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Abstract
Introduction Heteronormativity describes a hierarchical societal system that encompasses heterosexuality and binary gender
identity as normal and natural, defining boundaries of acceptable heterosexuality and gender identity. As no comprehensive
measures of heteronormativity exist in Italy, this study evaluated the psychometric characteristics of an Italian version of the
Heteronormative Attitudes and Beliefs Scale (HABS), a measure assessing essential and binary beliefs about sex and gender and
normative behaviors.
Methods Five hundred sixty-four cisgender heterosexual and sexual and genderminority individuals, ranging from 18 to 77 years
of age (M = 34.66, SD = 11.13), were recruited in 2020 to participate in an online cross-sectional survey on heteronormativity,
homonegativity, authoritarianism, intolerance of ambiguity, openness to experience, and religiosity.
Results Confirmatory factor analysis showed that the original 2-factor model had adequate fit to the Italian data. However,
although appropriately fit to the data, 4 items showed a loading below .40. Criterion and discriminant validity were fully
confirmed, as heteronormativity positively correlated with homonegativity, authoritarianism, intolerance of ambiguity, and
religiosity, and negatively with openness to experience; all these correlations were below .60. Furthermore, the results indicated
that male gender and heterosexual cisgender individuals showed higher levels of heteronormativity than female gender and
sexual and gender minority individuals.
Conclusions This study offers evidence of the validity and reliability of an Italian version of the HABS, providing researchers
with a measure to assess heteronormativity in the Italian context.
Policy Implications Assessing heteronormative attitudes and beliefs may help to make societal institutions more inclusive.
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Sexual and gender minority (SGM) is an umbrella term
encompassing populations who identify as lesbian, gay, bisex-
ual, and transgender (LGBT). These populations also include
people who do not identify with one of these terms, and whose
sexual orientations or gender identities differ from binary con-
structs of sexual orientation (i.e., gay vs. heterosexual) and
gender identity (i.e., male vs. female), such as pansexual,
genderqueer, or non-binary. Although there are fundamental
differences among these populations with respect to health
needs, life experiences, and social acceptance (e.g.,
Goldberg, Rothblum, Russell, & Meyer, 2020; Scandurra
et al., 2019), SGM individuals share the common experience
of belonging to an often-stigmatized minority. Indeed, SGM
individuals experience sexual and gender stigma, or rather
negative attitudes, evaluations, and behaviors, due to their
non-adherence to binary societal expectations in terms of
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sexual behavior, psychological orientation, or gender identity
(e.g., Herek, 2004; Hill, 2003). This type of stigma manifests
in different forms, such as structural/institutional (e.g., ab-
sence of inclusive laws encompassing sexual and gender di-
versity), interpersonal (e.g., verbal abuse and discrimination),
or individual (e.g., internalization of negative societal attitudes
towards SGM, i.e., internalized homophobia or transphobia)
(e.g., Plummer, 2003; Rinaldi, 2020; White Hughto, Reisner,
& Pachankis, 2015).

Social oppression and negative attitudes towards SGM in-
dividuals rely on an implicit social contract that leads to an
evaluation of heterosexuality and binary gender identity as
normal and natural, defining the boundaries of acceptable het-
erosexuality and gender identity (Habarth, 2015). This phe-
nomenon, which involves alignment of biological sex, gender
identity, and sexual orientation such that, for example, a bio-
logical female must identify as a heterosexual woman, is de-
fined as heteronormativity, and comprises attitudes as well as
behavioral manifestations, such as rejection, bullying, and
hate crimes (e.g., Allen & Mendez, 2018; Herz &
Johansson, 2015).

Habarth (2015) developed the Heteronormative Attitudes
and Beliefs Scale (HABS) to assess the complex ideology of
heteronormativity and its encompassing attitudes and behav-
iors. To the best of our knowledge, HABS is the only currently
ava i l ab l e sca l e tha t comprehens ive ly as se s se s
heteronormativity, providing researchers a valid tool in this
field. In Italy, the context of this study, no specific measures
of heteronormativity have been developed and validated, leav-
ing Italian researchers in need of a comprehensive measure
assessing this fundamental construct among the Italian social
context. Thus, the current study aimed to validate an Italian
version of the HABS (Habarth, 2015) in a sample of Italian
cisgender heterosexual and SGM adults. In the following sec-
tions, we will provide definitions of the main theoretical con-
struct of the study (i.e., heteronormativity) and discuss its
related constructs and psycho-social consequences. Then, we
will provide an overview of heteronormativity in the Italian
context. Finally, we will present the HABS.

Heteronormativity: Definition, Related
Constructs, and Consequences

The concept of heteronormativity encapsulates the idea that
institutionalized heterosexuality constitutes the standard for
legitimate social and sexual relationships (e.g., Berlant &
Warner, 1998; Warner, 1991, 1993). In this sense, it describes
a social set of attitudes, actions, and structures aimed to con-
stitute and regulate “bodies according to normative notions of
sex, gender and sexuality” (Lloyd, 2013, p. 818) by consider-
ing heterosexuality as “natural, inevitable and desirable”
(Montgomery & Stewart, 2012, p. 164). This mostly implicit

assumption has strong consequences on the empirical level:
not only is heterosexuality assumed to be the unquestioned
norm (Myers & Raymond, 2010) and considered a natural
trait (e.g., Kitzinger, 2005; Yep, 2003) but heterosexuality
also becomes the institutionalized structural foundation that
“constitutes the standard for legitimate and expected social
and sexual re la t ions” ( Ingraham, 1999, p . 17) .
Heteronormativity assumes a binary and natural conception
of gender, providing the foundation for male sexist hegemony
that assumes the natural subordination of women to men and
defines and delimitates socially acceptable behaviors of men
and women (e.g., Martino, 2000; Tolman, 2006). Thus,
heteronormativity encapsulates the concept of cisgenderism,
an ideology that denies, stigmatizes, and pathologizes gender
identities not aligning with those assigned at birth (Ansara &
Berger, 2016; Lennon & Mistler, 2014; Schilt & Westbrook,
2009). Consequently, people who flee or stand apart from this
ideological and cultural order face discrimination and preju-
dices related to sexual and gender stereotypes (e.g., Burn,
Kadlec, & Rexer, 2005; Meyer, 2003).

Thus, without denying the heterogeneity of life experiences
among SGM individuals, heteronormativity describes “a hier-
archical societal system that privileges and sanctions individ-
uals based on presumed binaries of gender and sexuality; as a
system it defines and enforces beliefs and practices about what
is “normal” in everyday life” (Russell, McGuire, & Russell,
2012, p. 188). Consequently, it fosters social and cultural in-
stitutions and practices capable of perpetrating its ideological
system, conditioning “the regulation of marriage and family
life, divisions of waged and domestic labour, patterns of eco-
nomic support and dependency” (Jackson, 1999, p. 26). As
Connel l and Messerschmidt (2005) have noted,
heteronormativity is a social construction that is spatially ne-
gotiated and defined, and thus, its level of pervasion and depth
varies from one social context to another. Accordingly, mea-
suring heteronormative attitudes and beliefs in different cul-
tural contexts is a useful strategy to highlight and compare the
impact of the heteronormative order on people’s attitudes and
beliefs, which also constitute determinants of their further so-
cial actions.

Heteronormativity is strongly related to certain psycho-
social constructs. For example, it is strictly related to
homonegativity, defined as negative attitudes towards sexual
minorities (Morrison & Morrison, 2002). Heteronormativity
makes a clear distinction between heterosexual and other iden-
tities (McPhail, 2004), delegitimizing sexual and gender di-
versity based on supposed hierarchical differences, even in
areas of life in which sexuality is apparently not relevant
(Alden & Parker, 2005). This explains homonegativity as
the widespread stereotypes and prejudices perpetrated against
gay and lesbian people and their “queer ways of life”
(Halberstam, 2005) that do not correspond to the heterosexual
order. In everyday life, homonegativity results in repulsion,
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disgust, or closure towards homosexuality, which can also
lead to forms of physical or verbal violence (Herek, 2004).
In this sense, homonegativity describes psycho-social conse-
quences of the heteronormative order on the individual level
of bias and prejudice and can therefore be understood as a
concept directly related to heteronormativity.

The scientific literature has also shown strong correlations
between the intensity of sexual prejudice or heteronormativity
and other personal characteristics and orientations, such as
authoritarianism, social dominance, religion, and gender
(Goodman & Moradi, 2008; Herek, 1998, 2000; Herek &
McLemore, 2013; Huffaker & Kwon, 2016; Kite & Whitley,
1996; Licciardello, Castiglione, & Rampullo, 2011; Pearte,
Renk, & Negy, 2013; Rowatt, LaBouff, Johnson, Froese, &
Tsang, 2009; Whitley, 1999, 2001).

Some studies have shown that homonegative and
heteronormative attitudes are rooted in authoritarian personal-
ities (Goodman & Moradi, 2008; Whitley & Lee, 2006).
Specifically, correlations have been confirmed between
heteronormativity and right-wing authoritarianism, social
dominance orientation, and conservatism (e.g., Goodman &
Moradi, 2008; Whitley & Lee, 2006; Whitley 1999). As
Habarth has stressed in her work (2015), negative attitudes
towards minorities are also more common in people with
low tolerance of ambiguity (Habarth, 2008, 2015) and low
openness to experiences (Cullen, Wright, & Alessandri,
2002; Sibley & Duckitt, 2008) and differences (Hegarty &
Pratto, 2001). Therefore, i t can be assumed that
heteronormative attitudes and beliefs are positively correlated
with authoritarianism and intolerance of ambiguity and nega-
tively correlated with openness to experience.

Furthermore, a diverse literature has shown associations
between heteronormativity and religion and, more generally,
with the tendency to rely on an external upper guide of au-
thority and morality (e.g., Finlay & Walther, 2003; Herek,
2004; Herek & McLemore, 2013; Hunsberger, Owusu, &
Duck, 1999; Schulte & Battle, 2004; Wilkinson, 2004).
Different authors have recommended sensitivity when exam-
ining the relationship between heteronormative and
homonegative attitudes and religion, pointing out its complex
nature and perception (Wilkinson, 2004). For example, posi-
tive correlations can be identified mainly for theologically
conservative religiousness and for the intrinsic dimension of
faith (Rosik, Griffith, & Cruz, 2007; Rowatt & Schmitt,
2003), as intrinsic religiousness (i.e., sincere beliefs in one’s
own religion that lead people to live such beliefs in day-to-day
life) is generally related to more restricted sexuality across
cultures, while extrinsic religiosity (i.e., religion that primarily
serves diverse ends rather than central religious beliefs per se)
is associated with a less restrained sexuality. Other authors
have suggested that strong religious commitment should not
be viewed per se as a risk factor for homonegative prejudice,
but that homophobic culture within religious contexts might

be a more reliable predictor (Ream, 2001). However, at least
for Western cultural research, findings agree on an existing
and even growing gap in attitudes towards SGM people be-
tween devoutly religious people (particularly Catholics) and
the general culture, especially regarding the morality of sexual
behavior (e.g., Altemeyer, 2001; Finlay & Walther, 2003;
Herek & McLemore, 2013). In this sense, it can be assumed
that heteronormativity is positively correlated with the impor-
tance given to certain religions, such as Catholicism.

Finally, heterosexual cisgender men usually show higher
levels of heteronormativity than heterosexual cisgender wom-
en, while SGM individuals show lower levels of
heteronormativity compared with their heterosexual/
cisgender counterparts (e.g., Herek, 2000; Herek &
McLemore, 2013; Montgomery & Stewart, 2012). In fact,
heterosexual/cisgender women, gay men, lesbian women,
and transgender people are more aware of patriarchal, sexist,
and heteronormative systems via experiencing delegitimiza-
tion based on hierarchical differences and being more at risk
of suffering different forms of physical, psychological, and
verbal violence in their daily life (e.g., Montgomery &
Stewart, 2012).

Heteronormativity in the Italian Social
Context

Several Italian studies have reported that Italian SGM individ-
uals experience high levels of oppression and victimization
due to their non-heterosexual orientation or gender noncon-
formity (e.g., Baiocco, Nardelli, Pezzuti, & Lingiardi, 2013;
Bochicchio et al., 2019; Lingiardi et al., 2016; Lingiardi,
Baiocco, & Nardelli, 2012; Monaco, 2020; Prunas et al.,
2015; Scandurra et al., 2018). Thus, these studies depict the
Italian context as unsupportive for SGM individuals.

For instance, Italy only recognized same-sex civil unions in
June 2016, following a very long and severe political debate
that began in the late 1980s (Corbisiero & Monaco, 2017).
The current law on civil unions gives same-sex couples certain
rights and duties that are identical to those provided by het-
erosexual marriage without reaching, however, the full equal-
ity of rights. The most evident difference is represented by the
difficulty of non-biological parents to adopt their partners’
biological children; to this end, neither donor insemination
and surrogacy nor adoption are allowed for same-sex couples
(Carone, Baiocco, & Lingiardi, 2017; Carone, Lingiardi,
Chirumbolo, & Baiocco, 2018). However, the Supreme
Court of Appeals has ruled to the contrary and repeatedly
given adoption rights to a number of same-sex couples.
Nonetheless, the law remains unchanged, as Court decisions
may orient the application of law based on constitutional prin-
ciples, but the laws themselves must be reformed through the
ordinary parliamentary legislative process.
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Regarding the gender affirmation process of transgender
people, the only existing law dates to 1982 and establishes
that, after a psychological and/or psychiatric assessment
attesting the presence of gender dysphoria, the judge will con-
sider giving the approval for the affirming surgery and, only
afterwards, the correction of identity records (Vitelli et al.,
2017). Only recently, in July 2015, a sentence delivered by
the Court of Cassation allowed some Italian transgender indi-
viduals to correct their identity records at the civil registry
without having undergone surgery.

Finally, Italy completely lacks anti-discrimination leg-
islation protecting SGM people from homophobic or
transphobic hate crimes, preventing them from benefit-
ting from the positive effects that such laws and policies
may have on health and wellbeing (e.g., Hatzenbuehler,
2010; Perez-Brumer, Hatzenbuehler, Oldenburg, &
Bockting, 2015; Rinaldi, 2013).

As reported by Lingiardi et al. (2016), the influence of the
Catholic tradition, as well as the “don’t ask, don’t tell” attitude
towards sexual minority individuals—in other words, Italian sex-
ual minority individuals are better “tolerated” if they neither pub-
licly express their sexual identity nor engage in political activities
in the pursuit of equal rights—makes the general Italian popula-
tion highly ambivalent towards non-heterosexual orientations.
Similarly, Italian transgender people experience high rates of
social stigma and oppression due to their gender nonconformity
(Scandurra et al., 2018). Cumulatively, these data depict a strong-
ly heteronormative country.

The Heteronormative Attitudes and Beliefs
Scale

HABS originated within the sexual and gender prejudice
framework (e.g., Herek, 2004; Hill, 2003), which analyzes
origins and consequences of attitudes towards any non-
heterosexual and non-cisgender person or community. As
very few measures on sexual and gender prejudice existed at
the time, Habarth (2015) developed the HABS with the aim to
validate a sensitive scale capturing specific aspects of
heteronormative attitudes and beliefs. Following Massey
(2009), who highlighted that attitudes towards sexual
orientations and gender identities are multidimensional and
complex, Habarth (2015) developed a 16-item measure of
heteronormativity that assessed essential and binary beliefs
about sex and gender and normative behaviors.

The first construct (Essential Sex and Gender) locates
its theoretical foundation in the concept of bigenderism
(Gilbert, 2009), the belief that only two distinct genders
perfectly aligning with two biological sexes exist.
Complementarily, the second construct (Normative
Behaviors) represents a consequence of the first dimen-
s ion, as i t captures “at t i tudes about expected

heterosexual relational behaviors for individuals pre-
sumed to inhabit these binary and essential gender
roles” (Habarth, 2015, p. 182). These two theoretical
constructs underlie the two subscales comprising HABS.

Habarth (2015) showed that HABS demonstrated high in-
ternal consistency and validity, supporting the two-factor
model. HABS has been significantly associated with previ-
ously identified personality traits (e.g., right-wing authoritari-
anism, openness to experience, homonegativity, and intoler-
ance of ambiguity), male gender, and heterosexual orientation,
confirming the research tradition (e.g., Herek, 2002; Parrott,
Adams, & Zeichner, 2002) showing that heteronormativity
finds its socio-cultural roots in the male and conservative
domains.

In Italy, some measures grounded in the sexual and gender
prejudice framework exist, such as the Modern Homophobia
Scale (Lingiardi et al., 2016), the Homophobia Scale (Ciocca
et al., 2015), the Sexual Prejudice in Sport Scale (Baiocco,
Pistella, Salvati, Ioverno, & Lucidi, 2020), the Transgender
Identity Survey (Scandurra, Amodeo, Bochicchio, Valerio, &
Frost, 2017), or the Gender Minority Stress and Resilience
Scale (Scandurra et al., 2020). However, specific measures
on heteronormativity are lacking.

The Current Study

The current study assessed the psychometric character-
istics of an Italian version of the HABS, with the aim
of providing Italian researchers a measure assessing
heteronormative attitudes and beliefs. Thus, the con-
struct, criterion, and discriminant validities of the
HABS were evaluated.

Specifically, with the aim of evaluating construct validity,
we hypothesized that the 2 subscales of HABS would show
good fit indices among Italian participants (Hypothesis 1).

To assess the criterion validity of the HABS, we hypothe-
sized that heteronormativity would correlate positively with
homophobia, authoritarianism, intolerance of ambiguity, and
religiosity, and negatively with openness to experience
(Hypothesis 2).

To evaluate discriminant validity, following Kazdin’s
(2003) recommendations on the conceptual distinction
between theoretical constructs, we hypothesized that all
hypothesized correla t ions would be below .60
(Hypothesis 3).

Finally, to provide further evidence of the validity of
the HABS, we hypothesized that SGM people would
present lower heteronormativity than their heterosexual
cisgender counterparts (Hypothesis 4) and that cisgender
women would show lower heteronormativity than
cisgender men (Hypothesis 5).

640 Sex Res Soc Policy (2021) 18:637–652



Methods

Procedures

Translation of the HABS The HABS was translated to Italian
using the Back-Translation method (Behling & Law, 2000),
according to the following five phases: (1) Items of the HABS
were independently translated from English to Italian by three
scholars expert in the field of gender studies (first, second, and
fourth authors); (2) these scholars compared the three Italian
versions and reached agreement to obtain a final unique Italian
version; (3) this final Italian version of the HABS was trans-
lated into English by a bilingual scholar expert in gender stud-
ies; (4) the research group compared the new English version
of the HABS with the original version, confirming that the
two English versions were perfectly comparable; (5) finally,
three external independent scholars expert in gender studies
were recruited to complete an online survey aiming to assess
the content comprehensibility of each HABS item.
Specifically, each judge answered the question “How clear
is the content of the following item?” The response options
ranged from 1 (“not at all clear”) to 4 (“completely clear”).
The average of all items was 3.60.

Survey Procedures This study used a cross-sectional online
survey administered through Qualtrics. Participants were re-
cruited through common social networks (e.g., Facebook) be-
tween February and March 2020. In the advertisement, we
specified that participants could take the survey if they were
at least 18 years old and understood and spoke the Italian
language. We attempted to maintain a balance between
cisgender heterosexual and SGM participants, asking repre-
sentatives of the Italian LGBT community to share and dis-
seminate the survey. Furthermore, we also tried to balance
political orientation by searching for openly conservative
and progressive groups. Outreach e-mails stated, “We are
looking for people who are 18 years or older and who under-
stand and speak Italian. Heterosexual, cisgender, gay, lesbian,
bisexual, transgender, and non-binary people are welcome!”.

The first page of the survey presented the researchers’
email address and affiliation, along with clear information
about the survey. Specifically, participants were informed
about the objectives of the survey, completion times, benefits,
and risks, as well as the anonymity of the responses and the
right to stop the survey at any point and for any reason. After
reading all information, participants gave their consent to par-
ticipate in the survey by clicking “I accept to take part in the
survey.” The second page of the survey contained questions
related to the inclusion criteria. If participants did not satisfy
these criteria, the system did not allow them to continue an-
swering the questionnaires.

The study was funded by the Free University of Bolzano/
Bozen (project no. BW2077 – RTD call 2018), and the

Internal Research Commission evaluated all ethical implica-
tions of the study and gave consent to proceed. Furthermore,
the study was designed to respect all principles of the
Declaration of Helsinki - Ethical Principles for Medical
Research Involving Human Subjects. Privacy was guaranteed
based on the EU General Data Protection Regulation, accord-
ing to which all collected data were protected by a secure
gateway. Only the principal investigator (PI) had access to this
gateway. The PI removed all IP addresses before sharing the
dataset with other involved researchers.

Participants

Five hundred eighty-five participants opened the survey.
Among them, 21 participants did not satisfy one or both in-
clusion criteria. Thus, the final sample included 564 partici-
pants, with ages ranging from 18 to 77 years. A total of 381
participants self-identified as cisgender heterosexual, while
183 individuals belonged to an SGM group. Specifically,
among this latter group and regarding gender identity, the
majority self-identified as cisgender, while 1 participant iden-
tified as transgender woman, 1 as transgender man, and 11 as
non-binary. Thus, although we were aware of the limitations
of evaluating SGM individuals as a single group, the low
number of transgender and non-binary participants required
us to create a unique variable “SGM” that encompassed all
people who self-identified within a sexual or a gender minor-
ity group. Demographic characteristics of the sample are re-
ported in Table 1.

Not surprisingly, participants differed in regard to gender
identity and LGBT activism, with SGM participants more
balanced in terms of gender and showing a higher percentage
in activism. Furthermore, SGM participants seemed to live
more in urban contexts and to consider religiosity as less im-
portant than their heterosexual cisgender counterparts.

Measures

Sociodemographic Characteristics Sociodemographic vari-
ables used in the current study included age, sex assigned at
birth (male, female, and other with specification required),
sexual orientation (heterosexual, gay, lesbian, bisexual, other
with specification required), gender identity (man, woman,
transgender man, transgender woman, non-binary, other with
specification required), ethnicity (Caucasian vs. non-
Caucasian), level of education (≤ high school vs. ≥ college
or other), living environment (urban vs. non-urban), and
knowledge of LGBT people (yes vs. no).

Heteronormativity Heteronormativity was assessed through
the HABS (Habarth, 2015), a 16-item scale measuring
heteronormative beliefs and attitudes on a 7-point Likert scale,
from 1 (“strongly disagree”) to 7 (“strongly agree”). The
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HABS is composed of two subscales: (1) Essential Sex and
Gender (ESG; e.g., “There are only two sexes: male and fe-
male”); and (2) Normative Behavior (NB; e.g., “The best way
to raise a child is to have a mother and a father raise the child
together”). The total score of each subscale is obtained by
summing the scores of each item and dividing the general
score by the number of items, with higher scores indicating
greater heteronormativity.

Homonegativity Homonegativity was assessed through the
revised version for Italian context of the Modern
Homophobia Scale (MHS; Raja & Stokes, 1998; Italian
adaption by Lingiardi et al., 2016). The MHS includes two
scales, one measuring attitudes towards lesbian women
(MHS/L) through 21 items and the other assessing attitudes
towards gay men (MHS/G) through 22 items. Both scales are
constituted by three subscales: (1) Deviance (D), which as-
sesses the perception of homosexuality as deviant and patho-
logical (e.g., “Female homosexuality is a psychological dis-
ease”; “Physicians and psychologists should strive to find a
cure for male homosexuality”); (2) Personal discomfort (PD),

which evaluates the degree of avoidance of lesbian women
and gay men due to subjective discomfort (e.g., “If my best
female friend was dating a woman, it would not upset me”; “I
would not mind working with a gay man”); and (3)
Institutional homophobia (IH), which measures the degree
of opposition to the reduction of institutional discrimination
towards lesbian women and gay men (e.g., “Employers
should provide health care benefits to the partners of their
lesbian employees”; “Gay men shouldn’t be allowed to join
the military”). Options ranged from 1 (“do not agree”) to 5
(“strongly agree”), with higher scores reflecting greater
homonegative attitudes. The alpha coefficients for the sub-
scales were, respectively, .97, .93, and .77 for MHS/L and
.96, .96, and .85 for MHS/G.

Authoritarianism Authoritarianism was assessed through the
10-item Italian version of the Right-Wing Authoritarianism
scale (RWA; Altemeyer, 1996; Italian adaption by Roccato
& Russo, 2015). RWA is defined as a personality trait
consisting of tendencies to submit to authorities perceived as
established and legitimate, to adhere to societal norms, and to

Table 1 Sociodemographic
characteristics of participants
(N = 564)

Demographics Heterosexual/
cisgender

(N = 381)

n (%) orM ± SD

SGM

(N = 183)

n (%) or M ± SD

Total

(N = 564)

n (%) or M ± SD

p

Age 34.7 ± 11.06 34.5 ± 11.30 34.66 ± 11.13 .840

Gender < .001

Male 83 (21.8) 82 (44.8) 165 (29.3)

Female 298 (78.2) 88 (48.1) 386 (68.4)

Transgender/non-binary - 13 (7.1) 13 (2.3)

Ethnicity .963

Caucasian 377 (99) 181 (98.9) 558 (98.9)

Non-Caucasian 4 (1) 2 (1.1) 6 (1.1)

Education .054

≤ High school 60 (15.7) 41 (22.4) 101 (17.9)

≥ College or other 321 (84.3) 142 (77.6) 463 (82.1)

Living environment .049

Urban 232 (60.9) 127 (69.4) 359 (63.7)

Non-urban 149 (39.1) 56 (30.6) 205 (36.3)

LGBT people knowledge .225

Yes 374 (98.2) 183 (100) 556 (98.6)

No 7 (1.8) – 8 (1.4)

Religiosity .033

Not at all important 207 (54.3) 114 (62.3) 321 (56.9)

Not very important 64 (16.8) 35 (19.1) 99 (17.6)

Important 88 (23.1) 23 (12.6) 111 (19.7)

Very important 22 (5.8) 11 (6) 33 (5.9)

Group differences in age were tested through the Student’s t test. Group differences in all other variables were
tested through the χ2 test

SGM, sexual and gender minority; M, mean; SD, standard deviation
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be hostile towards people who do not adhere to them. An
example item is “The only way our country can get through
the crisis ahead is to get back to our traditional values, put
some tough leaders in power, and silence the troublemakers
spreading bad ideas.” The RWA scale includes two items
referring to sexual orientation. With the aim of avoiding over-
lap with the MHS, these items were not included in the RWA
score, as suggested by Habarth (2015). Response options
ranged from 1 (“strongly disagree”) to 4 (“strongly agree”),
with higher scores indicating greater RWA. The alpha coeffi-
cient was .73.

Openness to ExperienceOpenness to experience was assessed
through the 10-item subscale Openness to Experience (OE) of
the HEXACO-60 measure (Ashton & Lee, 2009; Italian
adaptation by Di Fabio & Saklofske, 2017). OE is defined
as a personality trait leading to curiosity towards different
domains of knowledge and interest in unusual ideas or people.
An example item is “I like people who have unconventional
views.” Response options ranged from 1 (“strongly disagree”)
to 5 (“strongly agree”), with higher scores reflecting higher
OE. The alpha coefficient was .72.

Intolerance of Ambiguity Intolerance of ambiguity, i.e., the
tendency to view ambiguous situations as potential sources
of threat, was assessed through the Tolerance-Intolerance of
Ambiguity scale (TIA; Budner, 1962; Italian adaption by
Lauriola, Foschi, Mosca, & Weller, 2016), a 16-item scale
measuring TIA on a 7-point Likert scale, from 1 (“strongly
disagree”) to 7 (“strongly agree”). The scale is constituted by
three subscales, each corresponding to different types of am-
biguous situations characterized by (1) Novelty (e.g., “I like
parties where I knowmost of the people more than ones where
all or most of the people are complete strangers”; α = .71); (2)
Complexity (e.g., “In the long run it is possible to get more
done by tackling small, simple problems rather than large and
complicated ones”; α = .72); and (3) Insolubility (e.g., “An
expert who doesn’t come up with a definite answer probably
doesn’t know too much”; α = .71). In the manner of Habarth
(2015), we used the total score of the TIA, with higher scores
indicating a greater intolerance for ambiguity. The alpha co-
efficient for the total scale was .72.

Religiosity Based on previous Italian studies (Baiocco
et al., 2013; Lingiardi et al., 2016), religiosity was
assessed through a single-item question (i.e., “How in-
volved do you feel in religion?”), with response options
ranging from 1 (“Not at all important”) to 4 (“Very
important”). Values of this dimension are reported at
the end of Table 1. Participants who answered that re-
ligiosity was important to some degree were also asked
what religion they followed or believed, which was
unanimously reported as the Catholic religion.

Statistical Analyses

To evaluate the construct validity of the 2-factor model struc-
ture underlying the HABS scale, the traditional explanatory
modeling approach was used (Dolce, Marocco, Maldonato, &
Sperandeo, 2020). Confirmatory factor analysis was per-
formed using the robust weighted least square (WLSMV) es-
timator with the lavaan R package (R Core Team, 2018;
Rosseel, 2012), as variable distributions were not symmetri-
cal. Modification indices were used to improve the model fit
without removing any variables, only including additional pa-
rameters that allowed the residual variance of individual items
to freely correlate. We assessed the model fit by assessing the
estimated loadings, using the following indices: chi square/
degrees of freedom (χ2/df), root mean square error of approx-
imation (RMSEA), standardized root mean square residual
(SRMR), comparative fit index (CFI), and Tucker-Lewis in-
dex (TLI). Values ofχ2/df < 2, RMSEA and SRMR < .08, and
TLI and CFI > .95 are indicative of a good fit with the data
(Kline, 2015). The internal consistency of each HABS sub-
scale was calculated using Cronbach’s alpha.

Furthermore, the criterion and discriminant validities of the
HABS were evaluated through a series of correlations be-
tween HABS subscales and the main constructs of the current
study (i.e., homonegativity, authoritarianism, intolerance of
ambiguity, religiosity, and openness to experience) using
Pearson’s correlation coefficient.

Differences between heterosexual/cisgender individuals
and SGM people with respect to heteronormativity were cal-
culated with the Mann-Whitney U test. Similarly, following
Habarth (2015) and with the aim of exploring other potential
differences among the sample participants, we also calculated
differences based on a binary view of gender identity (men vs.
women) th rough the Mann-Whi tney U t e s t , a s
heteronormativity is strictly linked to a gender binary logic.
In these last analyses, we did not include the 13 participants
who self-identified as transgender and non-binary, as we were
interested in analyzing gender binary differences.

Results

Construct Validity: Confirmatory Factor Analysis

The original 2-factor model proposed by Habarth (2015) fitted
the data obtained from the Italian sample, confirming our first
hypothesis. Specifically, the following indices were found:
χ2/df = 2.6, CFI = .95, RMSEA = .05 (p value RMSEA
≤ .05 = .245), SRMR= .071, and TLI = .93.

However, despite appropriate fit to the data, 4 items (i.e., 1,
8, 13, and 14) showed a loading below .40 (.37, .37, .16, and
.34, respectively), which could be explained if participants
showed a tendency to answer on the extreme levels of the
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Likert scale and reducing the variability of the items. Indeed,
most participants answered “mostly disagree” on item 1
(50.7%; “Masculinity and femininity are determined by bio-
logical factors, such as genes and hormones, before birth”)
and “mostly agree” on item 8 (64.9%; “Gender is something
we learn from society”), item 13 (65.4%; “In healthy intimate
relationships, women may sometimes take on stereotypical
‘male’ roles, and men may sometimes take on stereotypical
‘female’ roles”), and item 14 (81.7%; “Women and men need
not fall into stereotypical gender roles when in an intimate
relationship”). For this reason, we reassessed the model upon
excluding these items, resulting in an improved fit to the data,
as follows: χ2/df = 2, CFI = .98, RMSEA = .04 (p value
RMSEA ≤ .05 = .840), SRMR = .067, TLI = .97. Thus, in the
following analyses, the subscales were used after excluding
items with loadings < .40.

The internal consistency reliability assessed through
Cronbach’s alpha was adequate at .81 for Essential Sex and
Gender and .71 for Normative Behavior. Full model statistics
(i.e., factor loadings, standardized factor loadings, Cronbach’s
alphas, means, and standard deviations) are reported in
Table 2.

Criterion and Discriminant Validity of the HABS

Correlational analyses between the main construct of this pa-
per (i.e., heteronormativity, homonegativity, authoritarianism,
intolerance of ambiguity, religiosity, and openness to experi-
ence) are reported in Table 3.

Regarding criterion validity of the HABS, all the
homonegativity scales for lesbian women and gay men

correlated positively with both HABS subscales. Similarly,
both HABS subscales correlated positively with authoritarian-
ism, intolerance of ambiguity, and religiosity, and negatively
with openness to experience. These results confirmed the sec-
ond hypothesis of the current study.

Regarding the discriminant validity of the HABS, the third
hypothesis was also confirmed, as correlations among the
main constructs of the current study were below .60. Indeed,
the effect sizes ranged from .11 to .38.

Differences Among Groups Based on Sexual
Orientation and Gender Identity

Regarding the fourth hypothesis, both HABS subscale scores
were higher in heterosexual cisgender (HC) (MdnESG = 2.43;
MdnNB = 2.01) than in SMG (MdnESG = 1.91; MdnNB = 1.56)
participants. A Mann-Whitney test revealed that these differ-
ences were statistically significant,UESG (NHC = 381,NSGM =
183) = 25.962,5, z = − 4.09, p < .001 and UNB (NHC = 381,
NSGM = 183) = 23.935,5, z = − 6.08, p < .001.

Similarly, regarding the fifth hypothesis, both HABS sub-
scales showed higher scores in cisgender men (MdnESG =
2.53; MdnNB = 2.05) compared with cisgender women
(MdnESG = 2.19; MdnNB = 1.82). A Mann-Whitney test indi-
cated that these differences were statistically significant,UESG

(Nmen = 165, Nwomen = 386) = 27.761,5, z = − 2.40, p < .05
and UNB (Nmen = 165, Nwomen = 386) = 28.295,5, z = − 2.09,
p < .05.

Thus, the fourth and fifth hypotheses were confirmed, pro-
viding further evidence of HABS validity.

Table 2 Confirmatory factor
analysis of the Italian Version of
the Heteronormative Attitudes
and Beliefs Scale

Scale and item Alpha Range Total score

M (SD)

Factor loadings (SE) Standardized loadings

Essential Sex and Gender .81 6–42 13.58 (7.43)

Item 2 1.00 .60

Item 3 1.01 (.06) .69

Item 4 .66 (.07) .63

Item 5 .93 (.09) .55

Item 6 .74 (.09) .63

Item 7 .94 (.09) .66

Normative Behavior .71 6–40 11.22 (5.68)

Item 9 1.00 .47

Item 10 .69 (.08) .60

Item 11 .79 (.13) .44

Item 12 1.44 (.20) .64

Item 15 .69 (.12) .44

Item 16 .93 (.11) .55

M, mean; SD, standard deviation; SE, standard error
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Discussion

The current study aimed to assess the psychometric character-
istics of the HABS in an Italian sample of heterosexual
cisgender and SGM individuals. The findings showed an ap-
propriate fit to the Italian data, confirming the original two-
factor solution, although 4 items showed a factor loading
< .40. Additionally, the results showed that the HABS has a
good criterion and discriminant validity in the Italian sample.
To the best of our knowledge, this is the first available mea-
sure for comprehensively assessing heteronormative attitudes
and beliefs in an Italian context.

Regarding the construct validity, our findings indicated that
the Italian version of the HABS fits better to our Italian sample
after excluding items 1, 8, 13, and 14. For items 1 and 8, it is
possible that their formulation was too explicit, and it may
have been more effective to indirectly infer the concept mea-
sured. For example, it is conceivable that, instead of
“Masculinity and femininity are determined by biological fac-
tors, such as genes and hormones, before birth,” a more effec-
tive way to capture the same concept without being so explicit
would have been “Masculinity and femininity have bodily
roots” or something similar. Likewise, it is also possible that
such items have been formulated in an overly “scientific”
fashion, while an item such as “I agree with those who claim
that masculinity and femininity are determined by biological
factors, such as genes and hormones, before birth”would have
captured the same “scientific” concept but in terms of personal
opinions and beliefs. Furthermore, a possible explanation for
the low loadings of items 13 and 14, which assess gender roles

in intimate relationships, is the role of social desirability.
Indeed, despite the presence of heteronormativity, it would
be difficult to admit taking on stereotypical roles in intimate
relationships in a contemporary society that tends to view
stereotypes as referring to other people. Furthermore, being
consciously against certain stereotypical gender roles within a
heterosexual relationship does not automatically mean that
people are not deeply heteronormative, as it deals with a di-
mension that it is now often perceived as old-fashioned. For
these reasons, we would suggest that Italian researchers using
the HABS should include such items but exclude them if they
show low loadings and use a 12-item measure instead. In the
Appendix, all items were reported.

Regarding other types of validity, the results of the current
study showed significant associations of heteronormativity
with homonegativity, religiosity, and personality traits (i.e.,
authoritarianism, intolerance of ambiguity, and openness to
experience).

The association between heteronormativity and
homonegativity may be explained by the evidence that
heteronormative attitudes are rooted in an ideological belief
leading people to perceive romantic relationships between
cisgender men and women as the only legitimate relationship
form, and to perceive non-heterosexual orientations and gen-
der nonconformity as positioned at the margins of the pre-
sumed normality (e.g., Morrison & Morrison, 2002; Savin-
Williams, Pardo, Vrangalova, Mitchell, & Cohen, 2010). In
Italy, homonegative attitudes towards SGM people are wide-
spread and hidden by the “don’t ask don’t tell” attitude to-
wards homosexuality; this leads people to tolerate SGM

Table 3 Correlations between heteronormativity, homonegativity, authoritarianism, intolerance of ambiguity, religiosity, and openness to experience

Scales 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 M SD

1. ESG − 2.26 1.24

2. NB .52*** − 1.87 .85

3. MHS/G-D .12** .11** − 1.85 1.47

4. MHS/G-PD .12** .12* .94*** − 2.09 1.07

5. MHS/G-IH .16*** .17*** .90*** .92*** − 2.19 1.01

6. MHS/L-D .15*** .13** .90*** .89*** .88*** − 1.79 1.32

7. MHS/L-PD .15*** .15** .86*** .86*** .85*** .94*** − 1.88 1.28

8. MHS/L-IH .18*** .21*** .84*** .86*** .90*** .92*** .89*** − 2.17 .95

9. RWA .26*** .38*** − .02 .03 .03 .06 .06 .06 − 1.15 .33

10. TIA .30*** .31*** .04 .03 .04 .01 .02 .02 .24*** − 3.44 .55

11. Religiosity .26*** .31*** .05 .05 .02 − .03 .02 .06 .17*** .17*** − 1.74 .97

12. OE − .30*** − .34*** − .05 − .06 − .10* − .06 − .09* − .10* − .22*** − .36*** −.06 − 3.97 .53

*p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001

ESG, Essential Sex and Gender; NB, Normative Behavior; MHS/G – D, Modern Homophobia Scale/Gay- Deviance; MHS/G – PD, Modern
Homophobia Scale/Gay- Personal Discomfort; MHS/G – IH, Modern Homophobia Scale/Gay- Institutional Homophobia; MHS/L – D, Modern
Homophobia Scale/Lesbian- Deviance; MHS/L – PD, Modern Homophobia Scale/ Lesbian - Personal Discomfort; MHS/L – IH, Modern
Homophobia Scale/ Lesbian - Institutional Homophobia; RWA, authoritarianism; TIA, tolerance-intolerance of ambiguity; OE, openness to experience;
M, mean; SD, standard deviation
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individuals provided that they do not publicly display their
sexual or gender identity or engage in public activities, espe-
cially those aimed at obtaining equal rights, such as the right to
adopt children (e.g., Baiocco, Argalia, & Laghi, 2014;
Lingiardi et al . , 2012). The associat ion between
heteronormativity and religiosity, instead, may be explained
by the ideological values and social conservatism entailed by
some religions (e.g., Herek, 2004; Herek & McLemore,
2013), such as the Catholicism that is most practiced and
taught in Italy, which is traditionally considered unsupportive
towards SGM individuals (Worthen, Lingiardi, & Caristo,
2017). Thus, both homonegativity and religiosity seem to
characterize the general Italian socio-cultural context, being
intertwined with each other (Lavizzari & Prearo, 2019;
Lingiardi et al., 2016). One possible explanation underlying
such a relationship, as well as the associations of
heteronormativity with homonegativity and religiosity in
Italy, is that the Vatican State, despite being an independent
State, is situated in Italy and thus cannot fail to influence the
socio-cultural climate; moreover, the Vatican State often in-
terferes in Italian public affairs, especially those related to
family life and sexualities (Garelli, 2007), thus reinforcing a
negative view of SGM individuals and indirectly promoting
sexual and gender prejudice (Worthen et al., 2017).
Furthermore, as suggested by Lasio, Congiargiu, De
Simone, and Serri (2019), traditional values promoted by the
Catholic Church find fertile ground in the Italian social con-
text, in which Catholic ethical values remain dominant and
accepted by most of the population and shared by both
center-right and center-left politicians.

Our results are also in concordance with previous research
highlighting strong relationships of heteronormativity with
certain personality traits. These associations may be explained
through the evidence that heteronormative attitudes lead peo-
ple to conform to the traditional sex and gender role system
and consequently to act in certain way, such as (1) to recall an
external source of morality and authority (i.e., authoritarian-
ism); (2) to perceive ambiguous situations as sources of threat
(i.e., intolerance of ambiguity); and (3) to be distressed to-
wards unusual ideas or unknown domains of knowledge
(i.e., openness to experience) (Habarth, 2015).

Regarding the first point, authoritarianism is defined as
tendency to adhere to traditional and moral values and norms,
legitimizing authorities and devaluing individuals who violate
such values and norms. This means that authoritarian people
tend to perceive SGM individuals as those who violate these
norms, as they do not adhere to the traditional system of
different-sex relationships and gender roles, thus perceiving
them as outgroups that threaten ingroup norms (e.g., Cramer,
Miller, Amacker, & Burks, 2013; Whitley & Ægisdóttir,
2000).

Potential associations of intolerance of ambiguity with
RWA, prejudice, discrimination, and aggression towards

minorities (in this case, based on ethnicity) have been shown
since first theorizations of such construct (Frenkel-Brunswik,
1949). Indeed, intolerance of ambiguity is a personality trait
encompassing, among other things, the need for categoriza-
tion and certainty and a binary way of thinking associatedwith
a black and white view of life (Bochner, 1965), and this affects
how people perceive others with whom they come in contact.
Considering that non-heterosexual and gender-diverse indi-
viduals are usually perceived as non-conforming to societal
expectations and falling outside the binary view of sex and
gende r ro l e sy s t em , t h e r e l a t i on sh i p be tween
heteronormativity and intolerance of ambiguity becomes evi-
dent: SGM identities are “unexpected” subjectivities, espe-
cially in unsupportive socio-cultural contexts, such as the
Italian one.

Similarly, openness to experience, defined as the degree to
which people seek out new experiences, has well-established
relationships with RWA (Akrami & Ekehammar, 2006;
Duriez & Soenens, 2006) and attitudes towards gay men and
lesbian women (Butler, 2000). Indeed, such a personality trait
leads individuals to feel distress towards unusual ideas or un-
known domains of knowledge and SGM individuals, as “un-
expected” identities may represent unfamiliar realities. This
may be particularly true in the Italian context, where the
“don’t ask don’t tell” logic (Lingiardi et al., 2016) prevails,
encouraging most SGM individuals to not make themselves
visible. It is likely that the invisibility of SGM individuals
leads many heterosexual cisgender people to perceive them
as “unfamiliar” and “unusual.”

Finally, as hypothesized, our results indicate that male
gender and heterosexual cisgender individuals showed
higher levels of heteronormativity compared with female
gender and SGM individuals. This finding is in line with a
well-established research tradition highlighting the central
role of male hegemony, as well as conformity to sexual roles
and behaviors, in producing heteronormativity (e.g.,
Gilbert, 2009; Herek, 2002; Jackson, 2006; Parrott et al.,
2002). However, some contemporary authors argue that
homonegativity and heteronormativity are in significant de-
cline, and that cisgender heterosexual men are becoming
increasingly inclusive towards SGM individuals (e.g.,
Adams, 2011; Anderson, Magrath, & Bullingham, 2016;
Campbell et al., 2011; Cashmore & Cleland, 2012;
McCormack, 2011). For instance, in sociological research,
new terms have been coined to indicate these new
masculinities, such as inclusive masculinities (Anderson,
2009) or hybrid masculinities (e.g., Bridges, 2014;
Bridges & Pascoe, 2014). Nonetheless, a recent Italian work
by Scandurra, Braucci, Bochicchio, Valerio, and Amodeo
(2019) aimed at exploring these theoretical concepts in a
typically masculine sport (i.e., soccer) found that unlike
other EU (i.e., UK) or non-EU (i.e., USA) contexts, a strong
men ’s dominance over women as well as a high
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stigmatization of SGM individuals seems to persist in Italy,
despite some inclusive openings. Thus, Scandurra et al.
(2019) have pointed out that some forms of masculinity
are still considered acceptable in Italy while others are den-
igrated, confirming the presence of a heteronormative
socio-cultural context.

The results obtained in the current study should be
understood in light of several important limitations.
First, the non-probabilistic nature of a sample limits the
external validity of its findings. However, we decided to
spread the survey on social networks rather than in spe-
cific Italian populations (e.g., university students) in order
to reduce the effects of such limit. Nonetheless, our sam-
ple is mostly constituted by cisgender women and highly
educated participants. Therefore, future studies should at-
tempt to recruit probabilistic and more heterogeneous
samples. Second, although demonstrated in previous
Italian studies (Baiocco et al., 2013; Lingiardi et al.,
2016), religiosity dimension was assessed through only
one item, and this was only indicative of personal beliefs.
Future studies should consider assessing this dimension
with more reliable and complex measures. Third, this
study used a cross-sectional design that prevented us from
performing predictive statistical analyses to explore po-
tential causal relationships between variables. Fourth,
due to the low number of transgender participants, we
were forced to group together sexual and gender minori-
ties in the analyses, preventing an exploration of potential
differences between these groups. Future studies should
attempt to expand the SGM sample and analyze differ-
ences based on diverse sexual orientations and gender
identities/expressions.

Notwithstanding the aforementioned limitations, Italian
researchers may now benefit from a measure assessing
heteronormativity in their research practices, expanding
Italian research on this important topic. In particular, our
work helps show that, in Italy as elsewhere, the logic
behind the laws and social policies necessary for the rec-
ognition of formal equality among citizens is based on a
traditional static view of sex and gender roles, which ap-
pears incapable of facilitating social changes. Indeed,
Italian SGM people are deprived of certain fundamental
rights (i.e., adoption for same-sex couples or the right to
self-determination for transgender people), and this may
adversely affect their mental health, self-representation,
self-esteem, or parenting quality (e.g., Carone et al.,
2018; Hatzenbuehler, 2014; Perez-Brumer et al., 2015).
As heteronormativity is a societal ideological system pro-
duced and perpetuated by social institutions and practices,
we believe that the existence of heteronormative attitudes
and beliefs should be primarily viewed as a social conse-
quence of legislative deficits in relation to sexual and
gender equality. To this end, it is conceivable that

heteronormative attitudes and beliefs would decrease with
increasing visibility of the Italian SGM population and
their needs, as well as increased alignment of their rights
with those benefitting the majority; in this scenario,
Italian policymakers may play a central role by focusing
on sexual and gender diversity needs.

Various Italian social actors can be involved in redefining
the society’s conventional heteronormative rules, such as
LGBT associations, decision makers, and street-level
professionals.

For instance, since the 1990s, LGBT associations have
been making efforts to become members of advisory boards,
councils, and commissions and have established partnerships
with some Italian mayors (Corbisiero & Monaco, 2017).
Especially in large cities (such as Bologna, Milan, Naples,
Rome, and Turin), LGBT associations and mayors are collab-
orating to enhance social justice and promote equality among
citizens at different levels, ensuring that the LGBT community
has a “right to the city” (Lefebvre, 1967). However, given that
Italian LGBT representatives are underrepresented at the na-
tional level (e.g., in Parliament), there remain significant dif-
ferences at local and regional levels based on the different
degrees of effectiveness of local groups’ actions (e.g.,
Corbisiero &Monaco, 2020; Prearo, 2015). At the same time,
decision makers responsible for designing policies and initia-
tives at the institutional level are key actors in challenging
heteronormative assumptions andmaking policies more inclu-
sive. Last but not least, different street-level workers and pro-
fessionals have crucial roles in shaping the encounters be-
tween people and societal institutions. These individuals are
responsible for implementing policies at the street level, and in
many contexts they hold discretional power that is used in the
context of their own attitudes and beliefs (Lipsky, 2010). As
the European Union Agency for Fundamental Rights (2015)
has pointed out, pathologizing views and a knowledge gap
among professional frontline workers in education,
healthcare, and law enforcement heavily contribute to dis-
crimination against SGM people in public institutions. In this
sense, assessing heteronormative attitudes and beliefs is a first
important step to raise awareness and challenge the status quo
via different social actors who can contribute to make prac-
tices, and eventually societal institutions, more inclusive.

Conclusions

This study allows Italian researchers to benefit from the use of
the HABS in their practice. HABS may be used to evaluate
heteronormative attitudes and beliefs among specific seg-
ments of the Italian population, such as health professionals,
social workers, and politicians, as well as the general popula-
tion. Assessing such fundamental dimensions may allow
Italian researchers to suggest the implementation of specific

647Sex Res Soc Policy (2021) 18:637–652



social policies, providing national authorities and
policymakers with data on the levels of heteronormativity
and its associations with SGM health and social stigma.
Indeed, we believe that calling attention to heteronormativity
as a hierarchical and structured societal system oppressing
SGM individuals may help promote change in social contexts
and contribute to an inclusive society.
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Appendix. Italian version
of the Heteronormative Attitudes and Beliefs
Scale

Istruzioni

Leggi attentamente le seguenti affermazioni e segna il numero
che meglio rappresenta il tuo grado di accordo da 1 =
“fortemente in disaccordo” a 7 = “fortemente d’accordo”.

1. Mascolinità e femminilità sono determinate da fattori biologici che sono precedenti alla nascita, tra cui i geni e gli ormoni.

2. Esistono solo due sessi: maschio e femmina.

3. Tutte le persone sono o maschi o femmine.

4. Genere e sesso sono la stessa cosa.

5. Il sesso è complesso; infatti, potrebbero esserci anche più di due sessi. (R)

6. Il genere è una questione complicata e non sempre corrisponde al sesso biologico. (R)

7. Chi dice che ci sono solo due generi legittimi si sbaglia. (R)

8. Il genere è qualcosa che impariamo dalla società. (R)

9. Nelle relazioni intime, donne e uomini assumono ruoli in base al genere per una ragione; e questo è davvero il modomigliore per avere una relazione di
successo.

10. Nelle relazioni intime le persone dovrebbero comportarsi solo in base a ciò che tradizionalmente ci si aspetta dal loro genere.

11. Va assolutamente bene avere rapporti intimi con persone dello stesso sesso. (R)

12. Il modo migliore per crescere un figlio è avere una madre e un padre che lo allevino insieme.

13. Nelle relazioni intime sane, le donne possono talvolta assumere ruoli “maschili” stereotipati, così come gli uomini ruoli “femminili” stereotipati. (R)

14. Per le donne e per gli uomini non è necessario cadere in ruoli di genere stereotipati quando si trovano in una relazione intima. (R)

15. Le persone dovrebbero fare coppia con chiunque scelgano, indipendentemente dal sesso o dal genere. (R)

16. Nelle relazioni ci sono modi specifici in cui gli uomini dovrebbero comportarsi e modi specifici in cui le donne dovrebbero comportarsi.
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