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Abstract: The conspiracy narrative surrounding the LGBTQ+ community is based on the
belief in the existence of a gay lobby whose hidden agenda (the gay agenda) aims to destroy
societal norms, institutions, and traditional values through the indoctrination of minors and
the disruption of the natural/moral order. To study this little-explored conspiracy, the GILC
scale was constructed and validated in an Italian context. However, this scale: 1) is only
available in English; 2) has been validated only in a Western context, in a field where literature
reports that context can impact not only the susceptibility to believe in certain conspiracies, but
also the elements of a conspiracy that are highlighted; and 3) presents, moreover, a potential
lack of content and factorial validities, linked to the fact that its conceptors present it as a
unidimensional measure when it actually measures two conspiracies, therefore potentially two
distinct constructs. To fill these gaps, this study evaluates the factorial structure of the French
version of this measure in two independent samples of heterosexual people of Cameroonian
nationality (N = 864). The first (n1 = 361, M = 22.86 ± 2.65 years) reported an exploratory
unidimensional structure with 7 items of the original version measure, which contains 9 items;
excluding items 3 and 5, relating to gender ideology conspiracy, which had very low factor
loadings and therefore did not meet the recommended threshold. The second (n2 = 503, M
= 23.60 ± 4.77 years) confirmed this unidimensional structure presenting an excellent fit. We
concluded that this version of the GILC scale, which exclusively assesses the LGBTQ+ lobby
conspiracy, is reliable.

Keywords: GILC scale; conspiracy theories; gender ideology conspiracy; LGBTQ+
lobby conspiracy; Cameroon

1. Introduction
Conspiracy theories can be defined as attempts to explain the ultimate causes

of important political and social events and circumstances, highlighting secret plots
hatched by two or more powerful actors (Douglas et al., 2019). Often linked to
specific events, as in the case of the recent Covid-19 pandemic (Gökalp et al., 2025),
these theories are the subject of progressive documentation in a field of knowledge
that has undergone significant development in recent years (see Biddlestone et al.,
2025; Douglas et al., 2024; Douglas and Sutton, 2025 for some reviews of the
available literature). Despite this significant growth, a number of their aspects remain
underexplored. This is the case of the conspiracy involving the LGBTQ+ community,
on which the first systematic research is very recent (see Bettinsoli et al., 2022;
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De Cristofaro et al., 2025; Dzuetso Mouafo, 2023; Dzuetso Mouafo et al., 2023;
Gkinopoulos et al., 2024; Jaśkiewicz, 2024; Jolley et al., 2024; Panerati and Salvati,
2025; Salvati et al., 2023, 2024; Valsecchi et al., 2025). However, even if this specific
conspiracy belief shares common features with general conspiracy beliefs (the presence
of an elite opposed to the heterosexual majority; a secret dimension; and an aspect
linked to power), it remains that it refers to a specific phenomenon, with unique
characteristics, such as its belief content and the targeting of a particular group of
people (Panerati and Salvati, 2025). As such, the LGBTQ+ conspiracy belief should
therefore benefit from increased academic interest. It is in this perspective that the
present research is situated.

The belief in the LGBTQ+ conspiracy is based on the idea that there exists a gay
lobby whose objective is to destroy societal norms, institutions, and traditional values
through the indoctrination of minors, the disruption of the natural/moral order, and an
ideology based on the controversial “gender theory” (Salvati et al., 2023, 2024). In this
vein, LGBTQ+ people represent a threat to the social and moral order, because they
would be actors in a vast conspiracy against the community, moral, and ideological
values on which societies and communities, generally heteronormative (Gulevich et
al., 2018), are based (Dzuetso Mouafo et al., 2023). Empirical research conducted in
recent years has provided support for the hypothesis of the existence of this conspiracy
and is gradually revealing its consequences on the treatment of LGBTQ+ people in
the societies where they live (see Dzuetso Mouafo et al., 2023; Salvati et al., 2023;
Tsogo À Bebouraka et al., 2024), including those where progress in their favor can be
noted in national legislation (see Salvati and Koc, 2022). These studies were, for the
most part, conducted using the very first measurement scale dedicated to the analysis of
this conspiracy: the Gender Ideology and LGBTQ+ lobby Conspiracies (GILC) scale
(Salvati et al., 2023).

The GILC scale is an instrument for measuring beliefs in conspiracies related
to gender ideology and the LGBTQ+ lobby. Despite measuring two conspiracies, it
is a monofactorial scale. It consists of nine (9) items covering the most important
themes of conspiracy beliefs (presence of a conspiratorial elite against the majority of
people, i.e., heterosexual people; dimension relating to the secrecy of the conspiracy;
and aspects relating to the power and malevolent scope of the conspiracy, such as
spreading gender ideology; Salvati et al., 2023). Validation data for this scale indicate
that it has a good internal consistency index (α = 0.96; Ω = 0.96), and it does not
overlap with specific or general aspects of general conspiracy content, willingness to
engage in the conspiracymindset, or existingmeasures of sexual prejudice and negative
attitudes toward members of the LGBTQ+ community. Furthermore, these data report
that high GILC scores are predicted by several variables associated, by the literature,
with conspiracy beliefs and sexual prejudices (religiosity or high social dominance
orientation, for example).

Despite its undeniable metrological qualities, the GILC scale: 1) exists only in the
English language, which prevents its administration to individuals who do not speak
this language; 2) presents a potential lack of content and factorial validities, linked in
particular to the fact that it is presented as a monofactorial scale, whereas it evaluates
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two conspiracies, therefore two different constructs; and 3) it has so far only been tested
in a Western context, since the few studies conducted outside this sociocultural context
(Dzuetso Mouafo et al., 2023; Tsogo À Bebouraka et al., 2024) that have used it have
not validated it within the prescribed psychometric standards. However, the specialized
literature reports that conducting validation studies of the psychometric properties of
scales in different languages is crucial for the measurement of conspiracy beliefs (see
Stojanov and Hannawa, 2023). Moreover, cultural context is an important factor in
the validation of a measurement instrument. This reality is all the more important in
a field where literature reports that context can impact not only the susceptibility to
believe in certain conspiracies, but also the elements of a conspiracy that are highlighted
(Schlipphak et al., 2021). In the specific case of the LGBTQ+ conspiracy, existing
research suggests that despite the universality of this conspiracy (see Friedersdorf, 2012
in the American context; Salvati et al., 2023 in the European context; and Dzuetso
Mouafo, 2023 in the African context), it remains that each context can highlight certain
of its aspects. For example, analysis conducted in the Cameroonian context (Dzuetso
Mouafo et al., 2023) highlights specific sociocultural dimensions. Hence, the interest
of the present research which proposes a validation of the French version of the GILC
scale in an African context.

1.1. Cultural context of adaptation of a measuring instrument and
responses to items
Cultures consist of shared constructions, representations, and beliefs that emanate

from social interactions between groups of individuals who share overlapping social
spaces (White, 2002). Indeed, cultural differences can explain the divergences in
individuals’ opinions, perceptions, judgments, and responses to a test. To explain
how culture can impact responses to questionnaire items, Hofstede (2001) argues that
in individualist cultural contexts, the tendency to acquiesce—which corresponds to
respondents’ inclination toward positive answers (yes vs. no, and true vs. false)—may
be less common, sincemaintaining harmony is less emphasized. In contrast, individuals
belonging to collectivist cultures are more subject to social pressures and, therefore, this
tendency is weak among them.

The contextualization of Western models in traditional societies, such as African
societies, is often questioned because they are considered poorly adapted to local
cultures and these societies’ practical needs (Trommsdorff and Dasen, 2001). This is
why it is important to culturally adapt test items. This process aims to take culturally
idiosyncratic aspects into account. In this process, one must be aware that the language
of translation—an element through which a culture is expressed and transmitted— can
impact the meaning of the items. Indeed, the meaning of a word or statement/item may
no longer be equivalent in the two languages or cultures; this can discriminate between
the groups tested. In addition to the language in which the items are translated, several
items may contain or induce stereotypes and prejudices toward certain groups, such as
LGBTQ+ people, if, for example, the items are adapted and addressed to individuals
living in a heteronormative cultural context, as is the case in the present study (see
Dzuetso Mouafo et al., 2023). Thus, participants’ responses to the items may emanate
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from cultural stereotypes shared in their environment; the cultural context may impact
these responses or the way they use the response scales (see https://globaledge.msu.edu/
global-resources/resource/30212). Ultimately, this could impact the internal structure
of the measurement instrument administered outside the cultural context in which it
was designed.

The dimensionality of a test or set of items is often difficult to judge. It is possible,
in theory, to select items to measure a single dimension (Juhel, 1999), as is the case
with Salvati et al.’s (2023) GILC scale. But, in practice, the picture is simple, because
the dimensionality of a dataset, a model or a test depends fundamentally on the theory
that underpinned its development, the internal elements of the test (items), and the
characteristics of the respondents (Davis et al., 2019; Johnson et al., 2005). In this
sense, individual factors (procedural choices, accuracy, level of anxiety and motivation,
cultural beliefs, etc.) can influence participants’ responses to items. Thus, some items
may be more sensitive to individual differences than others. This is why the items
and individuals’ characteristics produce a set of data whose dimensionality must be
systematically tested (see Hambleton and Rovinelli, 1986; Hambleton et al., 1991). It
can also be noted that a certain heterogeneity can be found at the level of the nature
of the items and their impact on the dimensionality of the test. In view of all these
elements, this study questions the content of the items of the GILC scale in order to test
its structure, in an African cultural, social and legal highly heteronormative context,
therefore different, to a certain extent, from the context of its initial validation (see
Dzuetso Mouafo et al., 2023). It adapts the GILC scale in this context and, in particular,
tests its monofactorial structure (see Salvati et al., 2023), with regard to the content
analysis of this instrument which measures two conspiracies: one relating to gender
ideology and the other relating to the LGBTQ+lobby.

1.2. Conspiracy beliefs about LGBTQ+ people in an African highly
heteronormative context: The case of Cameroon
In Cameroon, a sub-Saharan African country where homosexuality is a criminal

offense (see Article 347-1 of the Cameroonian Penal Code), the belief in a LGBTQ+
lobby conspiracy is rooted in the politicization of sexuality (Awondo, 2010). This
politicization of sexuality, which specifically affects political, administrative, and
economic elites, was brought to the public arena by the publication, in 2006, of a
list of high-ranking figures accused of homosexual practices (see Machikou, 2009).
According to Awondo (2010), these accusations were more motivated by political
or economic objectives than sexual ones, in a sociopolitical and economic context
characterized by the impoverishment of the popular masses, who pointed the finger
at the responsibility of a corrupt elite that misappropriated public funds. This elite was
accused of using its power and privileges to force individuals seeking recruitment or
promotion to engage in homosexual practices in exchange for its intervention (Dzuetso
Mouafo et al., 2023). This homosexuality, perceived not as sexual, but “political”
(see Menguele Menyengue, 2016), is considered the most pernicious form of sexuality,
practiced by a supposedly depraved and corrupt elite (Tsogo À Bebouraka et al., 2024)
engaging in immoral acts. In this context, the thesis defended by Geschiere and Orock
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(2021) is that the stigmatization of governing elites, due to their alleged homosexual
practices, can be understood as a challenge to a model of governance whose most
visible results are, on the one hand, elites’ illicit enrichment, and on the other hand,
popular masses’ increased impoverishment. These authors indicate that according
to the popular masses, in addition to acts of predation on public wealth, these elites
would have created an anusocratie (see Geschiere and Orock, 2021), i.e., a rule of
the anus (Hendriks, 2024), situated in a postcolonial conspiratorial perspective (Orock
and Geschiere, 2024). Anusocratie refers to the perception of the anus as a source
of wealth and power within circles of power and money, to humiliate and subjugate
individuals seeking social advancement, particularly within a public administration
where homosexuality would exist since the 1950s (Pigeaud, 2011).

The thesis that homosexual practices have been an important lever for the
recruitment and promotion of individuals within the Cameroonian public administration
for decades constitutes the cornerstone of the belief in the existence of a LGBTQ+
lobby conspiracy. This allegation allows for the public trial of homosexuality, against
a backdrop of criticism of the neocolonial state and highlighting colonial responsibility
in the moral degradation of society (Awondo, 2010). In this vein, popular imagery
invokes the name of the French medical doctor and politician Louis Paul Aujoulat.
For decades, in fact, this homo-Masonic (homosexual and Freemason) personality has
crystallized the debate around the alleged link between political and administrative
elites’ membership in esoteric circles in general, and Freemasonry in particular, and
their inclination for homosexual practices. It is widely believed that this personality
would be the initiator of membership in Western esoteric brotherhoods (Freemasonry,
Rosicrucians or Illuminati for example) of the local elites who were to take over from
the French colonizers after independence (see Nken, 2014). This is particularly fueled
by the allegation that Freemasonry would impose the ritual of anal penetration on its
new initiates (Geschiere, 2024). In this context, certain homophobic discourses shared
within Cameroonian public opinion are fueled by beliefs in the ritual and initiation
uses of homosexuality (see Roxburgh, 2019), which would be related to an occult
practice (Menguele Menyengue, 2016), witchcraft (Biligha Tolane, 2018), or a form
of vampirism (Menguele Menyengue, 2014).

In the same vein, because the popular masses consider that Cameroonian political
and administrative elites make access to employment and promotions conditional on
individuals’ adherence to homosexual practices, they believe that there is a plot hatched
by these elites, holders of power, to convert heterosexuals, whose socioeconomic
situation is precarious, to homosexual practices (Machikou, 2009). Thus, homosexual
acts, or more simply sodomy, would have no link with the search for pleasure or
people’s sexual orientation. They would be more in the perspective of a pact of
domination and submission (Menguele Menyengue, 2016), by which the powerful
would exchange their intervention in the lives of the powerless, to give them access
to money, a job or a promotion, against anal penetration, conceived as a ritual
practice supposed to make the powerful acquire more authority, power and domination
(Menguele Menyengue, 2016) relying on the vital energy they allegedly drew from the
powerless through the sodomitic act (see Tonda, 2016). These conspiracy beliefs of
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an esoteric nature contribute to catalyzing popular homophobia (Lado, 2011), i.e., all
forms of stigma and discrimination based on sexual and gender characteristics faced by
gender diverse individuals (Lamontagne et al., 2025); making their situation dangerous,
since they make them the targets of various violence (see Dzuetso Mouafo et al., 2023).
From a certain point of view, this homophobic violence appears as the consequence
of heterosexual people’s reaction to the anomic and realistic threats that LGBTQ+
people represent for their way of life, viscerally opposed to an antisocial, anti-kinship,
and anti-procreative sexuality like homosexuality (Ndjio, 2020). This specificity of
conspiracy beliefs relating to the LGBTQ+ community in Cameroon distinguishes them
from similar beliefs analyzed in the Italian context by Salvati et al. (2023). They
therefore justify, from our point of view, the need to translate and validate these authors’
psychometric measurement in the Cameroonian context.

2. Study 1: French translation of the GILC scale and exploratory
factor analysis (EFA)

2.1. Method
2.1.1. Participants

The initial data collection involved 361 participants (nMen = 166, nWomen = 195;
Meanage = 22.86 years (SD = 2.653)). Inclusion criteria were: a) self-identifying as male
or female; b) self-identifying as exclusively heterosexual; and c) being of Cameroonian
nationality. Participants included in the sample voluntarily consented to participate in
the research. This initial sample allowed us to verify whether the original one-factor
structure of the GILC scale remained the same in the context of this study. From an ethics
perspective, we submitted our protocol to the National Ethics Committee for Human
Health Research, for validation. The Committee informed us that it was not competent
to grant ethical clearance for studies outside the health field. Consequently, we had
our protocol validated by the Department of Philosophy-Psychology-Sociology at the
University of Dschang, and proceeded with our investigations without further hindrance.

Table 1 presents the sociodemographic characteristics of this sample (Study 1,
EFA sample).

Table 1. Sociodemographic characteristics of the samples (Studies 1 and 2).

Characteristics of samples
Study 1 (EFA sample, n1 = 361) Study 2 (CFA sample, n2 = 503) Overall samples (N = 864)

n % N % n %

1. Sexual orientation
a) Hetesexual 361 100 503 100 864 100
b) LGBTQ+ 0 0 0 0 0 0

2. Gender
a) Men 166 45.98 268 53.28 434 50.23
b) Women 195 54.02 235 46.72 430 49.77

3. Matrimonial status
a) Married 24 6.65 61 12.13 85 9.84
b) Single 337 93.35 442 87.87 779 90.16

4. Age
a) Minimum 21 - 20 - 20 -
b) Maximum 55 - 60 - 60 -

5. Socio-professional status
a) Workers 37 10.25 88 17.49 739 85.53
b) Unemployed 324 89.75 415 82.50 125 14.47

6. Economic status
a) Rich 25 6.92 130 25.84 155 17.94
b) Poor 118 32.68 179 35.58 297 34.37
c) Middle class 218 60.38 194 38.57 412 47.68

Note: EFA: Exploratory Factorial Analysis; CFA: Confirmatory Factorial Analysis.
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2.1.2. Measurement and procedure for adapting GILC in the Cameroonian
context

Multilingual studies generally use successive translation. Following this process,
three options can be taken. These are: 1) application, which is the literal translation of
the instrument items; 2) adaptation, whichmay require translation and/or reformulation
of the instrument items to ensure the inclusion of culturally idiosyncratic expressions of
the construct; and 3) assembly, which requires aspects of the construct that are salient
for certain cultures but are not covered in the instrument. An adaptation is equivalent
to the literal translation of some of the items and/or changes in other items and/or the
creation of new items. The choice of translation option has implications for the expected
level of equivalence (see Boateng et al., 2018). This study opted for adaptation.

There are four techniques for adapting measurement instruments (back translation,
bilingual technique, committee approach, and pretest). The translation of the GILC
scale from English to French followed the procedure for cross-cultural validation of
questionnaires suggested by the International Test Commission (2017) and Churchill’s
(1979) model. This research obtained the tacit approval of Salvati et al. (2023), the
conceptors of this scale, who suggested that future studies enrich research on LGBTQ+
conspiracy beliefs in order to increase gender equality and build a more inclusive
society. This study, which used the standardized procedure of “back-translation”, is
based on this perspective. In this logic, the 9 items of the GILC scale were first
translated independently from English to French and from French to English (version
not validated in the present research) by a bilingual translation specialist. Then,
independently, two bilingual translators judged the concordance between the elements
of the GILC scale and their facade validity. Finally, an expert in social psychology
validated the French version obtained (see Table 2), in accordance with the English
version. The response format proposed to the participants is a 7-point Likert scale,
ranging from 1 (Strongly disagree) to 7 (Strongly agree).

Table 2. Description of the 7-items of the French version of the GILC.

Structure of the French version of GILC
FL M SD ω α MSA U2

Item content

GILC1

Un groupe organisé de personnes LGBTQ+ œuvre pour plus de pouvoir, se cachant
derrière les revendications pour plus de droits.
An organized group of LGBTQ+ people works for more power, hiding behind the
demand for more rights.

0.650 4.91 1.45 0.801 0.802 0.879 0.57

GILC2

Il existe des personnes LBGTQ+ très puissantes qui parviennent à influencer les décisions
du parlement et du gouvernement, au détriment des autres citoyens.
There are very powerful LGBTQ+ people who manage to influence the decisions of the
Parliament and the Government, to the detriment of other citizens.

0.645 5.13 1.37 0.802 0.802 0.873 0.58

GILC4

Un groupe de personnes LGBTQ+ s’est organisé pour infiltrer tous les principaux secteurs
de la société, afin d’accroître leur influence sur elle.
A group of LGBTQ+ people has organized to infiltrate all major sectors of society to
increase their influence on it.

0.671 4.93 1.39 0.798 0.799 0.890 0.54

GILC6

Un groupe organisé de personnes LGBTQ+ travaille pour obtenir plus de pouvoir ; se
cachant derrière la demande pour plus de droits.
An organized group of LGBTQ+ people works for more power, hiding behind the
demand for more rights.

0.630 4.97 1.38 0.804 0.805 0.889 0.55
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Table 2. Cont.

Structure of the French version of GILC
FL M SD ω α MSA U2

Item content

GILC7

Les personnes LGBTQ+ veulent utiliser les lois et les tribunaux pour imposer une vision
politique précise du monde.
LGBTQ+ people want to use laws and courts to impose a precise political view of the
world.

0.608 4.93 1.33 0.807 0.808 0.882 0.52

GILC8

Il existe des tentatives concrètes de propagande dans les écoles pour tromper les enfants
et leur permettre de décider s’ils veulent être un homme ou une femme, comme ils le
souhaitent.
There are concrete propaganda attempts in schools to plagiarize children and allow
them to decide whether to be male or female as they wish.

0.601 5.05 1.42 0.808 0.809 0.885 0.58

GILC9

Les personnes LGBTQ+ veulent promouvoir des lois pour se favoriser économiquement,
professionnellement et socialement, au détriment des personnes hétérosexuelles.
LGBT people want to enact laws to favour themselves economically, professionally, and
socially, to the detriment of heterosexual people.

0.655 5.08 1.36 0.800 0.801 0.886 0.57

Items excluded from the scale

GILC5
Il y a des personnes qui se sont organisées pour renverser l’ordre naturel des choses à
travers « l’idéologie du genre ». There are people who have organized themselves to
subvert the natural order of things through ‘gender ideology’.

0.011
<0.40

4.81 1.52

GILC3

Certaines personnes très puissantes veulent propager « l’idéologie du genre » dans les
écoles pour endoctriner les enfants.
Some very powerful people want to spread ‘gender ideology’ in schools to indoctrinate
children.

−0.097
<0.40

4.92 1.41

Note: GILC: Gender ideology and LGBTQ+ lobby Conspiracies; FL: Factor Loadings; M: Means; SD:
Standard Deviation; MSA: Measure of Sample Adequacy; U2: Item’s unique variance.

2.2. Results
Exploratory factor analyses (EFA)
The internal structure of the GILC scale was explored by conducting an EFA on

the first subsample (Table 1; n1 = 361). The EFA was performed using JASP.0.19.2.
Tomake the results comparable, we used the principal axis factoring (PAF)methodwith
oblique rotation (Oblimin), as it assumes a correlation between the scale items. Table
2 presents factor loadings, means and standard deviations, reliability and sampling
adequacy indices, and eigenvalues of the items. The scores for each item ranged from
1 (low adherence to the GILC beliefs) to 7 (high adherence to the GILC beliefs). We
observed that the means (standard deviations) were high and above the average of 3.5
for all items, as they ranged between 4.91 (±1.45) and 5.13 (±1.37). Regarding the
uniqueness values, the seven items showed specific variance proportions not explained
by the unidimensional structure of the scale, which ranged between 0.52 and 0.58
(<0.60). The examination of the GILC scale factor structure was performed by applying
an EFA with a PAF method, due to its robustness, and Oblimin rotation. The analyses
suggested removing items 3 and 5, which had very low factor loadings (i.e., 0.011
and −0.097 respectively) and therefore did not meet the recommended threshold (0.40)
(Boateng et al., 2018). Indeed, the PAFmethod and Oblimin rotation revealed that these
removed items were not positively related to the GILC scale, and that they assessed
purely manifest aspects of the gender ideology conspiracy. After excluding these two
items from the analysis, a new EFA indicated a unidimensional structure of 7 items.
The factor loadings of these items range from 0.601 to 0.671 (Table 2), which justified
the relevance of these items for the scale (see Broc and Loyal, 2016).
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The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin index and Bartlett’s test of sphericity were used to ensure
that the scale is suitable for factor analysis. For this purpose, the KMO index value was
above 0.70 (KMO = 0.883, with item sampling adequacy measures ranging between
0.873 and 0.890), and the Bartlett’s χ2 value (χ2 = 701.492, df = 21; p < 0.001)
was significant (Loyal, 2016). The extraction of the latent factors of the GILC scale
was based on the fixed number of factors with eigenvalues ≥ 1 (see Bourque et al.,
2006; Loyal, 2016). The total variance explained by the factor model was estimated
at 40.70%, with an eigenvalue of 3.438 and factor loadings ranging between 0.601
and 0.671 (see Raykov and Marcoulides, 2011). Items that accurately represent the
latent construct and provide significant results are retained based on factor loadings
that must be greater than or equal to 0.40 (see Boateng et al., 2018; Nunnally, 1978).
Following these analyses (KMO, Bartlett’s χ2 value, eigenvalues, proportion of the total
variance explained and factor loadings) the results yielded a unidimensional scale with
a satisfactory factor structure, consisting of 7 valid and reliable items (Figure 1).

Figure 1. Parallel analysis scree plots.

As shown in Figure 1, parallel analysis suggested retaining one factor with an
eigenvalue from the sample data greater than that produced by the simulated data (see
Horn, 1965; Lautenschlager, 1989). Both the Kaiser Criterion and parallel analysis
yielded the scree plot of the items (Cattell, 1966). All these results provide preliminary
parameters supporting a unidimensional structure for the French version of the GILC
scale. Thus, this scale captures the LGBTQ+ lobby conspiracy. Cronbach’s alpha (α),
McDonald’s Omega (ɷ), Lambda 2 (λ2), and Guttman’s reproducibility coefficient (rho
or ρ) coefficients were used to test the reliability of this scale and that of each item.
The reliability analysis of each of the 7 items of the GILC scale indicated satisfactory
α (ranging from 0.799 to 0.809) and ɷ coefficients (ranging from 0.798 to 0.808),
all above 0.70 (the acceptable threshold). As shown in Table 3, α, ɷ, λ2, and ρ all
indicated excellent values (α = 0.827; ɷ = 0.827; λ2 = 0.828; ρ = 0.827). These results
indicate that each item in this measure captures the LGBTQ+ conspiracy theory with
an acceptable level of reliability. The same is true for the overall scale. Regardless of
the reliability index calculated, the reliability level of this version of the scale is high
(>0.80).
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Table 3. EFA’s indices of the unidimensional structure and Scale reliability statistics of the
GILC.

KMO χ2-Bartlett Df p EV

0.883 701.492 21 <0.001 3.438

Coefficient
Study 1 (EFA sample, n =
361)

Study 2 (CFA sample, n =
503)

Overall sample (N = 864)

Coefficient ω 0.827 0.862 0.856
Coefficient α 0.827 0.862 0.856
Guttman’s λ2 0.828 0.863 0.857
Split-half coefficient rho (ρ) 0.827 0.886 0.873
AVE 0.520 0.520 0.530

Note: KMO: Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin; EV: EigenValue; df: degree of freedom; AVE: Average Variance
Extracted; EFA: Exploratory Factorial Analysis; CFA: Confirmatory Factorial Analysis.

The structure of the scale was then subjected to confirmatory and validity analyses
on a second sample (see Study 2). This is because the literature recommends, in the
process of scale validation, that EFA be performed on one sample and confirmatory
factor analysis (CFA) on another sample (see Corbière, 2014; Jackson et al., 2009;
Osborne and Fitzpatrick, 2012; Thompson, 2004). This recommendation formed the
basis for the second study. These results support a one-dimensional structure, as
represented by the item scree plot (see Figure 1).

3. Study 2: Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA), reliability and
validity of the French version of the GILC scale

The objective of this study was not limited solely to testing the confirmatory factor
structure of the French version of the GILC scale. The study also established some
evidence of the validity of this scale. To achieve this objective, it followed the following
steps:

Firstly, the study tested the factor structure of the GILC scale using JASP.0.19.2,
examining the factor loadings and the goodness of fit of the unidimensional factor
model to the empirical data. It also assessed the reliability and convergent validity
of this scale, by calculating, respectively, the internal consistency indices (Cronbach’s
alpha, McDonald’s Omega, Guttman’s Lambda 2 and Rho) and the average variance
extracted (Fornell and Larcker, 1981);

Secondly, in order to determine whether the French version of the GILC scale
is sensitive to a given context or social category, the study analyzed multi-group
invariances (configural, metric, scalar and strict) across participants’ gender (men vs.
women), economic status (rich vs. poor vs. middle class), and socio-professional status
(employed vs. unemployed);

Thirdly, to establish construct validity, we related the GILC scale to conspiracy
mentality and generic conspiracy beliefs. We also investigated the relationships
between the GILC scale and other variables including perceived anomic threat, negative
emotions experienced (fear, disgust, and hatred), ideology of survival, perceived
economic inequality, daily discrimination, and intention to engage in anti-LGBTQ+
collective action; constructs linked by literature to attitudes toward LGBTQ+ people in
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an African context notably (see Dzuetso Mouafo, 2023; Dzuetso Mouafo et al., 2023;
Tsogo À Bebouraka et al., 2024);

Fourthly, the study explained the variation in conspiracy beliefs related to
gender ideology and the LGBTQ+ lobby, highlighting the sociodemographic variables
(gender, age, marital status, socioeconomic status, and socio-professional status)
of 503 participants. Furthermore, it analyzed perceived anomic threat, perceived
economic inequality, and ideology of survival as other factors likely to influence
conspiracy beliefs related to gender ideology and the LGBTQ+ lobby. All of this
was done within the framework of linear regression, which also allowed for the
study of the direct consequences of conspiracy beliefs related to gender ideology
and the LGBTQ+ lobby, attempting to explain anti-LGBTQ+ attitudes and behaviors
(emotions, tendency toward anti-LGBTQ+ discrimination, and intention to engage in
anti-LGBTQ+ collective action, for example).

3.1. Method

3.1.1. Participants

The characteristics of the participants in the second study are presented in Table 1.
They were selected using the same inclusion criteria as those in Study 1, and the same
ethical standards as in Study 1 were applied to them. This sample allowed for testing
the confirmatory factor structure, reliability, and validity of the GILC scale. The same
measures taken in study 1 were implemented to ensure research ethics in this study.

3.1.2. Measures

Participants’ characteristics, such as gender (1 = male; 2 = female), sexual
orientation (1 = heterosexual; 2 = LGBTQ+), age, and economic status (1 = rich; 2
= poor; 3 = middle class) were assessed to test the invariance and predictive validity
of the French version of the GILC scale. Several other variables were also collected
by various measures presented below. They all adopt the 7-point Likert-type response
format, ranging from 1 (Strongly disagree) to 7 (Strongly agree). These measures were
as follows:

— The French version of the GILC scale, translated and validated following the first
data collection for this research. In accordance with the EFA results presented
above (see Study 1), this 7-item scale evaluates the Gender ideology and LGBTQ+
lobby conspiracy beliefs (α = 0.862, 95% CI = 0.843, 0.880; ɷ = 0.862, 95% CI =
0.842, 0.879). The exploratory factor structure is acceptable (KMO = 0.857; FL =
0.651, 0.730; Variable proportion = 47.10%);

— The Conspiracy Mentality Questionnaire (Bruder et al., 2013), which assesses
conspiracy mentality among participants (α = 0.746, 95% CI = 0.706, 0.780; ω
= 0.745, 95% CI = 0.710, 0.781). This measure has acceptable properties (KMO
= 0.693; FL = 0.500, 0.807; Variable proportion = 44.60%);

— The Generic Conspiracist Beliefs scale (Brotherton et al., 2013), which measures
conspiracy beliefs in general (α = 0.831, 95% CI = 0.805, 0.854; ω = 0.832, 95%
CI = 0.808, 0.856). The items form an acceptable unidimensional structure (KMO
= 0.806; FL = 0.688, 0.816; Variable proportion = 55.70%);
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— The Perceived Anomie Scale (Teymoori et al., 2016), assesses two dimensions of
perceived societal anomie (global scale, α = 0.900, 95% CI = 0.885, 0.913; ω =
0.900, 95% CI = 0.886, 0.913). The first concerns the perceived fracture of social
structure (α = 0.842, 95% CI = 0.817, 0.865; ω = 0.842, 95% CI = 0.819, 0.866),
while the second assesses the perceived fracture of leadership (α = 0.859, 95% CI
= 0.836, 0.879; ω = 0.860, 95% CI = 0.839, 0.881). The overall structure of this
scale complies with psychometric standards (KMO = 0.806; FL = 0.688, 0.816;
Variable proportion = 55.70%);

— Negative emotions toward LGBTQ+ people were measured using a scale inspired
by Giner-Sorolla and Russell (2019) and Hodson et al. (2013). Specifically, this
scale assesses fear (α = 0.868, 95% CI = 0.848, 0.886; ω = 0.870, 95% CI = 0.846,
0.892; KMO = 0.808; FL = 0.733, 0.886; Proportion var. = 63.10.70%), disgust (ω
= 0.879, 95% CI = 0.856, 0.901; α = 0.879, 95% CI = 0.861, 0.895; KMO = 0.806;
FL = 0.688, 0.816; Proportion var. = 55.70%) and hatred (ω = 0.882, 95% CI =
0.858, 0.903; α = 0.881, 95% CI = 0.862, 0.897; KMO = 0.771; FL = 0.755, 0.845;
Proportion var. = 65%). The overall scale has good internal consistency indices
and factorial indices (ω = 0.932, 95% CI = 0.923, 0.941; α = 0.932, 95% CI =
0.923, 0.940; KMO = 0.923; FL = 0.452, 0.928; Variable proportion = 61.80%);

— The perceived economic inequality scale (Valtorta et al., 2024) was adapted
to measure perceived economic inequalities between LGBTQ+ people and
heterosexual people (ω = 0.839, 95% CI = 0.818, 0.861; α = 0.839, 95% CI =
0.815, 0.860; KMO = 0.878; FL = 0.525, 0.850; Variable proportion = 56%).
These psychometric indicators validate this measure;

— Daily discrimination toward LGBTQ+ people was measured using items inspired
byUlusoy et al. (2023). Thismeasure is reliable (ω = 0.900, 95%CI = 0.880, 0.917;
α = 0.899, 95% CI = 0.884, 0.913; KMO = 0.833; FL = 0.759, 0.909; Variable
proportion = 69.70%);

— The ideology of survival was assessed using a measure inspired by Adamczyk and
Pitt (2009). This measure is reliable (ω = 0.896, 95% CI = 0.863, 0.920; α = 0.894,
95% CI = 0.877, 0.909; KMO = 0.749; FL = 0.831, 0.881; Variable proportion =
74.10%);

— The intention of collective action against LGBTQ+ people was measured using
items inspired by the literature on collective action (see Tausch et al., 2011). This
measure has acceptable psychometric properties. (ω = 0.893, 95% CI = 0.869,
0.913; α = 0.892, 95% CI = 0.875, 0.907; KMO = 0.778; FL = 0.788, 0.855;
Variable proportion = 67.80%).

3.2. Results

3.2.1. Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA)

Confirmatory analyses (Table 4) were performed using JASP.0.19.2. They applied
the Listwise deletion method when handling missing data. Residual covariances were
examined and the Bootstrap method was applied to assess the robustness and accuracy
of the model. Specifically, skewness values had to be within ±2 and kurtosis values
within ±7 (Curran et al., 1996). The 7 items showed values of skewness between 2.11
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and 2.61 and kurtosis between 3.30 and 5.14.

Table 4. CFA’s parameter of the one-factor model of 7 items.

Indicator Factor loadings Residual variances

GILC-1 0.639 0.591
GILC-2 0.578 0.666
GILC-4 0.691 0.523
GILC-6 0.782 0.389
GILC-7 0.783 0.387
GILC-8 0.688 0.527
GILC-9 0.643 0.587

Model fit index

χ2 Df χ2/df p CFI TLI RMSEA (90%CI) SRMR

35.440 28 1.265 0.19 0.998 0.996 0.04 [0.01; 0.07] 0.02
Note: GILC: Gender Ideology and LGBTQ+ lobby Conspiracies; TLI: Tucker-Lewis Index; CFI:
Comparative Fit Index; RMSEA: Root Mean Square Error of Approximation; SRMR: Standardized Root
Mean Square Residual.

The confirmatory factor analyses (CFA) yielded factor loadings for the GILC
scale ranging from 0.578 to 0.783. Specifically, the factor loadings, derived from
the confirmatory analysis of the 7 items are presented in ascending order of their
indices: GILC2 = 0.578, GILC1 = 0.639, GILC9 = 0.643, GILC8 = 0.688, GILC4
= 0.691, GILC6 = 0.782, and GILC7 = 0.783. This means that these items are
positively related to the scale and are capable of capturing conspiracy beliefs related
to the LGBTQ+ lobby as mobilized in the sociocultural context where the scale is
tested. The incremental adjustment indices support the unidimensional structure of the
French version of the GILC scale. In fact, the CFA results, using the Robust Maximum
Likelihoodmethod, also reveal an excellent fit of the unidimensional factor model, with
a non-significant chi-square value (χ2 = 35.44, df = 28, p > 0.05), and very satisfactory
incremental (CFI = 0.998; TLI = 0.996) and absolute (RMSEA = 0.04, 95% CI = 0.01,
0.07; SRMR = 0.02) fit indices, meeting the defined critical thresholds (CFI ≥ 0.95,
TLI ≥ 0.95, RMSEA ≤ 0.06 with 95% confidence interval, SRMR ≤ 0.08) (see Bentler
and Bonett, 1980; Browne and Cudeck, 1992; Hu and Bentler, 1999; Tucker and Lewis,
1973).

This confirmatory factorial informations indicate that the theoretical model
established by Salvati et al. (2023) fits the data collected in the Cameroonian context.
However, these results only support seven elements of these authors’ measurement.
These elements are explicit indicators of LGBTQ+ lobby conspiracy beliefs within
the homophobic and heteronormative Cameroonian context (Dzuetso Mouafo et al.,
2023). Overall, these results establish that the seven elements (observed variables) of
this instrument accurately measure the latent construct (beliefs related to the LGBTQ+
lobby conspiracy), independently of the belief in the gender ideology conspiracy. They
suggest the existence of significant links between these observed variables and the latent
construct. Through the obtained fit indices, we observe that the theoretical model of
the LGBTQ+ lobby conspiracy applies to the reality of the data in the context of the
study. These indices report that objectively, the GILC only allows the collection of the
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LGBTQ+ lobby conspiracy beliefs; excluding the gender ideology conspiracy which
therefore, in the context of the present study, cannot be conceived as the means through
which the LGBTQ+ lobby conspiracy unfolds. This robust unidimensional structure is
summarized by the measurement model in Figure 2.

Figure 2. CFA Model plot.
Note: GILC: Gender Ideology and LGBTQ+ lobby Conspiracies.

EFA (Study 1) and CFA (Study 2) allowed for the identification and confirmation
of the salient elements constituting the structure of the GILC scale. These elements,
which form the unidimensional content of this scale, are the most suitable for the study
sample (see Figure 2).

3.2.2. Reliability and invariance of the French version of the GILC scale

Table 2 reports excellent Cronbach’s alpha, Omega, Lambda 2, and Rho
coefficients obtained from the sample used for the CFA (α = 0.862; ɷ = 0.862; λ2
= 0.863; ρ = 0.886). This indicates that the French version of the GILC scale has
satisfactory internal consistency. Furthermore, the results show an acceptable Average
Variance Extracted (AVE) value of 0.52 for the single factor (a value above the critical
threshold of 0.50), supporting the convergent validity of this scale.

The robustness of the confirmatory structure, the generalizability of the results,
and the stability of the one-factor model of the French version of the GILC scale
were assessed across participants’ gender (Men vs. Women), economic status (Rich
vs. Poor vs. Middle Class), and socio-professional status (Employed vs. Unemployed)
by performing a series of four factorial invariance tests. The results reveal that the
configural, metric, scalar, and strict models show excellent fits in all groups. As
an illustration, Table 5 reports CFI and TLI values greater than or equal to 0.95.
The obtained RMSEA and SRMR values are below the thresholds of 0.08 and 0.06,
respectively. Furthermore, by calculating the differences between the configural and
metric models (ΔCFI ≤ 0.01, ΔTLI ≤ 0.01, ΔRMSEA ≤ 0.015, and ΔSRMR ≤ 0.015)
(Chen, 2007), the obtained values are all below the critical thresholds, fully supporting
metric invariance. Similarly, scalar invariance is fully supported by the differences
between the metric and scalar models, with ΔCFI, ΔTLI, ΔRMSEA, and ΔSRMR
indices respecting the critical thresholds for all groups. This indicates that the intercepts
of the items of the French version of the GILC scale are equivalent across groups.
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Regarding strict invariance, the differences between the scalar and strict models require
an equivalence constraint on the measurement errors (or residuals) between the groups.
The results indicate that there is no degradation of fit across the different groups. The
ΔCFI, ΔTLI, ΔRMSEA, and ΔSRMR indices are below the critical thresholds. They
fully corroborate the strict invariance of the residuals. Overall, these results indicate
that the scale is not sensitive to any given social group. Thus, the results of the factor
invariance test reveal that the 7 items of the French version of the GILC scale measure
the same construct—the LGBTQ+ lobby conspiracy—across gender, economic status,
and socio-professional groups. It can be assumed that the differences observed after
administration within these groups reflect genuine variations in the measured trait, and
not a bias related to the measurement of the LGBTQ+ lobby conspiracy beliefs.

Table 5. Invariance test.

Model χ2 df p CFI TLI RMSEA RMSEA 90% CI SRMR ΔCFI ΔTLI ΔRMSEA ΔSRMR

Gender: Men vs. Women
Configural 65.080 46 0.033 0.987 0.988 0.04 [0.01; 0.06] 0.05 - - - -
Metric 47.621 28 0.012 0.986 0.979 0.05 [0.02; 0.07] 0.04 0.001 0.009 −0.01 0.01
Scalar 53.636 34 0.017 0.986 0.983 0.04 [0.02; 0.07] 0.04 0.000 −0.004 0.01 0.00
Strict 62.923 44 0.032 0.987 0.987 0.04 [0.01; 0.06] 0.04 −0.001 −0.004 0.00 0.00
Economic status: Rich vs. Poor vs. Middle class
Configural 65.457 33 <0.001 0.977 0.956 0.07 [0.04; 0.10] 0.03 - - - -
Metric 75.072 45 0.003 0.979 0.970 0.06 [0.03; 0.08] 0.05 −0.002 −0.014 0.01 −0.02
Scalar 102.260 57 <0.001 0.968 0.965 0.06 [0.04; 0.09] 0.05 0.011 0.005 0.00 0.00
Strict 142.408 77 <0.001 0.954 0.962 0.07 [0.05; 0.08] 0.07 0.014 0.003 −0.01 −0.02
Socio-Professional status: Workers vs. Unemployed
Configural 44.777 22 0.003 0.984 0.970 0.06 [0.03; 0.09] 0.03 - - - -
Metric 60.562 28 <0.001 0.977 0.966 0.06 [0.04; 0.09] 0.04 0.007 0.004 0.00 −0.01
Scalar 66.251 34 <0.001 0.977 0.972 0.06 [0.03; 0.08] 0.04 0.000 −0.006 0.00 0.00
Strict 71.881 44 0.005 0.981 0.981 0.05 [0.02; 0.07] 0.04 −0.004 −0.009 0.01 0.00

Note: CFI: Comparative Fit Index; TLI: Tucker-Lewis Index; RMSEA: Root Mean Square Error of
Approximation; SRMSR: Standardized Root Mean Square Residual; df: Degree of freedom.

3.2.3. Construct and convergent validities

Table 6 reports that the French version of the GILC scale is positively and
significantly correlated with conspiracy mentality (r = 0.60, p < 0.001) and generic
conspiracy beliefs (r = 0.56, p < 0.001). This result supports the construct validity of the
scale. Furthermore, this scale is positively and significantly correlated with perceived
anomic threat (r = 0.55, p < 0.001); perceived economic inequality (r = 0.50, p < 0.001);
ideology of survival (r = 0.30, p < 0.001); negative emotions such as fear (r = 0.26, p
< 0.001), disgust (r = 0.28, p < 0.001), and hate (r = 0.28, p < 0.001); discriminatory
tendencies (r = 0.14, p < 0.001); and the intention to protest against LGBTQ+ people
(r = 0.16, p < 0.001).

Table 6. Descriptive statistics and Pearson’s correlations.

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11

1. GILC 1
2. MC 0.598*** 1
3. GCBS 0.559*** 0.620*** 1
4. PA 0.551*** 0.539*** 0.71*** 1
5. PEI 0.491*** 0.398*** 0.52*** 0.59*** 1
6. IS 0.303*** 0.373*** 0.32*** 0.28*** 0.31*** 1
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Table 6. Cont.

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11

7. FTL 0.259*** 0.316*** 0.24*** 0.23*** 0.47*** 0.43*** 1
8. DTL 0.280*** 0.369*** 0.31*** 0.28*** 0.42*** 0.51*** 0.70*** 1
9. HTL 0.280*** 0.355*** 0.38*** 0.32*** 0.36*** 0.63*** 0.60*** 0.74*** 1
10. DD 0.136** 0.227*** 0.20*** 0.05ns 0.33*** 0.55*** 0.60*** 0.63*** 0.61*** 1
11. ICAAL 0.157*** 0.268*** 0.24*** 0.08ns 0.33*** 0.73*** 0.52*** 0.61*** 0.62*** 0.73*** 1
M 31.86 19.58 18.41 28.22 27.20 17.92 20.45 21.33 22.58 21.60 22.33
SD ±8.56 ±5.19 ±5.44 ±8.07 ±7.40 ±4.17 ±5.53 ±5.48 ±5.20 ±5.86 ±5.65

Note: GILC: Gender Ideology and LGBTQ+ lobby Conspiracies scale; CM: Conspiracy Mentality;
GCBS: Generic Conspiracist Beliefs; PA: Perceived Anomie; PEI: Perceived Economic Inequality; IS:
Ideology of Survival; DD: Daily Discrimination tendencies; ICAAL: Intention of Collective Action
Against LGBTQ+ people; M: Means; SD: Standard Deviation; FTL: Fear Toward LGBTQ+; DTL:
Disgust Toward LGBTQ+; HTL: Hate toward LGBTQ+; **p < 0.01; ***p < 0.001; ns: non-significant
relation.

3.2.4. Predictive and criterion validities: Prediction of the links between gender
ideology and LGBTQ+ lobby conspiracies beliefs and homo-negative
attitudes

The results in Table 7 report associations between sociodemographic factors and
conspiracy beliefs related to gender ideology and the LGBTQ+ lobby. They indicate
that gender (β = −0.02, p > 0.05, 95% CI = −1.95, 1.06), age (β = −0.06, p > 0.05, 95%
CI = −0.27, 0.04), and marital status (β = 0.07, p > 0.05, 95% CI = −0.36, 4.23) are
negatively and non-significantly associated with conspiracy beliefs related to gender
ideology and the LGBTQ+ lobby. Specifically, it is observed that age (Under 30: M
= 31.97, SD = 8.53; Over 30: M = 27.92, SD = 8.88) and marital status (Married:
M = 30.16, SD = 9.81; Single: M = 30.07, SD = 8.24) do not explain conspiracy
beliefs. However, a non-significant mean difference is noted between men (M = 32.18,
SD = 8.86) and women (M = 31.63, SD = 8.21, t = 0.66, p > 0.05), with slightly
higher conspiracy beliefs among men than among women. In essence, it is observed
that participants’ gender, age, and marital status have little influence on anti-LGBTQ+
conspiracy beliefs.

The data collected also indicate that socioeconomic status (β = 0.03, p >
0.05, 95% CI = −1.15, 2.80) is positively and non-significantly associated with
anti-LGBTQ+ conspiracy beliefs. A non-significant difference is observed between
employed individuals (M = 31.18, SD = 8.76) and unemployed individuals (M
= 32.01, SD = 8.51), despite a higher level of anti-LGBTQ+ conspiracy beliefs
among the unemployed. Furthermore, participants’ economic status is positively and
significantly associated with their anti-LGBTQ+ conspiracy beliefs (β = 0.11, p <
0.05, 95% CI = 0.27, 2.15). A significant difference is indeed observed between rich,
poor, and middle-income participants, with higher levels of anti-LGBTQ+ conspiracy
beliefs among middle-income participants (M = 33.29, SD = 8.09), followed by rich
participants (M = 31.05, SD = 8.77), and then poor participants (M = 30.90, SD = 8.72).

Furthermore, the results of Table 7 indicate that perceived anomic threat (β = 0.55,
p < 0.001, 95% CI = 0.51, 0.66), perceived economic inequality (β = 0.49, p < 0.001,
95% CI = 0.48, 0.66), and ideology of survival (β = 0.30, p < 0.001, 95% CI = 0.45,
0.80) are positively and significantly associated with anti-LGBTQ+ conspiracy beliefs.
The data in Table 7 show that anti-LGBTQ+ conspiracy beliefs are linked to emotions
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such as fear (β = 0.32, p < 0.001, 95% CI = 0.14; 0.27), disgust (β = 0.32, p < 0.001,
95% CI = 0.15, 0.28), and hate toward LGBTQ+ people (β = 0.28, p < 0.001, 95% CI =
0.12, 0.25); to discriminatory tendencies toward LGBTQ+ people (β = 0.18, p < 0.001,
95% CI = 0.05, 0.19); and to the intention to engage in anti-LGBTQ+ collective action
(β = 0.21, p < 0.001, 95% CI = 0.08, 0.21).

Table 7. Variation of gender ideology and LGBTQ+ lobby conspiracies beliefs and
homo-negative attitudes.

Predictor R² ΔR2 ß 95% CI lower 95% CI upper

Variation of gender ideology and LGBTQ+ lobby conspiracy beliefs

1. Gender 0.00 0.00 −0.02ns −1.95 1.06
2. Age 0.00 0.00 −0.06ns −0.27 0.04
3. Matrimonial status 0.00 0.00 0.07ns −0.36 4.23
4. Socio-professional status 0.00 0.00 0.03ns −1.15 2.80
5. Economic status 0.01 0.01 0.11* 0.27 2.15
6. Perceived anomic threat 0.30 0.30 0.55*** 0.51 0.66
7. Perceived economic inequality 0.24 0.24 0.49*** 0.48 0.66
8. Ideology of survival 0.09 0.09 0.30*** 0.45 0.80

9. Gender ideology and
LGBTQ+ lobby conspiracies
and beliefs

Variation of homo-negative attitudes
Negative emotions (i.e., Fear, Disgust and Hate)
Fear 0.10 0.10 0.32*** 0.14 0.27
Disgust 0.10 0.10 0.32*** 0.15 0.28
Hate 0.08 0.08 0.28*** 0.12 0.25
Daily discrimination tendencies

0.03 0.03 0.18*** 0.05 0.19
Intention of collective action against LGBTQ+ people

0.04 0.04 0.21*** 0.08 0.21
Note: N = 503; CI: Confidence interval; ***p < 0.001; *p < 0.05; ns: non-significant relation.

4. Discussion

The objective of this study was to validate the French version of the GILC scale.
The results obtained from two samples surveyed in the exploratory and confirmatory
studies indicate that this scale has good psychometric properties. Indeed, the EFA of
the instrument’s structure shows that this version of the GILC scale is a unidimensional,
reliable instrument composed of 7 items. The confirmatory factor analysis of this
measure, in turn, reports excellent fit indices consistent with the recommendations in
the literature (see Boateng et al., 2018; Byrne, 1989; Hu and Bentler, 1999; Tucker and
Lewis, 1973). These indices support the unidimensional factor structure of the GILC
scale validated by Salvati et al. (2023).

The results of the invariance analysis (configural, scalar, metric, and strict)
indicate that the factorial structure of the French version of the GILC scale remains
constant across gender, socio-professional status, and economic status subgroups. This
reveals that the retained items of this scale measure the same latent construct in each
subgroup. However, we observed slight variations in the factor loadings of the items
between the groups, due to the imbalance in the number of participants within these
groups. But these slight variations were not sufficient to question the stability of the
factorial structure of this measure. These results meet the critical thresholds of the
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prescribed invariance indicators (Cheung and Rensvold, 2002; Jöreskog and Sörbom,
1993; Jovanović et al., 2023; Kline, 2016; Vandenberg and Lance, 2000). The reliability
indices (Cronbach’s alpha, Omega, Lambda 2, and Rho) of the validated scale are
satisfactory, as they meet the recommended validity threshold (Boateng et al., 2018;
Cronbach, 1951; McDonald, 1999). The Cronbach’s alpha and Omega indices are
close to those of the original measure (Salvati et al., 2023). These reliability indices
are slightly higher than those of the other conspiracy measures administered to the
participants, including the measures of conspiracy mentality (Bruder et al., 2013) and
generic conspiracist beliefs (Brotherton et al., 2013). The convergent validity results
are considered satisfactory, according to the AVE criterion (Fornell and Larcker, 1981).
The construct validity results are also satisfactory. Indeed, the GILC scale is positively
and significantly related to conspiracy mentality and generic conspiracist beliefs, with
high correlation coefficients compared to results from previous studies (Salvati et al.,
2023, 2024).

From an explanatory perspective on conspiracy beliefs, this study observes that
conspiracy beliefs related to gender ideology and the LGBTQ+ lobby decrease with
gender, age, socioeconomic status, and marital status. These results are consistent with
those of Bronstein et al. (2019) and Guess et al. (2019), who report that conspiracy
beliefs decrease with age, since young adults aged 18–30 (a period of critical thinking
development) are generally exposed to conspiracy content on social media, which can
reinforce their conspiracy beliefs. In contrast, people over 30 years old are less likely
to endorse these beliefs (Imhoff and Bruder, 2014). Furthermore, the results of this
research reveal that conspiracy beliefs increase among individuals who perceive a high
level of anomic threat and economic inequality, as well as among those who endorse
the ideology of survival.

This study observes that beliefs in conspiracy theories related to gender ideology
and the LGBTQ+ lobby significantly explain anti-LGBTQ+ attitudes. These beliefs
impact homophobia, particularly due to participants’ fear, disgust, and hate toward
LGBTQ+ people (Herek, 1994, 2007). These beliefs also explain anti-LGBTQ+
behaviors, such as discrimination and intentions to engage in anti-LGBTQ+ collective
action (see Diamond et al., 2017; Dzuetso Mouafo, 2023; Morgenroth et al., 2021;
Thöni et al., 2022). These results are consistent with the data reported by Salvati et
al. (2024), who observe a negative link between anti-LGBTQ+ conspiracy beliefs and
intention to engage in collective action in support of LGBTQ+ people.

This research has some limitations that should be considered when interpreting the
results. First, the sample size is relatively small. Furthermore, the study sample consists
primarily of young people aged between 20 and 30, with a very small proportion of
individuals over 30; this may make the results less comparable across age groups. This
imbalance must be taken into account when interpreting the results. Future studies
should provide further evidence of the validity of this French version of the GILC scale
in other French-speaking contexts, usingmore sophisticated analytical tools, so that this
scale can benefit from complete validation, ensuring its psychometric robustness. To
this end, cross-validation studies should be conducted with representative and diverse
samples, and the external validity of the scale should be established.
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5. Conclusion

The paradox of conspiracy theories surrounding the LGBTQ+ community lies
in the fact that while they have long been shared and discussed within communities,
their scientific understanding is very recent. These beliefs consist of the adherence
to the idea that the LGBTQ+ community has formed a lobby that is secretly plotting
to force children to adopt sexually deviant lifestyles and to dismantle the family and
marriage, two cornerstones of civilized societies, among other things (Walton, 2014).
To empirically account for these beliefs, the GILC scale was developed by Italian
researchers (Salvati et al., 2023). This scale, whichmeasures two conspiracies—gender
ideology and the LGBTQ+ lobby—certainly has good metric parameters, but it also
has some shortcomings, including the fact that it exists only in English, thus limiting
its administration to non-English speakers, and its potential content and factor validity
issues related to its unifactor structure, given that it measures two conspiracies. The
data collected in this study confirm the unifactor structure of the original scale, but by
excluding two of its items, related to the gender ideology conspiracy, which had very
low factor loadings and therefore did not meet the recommended threshold. The French
version of the GILC is thus a unifactor measure comprising 7 items and exclusively
measuring the LGBTQ+ lobby conspiracy. It is adapted to a highly heteronormative
Francophone African context, different from the Italian context in which the initial
scale was validated. It thus makes it possible to achieve the objective prescribed by the
literature, relating to the need to conduct studies to validate the psychometric properties
of scales relating to conspiracy beliefs in various languages (Stojanov and Hannawa,
2023).
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