with CC-Feelings.

47



Table 13: Correlations

CC Beliefs CC cC Stress Anxiety Depression
Response  Feelings
CC Beliefs —
CcC -0.48 *** —
Response
CcC 0.22* -0.03 —
Feelings
Stress 0.42 *** (.54 *** 0.25* —
Anxiety 0.59 ***  _(.5] *** 0.26*  0.70*** —
Depression 0.44 ***x (.50 *** 0.163 0.69 *** (0.759 ***

Note. * p<.05, ** p <.01, *** p<.001
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CHAPTER 5: DISCUSSION

These results build on existing evidence and provide a new insight into the relationship
between microaggressions specifically within collegiate settings and the mental health of LGBTQ
students. Previous research consistently shows that microaggressions have a significant impact on
LGBTQ students. Unlike previous studies that have focused on individual aspects such as comfort
level within the classroom or student engagement, our research considers a broader scope of
variables such as their beliefs about the climate, actions they took, or how they perceive the campus
response to LGBTQ issues. Our findings have shed light on the effects of microaggressions on
LGBTQ students with a particular focus on the psychological impact that they endure in collegiate
environments that they perceive as hostile or unsupportive. This is guided by two theories, the
Minority Stress Theory by Dr. Meyer (2003) and the Students with Minority Identities in Campus
Contexts Model (Vaccaro et al., 2015) which highlight the unique stressors marginalized
individuals face in general and within educational settings. Understanding the implications of our
findings highlights the importance of proactive measures from the university to foster a more
inclusive campus climate, where microaggressions are less likely to occur in the first place.
Microaggressions & Mental Health

Our first hypothesis that increased experiences of microaggressions on college campuses
would be positively associated with depression, anxiety, and stress levels among LGBTQ students
was supported based on our regression analysis. Both Gender Identity Microaggressions (GIMS)
and Sexual Orientation Microaggressions (SOMS) were statistically significant predictors of
depression, anxiety, and stress. This suggests that individuals subjected to microaggressions are
more likely to experience elevated levels of depression, anxiety, and stress. These findings resonate
with and contribute to the existing literature on the adverse effects of microaggressions on the well-

being of LGBT individuals (Seelman et al., 2017; Woodford et al., 2018). The increased risk of



mental health issues are concerning given that a large portion of our sample experienced
microaggressions.

Previous research has established that microaggressions from within the classroom can not
only impact mental health but also impact a student’s academic performance (Beattie et al., 2021;
Oswalt & Wyatt, 2011). Beyond the overarching classroom environment, various factors can
influence the well-being and academic performance of LGBTQ students. For instance, conflicts
among roommates within dormitories can have a detrimental impact on students' daily lives and
their ability to succeed academically (Nourafkan et al., 2020). This is concerning given the number
of students who stated that they experienced harassment within their dorm room. According to our
data, to address the depression, anxiety, and stress experienced by LGBTQ students at its core, it's
crucial to examine the dynamics within student spaces. This echoes both prior research and our
current findings, emphasizing the importance of cultivating inclusive and supportive environments
that revolve around the student. Such environments are pivotal for enhancing the success and well-
being of LGBTQ students by potentially diminishing their encounters with microaggressions.

The likelihood of adverse DAS outcomes can be partially ascribed to interactions within
student-centered environments, where there is a heightened risk of microaggressions. This is
evident in our results, which suggest that such microaggressions contribute to DAS. Many
instances of harassment stemmed from fellow students, particularly in areas frequented by students
such as their classrooms, dorm rooms, or student centers. Persistent exposure to microaggressions
within student-centric spaces can have significant effects on the mental health of LGBTQ
individuals (Murno, 2019; Sue, 2010; Wike et al., 2023) This could pose as a challenge for many
universities as it is difficult to watch all students and control their actions, and behaviors, especially
in large classes where professors may not able to connect with each student (Mulryan-Kyne, 2010).

Microaggressions & Campus Climate
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Our second hypothesis was that increased experiences of microaggressions on college
campuses would predict more negative perceptions of the college climate among LGBTQ students.
This was also supported in our results as SOMS and GIMS significantly contributed to explaining
all 3 aspects of Campus Climate that were investigated in this study (Beliefs, Actions, Response).
We found that higher levels of SOMS and GIMS were positively associated with more negative
perceptions of campus climate. This suggests that individuals experiencing more microaggressions
tend to have more unfavorable views of campus climate. This is similar to findings in the current
literature (Szymanski et al., 2024; Tetreault et al., 2013; Witherup & Verrecchia, 2019).

Recognizing a campus as warm and welcoming significantly contributes to positive
outcomes for LGBTQ students, as it fosters an environment where they feel supported, respected,
and able to thrive both academically and personally (Garvey et al., 2015). Based on the literature
and our results, we propose that encountering microaggressions contributes to more negative
perceptions of the campus climate. Colleges must prioritize and actively work toward fixing
students' perceptions of the campus climate because research shows that students who perceive the
climate negatively are at a higher risk of dropping out, transferring to other institutions, or
experiencing academic difficulties (Oseguera & Rhee, 2009). Improving the campus climate
hinges on reducing microaggressions, as they significantly influence the overall atmosphere. By
addressing and minimizing microaggressions, universities can effectively enhance the campus
environment, enabling better management of student spaces and fostering a more inclusive and
supportive atmosphere for all. In turn, research suggests this will improve overall outcomes for
their students.

Campus Climate & Mental Health
Lastly, our third hypothesis stated that there is a correlation between the perception of

campus climate and depression, anxiety, and stress among LGBTQ students; this was partially
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supported in our analysis as well. Our study found a correlation between perceptions of campus
climate and mental health outcomes among LGBTQ students, further highlighting the critical role
of campus climate in the well-being of students. In this study, we used correlation to establish a
bidirectional relationship between these variables as we propose that a negative experience can lead
to an increase in DAS, but also high levels of DAS may color a person's perception of campus
climate. According to the Students with Minority Identities in Campus Contexts Model (Vaccaro et
al., 2015), which states that campus experiences can impact mental health, we propose that it is
likely campus climate that is influencing DAS, though future studies are needed to establish this
claim.

These findings align with prior research in the field, further reinforcing the understanding of
the intricate relationship between campus climate and the mental health outcomes of LGBTQ
students (Amodeo et al., 2020; Woodford et al., 2018). During their enrollment, college students
are inevitably immersed in the campus climate, engaging with the various components of the
campus environment as they navigate their academic and social experiences. When they don’t feel
supported, it severely hinders their academic success, sense of belonging, and much more.
(Amodeo et al., 2020; Garvey et al., 2018). Because of this, there emerges an imperative need for
colleges to proactively foster an environment free from such microaggressions, thereby mitigating
any issues due to interpersonal tensions within student-centered settings.

Microaggressions, Mental Health, & Campus Climate

The bigger picture concerning microaggressions, campus climate, and the mental health of
LGBTQ students is a multifaceted understanding of the challenges they face within collegiate
settings. Microaggressions not only harm individuals' mental well-being but also affect their
perception of the campus climate. In turn, negative campus climate perspectives and mental health

issues have a direct relationship, suggesting that negative perspectives on campus climate and
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mental health issues are interlinked in some way. This interconnected relationship forms a cyclical
pattern of negative impact, creating a persistent challenge for LGBTQ students within collegiate
settings.

Implications

Given this information, campus administrators, faculty, and staff should take actionable
steps to mitigate the negative effects of microaggressions. Lipton (1996) highlighted the unique
situation of LGBTQ students and their mental health. They stated how many universities are not
equipped to fully help those students and urged that steps should be taken to first understand
LGBTQ mental health before treating it. In line with our research, these steps may include training
programs to recognize and mitigate microaggressive behaviors as campus officials may not even
fully be aware that microaggressions are happening in the first place (Burleigh & Wilson, 2021).
Another step would be expanding support services for LGBTQ students, such as counseling and
mental health resources. Madireddy & Madireddy (2020) stated that students are most comfortable
disclosing their LGBTQ status to their counselor but only 62% of the counselors responded
correctly or appropriately to the situation. This number could potentially be higher with adequate
training. One previous study by Dunbar et al., (2017) looked at the utilization of the current on-
campus counseling services by LGBTQ students and found that LGBTQ students underutilized the
on-campus student services despite having higher rates of mental illness. Dunbar et al., (2017)
proposed this was partially due to a lack of understanding of LGBTQ issues.

There have been mixed results about accessing on campus resources and their usefulness.
Previous research has suggested that a greater usage of campus resources improves the overall
wellbeing of campus climate (Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005; Reason et al., 2006). However,
Simpfenderfer (2020) found LGBTQ students who accessed these counseling services actually had

a lower perception of campus climate. They hypothesized that this was due to several reasons:
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students who are encountering hostile campus climates are more prone to utilizing these support
services in the first place, indicating their preexisting negative view of the campus environment.
Accessing support services can heighten students' awareness of campus heterosexist and
heterogendered systems, potentially exacerbating their perception of the climate. It could also be
due to the fact that these services might lack adequate resources to effectively support students
concerning their sexuality and/or gender identity. While offering support services is crucial for
addressing the needs of students in hostile campus climates, there is the potential for unintended
consequences. These services may unintentionally heighten students’ awareness of existing
systemic issues (e.g., being unaware and untrained on LGBTQ issues) which possibly could lead to
a decrease in their perception of campus climate. Universities must ensure that not only these
services are available but designed to foster a supportive environment by being adequately trained
for the accessibility of all students.

This study has the potential to inform practical interventions and advocacy efforts to create
more inclusive and supportive environments for LGBTQ students. To better support LGBTQ
students, educational institutions should enhance their support by making their allyship more
visible and deliberate in their actions and policies. Yost & Gimore (2011) conducted a study
regarding one specific university’s campus climate. They found that a large number of LGBTQ
students had experienced harassment on campus and LGBTQ students were more likely to perceive
the campus to be negative. As an outcome of the study’s findings, the researchers then presented
the findings of negative campus climate to campus officials. As a result of the presentation, the
university implemented multiple initiatives like adding “gender identity and expression” to their
nondiscrimination statement, having a new student orientation solely dedicated to LGBTQ students
and allies, and updating their training with information on violence against LGBTQ people and

violence in same-sex sexual relationships and much more. Similarly, to this study, our findings
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emphasize the urgent need for universities to take action by creating new initiatives on campus to
actively support and uplift LGBTQ students.
Future Directions

Future studies should consider the physical attributes and location of the university to
further understand the true implications of campus climate. Cress and Sax (1998) suggested
studying the microclimates such as a student's major as different departments may have different
perceptions of the current climate. The geographical location of the institution should be considered
given the potential differences in societal attitudes and acceptance levels, particularly between
universities in the southern and northern regions. Such research could shed light on the varying
experiences of LGBTQ students in different campus environments.

Future studies could also consider the role of institutional policies and support services in
shaping campus climate and mitigating the impact of microaggressions on LGBTQ students. For
example, studies should explore the presence of LGBTQ centers on university campuses. Teman &
Lahman (2010) and Self & Hudson (2015) both emphasized the multifaceted roles of these centers,
including providing safety and advocacy to the students. Even when these universities have
affirmative policies and spaces in place, future studies should investigate the extent to which
students utilize these supportive services.

Qualitative research methods, such as interviews and focus groups with current LGBTQ
students, could provide richer insights into the lived experiences of LGBTQ students and a better
understanding of the microaggressions that occur within the collegiate environment. Open-ended
questions could reveal detailed accounts of specific instances, their impact, and the context in
which they occur. This method also allows for the capture of subtle behaviors and contextual

factors that may not be apparent through the current study.
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Future studies aiming to improve LGBTQ campus climate could utilize the Campus Pride
Index as a valuable tool for assessment and intervention. This tool would assess the current state of
LGBTQ inclusivity on college campuses, identify areas for improvement, and track progress over
time. Additionally, researchers could explore the relationship between Campus Pride Index scores
and various outcomes such as dropout rates, academic success, mental health, and overall campus
satisfaction among LGBTQ students. By understanding how the LGBTQ campus climate
perceptions relate to these outcomes, colleges and universities can prioritize initiatives that foster a
more supportive and affirming environment for LGBTQ individuals.
Limitations

While many of our findings were significant, there are a few limitations to our study. Given
the scope of this study, we decided not to use some of the demographic data like the location of
college and race and ethnicity. These variables are important as they provide critical insights into
the diversity and context of the sample. These factors influence individuals' experiences and
outcomes in significant ways and were collected to enhance our understanding of the sample.
While these factors will be explored further in future studies, including them in the current study
was beyond its scope. Rankin (2006) focused on the implications of campus climate studies and
pointed out that often many studies do not fully consider other factors when discussing the campus
climate. Intersectionality is vital when looking at campus climate as there is an intricate web of
identities and experiences that individuals bring with them into academic settings. Given the scope
of the study, not all relevant aspects of intersectionality were able to be explored. Future studies
should explore how these factors interact with each other and with other demographic variables
such as race, ethnicity, and socioeconomic status to provide a more comprehensive understanding

of the complex dynamics at play.
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As this is a cross-sectional study, we cannot establish causality between variables. A
longitudinal study tracking LGBTQ student over time could offer a deeper understanding of how
experiences of microaggressions and perceptions of campus climate evolve and impact long-term
outcomes. Because of the low sample size, the generalizability of the results is limited. While
Rankin's (2003) campus climate scale served as a valuable tool in our study, it is typically
interpreted using simple descriptive statistics so it may not fully capture the complexity of the
campus climate. We also asked participants to self-report all of their answers which could lead to
potential bias. Participants may provide responses that they perceive as socially desirable rather
than reflecting their true thoughts or behaviors.

Conclusion

The main purpose of this study was to understand the role microaggressions had on LGBTQ
college student’s campus climate perception and their mental well-being. By using the framework
of Minority Stress Theory (Meyer, 2003) and the Students with Minority Identities in Campus
Contexts Model (Vaccaro et al., 2015), this study explored microaggressions and their impact on
the mental health of LGBTQ students within collegiate environments. In addition to reinforcing the
findings in previous literature on microaggressions (Crane et al., 2022; Garvey et al., 2018; Gnan et
al., 2019; Kulick et al., 2017; Woodford & Kulick, 2015) our study offers a more nuanced
understanding of the where, who, and how of microaggressions and their various effects on
LGBTQ students. While future studies are needed to further advance our understanding of
microaggressions and their impact on LGBTQ students in educational settings, our findings along
with the prior literature concur that campus officials must prioritize measures aimed at reducing

microaggressions to cultivate inclusive and supportive environments for all students.
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Sexual Orientation Microaggressions Scale (SOMS) Kevin L.
Nadal, Ph.D.

John Jay College of Criminal Justice- City University of New York

Instructions: Think about your experiences with sexual orientation. Please read each item and
think of how many times this event has happened to you in the PAST SIX MONTHS.

0 = I did not experience this event.

1 = | experienced this event 1 time in the past six months.
2= | experienced this event 2 times in the past six months.
3= | experienced this event 3 times in the past six months.
4= | experienced this event 4 times in the past six months.
5= | experienced this event 5 or more times.

N

oo

= ©oN

13.
14.

15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21.
22.
23.
24.

| have been told | was overreacting when | confronted someone about their

heterosexist behaviors/slights.

| have been criticized about not wearing clothes that are normal for my gender.

Someone has tried to keep their children from coming into physical contact with me because
of my sexual orientation.

People have made negative comments or jokes about LGBTQ people in my

presence without realizing my sexual orientation.

| have been told that | should stop complaining about heterosexism.

| have been criticized about the way | dress because | choose clothes that are different than

people of my gender.

| have heard the term “That’s so gay” when someone was talking about something negative.
Someone has assumed | have HIV or AIDS because of my sexual orientation.

| have seen LGBTQ people portrayed positively in magazines.

. Someone assumed that | would be a child molester or sexual predator because of my

sexual orientation.

. People have used terms like “fag/dyke/queer/homo” in front of me.
12.

When | thought something was heterosexist or homophobic, a heterosexual person
provided alternative rationales.

| have heard a person call someone else “gay” because she/he was “weird” or “different.”
When | thought something was heterosexist or homophobic, a heterosexual

person disagreed with me.

Someone told me that | was oversensitive when it came to LGBTQ issues.

Someone has avoided sitting next to me because of my sexuality.

A friend has stopped talking to me after finding out about my sexuality.

| have seen LGBTQ people portrayed positively in movies.

| have seen LGBTQ people portrayed positively on television.

People have made insensitive gay or lesbian jokes in front of me.

Someone has responded defensively when | pointed out their homophobic language.

| have been told to act more “masculine” or “feminine.”

| have seen advertisements/commercials that include same sex couples.

| have been told | was being paranoid when | thought someone was being heterosexist.
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Sexual Orientation Microaggressions Scale (SOMS)
Kevin L. Nadal, Ph.D.
John Jay College of Criminal Justice- City University of New York
1. To calculate the SOMS Total score:
a. Convert items 9, 18, 19, 23 into inverse scores. (e.g., if “5” is marked, convert to “1.” If
“4” is marked, convert to “2,” etc.).

b. Including the converted scores, add ALL scores for all 24 items for the total score.
c. Divide the total score by 24 to obtain the scale score.

2. To calculate the SOMS Subscale scores:

a. Microinvalidations Subscale:
Add items #s 1, 5, 12, 14, 15, 21, 24.

Divide the total by 7 to obtain the subscale score.

b. Assumption of Deviance
Subscale: Add items #s 3, 8, 10,
16, 17.

Divide the total by 5 to obtain the subscale score.

C. Heterosexist Language
Subscale: Add items #s 4, 7, 11,
13, 20.

Divide the total by 5 to obtain the subscale score.

d. Endorsement of Gender Conformity
Subscale: Add items #s 2, 6, 22.

Divide the total by 3 to obtain the scale score.

e. Environmental Microaggressions Subscale:

Convert items 9, 18, 19, 23 into inverse scores. (e.g., if “5” is marked,
convert to “1.” If “4” is marked, convert to “2,” etc.). Add items and divide
the total by 4 to obtain the scale score.

SOMS Psychometric Properties

Pilot study consisted of participants (n= 260) from the following sexual orientation groups: Gay (N=123),
Lesbian (N=55), Bisexual (N=44), Queer/pansexual (N=19), or other (N=14).
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SOMS Total Scale (a=.93)

Subscale 1: Microinvalidations (a=.93)
Subscale 2: Assumption of Deviance (a=.90)
Subscale 3: Heterosexist Language (a=.87)

Subscale 4: Endorsement of Gender Conformity (a= .90)
Subscale 5: Environmental Microaggressions Scale (a=.73)

Suggested Citation:

Nadal, K. L. (2019). Measuring LGBTQ Microaggressions: The Sexual Orientation Microaggressions
Scale (SOMS) and the Gender Identity Microaggressions Scale (GIMS). Journal of Homosexuality, 66,
1404-1414.
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APPENDIX C: GENDER IDENTITY MICROAGGRESSIONS SCALE

Gender Identity Microaggressions Scale

Kevin L. Nadal, Ph.D.

Before the GIMS is copied, distributed, or used,
permission must be obtained from its author.

Kevin L. Nadal, Ph.D.
Professor of Psychology
John Jay College of Criminal Justice
City University of New York
524 W. 59+ Street
New York, NY
10019
(212) 237-8795
knadal@jjay.cuny.edu

I would like to send a very special thank you to my research assistants Kristin Davidoff, Alexis
Forbes, Katie Griffin, and Yinglee Wong who assisted in data collection and analysis.

Kevin L. Nadal, Ph.D.
John Jay College of Criminal Justice- City University of New York

Instructions: Think about your experiences with sexual orientation. Please read each item and
think of how many times this event has happened to you in the PAST SIX MONTHS.

0 = | did not experience this event.

1 = | experienced this event 1 time in the past six months.
2= | experienced this event 2 times in the past six months.
3= | experienced this event 3 times in the past six months.
4= | experienced this event 4 times in the past six months.
5= | experienced this event 5 or more times.

1. Aloved one (e.g., family or friend) has told me that my gender nonconformity is just a
phase.

2. Someone avoided sitting next to me in a public or government setting (e.g., DMV,
courthouses, libraries).

3. Strangers and acquaintances have called me by the wrong personal pronoun.


mailto:knadal@jjay.cuny.edu

© ®

10.
11.

12.

13.
14.

| was told that | complain too much about societal discrimination against gender
nonconforming people.

Someone told me that my transgender identity or my gender nonconformity was just a
phase.

Someone wanted to engage in a sexual act with me only because they view transgender
people as exotic.

Someone avoided sitting next to me at a bar or restaurant because | am gender
nonconforming.

A loved one (e.g., friend or family) has called me by the wrong personal pronoun.
Someone (e.g., family, friend, co-worker) has asked me personal questions about
gender reassignment...

| was told that | complain too much about how people react to my gender nonconformity.
| was told that | made a family member uncomfortable because of my gender
nonconformity or transgender identity.

Someone (e.g., family, friend, coworker) has asked me if | feel like I'm trapped in the
body of another sex.

LGB people have told me that my gender nonconformity is just a phase.

Someone (e.g., family, friend, coworker) has asked me if | feel like I'm trapped in the
body of another sex.

Kevin L. Nadal, Ph.D.
John Jay College of Criminal Justice- City University of New York

To calculate the GIMS Total score:

Add ALL scores from all 14 items for the total score.
Divide the total score by 14 to obtain the scale score.

0. To calculate the GIMS Subscale scores:

. Denial of Gender Identity Subscale:
Add items #s 1, 5, 11, 13.
Divide the total by 4 to obtain the subscale score.

b. Misuse of Pronouns Subscale:
Add items #s 3, 8.
Divide the total by 2 to obtain the subscale score.

c. Invasion of Bodily Privacy Subscale:
Add items #s 6, 9, 14.
Divide the total by 3 to obtain the subscale score.
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d. Behavioral Discomfort Subscale:
Add items #s 2, 7, 12.
Divide the total by 3 to obtain the scale score.

e. Denial of Societal Transphobia Subscale:
Add items #s 4, 10.
Divide the total by 2 to obtain the scale score.

Gender ldentity Microaggressions Scale (GIMS) Psychometric Properties

Pilot study consisted of participants (N = 160) from the following Gender Identity Groups: FTM
Transgender Men (N = 52), MTF Transgender Women (N = 53), Genderqueer/Non-Binary (N = 52).

GIMS Total Scale (a=.76) Subscale 1:

Denial of Gender Identity (a=.67) Subscale 2:
Misuse of Pronouns (a=.70) Subscale 3:

Invasion of Bodily Privacy (a=.65) Subscale 4:
Behavioral Discomfort (a=.60)

Subscale 5: Denial of Societal Transphobia (a=.71)

Suggested Citation:

Nadal, K. L. (in press). Measuring LGBTQ Microaggressions: The Sexual Orientation Microaggressions
Scale (SOMS) and the Gender Identity Microaggression Scale (GIMS). Journal of Homosexuality.
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APPENDIX D: ASSESSMENT OF CAMPUS CLIMATE SCALE

Assessment of Campus Climate

for

Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual, and Transgender Persons

Rationale: You have been selected to participate in a survey regarding the climate on your campus for
lesbian, gay, bisexual, and transgender students, faculty, and staff. This survey Is voluntary and your
responses will be kept confidential, [ndividuals will not be identified, and only group data will be

reported.

Directions: [ease read and answer each question carefully. For each answer, darken the appropriate oval
completely. If you want to change an answer, erase your first answer completedy and darken the oval of your new
answer. You may decline (o answer specific questions. Your answers will be scored by machine, so please use

4 NUMBER 2 PENCIL.

Questions concerning this project should be directed o

Susan R. Rankin, Ph.D

Senior Diversity Planning Analyst

313 Grange Building

The Pennsylvania State University

University Park, PA 16802
8148638415
sxr2@psu.edu

© Cogryright 2000, Rarkin

Within the past year, have you experienced the following?
Note: Harassment refers to conduct that has interfered
unreasonably with your ability 1o work or larn on this campus
or has created an off . hostle, dating working or
learning environmene.
Discrimination refors 1o 3 prepudical blas.

1-1 Feared for my physical safety because of my sexual
orientation/gender identity?
O s
O No

1-2 Concealed my sexual orientation/gender identity to
avold intimidation?

O Yas

O No

Avoided disclosing my sexual orlentation/gender
identity to an Instructor, TA, administrator, or

supervisor due to a fear of negative consequences,

¢, or discrimi

1-3

O Yes
O Ne

Mark Retac® by NCS FM- 20048 1000320 RO Preved n U BA

CAMPUS
CODE W

@®TDD
olololo)
DTDD
DODD
AODD
DODD
DOO®@O
ooom
i ® ® @

1 -4 Been denied University/College employment or
promotion due to my sexual orlentation/gender
identity.

= Yes
No

1-5 Was a vietim of harassment due to my sexual
orientation/gender identity.

yes

1 -6 n what form was this harassenent! (Mark all thot opply)
L derogatory rermarks
J threats to expose your sexual onertabon/gender identity
J pressure to be slent about your sexual onentation/gender
wertity
O direct or indrect vertal harassment or threats
O denal of servces
O written comments (e.g an-LGBT fyers, publcations, e1c)
O ant-lenban, gay brseual or trarmpender grafiti
O threats of physical volence
O actual physical assault or inury
O othar

PAGE |

DPEOD



wm] -7 Where did this harassment occur? (Mark all that apply)

- O inacdass O whie working a1 a

— O in 4 reudence hal College/ rrversty job

-— O in 4 compnn office O whie walong on campus

- O inapublsc space on O campus evert

- campus (eg mudent

- wreon)

—

-

—

=] -8 Who was the source of this harassment?

-— (Mark oll thet apply)

- O stucem O admrvsirator

- O facuty O saff member

— O teaching assestant O carpus pobce

- O readent assstant O don't know

—

-

ll  art 2. Feelings about campus climate
- £

== For the following items, choose the response that most closely
w=  describes your feelings.

om—

w=) .| Gay men are harassed on campus due to their sexual
- orientation/gender identity.

== very unlikely unlilkely uncertain  likely  very likely
-— (&) @ @ @ @
-

—

wm) -] Lasbians are harassed on campus due to their sexual
- orientation/gender identity.

- voryua“bb, unlilkely uncertain  likely  very likely
- @ @ @ ®
-_—

-_—

wm) 3 Bisexual persons are harassed on campus due to their
—_ sexual orientation/gender identity.

- nryuM unlilkely uncertain  likely  very likely
- @ @D @ @
o—

—

== ) .4 Transgender persons are harassed on campus due to their
- sexual orlentation/gender identity.

w=  very unlikely unlikely uncertain  likely  very likely
- @ @ @ @ @
-

-

w5 1 fear for my physical safaty b of my sexual

- orlentation/gender identity.

- nryuu.-&y unlikely uncertain liloaly  very lilooly
- @ D ™ ®
-_—

-

=) _( | conceal my sexual orientation/gendar identity to avoid
- harassment.

== veryunlikely unlikely uncertain likely very likely
- @ @ @ @ @
-

—

—

= PAGE 2

- - -
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|
|
|
|

2 -7 | conceal my sexual orientation/gender identity to avoid

discrimination.
very unlilkeely unlikely uncertain Nkely  very likely
@ @ @ @ ®

)-8 | stay awny from areas of campus whers gay, lesbian,
MWchhhd

myunlﬂyun..ly uncertain likely  very likely
D @D @ @ @®

Part 3. Campus response

Please indicate your agreement or disagreement with the
following statements. Mark one for each line using the

following scale:
31 mmmwmw

d to I orientation/gender identity.
agree Agree Unnﬂlh Disagree disagree
) @ @ @

3 2 The College/University has visible leadership from the
administration regarding sexual orientation/gender

identity issues on campus.
Strongly
agree Agree  Uncertain Disagree disagree
D @ @ @ @
3 -3 The curricubum adeq ly repr the contributions
of LGBT persons.
Strongly Strongly
D @ @D @ @®

3-4 The cimate of the classes | have taken or the job site
where | work are accepting of LGBT persons.

Strongly Strongly
agree Agree Uncertain Disagree disagree
D@ @ @ @ ®

3.5 The College/University provides visible resources on
LGBT issues and concerns.

Strongly Strongly
agree Agree Uncertain Disagree disagree
45 m @ @ @

' 3-6 The College/University has a rapid response system for

incidents of LGBT harassment,
Strongly Strongly
um Agree Uncertain Disagree dnw

) m @



3-7 The College/University has & rapid response system for
incidents of LGBT discrimination.

Strongly Strongly
agree Agree  Uncertain Disagree disagree
[e») 3] o ) ®

3-8 Please rate the campus climate in general using the
following scale:

Friendly O @ @ @ O Hostie
Communcatve @ @ @ @ @ Reserved
Concerned O @ @@ @ @ ndeen
Respectful ©® @ D @ ® Ouwepechd
Cooperatve @ @ @ @ O Unccoperative
Comrgpetitve O @ D@ D@ ® Nowompernve
rproving @@ @ D@ @ O Worserwy
Accessbie to naccessble 10
Persons with Persom wih
Duabeites O @ @ @ @ Dssbites
Non-racst O ® @ @ O Raost
Non-sexst O @ D D D Senst
Nendomophobee (D @@ D @ D Homophobs

Part 4. Background information

4-1 What is your gender?
O feraie
O male
O transgender

4-) What is your sexual identity?
O beeng
O gy
O lesban
OO hetervsensd
O uncertan

4-3 What is your age?
O 22 and under
O 231
O 3342
O 43 82
O 53 and over

4-4 What s your position!
O wdmrgraduste studem
O profesuonyl student (e g law medione)
O graduate studen
O wan
O sdmnetrator
) Gcuy

’ 4-5 Are you full-time or part-time!?
O fuk-bme
) part ome

| 4-6 Do you have a disability that substantially limits a major
1 Tife activity (such as seeing, hearing, learning, walking)?

) Yes
— No

4.7 With what racialfethnic group do you identify? (If you

are of a multi-racialimulti-ethnic background, mark all

that apply.)

) Afrcan AsnencanBlack

) AsianPaciSe I ander

) Mdde Easterm

) Arvercan indan/Alasan Natwve
2 ChcanoltnoHspars

) Whael acasan

4-8 What is your citizenship status!
T US ctiawn - boen o B United SLnes
) US ctizen - naturdued
) porrmanest rescient (mmemegrant)

) meratory (F-1 or |1 vea)

4-9 Place yourself on the following
continuum with 5 being out to
everyone personally and professionally,
4 being out to family and friends, 3
being out to a few friendsfamily
members, 2 being out to a few close
friends, and | being totally closeted.

D—D—D—D—@

4-10 To whom are you most attracted!
WoOmen
T ) e

) both men and women

- 4-11 Yyouare a student, where do you live!
2 reederce bl
) other cavpns houseg (eg co-0p)
=) off campus
O farmely tudent Fouarg

_) fraternty or soronty house
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APPENDIX E: DEPRESSION, ANXIETY, STRESS SCALE-21

DASS21 e

Please read each statement and circle a number 0, 1, 2 or 3 that indicates how much the statement
applied to you over the past week. There are no right or wrong answers. Do not spend too much time
on any statement.

The rating scale Is as follows:

0 Did not apply to me at all

1 Applied to me to some degree, or some of the time

2 Applied to me to a considerable degree, or a good part of time
3 Applied to me very much, or most of the time

1 | found it hard to wind down o 1 2 3
2 | was aware of dryness of my mouth o 1 2 3
3 | couldn't seem to experience any positive feeling at all o 1 2 3
4 | experienced breathing difficulty (eg, excessively rapid breathing, o 1 2 3
breathlessness in the absence of physical exertion)
5 | found it difficult to work up the initiative to do things o 1 2 3
6 | tendedto over-react to situations o 1 2 3
7 | experienced trembling {eg, in the hands) o 1 2 3
8 | felt that | was using a lot of nervous energy o 1 2 3
9 | was worried about situations in which | might panic and make o 1 2 3

a fool of myself
10 | felt that | had nothing to look forward to
11 | found myself getting agitated
12 | found it difficult to relax

13 | felt down-hearted and blue

o o o O O
J N N
[N ST ST ST
W W W W W

14 | was intolerant of anything that kept me from getting on with
what | was doing

15 | felt | was close to panic o 1 2 3

16 | was unable to become enthusiastic about anything o 1 2 3

17 | felt | wasn't worth much as a person o 1 2 3

18 | felt that | was rather touchy o 1 2 3

19 | was aware of the action of my heart in the absence of physical o 1 2 3
exertion (eg, sense of heart rate increase, heart missing a beat)

20 | felt scared without any good reason o 1 2 3

21 | felt that life was meaningless o 1 2 3







