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Abstract
Previous research has demonstrated the existence of gender and sexuality differences in attitudes toward gay people (which in this
paper includes both lesbian women and gay men unless specified). However, these studies did not account for people with
diverse genders and sexual orientations ascribing different meanings to their gender identification and its potential role in
attitudes towards gay people. This study aimed to analyze the relationship between gender identification and attitudes toward
gay people among individuals of different genders and sexual orientations. Based on data obtained from 851 Russian respon-
dents, the study reports the exploration of the direct link between two components of gender identification and four components
of attitudes toward gay men and lesbians. Results indicated that stronger gender identification, in general, was related to more
negative attitudes toward both gay men and lesbians. At the same time, compared to women and bisexual respondents, this link
was stronger among men and straight participants respectively. A possible explanation via traditional gender ideologies is
discussed.

Keywords Gender identification . Gender identity . Homonegativity . Attitudes toward gaymen and lesbianwomen . Traditional
gender ideology

Attitudes toward lesbians and gay men have attracted the at-
tention of researchers for several decades (Herek
&McLemore, 2013) due to the great impact they can have
on people’s psychological state and behavior. A negative per-
ception of lesbians and gay men was found to be connected
with both the approval of discriminatory strategies targeting
this group and with violence toward them, as well as with
decreased support for their rights (e.g., Gulevich et al., 2018;
Patacchini et al., 2014; White &Yamawaki, 2009).

For many years, researchers have studied the factors that
might affect attitudes toward gay people (which in this paper
includes both lesbian women and gay men unless specified).
In particular, they have paid a great attention to gender and
sexual differences on the topic. Meta-analytic (Kite &Whitley
Jr., 1996) and cross-cultural (Donaldson et al., 2017; van den
Akker et al., 2013) studies have demonstrated that, compared

to women, men expressed more negative attitudes toward sex-
ual minority individuals. In addition, some studies have
shown that straight individuals reported more negative atti-
tudes toward gay people than sexual minorities did (Verweij
et al., 2008; Worthen, 2018).

Researchers have attributed these differences to the content
of traditional gender ideologies prevalent in societies that em-
phasize deep and persistent differences between men and
women. In particular, scholars suggested that masculine gen-
der ideology, which describes what a man should be and do, is
different from feminine gender ideology, which describes
what a woman should be and do. Gender differences in atti-
tudes toward gay people are interpreted as the result of en-
dorsements of such ideologies (e.g., Herek &McLemore,
2013). However, this interpretation does not account for di-
verse people ascribing different meanings to their gender.

Research has revealed that the more a person identifies
with a gender in-group, the more they tend to endorse wide-
spread gender beliefs (e.g., Bosson &Michniewicz, 2013;
Cadinu &Galdi, 2012). Due to this, gender identity might be
associated with attitudes toward gay people. To test this as-
sumption, we conducted a study aimed at examining the rela-
tionship between gender identification and attitudes toward
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lesbians and gay men among people of different genders and
sexual orientations.

Gender Ideology and Attitudes toward Gay
People

Gender ideology, in broad terms, is usually understood as an
individual’s internalization of cultural belief systems and atti-
tudes toward members of a particular gender group. Scholars
have focused on traditional gender ideologies that reflect the
dominant view of gender roles in Western society prior to the
feminist deconstruction of gender. They believe that although
such ideologies are widespread in modern societies, members
of different groups differ in the degree to which they are en-
dorsed (e.g., Levant &Richmond, 2007).

Traditional masculinity ideology (TMI) is an individual’s
internalization of cultural belief systems and attitudes toward
men’s roles. It includes norms such as self-reliance, domi-
nance, toughness, restrictive emotionality, and importance of
sex (Levant et al., 2015, 2020). Similarly, traditional feminin-
ity ideology (TFI) is an individual’s internalization of cultural
belief systems and attitudes toward women’s roles. It includes
norms such as dependency, caretaking, emotionality, and pu-
rity (Levant et al., 2007).

In general, both traditional gender ideologies highlight sig-
nificant differences between men and women. Nevertheless,
society places stricter demands to follow traditional gender
roles on men than on women (Herek &McLemore, 2013).
These requirements are embodied in two norms that are part
of TMI but not of TFI – avoidance of characteristics associat-
ed with another gender (i.e., avoidance of femininity), and
negative attitudes toward people who “blur the boundaries”
between men and women (i.e., sexual minorities).

This assumption is indirectly supported by the evidence
from numerous studies conducted on samples of heterosexual
men. Previous results revealed that endorsement of TMI was
associated with negative attitudes toward women (Corprew III
et al., 2014; Gage &Lease, 2018; Hyatt et al., 2017; Lease
et al., 2020; Stander et al., 2018) and gay people (Barron
et al., 2008; Keiller, 2010; McDermott et al., 2014; Parrott
et al., 2002).

Some scholars have suggested that traditional gender ide-
ologies might explain gender differences in attitudes toward
gay men and lesbian women. They believe that both men and
women tend to endorse common gender beliefs in a society.
Since beliefs about men, compared to those about women,
imply more negative attitudes toward sexual minorities, men
evaluate them more negatively than women do (e.g., Herek
&McLemore, 2013).

Nevertheless, we believe that similar reasoning might be
used to explain not only gender, but also sexuality differences
in attitudes toward lesbians and gay men. Scholars have

indicated that traditional gender ideologies are more likely to
be endorsed by straight people than by sexual minority indi-
viduals. In particular, North American scholars who focused
on TMI noted that these views best reflect the perceptions of
White straight men (e.g., McDermott et al., 2021).

This assumption is also supported by studies that have in-
dicated that straight and sexual minority individuals have dif-
ferent ideas about men and women. In particular, compared to
sexual minority individuals, straight people endorse TMI
more (Krivoshchekov et al., 2021; Wade &Donis, 2007).
This difference is likely due to straight people expressing
more negative attitudes than sexual minority individuals to-
ward sexual minorities.

Taken together, studies on traditional gender ideologies
may explain the differences in attitudes toward gay people
that exist between men and women, and between straight
and sexual minority individuals. Nevertheless, they do not
account for members of the same gender or sexuality group
ascribing different meanings to their gender. To fill this gap,
we turn to the examination of gender identity.

Gender Identity and Attitudes toward Gay
People

Gender identity is usually referred to as the categorization of
oneself as female or male, along with the importance of this
categorization for one’s self-definition (Wood &Eagly, 2015).
Although gender was demonstrated to be a salient category
that drives social interactions (Ellemers, 2018; Rutland,
1999), people may differ in the degree to which they identify
with a particular gender group.

According to the model proposed by Leach et al. (2008),
gender identification consists of two components. Self-
investment (SI) is an emotional-evaluative component that
includes a sense of connection with the members of the in-
group, positive emotions toward the group, and the belief that
belonging to this group is an important part of the self-con-
cept. Self-definition (SD) is a cognitive component that re-
flects the belief of an individual that they are like other mem-
bers of the group and all members of the group are alike.

Previous studies revealed that gender identification was
associated with the acceptance of stereotypes about men and
women: people with stronger gender identification were more
likely to ascribe stereotypical features to themselves. For ex-
ample, the more strongly women identified with their gender,
the more they ascribed gender-stereotypic attributes to them-
selves (Cadinu &Galdi, 2012). However, these trait self-
ascriptions were limited to attributes relevant to the gender
group stereotype and did not occur with group-irrelevant at-
tributes (Latrofa et al., 2010).

These results suggest that the more strongly people identify
with a gender in-group, the more they ascribe the traits that are
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part of TMI or TFI to themselves. The more the ideology
emphasizes the need to maintain existing gender differences,
the more it is associated with negative attitudes toward gay
people. Since people of diverse genders and sexualities sup-
port different gender ideologies, one might assume that in
these groups there will be a different relationship between
gender identification and attitudes toward gay people.

In particular, since TMI implies stricter adherence to dif-
ferences between men and women than TFI, we hypothesized
that stronger gender identification among men would be asso-
ciated with more negative attitudes toward lesbians and gay
men than among women (hypothesis 1). In addition, since
straight individuals were found to endorse traditional gender
ideologies more than sexual minority individuals, we hypoth-
esized that stronger gender identification would be associated
with more negative attitudes toward lesbians and gay men
among straight people than among sexual minority individ-
uals (hypothesis 2).

People with stronger gender identification attribute more
stereotypical characteristics to gender in-group members, give
a more positive assessment of people who conform to gender
stereotypes, and a more negative assessment of people who
violate them. In particular, the more strongly men identified
with their gender in-group, the more they assigned both pos-
itive and negative masculine traits to its members (Bosson
&Michniewicz, 2013). They also assessed career men and
masculine men more positively, and feminine men more neg-
atively (Glick et al., 2015).

These results allow one to suggest that the more strongly
people identify with their gender in-group, the more they
would like men and women around them to behave in accor-
dance with traditional gender ideologies. Since, according to
traditional gender ideologies, men should emphasize their dif-
ferences from women more than women do from men, we
hypothesized that stronger gender identification would be as-
sociated with more negative attitudes toward gay men than
toward lesbians (hypothesis 3).

Social Context of the Study

Most of the studies on the relationship between traditional
gender ideologies, gender identity and attitudes toward gay
people have been conducted in the USA and some European
countries that are usually characterized by relatively high
levels of gender equality and positive attitudes toward gay
people. The current research was conducted in Russia, which
is characterized by other features.

First, according to the World Economic Forum’s latest
Global Gender Gap Index report, Russia is placed 81st in
the Index. Although the gaps for Educational Attainment
and Health and Survival have almost closed, Economic
Participation and Opportunity and Political Empowerment

remain unequal for men and women. Therefore, despite edu-
cational and some labor market opportunities, women are still
excluded from positions of power in the business and politics
sectors (World Economic Forum, 2021).

Cross-cultural studies revealed that countries with low
levels of gender equality are characterized by a higher preva-
lence of traditional gender ideas about men (e.g., Glick et al.,
2004) and women (Glick &Fiske, 2001). Recent mass polls
conducted on a representative Russian sample demonstrated
that respondents tended to value intelligence, the ability to
earn money, and striving for success in men, and domesticity,
caring, and fidelity in women (Levada-Center, 2018).
Participants also described men as hardworking, responsible,
executive, and logical, whereas women were described as car-
ing, beautiful, and faithful (Levada-Center, 2020).

Second, Russia is one of the countries that treats straight
and sexual minority individuals unequally. In particular,
Federal Law No 135-FZ, commonly known as the “anti-gay
propaganda law”, limits expression regarding sexual orienta-
tion issues (ILGA, 2009). According to recent amendments to
the Constitution, marriage is currently considered as being a
union between a man and a woman (Morales, 2020). The state
does not recognize same-sex unions, and both same-sex mar-
riage and adoption by same-sex couples remain illegal (ILGA,
2009).

Studies showed that countries with low levels of sexuality-
based equality are characterized by negative attitudes toward
gay people (e.g., ILGA, 2019). Recent surveys conducted by
international organizations showed that residents of Russia
have negative attitudes toward sexual minority individuals.
For instance, based on the Pew Research Center’s report,
74% of respondents stated that homosexuality should not be
accepted by our society (Pew Research Center, 2020). In our
opinion, features of the social context would strengthen the
link between gender identification and attitudes toward les-
bians and gay men.

These features of the social context indicate that, on the one
hand, traditional gender ideologies are widespread in Russia,
and, on the other, there are no social norms that limit the
expression of negative attitudes toward lesbians and gay
men. We argue that in such circumstances, the relationship
between gender identification that encourages acceptance of
widespread gender beliefs and attitudes toward gay people
would be especially pronounced.

Method

Participants and Procedure

The data were collected during the spring of 2019.
Respondents filled out a questionnaire created on the 1KA
platform, a Slovenian source application with tools for online
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surveys. The link to this questionnaire was distributed with the
help of social networks (VKontakte, Facebook) that specifi-
cally targeted groups with sexual minority individuals as well
as general population groups.

Informed consent was obtained from all the participants,
who were assured that their data would remain anonymous
and confidential. Respondents were also told that the eligibil-
ity criteria for their inclusion in the analysis were being aged
16 years or older and being straight or bisexual. Participation
was completely voluntary, and the respondents did not receive
any reward.

The participants were asked about their gender, age, and
sexual orientation. The sample used in the study consisted of a
total of N = 851 individuals who indicated their current resi-
dency in Russia. Nobody indicated their identity as non-bina-
ry. Women comprised 80% of the sample, while the remain-
ing 20% identified as men; 61% (395 women, 122 men) self-
identified as heterosexual, while 39% self-identified as bisex-
ual (291 women, 43 men). The age of the participants ranged
from 16 to 65, with the mean = 21.45 (SD = 6.92).

Bisexual respondents were recruited on the basis of two
considerations. First, they might be considered as sexual mi-
nority individuals, and second, they might perceive gay peo-
ple as an outgroup. In particular, several studies have revealed
that bisexual people tend to be excluded by both straight and
gay individuals; they were stereotyped as less trustworthy,
less inclined toward monogamous relationships and not as
able to maintain a long-term relationship (Burke &LaFrance,
2016; Zivony &Lobel, 2014). We suggested that bisexual
individuals might also make this distinction between them-
selves and gay people.

Measures

Gender Identification

To measure in-group identification, we used the inventory
developed by Leach et al. (2008). The Russian-language ver-
sion of this questionnaire (Lovakov et al., 2015) included ten
statements reflecting in-group self-investment (SI) and four
concerning in-group self-definition (SD). Participants were
asked to express the extent of their agreement with each state-
ment on a seven-point scale from 1 (“strongly disagree”) to 7
(“strongly agree”). Internal consistency reliability coefficients
appear in Table 1.

Attitudes toward Gay Men and Lesbian Women

To measure attitudes toward gay men and lesbian women, we
used questionnaires measuring the perceived abnormality of
non-straight sexual orientation through negative emotions to-
ward gay people and support for their rights. All question-
naires had two different versions used for randomly assigned

respondents: one version, presented to 438 participants, re-
ferred to ‘gay men’, while the second, referring to ‘lesbian
women’, was presented to 413 respondents.

To measure the perceived abnormality of being a gay per-
son, we used the Threat to Morality scale from the Russian
Attitudes to Homosexuals Inventory (RAHI; Gulevich et al.,
2016). The scale consists of three direct statements (e.g.,
“Male homosexuality is a sexual perversion”) and two reverse
statements (e.g., “Male homosexuality is one of the natural
forms of human sexuality”). For each item in the scale, re-
spondents were asked to express the extent of their agreement
with the statement on a five-point scale, from 1 (“strongly
disagree”) to 5 (“strongly agree”). A higher score indicated a
more negative attitude toward gay people. Internal consisten-
cy reliability coefficients appear in Table 1.

To measure negative emotions toward gay men and lesbian
women, four unipolar scales were used (contempt, anger, dis-
gust, anxiety). Respondents were asked to express the extent
of their feeling of these emotions toward gay people on a five-
point scale from 1 (“no feeling at all”) to 5 (“strong feeling”).
The analysis indicated that all emotions formed one scale. A
higher score indicated a more negative attitude toward gay
people. Internal consistency reliability coefficients appear in
Table 1.

Support for gay rights was measured using six statements.
These were borrowed from the previous study (Gulevich
et al., 2018) and described the rights to create a family
(same-sex marriage, adoption, surrogate parenthood) and to
communicate each other (specialized clubs, websites, and
mass media targeting gay people). Participants rated whether,
in their opinion, each activity should be forbidden or permitted
to gay men and lesbian women using a five-point Likert scale
from 1 (“should definitely be forbidden”) to 5 (“should defi-
nitely be allowed”). A higher score indicated a more positive
attitude toward gay people. Internal consistency reliability co-
efficients appear in Table 1.

Analytical Strategy

The analysis was conducted in three steps. First, means and
standard deviations were calculated. Values were compared
among subsamples based on gender (men vs. women) and
sexual orientation (straight vs. bisexual respondents).
Second, regression models that included SI and SD as the
independent variables, components of attitudes toward gay
men and lesbian women as dependent variables, and one’s
age, gender, sexual orientation, and type of attitude toward
gay people as controlling variables were tested. To compare
the nested linear regression models (i.e., with one component
vs. two components of gender identification), we used the R2

and Analysis of Variance (ANOVA).
Third, three types of regression model were calculated to

test the hypotheses. All models included respondents’ gender,
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age, sexual orientation, and two components of gender iden-
tification, as well as the type of attitudes toward gay people. At
first, we tested the interaction between gender identification
and the respondents’ gender (hypothesis 1). Next, the interac-
tion between gender identification and the respondents’ sexual
orientation (hypothesis 2) was examined, followed by the in-
teraction between gender identification and the type of atti-
tudes toward gay people (hypothesis 3).

The analysis was conducted in the R environment (R Core
Team, 2020). The lavaan package (Rosseel, 2012) was used
for a series of regression analyses. The Maximum Likelihood
Robust (MLR) estimation was used to accommodate any non-
normality in the data.

Results

Preliminary Analysis

Means, standard deviations, Cronbach-α for scales, and cor-
relations are presented in Table 1. Results indicated that dif-
ferences (men vs. women) on the SI (t = −2.29, p = .022,
Cohen’s d = −.20) and SD (t = 2.36, p = .019, Cohen’s d =
.21) reached the statistical significance threshold.
Furthermore, men perceived gay men and lesbian women as
more abnormal (t = 6.10, p <.001, Cohen’s d = .66), expressed
more negative emotions toward them (t = 3.82, p = .0002,
Cohen’s d = .43), and showed less support for both their

family (t = −5.40, p <.001, Cohen’s d = −.54) and communi-
cation (t = −3.20, p = .0016, Cohen’s d = −.34) rights than
women did.

Moreover, straight participants reported higher levels of
SD (t = 4.43, p <.001, Cohen’s d = .31) than those who were
bisexual, but the difference on the SI level did not reach the
chosen statistical significance threshold (t = −.36, p = .72,
Cohen’s d = −.03). In addition, compared to bisexual partici-
pants, those who were straight perceived gay men and lesbian
women as more abnormal (t = 12.98, p <.001, Cohen’s d =
.78), expressedmore negative emotions toward them (t = 6.02,
p <.001, Cohen’s d = .36), and showed less support for both
their family (t = −12.28, p <.001, Cohen’s d = −.71) and com-
munication (t = −7.73, p <.001, Cohen’s d = −.48) rights.

As illustrated in Table 2, attitudes toward gay men and
lesbian women were related to respondents’ gender, age, sex-
ual orientation, and types of attitudes toward gay people. After
controlling for these variables, higher levels of SD were relat-
ed to a higher perceived abnormality of both gay men and
lesbian women, more negative emotions toward them, and
less support for their family and communication rights. At
the same time, SI was not related to attitudes toward lesbians
and gay men. Moreover, the comparison of the nested models
demonstrated that adding SI as an additional predictor did not
improve the model fit in explaining the perceived abnormality
of gay men and lesbian women (F = .083, df = 1, p = .77),
negative emotions toward them (F = 1.202, df = 1, p = .27),

Table 1 Descriptive statistics and
Pearson correlations Scale Cronbach-

α
Pearson correlations in the whole sample

1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6

1. Self-investment .85 –

2. Self-definition .78 .41*** –

3. Perceived
Abnormality

.90 .07* .26*** –

4. Negative Emotions .82 .08* .19*** .61*** –

5. Family Rights .89 −.07* −.20*** −.74*** −.50*** –

6. Communication
Rights

.83 .005 −.17*** −.62*** −.53*** .63*** –

All participants (N =
851)

M (SD) 4.70
(1.05)

3.59
(1.21)

1.58
(.87)

1.24
(.58)

4.07
(1.13)

4.30
(.85)

Men (N = 165) 4.53
(1.03)

3.80
(1.25)

2.03 (1.10) 1.44
(.79)

3.59
(1.32)

4.07
(1.0-
9)

Women (N = 686) 4.74
(1.05)

3.54
(1.20)

1.47 (.77) 1.20
(.51)

4.18
(1.05)

4.35
(.77)

Straight participants (N
= 517)

4.69
(1.01)

3.74
(1.18)

1.83 (.99) 1.33
(.70)

3.77
(1.24)

4.14
(.97)

Bisexual participants
(N = 334)

4.72
(1.10)

3.36
(1.23)

1.19 (.42) 1.12
(.30)

4.53
(.72)

4.54
(.54)

*p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001
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and support for their family (F = 1.133, df = 1, p = .29) and
communication rights (F = 2.690, df = 1, p = .10).

Main Analysis

To test hypothesis 1, we ran the linear regression models that
included interactions between one’s gender and SI or SD. As
illustrated in Table 3, there were differences in the relationship
between gender identification and attitudes toward gay men
and lesbian women in the subsamples of men and women.
Simple slopes analysis (see Table 4) further indicated that,
except for the link between SI and support for communication
rights, the higher levels of SI and SD components of gender
identification were more strongly related to more negative
attitudes toward gay men and lesbian women in the subsample
of men than women.

To test hypothesis 2, the models that included interactions
between one’s sexual orientation and SI or SD were used. As
illustrated in Table 5, there were differences in the relationship
between gender identification and attitudes toward gay men
and lesbian women in the subsamples of straight and bisexual
respondents. Simple slopes analysis (see Table 6) further in-
dicated that higher levels of gender identification were more
strongly related to more negative attitudes toward gay men
and lesbian women in the subsample of straight participants.
At the same time, results demonstrated that the link did not
reach the statistical significance threshold in the subsample of
bisexual respondents. The only exception was the significant
positive link between SI and support for communication rights
in the subsample of bisexual respondents, whereas the link
between SI and support for communication rights did not
reach the statistical significance threshold in the subsample
of straight respondents.

To test hypothesis 3, the models that included interactions
between SI or SD and type of attitudes were used. As illus-
trated in Table 7, with one exception (SD and negative emo-
tions), there was no interaction between the components of

gender identification and the gender of gay people (lesbians
vs gay men) that reached the chosen statistical significance
threshold. In other words, one’s gender identification was re-
lated to attitudes toward gay men and lesbian women in a
similar way.

For exploratory purposes, we also tested a three-way inter-
action between respondents’ gender, the gender of gay people
(lesbians vs gay men), and components of gender identifica-
tion (i.e., Gender X Condition X SI or SD). Results indicated
that the three-way interaction did not reach the chosen statis-
tical significance threshold in any of the models. In other
words, for men and women, strong gender identification was
associated with neither more- nor less-negative attitudes to-
ward gay people of their gender.

Discussion

Psychological studies conducted over several decades have
demonstrated gender and sexual differences in attitudes to-
ward gay people. They have revealed that, compared to wom-
en, men hold more negative attitudes toward gay people, and
straight individuals hold more negative attitudes than sexual
minority individuals do. Nevertheless, we hypothesized that
gender and sexuality interact with gender identification.
Therefore, in the current study, we examined gender and sex-
uality differences and similarities in the relationship between
gender identification and attitudes toward gaymen and lesbian
women.

Overall, the results of our study confirmed the findings of
other studies. They indicated that, compared to women, men
hold more negative attitudes toward gay men and lesbian
women, and straight individuals hold more negative attitudes
than bisexual individuals do. Previous findings also revealed a
significant difference: a meta-analysis by Kite and Whitley Jr.
(1996) demonstrated that gender differences appear in the as-
sessment of gay people, but not in support of their rights.

Table 4 Simple slopes analysis
for groups of men and women Scale Respondents’ gender Models with SI Models with SD

β (SE)

Perceived abnormality Men .2210*** (.0594) .2436*** (.0491)

Women −.0400 (.0301) .1147*** (.0268)

Negative emotions Men .1522*** (.0433) .2055*** (.0354)

Women −.0070 (.0220) .0296 (.0193)

Family rights Men −.3499*** (.0791) −.2590*** (.0655)
Women .0302 (.0402) −.0744* (.0358)

Communication rights Men −.0960 (.0633) −.2482*** (.0519)
Women .0812* (.0321) −.0715* (.0284)

Note. SI self-investment, SD self-definition

*p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001
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However, the current results revealed gender differences in
assessing the perceived normality of homosexuality, negative
emotions toward gay people, and support for their family and
communication rights.

In general, the study’s findings supported the assumption
that more negative attitudes toward gay people were predicted
by stronger gender identification of the respondents.
However, the cognitive component of gender identification,
which reflects a person’s perception of their similarity with
other members of the gender group, was found to be more
important than the emotional-evaluative component. Overall,
these results are in line with one North American study, in
which a strong cognitive component of identification (one’s
perception of gender typicality) was associated with more
negative attitudes toward gay people (Herek, 1988).

A possible interpretation of this result might be that for the
Russian respondents, typical women and men are those with a
heterosexual orientation. The more a person believes they are
a typical representative of a gender group, the greater the
distinction they draw between themselves and gay people,
and, as a result, gay men and lesbian women are perceived
as strangers. Therefore, the perception of otherness might pro-
voke a more negative attitude toward sexual minority
individuals.

The most important results were the interactions between
gender and sexuality, on the one hand, and gender identifica-
tion on the other. First, we assumed that stronger gender iden-
tification would be associated with more negative attitudes
toward gay men and lesbian women among men than women.
The results fully confirmed this hypothesis. They showed that
in the subsample of men, stronger cognitive and emotional-
evaluative components of gender identification were associat-
ed with more negative attitudes toward gay men and lesbian
women, while in the subsample of women this association
was present only for support for communication rights.

In general, these results are in line with those from a Swiss
study that demonstrated that strong gender identification was

associated with more negative attitudes toward gay people
among men, but not women (Falomir-Pichastor &Mugny,
2009). However, the Swiss study involved only straight re-
spondents who answered questions related to the emotional-
evaluative component of gender identification. In our study,
this pattern maintained itself in a sexually mixed sample and
affected both components.

Second, we assumed that, compared to bisexual respon-
dents, gender identification among straight individuals would
be associated with more negative attitudes toward gay people.
Our results partially supported this hypothesis. Stronger gen-
der identification was related to more negative attitudes to-
ward gay men and lesbian women in the subsample of straight
participants but not bisexual ones (except for the presence of
the link between SI and support for communication rights).
Taken together, these findings indicated that the link between
gender identification and attitudes toward gaymen and lesbian
women was moderated by gender and sexual orientation.

Third, we hypothesized that gender identification would be
associated with more negative attitudes toward gay men than
lesbian women. Our results did not support this hypothesis.
They revealed that the cognitive and emotional-evaluative
components of gender identification were similarly associated
with attitudes toward both gay men and lesbian women. This
might be due to the cultural context, in which the distinction
between gay men and lesbian women is barely made, and gay
people are usually referred to as a homogeneous group.

Thus, our study contributes to the existing literature on
attitudes toward gay men and lesbian women. First, in previ-
ous studies on attitudes toward gay people, researchers fo-
cused on the differences between men and women and, less
often, on the differences between people with diverse sexual
orientations, regardless of the importance they attached to
their gender. At the same time, our research has revealed that
gender identification, especially its cognitive component, is
strongly related to attitudes toward gay men and lesbian

Table 6 Simple slopes analysis
for groups of straight and bisexual
respondents

Scale Sexual orientation of respondents Models with SI Models with SD
β (SE)

Perceived abnormality Straight .0710* (.0358) .2252*** (.0301)

Bisexual −.0712 (.0397) .0211 (.0355)

Negative emotions Straight .0508 (.0261) .1171*** (.0220)

Bisexual −.0136 (.0290) −.0070 (.0259)

Family rights Straight −.1185* (.0478) −.1616*** (.0407)
Bisexual .0594 (.0530) −.0426 (.0479)

Communication rights Straight .0114 (.0381) −.1739*** (.0321)
Bisexual .0955* (.0422) −.0139 (.0379)

Note. SI Self-investment, SD Self-definition

*p< .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001
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women, though the link was moderated by one’s gender and
sexual orientation.

Second, previous studies were conducted in North
American and European countries, and their results were
based on predominantly straight respondents. Our research
was conducted in Russia, which is characterized by an empha-
sis on traditional gender ideologies and discrimination against
sexual minorities. Third, bisexual respondents participated in
the current study, while a review of previous studies demon-
strated underrepresentation and invisibility of their experi-
ences in social sciences (Monro et al., 2017). We believe that
inclusion of bisexual experiences may enable the robustness
of findings to be tested and provide researchers with new
insights.

The findings have practical implications for bias interven-
tions. In the current study, respondents who perceived them-
selves as similar to other members of a gender in-group and
believed that all men (or women) are alike (i.e., the cognitive
component of gender identification) reported more negative
attitudes toward gay men and lesbian women. One might in-
terpret this as meaning that bias interventions should be aimed
at increasing the use of complex ways of thinking about
outgroup members to reduce negative attitudes, along with
discriminatory behaviors (for more on the topic see Prati
et al., 2020).

Nevertheless, the study had several limitations. First,
although the sample was large, it was still a conve-
nience sample, and it was possible that participants
might have self-selected. We also recruited respondents
mostly from social media groups that might have been
relatively positive toward gay people. Therefore, no
conclusion on a generalized applicability of the findings
should be made.

Second, although people with different genders and sexual
orientations took part in the study, there were far more women
than men and more heterosexual participants than bisexual
ones. It is important to keep in mind that the study was aimed
at testing the correlational relationship and should not be
interpreted in causal terms. In addition, the small number of
men did not permit the testing of more complex assumptions
about the interactions between gender, sexual orientation, and
gender identification. Therefore, in further research, a larger,
more balanced sample is needed.

Third, we did not account for the possible socially
desirable responses. In Russia, attitudes toward gay peo-
ple is a sensitive topic, therefore, people might have
given socially desirable responses. At the same time,
participation in the study was voluntary, the survey
was conducted online, and the respondents were guar-
anteed anonymity. Thus, although possible, we believe
it is unlikely that the relationship between gender iden-
tification and attitudes toward homosexual individuals

would have been affected by social desirability (see
Tracey, 2016).

Fourth, our data did not allow for an examination of the
link among cisgender and transgender individuals. Emerging
evidence (e.g., McDermott et al., 2021) suggests that non-
binary and transgender individuals might have a distinct un-
derstanding of gender ideologies. Should this be the case, our
interpretation of findings would be limited to cisgender men
and women. Therefore, future studies should test our interpre-
tation among non-binary and transgender people.

Fifth, while we used the scale that reflects repellent
homoprejudice to measure attitudes toward gay people, other
ambivalent forms (i.e., adversarial, romanticized, and pater-
nalistic) of prejudice toward gay men were also theorized
(Brooks et al., 2020). These forms include other emotions
toward gay men and other forms of behavior. Thus, further
research needs to address the relationship of gender identifi-
cation with emotions and behaviors toward gay people that
correspond to other forms of homoprejudice.
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