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ABSTRACT
Research on individuals who do not conform to traditional sexual norms has increased over the
past two decades, but there still remains little research on attitudes towards transpeople (i.e.,
individuals who violate gender norms). The goal of the current research is to contribute to
knowledge regarding attitudes towards transpeople who continue to be subjected to prejudice,
violence, and discrimination based on non-conformity. The current research explores and
compares gender differences in attitudes towards lesbian women, gay men, transwomen (i.e.,
male-to-female transsexuals or men who deviate greatly from male gender norms and a male
gender identity), and transmen (i.e., female-to-male transsexuals or women who deviate greatly
from female gender norms and a female gender identity). Social Identity Theory (SIT), as it
relates to gender self-esteem, is used as a theoretical framework to help explain prejudice
towards lesbian women, gay men, and transpeople. The possible relationship between gender
self-esteem and prejudice is also examined. The sample consisted of 402 heterosexual
undergraduates with 195 (48.5%) women and 207 (51.5%) men. Participants completed the
Genderism and Transphobia Scale, the Transphobia Scale, the Modern Homonegativity Scale, a
gender specific Collective Self-Esteem Scale, and the Social Desirability Scale-17.
Consistent with other research, heterosexual men reported significantly higher levels of
prejudice toward lesbian women, gay men and transpeople compared to women. Men reported
significantly more negative attitudes toward gay men compared to lesbian women, and reported
more possible violence toward and discomfort around transwomen than transmen. In contrast to
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men, heterosexual women reported similar levels of sexual prejudice toward gay men and lesbian
women and more discomfort around a transman than a transwoman. Both men and women
reported more teasing of transwomen compared to transmen. Men with high gender self-esteem
reported more sexual prejudice toward gay men and lesbian. These results were not found for
heterosexual women who reported high gender self-esteem..
This research will contribute to knowledge and awareness of what factors affect and
predict negative attitudes, prejudice, and violence against sexual and gender minorities. This
current research suggests some similarities as well as differences in the prediction of sexual
prejudice and transprejudice. Additionally, the results suggest that SIT can be a useful
framework to begin to understand both sexual prejudice and transprejudice. Furthermore,
although there are some similarities in the predictors of sexual prejudice and transprejudice for
heterosexual women and men, the differences are important enough to suggest some divergence
in how social identities interact with gender to influence prejudicial attitudes. Finally, greater
awareness regarding sexual prejudice and transprejudice can lead to more effective interventions
to decrease prejudice and violence.
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CHAPTER 1

OVERVIEW
Prejudice against lesbian women and gay men has been widespread in the United
States, and although attitudes towards lesbian women and gay men have become less negative in
the last 10 years, the majority of individuals still hold negative views towards sexual minorities
(Blashill & Powlishta, 2009; Yang, 1997). As a result of these negative attitudes, lesbian women
and gay men are often the victims of violence, harassment, and discrimination. The National
Coalition of Anti-Violence Programs (NCAVP, 2009) reported a 28% increase in murders of
sexual minorities since 2007 and a general rise in harassment. Additionally, negative attitudes
towards sexual minorities continue to be expressed in less blatant manners such as discrimination
in employment, housing, and other public services (Herek, 2000). There is a large amount of
research regarding attitudes towards lesbian women and gay men that informs the reasons for
these negative perceptions and behaviors towards those who challenge the social norms of
gender and sexuality (Blashill & Powlishta, 2009; Herek, 1988, 2000, 2002; Schope & Eliason,
2004).
Another group of gender non-conformists, including transsexuals, transgender people,
and cross-dressers, has become increasingly visible as a sexual minority, and they also
experience a pervasive pattern of gender based discrimination, violence, and prejudice which is
largely unrecognized (Lombardi, Wilchins, Priesing, & Malouf, 2001). In July 2008, a teenage
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transwoman was beaten to death with a fire extinguisher by a man she met a few days before
after he discovered she was transgendered. The man was convicted in Colorado of first degree
murder of the transgender teen and was the first person to be convicted of a bias-motivated crime
based on gender identity (Spellman, 2009). To date, there are only 11 states including the
District of Columbia that include gender identity bias in their bias-motivated statues or hate
crime law. In October of 2009, President Obama signed a law stating that any assault on an
individual based on sexual orientation or gender identity will be classified as a federal hate crime
(Jackson, 2009, October 28). However, to date the Federal Bureau of Investigations (FBI) in
their reporting of hate-crimes statistics does not include anti-transgender crimes in their statistics
(NCAVP, 2009). Since NCAVP began collecting data in 1995 on violence and harassment
towards transpeople, there has been a steady increase in violence and harassment towards this
community. Additionally, Lombardi et al. (2001) collected data from transpeople regarding life
time experiences with violence and harassment and indicated that over half (60 %) of the
individuals surveyed had experienced harassment or violence as a result of being a transperson
and a quarter of the sample had experienced a violent incident.
The present study was designed to contribute to the understanding of attitudes towards
transpeople, through comparing attitudes towards lesbian women and gay men, for which there is
a broader research base, with attitudes towards transpeople for which there is more a limited
research base. Homosexuality and transgenderism are both in essence a manifestation of a
violation of gender norms, such that results from research on homosexuality can be cautiously
used to draw conclusions about expected attitudes towards transpeople (Hill & Willoughby,
2005; Nagoshi et al., 2008). An area often neglected in research regarding transpeople is
possible differences between attitudes towards transwomen compared to transmen.
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The current study explored attitudes towards transwomen and transmen separately to
identify possible differences in attitudes towards transpeople based on the gender of the
transperson, as well as possible gender differences in attitudes towards transpeople.
Additionally, the current study explored the possible relationship between gender self-esteem
and prejudice towards lesbian women, gay men, and transpeople using Social Identity Theory
(Tajfel & Turner, 1979, 1986) as a theoretical foundation. A better understanding of attitudes
towards transpeople could be used to create a foundation for interventions and education to begin
to change attitudes towards transpeople with the ultimate goal of reducing violence, harassment,
and discrimination experienced by sexual minorities (Beemyn, Curtis, Davis, & Tubbs, 2005;
Bettcher, 2007; Namaste, 1996)
Terminology
Given the varied and frequently changing terminology used in the literature on sexual
minorities, it is worth defining a few terms used in the current study.
Terminology Related to Lesbian Women and Gay Men
In the 1970s, political activism, lobbying, and the growing body of research challenged
the view of homosexuality as a disease and challenged the focus of research on methods to
modify or cure lesbian and gay individuals’ sexual orientation (Wright, Adams, & Bernat, 1999).
In 1973, the American Psychiatric Association’s (APA) board decided to remove homosexuality
as a diagnostic category of mental illness in the Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of Mental
Disorders (DSM-III; American Psychiatric Association, 1983). Following this, research in the
area of attitudes towards lesbian women and gay men increased dramatically and the focus
shifted from a psychopathological view of homosexual orientation towards seeking to gain a
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better understanding of heterosexuals’ reactions towards lesbian women and gay men (Herek,
1984; Wright et al., 1999).
Herek (2000) suggested the transition from considering homosexuality a disease to a
focus on understanding anti-gay reactions was solidified in the coining of the term homophobia
by Weinberg (1973) in his book, Society and the Healthy Homosexual. Weinberg defined
homophobia as irrational hatred, fear or intolerance of lesbian women and gay men, and fear of
being in close proximity with a homosexual woman or man. Around the same time the term
heterosexism was coined to define an ideological system in which homosexuality was considered
inferior to heterosexuality. The term heterosexism focused more on the social and institutional
discrimination of sexual minorities, not individual attitudes (Morin & Garfinkle, 1978). Also in
line with a focus on the social context of negative attitudes of prejudice, Hudson and Ricketts
(1980) coined the term homonegativism to include the fear component, as well as the sexist
component of prejudice. Of these terms, homophobia appears to be the most widely used, but it
is often criticized for the focus on negative attitudes and irrational beliefs that suggests pathology
rather than the social context of prejudice (Herek, 2003). Herek (2003) proposed the use of the
term sexual prejudice to refer to negative attitudes surrounding sexual orientation regardless of
the target of the discrimination being homosexual, heterosexual, bisexual, or transsexual. The
current research uses the term sexual prejudice to refer to negative attitudes towards lesbian
women, gay men, and bisexual people. This term implies no assumption regarding the origins or
motivation of attitudes towards sexual minorities; rather it links hostility towards sexual
minorities to other social psychological research on prejudice. Thus the term sexual prejudice
does not assume the value judgment that anti-gay attitudes are irrational or psychopathological.
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Terminology Related to Transpeople
Benjamin (1953) at a symposium held by the Association for the Advancement of
Psychotherapy, first used the term transsexuality to refer to individuals seeking sex reassignment
surgery (as cited in Heath, 2006). Currently, in the medical community, transsexualism is
classified in the International Classification of Diseases (ICD-10) (World Health Organization,
1990); it is distinct from other forms of non-normative gender behavior related to an emphasis on
the intention of the individual to acquire the physical characteristics of the other sex by hormonal
and surgical reassignment. The American Psychiatric Association (2000), in the revised fourth
edition of the Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of Mental Disorders (DSM-IV-TR) , offers
definitions for transvestic fetishism and gender identity disorder. Transvestic fetishism is a
condition defined as occurring in heterosexual males who for at least six months experience
reoccurring strong sexual fantasies and urges, or behaviors involving cross-dressing in women’s
attire. The urges, fantasies and behaviors must cause significant distress or impairment for the
individual. Additionally, the DSM-IV-TR classifies gender identity disorder as strong
identification with the other gender with insistence that the individual is or desires to be the other
gender. Additionally, the individual must experience distress related to their current gender or
roles associated with their assigned gender.
The term transgender initially referred to transsexual individuals or an individual who
identifies as the gender they were not assigned at birth (Pusch, 2005). Many transsexuals intend
on having sex reassignment surgery and can be at any point during the process (i.e., pretransition, pre-operative, transitioning, or post-operative;(Hird, 2002). Later, transgender came
to refer to individuals who violate gender norms and live as a gender that is nonheteronormative, but do not intend to have sex reassignment surgery (Beemyn et al., 2005). By
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the late 1990s the term transgender expanded to include not just transsexuals but also crossdressers or transvestites, intersexed individuals (i.e., individuals with mixed anatomic, genetic or
hormonal markers of sex), and individuals who violated gender-roles and gender identity norms
or crossed the boundaries of one gender (Pusch, 2005). Collectively, the individuals who violate
gender norms can be referred to as transpeople and this is the term used in the current research
(Lombardi et al., 2001; Winter, Webster, & Cheung, 2008). Additionally, the current study
defines male-to-female transsexuals and men who deviate greatly from male gender norms and
gender identity of men as transwomen. Transmen are defined as female-to-male transsexuals
and women who deviate greatly from the female gender norms and gender identity of women
(Winter et al., 2008).
There has been less discussion related to terminology surrounding anti-trans attitudes
compared to anti-gay attitudes. The terminology used in the literature to describe anti-trans
prejudice is transphobia. Transphobia is defined as emotional disgust, irrational fear, hatred, or
discrimination towards individuals who do not conform to binary gender norms (i.e.,
transpeople) (Hill & Willoughby, 2005; Kirk & Kulkarni, 2006). Transphobia involves
repulsion of cross-dressers, extremely feminine men, extremely masculine women, intersexed
individuals, transgender individuals, and transsexuals. This repulsion manifests as a fear of an
acquaintance being a transperson, disgust learning someone is a transperson, or in encountering a
transperson (Hill, 2003). Transphobia corresponds to the term homophobia, and suggests that
fear is the major component of an individual’s reaction involving discrimination, prejudice, and
violence towards transpeople (Winter, 2010). This can be problematic because it suggests
pathology and diverts the attention to the perpetrator and away from the victim. King, Winter,
and Webster (2009) suggested the use of the term transprejudice. Transprejudice is defined by
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King et al. (2009) as “the negative valuing, stereotyping and discriminatory treatment of
individuals whose appearance and/or identity does not conform to the current social expectations
or conventional conceptions of gender” (p. 20). The current study will uses the term
transprejudice to describe negative attitudes towards transpeople (King et al., 2009)
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CHAPTER 2

LITERATURE REVIEW
Attitudes Towards Lesbian Women and Gay Men
There is not a large body of research exploring attitudes towards transpeople; however,
there is a considerable body of literature exploring attitudes towards other sexual minorities,
lesbian women and gay men in particular (Hill & Willoughby, 2005; Nagoshi et al., 2008).
Given that homosexuality and transgenderism can both be understood and conceptualized as
violations of gender norms, the results from research exploring attitudes towards lesbian women
and gay men can cautiously be used to inform research on attitudes towards transpeople. The
increased understanding of attitudes towards lesbian women and gay men has created
groundwork for exploring perceptions of transpeople (Winter et al., 2008).
The empirical research on the psychological and social variables that reliably correlate
with antipathy towards lesbian women and gay men is extensive and a review would be outside
the scope of the current study. However, it is worth highlighting some of the correlates of
negative attitudes towards sexual minorities that have consistent empirical support. Antipathy
towards lesbian women and gay men correlates with high levels of authoritarianism (Haddock,
Zanna, & Esses, 2008; Stones, 2006; Whitley & Ægisdóttir, 2000; Whitley & Lee, 2000), and
social dominance (Morrison, Kenny, & Harrington, 2005; Poteat, Espelage, & Green Jr, 2007;
Whitley & Ægisdóttir, 2000). Furthermore, research consistently indicates that heterosexuals
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who identify with more fundamental religious views tend to have more negative attitudes
towards lesbian women and gay men (Herek, 1984, 1988; Herek & Capitanio, 1996; Schwartz &
Lindley, 2005). Another predictor of sexual prejudice is the level of personal contact with
lesbian women and gay men, such that there an inverse relationship between interpersonal
contact and sexual prejudice (Cullen, Wright, & Alessandri, 2002; Herek, 1988; Kan et al.,
2009). Rape myth acceptance has also been consistently found to be predictive of negative
attitudes towards lesbian women and gay men (Aosved & Long, 2006; Kassing, Beesley, & Frey,
2005; Stevenson & Medler, 1995)
Gender Comparisons
Another consistent finding in research on attitudes towards lesbian women and gay men
is that men tend to have more negative perceptions of lesbian women and gay men compared to
women (Glassner & Owen, 1976; Haslam & Levy, 2006; Herek, 2000; Kite, 1984; LaMar &
Kite, 1998; Nagoshi et al., 2008; Ratcliff, Lassiter, Markman, & Snyder, 2006). Herek (1988)
was one of the first researchers to focus primarily on understanding gender differences in
attitudes towards lesbian women and gay men.
Herek’s (1988) studies involved administration of measures of attitudes towards lesbian
women and gay men and related variables (i.e., sex-role attitudes, traditional family values,
authoritarianism, personal contact with lesbian women and gay men, and religiosity) to a sample
of undergraduates. The results suggested women had equally positive or negative attitudes
towards lesbian women and gay men, whereas men responded more negatively towards gay men
compared to lesbian women and expressed consistently more negative attitudes compared to
women overall. Additionally, there were significant correlations between the other measures
(i.e., sex-role attitudes, traditional family values, authoritarianism, personal contact with lesbian
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women and gay men, and religiosity) and attitudes towards lesbian women and gay men. None
of the variables was significantly more influential than the others in predicting sexual prejudice.
Herek (1988), in an additional study, examined sexual prejudice and gender differences
in terms of intrapsychic conflicts. To explore these conflicts, undergraduates took the same
measures as in the previous studies, and additional measures to assess their defensiveness and
personal gender constructs. Results suggested again that men had more negative perceptions of
both lesbian women and gay men compared to women, with the effect being more significant for
gay men. The results of the additional measures suggested that participants who expressed
sexual prejudice were more likely to perceive greater differences between themselves and gay
men, but this was not found for attitudes towards lesbian women.
Interpreting the results, Herek (1988) suggested a theoretical framework for
understanding individual differences in perceptions of lesbian women and gay men. For
example, some individual’s attitudes are influenced by their need to represent the self through
the expression of values that are related to the self (e.g., religious or traditional gender-roles) and
these are value-expressive attitudes. Social expressive attitudes are important for strengthening
the individual’s sense of belonging to a social group and often involves hostility towards an
outgroup (i.e., lesbian women and/or gay men) to solidify status as a part of the ingroup and
increase self-esteem. Other attitudes serve a defensive function, such that the attitudes are
designed to prove the individual’s perception of dissimilarity from lesbian women and gay men
as a way to reduce anxiety related to possible unconscious homosexual inclinations. Herek
(1986) proposed that the male gender role makes the importance of heterosexuality salient,
leading heterosexual men to be more likely to reject men who violate heterosexual norms.
Women are less likely than men to incorporate heterosexual orientation into their gender identity,
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and as a result are less likely to experience hostile attitudes towards lesbian women and gay men
as shown by Herek’s (1988) studies. Despite these interesting findings, Herek’s study was
limited by using a cross-sectional correlational design which does not allow for determining
cause-effect relationships.
Kerns and Fine (1994) expanded on Herek’s (1988) research by exploring whether
adherence to traditional gender-roles mediated the relationship between gender and sexual
prejudice. A component of gender-role attitudes suggested by Kerns and Fine among other
researchers (Kimmel, 1997; Kite, 1984; Whitley, 1987) is the idea that lesbian women and gay
men violate cultural expectations of gender-roles that prescribe a heterosexual orientation. Kerns
and Fine (1994) hypothesized that individuals who are invested in traditional gender-roles would
not have positive perceptions of lesbian women and gay men who violate these traditional
gender-roles (Whitley, 1987). They suggested men receive stronger gender-role socialization,
and traditional gender-roles prescribe greater power and privilege to men to maintain their status
compared to women. Additionally, men would likely have more antipathy towards sexual
minorities compared to women, given that men may perceive rejection of gay men as a
component of their gender-role.
Kerns and Fine (1994) gave undergraduates self-report measures of attitudes towards
lesbian women, gay men, and gender-roles. The results were consistent with previous research;
men had more negative attitudes towards gay men compared to women, but there were no gender
differences in attitudes towards lesbian women. These findings suggested a greater magnitude of
gender differences in negative attitudes towards gay men compared to lesbian women, which is
consistent with other research (Herek, 1988; Herek & Capitanio, 1999; Ratcliff et al., 2006;
Whitley & Ægisdóttir, 2000). Kerns and Fine’s (1994) results indicated that perceptions of
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gender-roles appeared to mediate the relationship between gender and negative attitudes towards
gay men. Similar to Herek (1988), Kerns and Fine’s research was limited by the use of an
undergraduate sample and a cross-sectional correlational design.
Whitley (2001) offered additional empirical support to Kerns and Fine’s (1994) findings that
sexual prejudice may be explained by beliefs in traditional gender-roles, given that lesbian
women and gay men threaten the traditional gender-roles by stereotypically having cross-gender
traits, behaviors, roles, and physical characteristics (Madon, 1997). Whitley (2001) also
expanded this area of research by exploring gender-role self-concept (i.e, an individual’s view of
themselves related to gender stereotypic personality traits). Whitley (2001) suggested two
possible views on gender using gender-role beliefs and gender-role self-concept (i.e, gender
schema theory (Bem, 1981) and multifactor gender identity theory (Spence, 1993). Given that
lesbian women and gay men violate traditional gender-role norms, highly gender schematic
people would likely express antipathy towards lesbian women and gay men (Bem, 1981).
Within multifactor gender identity theory, gender-role beliefs would be related to attitudes
towards lesbian women and gay men because both are gender beliefs. However, gender-role
self-concept should not be related to sexual prejudice given they do not represent gender beliefs
about other individuals, and there are personality traits such as hypermasculinity and
hyerfemininity that are connected to the gender belief system, and as a result are likely related to
sexual prejudice even when other gender-role self-concepts are not.
Whitley’s (2001) first study was a meta-analysis that found results consistent with Kerns
and Fine’s (1994) suggesting that gender-role beliefs were correlated with negative attitudes
towards lesbian women and gay men. This finding offers support for the gender-role belief
theory suggesting that sexual prejudice arises because lesbian women and gay men violate
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traditional gender-roles Traditional sexism was more closely correlated with negative attitudes
towards lesbian women and gay men compared to modern sexism, suggesting sexual prejudice
was more closely related to beliefs about proper gender-roles compared to modern sexism which
assesses denial of discrimination and resentment about special favors for women.
As a follow up, measures of attitudes towards lesbian women and gay men, traditional
gender-role beliefs, male role norms, hostile sexism, benevolent sexism, modern sexism, and
hyper-gender-role orientation (i.e., hyperfemininity and hypermasculinity) were given to an
undergraduate sample to explore the degree to which each variable was related to sexual
prejudice. The most significant predictors of sexual prejudice were traditional sexist beliefs,
adherence to traditional male role norms, and benevolent sexism. Whitley (2001) indicated that
homosexuality can be viewed as a threat to the world views of individuals who place value on
heterosexuality and distinct gender-roles. Thus, those who deviate from traditional gender-roles,
violate gender norms through cross-gender traits, behaviors and non-heteronormative sexual
orientation and challenge the salience of the norm of heterosexuality in sexual orientation and
gender differentiation (McCreary, 1994).
Consistent with the meta-analysis, traditional sexism was more predictive of negative
attitudes towards lesbian women and gay men than modern sexism. Hyper-gender-role
orientation was a predictor of anti-gay behavior. Previous research (Blashill & Powlishta, 2009;
Herek, 1988; Kilianski, 2003; Kite & Whitley, 2003) has speculated that homosexuality could be
viewed as a threat to the self-concept of individuals who view strong adherence to traditional
gender-roles as salient to identity. Anti-gay behavior is explained as a form of self-reaffirmation
and rejection of efforts to decrease gender distinctions. Traditional sexist beliefs were also
related to anti-gay behavior in men but not women, possibly related to men’s greater interests in
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maintaining distinction between the genders to maintain social dominance (Whitley &
Ægisdóttir, 2000). Both studies support the relationship of gender-role beliefs and perceptions
about homosexuality, such that negative attitudes towards lesbian women and gay men are at
least partly explained by the motivation to maintain traditional gender-role distinctions.
Whitley’s results had similar methodological limitations as Herek (1988) and Kerns and Fine
(1994).
To further the understanding of the gender gap in sexual prejudice, Falomir-Pichastor and
Mugny (2009) explored sexual prejudice as a means to maintain a positive and distinct gender
identity from homosexuals who could be viewed as a possible threat to masculinity. As Whitley
(2001) indicated, sexual prejudice can be explained as a possible result of gender identity that is
created through social and cultural construction (e.g., Kilianski, 2003; Kimmel, 1997; Plummer,
2005). The social construct of gender identity is informed in Western culture by different
meanings of masculinity and femininity (Kimmel, 1997). Kimmel (1997) defined hegemonic
masculinity as a young, married, Caucasian, heterosexual man. The definition of masculinity
requires heterosexism and not being feminine as essential to maintain social power and
distinction (Hegarty, Pratto, & Lemieux, 2004; Herek, 2003; Kite & Whitley, 2003). In contrast,
femininity does not require being heterosexual, which led Plummer (2005) to state that the
gender differences in sexual prejudice may be related to the cultural definition of masculinity.
Based on this research, Falomir-Pichastor and Mugny (2009) postulated that heterosexual
orientation is an essential component of gender identity for men, such that men should be more
invested in not appearing feminine or gay. As a result, men should adhere more to traditional
gender-roles and experience more distress with gender-role violations than women (Bosson,
Prewitt-Freilino, & Taylor, 2005; Kite & Deaux, 1987; Page & Yee, 1985). Previous research
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(Kerns & Fine, 1994; Schope & Eliason, 2004; Sinn, 1997; Theodore & Basow, 2000; Whitley,
2001) shows that masculine identity can be a significant predictor of heterosexual men’s
antipathy towards lesbian women and gay men. Therefore, a possible explanation for sexual
prejudice among heterosexual men is the threat of homosexuality to the socially constructed
definition of masculinity. Sexual prejudice may serve a function in maintaining positive distinct
gender identity through repulsion and separation from those who are not heterosexual, especially
for men (Talley & Bettencourt, 2008).
Falomir-Pichastor and Mugny (2009) examined the relationship between sexual prejudice
and the need of heterosexual men to maintain a distinct and positive gender identity using social
identity theory (SIT; Tajfel & Turner, 1986). SIT suggests that an individual’s membership in
social categories constitutes an important aspect of self-definition and self-esteem. SIT assumes
that individuals are motivated to perceive their social group or their valued ingroup as distinct in
a positive way from relevant outgroups. They hypothesized that heterosexual men, more than
heterosexual women, would derive their self-esteem from social membership as a heterosexual
man. Therefore, heterosexual men would be more invested in a positive distinction from gay
men because gay men represent a threat to their intergroup distinctiveness given the same-gender
sexualities. Antipathy towards gay men would be a way to counter the threat and maintain a
distinct social identity and positive gender self-esteem, and heterosexual men would have more
sexual prejudice compared to heterosexual women in an attempt to maintain a positive
distinction from gay men.
Falomir-Pichastor and Mugny (2009) also hypothesized that sexual prejudice was related
to men’s gender self-esteem more than a women’s gender self-esteem. Their results
demonstrated that sexual prejudice was related to men’s gender self-esteem; as gender self-
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esteem increased sexual prejudice increased for men, but not for women. In two additional
studies they found that for heterosexual men, sexual prejudice was related to heterosexual men’s
gender self-esteem when perceived distance from homosexuals (i.e., likelihood of being
mistaken as a gay man, and the degree they were like gay men in several areas) was high but not
when it was low. Thus, the motivation to maintain a positive social gender identity that is
distinct from gay men’s gender identity could explain the relationship between sexual prejudice
and men’s gender self-esteem. Falomir-Pichastor and Mugny (2009) advanced their findings by
examining the hypothesis that the relationship between heterosexual men’s gender self-esteem
and sexual prejudice will no longer be evident when positive identity distinction is expressed in
ways other than sexual prejudice (i.e., biological basis for homosexuality). Sexual prejudice was
as high in the control condition as the no-difference condition (i.e., information confirming male
homosexuality does not have a biological basis) and the relationship between gender self-esteem
and sexual prejudice was maintained in the control and no-difference condition. In the
difference condition (i.e., information confirming that male homosexuality has a biological basis
was provided), sexual prejudice appeared to be reduced by providing psychological distance
through the biological explanation and no longer predicted the gender self-esteem of the
participants, such that the biological differences appeared to reduce the need for perceived
distance from gay men. The results showed that heterosexual men’s sexual prejudice may be
explained by threat to gender identity and the need to maintain positive distinctiveness of this
social identity. There were limitations to this study including the examination of only
perceptions of gay men compared to examining both attitudes towards lesbian women and gay
men, and the use of only an ad hoc three item measure to assess gender self-esteem.
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The current study intended to advance the research of Falomir-Pichastor and Mugny
(2009) by assessing attitudes of both women and men related to the relationship between gender
self-esteem and prejudice towards not just gay men, but also lesbian women and transpeople.
Additionally, the current study used another measure of gender self-esteem in addition to the
three items used by Falomir-Pichastor and Mugny.
Measuring Sexual Prejudice Towards Lesbian Women and Gay Men
There are multiple scales that measure sexual prejudice towards lesbian women and gay
men, such as Kite’s Homosexuality Attitude Scale (KHAS, Kite & Deaux, 1986), Attitudes
towards Lesbians and Gay Men Scale (ATLG, Herek, 1988), and Homonegativity Scale (HS,
Wright et al., 1999). The expression of sexual prejudice has changed recently, such that blatant
prejudice is no longer socially acceptable (Morrison et al., 2005). As the overt expressions of
prejudice decrease related to social norms, the more covert forms of prejudice remain and are
often labeled modern prejudice. Modern prejudice emphasizes beliefs that minority groups are
seeking undeserved gains, and reflect more societal and cultural origins. It is different from oldfashioned or traditional prejudice that stresses biological or characterological reasons for
antipathy (Cowan, Heiple, Marquez, Khatchadourian, & McNevin, 2005; M. A. Morrison &
Morrison, 2002; M. A. Morrison, Morrison, & Franklin, 2009; Tougas et al., 2004). Some scales
such as Herek’s (1988) ATLG, although psychometrically sound, appear to emphasize traditional
sexual prejudice that is more specific to moral convictions (e.g., “Female homosexuality is a sin”
and “Male homosexuality is a perversion.”). A scale measuring modern sexual prejudice would
be based on beliefs that lesbians and gay men make underserved demand for social changes, that
sexual prejudice no longer exists, and that through emphasizing their sexual orientation, lesbian
women and gay men have caused their marginalization in society (Morrison et al., 2009;
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Morrison, Parriag, & Melanie 1999). Additionally, as Steffens’ (2005) research suggested,
traditional measures of sexual prejudice such as the ATLG may not be suited for the college
sample who are more likely to manifest covert prejudice than overt prejudice. For these reasons
the current research uses the Modern Homonegativity Scale (MHN) (M. A. Morrison &
Morrison, 2002) with parallel forms that separately measure modern sexual prejudice towards
lesbian women (MHN-L) and gay men (MHN-G).
The empirical research examining sexual prejudice traditionally defined the target of
evaluation in nongendered terms (e.g., homosexuals or homosexuality). Thus, lesbian women
are not differentiated from gay men as the target of the sexual prejudice, making it difficult to
examine differences in attitudes towards lesbian women compared to gay men (Herek, 2000;
Kite & Whitley, 2003). Additionally, some of the terms used to identify the target of evaluation
such as homosexual may be interpreted by the evaluator as referring only to gay men which
would preclude evaluation of attitudes towards lesbian women (Black & Stevenson, 1984).
There are measures that refer to gay men and lesbian women, but such measures do not allow for
separate analysis of the attitudes towards lesbians and gay men (Herek & Capitanio, 1999). This
distinction is important because heterosexuals have more negative perceptions of gay men than
lesbians and this effect is stronger for heterosexual men compared to heterosexual women
(Herek & Capitanio, 1999; Kerns & Fine, 1994; Kite & Whitley, 2003). Furthermore, the use of
a measure that separates attitudes towards lesbian women and gay men will allow for
investigation of gender differences in the role of gender self-esteem on attitudes towards both
lesbian women and gay men given there may be different effects.
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Attitudes Towards Transpeople
Although there is a growing body of evidence (e.g., Lombardi et al., 2001; Moran &
Sharpe, 2004) indicating transpeople are victims of discrimination, there has been considerably
little research examining the attitudes that contribute to this discrimination (Nagoshi et al., 2008;
Tee & Hegarty, 2006). The research on attitudes towards transpeople, has numerous holes and
inconsistencies. Some of the early research (Green, Stoller, & MacAndrew, 1966) related to
attitudes towards transpeople focused on health care professionals and examined the attitudes of
medical and psychiatric professionals through surveys which indicated the majority of the health
care professionals would not approve sex reassignment surgery regardless of the patient’s
distress. Additionally, the health care professionals typically held negative views regarding
transpeople. A more recent survey of health care professionals conducted by Franzini and
Casinelli (1986) indicated that, compared to Green et al.’s (1966) results, there was significantly
more acceptance of transpeople and their basic human rights with more willingness to
recommend surgical sexual reassignment surgery.
Gender Comparisons
General attitudes of the public regarding transpeople are also mixed. One of the earliest
studies surveyed 17 men, 17 women, and 17 post-operative transpeople who were asked to guess
the attitudes of a sample of hospital staff, medical students and psychiatric patients towards
mainly feminized transsexuals (Kando, 1972). Kando suggested that the guesses were
“projections” of the participant’s attitudes towards transsexuals (p. 277). Kando found that
women were more intolerant of transsexuals than men. A possible explanation for these findings
may be related to gender differences regarding how femininity was defined. Women were more
likely than men to identify social criteria rather than biological criteria in defining womanhood.
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Additionally, women were more likely than men to mention ovaries rather than a vagina as a
criterion for femininity (i.e., something a transsexual lacks), suggesting that women were
unwilling to define a feminized transsexual as a woman.
Kando’s (1972) study was groundbreaking given the limited amount of research on
transpeople, but the study has numerous limitations. It has been almost four decades since the
study was published making it difficult to apply the results to current times given the numerous
changes regarding politics, activism, and education regarding the LGBT community. The
methods used by Kando were designed to estimate the attitudes of others towards transsexuality
with the notion that these were projections of the individual’s attitudes making it difficult to
compare more recent studies with Kando’s given this method is not used in current empirical
literature. The small sample size was another limitation reducing the robustness of the findings.
Even considering these limitations, Kando’s (1972) results that women held more negative
perceptions of transsexuals than men are interesting given that research on attitudes towards
lesbian women and gay men consistently indicate women tend to hold more positive attitudes
than men (e.g., Haddock et al., 2008; Herek 1984, 1988, 2002; Kerns & Fine, 1994; Kite &
Whitley, 2003; Whitley, 2001).
After Kando’s (1972) publication there was little follow-up research in the area of
attitudes towards transsexuals or transpeople. In 1983, Leitenberg and Slavin were among the
first researchers who compared attitudes towards lesbian women and gay men to attitudes
towards transpeople with a sample of university students in New England. They speculated that
based on the available data regarding transsexual’s experiences, some transsexuals view
themselves as the other gender based on denial, fear, or repulsion of homosexual inclinations as
had been suggested by Green (1974). These speculations led Leitenberg and Slavin (1983) to
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question the ability of transsexual individuals to accept their transsexual inclinations, but deny
their homosexual inclinations. Leitenberg and Slavin suggested that transsexuality was less
socially and morally stigmatized compared to homosexuality, and the aim of the study was to get
preliminary comparisons of attitudes towards lesbian women and gay men and attitudes towards
transsexual individuals.
Leitenberg and Slavin (1983) gave each participant questions related to attitudes towards
lesbian women, gay men, and transsexuals. Leitenberg and Slavin’s results indicated order
effects, such that the attitudes expressed towards transsexuality were more negative when the
transsexuality questions were completed after the homosexual questionnaire, suggesting
transsexuality was viewed with less antipathy or threat compared to homosexuality. More men
than women reported homosexuality was “always wrong” compared to transsexuality. There
was a greater difference between attitudes towards homosexuality and transsexuality for women
compared to men, with men reporting more negative attitudes compared to women.
Additionally, the participants indicated a significantly greater acceptance of transsexuals
adopting children compared to homosexuals adopting children with a greater difference in favor
of transsexuals for women compared to men.
Female participants were equally supportive of both transsexuals’ and homosexuals’
ability to have employment opportunities compared to men who were more positive towards
homosexuals’ occupational opportunities compared to transsexuals. Few participants indicated
that almost all homosexuals or transsexuals were born that way, and more participants attributed
transsexuality to biological causes compared to homosexuality. Leitenberg and Slavin (1983)
suggested that less antipathy towards transsexuality than homosexuality is related to gender-roles
rather than sexual behavior and sexual behavior typically evokes moral judgments (i.e., religious
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and secular persecution). Additionally, individuals may prescribe greater biological cause to
transsexuality compared to homosexuality which appears to decrease antipathy (Antoszewski,
Kasielska, Jędrzejczak, & Kruk-Jeromin, 2007; Landén & Innala, 2000)
More recent research on attitudes towards transpeople appears to be more consistent with
the research on attitudes towards lesbian women and gay men that demonstrates that women
have more positive attitudes towards sexual minorities than men. Landén and Innala (2000)
conducted a mail survey of people randomly selected from the national register in Sweden. They
found that the majority of the sample supported sex reassignment surgery. Those individuals
who supported the notion of transsexualism having a biological cause reported significantly more
tolerant and positive attitudes towards transsexual individuals than people who did not think
there was a biological cause. Specific to gender, their results indicated that men were less
supportive and more restricted in their attitudes towards transsexual individuals (i.e., views on
sex-reassignment, on transsexual marriage, and on potential personal relations with a transsexual
person) than women.
Antoszewski et al. (2007) conducted a study similar to Landén and Innala’s (2000) with a
sample of college students at a Polish university. The goal of the study was to determine the
knowledge of the students regarding transsexualism, as well as determine the rights (e.g.,
marriage, adoption, free medical care) the sample would grant to transsexual individuals. They
found results very similar to Landén and Innala (2000), such that those individuals who believed
transsexualism has a biological basis were more likely to have less restrictive and more positive
perceptions of transsexuals. Additionally, women endorsed more liberal attitudes towards
transsexual rights and a greater understanding of transsexual individuals’ needs than men.

23
Although very informative, neither Landén and Innala (2000) nor Antoszewski et al.
(2007), employed a reliable and valid comprehensive measure of anti-trans attitudes.
Furthermore, neither study explored attitudes towards transpeople who may not successfully pass
for the other gender because they do not alter their bodies through hormones or sex reassignment
surgery (e.g., cross-dressers or transgender individuals). Investigation is needed on other groups
of transpeople, in addition to transsexuals. It is possible that attitudes towards other groups of
gender non-conformists may elicit different attitudes than attitudes towards primarily
transsexuals who can often pass as the other gender (Hill & Willoughby, 2005; Nagoshi et al.,
2008).
Hill and Willoughby (2005) identified the need for research and measures that address
overt forms of sexual prejudice, as well as the more covert forms of sexual prejudice such as
subtle values and ideologies that lay the foundation for intolerance of transpeople. Hill and
Willoughby developed and validated a scale designed to measure prejudice (i.e., discrimination,
violence, and harassment) towards transpeople (i.e., cross-dressers, transsexuals, and transgender
individuals). Hill and Willoughby borrowed from Hill’s (2003) analysis of transpeople’s
experiences that postulated three components make up prejudice towards transpeople,
transphobia, genderism, and gender-bashing. The first construct, transphobia, was defined
previously. Genderism, a parallel concept to sexism, is an ideology and set of beliefs that
justifies negative attitudes and subordination of individuals who do not conform to the gender
dichotomy. According to Hill, genderism is pervasive and can operate in subtle ways such as
ignorance regarding transpeople, social oppression, and marginalizing those who do not conform
to gender norms as pathological. Gender-bashing refers to violence, harassment, abuse, or
assault against an individual who does not conform to gender norms. This concept is parallel to
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violence against an individual who is perceived to be a lesbian or gay man. Gender-bashing is
the overt expression of prejudice toward transpeople, whereas genderism and transphobia are
covert expressions of prejudice towards transpeople (Namaste, 1996). Thus, genderism
represents the cultural negative ideology, transphobia the fear and emotional intolerance, and
gender-bashing the acts of violence against transpeople (Hill, 2003).
Working within this conceptual framework, Hill and Willoughby (2005) developed a
scale to measure attitudes towards transpeople. Hill and Willoughby administered potential
items intended to measured cognitive, behavioral and affective factors of transprejudice,
genderism, and gender-bashing to undergraduates. They identified a smaller set of items
intended to measure behaviors, attitudes, values, beliefs and emotions towards those who do not
conform to gender norms that wasdeveloped into the Genderism and Transphobia Scale (GTS).
In a second study the validity and reliability of the GTS were determined. The ability of the
GTS to predict anti-trans reactions to non-gender conforming children was assessed through
vignettes. The results indicated good internal reliability, and predictive validity. The GTS
correlation with sexual prejudice and gender-role beliefs suggested good convergent validity.
The third study was intended to establish norms for the GTS and retest the reliability and
validity. Predictive validity was further tested by relying on research results that indicate that
being personally acquainted with a transperson typically reduces prejudice. The results showed
significantly lower scores on the GTS for those acquainted with transpeople compared to those
who were not. Additionally, to establish discriminant validity, the GTS was compared to
measures of gender-role orientation, gender-role identify, self-esteem, sexual prejudice, a short
anti-trans attitudes estimate, and a faking scale. The results supported discriminant validity, such
that the GTS was weakly correlated with these measures. The results also reconfirmed internal
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reliability. Hill and Willoughby (2005) made a significant contribution to research on attitudes
towards transpeople through the creation of the GTS. The current study makes use of the GTS to
explore perceptions of transpeople.
Winter et al. (2008) expanded Hill and Willoughby’s (2005) research and examined
attitudes towards transpeople in a sample of undergraduates at a Hong Kong university. The
Hong Kong students had significantly more negative attitudes towards transpeople compared to
the Canadian students in Hill and Willoughby’s (2005) study. Winter et al. (2008) found similar
results to Landén and Innala (2000) and Antoszewski et al. (2007) regarding gender differences
in attitudes towards transpeople, such that men reported more transprejudice than women. These
gender differences were most pronounced on the items that assessed a disposition towards
violence and ridicule of transpeople. Based on the analysis of three pairs of items that
differentiated between transwomen (i.e., male cross-dressers) and transmen (i.e., female crossdressers), Winter et al. found more negative attitudes towards transwomen than transmen for
women and men. Gerhardstein and Anderson (2010) found a similar effect, but only for men,
with men indicating more violence, teasing, and discomfort towards transwomen than transmen.
They suggested that people may view transwomen as gay men presenting themselves as women,
such that sexual prejudice towards gay men may underlie the more negative attitudes towards
transwomen than transmen (Bettcher, 2007).
Nagoshi et al. (2008) took the research on attitudes towards transpeople a step further by
developing a shorter Transphobia Scale, to investigate gender differences in attitudes towards
transpeople. Nagoshi et al. (2008) discussed some psychometric problems with the GTS,
including high intercorrelations between the three subscales (i.e., transprejudice, genderism, and
gender-bashing) and the failure to use a factor analytic procedure in development. Nagoshi et al.
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(2008) developed a nine item scale adapted from Bornstein’s (1998) flexibility of gender
aptitude questions that were designed to assess an individual’s uneasiness when encountering
people who are gender nonconformists or transpeople. They hypothesized a positive correlation
between transprejudice and sexual prejudice and correlations between those two constructs and
fundamental religious views, right-wing authoritarianism, rape myth acceptance, benevolent
sexism, and restricted views regarding sexuality. Additionally, they hypothesized that being
prone to aggression and hostile sexism would correlate with both sexual prejudice and
transprejudice for men, but not women. Given that transprejudice appears to be more linked to
gender identity than sexual prejudice, Nagoshi et al. suggested that transprejudice would be more
positively correlated with traditional gender-role beliefs than sexual prejudice. They also
hypothesized gender differences in the constructs that contribute to prejudice, such that beliefs in
traditional gender-roles beyond accounting for sexual prejudice would be more correlated with
transprejudice in women compared to men.
Nagoshi et al’s. (2008) results supported the validity and reliability of the Transphobia
Scale. Consistent with previous research on attitudes towards lesbian women and gay men (e.g.,
Haddock et al., 2008; Herek 1984, 1988, 2002; Kite & Whitley, 2003), and recent research on
attitudes towards transpeople (e.g., Antoszewski et al., 2007; Gerhardstein & Anderson, 2010;
Landén & Innala, 2000; Winter et al., 2008) men endorsed significantly more sexual prejudice
and transprejudice compared to women. Sexual prejudice and transprejudice were correlated for
women and men, and traditional social views (i.e., right-wing authoritarianism, hostile sexism,
and fundamental religious views) were correlated with sexual prejudice and transprejudice.
Support of traditional gender-roles was more correlated with transprejudice than sexual
prejudice, especially for women. Rape myth acceptance was correlated with sexual prejudice for
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women and men, but was only correlated with transprejudice for women. Nagoshi et al. (2008)
suggested this could be related to the finding that sexual orientation is a more salient defining
characteristic of gender identity for men compared to women (Falomir-Pichastor & Mugny,
2009; Kimmel, 1997; Page & Yee, 1985). For men, aggression proneness was correlated with
sexual prejudice and transprejudice. When men’s sexual prejudice was statistically accounted
for, the correlations of aggression proneness, right-wing authoritarianism and religious
fundamentalism were greatly reduced, suggesting that transprejudice and sexual prejudice could
be related to similar variables for men. However, when sexual prejudice was controlled for in
women, the correlations were not significantly changed, suggesting different variables involved
in transprejudice compared to sexual prejudice for heterosexual women.
Nagoshi et al. (2008) proposed a theory regarding the etiology of transprejudice and
sexual prejudice, suggesting that for women and men, socially conventional views would predict
transprejudice and sexual prejudice. Over and above these effects, for men, hypermasculinity,
which reflects a fear of loss of male social power, would predict both transprejudice and sexual
prejudice. Finally, rape myth acceptance and benevolent sexism would predict transprejudice
and not sexual prejudice with a stronger effect for women compared to men, possibly related to
women fearing losing social power associated with deviations from traditional gender-roles.
Despite the valuable contributions of Nagoshi et al. like much of the other research in this area,
they are limited because of the use of the college student sample and the inability to suggest
causality related to using a correlational design.
The Etiology of Transprejudice
Research on attitudes towards transpeople is in its infancy and as a result, there are very
few empirically supported explanations of negative attitudes towards transpeople. Kando (1972)
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suggested that women were more intolerant of transsexuals than men, because feminized men
did not appear to fit their definition of womanhood. However, as pointed out before, Kando’s
(1972) results are inconsistent with more recent research that consistently demonstrates that men
have more antipathy towards transpeople than women (Antoszewski et al., 2007; Gerhardstein &
Anderson, 2010; Landén & Innala, 2000; Nagoshi et al., 2008; Winter et al., 2008). Another
explanation relates to the finding that individuals who believe transsexualism is caused by
biological factors are more likely to have positive attitudes towards transpeople than people who
do not believe transsexualism is caused by biological factors (Antoszewski et al., 2007; Landén
& Innala, 2000). However, this view is very narrow given the complexity of attitudes and it does
not account for the consistent finding related to gender differences in attitudes towards
transpeople. Nagoshi et al. (2008) go a long way in proposing a theory regarding the etiology of
both sexual prejudice and transprejudice supported by their survey results as previously
described. They postulate that for women, adherence to social norms related to gender-roles is
more predictive of transprejudice compared to sexual prejudice. In contrast, for men, adherence
to conventional social norms regarding gender is related to both sexual prejudice and
transprejudice. Thus, Nagoshi et al. suggest that sexual orientation appears to be less salient to
gender identity for women as compared to men.
There are additional theoretical foundations that are suggested as possible explanations of
antipathy towards transpeople most of which borrow from research regarding attitudes towards
lesbian women and gay men. For example, Norton (1997) suggests the etiology of
transprejudice begins with the identification of homosexuals as effeminate and the connection
between sexuality and gender. Masculinity can be defined in many different ways. Hegemonic
masculinity is defined by the image of those men in power, such that masculinity requires being

29
in power, aggressive, competitive, strong, successful, capable and in control (Kimmel, 1997, p.
228). Within this definition of masculinity is the repudiation of the feminine and a connection to
sexuality (Norton, 1997). According to Kimmel (1997) and Norton (1997), most heterosexual
men are terrified of be labeled as a sissy or an effeminate male who is equated with weakness,
helplessness, and dependency; the qualities men attempt to dissociate themselves from. Out of
this definition of masculinity, Norton (1997) proposes that men fear that once a man can be
feminized, as is the case with a transwoman, then all men can be feminized which would
ultimately result in the breakdown of the conventional social norms in which men are dominant
and women are subordinate.
Norton (1997) and Messner (2004) suggested gender and sexuality are determined
together, such that sexuality takes on meaning related to gender and gender is further defined by
sexuality. From these concepts, Norton (1997) suggests that in order to maintain dominance,
men must adhere to conventional masculine roles and maintain a heterosexual orientation.
Additionally, Bettcher (2007) and Schilt and Westbrook (2009) indicate that for men,
transprejudice could be related to fear or anger related to the perception that a transwoman has
deceived a heterosexual man into a homosexual encounter. This view is consistent with the
hierarchical gender system that privileges masculinity as well as heterosexuality, such that men
may feel deceived and experience a threat to their masculine identity and position of power when
considering a transwoman as a deceiver, which may result in intolerance of transpeople,
especially transwomen. From these concepts comes the conceptualization of transprejudice
being related to men’s beliefs that adherence to traditional gender-roles, gender identity,
heterosexual orientation, and the use of aggression are driven by the definition of masculinity
viewed as essential to maintain male dominance. Nagoshi et al. (2008) suggested this
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explanation of transprejudice that ties gender and sexual identity together could explain the
similarly negative attitudes that men have towards transpeople, lesbian women and gay men.
There is little in the literature that conceptualizes women’s more positive attitudes
towards transpeople. However, in their attempt to explain the etiology of transprejudice and
reasons for the possible gender differences in comparing attitudes towards transpeople and
lesbian women and gay men, Nagoshi et al. (2008) mentioned interviews by Hamilton (2007)
with college women regarding their attitudes towards lesbian women. Hamilton stated that
women’s motivations for sexual prejudice are different than men’s and are more complicated
given that women are typically regarded as lower status. As a result, the gender-roles, gender
identity, and sexual orientation of women do not serve as a way to ensure social dominance as
appears to be the case for men. Hamilton (2007) indicated that unlike men, for women, genderroles and gender identity are separate from sexual orientation. This supports Nagoshi et al’s.
(2008) findings and suggestion that the prejudice based on sexual orientation (i.e., towards
lesbian women and gay men) may be different from prejudice based on gender-roles and identity
(i.e., towards transpeople). Although these conceptualizations are interesting and informative,
there remains the need for further research to explore these possible etiologies for antipathy
towards transpeople, and given the current research it is likely these factors are different for men
and women.
Measuring Attitudes Towards Transpeople
Given the dearth of scales intended to measure attitudes towards transpeople the current
research used Hill and Willoughby’s (2005) Genderism and Transphobia Scale. A valuable
component of the GTS is that it contains three matched items that are worded identically except
for the gender of the transperson, which allows for comparisons of attitudes towards transwomen
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and transmen, in addition to general attitudes towards transpeople. Winter et al. (2008) found
less tolerant attitudes towards transwomen than transmen, although this finding may be more
pronounced among heterosexual men than heterosexual women (Gerhardstein & Anderson,
2010). Also, research consistently demonstrates significantly more negative attitudes towards
men and boys who are gender deviant compared to women and girls who are gender deviant
(Feinman, 1981, 1984; McCreary, 1994; Sandnabba & Ahlberg, 1999). Given that research
comparing attitudes towards transpeople has only recently begun to receive empirical attention,
examining separately the attitudes towards transwomen and transmen could contribute to the
understanding of attitudes and the etiology of attitudes towards transpeople, as well as attitudes
towards transpeople compared to attitudes towards lesbian women and gay men.
The proposed conceptualizations of antipathy towards transpeople discussed previously
suggested that men would be more likely to want to distance themselves from transwomen. In
addition, research suggests that sexual orientation is an important aspect of men’s sense of
masculine identity (Bettcher, 2007; Blashill & Powlishta, 2009; McCreary, 1994; Messner,
2004), and that men may be particularly invested in distancing themselves from gender
nonconforming males who may be viewed as homosexuals. However, this is counter to the
argument presented by Kando (1972) who maintained that women, rather than men, would be
more likely to want to distance themselves from transwomen. More recent research
(Gerhardstein & Anderson, 2010) showed no significant difference in men’s attitudes towards
transmen compared to transwomen when individualizing information on the transperson was
provided. Exploring attitudes towards transwomen and transmen separately will contribute to
the literature through possibly clarifying whether heterosexual men and women would want to
distance themselves from an individual rejecting their same biological sex or from an individual
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seeking to become the sex with which they identify. For example, would women want to
distance themselves from a biological male seeking to become a female or a biological female
who rejected a feminine identity to become a male? Additionally, the shorter twelve-item
Transphobia Scale created by Nagoshi et al. (2008) was used along with the longer GTS. The
intention of of using the GTS and Transphobia Scale was to offer research support for both given
that neither scale has been widely used to date.
Furthermore, the need to examine social desirability as a response tendency in self-report
measures has been well documented (Reynolds, 1982). Social desirability was measured with
the Social Desirability Scale-17 (SDS-17; Stöber, 2001).
Social Identity Theory (SIT)
Social Identity Theory (SIT) was put forth by Tajfel and Turner (1979, 1986) as an
attempt to explain intergroup conflict and prejudiced attitudes by moving away from an
individual or interpersonal approach to a focus on social groups. SIT can be used as a possible
explanation for negative attitudes towards sexual minorities. SIT suggests that an individual’s
membership in social groups constitutes an important aspect of their self-concept and social
behavior. The self-concept has two separate aspects; the personal identity, which includes
characteristics of the individual, and the social identity, which is defined through knowledge of
social group membership and the value and emotional significance related to that group
membership (Ellemers, Spears, & Doosje, 2002; Luhtanen & Crocker, 1992; Tajfel & Turner,
1986). A social group is defined as a collection of people who classify themselves as members
of the same social category. Social identity can be derived from membership in many groups
(e.g., gender, ethnicity, occupation, and sexual orientation). Collective identity is another term
commonly used to refer to social identity and can be used interchangeably given that both refer
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to aspects of the self-concept that are derived from membership in social groups and the value
placed on those social groups (Luhtanen & Crocker, 1992).
An assumption of SIT is that individuals are motivated to perceive their social group,
their valued ingroup, as distinct in positive ways from relevant outgroups. Tajfel and Turner
(1986) suggested that ingroup status is not related to absolute prestige, power or resources that
the high status group possesses, but it is a relative judgment based on comparisons and appraisals
between the ingroup and relevant outgroups. Thus, the status of the relevant outgroups have
implications for the social identity of the ingroup and social comparisons with similar outgroups
could threaten social identity by threatening the distinctiveness of the group (Branscombe,
Ellemers, Spears, & Doosje, 1999). In a meta-analysis of SIT research, Jetten, Spears and
Postmes (2004) found that when individuals make the appraisal that a relevant outgroup
threatens the positive distinctiveness of their valued ingroup’s social identity, the individuals
within the ingroup will take advantage of opportunities to protect ingroup distinctiveness (e.g.,
prejudicial attitudes). Research has shown that when members of high status groups assume
their status is valid and perceive that lower status relevant outgroups are attempting to improve
their status, the higher status group will likely respond with social competition and deliberate
attempts to maintain the distinct boundaries between the ingroup and the outgroup which can
include negative attitudes and prejudice towards the relevant threatening outgroup (Abrams,
Carter, & Hogg, 1989; Branscombe et al., 1999; Ellemers et al., 2002; Scheepers, Ellemer, &
Sintemaartensdijk, 2009; Schmitt, Lehmiller & Walsh, 2007).
Attitudes Towards Sexual Minorities
Since Tajfel and Turner (1979, 1986) introduced the concept of SIT, there has been
research with various ingroups and outgroups related to social identity. The current study
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focused on gender social group identity as a foundation to help explain prejudice towards lesbian
women, gay men, and transpeople. There has been no previous research examining SIT in
relation to transprejudice, so the focus was on homosexuality since there is a larger body of
research examining attitudes towards lesbian women and gay men. Homosexuality and
transgenderism are both in essence a manifestation of a violation of gender norms; therefore,
results from research on homosexuality can be cautiously used to draw conclusions about
expected attitudes towards transsexuality (Hill & Willoughby, 2005).
Abrams et al. (1989) were the first researchers to explore SIT and its relevance to
understanding sexual prejudice. Abrams et al. drew from research that suggested hostile
attitudes towards homosexuals and the stereotyping of gay men as feminine was related to the
need to differentiate gender-roles that homosexuality threatens. They indicated that the
distinction between heterosexual men and gay men cannot be derived from a particular visual
index (e.g., skin color), such that stereotypical attributes such as a man with feminine
characteristics serves as a criterion by which men can be categorized as gay. Abrams et al.
suggested that sexual prejudice and reduced liking would be expected from a heterosexual man
when a person categorized as homosexual appears to have stereotypical heterosexual attributes
given this would threaten the intergroup distinctiveness of the heterosexual man. However,
when a target was labeled homosexual, and was described using homosexual stereotypes there
would be no threat to social identity or intergroup distinctiveness and there would be increased
liking.
To test these hypotheses, Abrams et al. (1989) asked undergraduates to write down
stereotypical images of social groups and included in the groups were heterosexual men and
homosexual men. These stereotypes were used to create descriptions of a heterosexual man and
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homosexual man in the experiment. In the experiment, heterosexual male undergraduates were
given an introduction with group salience or individual salience, and then given either
descriptions of a 20-year-old male student with the stereotypically heterosexual traits or the
stereotypically homosexual traits. At the end of the description, the label was manipulated so the
target was labeled heterosexual or homosexual. After reading the description, the participants
completed measures related to liking and social distance or repulsion towards the target.
In line with SIT, liking the target was significantly reduced when the target was labeled
homosexual and had heterosexual attributes, compared to the heterosexual label condition.
Emotional reactions to the stereotypical information were contingent on how the target was
labeled. Thus, the homosexual label overrode the trait information in determining attraction
towards the target being evaluated. Abrams et al. (1989) suggested that the label raises the
relevance of the intergroup distinction between heterosexuals and homosexuals. They found that
when group membership was relevant, sexual prejudice could be explained as resulting from
threats to ingroup distinctiveness related to outgroup members displaying ingroup characteristics.
These results support SIT as a framework for understanding and explaining sexual prejudice.
Limitations to this study included the use of only gay men as targets for evaluation, as well as
using only men as participants, a limitation that is addressed by the current study.
Kilianski (2003) used SIT as a possible explanation for the consistent research finding
that heterosexual men who express sexual prejudice also express negative attitudes towards
women, suggesting their sexual prejudice may relate to an aversion to femininity. Kilianski
indicated that homosexuality is a threat to the social order in which men have higher status, and
as a result gay men become the object of heterosexual men’s hatred, disgust, and fear. For
heterosexual men who have negative emotional reactions towards women and gay men, there is
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an ideal self that is composed of predominantly masculine characteristics, and an undesirable self
represented by predominantly feminine characteristics. From these two separate selves and a
belief system that stereotypical masculine behaviors (e.g., toughness and dominance) are
desirable and stereotypical feminine behavior and characteristics are inappropriate and
undesirable, comes the theory of the exclusively masculine identity that Kilianski (2003) put
forth to explain the co-occurrence of hostility towards women and gay men among some
heterosexual men
Kilianski (2003) demonstrated the validity of the exclusive male identity, and that
individuals with an exclusive male identity showed significant correlations between their
antipathy towards gay men and their antipathy towards women. SIT indicates that given the
importance of the connection between the self-concept and positive social identity, the
characteristics associated with the ingroup will be more positive and more likely incorporated
into the ideal self, whereas the characteristics associated with the outgroup will be more likely
incorporated into the undesired self. This extension of SIT may help explain negative emotional
appraisals of both gay men and women. One limitation to Kilianski’s research was that he used
an undergraduate population and a correlational design which decreases generalizability and the
ability to infer causality. Also, like Abrams et al. (1989), he examined only men.
Schmitt et al. (2007) took the SIT research related to sexual minorities in a slightly
different direction than Abrams et al. (1989) by researching opposition towards same-sex
marriage. Legal recognition of same-sex marriages for lesbian women, gay men, bisexual
individuals, and transpeople would threaten the social identity of heterosexuals by decreasing the
status difference between heterosexuals and those who violate heterosexual norms. Schmitt et al.
(2007) suggested that same-sex marriages would create a greater threat to social identity and
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more sexual prejudice by undermining the distinctiveness of the heterosexual social identity that
includes different-sex marriages. The label of civil-union, even with the same legal rights as
same-sex marriage, would maintain positive distinction by creating a separate label for same-sex
unions and maintaining the traditional label of marriage for the heterosexual social identity.
Schmitt et al. (2007) presented participants with hypothetical state laws that differed only
in the label applied to the same-sex unions. The labels were either civil-union or marriage and
the participants received measures to rate their perceived threat to the law, to society,
heterosexuals, family values, personal relationships, and the institution of marriage. The results
showed individuals had more negative emotional reactions towards a same-sex union labeled as
marriage compared to those labeled a civil-union. Those individuals who received the marriage
label perceived more threat to heterosexuals compared to those who received the civil-union
label. Threat to heterosexual social identity appeared to mediate the relationship between the
label and support for the same-sex union laws. The more negative attitudes towards same-sex
partnerships labeled as marriage would suggest elevation of same-sex partnerships to the same
level of different-sex partnerships which distinguish heterosexuals from lesbian women, gay
men, bisexual individuals, and transpeople and helps explain prejudice using SIT. There were
limitations to Schmitt et al.’s study such as the use of an undergraduate sample that decreases the
generalizability of the results.
As described in greater detail earlier, Falomir-Pichastor and Mugny (2009) also examined
the relationship between sexual prejudice and the need of heterosexual men to maintain a distinct
and positive gender identity using SIT to explain the relationship. They found that sexual
prejudice was related to men’s gender self-esteem, such that for men, as gender self-esteem
increased, attitudes towards homosexuality became more negative. These results were not found
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for women. Falomir-Pichastor and Mugny (2009) also found that, among heterosexual men,
attitudes towards homosexuality were less positive as perceived psychological distance from
homosexuality increased, and positive gender self-esteem and greater perceived difference from
homosexuals were correlated. Therefore, heterosexual men’s sexual prejudice may be explained
by threat to gender identity and the need to maintain positive distinctiveness of this social
identity.
Measuring Gender Self-Esteem
There are relatively few direct measures that assess the degree of importance an
individual places on their gender as a category related to their social identity. Luhtanen and
Crocker (1992) were among the first researchers to construct a scale to assess the positivity of an
individual’s social identity or collective identity derived from SIT (Tajfel & Turner, 1979, 1986).
Their measure was designed to assess an individual’s degree of social identity based on
membership in varying ascribed groups (e.g., gender, ethnicity, religion, socioeconomic context,
etc.). The measure was intended to be a global cross-group assessment. Luhtanen and Crocker
(1992) indicated,
At times researchers, depending on their specific purposes, may be better served by a
measure that assesses collective self-esteem with regard to a particular social group; to
that extent, minor alterations of the scale instructions and wording items may be
appropriate. (p. 305)
The current research is best served by assessing collective self-esteem specific to gender given
the purposes and hypotheses of the study.
In the development of the Collective Self Esteem Scale (CSES; Luhtanen & Crocker,
1992), four types of items were used to assess collective self-esteem. Membership esteem

39
involves items measuring how good the individual is as a member of the social group. The
private collective self-esteem items measured an individual’s judgment of how good their social
group is (i.e., self perceived evaluation). Items assessing public collective self-esteem assessed
an individual’s judgment of how other people evaluate their social group (i.e., perceived otherevaluation). Finally, identity items assessed the importance of the individual’s social group
membership to their self-concept. Luhtanen and Crocker’s 16-item scale has adequate test-retest
reliability, construct validity, discriminant validity, and convergent validity. Additionally,
altering the scale for a specific social group did not appear to compromise the psychometric
properties of the measures. Luhtanen and Crocker indicated that the CSES is a useful tool for
research examining collective self-esteem or social identity within the framework of SIT. In
addition to the CSES, three items used by Falomir-Pichastor and Mugny (2009) to assess gender
self-esteem was used in the current study.
Summary
The current study intended to contribute to the growing literature regarding attitudes
towards transpeople through comparisons of attitudes towards transpeople with attitudes towards
lesbian women and gay men. Additionally, an area often neglected in research on transpeople
that was explored in the current study was possible differences in attitudes towards transwomen
compared to transmen, as well as possible gender differences in these attitudes. Additionally,
Social Identity Theory (Tajfel & Turner, 1979, 1986) and gender self-esteem were examined as a
possible explanation for sexual prejudice in an undergraduate student sample. Ideally
participants would be recruited from a random sample, with a range of ages and levels of
education, but an undergraduate sample is convenient and frequently used in research regarding
attitudes towards sexual minorities, such that the use of the undergraduate sample likely allows

40
for more accurate comparisons with the existing literature. Because of the small numbers of
sexual minority students in the sample, only data of self-identified heterosexual undergraduates
were used. Based on the literature several hypotheses were tested:
1.

Sexual prejudice towards lesbian women and gay men would be positively correlated
with transprejudice towards transpeople for both heterosexual men and heterosexual
women.

2.

There would be gender differences in attitudes towards lesbian women, gay men, and
transpeople with heterosexual men endorsing more prejudice towards lesbian women,
gay men, and transpeople than heterosexual women.
A. Heterosexual men would endorse more negative attitudes towards gay men than
lesbian women and heterosexual women would have similar attitudes towards gay
men and lesbian women.
B. Heterosexual men would endorse more negative attitudes towards transwomen
compared to transmen, and heterosexual women would have similar attitudes
towards transwomen and transmen.

3.

Heterosexual men who endorse high levels of gender self-esteem would endorse more
sexual prejudice towards gay men compared to heterosexual women who endorse
high levels of gender self-esteem, and to other heterosexual men who report low
levels of gender self-esteem.

4.

There is limited research on the effects of gender self-esteem and its interaction with
gender on attitudes towards lesbian women versus attitudes towards gay men, and on
attitudes towards transwomen versus transmen. Therefore, no directional hypotheses
were suggested, but exploratory analyses investigated these potential relationships.
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CHAPTER 2

METHODOLOGY
Design of the Study
This study used a correlational design. The predictor variables were the gender of the
participant, participant’s gender self-esteem and the interaction between gender and gender selfesteem. The criterion variables examined separately were prejudice toward gay men, lesbian
women, transwomen, and transmen.
Participants
Participants included 438 undergraduate students recruited from psychology courses at
Indiana State University (ISU). The data of 39 participants were excluded due to missing
responses on multiple measures (n = 2), self-identification as something other than heterosexual
only (n = 36), and failure to indicate sexual orientation (n = 1). The analyses were based on the
data of the remaining 399 participants. The final sample was composed of 192 (48.1%) women
and 207 (51.9%) men. The average age of the participants was 19.5 years (SD = 3.14) and
ranged from 18 to 48 years. The majority of participants identified as White/Caucasian (70.9%),
22.3% were Black/African American, 1.8% were Hispanic/Latino(a), 1.3% were Asian/Asian
American, .5% were Native American/American Indian, and 3.3% were Other. The majority of
participants were in the first year (65.4%), 14.5 % were sophomores, 11.3% were juniors, and
8.8% were seniors.
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An a priori power analysis indicated a necessary sample size of approximately 92
participants to find a medium effect size with an α of.05 and β of .80 (Cohen, 1992). The current
sample exceeded this minimum sample size.
Measures
Demographic Questionnaire
Participants provided information regarding their age, gender, ethnicity and year in
school. Participants completed a portion of the Klein Sexual Orientation Grid (KSOG; Klein,
Sepekoff & Wolf, 1985) to assess sexual orientation. Only the Present Self-Identification
variable was used. Regarding sexual orientation, participants rated their present selfidentification on a Likert-type scale from 1 (Heterosexual Only) to 7 (Homosexual Only). Those
individuals who self-identified as anything other than heterosexual only were excluded from the
analyses (Appendix A).
Genderism and Transphobia Scale (GTS)
The Genderism and Transphobia Scale (GTS; Hill & Willoughby, 2005; Appendix B) is a
32-item scale designed to measure prejudice and discrimination towards those who do not
conform to gender norms (i.e., transpeople, transsexuals, cross-dressers, and transgender
individuals) or transprejudice. The measure is divided into two subscales. The first subscale,
Transphobia/Genderism, contains 25 items that examine general attitudes towards transpeople;
for example “Men who cross-dress for sexual pleasure disgust me.” The second subscale,
Gender-Bashing, has seven items that examine more violent attitudes towards transpeople; for
example “I have beat up men who act like sissies.” Participants rate each item on a Likert-type
scale from 1 (Strongly Disagree) to 7 (Strongly Agree. Scores range from 32 to 224 for the total
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scale, 25 to 175 for the Genderism/Transphobia subscale, and 7 to 49 for the Gender-Bashing
subscale. Higher scores indicate more negative attitudes towards transpeople.
Hill and Willoughby (2005) found good discriminant validity, convergent validity, and
internal consistency for the total scale (α = .96), for the Transphobia/Genderism subscale (α =
.95), and for the Gender-Bashing subscale (α = .79 to .87). Alpha coefficients in the current
study were .95 for the total score, .94 for the Genderism/Transphobia subscale, and .78 for the
Gender-Bashing subscale.
The current study also compared attitudes towards transwomen and transmen by
examining specifically three pairs of matched items in the GTS (i.e., 2 and 20, 6 and 13, and 25
and 29) that are worded the same except for the gender of the target person. Items 2 and 20
stated “I have behaved violently towards a [woman/man] because [she/he] was too
[masculine/feminine].” Items 6 and 13 stated, “I have teased a [woman/man] because of
[her/his] [masculine/feminine] appearance or behavior.” Items 25 and 29 stated, “[Masculine
women/Feminine men] make me feel uncomfortable.”
Transphobia Scale
The Transphobia Scale (Nagoshi et al., 2008) is a 12-item scale that measures prejudice
against transpeople. For example, “I avoid people on the street whose gender is unclear to me.”
Participants rate each item on a Likert-type scale from 1 (Completely Disagree) to 7 (Completely
Agree) with higher scores indicating more negative attitudes towards transpeople. Scores can
range from 12-84. Higher scores indicate greater transprejudice. The Transphobia Scale was
intended to address some methodological issues with the Genderism and Transphobia Scale (Hill
& Willoughby, 2005) such as potential gender differences in predictors of transprejudice and low
discriminant validity with measures of sexual prejudice. Nagoshi et al. (2008) found good
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internal consistency (α = .82), convergent validity, discriminant validity, and construct validity.
The internal consistency in the current study for the TS was α = .91 (Appendix C).
Modern Homonegativity Scale (MHS)
The Modern Homonegativity Scale (MHS; Morrison & Morrison, 2002) measures
modern prejudice towards lesbian women and gay men. Modern prejudice as defined by
Morrison et al. (2009) is more subtle covert expressions of prejudice. The emphasis is not on
biological or characterological inferiority, but rather reflects a belief that minority groups are
pursuing underserved gains. The scale consisted of two comparable 12-item versions. One of
the versions uses lesbian women as the target for evaluation (MHN-L); for example, “If lesbians
want to be treated like everyone else they need to stop making a fuss about their
sexuality/culture.” The other version has 12 items that use gay men as the evaluative target
(MHN-G); for example, “If gay men want to be treated like everyone else they need to stop
making a fuss about their sexuality/culture.” Each version used a Likert-type scale from 1
(Strongly Disagree) to 5 (Strongly Agree). Higher scores indicate greater modern
homonegativity or sexual prejudice. Morrison and Morrison (2002) found good internal
consistency (α = .85 to .91), convergent validity, discriminant validity, and construct validity.
The possible range of scores is from 12 to 60 with higher scores indicating more sexual
prejudice. The internal consistency in the current study for the MHNS-L was α = .89 and for the
MHNS-G, a = .90 (Appendix D).
Collective Self-Esteem Scale
The Collective Self-Esteem Scale (CSE; Luhtanen & Crocker, 1992) is a 16-item scale
intended to measure aspects of self-esteem that are related to membership in a social group and
the value placed on that social group. The measure was created to be a single scale that could
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account for a general tendency to have a positive social identity across groups (e.g., gender, race,
ethnicity, and socioeconomic). Luhtanen and Crocker suggested under certain circumstances the
measure could be tailored to assess collective self-esteem for a particular social group, such that
minor alterations in the wording of the scale are appropriate.
The current study modified the scale to measure collective self-esteem towards one’s
gender group (i.e., gender self-esteem). The measure includes four subscales, each subscale
contains four items. The Member subscale measured the degree to which the participants
reported they were valuable members of their gender group; for example, “I am a worthy
member of my gender group.” The Private subscale measured the individual’s positive personal
perception of the gender group; for example, a reverse-coded item in this subscale was “I often
regret that I belong to my gender group.” The Identity subscale measured the degree to which
gender was important to the participant’s self-concept; for example, “In general, belonging to my
gender group is an important part of my self-image.” The last subscale, the Public subscale,
assessed how the participant perceived others in their social group; for example, “Overall, my
gender group is considered good by others.”
All the items were scored on a Likert-type scale from 1 (Strongly Disagree) to 7
(Strongly Agree). The possible range of scores for each subscale was 4-28. The possible range
overall was 16-112, with higher scores indicating higher gender self-esteem. Luhtanen and
Crocker (1992) found good internal consistency (total scale α = .85), construct validity, and testretest reliability and suggested that altering the measure for a specific social group did not appear
to compromise the psychometric properties of the scale. Alpha coefficients in the current study
were = .81 for the total score, .72 for the Member subscale, .69 for the Private subscale, .66 for
the Public subscale, and .65 for the Identity subscale (Appendix E).
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Gender Self-Esteem
Falomir-Pichastor and Mungy (2009) used three items to assess gender self-esteem for
both women and men. “Overall, I have a very high esteem of myself as a [wo]man,” “Overall, I
am very proud to be a [wo]man,” and “Overall, I am highly satisfied that I am a [wo]man.”
These items used a Likert-type scale 1 of (Strongly Disagree) to 7 (Strongly Agree). Given the
items focus on gender self-esteem, there was a separate questionnaire for women and men.
Higher scores indicate high gender self-esteem. Falomir-Pichastor found good internal
consistency for these items (α = .76 to .83). The current study’s internal consistency was α = .72
(Appendix F).
Social Desirability Scale-17 (SDS-17)
The Social Desirability Scale-17 (SDS-17; Stöber, 2001) had 16 true and false items
designed to measure the extent to which respondents are answering items in a socially desirable
way. The scale was designed to replace the Marlowe-Crowne Social Desirability Scale (Crowne
& Marlowe, 1960) using the same criteria in selection of items (i.e., items that reflect social
desirability independently of psychopathology), but reflecting more up-to date content given that
the Marlowe-Crowne Social Desirability Scale reflects the social standards of the 1950s. The
scale was made up of items intended to reflect socially sanctioned behaviors that rarely occur;
for example, “I always eat a healthy diet.” Those items answered true were scored with 1.
Those items answered false were scored with 0. Six items were reverse-coded and higher scores
indicate that the participant responded in a more socially desirable manner. Stöber found good
convergent validity, discriminant validity, and good internal consistency (α =.74 to .78). The
alpha coefficient for the current study was .69 (Appendix G).
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Procedure
Participants were recruited from psychology courses at Indiana State University (ISU).
Group administration of the materials was conducted throughout the school year until the desired
number of participants was obtained. All participants received a description of the study before
making the decision to participate or not. Participation was voluntary and informed consent was
obtained from all participants (Appendix H).
Partial counterbalancing with a Latin-square design was used to control for potential
order effects of the questionnaires. Participants were randomly assigned to complete the
Genderism and Transphobia Scale, the Transphobia Scale, the Modern Homonegativity-Lesbian
Scale, the Modern Homonegativity-Gay Scale, the Gender Collective Self-Esteem Scale
(including the three Gender Self-Esteem Questions), and the Social Desirability-17 Scale in one
of six orders. There were 64 to 69 participants for each of the orders. All participants completed
the demographic questionnaire last.
Given that not all participants may not have had some of the experiences described in the
questionnaires (e.g., “I don’t like it when someone is flirting with me, and I can’t tell if they are a
man/woman”), the participants were instructed to imagine the experience and respond based on
their imagined reaction. There were two separate packets, one for women and one for men. The
questionnaires took approximately 30 minutes to complete. After the questionnaires were
completed, the researcher thanked the participants and gave them a written debriefing statement.
Given the potentially sensitive nature of the topic, the debriefing statement contained
information regarding where the participants could seek additional psychological services if they
found themselves distressed by the questionnaires (Appendix I).
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CHAPTER 3

RESULTS OF THE STUDY
Before beginning data analysis, outliers were identified using z-scores (-2.58 > z > 2.58;
(Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001). These z-scores were used because the probability of obtaining a
score of that “size in random sampling from the population of interest” (Tabachnick & Fidell,
2001, p. 44) was .01 or less for a two-tailed analysis. Analyses were done including and
excluding outliers. Results with and without outliers were similar; therefore, outliers were
included in all analyses. The order of the questionnaires did not have a statistically significant
effect on the results, ps ranged from .06 to .71. Also, women (M = 24.7) had significantly higher
scores on the Social Desirability-17 Scale than men (M = 24), t(396) = -2.30, p = .022; therefore,
SDS-17 scores were used as a covariate in analyses comparing the participants’ gender.
Sexual Prejudice and Transprejudice
Correlations. To test the hypothesis, that sexual prejudice towards lesbian woman and
gay men would be positively correlated with transprejudice for both heterosexual men and
heterosexual women, zero-order correlations between attitudes toward lesbian women and gay
men and attitudes towards transpeople were calculated. Table 1 presents the zero order
correlations between GTS, TS, MHS-L, MHS-G, and SDS-17 for both women and men, Table 2
presents the results for women, and Table 3 presents the results for men. High levels of sexual
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prejudice toward lesbian women and gay men were correlated with high levels of transprejudice
for women and men.
Table 1
Zero-Order Correlations Between the GTS, TS, MHS-L, MHS-G, and the SDS-17 for Men and
Women

GTS

GTS
(GenderBashing)

GTS
(Transphobia/
Genderism)

TS

MHS-L

MHS-G

GTS
GTS
(GenderBashing)

.71***

GTS
(Transphobia/
Genderism)

.99***

.58***

TS

.76***

.33***

.80***

MHS-L

.69***

.32***

.72***

.67***

MHS-G

.69***

.33***

.72***

.64***

.89***

SDS-17
.08
.14**
.06
.00
.03
-.01
Note. GTS = Genderism and Transphobia Scale; TS = Transphobia Scale; MHS-L = Modern
Homonegativity Scale-Lesbian Women; MHS-G = Modern Homonegativity Scale-Gay Men;
SDS-17 = Social Desirability Scale-17. Sample sizes ranged from 394 to 398. ;
** p <
***
.01. p < .001.
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Table 2
Zero-Order Correlations Between the GTS, TS, MHS-L, MHS-G, and the SDS-17 for Women

GTS

GTS
(GenderBashing)

GTS
(Transphobia/
Genderism)

TS

MHS-L

MHS-G

GTS
GTS
(GenderBashing)

.63***

GTS
(Transphobia/
Genderism)

.98***

.47***

TS

.74***

.26***

.77***

MHS-L

.64***

.23**

.67***

.66***

MHS-G

.62***

.20**

.66***

.61***

.90***

SDS-17
.14
.20**
.11
.08
.02
.01
Note. GTS = Genderism and Transphobia Scale; TS = Transphobia Scale; MHS-L = Modern
Homonegativity Scale-Lesbian Women; MHS-G = Modern Homonegativity Scale-Gay Men;
SDS-17 = Social Desirability Scale-17. Sample sizes ranged from 189 to 192.
*
p < .05. **p <.01. ***p < .001.
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Table 3
Zero-Order Correlations Between the GTS, TS, MHS-L, MHS-G, and the SDS-17 for Men

GTS

GTS
(GenderBashing)

GTS
(Transphobia/
Genderism)

TS

MHS-L

MHS-G

GTS
GTS
(GenderBashing)

.74***

GTS
(Transphobia/
Genderism)

.99***

.62***

TS

.77***

.35***

.81***

MHS-L

.71***

.36***

.75***

.68***

MHS-G

.71***

.36***

.74***

.65***

.87***

SDS-17
.09
.14*
.07
-.03
.07
.01
Note. GTS = Genderism and Transphobia Scale; TS = Transphobia Scale; MHS-L = Modern
Homonegativity Scale-Lesbian Women; MHS-G = Modern Homonegativity Scale-Gay Men;
SDS-17 = Social Desirability Scale-17. Sample sizes ranged from 205 to 207.
*
p < .05. ***p < .001.

Gender Comparisons
It was also hypothesized that there would be gender differences in attitudes towards
lesbian women, gay men, and transpeople with heterosexual men endorsing more prejudice
towards lesbian women, gay men, and transpeople than heterosexual women. A MANCOVA
was conducted to determine the effect of gender on the scales measuring sexual prejudice and
transprejudice while statistically accounting for social desirability as the covariate. The
multivariate test for gender was significant, F(5, 386) = 8.70, p < .001, partial η2 = .101.
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Univariate analysis of each dependent variable indicated significantly higher levels of prejudice
on all scales for men compared to women. The size of the effect or difference between women’s
and men’s attitudes was small for MHS-L and moderate for the other measures (i.e., GTS, TS,
and MHS-G), with men endorsing more negative attitudes on all the measures. Table 4 presents
the univariate results for the MANCOVA. Table 5 presents the means and effect sizes for the
measures of sexual prejudice and transprejudice for women and men.
Table 4
Univariate Results for GTS, GTS (Gender-Bashing), GTS (Transphobia/Genderism), TS, MHS-L,
and MHS-G
Gender
F-value

SDS-17

Partial η2

F-value

Partial η2

GTS

37.15***

.087

5.72*

.014

GTS (Gender-Bashing)

20.97***

.051

11.03**

.027

GTS (Genderism-Transphobia)

34.93***

.082

3.75

.010

TS

15.90***

.039

.47

.001

8.14**

.020

.70

.002

MHS-L

MHS-G
15.66***
.039
.19
.000
Note. Degrees of freedom are 1 and 390 for all tests. GTS = Genderism and Transphobia Scale;
TS = Transphobia Scale; MHS-L = Modern Homonegativity Scale-Lesbian Women; MHS-G =
Modern Homonegativity Scale-Gay Men; SDS-17 = Social Desirability Scale-17.
*
p < .05. **p <.01. *** p < .001.
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Attitudes Toward Lesbian Women Compared to Gay Men
It was also hypothesized that heterosexual men would endorse more negative attitudes
towards gay men than lesbian women, and heterosexual women would have similar attitudes
towards gay men and lesbian women. To test this hypothesis a repeated measures MANCOVA
was calculated with gender as the between subjects variable and the scores on the MHS-L and
MHS-G as the repeated measure. Social desirability was the covariate. The multivariate test
showed a significant interaction between gender and attitudes toward lesbian women and gay
men, F(1, 394) = 7.04, p = .008, partial η2 = .018. Separate paired t-tests for women and men
comparing attitudes toward lesbian women and gay men showed that men had significantly more
negative attitudes toward gay men than lesbian women, t(205) = -2.36, p = .019. Women
reported similar attitudes toward lesbian women and gay men, t(191) = 1.54, p = .126 (Table 5).
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Table 5
Means and Standard Deviations for Sexual Prejudice and Transprejudice by Gender of
Participant

Measures
GTS

Women

Men

Total

Effect Size

M (SD)

M (SD)

M (SD)

d

104.04 (32.62)

124.67 (36.96)

114.75 (36.39)

.57

GTS (Gender-Bashing)

14.68 (7.02)

17.86 (7.85)

16.33 (7.62)

.42

GTS (Genderism/
Transphobia)

89.36 (28.71)

106.82 (31.55)

98.42 (31.42)

.56

TS

54.63 (15.80)

60.60 (14.20)

57.73 (15.26)

.39

MHS-L

35.80 (9.11)

38.46 (9.85)

37.18 (9.56)

.28

MHS-G
35.42 (8.92)
39.34 (10.65)
37.46 (10.04)
.39
Note. N = 192 for women. N = 204 for men. GTS = Genderism and Transphobia Scale; TS =
Transphobia Scale; MHS-L = Modern Homonegativity Scale-Lesbian Women; MHS-G =
Modern Homonegativity Scale-Gay Men.

Attitudes Toward Transwomen Compared to Transmen
It was also hypothesized that heterosexual men would endorse more negative attitudes
toward transwomen compared to transmen, and heterosexual women would have similar
attitudes toward transwomen and transmen. To test this hypothesis three separate repeated
measures MANCOVAs were performed with gender as the between subjects variable. The three
pairs of items comparing attitudes towards transwomen and transmen from the GTS were the
within subjects variables. Social desirability was the covariate. Table 6 reflects the results of the
MANCOVA and Table 7 presents the means and standard deviations for men and women on the
items comparing transwomen to transmen.

55
Table 6
Univariate Results for Items on the GTS Comparing Interaction Between Attitudes Toward
Transwomen or Transmen and Gender
Gender x Gender of Transperson

SDS-17

F-value

Partial η2

F-value

Partial η2

Violence

14.86***

.037

6.16*

.015

Teasing

20.19***

.049

22.20***

.053

Discomfort
15.87***
.039
2.97
.008
Note. GTS = Genderism and Transphobia Scale. Degrees of freedom are 1 and 392 for Violence
and Discomfort and 1, 395 for Teasing.
*
p < .05. *** p < .001.

Table 7
Means and Standard Deviations for Attitudes Toward Transwomen and Transmen for Women
and Men
Women
Item

M (SD)

Men
n

M (SD)

Total
n

M (SD)

n

Violence
Transwomen 1.76 (1.30) 190 2.36 (1.64) 205 2.06 (1.52) 395
Transmen
1.56 (1.15) 190 1.58 (1.30) 205 1.57 (1.17) 395
Teasing
Transwomen 3.02 (1.97) 192 3.96 (1.90) 206 3.50 (1.99) 398
Transmen
2.60 (1.81) 192 2.74 (1.97) 206 2.67 (1.80) 398
Discomfort
Transwomen 2.73 (1.66) 190 3.88 (1.89) 205 3.33 (1.88) 395
Transmen
3.24 (1.85) 190 3.63 (1.84) 205 3.44 (1.85) 395
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The multivariate test of the interaction between gender and responses to items assessing
possible violence toward transwomen or transmen was significant, F(1, 395) = 14.86, p < .001,
partial η2 = .037. A paired t-test comparing men’s responses on items indicating possible
violence towards transpeople showed that men reported significantly more real or imagined
violence toward transwomen than transmen, t (205) = -7.12, p < .001. The difference was not
statistically different for women, t (189) = -1.63, p = .105. Also, men had significantly higher
violence scores than women for the transwoman, t (394) = 4.15, p < .001, but there were no
significant differences between genders for the transman, t (397) = .07, p = .949.
The multivariate test of the interaction between gender and responses to items assessing
teasing transwomen or transmen was significant, F(1, 395) = 20.19, p < .001, partial η2 = .049.
Separate paired t-tests showed that both women, t (191) = 3.56, p < .001, and men, t (206) =
8.55, p < .001, reported significantly more teasing of transwomen than transmen. However,
men’s scores were higher than women’s for teasing transwomen, t (397) = 4.80, p < .001, but not
for teasing transmen, t (397) = .78, p = .44.
The multivariate test of the interaction between gender and responses to items reporting
discomfort toward transwomen or transmen was significant, F(1, 392) = 15.87, p < .001, partial
η2 = .039. A paired t-test for men, showed significantly more discomfort with transwomen
compared to transmen, t (205) = 2.02, p = .045. A paired t-test for women showed significantly
more discomfort with transmen than transwomen, t (189) = -4.02, p < .001. Men’s scores on
both items were significantly higher than women’s, for transwomen, t (394) = 6.50, p < .001 and
for transmen, t (394) = 2.20, p = .029.
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Gender Self-Esteem, Sexual Prejudice, and Transprejudice
Although scores on the Collective Self-Esteem and Gender Self-Esteem scales were
correlated significantly, r (397) = .59, p < .001, only the CSE scores were used in the following
analyses because of its higher overall internal consistency (α of .81 versus .72).
Attitudes Toward Gay Men and Lesbian Women
The third hypothesis stated that heterosexual men who endorse high levels of gender selfesteem would have more negative attitudes toward gay men compared to heterosexual women
who endorse high levels of gender self-esteem, and to heterosexual men who report low levels of
gender self-esteem. To test this hypothesis, separate zero-order correlations for women and men
were calculated between scores on the CSE and the MHS-G. Table 8 contains the zero-order
correlations. Heterosexual men who reported high levels of gender self-esteem reported
significantly more sexual prejudice toward gay men. Women who reported high levels of gender
self-esteem did not report significantly more sexual prejudice toward gay men.
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Table 8
Zero-order Correlations Between Gender Self-Esteem and Sexual Prejudice and Transprejudice
for Women and Men
CSE
Predictors
GTS

Women
.05

GTS (Gender-Bashing)

-.05

Men
.30***
.12

GTS (Transphobia/Genderism)

.06

.32***

TS

.13

.38***

MHS-L

.12

.30***

MHS-G

.12

.32***

SDS-17
.01
-.03
Note. GTS = Genderism and Transphobia Scale; CSE = Collective Self-Esteem Scale; TS =
Transphobia Scale; MHS-L = Modern Homonegativity Scale-Lesbian Women; MHS-G =
Modern Homonegativity Scale-Gay Men; SDS-17 = Social Desirability Scale-17. Sample size
for women ranged from 189 to 192, and from 205 to 206 for men.
p < .001.

Given the limited research on the effects of gender self-esteem and its interaction with
gender on attitudes toward lesbian women no directional hypotheses were suggested, but
exploratory analyses were conducted to examine potential relationships. Table 8 presents zeroorder correlations between the MHS-L and CSE scores for men and women separately. Men
who reported higher gender self-esteem reported more sexual prejudice toward lesbian women.
However, women who reported higher gender self-esteem did not report significantly more
sexual prejudice toward lesbian women.
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Attitudes Toward Transpeople
To analyze possible associations between gender self-esteem and attitudes towards
transpeople, zero-order correlations were calculated between CSE and GTS and TS scores. Men
who reported higher levels of gender self-esteem also reported higher levels of transprejudice on
both the GTS and TS. There was a significant correlation between gender self-esteem and GTS
Transphobia/Genderism scores. However, the correlation between gender self-esteem and GTS
Gender Bashing scores was not significant. High gender self-esteem was not significantly
correlated with reported transprejudice on the TS or the GTS for women (Table 8).
To determine if there were differences in associations between gender self-esteem and
prejudice toward transwomen versus transmen, zero-order correlations were calculated between
CSE scores and the separate items on the GTS that assessed real or imagined violence toward,
teasing of, and discomfort around transpeople. Men with higher gender self-esteem reported
more teasing of and discomfort around transwomen, but not transmen. There were no significant
correlations for women between gender self-esteem and prejudice toward transwomen versus
transmen. Table 9 presents the zero-order correlations between the transprejudice items and CSE
scores for women and men.
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Table 9
Zero-order Correlations Between Gender Self-Esteem and Items Assessing Attitudes Toward
Transwomen and Transmen for Women and Men
CSE
Predictors

Women

Violence
Transwomen
Transmen

-.094
.058

Teasing
Transwomen
Transmen

-.004
.073

Men
.058
-.050
.209**
.078

Discomfort
Transwomen
.013
.242***
Transmen
-.059
.108
Note. Sample size for women ranged from 189 to 192, and from 205 to 206 for men.
**
p <.01. *** p < .001.

Gender Comparisons
There were no hypotheses regarding gender differences in CSE, but exploratory analysis was
done using a MANCOVA to determine the effect of gender on the CSE total and subscale scores
while statistically accounting for social desirability as the covariate. The multivariate test for
gender was significant, F(5, 389) = 2.80, p = .017, partial η2 = .035. Table 10 presents the
univariate results for the MANCOVA. Table 11 presents the means for the measures of gender
self-esteem for women and men. Men reported significantly higher CSE on the Private and
Public subscales compared to women.
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Table 10
Univariate Results for CSE and Subscales
Gender

SDS-17

F-value Partial η2 F-value Partial η2
CSE

1.22

.003

.06

.000

CSE (Member)

.28

.001

1.28

.003

CSE (Private)

4.77*

.012

.36

.001

CSE (Public)

5.21*

.013

3.74

.009

CSE (Identity)
1.57
.004
2.35
.006
Note. Degrees of freedom were 1 and 393 for all tests. CSE = Collective Self-Esteem Scale;
SDS-17 = Social Desirability Scale-17.
.p < .05.

Table 11
Means and Standard Deviations for CSE and Subscales by Gender of Participant
Women

Men

Total

M (SD)

M (SD)

M (SD)

CSE

90.30 (12.22)

91.68 (11.84)

91.02 (12.03)

CSE (Member)

24.14 (3.77)

24.39 (3.62)

24.27 (3.69)

CSE (Private)

25.18 (3.76)

25.93 (3.16)

25.57 (3.48)

CSE (Public)

20.84 (4.31)

21.94 (4.42)

21.41 (4.40)

Measures

CSE (Identity)
20.14 (4.62)
19.43 (5.17)
19.77 (4.92)
Note. N = 191 for women. N = 205 for men. CSE = Collective Self-Esteem Scale
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Subscales of CSE and Prejudice
Simultaneous regression analyses were performed to examine the associations between
the different CSE subscales (i.e., Member, Private, Identity, and Public) and prejudice toward
lesbian women, gay men, and transpeople for women and men. Separate analyses were
calculated for women and men with CSE subscales as the predictors and GTS, TS, MHS-G, and
MHS-L scores as the criterion variables.
For men, the regression on GTS scores was significant, R = .415, F(4, 200) = 10.41, p <
.001 as was the regression on TS scores, R = .430, F(4, 201) = 11.42, p < .001. Also, the
regressions on MHS-G scores, R = .361, F(4, 201) = 7.55, p < .001, and MHS-L scores, R =
.378, F(4, 200) = 8.33, p < .001 were significant. The Identity subscale was the strongest
predictor in all regressions with higher scores associated with more sexual prejudice and
transprejudice. Also, higher scores on the Private subscale were a significant predictor of sexual
prejudice toward lesbian women. Table 12 contains the standardized beta weights for each
independent variable.
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Table 12
Standardized Beta Coefficients for the Simultaneous Regression Analyses for CSE Subscales on
Sexual Prejudice and Transprejudice
GTS
Women

TS
Men

Women

MHS-L
Men

Women

Member

-.046

-.079

.013

-.030

.002

Private

.052

.106

.021

.128

-.005

Public

-.115

-.016

-.052

.072

-.059

Men
-.058
.160*
-.007

MHS-G
Women

Men

-.044

.013

.040

.115

-.035

.006

Identity
.181*
.397*** .215** .347*** .238** .320*** .217** .300***
Note. GTS = Genderism and Transphobia Scale; CSE = Collective Self-Esteem Scale; TS =
Transphobia Scale; MHS-L = Modern Homonegativity Scale-Lesbian Women; MHS-G =
Modern Homonegativity Scale-Gay Men.
. .
*
p < .05. **p <.01. *** p < .001.

For women, the regression on GTS scores was not significant, R = .187, F(4, 184) = 1.66,
p = .160 nor was the regression on TS scores, R = .214, F(4, 185) = 2.23, p = .068. Also, the
regression on the MHS-G scores was not significant, R = .213, F(4, 186) = 2.27, p = .069.
Nevertheless, Identity subscale scores were significant predictors in those three regressions, with
higher scores associated with more prejudice. The regression on MHS-L scores was significant,
R = .226, F(4, 186) = 2.49, p = .044, with the Identity subscale scores being the strongest
predictor. Table 12 also contains the standardized beta weights for each predictor variable.
Correlations between the Identity subscale and GTS and TS scores were significantly
higher for men than women, for the GTS, Fisher’s z = 2.73, p = .003 and for the TS, Fisher’s z =
2.15, p = .016 (both one-tailed tests).
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Summary of Results
Men reported significantly higher levels of prejudice toward lesbian women, gay men
and transpeople compared to women. Additionally, men had significantly more negative
attitudes towards gay men compared to lesbian women and women did not demonstrate a
significant difference in attitudes. Men, but not women, reported significantly more real or
imagined violence towards transwomen compared to transmen. Men and women both reported
more teasing of transwomen compared to transmen with men’s scores on these items being
higher than women’s. Men reported more discomfort with transwomen than transmen, and
women reported more discomfort with transmen compared to transwomen. Men scored higher
than women on both items measuring discomfort towards transpeople.
Men with high gender self-esteem reported more sexual prejudice toward gay men. Both
women and men who reported higher gender self-esteem reported more sexual prejudice toward
lesbian women, although women’s correlations were marginally weaker than men’s. Men who
reported higher gender self-esteem also reported greater transprejudice. Men with higher gender
self-esteem reported more teasing of and discomfort around transwomen, but not transmen.
There were no significant correlations for women between gender self-esteem and prejudice
toward transwomen versus transmen.
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CHAPTER 4

DISCUSSION OF FINDINGS OF THE STUDY
Research on individuals who do not conform to traditional sexual norms has increased
over the past two decades, but there still remains limited research on attitudes towards
transpeople (Gerhardstein & Anderson, 2010; Nagoshi et al., 2008; Winter, 2010). The broad
goal of the current research was to contribute to knowledge regarding attitudes towards
transpeople who continue to be subjected to prejudice, violence, and discrimination based on
transgression from the binary gender model by examining undergraduate’s gender self-esteem
and attitudes towards lesbian women, gay men, transwomen and transmen. Currently, there are
no studies examining the relationship between attitudes towards transpeople and gender selfesteem. The current study could begin to fill these gaps in the literature and offer a better
understanding of transprejudice. Based on the literature several specific hypotheses were tested.
Sexual Prejudice and Transprejudice
As predicted, sexual prejudice toward lesbian women and gay men was positively
correlated with transprejudice. Specifically, individuals who reported sexual prejudice towards
lesbian women and gay men were also more likely to report transprejudice. These results extend
and support the current literature (e.g., Hill & Willoughby, 2005, Nagoshi et al., 2008). These
findings further support the suggestion that homosexuality and transgenderism are both
violations of gender norms, and that results from research on attitudes towards homosexuality
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can be cautiously used to draw conclusions about attitudes towards transpeople; creating a
starting point for exploring perceptions of transpeople (Hill & Willoughby, 2005; Nagoshi et al.,
2008).
In support of the second hypothesis, men reported significantly more sexual prejudice
towards lesbian women and gay men. These results are consistent with other findings
demonstrating that men have more negative perceptions of lesbian women and gay men
compared to women (Ahmad & Bhugra, 2010; Falomir-Pichastor & Mugny, 2009; Haddock et
al., 2008; Herek, 1984, 1988; T. G. Morrison et al., 2005; Poteat et al., 2007; Ratcliff et al., 2006;
Whitley & Ægisdóttir, 2000).
It was also suggested that men would endorse more negative attitudes toward gay men
than lesbian women, and heterosexual women would have similar attitudes toward gay men and
lesbian women. This hypothesis was supported in the current study and is consistent with
previous research (Ahmad & Bhugra, 2010; Glassner & Owen, 1976; Haslam & Levy, 2006;
Herek, 1988, 2000; Herek & Capitanio, 1999; Kerns & Fine, 1994; Kite, 1984; Kite & Whitley,
2003; LaMar & Kite, 1998; Ratcliff et al., 2006).
There is an extensive literature exploring possible explanations for the gender differences
in attitudes towards homosexuality. Some of the possible explanations include perceptions of
gender roles as a mediator of the relationship between gender and attitudes towards gay men
compared to lesbian women (Ahmad & Bhugra, 2010; Blashill & Powlishta, 2009; Kerns &
Fine, 1994; Whitley, 2001). Herek (2002) suggests that heterosexual men’s more negative
attitudes towards gay men than lesbian women is related to rejection of gay men being a part of
the heterosexual man’s traditional gender-role. Additionally, traditional gender-roles prescribe
greater power and privilege to men and antipathy is created when heterosexual men perceive gay
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men abdicating these privileges. The gender difference could also relate to men’s greater
interests in upholding a distinction between the genders to maintain social dominance (Whitley
& Ægisdóttir, 2000). Researchers (Herek, 2000; Kimmel, 1997; Schope & Eliason, 2004;
Whitley, 2001) have suggested than men react to lesbian women’s violations of gender norms
with less negativity because lesbian women do not directly threaten or impact the heterosexual
identity of men.
Some possible explanations for why women have similar attitudes towards lesbian
women and gay men may be related to women’s value or social based judgments that are not
inherently different for lesbian women and gay men. For example, value based judgments reflect
perspectives regarding the morality of same sex relationships, and socially based judgments
reflect perspectives on the status of sexual minorities in society; these considerations are not
dramatically different based on the target of the attitude being a lesbian woman or gay man
(Herek & Capitanio, 1999; Kite & Whitley, 2003). Falomir-Pichastor and Mugny’s (2009)
proposed explanations for gender differences in attitudes towards sexual minorities are of
particular relevance to the current research. They suggested that sexual prejudice for
heterosexual men is a means to maintain a positive and distinct gender identity from gay men.
An important component of having a masculine gender identity involves not being homosexual,
such that sexual prejudice for men is a component of their definition of manhood (Plummer,
2005). Gay men are perceived as a threat to masculinity, and the definition of femininity does
not require being heterosexual. As a result, women tend to have less negative attitudes towards
both lesbian women and gay men, and thus lesbian women and gay men pose a similar threat to
the gender identity of women creating similar attitudes towards lesbian women as gay men.
Heterosexual women may view gay men and lesbian women as members of the same minority
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group and not as people who threaten their femininity; therefore, their negative attitudes do not
discriminate as much between gay men and lesbian women.
There is much less research regarding gender differences in attitudes towards transpeople.
Previous research (Antoszewski et al., 2007; Gerhardstein & Anderson, 2010; Hill &
Willoughby, 2005; Landén & Innala, 2000; Leitenberg & Slavin, 1983; Nagoshi et al., 2008; Tee
& Hegarty, 2006; Winter et al., 2009; Winter et al., 2008) has consistently found that men report
more transprejudice than women, a finding supported by the current research. Additionally, it
was hypothesized that men would endorse more negative attitudes towards transwomen
compared to transmen, and heterosexual women would have similar attitudes towards
transwomen and transmen. This was hypothesized based on research demonstrating gender
differences with men having a wider gap in attitudes towards lesbian women compared to
attitudes towards gay men than women (Glassner & Owen, 1976; Haslam & Levy, 2006; Herek,
1988, 2000; Kite, 1984; LaMar & Kite, 1998; Ratcliff et al., 2006). This hypothesis was
partially supported. Men reported significantly more possible violence towards and discomfort
with transwomen than transmen. The possible reasons that men endorse a stronger tendency
toward violence against transpeople are complex, but it has been suggested that this could be
related towards men’s overall greater disposition towards violence in general (U.S. Department
of Justice, 2008). Another possible explanation for men’s greater tendency to report violence
towards transpeople is that men have a greater investment in maintaining traditional gender roles
and categories and are more threatened by non-conformity to gender than women. Previous
research (Bosson et al., 2005; Kite, 1984; Page & Yee, 1985; Theodore & Basow, 2000;
Whitley, 2001; Whitley & Ægisdóttir, 2000), on sexual prejudice towards lesbian women and
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gay men has also supported that men appear to have stronger beliefs regarding gender roles and
reported more negative attitudes towards gender non-conformity.
However, women and men both reported more teasing of transwomen than transmen.
Although women did not report a difference in real or imagined violence toward transwomen and
transmen, they did report more discomfort with transmen compared to transwomen. In addition,
men’s scores on the possible violence toward and teasing of transwomen, but not transmen, were
significantly higher than women’s scores. Compared to women, the men reported significantly
more discomfort for both transwomen and transmen.
There is limited research that examines attitudes towards transwomen compared to
transmen making it difficult to interpret these results. Winter et al. (2008) examined the same
items and found that overall, men and women reported less tolerant views of transwomen than
transmen. They also found as the current research did, that men are more likely to endorse
violence towards transpeople than women regardless of the gender of the target. Nagoshi et al.
(2008) found no gender difference in reports of discomfort with transpeople, and found that men
reported significantly more teasing of both transwomen and transmen than women. It is difficult
to explain the differences in Winter et al’s (2008) findings and the current research given the
limited amount of research looking separately at gender and interaction with attitudes towards
transwomen compared to transmen. One consistent trend in both studies is men expressing more
discomfort with transwomen than transmen in the items examined. The current study found that
women’s reports of transprejudice was less consistent than men’s (e.g., women reported more
discomfort with transmen compared to transwomen and did not report a difference in possible
violence toward transwomen and transmen), whereas men were more consistent in reporting
more negative attitudes towards transwomen than transmen. It should be noted, that an
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explanation for the differences in results on measures of transprejudice could be related to
differences in wording on the instructions of the questionnaires. The current research asked the
participant to imagine how they would respond if they have not experienced a situation described
in the statements on the GTS and TS, and previous researchers did not indicate providing this
direction. Thus, this could suggest that the responses measure both real and imagined responses
to transpeople creating a possible difference in responses. Another possible explanation
suggested by Nagoshi et al. (2008) is that sexual orientation could be a more salient defining
characteristic of gender identity for men compared to women, such that prejudice towards
transpeople, lesbians, and gay men could be related to similar variables for men (FalomirPichastor & Mugny, 2009; Kimmel, 1997; Page & Yee, 1985). For men, hypermasculinity,
which reflects a fear of loss of male social power, would predict both transprejudice and sexual
prejudice. Thus, this would explain the consistent finding that men report more negative
attitudes toward sexual minorities in general, as well as more negative attitudes towards gay men
and transwomen compared to lesbian women and transmen. However, different variables are
involved in prejudice towards transpeople compared to lesbians and gay men for heterosexual
women which could explain the variable results.
The current finding that women reported more discomfort with transmen compared to
transwomen is not consistent with what research comparing lesbian women and gay men would
infer, nor does it appear consistent with Winter et al.’s (2008) findings. One possible
explanation for women’s report of increased discomfort with a transman compared to a
transwoman was proposed by Kando (1972). He suggested that women were more intolerant of
transsexuals than men, because feminized men did not appear to fit their definition of
womanhood. Additionally, there is research suggesting that heterosexual women may distance
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themselves from lesbian women, because they view lesbian women as incomplete women
(Schope & Eliason, 2004). Similarly, women may distance themselves from transmen and have
more discomfort toward them because they view transmen as incomplete women. Given the
dearth of research in this area this explanation is tentative and would require further investigation
especially given that Kando’s (1972) results appear inconsistent with more recent research
(Antoszewski et al., 2007; Gerhardstein & Anderson, 2010; Landén & Innala, 2000; Nagoshi et
al., 2008; Winter et al., 2008).
There are additional theoretical foundations that are suggested as possible explanations of
transprejudice most of which borrow from research regarding attitudes towards lesbians and gay
men. For example, Norton (1997) suggests that the etiology of transprejudice begins with the
identification of homosexuals as effeminate and the conflation of sexuality and gender.
Furthermore, transprejudice may be partially based on a definition of masculinity that requires
being in power, aggression, competitiveness, being successful and in control, as well as
repudiating femininity. Most heterosexual men are terrified of being labeled an effeminate male,
and men fear that once a man can be feminized, as is the case with a transwoman, then all men
can be feminized which would ultimately result in the breakdown of the conventional social
norms in which men are dominant and women are subordinate. Gender and sexuality are
determined together, such that sexuality takes on meaning related to gender and gender is further
defined by sexuality, and in order to maintain dominance, men must adhere to conventional
masculine roles and maintain a heterosexual orientation. Thus, transprejudice results from a
challenge to the binary division of gender that supports male dominance (Kimmel, 1997;
Messner, 2004; Nagoshi et al., 2008; Norton, 1997).
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Additionally, Bettcher (2007) and Schilt and Westbrook (2009) indicate that for men,
transprejudice could be due to fear or anger related to the perception that a transwoman has
deceived a heterosexual man into a homosexual encounter. This view is consistent with the
hierarchical gender system that privileges masculinity and heterosexuality, such that men may
feel deceived and experience a threat to their masculine identity and position of power when
considering a transwoman as a deceiver, which may result in intolerance of transpeople,
especially transwomen. From these ideas comes the conceptualization of transprejudice that is
based on men’s beliefs that adherence to traditional gender-roles, a binary gender identity (i.e.
one is either female or male), a heterosexual orientation, and the use of aggression are essential
to maintain male dominance. Nagoshi et al. (2008) suggested this explanation of sexual
prejudice that ties gender and sexual identity together could explain the similar attitudes towards
transpeople, lesbian women, and gay men for heterosexual men. Additionally, it may be easier
for a transman to pass as a man compared to a transwoman passing as a woman, which could be
another possible explanations for the typically more negative reactions towards transwomen
compared to transmen (American Psychological Association, 2009).
There is little in the literature that conceptualizes heterosexual women’s relatively
positive attitudes towards transpeople. However, in comparing attitudes towards transpeople and
lesbian women and gay men, Nagoshi et al. (2008) indicated that women’s motivations for
prejudice are different than men’s. Heterosexual women’s motivations may be more
complicated given that women are typically regarded as lower status and as a result the genderroles, gender identity, and sexual orientation of women do not serve as a way to ensure social
dominance as appears to be the case for men. For heterosexual women it appears that, genderroles and gender identity are separate from sexual orientation, which suggests that the prejudice
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based on sexual orientation (i.e., towards lesbians and gay men) may be different than prejudice
based on gender-roles and identity (i.e., towards transpeople). There remains the need for further
research to explore these possible etiologies for transprejudice and the factors that are different
for men and women.
Gender Self-Esteem, Sexual Prejudice, and Transprejudice
The third hypothesis was supported; men who reported high levels of gender self-esteem
also reported significantly more sexual prejudice toward gay men. However, women who
reported high levels of gender self-esteem did not report significantly more sexual prejudice
toward gay men. Given the limited research on the effects of gender self-esteem and its
interaction with gender on attitudes toward lesbian women, no directional hypotheses were
suggested. Exploratory analysis demonstrated that only men who reported higher gender selfesteem reported more sexual prejudice toward lesbian women. The current results offered
support for previous research using Social Identity Theory as a possible explanation for sexual
prejudice. SIT as defined by Tajfel and Turner (1979, 1986) has been used by numerous
researchers (Abrams et al., 1989; Falomir-Pichastor & Mugny, 2009; Kilianski, 2003; Schmitt et
al., 2007) to examine and explain sexual prejudice towards lesbian women and gay men.
Falomir-Pichastor and Mugny (2009) examined the relationship between sexual prejudice and
the need of heterosexual men to maintain a distinct and positive gender identity using SIT to
explain the relationship. They hypothesized that heterosexual men would be more invested than
heterosexual women in a positive distinction from gay men because gay men represent a threat to
heterosexual men’s ingroup distinctiveness given the same-gender sexual orientation. Antipathy
towards gay men would be a way to counter the threat and maintain a distinct social identity and
positive gender self-esteem. They found that as heterosexual men’s gender self-esteem
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increased, attitudes towards gay men became more negative. These results were not found for
women.
The current research supported these findings. Men who reported high gender selfesteem reported more sexual prejudice toward both lesbian women and gay men, these results
were not found for women. The current results suggest that SIT may represent a way to better
understand sexual prejudice and transprejudice, and gender differences in prejudice.
Heterosexual men’s prejudice may be explained to a greater degree than women’s as a threat to
gender identity and the need to maintain positive distinctiveness of this identity.
Exploratory analysis indicated that men who reported higher levels of gender self-esteem
reported higher levels of prejudice toward transpeople on both measures of transprejudice.
Women who reported higher gender self-esteem did not report significantly more transprejudice.
It is difficult to interpret these results in comparison with other research given there is no
previous research examining the relationship between transprejudice, gender self-esteem and
gender. Using the assumption that results for research on attitudes towards lesbian women and
gay men can be used cautiously to make inferences regarding transprejudice (Hill & Willoughby,
2005), the current results support previous research examining gender self-esteem and sexual
prejudice. The finding that heterosexual men’s transprejudice and not heterosexual women’s
was correlated with high levels of gender self-esteem is consistent with research that
demonstrates that heterosexual men with high gender self-esteem endorse relatively high levels
of sexual prejudice (Falomir-Pichastor & Mugny, 2009).

A possible explanation for

these results is the items on the GTS related to physical violence towards transpeople. Winters et
al. (2008), in their factor analysis of the GTS, identified Anti Trans Violence as one of the five
factors in the GTS. The GTS contains a subscale, the Gender-Bashing subscale, that examines

75
more violent attitudes towards transpeople (Hill & Willoughby, 2005). Additionally, the current
research as well other research points to men endorsing more real or imagined violence towards
transpeople in measures of transprejudice. For example, Nagoshi et al. (2008) found that in
physical aggression proneness was correlated with transprejudice for men but not women. Thus,
finding a significant correlation between gender self esteem and transprejudice for men could be
related to the differences in items related to violence towards transpeople, such that\women
typically do not report violence as a way to express transprejudice. The differences between
gender self-esteem and transprejudice toward transwomen versus transmen were examined using
the items assessing possible violence toward, teasing of, and discomfort around transpeople. The
results indicated that men with higher gender self-esteem reported more teasing of and
discomfort around transwomen, compared to transmen. There were no significant correlations
for women between gender self-esteem and transprejudice. Making inferences based on research
using SIT as a way to explain negative attitudes towards lesbian women and gay men there is
some suggestion that gender self-esteem could help explain the significant correlation between
heterosexual men’s high gender self-esteem and discomfort or teasing of transwomen but not
transmen. In a meta-analysis of SIT research, Jetten et al. (2004) suggested that when
individuals make the appraisal that an outgroup threatens the positive distinctiveness of their
valued in-group’s social identity, the individuals within the ingroup will take advantage of
opportunities to protect ingroup distinctiveness through means such as negative attitudes towards
the outgroup. Of particular relevance was Kilianski’s (2003) research that used SIT as a possible
explanation for the consistent research finding that heterosexual men who express sexual
prejudice also express negative attitudes towards women, suggesting their sexual prejudice may
relate to an aversion to femininity and a view of feminine individuals as the out group.
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Heterosexual men who have negative emotional reactions towards women and gay men may
have an ideal self that is held in high regard and is composed of predominantly masculine
characteristics and is referred to as the exclusive masculine identity. Individuals with an
exclusive male identity showed significant correlations between their antipathy towards gay men
and their antipathy towards women. The exclusive masculine identity appears to offer an
extension of SIT to help explain negative emotional appraisals of gay men, women, and
transwomen (Kilianski, 2003). It could be inferred that heterosexual men who have high gender
self-esteem and place importance on being associated with the dominant male ingroup would
have more negative attitudes towards transwomen than transmen. Transwomen represent the
feminine outgroup and heterosexual men’s desire to maintain distance and distinction from the
outgroup results in negative attitudes, transprejudice, discomfort, and behaviors such as teasing
of transwomen.
Different facets of gender self-esteem may differentially predict transprejudice and sexual
prejudice. Heterosexual men’s Identity subscale scores were the strongest predictor of levels of
sexual prejudice. Luhtanen and Crocker’s (1992) Identity subscale assesses the importance of
the individual’s social group membership to their self-concept. Once again, this result supports
previous research that suggests a key to understanding men’s prejudice toward not only lesbian
women and gay men, but also transpeople, may be related to their gender self-esteem, and
importance of the male gender to their self-concept. Research examining men’s attitudes
towards lesbian women and gay men (Falomir-Pichastor & Mugny, 2009; Kilianski, 2003; Kite
& Whitley, 2003; Talley & Bettencourt, 2008; Theodore & Basow, 2000; Whitley, 2001), as
well as the beginning research on attitudes towards transpeople (Nagoshi et al., 2008) offers
support for this finding. Correlations between the Identity subscale and the measures of
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transprejudice were significantly higher for men than women, suggesting this relationship is a
stronger predictor of transprejudice for men, and that different factors may be involved in
transprejudice for women.
In contrast to men, the CSE subscale scores were not significant predictors overall of
levels of transprejudice for women. However, the Identity subscale was the strongest significant
predictor of sexual prejudice toward lesbian women and gay men with higher scores associated
with more sexual prejudice. Hamilton’s (2007) research exploring social distancing from
lesbians in heterosexual college women offers some possible explanations for the relationship
between Identity gender self-esteem and sexual prejudice toward lesbian women. Her interviews
suggested that sexual prejudice toward lesbian women could result when women who embody
and value femininity as a part of their identity distance themselves from women who they
perceive do not (i.e., lesbian women). Thus, the identity component of gender self-esteem of
being feminine would be important to these women’s self-concept and gender self-esteem and
this contributes to social distancing from the out group (i.e., lesbian women) who are viewed as
not possessing feminine identities. The current research suggests the complexity of sexual
prejudice, and that there may be different factors involved in mediating and understanding sexual
prejudice in women and men (Haddock et al., 2008; Hamilton, 2007; Nagoshi et al., 2008;
Ratcliff et al., 2006). Nagoshi et al. (2008) suggested that gender differences differentially
influence attitudes toward lesbian women and gay men and attitudes toward transpeople; the
current findings further support their suggestion.
Research using Social Identity Theory to examine relationships between gender selfesteem and prejudice has focused on lesbian women and gay men, but not transpeople. This
study provides support for SIT as a framework for beginning to better understand transprejudice,
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and in particular possible gender differences in transprejudice. The research on transprejudice is
just beginning and many other factors (e.g., social contact, beliefs related to causes of
transsexuality) in addition to gender self-esteem could be related to transprejudice and should be
explored. The current study also emphasizes the importance of considering the gender of
transpeople and the gender of the participant in exploring attitudes towards transprejudice
(Antoszewski et al., 2007; King et al., 2009; Landén & Innala, 2002; Winter, 2010; Winter et al.,
2009).
Limitations
There are several limitations to the current study. One limitation is the use of only selfreport measures. Although self-report measures are commonly used in attitudes research, they
may not accurately measure how participants think, feel, or behave in a real-life setting. Another
limitation with self-report measures is the potential for responses biased by social desirability,
especially given that the purpose of the study may be apparent. The current study reduced this
limitation by including a measure of social desirability (i.e., Social Desirability Scale-17; Stöber,
2001). The use of a majority European American undergraduate sample at a Midwest university
limits the generalizability of the results obtained. Also, analyzing data from only heterosexual
participants is a limitation. Transprejudice may not only exist among heterosexual individuals
but also in the gay, lesbian, bisexual, and queer communities and it has yet to be explored
(Weiss, 2003). Given this research is in its infancy there are limited measures of transprejudice
available that have been determined to be reliable and valid. The transprejudice measures of that
were used in the current study have been determined to be reliable and valid in previous
research; however, it would be beneficial to validate these measures against behavioral measures

79
of transprejudice or to assess their predictive validity. Additionally, only three items were
examined to distinguish differences between attitudes toward transmen and transwomen.
Future Directions
Although the current study provided either complete support or partial support for
previous findings, some of the results were contrary to what others have found. These
discrepancies confirm what other researchers have stated (Hill & Willoughby, 2005; King et al.,
2009; Landén & Innala, 2000; Leitenberg & Slavin, 1983; Nagoshi et al., 2008; Winter et al.,
2008); research regarding attitudes towards transpeople is complex and multifaceted. Given that
research regarding attitudes towards transpeople is just beginning and is complex, there are
multiple directions for future research in this area. As suggested in the discussion of limitations,
future research could focus on the development of psychometrically sound measures of attitudes
towards transpeople. Additionally, the available measures of sexual prejudice and transprejudice
focus on negative attitudes towards sexual minorities. Future scale development efforts should
also be directed toward developing assessments of positive attitudes towards lesbian women, gay
men, and transpeople. Questionnaire development should include valid and reliable measures
that examine separately perceptions of transwomen compared to transmen given there could be
different factors influencing these perceptions (Leitenberg & Slavin, 1983; Winter et al., 2009).
To better understand the causes of transprejudice, the present findings highlight the need
to further explore what factors contribute to social identity for women and men. Some possible
threats to gender identity that could be researched in addition to gender self-esteem include
threats to traditional gender roles, social dominance, and sexual orientation of the participant.
Research could continue to examine factors that contribute to negative attitudes towards
transpeople given there are likely multiple factors, such as attributions regarding reasons
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someone is a transperson, gender-role beliefs, level of personal contact (King et al., 2009), and
level of authoritarian beliefs. Additionally, future research should continue to examine more
closely possible variables that contribute to differences in attitudes towards transwomen versus
transmen and gender differences in these attitudes. Finally, there is a need for further
investigation of the role of causal attributions, such as biological causality compared to
psychological causality, and the belief that deviation from gender norms is related to mental
illness (Winter et al., 2009) in predicting attitudes towards transpeople (Antoszewski et al., 2007;
Landén & Innala, 2000; Winter et al., 2008).
Clinical Applications
Clinically, a better understanding of transprejudice could inform interventions and public
education that are focused on addressing the factors that contribute to transprejudice and
negative perceptions of gender-variant individuals. Raj (2002) suggests, in his review of a
transpositive therapeutic model (i.e., a guide for mental health providers who work with
transpeople), that the issues most transpeople present with are not related to being a transperson,
but are related to transprejudice. Transpeople face threats of violence, actual violence,
harassment, stigmatization, and pervasive discrimination in almost every area of their lives,
including physical safety, emotional well being, access to services, and basic human rights
(American Psychological Association, 2009). If clinicians had knowledge regarding what
contributes to transprejudice this would provide a better foundation for assisting transpeople who
have difficulties related to transprejudice, as well as ways to advocate more effectively for social
change. More broadly, a greater understanding of what contributes to negative attitudes towards
transpeople and sexual minorities could increase the effectiveness of school and community
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educational awareness campaigns, ultimately reducing sexual prejudice and transprejudice and
improving the lives of sexual minorities.
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APPENDIX A: DEMOGRAPHIC QUESTIONNAIRE
Age: _____
Please mark the number of the relevant response on the line provided. Mark all that apply.
Gender: _____
1. Male
2. Female
3. Transgender
Current Sexual Orientation: _____
1. Heterosexual Only
2. Heterosexual Mostly
3. Heterosexual More
4. Heterosexual/Homosexual Equally
5. Homosexual More
6. Homosexual Mostly
7. Homosexual Only
8. Other (please specify) ____________________
Year in School: _____
1. First-Year
2. Sophomore
3. Junior
4. Senior
Race: _____
1. White/Caucasian
2. Black/African American
3. Hispanic/Latino(a)
4. Native American/American Indian
5. Asian/Asian American
6. Other (please specify) ____________________
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APPENDIX B: GENDERISM AND TRANSPHOBIA SCALE
Use the following scale to indicate how much you agree or disagree with the statements below. If
you have not experienced a situation described in one or more of the statements please imagine
how you would react and indicate your response. Put your responses in the blank next to each
statement.
Completely

Disagree

disagree
1

Somewhat

Neutral

disagree
2

3

Somewhat

Agree

Completely

agree
4

5

agree
6

1.

_____ I have beat up men who act like sissies.

2.

_____ I have behaved violently towards a woman because she was too

7

masculine.
3.

_____ If I found out that my best friend was changing their sex, I would freak
out.

4.

_____ God made two sexes and two sexes only.

5.

_____ If a friend wanted to have his penis removed in order to become a woman,
I would openly support him.*

6.

_____ I have teased a man because of his feminine appearance or behavior

7.

_____ Men who cross-dress for sexual pleasure disgust me.

8.

_____ Children should be encouraged to explore their masculinity and
femininity.*

9.

_____ If I saw a man on the street that I thought was really a woman I would ask
him if he was a man or a woman.

10.

_____ Men who act like women should be ashamed of themselves.

11.

_____ Men who shave their legs are weird.

12.

_____ I cannot understand why a woman would act masculine.

99
13.

_____ I have teased a woman because of her masculine appearance or behavior.

14.

_____ Children should play with toys appropriate to their own sex.

15.

_____ Women who see themselves as men are abnormal.

16.

_____ I would avoid talking to a woman if I knew she had a surgically created
penis and testicles.

17.

_____ A man who dresses as a woman is a pervert.

18.

_____ If I found out that my lover was the other sex, I would get violent.

19.

_____ Feminine boys should be cured of their problems.

20.

_____ I have behaved violently towards a man because he was too feminine.

21.

_____ Passive men are weak.

22.

_____ If a man wearing makeup and a dress, who also spoke in a high voice,
approached my child, I would use physical force to stop him.

23.

_____ Individuals should be allowed to express their gender freely.*

24.

_____ Sex change operations are morally wrong.

25.

_____ Feminine men make me feel uncomfortable.

26.

_____ I would go to a bar that was frequented by females who used to be males.*

27.

_____ People are either men or women

28.

_____ My friends and I have often joked about men who dress like women

29.

_____ Masculine women make me feel uncomfortable.

30.

_____ It is morally wrong for a woman to present herself as a man in public.

31.

_____ It is all right to make fun of people who cross-dress.

32.

_____ If I encountered a male who wore high-heeled shoes, stockings, and

.

makeup, I would consider beating him up.
*items are reverse scored
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APPENDIX C: TRANSPHOBIA SCALE
Use the following scale to indicate how much you agree or disagree with the statements below. If
you have not experienced a situation described in one or more of the statements please imagine
how you would react and indicate your response. Put your responses in the blank next to each
statement.
Completely

Disagree

disagree
1
1.

Somewhat

Neutral

disagree
2

3

Somewhat

Agree

agree
4

5

Completely
agree

6

7

_____ I don’t like it when someone is flirting with me, and I can’t tell if they are
a man or a woman.

2.

_____ There is something wrong with a person who says that they are neither a
man nor a woman.

3.

_____ I would be upset, if a woman I’d known a long time revealed to me that
she used to be a man.

4.

_____ A man’s genitalia define what gender they are, for example, a penis
defines a person as being a man.

5.

_____ I avoid people on the street whose gender is unclear to me.

6.

_____ When I meet someone, it is important for me to be able to identify them as
a man or a woman.

7.

_____ I believe that the male/female dichotomy is natural.

8.

_____ I am uncomfortable around women who don’t conform to traditional
gender roles, for example, aggressive women.

9.

_____ I believe that a person can never change their gender.

10.

_____ I would be upset, if a man I’d known a long time revealed to me that he
used to be a woman.
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11.

_____ A woman’s genitalia define what gender they are, for example, a vagina
defines a person as being a woman.

12.

_____ There is something wrong with a person who says that they are neither a
man nor a woman.
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APPENDIX D: MODERN HOMONEGATIVITY SCALE
Homonegativity Towards Gay Men
Use the following scale to indicate how much you agree or disagree with the statements below.
Put your responses in the blank next to each statement.
Strongly

Disagree

Neutral

Agree

Strongly

disagree

agree

1

2

3

4

5

1. _____ Many gay men use their sexual orientation so that they can obtain special
privileges.
2. _____

Gay men seem to focus on the ways in which they differ from heterosexuals, and
ignore the ways in which they are the same.

3. _____

Gay men do not have all the rights they need.*

4. _____

The notion of universities providing students with undergraduate degrees in Gay
and Lesbian Studies is ridiculous.

5. _____

Celebrations such as “Gay Pride Day” are ridiculous because they assume that an
individual’s sexual orientation should constitute a source of pride.

6. _____

Gay men still need to protest for equal rights.*

7. _____

Gay men should stop shoving their lifestyle down other people’s throats.

8. _____

If gay men want to be treated like everyone else, then they need to stop making
such a fuss about their sexuality/culture.

9. _____

Gay men who are “out of the closet” should be admired for their courage.*

10. _____

Gay men should stop complaining about the way they are treated in society, and
simply get on with their lives.
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11. _____

In today’s tough economic times, Americans’ tax dollars shouldn’t be used to

support gay men’s organizations.
12. _____

Gay men have become far too confrontational in their demand for equal rights.

*items are reverse scored
Homonegativity Towards Lesbians
Use the following scale to indicate how much you agree or disagree with the statements below.
Put your responses in the blank next to each statement.
Strongly

Disagree

Neutral

Agree

Strongly

disagree

agree

1
1. _____

2

3

4

5

Many lesbians use their sexual orientation so that they can obtain special
privileges.

2. _____

Lesbians seem to focus on the ways in which they differ from heterosexuals, and
ignore the ways in which they are the same.

3. _____

Lesbians do not have all the rights they need.*

4. _____

The notion of universities providing students with undergraduate degrees in Gay
and Lesbian Studies is ridiculous.

5. _____ Celebrations such as “Gay Pride Day” are ridiculous because they assume that an
individual’s sexual orientation should constitute a source of pride.
6. _____

Lesbians still need to protest for equal rights.*

7. _____

Lesbians should stop shoving their lifestyle down other people’s throats.

8. _____

If lesbians want to be treated like everyone else, then they need to stop making
such a fuss about their sexuality/culture.

9. _____

Lesbians who are “out of the closet” should be admired for their courage.*

10. _____

Lesbians should stop complaining about the way they are treated in society, and
simply get on with their lives.

11. _____

In today’s tough economic times, Americans’ tax dollars shouldn’t be used to
support lesbian organizations.
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12. _____

Lesbians have become far too confrontational in their demand for equal rights.

* items are reverse scored
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APPENDIX E: COLLECTIVE SELF-ESTEEM SCALE
We are all members of different social groups or social categories, such as gender, race,
ethnicity, and socioeconomic status. Please respond to the following statements on the basis of
how you feel about your gender group (women, men, etc.) and your membership in your gender
group. Use the following scale to indicate how much you agree or disagree with the statements
below. Put your responses in the blank next to each statement.
Strongly

Disagree

disagree
1

Somewhat

Neutral

disagree
2

3

Somewhat

Agree

Strongly

agree
4

5

agree
6

7

1. _____ I am a worthy member of my gender group.
2. _____ I feel I don’t have much to offer to my gender group.*
3. _____ I am a cooperative participant in my gender group.
4. _____ I often feel I’m a useless member of my gender group.*
5. _____ I often regret that I belong to my gender group.*
6. _____ In general, I’m glad to be a member of my gender group.
7. _____ Overall, I often feel that the gender group of which I am a member is not
worthwhile.*
8. _____ I feel good about my gender group.
9. _____ Overall, my gender group is considered good by others.
10. _____ Most people consider my gender group, on the average, to be more ineffective
than other social groups.*
11. _____ In general, others respect the gender group that I am a member of.
12. _____ In general, others think that the gender group I am a member of is unworthy.*
13. _____ Overall, my gender group membership has very little to do with how I feel about
myself.*
14. _____ The gender group I belong to is an important reflection of who I am.
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15. _____ The gender group I belong to is unimportant for my sense of what kind of person
am. *
16. _____ In general, belonging to my gender group is an important part of my self-image.
* items are reverse scored
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APPENDIX F: GENDER SELF-ESTEEM
Women’s Questionnaire
Use the following scale to indicate how much you agree or disagree with the statements below.
Put your responses in the blank next to each statement.
Strongly

Disagree

disagree
1

Somewhat

Neutral

disagree
2

3

Somewhat

Agree

agree
4

Strongly
agree

5

6

7

1. _____ Overall, I have a very high esteem of myself as a woman.
2. _____ Overall, I am proud to be a woman.
3. _____ Overall, I am highly satisfied that I am a woman.
Men’s Questionnaire
Use the following scale to indicate how much you agree or disagree with the statements below.
Put your responses in the blank next to each statement.
Strongly

Disagree

disagree
1

Somewhat

Neutral

disagree
2

3

Somewhat

Agree

agree
4

5

1. _____ Overall, I have a very high esteem of myself as a man.
2. _____ Overall, I am proud to be a man.
3. _____ Overall, I am highly satisfied that I am a man.

Strongly
agree

6

7
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APPENDIX G: THE SOCIAL DESIRABILITY SCALE-17
Below you will find a list of statements. Please read each statement carefully and decide if that
statement describes you or not. If it describes you circle true; if not, circle the word false.
1. I sometimes litter.*

True

False

2. I always admit my mistakes openly and face the potential

True

False

3. In traffic I am always polite and considerate of others.

True

False

4. I always accept others’ opinions, even when they don’t agree with

True

False

5. I take out my bad moods on others now and then.*

True

False

6. There has been an occasion when I took advantage of someone

True

False

True

False

8. I never hesitate to help someone in case of emergency.

True

False

9. When I have made a promise, I keep it – no ifs, ands, or buts.

True

False

10. I occasionally speak badly of others behind their back.*

True

False

11. I would never live off other people.

True

False

12. I always stay friendly and courteous with other people, even when True

False

negative consequences.

my own.

else.*
7. In conversation I always listen attentively and let others finish
their sentences.

I am stressed out.
13. During an argument I always stay objective and matter-of-fact.

True

False

14. There has been at least one occasion when I failed to return an

True

False

15. I always eat a healthy diet.

True

False

16. Sometimes I only help because I expect something in return. *

True

False

item that I borrowed.*

* items are reverse coded.
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APPENDIX H: INFORMED CONSENT
You are being asked to participate in a research study on social attitudes. This research is being
conducted by doctoral student, Michael Ann Glotfelter and Dr. Veanne Anderson of the
Psychology Department at Indiana State University. Your participation in this study is entirely
voluntary. Please read the information below and ask questions about anything you do not
understand, before deciding whether or not to participate.
If you volunteer to participate in this study, you will be asked to fill out a questionnaire that
assesses your attitudes towards men and women. Also, there will be questions about your social
attitudes, race, sex, sexuality, age, and year in school. The total time that is needed to fill out the
questionnaires is approximately 30 minutes. You will receive class credit for participation in this
study.
Your participation and responses will be held strictly anonymous and confidential. You will not
be asked to put any identification on the questionnaires so there is no way to identify your
answers. All data will be kept in a secure container, separate from this form.
You can choose whether or not to be in this study. If you volunteer to be in this study, you may
withdraw at any time without consequences of any kind or loss of class credit to which you are
otherwise entitled. You may also refuse to answer any questions you do not want to answer.
Risks of participation are minimal and not expected to be greater than you encounter in everyday
activities. You may experience some mild anxiety when completing some of the questions due to
examining your own beliefs and remembering personal experiences. By participating in this
study you will benefit by learning about scientific psychological research and having a chance to
evaluate some of your beliefs. In addition, the benefits to society include the contribution to our
understanding of attitudes towards individuals.
This project has been reviewed and approved by the Institutional Review Board (IRB) of Indiana
State University as adequately safeguarding the participant’s privacy, welfare, civil liberties, and
rights. If you have any questions about your rights as a research subject, you may contact the
Indiana State University Institutional Review Board (IRB) by mail at 114 Erickson Hall, Terre
Haute, IN 47809, by phone at (812) 237-8217, or e-mail the IRB at irb@indstate.edu.
If you have any questions or concerns about this research, please contact the project supervisor,
Veanne N. Anderson, in the Department of Psychology at 812-237-2459, or by e-mail at
vanderson1@indstate.edu. You may also contact the primary researcher, Michael Ann Glotfelter
in the ISU Psychology Clinic at 812-237-3317, or by email, mglotfelter@indstate.edu.
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I confirm that I am at least 18 years old. I understand the procedures described above. My
questions have been answered to my satisfaction, and I agree to participate in this study. I have
been given a copy of this form.
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APPENDIX I: WRITTEN DEBRIEFING
In this study we are interested in college students’ perceptions of transgenderism, homosexuality,
and gender self-esteem. Previous research indicates that gender and gender self-esteem are
associated with attitudes towards homosexuality. We are interested in whether similar factors are
related to attitudes towards transgenderism.
Thank you for your participation in this study. If you have any questions or if you are interested
in the results of the study please contact Veanne N. Anderson, Department of Psychology at 812237-2459. You can also email her at vanderson1@indstate.edu.
If you experience any distress as a result of participating in this study, you can access
psychological services at the University’s Student Counseling Center (812-237-3939) or the
Psychology Clinic in Root Hall (812-237-3317).
Also, please do not discuss this study with your friends because they may be participating in it in
the future.

