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 i 
Abstract 

In response to a dearth of empirical literature concerning the mechanisms 

underlying female same-sex intimate partner violence (FSSIPV) perpetration, the purpose 

of this research is to inform intimate partner violence intervention and prevention 

strategies specific to sexual minority women. In particular, this research aims to inform a 

working intersectional model predicting FSSIPV perpetration, and to evaluate the face 

validity and construct coverage of existing survey measures related to gender, minority 

stress, and violence. Fourteen lesbian, gay, bisexual, transgender, and queer women 

recruited from the greater Portland, Oregon area participated in a series of in-depth, semi-

structured, open-ended one-on-one and focus group interviews. Participant recruitment 

involved a combination of purposive and convenience sampling methods aided by the 

involvement of multiple community partners working in violence and education related 

fields. Interview and focus group questions addressed participants' experiences with 

gender role stress and minority stress. Grounded theory analysis of participants' narrative 

responses informed the coverage and relevance of constructs in a working intersectional 

model predicting women's use of violence in their same-gender intimate relationships. In 

particular, findings indicate that sexual minority women's experiences of gender role 

stress and minority stress, particularly in combination, were especially influential on their 

identities. Sexual minority women's experiences with minority stressors were not 

confined to minority stressors specific to their gender identities and sexual orientations, 

but intersected with minority stressors related to race and class as well. These findings 

support an intersectional and contextually-minded approach to IPV intervention and 

prevention strategies.  
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 1 
Part I. Introduction and Background 

Before the reader is shunted through the relatively uncharted, often even 

hypothetical territory which lies before him, it is perhaps only fair he be equipped 

with some general notion of the terrain. (Millett, 2000, p. xix) 

The following research report begins with a two-part description of the social 

problem motivating the present research: (1) the prevalence of intimate partner violence 

(IPV) among women in same-gender relationships and the continued lack of empirically 

comprehensive understandings of the mechanisms underlying this phenomenon's 

existence, and (2) the neglectful, stereotyping, and re-oppressive treatment of female 

same-sex intimate partner violence (IPV) by scientific research, and the community-

based services and policies based on such research, relevant to intimate partner violence. 

After providing these present contexts for the current study, I offer a historical analysis of 

the socio-political climates that have influenced the current state of the literature relevant 

to female same-sex intimate partner violence. Following a critical analysis of this history 

and of the resulting currently available modes of assessing, reporting, and understanding 

female same-sex IPV, I begin the second part of this report by presenting the specific 

constructs and mechanisms contained within a working intersectional model predicting 

women's use of violence in their same gender relationships, which served as a guiding 

theoretical model for the current study. I then provide the methodology and findings for 

this study, and the implications of this study's findings for refining the working 

intersectional model and future directions for the larger program of research in which the 

current project is situated. 



2 
Chapter 1. Problem Statement 

The dominant voice that has formed the epistemic understanding of violence 

against women has been most clearly articulated within a heterosexual paradigm. 

(Davis & Glass, 2011, p. 13) 

This study is ultimately focused on exploring the possible causes and correlates 

around sexual minority women's perpetration of abuse toward their same-gender partners 

in order to inform intervention and prevention strategies specific to same-gender intimate 

partner violence among women. Over the past several decades, there has been a 

considerable development of research and community action across the globe working to 

address intimate partner violence (IPV). In the United States, this research and activism 

stemmed primarily from first-and-second-wave feminist movements, which collectively 

led way to the U.S. Violence Against Women and, more specifically, the U.S. Domestic 

Violence Movement beginning around the 1980s. The public policies and community-

based services specific to intimate partner violence resulting from this mainstream work 

continue to be almost exclusively focused on men's abuse toward women (e.g., M. C. 

Black et al., 2011; Tjaden & Thoennes, 2000a). Consequently, intimate partner violence 

occurring among members of the Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual, Transgender, and Queer 

(LGBTQ) population has been critically overlooked and the IPV-related needs of this 

population have gone unmet with severe consequences (Ristock, 2001; Walters, Chen, & 

Breiding, 2013). Importantly, recent nation-level data indicate that LGBTQ individuals 

experience IPV at rates comparable to heterosexual individuals, and are in many ways at 

higher risk of experiencing violence than heterosexual population (Walters et al., 2013). 

Pertinent to this study, these data provide evidence that the prevalence of female same-
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sex intimate partner violence (FSSIPV) in particular occurs at much higher rates than 

expected by researchers conducting national-scale intimate partner violence survey work 

(Walters et al., 2013). This, along with historic data corroborating these statistics, 

suggests that the prevalence of FSSIPV has been grossly misrepresented throughout the 

U.S. Women's and Domestic Violence Movements. The causes and consequences of this 

misrepresentation lie in historical notions that regard female same-sex intimate partner 

violence as a phenomenon that is either non-existent (Cecere, 1986), not possible 

(Hammond, 1989), or not worthy of consideration based on anti-LGBTQ ideological 

viewpoints (Durish, 2011; Ristock, 2001, 2011). The relative lack of research on female 

same-sex IPV is characteristic of a long history of oppressions committed against sexual 

and gender minorities and traditional gender role stereotypic expectations of women to be 

nonviolent, or the notion that women do not possess the ability to be violent, or at least 

violent enough to inflict pain on others (Gilbert, 2002; Girshick, 2002; Hassouneh & 

Glass, 2008; Little & Terrance, 2010). 

In line with the heteronormative stereotypic notion of women's incapability of 

violence, FSSIPV-inclusive research to date has tended to fall into one or both of the 

following categories: (1) reports of the estimated national prevalence of FSSIPV; and/or 

(2) heterosexual groups' and individuals' gender role stereotypes about women's same-

gender relationships, and the possibility of violence in those relationships (e.g., 

McClennen, 2005; Messinger, 2011). Compared to attention given to issues collectively 

faced by the LGBTQ population, the relatively large dedication of federal, state, and 

private funding for research related to violence against women and domestic violence 

since the original signing of the Violence Against Women Act (VAWA) has been almost 
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exclusively used for developing services for presumed heterosexual, cis-gender, female 

survivors of abuse perpetrated by male intimate partners with similarly presumed 

heterosexual and cis-gender characteristics (Ristock, 2001). However, results of research 

related to IPV occurring within this narrowly defined population are not necessarily 

representative of the prevalence, causes, and correlates of IPV experienced by members 

of the LGBTQ population (Burke & Follingstad, 1999; Hassouneh & Glass, 2008; 

Ristock, 2001). Thus, domestic violence services that emerged out of the U.S. Women's 

and Domestic Violence movements of the 1980s and 1990s (e.g., emergency shelters for 

survivors and batterer intervention programs), which are largely based on this 

heterosexual-IPV-focused research, remain ill-equipped to serve LGBTQ IPV survivors, 

perpetrators, and their families (Hart, 1986; Lobel, 1986; McLaughlin & Rozee, 2001; 

Ristock, 2001; C. Smith, 2011). In recent years, however, researchers have begun to 

address the lack of empirical knowledge around the prevalence and causes of intimate 

partner violence among Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual, Trans, and Queer populations by adding 

distinctions of sexual orientation to existing national intimate partner violence inquiries 

and reports (Walters et al., 2013). 

FSSIPV Prevalence and Rates 

Walters et al. (2013) recently augmented findings from the 2010 report of the 

National Intimate Partner and Sexual Violence Survey (NISVS, M. C. Black et al., 2011), 

the most up-to-date nationally representative intimate partner and sexual violence survey. 

In Walters et al. (2013)'s secondary report, the authors distinguished victimization and 

perpetration rates based on sexual orientation and found that 43% of lesbian women 

experience rape, stalking, and/or physical abuse by an intimate partner at least once in 
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their lifetime, and that the prevalence of victimization among lesbian women is similar 

to, and slightly higher than, heterosexual women (35%). These data further indicated that 

rates of abuse are significantly higher among bisexual women, relative to lesbian and 

heterosexual women, such that 61% of bisexual women reported victimization of intimate 

partner abuse. Among lesbian women who reported experiencing IPV victimization at 

least once in their lifetimes, approximately two-thirds reported only female perpetrators, 

indicating that female same-sex IPV is not a rarely occurring phenomenon simply 

explainable by individual characteristics of the perpetrators (i.e., the “bad apple” excuse; 

Ristock, 2001, 2003). Rather, these data provide support for the notion that FSSIPV is a 

social problem whose prevalence is comparable to that of heterosexual (male-to-female) 

IPV, and is influenced and maintained by ecological and systematic factors surrounding 

the seemingly individualist act of perpetrating violence toward an intimate partner 

(Ristock, 2001, 2003; Walters et al., 2013). 

Heterosexist Gender Role Stereotyping of Lesbian Romantic Relationships and 

FSSIPV 

Importantly, the findings presented by Walters et al. (2013) serve two purposes: 

(1) to estimate and report the extent of IPV among the U.S. lesbian, gay, and bisexual

population (no distinctions were made regarding transgender individuals), and (2) to 

reiterate findings from previous inquiries exploring the prevalence of IPV among this 

population (McLaughlin & Rozee, 2001; Morrow & Hawxhurst, 1989; Renzetti, 1992, 

1998; Ristock, 2001, e.g., 2002; Robson, 1990). A subset of researchers examining 

intimate partner violence over the past few decades have worked to specifically 

understand both the prevalence and causes of female same-sex IPV (Eaton et al., 2008; 
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Glass et al., 2008; Hassouneh & Glass, 2008; Little & Terrance, 2010; McClennen, 2005; 

Ristock, 2003, 2011; e.g., C. Smith, 2011); however much of our understanding of the 

contexts of and mechanisms underlying FSSIPV is rooted in heterosexist 

conceptualizations related to men's masculinity and their socially sanctioned dominance 

and aggression (Davis & Glass, 2011). Normative heterosexual relationships have 

historically been characterized by the male member of the relationship being the “partner 

in control” (Johnson, 1995, 2006). This traditional heterosexual relationship dynamic is 

rooted in hegemonic masculinity, a gendered normative ideology positioning men as the 

dominant group in society and a masculinity characterized by power, toughness, 

aggression, and antifemininity (Levant, Rankin, Williams, Hasan, & Smalley, 2010) as 

the authoritative gender role (R. Connell & Connell, 2005; R. Connell & Messerschmidt, 

2005). The characteristics associated with hegemonic masculinity (e.g., status, economic 

success, dominance) have been consistently linked to heterosexual men's perpetration of 

IPV (R. Connell & Messerschmidt, 2005; Levant et al., 2010; Moore & Stuart, 2005; 

Moore et al., 2010; Zurbriggen, 2010). Because these linkages have been demonstrated so 

reliably in numerous empirical studies, the same heteronormative characterizations of 

perpetrators of IPV have served as the basis for much of the available research and theory 

to date related to sexual minority women's perpetration of same-gender IPV (Renzetti, 

1992; Ristock, 2002, 2011). 

While accounting for the existence of hegemonic masculine norms as underlying 

causes of women's perpetration of same-gender IPV is justifiable, this framework of 

same-gender IPV research is conceptually limited in that the analysis tends to focus on 

women acting as men, rather than on the pervasiveness and consequences of our culture's 
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endorsement of and adherence to hegemonic masculinity (C. Smith, 2011). For instance, 

one of the most common stereotypes ascribed to sexual minority women's same-gender 

romantic partnerships is that one partner must "play the man" in the relationship 

(Spaulding, 1999). While this stereotypic assumption is partially based on the visibility of 

lesbian "Butch-Femme" culture (Spaulding, 1999), it is also rooted in the misogynist, 

hetero-patriarchal notion that a romantic relationship's legitimacy is contingent upon its 

adherence to a gender dichotomous dynamic consisting of one masculine (and dominant) 

partner and one feminine (and subordinate) partner (Spaulding, 1999). The consequence 

of the widespread application of this particular stereotype, and its implications for the 

legitimacy of same-gender relationships is that it reinstates a form of male dominance 

into such relationships (Laird, 1999; Spaulding, 1999). Further, reliance on stereotypes 

such as this serve more to reify existing marginalizations of systematically minoritized 

groups (e.g., transgender individuals, women of color, sexual minority women, etc.) than 

they do to inform hypotheses and intervention work around issues as complex as intimate 

partner violence. Unfortunately, stereotypes such as the one described above have had a 

heavy influence on the development and implementation of research and interventions 

related to female same-sex IPV. Exemplary of this influence, the discourse regarding the 

role of hegemonic masculinity in the perpetration of IPV remains centralized on maleness 

and heterosexuality, rather than masculinity as a form of gender identity, expression, and 

role adherence (Davis & Glass, 2011). For instance, Eaton et al. (2008) extends the 

following theoretically-based understanding of IPV as a possible explanation for their 

findings that power and control relationship dynamics significantly distinguished women 

with histories of IPV and women with no such histories: 
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Gender role theories have traditionally been used; however, without a male 

perpetrator to define as the abuser, IPV becomes more challenging to explain. 

Some research has suggested that the abuser in a lesbian relationship is 

'borrowing male authority; as this role encompasses dominance and control, and 

legitimizes power (Kimball, 2001). Accordingly, the abuser in a lesbian 

relationship may take on qualities that are more typically associated with how the 

male gender role has been defined by our society. (p. 702) 

Because heterosexuality serves as a defining quality of our culture's hegemonic 

masculine ideology, IPV discourses rooted in stereotypes, like the one described above, 

unceasingly default to a focus on heterosexual IPV and maintain the systematic silencing 

of sexual minority women and their experiences with female same-sex IPV (Davis & 

Glass, 2011). For instance, in a systematic review and critique of empirical research on 

IPV among lesbian women and gay men Burke & Follingstad (1999) consistently 

compare and contrast results from the studies in their review with results of studies 

specific to heterosexual IPV: 

Lockhart, White, Causby, & Isaac (1994) reported that, consistent with findings 

regarding male heterosexual batterers' dependency and need for control (Stordeur 

& Stille, 1989), correlational findings indicated that when lesbian partners feel a 

need to share all recreational and social activities, and express a need to do 

everything together, abuse is more likely to be part of the relationship. Renzetti's 

(1988) study, found that abusive lesbians were particularly dependent upon their 

partners, which also appears true of heterosexual batterers... (pp. 505-506) 
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In the above example, the authors provide no initial indication that the review is 

intended to be comparative between homosexual and heterosexual IPV, yet heterosexual 

relationship dynamics and IPV correlates are used throughout the review as seemingly 

default comparison standards. This meta-theoretical framework suggests a prevailing 

heteronormative focus within the research related to women's use of violence in their 

same-gender relationships. An especially concerning example of this heteronormative 

meta-theoretical framework based in stereotypes that serve to further marginalize sexual 

and gender minorities, is the Lesbian Partner Abuse Scale (LE-PAS-R), a 25-item 

measure specifically designed to assess IPV victimization among women in same-gender 

relationships. The LE-PAS-R was developed by McClennen, Summers, & Daley (2002) 

with the intention for it to be utilized by practitioners in social work (and potentially 

related fields) who served sexual minority women. This particular measure is 

troublesome for several reasons. First, according to McClennen et al. (2002)'s (i.e., the 

LE-PAS-R's developers) explanation, their primary focus in creating the measure was 

"...exclusively on designing a measurement scale for identifying variables related to 

power imbalance between lesbian couples resulting in partner abuse" (p. 279). However, 

of the 25 items comprising the LE-PAS-R less than one third (eight items; 32% of all 

items in the scale) relate to controlling behaviors, while the remaining seventeen items 

(i.e., 68% of the scale's items) primarily relate to the abuser's substance abuse and 

experiences of childhood and adolescent violence. Further, of the six factors defined after 

three rotations in a factor analysis, none are specific to power and control behaviors. 

Instead, controlling behaviors are supposed to be reflected in the eight items comprising 

the first factor, defined as "Communication and Social Skills", while the remaining five 
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factors are defined respectively as: Substance Abuse, Intergenerational Transmission of 

Violence, Fakes Illness, Internalized Homophobia, and Status Differentials. The authors 

provide in their discussion of results loose explanations for how each of these factors 

reflect power imbalances leading to intimate partner abuse within lesbian relations, but 

these explanations are limited at best in that it is simply stated in each factor's definition 

paragraph that it reflects some dimension of power imbalance and that it has been shown 

to lead to abuse, yet little-to-no further discussion is provided of (a) how these reflections 

exist for each factor nor (b) the mechanism relating power imbalance supposedly 

reflected in each factor directly, or even indirectly, leading to partner abuse within 

lesbian relationships. 

The above-critiqued research process, and the IPV assessment measure developed 

out of that process, is representative of an epistemic failure to sufficiently attune survey 

content, language and terminology to the experiences of women in same-gender 

relationships. The above example further speaks to an overarching failure to adequately 

investigate the phenomenon of IPV within this population with the save fervor and 

persistence that has characterized research and action around IPV among individuals in 

opposite-gender relationships. Importantly, the persistence of heterosexism and the 

continued marginalization of sexual minorities within scientific research related to 

intimate partner violence intersects with mainstream feminist history in the United States, 

and specifically the political climate and prevailing dominant ideologies of the U.S. 

Second Wave Feminist Movement. The historical analysis below aims to provide an 

intersectional analysis of the current state of research and social action related to female 

same-sex IPV. The review will also highlight the need for the specific research questions 
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and methodologies present under the current study and the larger program of research in 

which this study is situated. 
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Chapter 2. Contextual Literature Review: Current and Historical Barriers to 

Examining Same-Gender IPV among Women 

The continued state of research specific to IPV among women in same-gender 

relationships may be indicative of several key issues: (1) continued homophobia and 

heterosexism within the broader fields of education and research (e.g., Blount, 2006; 

Brown, Clarke, Gortmaker, & Robinson-Keilig, 2004; S. J. Ellis, Kitzinger, & Wilkinson, 

2003), (2) the lack of adequate funding for conducting in-depth empirical research on 

FSSIPV, attributable to various factors (e.g., economic recession, political tensions 

among marginalized agendas, etc.; Durish, 2011), and (3) continued reliance on or 

promotion of research and political agendas rooted in the mainstream ideals employed 

during the U.S. women's and domestic violence movements (i.e., Second Wave 

Feminism; Gilbert, 2002; McLaughlin & Rozee, 2001; Ristock, 2001). This study exists 

as a direct challenge to this latter indicator of the persistence of a heteronormative and 

oppressive framework in scientific research, policy, and community action-related 

professional fields. This study's challenge to the barriers created and perpetuated by 

mainstream feminist agendas is not in service to or an attempt to debunk the work done 

by the U.S. women's and domestic violence movements. Rather, it is aimed at furthering 

the endeavor of transforming our current culture of violence into a culture of peace. This 

endeavor necessitates active inclusiveness of perspectives outside the dominant culture 

(i.e., white, cis-gender, middle-class, hetero-patriarchy;), which requires a critical 

understanding of the oppressive structures and cultural norms existing even within social 

movements and agendas aimed at dismantling oppression (e.g., mainstream traditional 

feminism in the U.S.; Ristock, 2011). 
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Historical Analysis: 20th Century Feminist Perspectives Motivating a Critique of 

Traditional Feminism 

Science has historically been driven by social and political movements and vise-

versa. For instance, progressions made in the Civil Rights Movement in the U.S. were 

simultaneously combating against and relying upon scientific theory and evidence to 

further their campaigns into successes. In the same light, it is important to recognize that 

there are social and political movements currently happening at the global level that are 

relevant to the presently present research. That is, this study is a part of a growing body 

of research and social change action that is simultaneously combating against and relying 

upon scientific theory and evidence to further the plight of recognizing groups and 

individuals who identify as members of the LGBTQ community as equal members of 

society worthy of the same services and rights given freely to those outside of said 

community (Davis & Glass, 2011; Lai-Poon, 2011; Ristock, 2001). 

Beginning around the 1960s, U.S. Second Wave Feminism and the (anti-) 

Domestic Violence Movement began gaining considerable traction within the mainstream 

media and political agendas across the country (Crenshaw, 1991; LeGates, 2001). These 

joint mainstream feminist efforts began to shift how domestic violence, and the broader 

concern of violence against women, was defined, understood, and addressed within U.S. 

politics and research (Bush, 1992; Crenshaw, 1991; LeGates, 2001, Chapter 3; Pleck, 

1987). These efforts have been, through the lens of the present analysis, simultaneously 

means of liberating and oppressing women. The historical analysis that follows aims to 

elucidate this paradox in order to situate the present research in the context of work that 

has come before it. 
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Regarding the continued effort for women's liberation in this country, U.S. 

Feminism has no doubt made considerable strides in establishing women's access to and 

representation within the various structures and institutions that make up our democracy 

(e.g., Women's Suffrage achieved during the First Wave of U.S. Feminism, the passing of 

the Violence Against Women Act during the Second Wave, etc.; LeGates, 2001). 

However, the benefits of these achievements were primarily experienced by white, 

middle-class, and presumably heterosexual cis-gender women in the U.S., while women 

falling outside of that rather narrow identity definition remained under-represented, and 

in some cases in mainstream U.S. politics and political changes, such as the experiences 

of African American women in the U.S. South who were systematically discriminated 

against and effectively denied access to women's (relatively) newly gained voting rights 

(circa 1913) until the later success of the U.S. civil rights movement during the 1960s and 

1970s. In addition to, and intersecting with, issues of continued racism within U.S. 

feminist agendas, there are some key elements of the U.S. Anti-Domestic Violence 

Movement with consequences specific to sexual minority women: (1) the assumption of 

heterosexuality with regard to IPV (i.e., heterosexism; Davis & Glass, 2011; VanNatta, 

2005), (2) the continued praise and adherence to the dominant conceptualizations of 

masculinity (i.e., hegemonic masculinity; Gilbert, 2002; Hassouneh & Glass, 2008; 

VanNatta, 2005), and (3) the continued devaluation of femininity (i.e., Antifemininity; R. 

Connell & Connell, 2005). Importantly, these issues and their consequences are not 

simply indicative of oppressive attitudes and beliefs evident at the individual and small 

group levels, but rather are inherent in the institutional, political, and organizational 

structures and processes encompassing the overarching field of IPV research, action, and 
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service: “Workers and administrators frequently produce normal case categories based on 

the experiences of those at the top of the social hierarchy – in this case, white, 

heterosexual, temporarily able-bodied, middle- class, traditionally gendered women.” 

(VanNatta, 2005, p. 417, emphasis added). 

The extent to which women's liberation was achieved through Second Wave 

Feminism is reflected in the movement's thematic mantra, “The personal is political” 

(Hanisch, 1970), which argues against the idea that women's personal lives are of no 

concern to the public and political spheres of society. It argues that the personal 

experiences of women's lives are both relevant to, as well as the result of, contemporary 

political discourses. However, exemplary of the pervasiveness of an oppressive system is 

the (lack of) treatment of issues faced by historically marginalized and minoritized 

throughout the women's and domestic violence movements. Specifically, while women 

and femininity as a whole have been targets of oppression, so to have groups and 

individuals whose identities fall outside the boundaries of the hegemonic heterosexuality 

and the broader white cis-hetero-patriarchal definition of our dominant culture. These 

groups have been systematically ignored and further marginalized as a function of the 

political discourses of Second Wave Feminism. The phrase, “the personal is political”, 

brings to light the idea that individuals are subjective actors in social and political 

discourses and that each individual is both influenced by and influencing public policy. 

Evidence of this notion is apparent even in the origins of the phrase itself in which 

Hanisch (1970) expresses remnants of the intersectional systems of oppression at work 

during this time: 
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The groups that I have been in have also not gotten into ‘alternative life-styles' or 

what it means to be a ‘liberated' woman. We came early to the conclusion that all 

alternatives are bad under present conditions. Whether we live with or without a 

man, communally or in couples or alone, are married or unmarried, live with other 

women, go for free love, celibacy or lesbianism, or any combination, there are 

only good and bad things about each bad situation. There is no ‘more liberated 

way; there are only bad alternatives. (p. 4) 

The feminist rhetoric reflected in this statement speaks to many different aspects 

of how women's oppression is historically understood in terms of the split of 

public/private spheres. Often times, injustices against women occur in spaces that are 

considered strictly private; however, this mantra argues against keeping such injustices in 

the private sphere and for women's oppression to be brought to the political forefront. 

Such an argument overturns the historical interpretation of the objective government and 

turns the political world into a subjective space in which cases of individual oppression 

are just as potent as cases concerning a particular group of people. Also, the historical 

context of this mantra being placed in a time when women's voices were still considered 

as belonging primarily to the private space of the home and not a part of the political 

space of society forces the voice of woman to be taken out of its historically understood 

and accepted level of analysis and into broader levels of the public and political spheres 

with the hope that more people will see the importance of this voice. That is, the voice of 

woman has historically been heard on a more individual, and therefore disjointed and 

varied, level at the expense of the amplification of a unified community and policy-

leveled voice. The latter voice has instead been simultaneously spoken for and silenced 
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by the hegemonic group (i.e., men in power) in ways that work to uphold the dominance 

of that group. While this specific dynamic of our culture in the U.S. has progressed 

somewhat in the 45 years since Carol Hanisch unknowingly kindled the flames of Second 

Wave Feminism (Hanisch, 1970), the processes of oppression and status maintenance 

remain steadfast in our culture and in our political processes. That is, while women's 

voices have gained much ground in the public spheres of society and while explicit 

sexism has become increasingly less socially acceptable, rather than explicitly normative, 

oppression itself remains a fundamental characteristic of our society's structure and 

mundane functionality. The feminist spirit motivating the notion that the personal is 

political (Hanisch, 1970), is indicative of how the feminist work conducted during the 

20th century in the U.S. aimed at dismantling the current status quo (LeGates, 2001; C. 

Smith, 2011), which posited men and masculinity as superior to women and femininity 

(Johnson, 2006). In doing so, the work of mainstream U.S. feminism that was focused on 

addressing violence as a form of oppression against women involved upholding certain 

gender-based stereotypes (e.g., notions that women are innately chaste and men innately 

promiscuous) in efforts to bring attention to the very serious social problem of intimate 

partner violence (Johnson & Ferrero, 2000; VanNatta, 2005). These gender-based 

stereotypes were rooted in the pervasive notions of heteronormativity and the gender 

binary. The guiding rhetoric of this movement allowed little-to-no room for the 

recognition of variations in gender identities and ascribed roles such that women 

continued to be understood only in terms of their degree of femininity, and men in their 

degree of masculinity: 
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The gender called man, culturally defined in its manhood, often needs to reject the 

gender called woman, itself culturally defined in its womanhood, by 

distinguishing itself as strong, powerful, controlling, and often aggressive and 

violent. … 'If, in men's accounts of aggression, we are told what it is like to take 

control, in women's accounts we hear about what it means to lose control. For 

women, the threat comes from within; for men, it comes from others. For women, 

the aim is a cataclysmic release of accumulated tension; for men, the reward is 

power over another person, a power that can be used to boost self-esteem or to 

gain social and material benefits. For women, the interpersonal message is a cry 

for help born out of desperation; for men, it is an announcement of superiority 

stemming from a challenge to that position'. (Campbell, 1993, pp. 7–8; Quoted in 

Gilbert, 2002, pp. 1274–5) 

Intersections among the Gender Dichotomy, Patriarchy, Heterosexism and 

Interpersonal Violence 

Feminists who brought the focus to domestic violence in the 1970s viewed the 

victim as someone without blame, the problem as one of men abusing women, 

and the violence as a component of a patriarchal system (Berns, 2004). (C. Smith, 

2011, p. 131) 

Scientific research and its practical applications have historically defined 

biological sex and gender identity according to a dichotomous structure of 

male/masculine and female/feminine, and this structure has served as the basis for 

discourses around gender identities and the gendering of social roles and behaviors 

(Auster & Ohm, 2000; Barry, Bacon, & Child, 1957; Bem, 1981b; Constantinoble, 1973; 
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Lenney, 1991; O’Neil, 1981; Pleck, 1987; Spence & Helmreich, 1980; Terman & Miles, 

1936). Characteristics commonly associated with the feminine side of the gender binary 

system include nurturance, frivolity, ignorance, uncontrolled emotionality, hysteria, 

physical and emotional weakness, and above all subordination to men and masculinity 

(Bargad & Hyde, 1991; Bem & Lewis, 1975; Hassouneh & Glass, 2008; Levant, 

Richmond, Cook, House, & Aupont, 2007). Conversely, the masculine side of this binary 

is characterized by toughness and aggression, stoicism and restricted emotionality, 

independence and self-reliance, social dominance and authoritarianism, and above all the 

avoidance of femininity (Auster & Ohm, 2000; Bem, 1981b; R. Connell & 

Messerschmidt, 2005; Levant et al., 2010; Pleck, 1987). Social and natural scientists alike 

have often considered this gender binary system as biologically determined in that 

masculinity and femininity, gendered characteristics, are typically considered as tied to 

male and female, or sex characteristics. Further, the conflation of sex and gender, as well 

as the espoused binary structure of these constructs, is typically assumed to be relatively 

static across time, place, and subject. That is, babies assigned as female at birth are 

expected to possess “feminine” qualities and those assigned as male are ascribed 

“masculine” qualities, and this expectation is based on the assumption that these qualities 

are naturally inherent in females and males (Barry, et al., 1957; Bem, 1981b; 

Constantinoble, 1973; Lenney, 1991; Pleck, 1987; Spence & Helmreich, 1980; Terman & 

Miles, 1936). Indeed, dichotomized gender differences are, generally, seen as the starting 

point for understanding differences among individuals within a given population. 

Some researchers and activists have worked throughout the U.S. Women's and 

Domestic Violence to challenge the mainstream notion of a gender binary and the 
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assumption of such strict biological determination. Over the past couple of decades, this 

challenge has gained a considerable foothold in the overarching conversation around 

gender identity and gender role adherence within scientific research and its practical 

applications. Theory in this respect has argued that the traditional notion of a static binary 

structure of gender produces a reductive and ultimately incomplete understanding of 

individuals and human behaviors. Challengers to the gender binary further argue, and in 

many cases empirically demonstrate, that individuals' gender identities and their 

behaviors are likely the result of a complex mixture of biological and genetic 

determinants combined with the socialization of behaviors, attitudes, and beliefs 

throughout the course of human development (R. Connell & Messerschmidt, 2005; 

Levant & Richmond, 2007; Levant et al., 2010). This theory acknowledges that 

individuals experience and express gender in a multitude of ways that are not necessarily 

consistent with the definitions of gender identity and gendered characteristics prescribed 

under a dichotomous framework of gender (Bem, 1981b; R. Connell & Connell, 2005). 

The theoretical evolution of gender, as a construct, has led to the notion of a, still single-

dimensional, spectrum of gender identities, with masculinity and femininity at either end, 

which acknowledges variation in how individuals identify with, express, and experience 

gender (Bem, 1981b; Wetherell & Edley, 1999). In response to this notion of a gender 

spectrum, researchers have considered that perhaps gender exists along more than a 

single dichotomous dimension of male/masculine and female/feminine. Sandra Bem 

(1977) developed the Bem Sex Role Inventory (BSRI), a measure that positions gender 

identity and expression along a multidimensional plane with four defined categories of 

gender role adherence: masculine, feminine, androgynous (i.e., high feminine and high 
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masculine), and undifferentiated (i.e., low feminine and low masculine; see Figure 1). In 

more recent years, discourses around gender have begun to posit that gender identity can 

take on a multitude of dimensions that are not necessarily mutually exclusive, linear, nor 

strictly categorical with clear definitions of boundaries and characteristics (Auster & 

Ohm, 2000; Carrigan, Connell, & Lee, 1985; R. Connell & Messerschmidt, 2005; Pleck, 

1987). Advances in this emerging framework necessarily challenge how we use language 

as a way to categorize gender. This is especially true with regards to a trend in socio-

political discourses and scholarship that seems to be tentatively moving toward a more 

fluid understanding of gender identity and expression. The use and conceptualization of 

gendered language, then, could be expected to evolve in a parallel fashion in order to 

reflect changes in the experiences we describe with language. However, while many 

researchers, practitioners, and theorists acknowledge and endorse an understanding of 

gender existing as a construct defined in multiplicities (i.e., without strict categorizations 

and boundaries), commonplace language related to gender remains largely bound by the 

traditional assumption that gender exists in a dichotomous structure and the 

colloquialisms associated with this assumption. That is, despite efforts by researchers and 

activists to be inclusive of the multitude of gender identities, efforts to incorporate the 

notion of multiplicity into our common use of language when talking about gender have 

yet to overcome the traditionally accepted and espoused binary understanding of gender. 

The "problem" of lesbian battering. The perpetuation of a gender binary 

framework has heavily influenced IPV-related research and intervention and prevention 

strategies in that this ubiquitous nature of this framework has culminated in the creation 

of “the typical victim” and “the typical perpetrator” of IPV (VanNatta, 2005). The notion 
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that women are victims and men are perpetrators became increasingly popular throughout 

the latter half of the 20th century, to the point that the vast majority of domestic violence 

services developed through these movements was modeled according to this dichotomy. 

The victim-as-woman and perpetrator-as-man dichotomy lead to the stereotyping of these 

roles based on gender role stereotypes associated with either side of the male 

(masculine)/female (feminine) dichotomy. While "victim” became associated with 

stereotypically feminine qualities such as weakness, disempowerment, and dependency; 

“perpetrator” became associated with opposing masculine stereotypic qualities such as 

dominance, power, and monster. The resulting popular attitude around domestic violence 

is one that prohibits acknowledging the existence of women's violence. Further, because 

the qualities of perpetrators involve characteristics such as dominant and monster, which 

were particularly intentionally attributed only to men, women's violence toward other 

women is so far further removed from the allowed discourse that it becomes 

unfathomable. As such, the reductive semantics and rhetoric encompassing the 

mainstream understanding of intimate partner violence allowed for devastating continued 

ignorance of same-gender IPV among women, and has resulted in the further 

marginalization of sexual minority women. Further, this continued ignorance was not 

always passive and the attitudes driving this ignorance were not always implicit among 

some of the most influential voices of Second Wave Feminists (e.g., Betty Friedan), and 

the collective influence of those particular voices has successfully maintained the status 

quo characterized by and in the overall continued dominance of hegemonic masculine 

heteronormativity (LeGates, 2001). 
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Gender role stereotyping and myths about women, femininity, and lesbian 

relationships. Stereotypes, particularly those attributed to marginalized populations, 

often have much more devastating consequences than their seemingly benign colloquial 

meanings might suggest (Hassouneh & Glass, 2008; LeGates, 2001). The rhetoric of 

feminist and domestic violence movements during the 1970s through the remainder of the 

20th century has resulted in stereotypes and myths about women, femininity, and lesbian 

relationships that impact the definition, measurement, and response of FSSIPV. These 

colloquial stereotypes have led to a rhetoric that reduces woman-to-woman violence to 

“cat fights”, or harmless and/or frivolous interactions among women (Hassouneh & 

Glass, 2008; Merrill, 1996). Most exemplary of such stereotypes ascribed to sexual 

minority women is the myth of the “lesbian utopia”, which, promulgates the notion that 

women are non-violent and nurturing, and therefore their intimate relationships must be 

an exaggeration of those qualities (Elliot, 1996; Hassouneh & Glass, 2008; McLaughlin 

& Rozee, 2001; Ristock, 2002). Additionally, the stereotypic notion of the “butch-

femme” composition of lesbian romantic relationships (i.e., wherein one romantic partner 

is highly masculine in appearance and behavior, and the other highly feminine) serves as 

a particularly insidious mechanism in which the gender dichotomy inherent within 

hegemonic masculine heteronormativity maintains the status quo by promoting the 

assumption that, even outside of a heterosexual context, masculinity and femininity must 

exist as polar opposites. The origins and continued promotion of stereotypes such as 

these, as well as the dichotomous notions around gender and violence permeated in part 

by the U.S. women's movement(s), bring to light the primary barrier to recognizing, 

responding to, and ultimately preventing same-gender IPV among women: the “problem” 
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of women's perpetration of same-gender IPV for feminist agendas. That is, 

acknowledging the existence of FSSIPV as more than a rare phenomenon perpetrated and 

experienced by a “few bad apples” is in direct opposition to promoting the very ideas and 

gendered rhetoric that some of the most influential feminists developed and relied upon 

to ensure the success of the movement(s). Thus, IPV in women's same-gender 

relationships has been seen by some not as a social problem worthy of adequate 

acknowledgment and intervention, but rather as a politically logistical problem in need of 

cover up and silencing in public discourse (LeGates, 2001). 

While the work of the Feminist Movement in the U.S. during the latter half of the 

20th century was instrumental in dismantling the notion that IPV is a private issue strictly 

occurring in and affecting the domestic context, there exist holes in this work that have 

had detrimental consequences, specifically for marginalized populations of female-

identified groups and individuals. Further, much of the rhetoric characteristic of these 

movements has resulted in the permeation of stereotypic ideologies around IPV that 

promote a dichotomous framework with regards to gender and the characteristics of 

perpetrators and victims of IPV. Given this analysis, it is important to note that the 

continued dearth in the research related to FSSIPV is in part attributable to this reductive 

rhetoric employed by highly influential mainstream U.S. feminists during the latter half 

of the 20th century. This rhetoric is not assumed to be fabricated by the U.S. feminist 

movement(s), but rather, a result of a substantial history of our collective adherence to 

hegemonic masculine and heterosexist norms and ideals that serve to maintain the 

underlying structure of our dominant white hetero-patriarchal culture. The present 

research identifies hegemonic masculine heteronormativity, and the underlying 
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Figure 12. I. H. Meyer (2003)'s conceptual model of minority stress (MS; see I. H. 
Meyer, 2003, Figure 1) with proposed additions based on the amended minority stress 
construct definition: "Minority stress as a construct within the modified intersectional 
model is defined as the loss or diminishing of choice regarding how an individual self-
defines and expresses their identity, or facets of their identity, due to having one or 
multiple marginalized identities. Minority stress is further conceptualized as a construct 
existing within the higher-level category of intersectionality. The potential additions to I. 
H. Meyer (2003)'s minority stress theoretical model are reflected in bold-italicized fonts
and enlarged arrows, with bold-non-italicized fonts representing focal areas in I. H.
Meyer (2003)'s original model.
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Appendix A. Focus Group Guide 

Appendix A1. Focus Groups Interview Introduction 

Welcome and Introduction 

“Thank you all for joining us today! To give you a little more information about 
the study, we are inviting individuals to participate in focus groups for a research 
project aimed at understanding sexual minority women’s experiences with female 
same-sex intimate partner violence. Some of these focus groups will be with 
Lesbian, Bisexual, and Queer women recruited from the greater Portland area, 
while others will be with sexual minority women who are currently receiving 
community services related to intimate partner violence. All of the focus groups 
will consist of discussion questions about stereotypes participants have heard 
related to sexual minority women and their thoughts on these stereotypes. While 
this study is ultimately interested in addressing intimate partner violence in same-
sex couples, no specific questions will be asked about violence. Each focus group 
meeting is expected to last for approximately 2 hours.” 

Informed Consent 

“Before we get started, we need to go over the informed consent document that is 
on the table in front of each of you. We would like for each of you to read through 
the document on your own after I highlight the main points for the group. First, 
the goal of today’s focus group is to learn people’s thoughts about stereotypes 
attributed to Lesbian, Bisexual, and Queer women and how those stereotypes, and 
the experience of being stereotyped, relate or intersect with their day-to-day lives. 
You will receive a $30 gift card to Powell’s Books in appreciation of your time 
and participation. If you decide to leave for any reason before the group is 
finished you will still receive a $30 gift card to Powell’s Books. Your 
participation in this research is meant to be an opportunity for you to share your 
individual thoughts around these topics and to hear those of others who may have 
been, in some way or another, silenced. You may not receive any direct benefit 
from this research, but the knowledge it generates may help others in the future. 
This focus group interview will be recorded using a digital voice recorder and a 
written record, or transcript, will be made from the recording. The information in 
the transcript from today’s focus group will not be connected to your name and 
the best efforts will be made to protect your privacy and confidentiality. However, 
confidentiality cannot be guaranteed in a group setting and it is possible some of 
the things you say in today’s focus group could be repeated by others in today’s 
group. So, two of the best ways to ensure your privacy are (1) refrain from saying 
things you would not want others to know and (2) refrain from repeating anything 
said by other group members.” 
“Does anyone have any initial questions?” 
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“If everyone could take a minute to read through this consent form on your own 
and, if you agree to participate in today’s focus group, sign the consent form and 
return it to me. A copy of this document has also been provided on the table in 
front of each of you and this copy is for you to keep.” 
“Please feel free to ask any questions before signing this form.” 

Ground Rules 

“Thank you all for taking the time to be here today. Before we begin, I would like 
to just go over some basic ground rules for today’s group. These are things about 
talking in groups that are just general requests we are making of everyone present 
today to make sure that everyone feels comfortable and safe in today’s 
discussion.” 
“The first thing is to participate. Again, the reason that we’ve invited all of you 
here today is so we can hear your different points of view. So we need 
everybody’s help to have a good group.” 
“The second thing is to take turns. We know that some people like to talk more 
than others, but you may have to hold on to some of the things you’d like to say, 
so that everyone in the group has a chance to talk.” 
“Third, it’s all right to disagree with each other, but please be polite when you do 
— no put downs. Everyone wants other people to listen when you talk and to 
show some respect for you, right? So you need to do the same for them.” 
“Finally, as I mentioned earlier, confidentiality cannot be guaranteed in a group 
setting, so we are asking that everyone understands that the best ways to protect 
your own privacy and confidentiality are to (1) not say anything about yourself 
that you would not want others to know, and (2) to not repeat anything said by 
other group members.” 
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Appendix A2. Focus Groups Moderating Guide 

Q1 - Getting Acquainted & Introductory activity 

Why don't we start by having everyone introduce themselves with their names, 
how they found out about today's group [e.g., a flyer at the QRC], and one-
to-two words that best describe your gender identity. 
Now that we have gotten a little more acquainted with each other, I am interested 
in hearing about your experiences with stereotypes related to your sexual and 
gender identities. So first, I'd like for you to think about some of the stereotypes 
you have heard of related to lesbian, bisexual, and queer women. 
TO START, take one of the note cards from the stack on the table and write down 
as many of these stereotypes you can think of. Try using only one or two words 
for each of the stereotypes, because we are going to list what you write down on 
the easel pad. Keep in mind that these are stereotypes you have heard of and we 
are not assuming anything about whether or not you endorse these stereotypes as 
truths. 

• AFTER 2-3 MINUTES, tell participants to wrap-up their writing and to start
listing, out loud, the stereotypes they came up with, in popcorn style,
and record their responses on the easel pad using as many pages as
necessary.

Q2 - Cued Discussion Starter 

What do you all think about these stereotypes and their influence on your lives 
and identities? 

Q3 - Cued Discussion Starter 

Now that we have this list, what are your thoughts about some of these 
stereotypes? Which ones seem to be pretty accurate or inaccurate and why? 

• PROMPT for details and specific stories when applicable.

Q4 - Indirect Gender Role Cues

(if not brought up organically via Questions 1 & 2): What are some ways 
you feel your gender identity and gender expression(s) have influenced your day-
to-day life? 

Q5 - Indirect Gender Role Cues 

What are some of the ways this influence has been a positive aspect of your life? 
How about less positive or negative ways this has influenced your life? 

Q6 - Semi-direct Gender Role Cues 

How has your sexual orientation influenced your gender identity? 
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What are some ways that these influences have been difficult or caused problems 
in your life? 

• PROMPT for terms like ‘stress' and ‘strain' if they have not come up yet.

Q7 - Wrap-up 

Why don't we try to think of ways that those difficulties could be eliminated: 
could each of you think of, and share, one or two things that could reduce those 
difficulties? 
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Appendix B. One-on-One Interview Guide 

Appendix B1. One-on-One Interview Introduction 

Welcome and Introduction 

THANK YOU FOR JOINING ME TODAY! To give you a little more information about 
the study, we are inviting individuals to participate in focus groups and one-on-
one interviews for a research project aimed at understanding LGBTQ Women's 
experiences with female same-sex intimate partner violence. 
Some of these interviews will be with LGBTQ women recruited from the greater 
Portland area, while others will be with sexual minority women who are currently 
receiving community services related to intimate partner violence. 
All of the interviews will consist of questions about stereotypes participants have 
heard related to sexual minority women and their thoughts on these stereotypes. 
While this study is ultimately interested in addressing intimate partner violence in 
same-sex couples, no specific questions will be asked about violence. 
Today's meeting is expected to last approximately one hour. 

Informed Consent 

Before we get started, we need to go over the informed consent document that has 
been provided to you. 
I would like for you to read through the document on your own after I highlight 
the main points for you. 
First, the goal of today’s interview is to learn your thoughts about stereotypes 
attributed to Lesbian, Bisexual, and Queer women and how those stereotypes, and 
the experience of being stereotyped, relate or intersect with your day-to-day life. 
You will receive a $15 gift card to Powell’s Books in appreciation of your time 
and participation. 
If you decide to leave for any reason before the interview is finished you will still 
receive a $15 gift card to Powell’s Books. Your participation in this research is 
meant to be an opportunity for you to share your thoughts around these topics. 
You may not receive any direct benefit from this research, but the knowledge it 
generates may help others in the future. 
This interview will be recorded using a digital voice recorder and a written record, 
or transcript, will be made from the recording. 
The information in the transcript from today’s interview will not be connected to 
your name and the best efforts will be made to protect your privacy and 
confidentiality. 
Do you have any initial questions? 
If you could take a minute to read through this consent form on your own and, if 
you agree to participate in today’s interview, sign the consent form and return it to 
me. 
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The second copy of this document I have provided is for you to keep. 
Please feel free to ask any questions before signing this form. 
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Appendix B2. One-on-One Interview Guide 

Introductory Activity 

I am interested in hearing about your experiences with stereotypes related to your 
sexual and gender identity. So first, I’d like for you to think about some of the 
stereotypes you have heard of related to lesbian, bisexual, and queer women. 
To start, take one of the note cards from the stack on the table and write down as 
many of these stereotypes you can think of. 
In the interest of time, try using only one or two words for each of the stereotypes. 
Keep in mind that these are stereotypes you have heard of and I am not assuming 
anything about whether or not you endorse these stereotypes as truths. 

• AFTER 2-3 MINUTES, ask participant to wrap-up her writing and continue with
the interview:

Q1 - Stereotypes 

What do you think about these stereotypes? 
Which ones seem to be pretty accurate? 
Why? 
Which ones seem to be pretty inaccurate? 
Why? 
How have these stereotypes influenced, or not influenced, your life? 

• PROMPT for details and specific stories when applicable.

Q2 - Identity 

How have the stereotypes you wrote down influenced, or not influenced, your 
identity? 
What comes to mind when I say your identity? 
If you had to choose 5 words that best describe your identity, what would those 
be? 
HELPER CUE, IF NECESSARY: For example, the five words I might choose to 
describe my own identity are woman, queer, lesbian, white, and researcher. 

• ONCE RESPONDENT LISTS HER 5 WORDS, ASK:
Are there any words that you did not include that also describe your identity? 

• [IF YES] What are they?
How did you choose which words to include in your list of 5 and which words not 
to include? 
What criteria, if any, did you use to determine which words to keep and which to 
exclude? 
Did you feel that deciding which words to include was difficult? 

• [IF YES] How was it difficult?
• [IF NO] How was it not difficult?
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How would you describe your gender identity? 
What do you think of when I say gender identity? 
How would you describe your gender expression? 
What do you think of when I say gender expression? 

Q3 - Gender Roles 

What are some ways you feel your gender identity and gender expression(s) have 
influenced your day-to-day life? 
What are some of the ways this influence has been a positive aspect of your life? 
How about less positive, or negative, ways this has influenced your life? 

• PROMPT for terms like role(s), and perform, performance if they do not 
come up. 

Q4 Gender Role Stress & Minority Stress 

How has your sexual orientation influenced your gender identity and gender 
expression(s), or the other way around`? 
What are some of the ways, if any, this influence has been positive for you? 
What are some ways, if any, that these influences have been difficult or caused 
problems in your life? 

• PROMPT for terms like stress, anxiety, and strain if they do not come up. 

Q5 - Wrap-up 

Could you think of, and share with me, some ways that these difficulties and 
problems could be reduced or avoided? 

IF PARTICIPANT DID NOT NAME ANY DIFFICULTIES OR PROBLEMS, ASK: 
In your experience, what do you think has helped lessen or prevent any negative 
experiences or issues stemming from the influence of your sexual orientation on 
your gender identity and gender expression(s)? 
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Appendix C. Inductively-Derived Codebook 

Appendix C1. Codebook Categories 

MINORITY STRESS (MS). 
Relating to or reflecting the loss or diminishing of choice regarding how an individual 
self-defines and expresses their identity or facets of their identity due to having one or 
multiple marginalized identities. 

GENDER (G). 
Relating to or reflecting the influence of gender as a form of social categorization or 
as a personal identity characteristic on an individual's overall identity or specific 
components of a person's identity, such as their, sexual, racial, ethnic, religious, 
and/or political identities, etc. (e.g., "I feel most comfortable hanging out with other 
women", "I feel like I am one of the guys", "I do not really think about my gender or 
others' genders", etc.). Items reflecting this code can refer to the general concept of 
gender as a form of social categorization. 

IDENTITY (ID). 
An individual's self-defined identity or identity components. This category reflects 
both the form of an individual's identity definition in terms of the extent to which an 
individual conceptualizes her identity as either hierarchical or faceted, as well as the 
context(s) influencing an individual's identity definition(s) and expression(s). 

INTERSECTIONALITY 
Relating to or reflecting the notion that individuals identities comprise multiple 
components or dimensions that are neither mutually exclusive nor necessarily distinct 
from one another, but that intersect with one another in various ways. The 
intersectionality category includes four sub-categories each reflecting intersections 
among the above defined codebook categories: Identity x Gender (IDxG), Minority 
Stress x Gender (MSxG), Minority Stress x Identity (MSxID), and Minority Stress x 
Identity x Gender (MSxIDxG). 

IDENTITY X GENDER (ID X G). 
Intersections among an individual's identity or identity components and the influence 
of the individual's gender identity, or of gender as a form of social categorization, on 
the individual's experiences and behaviors. 

MINORITY STRESS X GENDER (MS X G) 
Intersections among minority stress experiences, in the form of the loss or 
diminishing of choice in one's identity definition(s) and expression(s), and the 
influence of the individual's gender identity, or of gender as a form of social 
categorization, on the individual's experiences and behaviors. 
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MINORITY STRESS X IDENTITY (MS X ID). 

Intersections among minority stress experiences, in the form of the loss or 
diminishing of choice in one's identity definition(s) and expression(s), and an 
individual's overall identity or components of an individual's identity. 

MINORITY STRESS X IDENTITY X GENDER (MS X ID X G). 
Intersections among minority stress experiences, in the form of the loss or 
diminishing of choice in one's identity definition(s) and expression(s), an individual's 
overall identity or components of an individual's identity, and the influence of the 
individual's gender identity, or of gender as a form of social categorization, on the 
individual's experiences and behaviors. 
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Appendix C2. Codelist 

Gender 

ANDROGYNY. 
Gender expression (GREX) that is a balanced mixture of femininity and masculinity. 

BUTCH. 
A form of masculine gender identity or gender expression that has historically been 
common among sexual minority women. 

CIS-GENDER. 
A form of gender identity characterized by an individual's current gender identity 
matching the gender or sex they were assigned at birth. 

CONSISTENCY. 
Demonstrating consistency in how one identifies, expresses oneself, or behaves in a 
given context. 

CULTURE. 
Relating to experiences, identities, or behaviors that explicitly reflect ones' 
identification with a specific culture. 

DOMINANT CULTURE. 
Relating to one's experiences with the dominant culture (i.e., white, heteronormative, 
patriarchy). 

EQUITABLE ROLES. 
Referring to an equitable distribution of roles within a romantic relationship. 

EXPRESSION. 
Relating to an individual's self-expression(s) not specific to one's gender expression. 
Self-expressions can include expressing (or restricting the expression of) one's 
emotions, thoughts, etc. 

FEMALE. 
Gender identity labeled (by others or the subject) or assigned (at birth) as female. 

FLUIDITY. 
Relating to or reflecting fluidity or adaptability in how an individual identifies or 
expresses herself. 

GENDER ROLE STRESS. 
Relating to or reflecting stress, anxiety, conflict, or strain in response to failing or 
struggling to successfully adhere to a particular set of gender roles. 
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GENDERED LANGUAGE. 

The use of gender in language as a way of describing or distinguishing an individual 
or group. 

INDEPENDENCE. 
Relating to or reflecting an individual's sense of independence, self-sufficiency, or 
self-reliance (e.g., I can take care of myself). 

MEDIA-ONLINE FORUMS. 
Descriptions of online forums as either a source of information or a space of 
community. 

NATURE OVER NURTURE. 
Relating to or reflecting the idea that individuals' behaviors and abilities are primarily 
biologically determined rather than learned through socialization or cultural norms. 

PRESENTATION. 
Relating to an individual's overall self-presentation (i.e., the combination of an 
individual's self-expression, appearance, or role performance) 

ROLES. 
Relating to or reflecting the roles an individual is expected to adhere to, does adhere 
to, struggles to adhere to, or refuses to adhere to. The concept of roles is an 
overarching category that is inclusive of gendered and non-gendered roles. 

TWO-SPIRIT. 
Explicitly relating or referring to the Indegenous American identity two-spirit. 

WOMAN. 
Gender identity labeled (by others or the subject) as woman. 

Identity 

AGE. 
Relating to an individual's age. 

AUTHENTICITY. 
Being true to oneself. Authenticity can be reflected in many ways, including the way 
an individual expresses herself, standing up for one's beliefs, etc. 

COMMUNITY. 
Relating to a sense of community or group membership. 

EXTERNAL INFLUENCE. 
Relating to or reflecting external influences on an individual's identity, identity 
definition(s), experiences, or behaviors. 
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FEMINISM. 

Explicit description of feminism as a political or social change movement, or 
descriptions of oneself as a feminist (e.g., I identify as a feminist). 

INTELLECT. 
Relating or referring to an individual's intelligence. This can include how others 
perceive the subject's intelligence or the subject's own description of her intelligence. 
Synonymous terms include adjectives such as "analytical", "aptitude", "smart", etc. 
Reverse-coding of intelligence can be applied to adjectives such as "gullible", 
"stupid", "shallow", "inept", etc. 

LGBTQ HISTORY. 
Explicitly relating or referring to the LGBTQ-specific historical moments (e.g., the 
Stonewall Riots), icons (e.g., Harvey Milk), or time periods (e.g., the Stonewall Era). 

MEDIA INFLUENCE. 
Descriptions of the level of influence of media on an individual's experiences, 
behaviors, or identity definitions. 

OTHERS' CONFUSION. 
Relating to or reflecting others' confusion about an individual. 

PARENTING. 
Explicitly relating or referring to parenting or the possibility of parenting. 

PRIORITY IDENTITY. 
Explicit description of or reference to a single domain of an individual's identity as 
the priority identity domain for the individual (e.g., "My race always comes first"). 

RACE. 
Relating to or reflecting either the general concept of race, or the influence of race or 
an individual's racial identity on an individual's overall identity, an individual's racial 
identity, components of an individual's identity other than race, etc. (e.g., "I feel most 
comfortable in the Black Lesbian Community", "I do not associate with others 
outside of my own racial group", "I do not really think about my race or others' race", 
etc.). 

SELF-PERCEPTION. 
Relating to or reflecting the way an individual sees or understands herself, regardless 
of how others may or may not perceive her. 

SELF-PRESENTATION. 
Relating to or reflecting the way an individual presents herself regardless of others' 
expectations or other external influences. 

SEXUALITY. 
Relating to or reflecting an individual's sexuality, including an individual's sexual 
preferences (i.e., attraction) or sexual behaviors. 
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SOCIAL MEDIA. 

Descriptions of social media as either influencing an individual's identity or 
behaviors, a source of information, or a space of community. 

TITLE. 
Explicitly relating or referring to an individual's professional title (e.g., Teacher, 
Writer, Mechanic, etc.). 

Minority Stress 

ACCEPTANCE. 
Seeking or receiving acceptance from others. 

ADULTHOOD. 
Adulthood-specific experiences or behaviors. 

COMPLIANCE. 
Relating to an individual's compliance or conformity to others' expectations. 

DAY-TO-DAY. 
Relating in general to one's day-to-day experiences (i.e., regardless of any specific 
context or behaviors). 

EDUCATING OTHERS. 
Relating to the need, or perceiced need, to educate others about one's marginalized 
identity (or identities) or experiences. 

GENDER ROLES. 
Social constructed behaviors, expressions, or beliefs individuals of a given gender 
identity are expected to demonstrate or adhere to. 

GENDERED CLOTHING. 
Descriptions of clothing in direct relation to gender (e.g. wearing skirt makes me feel 
feminine) or as synonymous with or analogous to a form of gender expression (e.g. 
wearing a skirt is feminine). 

HETERONORMATIVITY. 
Relating to or reflecting the idea that heterosexuality is the only normal sexual 
orientation or is a default sexual orientation to which others are referred or compared. 

HYPERSEXUALIZED. 
Relating to or reflecting the hypersexualization of an individual or group. 

IDENTITY WORK. 
Relating to or reflecting an individual's explorations in defining or expressing her 
identity or facets of her identity. This can include descriptions of how an individual 
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came to define or express her identity, experimenting with how she expresses her 
identity, learning to be comfortable with her identity, etc. 

INCLUSION. 
Relating to or reflecting an individual's sense of inclusion in a given context (e.g., "I 
feel that I am a part of the LGBTQ community"). 

IPV. 
Relating to or reflecting experiences of Intimate Partner Violence victimization or 
perpetration. 

OTHERS' REACTIONS. 
Relating to or reflecting others' reactions to an individual. 

PRIVILEGE. 
Relating to or reflecting an individual's privileged identities or experiences of 
privilege. 

SAFETY. 
Relating to or reflecting an individual's sense of safety in a given context. 

SCHOOL EXPERIENCES. 
Relating or referring to experiences at school (i.e., primary school, high school, 
college, graduate school, etc.) 

SOCIAL SUPPORT. 
Relating to or reflecting either the need for social support, seeking social support 
from others, or providing social support to others. 

SPACE. 
Relating to or reflecting the concept of "space" as an environment not necessarily 
confined to a physical place, but rather determined by the individuals occupying a 
given environment or characteristics that make up an environment (e.g., I do not feel 
included in LGBTQ spaces). 

SURVIVAL. 
Relating or referring to an individual's ability to survive, strategies used to survive, or 
barriers to an individual's survival. 

WITHIN GROUP OPPRESSION. 
Relating or referring to experiences of oppression from within an individual's social 
or cultural group. 

WITHIN GROUP STEREOTYPING. 
Relating or referring to experiences of being stereotyped by or stereotyping others 
from within an individual's social or cultural group. 
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Intersectionality: Identity x Gender 

CHANGE. 
Relating to an individual's experiences of or ability to change. 

CONFUSION. 
Experiencing confusion in one's identity or self-expression. 

GENDER ROLE ENFORCEMENT. 
Relating to or reflecting others' enforcement of an individual's adherence to a 
particular set of roles (e.g., behaviors, expressions, appearance, etc.) based on the 
perceived gender of the individual. 

HISTORY. 
Explicitly relating or referring to social, cultural, or political history or histories.This 
can be reference to a specific historical event or period, or reference to the subject of 
history in general. 

IDENTITY POLICING. 
Relating to or reflecting experiences of having one's identity policed or enforced by 
others. This is separate from role enforcement in that identity policing specifically 
refers to the definition of one's identity while role enforcement refers to the 
behaviors, beliefs, or expressions associated with one's identity. 

LABELS. 
Relating to or reflecting experiences of being labeled by others. 

PERSONALITY. 
Descriptions of an individual's personality or personal characteristics not specific to 
any one facet of an individual's identity such as gender, race, religion, etc. (e.g., "I am 
friendly"). 

Intersectionality: Minority Stress x Gender 

APPEARANCE-CLOTHING. 
Relating to an individual's physical appearance specifically in terms of clothing or 
apparel. 

BINARY. 
Relating to or reflecting a binary understanding of gender (i.e., male/masculine + 
female/feminine). Items relevant to or reflecting the gender binary are those that 
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specifically identify both male (or masculine) and female (or feminine) as the only 
two possibilities for gender identity, gender expression, and/or gender roles. 

FEMININITY. 
Gender expression(s) or gender role(s) explicitly described as feminine or explicitly 
B55labeled as femininity. 

LGBTQ COMMUNITY. 
Explicitly relating or referring to the LGBTQ Community. 

MASCULINITY. 
Gender expression(s) or gender role(s) described as feminine or labeled as femininity. 

MISGENDERING. 
Relating or referring to experiences of being mis-gendered by others (e.g., an 
individual who identifies as female being called "sir", an individual who identifies as 
non-binary being labeled as either female or male, etc.). 

ROMANTIC LIFE. 
Relating to or reflecting the roles an individual is expected to adhere to, does adhere 
to, struggles to adhere to, or refuses to adhere to. The concept of roles is an 
overarching category that is inclusive of gendered and non-gendered roles. 

SOCIAL CHANGE. 
Relating or referring to social change (e.g., Things are getting better for LGBTQ 
people). 

Intersectionality: Minority Stress x Identity 

CONFIDENCE. 
Seeking or experiencing confidence in oneself. 

GENDER EXPRESSION. 
Relating to or reflecting an individual's expression of her gender identity. 

LOOKING THE PART. 
Relating to or reflecting an individual's performance or attempts to perform a 
particular role or set of roles specifically in terms of how the individual appears or 
attempts to appear to others. 

MENTAL HEALTH. 
Relating to or reflecting an individual's mental health or mental health concerns. 

PRESSURE. 
Relating to or reflecting experiences of pressure to respond or adhere to others' 
expectations. 
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RACE IDENTITY. 

Explicit description of an individual's racial or ethnic identity (e.g., "My ethnicity is 
Hispanic", "I identify as Mestiza", "My race is African American", "My racial 
identity is White", etc.). 

RELIGION. 
Relating to or reflecting either religious values or an individual's religious identity 
(e.g., "I am a good Christian woman", "Religion has had a big impact on my life", 
etc.) 

SOCIAL LIFE. 
Relating to or reflecting an individual's experiences in their social life, regardless of 
the presence or absence of a romantic partner. 

STEREOTYPING. 
Explicitly relating or referring to experiences of being stereotyped or of stereotyping 
others. 

Intersectionality: Minority Stress x Identity x Gender 

AFFECT. 
Relating to an individual's expressed affect (e.g., happy, sad, frustrated, angry, etc.) 

APPEARANCE. 
Relating to an individual's physical appearance (e.g., body type, wearing make-up, 
etc.) 

CHILDHOOD. 
Childhood-specific experiences or behaviors 

CHOICE. 
Relating to an individual's freedom (or lack thereof if reverse-coded) in choosing her 
self-definition, roles, or behaviors. Items relevant to or reflecting choice are those that 
reflect some sense of autonomy for the subject of the item. 

COMFORT. 
Seeking or experiencing comfort. This can refer to experiencing (or seeking) comfort 
in general or specifically in relation to one's self-expression (e.g., an individual might 
describe their gender expression as being comfortable). 

COMING OUT. 
Coming out refers to the act of openly identifying a previously consealed facet of 
one's identity. Items relevant to coming out are those that either describe coming out 
experiences or refer to an individual's coming out experiences as part of or the entire 
context surrounding other experiences. 
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CONTEXT DEPENDENT. 

Reflecting behaviors or experiences that are specific to or dependent upon a given 
context (e.g., I feel safe in LGBTQ spaces) 

FAMILY. 
Relating to experiences or behaviors specific to one's current or family or potential 
family (e.g., descriptions of individual's experiences with her parents, experiences 
with siblings, the possibility of marriage or having children, etc.). 

GENDER IDENTITY. 
Relating to or reflecting an individual's self-defined gender identity. 

GENDER ROLE ADHERENCE. 
Relating to or reflecting adherence to a particular set of gender roles. 

IDENTITY FIT. 
Relating to or reflecting the fit between an individual's self-defined identity and the 
socially constructed roles ascribed to that identity. 

INTERSECTIONALITY-X. 
(Short for Intersectional Marginalization): Relating to or reflecting experiences of 
marginalization by others with whom an individual shares one or more marginalized 
identities (e.g. being ostracized by lesbian women for being bisexual racism within 
the LGBTQ community etc.). 

MEDIA. 
Relating to or reflecting the influence of media on an individual's experiences, 
behaviors, or identity definitions. 

OTHERS' EXPECTATIONS. 
Relating to or reflecting others' expectations of an individual. 

PERFORMANCE. 
Relating to or reflecting an individual's attempts to perform a particular role or set of 
roles in terms of the individual appearance, expressions, and/or behaviors. 

PLACE. 
Relating to or reflecting the concept of place as a physical environment with an 
identifiable and relatively static or consistent location (e.g., "I feel safe at my 
school"), or references to specific places such as cities, community centers, hospitals, 
schools, etc. (e.g., "I used to live in Los Angeles, CA", "I go to Portland State 
University", I enjoying going to the Q-Center, etc.). 

SEXUAL ORIENTATION. 
Relating to or reflecting the influence of sexual orientation as a form of social 
categorization or as a personal identity characteristic on an individual's overall 
identity or specific components of a person's identity, such as their, gender, racial, 
ethnic, religious, and/or political identities, etc. (e.g., "I feel most comfortable 
hanging out with other women", "I feel like I am one of the guys", "I do not really 
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think about my gender or others' genders", etc.). Items reflecting this code can also 
refer simply to the general concept of sexual orientation as a form of and social 
categorization or as a personal identity characteristic. 

WORK. 
Relating to or reflecting an individual's profession, experiences in the workplace, 
career, work-specific goals, etc. 


