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Abstract While it is clear that there are existing prejudices
directed toward lesbian, gay, bisexual, and transgender
(LGBT) people across the globe, very few studies have pro-
vided in-depth investigations of such attitudes from an inter-
national comparative perspective, and no cross-cultural stud-
ies to date have investigated attitudes toward bisexual and
transgender individuals. Without understanding how corre-
lates of attitudes toward LGBT individuals are both similar
and different across multiple international locations, it is un-
clear how we can learn to counteract negative prejudices to-
ward these groups. In the current study, we explore how mea-
sures of politics, feminism, and religion affect attitudes toward
LGBT individuals using Worthen’s (2012) Attitudes Toward
LGBT People Scales and data from four college student sam-
ples in Oklahoma, Texas, Italy, and Spain (N = 1311). Results
suggest three trends: (1) negative attitudes toward LGBT in-
dividuals are more pervasive in Oklahoma than in any of the
other university samples and are most positive among Spanish
students; (2) negative attitudes toward LGBT individuals are
related to the individual and multiplicative effects of political
beliefs, feminism, and religiosity across all four samples; and
(3) constructs related to attitudes toward gays/lesbians differ
from those that relate to attitudes toward bisexual and trans-
gender individuals. Such findings indicate that there are im-
portant similarities and differences in prejudices toward
LGBT individuals and that attitudes toward bisexual and

transgender individuals should be included in future interna-
tional comparative research.
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Attitudes toward lesbian, gay, bisexual, and transgender
(LGBT) individuals are a topic of interest across the globe
(e.g., Bolton 1994; Hagland 1997; Smith et al. 2014); howev-
er, research examining cross-cultural differences in attitudes is
limited. The existing data suggest some global trends toward
greater support of lesbian and gay rights in some countries;
however, such findings vary by world region (e.g., Inglehart
and Welzel 2005; Lippincott et al. 2000), and much research
relies exclusively on comparisons across European countries
(e.g., Kuntz et al. 2015; Slenders et al. 2014; van den Akker
et al. 2013). Furthermore, no studies to date have examined
attitudes toward bisexual or transgender persons using cross-
cultural data. This is especially significant because prejudices
about bisexual and transgender individuals differ from those
directed toward gays and lesbians (Worthen 2013), and while
gay and lesbian rights have been at the forefront of many
recent political debates, issues facing bisexual and transgender
people remain largely on the outskirts of most political
platforms.

Examining attitudes toward LGBT people and issues is
especially important because attitudinal changes can lead to
significant cultural shifts. Indeed, there may be an important
relationship between public attitudes and changes in laws and
public policy (Inglehart andWelzel 2005). For example, when
same-sex marriage was legalized in Spain in 2005, this was
the result of a culmination of a series of demands that the
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general public and left-wing politicians sought after (Platero-
Méndez 2007), and a similar pattern of events led to same-sex
marriage legalization in the USA in 2015 (Harrison 2015).
Perhaps due to its profoundly Catholic cultural milieu, same-
sex marriage continues to be a polarizing issue in Italy in 2016
(Povoledo 2016). Thus, there may be an important relation-
ship between public support of LGBT issues and changes in
laws that affect LGBT individuals (Fingerhut et al. 2011; Hull
2006; Inglehart and Welzel 2005).

However, laws comprise only one form of social regula-
tion, while social attitudes and prejudices can sometimes con-
trol and regulate sexual behavior more so than criminal law
and policy (Frank et al. 2010). For example, the hesitance of
both right-wing politics and mainstream Christian belief sys-
tems to embrace the rights of LGBT individuals restricts both
laws and informal social control systems effecting LGBT peo-
ple’s lives. Thus, LGBT prejudices can affect laws and policy
on a global scale. In the current study, we examine how mea-
sures of politics, feminism, and religion affect attitudes toward
LGBT individuals using Worthen’s (2012) Attitudes Toward
LGBT People Scales and data from the USA (Oklahoma and
Texas), Italy, and Spain with the larger goal of developing a
more in-depth understanding of global LGBT prejudices.

Existing Research and the Importance
of Cross-Cultural Attitudes Toward LGBT People

In general, existing cross-cultural public opinion surveys in
this area of inquiry have investigated simplistic measures of
tolerance of “homosexuals” and “gay” rights (Gallup World
Poll, Eurobarometer, European Social Survey, International
Social Survey Program, Latinobarometer, Pew Research
Center Global Attitudes Survey, World Values Survey, see
Smith et al. 2014). Trends suggest that there has been an
increasingly positive attitudinal shift when it comes to gay/
lesbian rights in many parts of Europe as well as in the USA
(Smith et al. 2014). Across the three countries of interest in the
current study, the USA is least tolerant, followed by Italy, with
Spain reporting significantly higher levels of tolerance toward
“homosexual” behavior (Smith et al. 2014). Such international
public opinion surveys are effective at providing cross-
cultural samples that can be compared easily; however, their
measures are typically limited. In general, these surveys ask
questions about “homosexuality” or “same-sex behavior” but
do not inquire about attitudes toward bisexual or transgender
individuals specifically nor do they consistently include di-
verse measures that may allow us to better understand atti-
tudes toward LGBT individuals using multiple dimensions.
Thus, we have little information regarding cross-cultural US
and European prejudices about bisexual and transgender
individuals and the diverse belief systems associated with
attitudes toward LGBT people.

This is significant because often the dominant dis-
course in political, legal, and criminal realms is about
gay and lesbian rights. As a result, much of what we
know is relatively specialized to issues effecting gay and
lesbian people. This is highly problematic because as
Bauer et al. (2009) suggest, transgender people currently
represent one of the most marginalized groups in the
USA. Indeed, recent research with 6450 transgender and
gender non-conforming study participants determined that
a staggering 41 % reported attempting suicide (compared
to 1.6 % of the general population) and 90 % reported
experiencing harassment, mistreatment, or discrimination
in the workplace (Grant et al. 2011). In a global survey of
over 2500 respondents, 90 % of Italian transgender people
indicated experiencing harassment in public places
(Turner et al. 2009) and nearly one third (28 %) of the
71 murders of transgender people in Europe from 2008 to
2013 occurred in Italy (the second-highest rate in Europe
after Turkey) (Prunas et al. 2015). Bisexual people and
issues remain virtually invisible and are largely buried in
the rubric of “LGBT” issues, which mainly focus on les-
bian and gay rights in both the USA and Europe despite
the fact that bisexual prejudices remain especially promi-
nent (Worthen 2012) and that the risk of suicide is higher
for bisexual people as compared to gay and lesbian people
(Brennan et al. 2010; Steele et al. 2009). Thus, it is es-
sential to call attention to bisexual and transgender preju-
dices when examining the belief systems associated with
attitudes toward LGBT people.

Political, Feminist, and Religious Belief Systems
and Attitudes Toward LGBT Individuals

Currently, the political and religious climates in the USA,
Italy, and Spain are filled with debate about LGBT rights.
Many of these perspectives about “LGBT issues” are actually
built from and within larger belief systems. A belief system
can be defined as a “configuration of ideas and attitudes in
which the elements are bound together by some form of con-
straint or functional interdependence” (Converse 1964, p.
206). Such belief systems can function as heuristic devices
that individuals use to organize their opinions and attitudes
about important issues. For example, researchers have found
that most people utilize “information shortcuts” when making
political decisions (Brody and Lawless 2003, p. 54; see also
Popkin 1994). Indeed, political parties themselves are orga-
nized in such a way to allow voters to be able to use these
information shortcuts to choose the political candidate they
would like to support. Some even suggest that “voters need
to know only what liberals and conservatives generally sup-
port” in order to choose who they will vote for in the next
election (Brody and Lawless 2003, p. 55).
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Political Beliefs

General measures of political beliefs are often employed by
researchers to understand attitudes toward specific topics.
Within the USA, political beliefs are usually measured on a
simple spectrum (typically a Likert-type index from liberal to
conservative) with those identifying as more liberal usually
being more supportive of the rights of LGBT individuals.
Studies utilizing such measures in the USA indicate a strong
relationship between self-reported conservative political ide-
ology and negative attitudes toward homosexuals (Tygart
1999), bisexuals (Mohr and Rochlen 1999), and transgender
people (Norton and Herek 2013). Similarly, studies of political
attitudes among Europeans also utilize simplistic Likert-type
indices and show that those with “right-wing” (conservative)
views tend to have more negative attitudes toward lesbian
women and gay men than those with “left-wing” (liberal)
views (Calvo 2008; Pichardo-Galán et al. 2007; European
Union Agency for Fundamental Rights FRA 2009;
European Commission 2008; Lingiardi et al. 2005, 2015).
Although the operationalization of political beliefs as “conser-
vative” to “liberal” and right-wing to left-wing may seem
rather unsophisticated, interestingly, studies indicate that most
people organize their political leanings in these simplistic
ways. For example, American social psychological research
shows that students overwhelmingly support policies if they
align with their preferred party (Republican or Democrat).
They need not even know the particulars of such policies,
instead they blindly support them because they have the seal
of approval from their preferred party candidate who em-
bodies either a conservative or liberal political ideology
(Cohen 2003). Indeed, there is an established trend in previous
studies that finds that these simplistic measures of political
beliefs are significantly related to LGBT prejudices (e.g.,
Mohr and Rochlen 1999; Lingiardi et al. 2005, 2015; Norton
and Herek 2013).

While such previous studies show a link between political
beliefs and attitudes toward LGBT individuals, it is important
to understand why this relationship exists. D’Emilio’s (2002)
work shows that the role of gays and lesbians in marriage, the
military, parenting, media/arts, hate crimes, politics, public
school curricula, and religion became a part of predominant
political and social discourse in the 1990s, “Gay issues in this
period became a permanent part of the world of politics and
public policy, and gay people became a regularly visible part
of American cultural and social life” (p. 91). Similarly, the
political contexts of Italy and Spain have been painted with
debates about LGBT rights in recent decades; many of which
continue today (Baraldi 2008; Cartabia et al. 2010; European
Union Agency for Fundamental Rights FRA 2011; Povoledo
2016). We suggest that “liberal vs. conservative” may be cur-
rently organized as “pro-LGBT rights vs. anti-LGBT rights.”
Indeed, political candidates may actually classify their

platforms based on their stance toward LGBT issues (Lewis
2005). At their core, the foundational components of political
conservatism include “avoidance of uncertainty and an intol-
erance of ambiguity as well as resistance to change and justi-
fication of inequality” (Norton and Herek 2013, p. 741; see
also Jost et al. 2003). Thus, politically conservative people are
less likely to support LGBT people because they challenge
core aspects imbued within conservative paradigms.
Furthermore, the relationship between political beliefs and
attitudes toward LGBT individuals may be especially salient
due to the current heated political debates about LGBT rights
in both the USA and Europe.

Feminist Identity

Another important belief system that may be related to attitudes
toward LGBT individuals is feminism. Millett (1970) suggests
that the structured relationships of power that exist between the
sexes create a system of dominance in which men control
women. Contemporary scholars would agree that “feminism”
is based on this idea that this system is flawed and there should
be equality between the sexes (e.g., Morgan 1996). While a
great deal of work has identified the multifaceted perspectives
of feminism (e.g., Collins 2000), the choice to identify as “fem-
inist” has always been controversial. Williams and Wittig
(1997) report that while many support the goals and feminist
values of the women’s movement, few are willing to identify as
“feminists.” Those who do identify as feminists are more likely
to support the goal of equality between the sexes and liberal sex
role ideologies (Williams and Wittig 1997). Some studies have
also shown that support of a basic tenet of feminism, “equality
between men and women,” has been found to be related to
more positive attitudes toward gays and lesbians (Ojerholm
and Rothblum 1999), bisexuals (Mayfield and Carrubba
1996), and transgender individuals (Hill and Willoughby
2005; see also Norton and Herek 2013).

Connell (1990) further contextualizes sexual politics in the
realm of the slogan “the personal is political.” Connell (1990)
purports that this relationship between the personal and the
political is a basic feature of both feminist and gay/lesbian
politics and a link between personal experience and power
relations (see also Taylor and Rupp 1993). Generally speak-
ing, fights for LGBT rights and feminism represent challenges
to traditional definitions of sex roles and efforts to combat
prejudices (Worthen 2012, 2016). Research indicates that
self-identified feminists are more likely than non-feminists
to report supportive attitudes toward gays and lesbians
(Minnigerode 1976; Ojerholm and Rothblum 1999) and are
less likely to focus on the need to maintain traditional sex role
divisions (MacDonald et al. 1973). In addition, using
Worthen’s (2012) Attitudes Toward LGBT People Scales,
Worthen (2012, 2016) found that self-identifying as a feminist
is strongly related to supportive attitudes toward gay men,
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lesbian women, bisexual men and women, and trans individ-
uals. While the relationships between feminism and attitudes
toward LGBT individuals have been explored in US studies,
we did not locate similar research in Italy and Spain. Thus, the
current study is the first that has examined how feminist iden-
tity may affect attitudes toward LGBT individuals among
Italians and Spaniards.

Religiosity

Religiosity is often explored as a correlate of attitudes toward
LGBT individuals. Studies in the USA and Europe show that
negative attitudes toward LGBT individuals are correlated
with higher levels of religiosity (Herek 2002; Hinrichs and
Rosenberg 2002; Larsen et al. 1980; Mohr and Rochlen
1999; Nagoshi et al. 2008; Tygart 1999; Lingiardi et al.
2005, 2015; Pichardo-Galán et al. 2007; Sotelo 2000; Kelly
2001; van de Meerendonk and Scheepers 2004; Worthen
2012, 2014). Indeed, using Worthen’s (2012) Attitudes
Toward LGBT People Scales, Worthen (2012, 2016) found
that religiousness, biblical literalism, and frequent church
attendance are all strongly related to LGBT prejudices.
However, it is important to examine the relationship between
religiosity and prejudicial attitudes within cultural context. US
researcher Allport (1966) states, “It is a well-established fact
in social science that, on the average, churchgoers…harbor
more…prejudice than do non-churchgoers” (p. 447). While
it has been 50 years since this work on the religious context
of prejudice was published, the origins of this relationship
may still have meaning. For example, it is true that almost
every religious group has (at least at one point in time) been
a target of hostility. Thus, religious groups in both the USA
and Europe have historical investments in group loyalty that
can sometimes lead to distancing from outsiders (Adamczyk
and Pitt 2009). This “distancing”may also be related to higher
levels of prejudice directed toward outsiders. While we cer-
tainly see increasing diversity and acceptance in contemporary
churches and religions, there is little doubt that societal preju-
dices directed toward particular groups are built from two
pillars, one from religious doctrine and another from
“clichés of secular prejudice” (Allport 1966, p. 450).

Furthermore, researchers suggest that religious belief sys-
tems have strong effects on social and political attitudes
(DiMaggio et al. 1996; Green et al. 1996; Jaspers et al.
2007; Manza and Brooks 1997). Indeed, Boswell (1980)
writes “hostility to gay people provides singularly revealing
examples of the confusion of religious beliefs with popular
prejudice…as long as the religious beliefs which support a
particular prejudice are generally held by a population, it is
virtually impossible to separate the two” (p. 5). Furthermore,
church leaders may shape church attendees’ attitudes toward
particular topics (Wald et al. 1988; Welch et al. 1993). For
example, in studies of college students, researchers found that

those identifying with a fundamentalist protestant religion and
those who attend church more often report less supportive
attitudes toward gays and lesbians (Hinrichs and Rosenberg
2002; Larsen et al. 1980; Worthen 2012, 2014). Alignment
with fundamentalist protestant religions and Catholicism
may be related to unsupportive LGBT attitudes because, gen-
erally, such religions utilize teachings from the Old Testament
that have been described as condemnatory of homosexuality,
bisexuality, and transgender lives (although some interpret
such biblical passages quite differently) (Boswell 1980;
Tygart 1999). Furthermore, biblical literalists are typically
strong supporters of “traditional” (i.e., cisgender1 man +wom-
an) family values leaving little space for gay/lesbian, bisexual,
and transgender relationships and families (Burdette et al.
2005; McDaniel and Ellison 2008). Thus, interpreting the bi-
ble “literally” may be significantly related to unsupportive
LGBT attitudes (McDaniel and Ellison 2008; Worthen
2012). Church attendance may also amplify such negative
LGBT attitudes since more involvement in church may repre-
sent more intense involvement with religion, which may also
be related to higher levels of emersion within biblical literal-
ism (Van de Meerendonk and Scheepers 2004). For example,
Lubbers et al. (2009) found that religious practices (i.e.,
church attendance) were more strongly related to attitudes
toward homosexuality than religious denonimation (see also
Jost et al. 2003). Furthermore, those who attend church more
often may also distance themselves from LGBT individuals.
Indeed, research shows that higher levels of church attendance
are related to social distancing from lesbians and bisexuals
(Hinrichs and Rosenberg 2002) and negative attitudes toward
LGBT individuals (Worthen 2012, 2014).

Relationships Among Political, Feminist, and Religious
Belief Systems

There is clear evidence to support the individual ways that
political, feminist, and religious belief systems relate to
attitudes toward LGBT individuals; however, it is also im-
portant to recognize the relationships among these belief
systems. Indeed, research indicates that there may be im-
portant interrelationships between attitudes toward
sociopolitically motivated topics (such as LGBT rights)
and religion, feminism, and political conservatism. For
example, Brody and Lawless (2003) found that self-
designated liberals were more likely than self-designated
conservatives to support equality for women in social, eco-
nomic, and political institutions and were also less likely to
attend church. In the USA, the Republican (conservative)
Party has defined itself as “anti-feminist” and anti-feminist

1 Cisgender is a label for individuals who have a match between the sex
they were assigned at birth, their bodies, and their

personal gender identity (Worthen 2013).
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groups (many of which are religious in nature) have rallied
to combat laws and policies directed toward feminist goals
(Young and Cross 2003, p. 207). Indeed, studies show that
those who identify with feminism are less likely to have
politically conservative beliefs compared to non-feminists
(Cowan et al. 1992; Jackson et al. 1996; Liss et al., 2001;
Roy et al. 2007. Thus, feminism may be a strong compo-
nent of a liberal political ideology, and both may be related
to attitudes toward LGBT individuals (Worthen 2012).

Furthermore, biblical literalists have aligned them-
selves with the Republican (conservative) Party (Layman
2001; McDaniel and Ellison 2008); thus, there may be an
important relationship between conservative political ide-
ology, biblical literalism, and attitudes toward LGBT in-
dividuals. Moreover, a recent cross-national study showed
that attitudes about homosexuality are shaped by both
religious beliefs and cultural contexts in both the USA
and Europe (Adamczyk and Pitt 2009), and both religion
and attitudes toward gender egalitarianism have been
found to impact the degrees of public acceptance of ho-
mosexuality (Beckers 2010) and support of transgender
people (Norton and Herek 2013). Finally, LGBT rights
movements in the USA, Italy, and Spain certainly contrib-
ute to the politicization of attitudes toward LGBT individ-
uals with liberal and left-wing political belief systems
more likely to incorporate LGBT rights (Cartabia et al.
2010; Sanjuán et al. 2008). Since belief systems exhibit
“remarkable durability and resilience” (Inglehart and
Baker 2000; p. 49), it is important to examine how they
affect prejudicial attitudes.

Furthermore, the interactive quality of belief systems
and attitudes suggests the need for understanding the inter-
relationships between multiple beliefs systems (i.e., politi-
cal, feminist, and religious) and the ways they may affect
attitudes toward LGBT individuals. For example, over-
arching conservative perspectives may represent a general
aversion toward anyone or anything that is perceived as a
challenge to existing social and traditional values (Norton
and Herek 2013). In this respect, negative attitudes toward
LGBT people are collectively underscored by negativity
toward outgroups, a perspective that has been historically
linked to conservativism in both political and religious
realms. In these ways, political, feminist, and religious be-
lief systems are intimately and interactively tied to LGBT
prejudices.

Current Study

In the current study, we offer comparisons of LGBT
attitudes using data from the USA, Italy, and Spain
(N = 1311). We expect that measures of political,
feminist, and religious belief systems will operate in
similar ways across all four samples but will vary in

their intensity. As Lingiardi et al. (2005) suggest, the
same trends regarding homophobia that American re-
searchers usually find are reflected in Italian samples be-
cause the Catholic Church’s position regarding homosex-
uality as “intrinsically disordered” is arguably using reli-
gious and social conservatism in Italy in much the same
way that both the Evangelical movement and the Catholic
Church do in America. We expect to find similar process-
es at work in Spain as well. In doing so, we promote a
global dialogue that speaks to a deeper understanding of
how correlates of attitudes toward LGBT individuals are
both similar and different across multiple international
studies so that we can learn how to counteract negative
prejudices toward these groups.

Methods

Locations of Research

We focused on the following four locations: Oklahoma (N =
829), Texas (N = 162), Italy (N = 218), and Spain (N = 102).
For the US samples, we chose southern states since studies
have shown that those in the south hold more negative atti-
tudes toward homosexuals (Loftus 2001), bisexuals (Herek
2002), and transgender people (Norton and Herek 2013) com-
pared to those living in other regions of the USA. We specif-
ically chose Italy because it is one of the only countries in
western Europe that does not currently recognize same-sex
marriages (as of 2016) and there is limited existing research
on homonegativity in Italy (see Lingiardi et al. 2015). For
contrast, we chose Spain as a location for this research because
Spain legally permits same-sexmarriages but also experiences
similar influences from the Catholic Church (Platero-Méndez
2007). Below, the cultures of these four locations are briefly
described.

Oklahoma

Oklahoma is located in the “bible belt” of the USA, which
is a geographical region populated by large groups of
fundamentalist Christians (Heyrman 1998). The bible belt
is not only characterized by a strong religious culture, but
it is also much more likely to be populated by “red states”
(states that are dominated by republican votes in elec-
tions).2 As far as rights for LGBT individuals, states in
the bible belt are generally less supportive than states in
other parts of the country. For example, Oklahoma does
not prohibit employment discrimination based on sexual

2 For example, in the 2012 US presidential elections, all 77 counties in
Oklahoma supported Republican candidate Romney; thus, Oklahoma is
sometimes described as “the reddest state in the USA” (npr.com 2008).
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orientation (lgbtmap.org 2016). Although same-sex mar-
riages are recognized, overall, Oklahoma is not only
unsupportive of LGBT rights, but also, there is a strong
concentration of political conservatism and religious fun-
damentalism; both of which negatively impact LGBT
people’s lives in Oklahoma.

Texas

Texas is also located in the southern USA; however unlike
Oklahoma, the large Mexican-American population of
Texas makes Catholicism a very real part of the religious
context of Texas (Bremer 2004). Texas is also a “repub-
lican state” but is not as “red” as Oklahoma. In addition,
Texas has several “liberal pockets”; in the 2012 presiden-
tial election, 26 counties (10 %) in Texas supported
Democratic candidate Obama. We chose to focus on a
university located in a city in Texas that is often thought
of as a “liberal pocket” within the highly conservative
state. Even so, the statewide laws affecting LGBT indi-
viduals are very similar to those in Oklahoma. Thus, the
similarities and differences between Oklahoma and Texas
allow for an interesting juxtaposition of attitudes in the
conservative bible belt (Oklahoma) and attitudes in a lib-
eral pocket (Texas).

Italy

Italy’s heavily religious culture and political context is
characterized by a growing social conservatism and ne-
gation of LGBT rights. The indifference of the state and
the clear interference of the Vatican into “public affairs”
justify and reinforce the invisibility of LGBT people
and, indirectly, the discrimination and violence against
LGBT individuals (European Union Agency for
Fundamental Rights FRA 2010). The only notable ex-
ception is legislative decree 216/2003, which includes
sexual orientation as a protected characteristic in em-
ployment discrimination. Currently in 2016, Italy does
not permit same-sex marriages; however, Italy was one
of the first European countries to decriminalize same-sex
sexual behavior. Even so, Rifelli (1998) describes strong
prescriptions of “normal” sexuality that are evident with-
in Italian culture. These include a dominant conserva-
tive, religious norm that sexuality should only occur be-
tween people of the opposite sex (cisgender, married,
monogamous, and who have procreative intentions).
Furthermore, LGBT identities violate the convictions,
values, and moral customs about masculinity and femi-
ninity that are pervasive in Italian Catholic society
(Capozzi and Lingiardi 2003).

Spain

The cultural context of Spain has been heavily influenced
by the Catholic Church. During Franco’s fascist dictator-
ship, gays and lesbians were persecuted and the Catholic
Church, traditionally very influential on Spanish society,
heavily opposed LGBT rights (Arnalte 2003). Currently,
although Catholicism is still pervasive, many Spaniards
do not share the Church’s strict positions on LGBT issues
(Calvo and Montero 2005) and Spain has seen some
recent radical changes in support of LGBT rights.
Indeed, from 2004 (when Zapatero was elected as Prime
Minister) , major legislat ive reforms took place,
implementing not only the EU Directives on equal treat-
ment but also granting same-sex marriages (European
Union Agency for Fundamental Rights FRA 2010).
When a hate crime (based on sexual orientation) is com-
mitted, this is considered an aggravating circumstance and
the penal code also prohibits the denial of public services/
benefits for reasons of sexual orientation (Sanjuán et al.
2008). According to European Commission (2008), less
than 35 % of Spaniards maintain a conservative (i.e., anti-
LGBT rights) political position. Thus, Spain may be an
important setting for understanding attitudes toward
LGBT individuals in a country that both grants and pro-
tects LGBT rights but still experiences the influence of
the Catholic Church.

Overall, the locations for this project allow for important
international comparisons of LGBT attitudes as they vary by
cultural landscape. As Inglehart and Welzel (2005) note, “a
society’s cultural heritage is remarkably enduring” (p. 46), and
since society’s culture shapes the values and behaviors of its
people, it is important to examine how LGBT attitudes differ
cross culturally. For example, although these locations are all
industrialized, they are not “uniform” in culture (Inglehart and
Welzel 2005, p. 47). Indeed, while the USA is often seen as
world leader among industrialized nations, it is not the leader
in cultural change, rather it is against the norm since it has
much more traditional and religious values than other rich
industrialized societies (Inglehart and Welzel 2005). While it
is certainly true that the USA is (generally) much more con-
servative than some European nations, we go beyond “USA
vs. Europe” and allow for a more nuanced investigation of a
specific liberal pocket as compared to bible belt location with-
in the USA while also offering explorations of attitudes in
Spain and Italy (a country that has been historically
excluded from studies about homonegativity; Lingiardi et al.
2015) to better understand LGBT prejudices.

Data

The data for this project were derived from anonymous paper/
pencil surveys completed by undergraduate students who were
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recruited in classrooms3 at large public universities located in
urban areas.4 For the US samples, students were recruited from
39 sociology classes5 at two universities located in Oklahoma
and Texas. The Italian and Spanish6 samples were composed of
university students7 in a variety of majors.8 All respondents
with missing data were eliminated from analyses.

Dependent Variables

To measure attitudes toward LGBT individuals, we used
Worthen’s (2012) Attitudes Toward LGBT People Scales that
are based on items from scales created by Raja and Stokes
(1998), Mohr and Rochlen (1999), and Hill and Willoughby
(2005). Using the items listed in Appendix A, Worthen’s
(2012) Attitudes Toward LGBT People Scales were initially
developed through PCF analyses and optimized through orthog-
onal varimax rotation (retaining eigenvalues over one), which
yielded five separate scales (see Worthen 2012 for more details
about the construction of these scales; see e.g., Lin et al. 2016;
Worthen 2012, 2014, 2016 for studies utilizing these scales).

After investigating potential differences in attitudes toward les-
bians and gays and attitudes toward bisexual men and women
based on theoretical arguments outlined by Worthen (2013),
these constructs were combined into the following two scales:
attitudes toward gays/lesbians and attitudes toward bisexuals
due to lack of significant differences in original constructs.
The third scale, attitudes toward trans individuals, remained in-
tact as described by Worthen (2012). Higher numbers represent
higher levels of support for LGBT individuals.

Independent Variables

Conservative Political Beliefs Respondents were asked to
identify as (1) extremely liberal, (2) liberal, (3) moderate, (4)
conservative, or (5) extremely conservative. Higher scores
represent higher levels of political conservatism.

Non-Feminist BeliefsRespondents were asked “Do you think
of yourself as a feminist?” Response options were (1) yes, a
strong feminist; (2) yes, a feminist; (3) no, I am not a feminist;
and (4) no, I disagree with feminism. Higher scores represent
greater alignment with non-feminist beliefs.

Religious Beliefs/Behavior First, respondents were asked,
“How often do you attend church?” Response options were
(1) never, (2) a few times a year, (3) about once a month, (4)
several times a month, and (5) every week. Second, respondents
were also asked to describe how they felt about the bible. Those
responding that they believed that “The bible is the actual word
of God and is to be taken literally, word for word”were coded as
(1) for Biblical Literalism while others were coded as (0).

Sociodemographics

There is evidence that sociodemographic factors contribute to
attitudinal differences. Indeed, men have been found to hold
significantly more negative attitudes toward LGBT individ-
uals when compared to women in both US and European
research (COGAM 1997; D’Augelli and Rose 1990; Eliason
1997; Hill and Willoughby 2005; Hinrichs and Rosenberg
2002; Larsen et al. 1980; Lingiardi et al. 2005, 2015; Norton
and Herek 2013; Pichardo-Galán et al. 2007; Worthen 2012,
2014, 2016). Furthermore, many have found that younger age
is related to more positive attitudes toward homosexuals
(Inglehart and Welzel 2005; European Union Agency for
Fundamental Rights FRA 2009; European Commission
2008), bisexuals (Eliason 1997), and transgender individuals
(Landen and Innala 2000). Sexual orientation has also been
found to be a correlate of attitudes toward LGBT people with
LGBT people being more likely to support LGBT rights
(Worthen 2016), and graduating from a large high school
has also been shown to be related to more positive attitudes
toward LGBT people (Worthen 2012).

3 Students were asked to take the survey and they told that if they did not
want to complete the survey, they could sit quietly and read while others
were completing the survey. The instructor was asked to leave the room
while students completed the survey in order to reduce any potential
biasing effects that might result from the presence of the instructor.
4 It is important to note that the structures of the US and European uni-
versity systems do differ in ways that may affect the study body compo-
sition. For example, most European universities are “public” institutions,
in which fees to attend are relatively low (most universities charge an
enrollment fee between 500 and 1500€), while US universities require
tuition payments that are much higher (ranging from $5000/year to more
than $30,000 per year) (Sheng 2012). Thus, there may be some differ-
ences in socioeconomic status between the US and European samples.
5 US respondents were recruited from sociology classes, but only 26 %
were sociology majors. Even so, it is important to note that some US
research has shown that those with academic majors in humanities and
liberal arts, especially those in majors that have classes about gender and
sexuality (such as sociology), have been found to be more supportive of
gay men and lesbian women when compared to students majoring in
business and hard sciences (Bierly 1985; Larsen, Reed, and Hoffman
1980).
6 The survey was originally created by the first author, who is American,
in English and the second and third authors, who are both Italian, trans-
lated the survey into Italian. The Spanish version was translated by a
mother tongue Spanish psychologist who collaborated on the administra-
tion of the survey in Spain.
7 The majority of students in Spain were recruited from Madrid, while in
Italy, most students were from Rome. Students were recruited from sev-
eral universities, for Spain, Complutense, Università Autonoma,
Alicante, Rey Juan Carlos, Carlos Tercero, and Santiago de
Compostela, and for Italy, University of Milan, University of Turin,
University of Rome, University of Siena, and University of Ancona. To
test for differences by university, we ran each model with dummy vari-
ables to control for potential university effects. Results show that there
were not significant differences by particular university in Spain or Italy,
supporting the grouping of “Italian” and “Spanish” students.
8 The most common major among the European respondents was psy-
chology (39 %) followed by liberal arts (19 %), law (11 %), engineering
(9 %), medicine (7 %), and business (5 %).
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Method of Analysis

First, means were compared by location using t tests in Table 1.
Second, OLS regressions explored how measures of political
beliefs, feminism, and religion affect attitudes toward LGBT
individuals. Three separate sets of models predicting attitudes
toward the three groups of individuals were estimated for all
four samples. We conducted the STATA “powerreg” analysis
and determined that the sample sizes are large enough to yield
significant results (Cohen 1988). In Table 2, political beliefs,
feminist beliefs, and religious beliefs/behavior, and controls are
estimated as they relate to attitudes toward LGBT individuals.
Table 3 includes the addition of interaction effects that were
created using mean-centered variables. To adjust for skewness,
a natural logarithmic transformation of each dependent variable
was conducted (Cohen et al. 2003). A variance inflation factor
(VIF) check was run following each regression to check for
multicollinearity, and the mean VIF is reported at the bottom
of Tables 2 and 3. Chatterjee et al. (2000) suggest that
multicollinearity may exist when the largest VIF is greater than
10 or the mean of the VIF is considerably larger than 1. Using
these criteria, none of our regressions presented problems with
multicollinearity.

Results

t Test Results

Overall, attitudes toward LGBT individuals weremostly positive
for all four locations; however, t tests results in Table 1 indicated
several statistically significant differences (reported in super-
scripts next to mean values). For all attitudinal scales, the four
samples were significantly different from one another with
Oklahomans reporting the lowest level of support, followed by
Texans and Italians, with Spaniards reporting the highest level of
support. Oklahomans reported significantly higher levels of con-
servative political beliefs and biblical literalism compared to the
other three locations; however, there were no significant differ-
ences in feminist identification levels across the four locations. In
addition, Americans reported significantly higher levels of
church attendance when compared to Europeans. Overall, the
general pattern suggests that US samples have higher levels of
conservative beliefs and religiosity when compared to the
European samples, with Oklahomans reporting the highest and
Spaniards reporting the lowest.

Regression Results

Attitudes Toward Gays and Lesbians: Column 1, Table 2

For Oklahomans and Italians, political beliefs, non-feminist
identification, church attendance, and biblical literalism are

all significantly related to attitudes toward gays and lesbians.
Among Texans, there is a similar pattern; however, non-
feminist identification is not significant. In contrast, among
Spaniards, the only measure that is significantly related to
attitudes toward gays and lesbians is political beliefs.
Among the controls, being female is a consistent positive pre-
dictor of supportive attitudes toward gays and lesbians, while
other controls offer little consistency. The R2 values range
from .26 (Spain) to .58 (Texas).

Attitudes Toward Bisexuals: Column 2, Table 2

Similar to the results from column 1, for Oklahomans, all four
measures are significantly related to attitudes toward bisex-
uals; however, only two measures are significant for the other
three samples. Among Texans and Italians, political beliefs
and church attendance are significantly related to attitudes
toward bisexuals and among Spaniards, the significant corre-
lates are political beliefs and biblical literalism. Among the
controls, being female is consistently related to supportive
attitudes toward bisexuals in the US samples but not in the
European samples. The R2 values range from .25 (Italy) to .44
(Texas).

Attitudes Toward Transgender Individuals: Column 3, Table 2

For Oklahomans, all four measures continue to be significant-
ly related to attitudes toward transgender people. For Texans,
the following two measures are significant: political beliefs
and biblical literalism. While two measures of are significant
for Italians (political beliefs and non-feminist identification),
there is only one measure that is significant for Spaniards,
political beliefs. Among the controls, being female is related
to supportive attitudes toward transgender individuals for
three samples (Oklahoma, Texas, and Italy). The R2 values
range from .26 (Spain) to .45 (Texas).

Regression Results with Interaction Effects: Table 3

Focusing on the interaction effects, we see that only a few are
significant. The interaction of political beliefs and non-
feminist identity is significantly related to attitudes toward
gays and lesbians (Italy and Spain) and bisexuals (Oklahoma
and Spain). This suggests that those with conservative politi-
cal beliefs who also disagree with feminism are less likely to
be supportive of gays and lesbians and bisexuals (in some
locations). The only other significant interaction effect was
the interaction of political beliefs and biblical literalism. This
was significantly negatively related to attitudes toward bisex-
uals (Spain) and transgender individuals (Texas), suggesting
that those with conservative political beliefs who are also bib-
lical literalists are less likely to be supportive of bisexuals and
transgender individuals. The individual effects of the belief
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systemmeasures remain largely unchanged from Tables 2 and
3. As in Table 2, being female is relatively consistently related
to supportive attitudes. The R2 values range from .26 (Italy,
attitudes toward bisexuals) to .60 (Texas, attitudes toward
gays/lesbians).

Discussion

Overall, scholars suggest that the sexual culture of human
beings is strongly affected by societal influences (Abramson
and Pinkerton 1995; Terry 1999). Indeed, what it means to be
“gay” or “transgender” in one society may differ from another.
For example, Greenberg (1995) posits that cultures attach sex-
ual meanings to certain behaviors and experiences, but not all
cultures do so in the same ways (see also Koltko-Rivera
2004). As a result, social structures can facilitate or discourage
certain sexual activities and gender identities, and this, in turn,
can also affect attitudes toward sexual behaviors and identities
(Greenberg 1995). These social structures can be informal

(e.g., social interactions between individuals) and formal
(e.g., formal messages from the church).

The current study shows that measures of politics, femi-
nism, and religiosity are significantly related to attitudes to-
ward LGBT individuals. Among all of the measures, the most
consistent was political beliefs. For all models across all sam-
ples, more conservative political alignment was negatively
related to supportive LGBTattitudes, and this is not surprising
given the robustness of the relationship between political con-
servatism and LGBT prejudices found in previous research
(e.g., Norton and Herek 2013; Lingiardi et al. 2015; Smith
et al. 2014). Biblical literalism produced significant results
for each location; however, the results were not as consistent
as the effects of conservative political beliefs. Viewing the
bible as “the word of god” may actually result in quite a bit
of variance in attitudes. For example, some biblical literalists
may view god as “wrathful,” while others might view god as
“all loving” and such different perceptions affect prejudices in
varying ways (Froese et al. 2008). Church attendance was also
found to be significantly associated with LGBT prejudices in
all locations except Spain (in which church attendance is

Table 1 Means and t test results of all variables by four locations

Oklahoma Texas Italy Spain

Range α Mean SD α Mean SD α Mean SD α Mean SD

Attitudinal scales

Attitudes toward gays/lesbians 28–140 .96 107.43bcd 23.23 .97 115.50acd 21.90 .95 121.44abd 17.83 .93 127.85abc 13.92

Attitudes toward bisexuals 8–40 .91 25.07bcd 7.28 .90 27.22ad 6.78 .85 27.20ad 5.83 .87 30.86abc 5.44

Attitudes toward
transindividuals

8–40 .95 25.23bcd 8.91 .95 27.07acd 8.43 .94 31.92abd 7.29 .89 35.11abc 5.34

Political beliefs

Political beliefs
(liberal-conservative)

1–5 3.02bcd .93 2.67ac .93 2.42ab .87 2.52a .88

Feminist beliefs

Non-feminist identification 1–4 2.64 .64 2.54 .67 2.61 .64 2.70 .66

Religious beliefs/behavior

Church attendance 1–5 2.82cd 1.43 2.64cd 1.46 1.81abd 1.05 1.51abc .74

Biblical literalism 0–1 .20bcd .40 .12acd .33 .02ab .15 .01ab .10

Controls

Bisexual 0–1 .01d .12 .02 .14 .01d .10 .07ac .25

Gay/lesbian 0–1 .03 .18 .04 .20 .06 .23 .06 .24

Female 0–1 .61 .49 .59 .49 .61 .49 .66 .48

Age 17–57 21.82bcd 3.51 20.24acd 1.90 23.45ab 2.34 23.53ab 2.82

High-school size (<100 students,
100–300, 301–500,
501–1000, and 1000+)

1–5 3.75b 1.31 4.30acd 1.05 3.74b 1.06 3.78b 1.04

t test results
a Different from Oklahoma p < .05
bDifferent from Texas p < .05
cDifferent from Italy p < .05
dDifferent from Spain p < .05
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comparatively lower than in the other three locations;
Mazurczak 2014) but was also not as robust as political be-
liefs. This finding is consistent with past research that shows
that church attendance is not as strongly related to prejudices
toward outgroups when compared to biblical literalism
(Froese et al. 2008). Among the interaction effects, only those
that that included political beliefs were significant. Thus, mea-
sures of political conservativism may operate as a more con-
sistent “information shortcut” for understanding attitudes to-
ward LGBT issues when compared to church attendance and
biblical literalism. In other words, while religious values, atti-
tudes, and behaviors may entwine with perspectives about
LGBT issues in various ways, being politically “conservative”
is more strongly related to LGBT prejudices, and this is ade-
quately captured in the current study with simplistic measures
of self-reported political conservatism as seen in previous
work (e .g . , Nor ton and Herek 2013; Ling ia rd i
et al. 2015; Smith et al. 2014).

The least consistent belief measure was non-feminist identi-
fication. Although being a non-feminist was strongly and signif-
icantly related to LGBT prejudices in Oklahoma as found in
other US studies (Worthen 2012, 2016), surprisingly Italy was
the only other location where the individual measure of non-
feminist self-identification produced significant results.
Feminist issues may entwine with LGT attitudes in Italy in
unique ways because these issues have been historically linked.
Indeed, in the 1990s, the intersections between feminist and
lesbian politics coalesced into a women-only branch of Arcigay
(Italy’s first and largest national gay organization) known as
Arcilesbica, and thus, there is a very real overlap between fem-
inist and lesbian movements in Italy (Malagreca 2006). And
while lesbian activism also has an historical relationship within
feminist movements in Spain as well includingwithin theGrupo
de Lesbianas, a lesbian feminist subgroup of COGAM (an
LGBT rights organization based in Madrid) (Calvo and Trujillo
2011), findings from the current study show that Italian LGT
prejudices more closely align with anti-feminism. However,
among Spanish respondents, the interaction effect between po-
litical beliefs and non-feminist identification is also significantly
related to lesbian/gay and bisexual prejudices. Thus, results in-
dicate that both feminist identity and political conservativeness
play a role in LGBT attitudes. Furthermore, it is important to
consider that the current study asked students to self-identify as
feminist or not which most likely parceled out the “most non-
feminist” from the “most feminist” students. Thus, the significant
relationships between non-feminist identity and LGBT attitudes
in the current study are likely underestimates, and future research
with more nuanced measures of feminism could bolster the find-
ings presented here.

Beyond emphasizing the significance of politics, feminism,
and religiosity in LGBT attitudes, it is also important to un-
derscore the importance of examining bisexual and transgen-
der prejudices. As noted earlier, much of what we already

know is relatively specialized to issues effecting gay and les-
bian people due to the dominant discourse that often neglects
issues specific to bisexual and transgender people despite the
fact that many studies illustrate the high levels of harassment,
violence, and risk of suicide evident in transgender and bisex-
ual populations (Bauer et al. 2009; Brennan et al. 2010; Grant
et al. 2011; Prunas et al. 2015; Turner et al. 2009).
Furthermore, bisexual and transgender people and issues re-
main largely obscured and politically neglected. Thus, in the
current study, we have called attention to global bisexual and
transgender prejudices to better understand the belief systems
associated with attitudes toward LGBT people and this has
been fruitful. In particular, there are different correlates of
attitudes toward gay/lesbian, bisexual, and transgender peo-
ple, and these also vary cross culturally. For example, gay/
lesbian prejudices are largely entwined with both political
and religious beliefs/behaviors, while transgender prejudices
in Spain appear to be mostly related to political beliefs.

Results from the current study suggest that there may be
both similar and different roots and/or reinforcing mecha-
nisms behind gay/lesbian, bisexual, and transgender preju-
dices that vary by culture. For example, research using a
Chinese adaptation of Worthen’s (2012) Attitudes Toward
LGBT People Scales finds that measures of filial piety (paren-
tal respect, honor, and obedience) relate to Chinese college
student attitudes toward gays/lesbians (Lin et al. 2016), and
additional research also finds that disapproval of homosexu-
ality in Confucian societies (Japan, South Korea, China,
Taiwan, and Vietnam) is greater than in non-Confucian coun-
tries (Adamczyk and Cheng 2015). Other work comparing
American and Dutch attitudes toward gays and lesbians finds
that Americans are likely to justify their attitudes using beliefs
related to social norms and religious opposition, while the
Dutch are more likely to justify their attitudes using beliefs
related to individual rights (Collier et al. 2015). Thus, the
complexity behind motivations and justifications for LGBT
prejudices may manifest differently from culture to culture
but may also have some overarching similarities.

Overall, these results suggest that alignment with conserva-
tive political beliefs is a robust cross-cultural correlate of attitudes
toward LGBT people. Such results are not surprising since past
studies in both the USA and in Europe indicate that more con-
servative political beliefs are related to anti-LGBTattitudes (e.g.,
Calvo 2008; Norton and Herek 2013; Lingiardi et al. 2005,
2015; Pichardo-Galán et al. 2007; Tygart 1999). Furthermore,
the following two interaction effects involving conservative po-
litical beliefs were significant: the interaction effect of conserva-
tive political beliefs and non-feminist identity and the interaction
effect of conservative political beliefs and biblical literalism.
These findings suggest that these belief systems may amplify
or “interact” with one another in ways that influence attitudes
toward LGBT individuals. These ideologies may be inherently
related to an underlying theme, the preference for a “traditional”
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family arrangement that includes a cisgender male husband and
female wife who are in a marriage recognized by the church and
state. Indeed, politically conservative groups, non-feminists, and
biblical literalists would all agree that this traditional family ar-
rangement is preferred (Bendroth 1999; Brody and Lawless
2003; Young and Cross 2003). Furthermore, this preference for
such a traditional family arrangement obfuscates and
delegitimizes LGBT families. Thus, the conservative, non-fem-
inist, and biblical literalist belief systems may “feed” off one
another and may simultaneously influence negative attitudes to-
ward LGBT individuals, as found in the current study. Theymay
also be part of an overarching conservative value system or
encompassing “worldview” that privileges power by rejecting
members of outgroups (Koltko-Rivera 2004, p. 3; Kuntz et al.
2015; Norton and Herek 2013). Indeed, worldviews that simul-
taneously privilege power and promote prejudice and inequality
may encompass such conservative value systems which can be
reinforced in social, political, and religious realms that are cul-
turally variant (Koltko-Rivera 2004).

Such belief systems are not easily changed; indeed, they are
embedded within individual and sociocultural history and the
cultural significance of belief systems cannot be overlooked.
While past research underscores the significance of the interplay
between religious, societal norms, and cultural context (Boswell
1980; D’Emilio 2002; Terry 1999), it is especially important to
understand how these belief systems affect LGBT prejudices.
Since the current political landscapes of both the USA and
Europe are ripe with debate about LGBT individuals and their
rights, the current study has cultural significance. For example,
since college students who report conservative, non-feminist,
and biblical literalist beliefs are likely to have less supportive
LGBT attitudes, it is essential that colleges utilize curricula that
expose students to diverse ideologies so that we may be able to
promulgate supportive LGBTattitudes. Indeed, college students
may be the “face of the future” in that their ideas may represent
signs of change in both the political and social realms of society.
In the realm of LGBT rights, it is especially important to under-
stand college student attitudes toward these issues so that we can
contribute to movement toward inclusivity and the promotion of
LGBTrights across the globe. Furthermore, since studies show a
relationship between pervasive public prejudices, criminal laws,
and public policy (Frank et al. 2010), changes in LGBT preju-
dices may also be reflective of movement toward changes in
laws that affect LGBT individuals (Fingerhut et al. 2011; Hull
2006). Thus, if we can begin to understand LGBT prejudices at
the collegiate level, we may be able to contribute to changes in
college students’ LGBT prejudices. Such shifts may also affect
changes in general public attitudes toward LGBT individuals
which may, in turn, contribute to improvements in policy and
laws that affect LGBT individuals.

While the findings of the current study are informative, there
are some limitations worth noting. First, small non-random
cross-cultural college samples may be biased in the following

ways: (1) they may be unrepresentative of both the college pop-
ulation and the larger population in general, (2) they may repre-
sent a more liberal-leaning segment of society due to the well-
documented relationship between education and liberal attitudes
toward LGBT individuals (e.g., Astin 1998; Brake 2010; Norton
and Herek 2013), and (3) they may misrepresent “college” pop-
ulations since those who attend college in the USA may differ
from those who attend college in Europe. Although efforts were
made to choose comparable university samples, it is likely that
the complexities within college populations may make the con-
clusions of this research speculative. Even though there are in-
ternational public opinion surveys that make cross-cultural com-
parisons easier (i.e., World Values Survey 2005), their limited
measures led us to collect our own data; however, we understand
that this makes it especially difficult to provide robust cross-
cultural comparisons. Even so, we feel that the results from the
current study offer important contributions to the literature
(discussed below). Second, even though STATA powerreg anal-
yses determined that the sample sizes are large enough to yield
significant results (Cohen 1988), the small sample sizes are a
potential limitation to the current study. Third, our measures of
politics, religion, and feminism are all based on simplistic indi-
ces, and although there is an established trend in previous re-
search that finds that these types of measures yield significant
relationships with LGBT prejudices (e.g., Mohr and Rochlen
1999; Lingiardi et al. 2005, 2015; Norton and Herek 2013;
Worthen 2012, 2016), future studies would benefit from more
sophisticatedmeasurement of these complex constructs. Related,
these measures may have very different cultural significance and
meanings. Although efforts were made to ensure the integrity of
the translation of the survey from English (as originally created
by the first author) to Italian and Spanish (as done by the second
and third authors and a Spanish colleague), any conclusions
drawn from the relationships between LGBT attitudes and these
belief systems should be culturally sensitive and deserve further
investigation. Finally, we did not have measures of race, ethnic-
ity, class, or social desirability; thus, it would be most beneficial
to include such variables in future work.

International comparative research can be especially infor-
mative; thus, future studies could expand upon the current
study in several ways. First, the predictors explored in this
project do not offer explanations for the psychological foun-
dations of individual attitudes. Future studies might investi-
gate individuals’ psychological backgrounds to best under-
stand how anti-LGBT attitudes develop and flourish (see
Lingiardi et al. 2015). Second, past studies conducted in the
USA (e.g., Eliason 1997; Herek 2002), in Italy (Lingiardi et al.
2005, 2015), and Spain (Acuña-Ruiz and Vargas 2006;
Pichardo-Galán et al. 2007) indicate that who know LGBT
people have more supportive LGBT attitudes (i.e., Allport’s
(1954) contact hypothesis). Thus, future studies might incor-
porate measures of LGBT affiliation and attitudes toward
LGBT persons using an international comparative lens (for
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an exploration of this type, see Worthen, Lingiardi, and
Caristo (under review)). Third, some research shows that in-
come inequality, economic distress, and membership in the
“working class” are negatively related to tolerance of gays
and lesbians (Andersen and Fetner 2008; Inglehart and
Baker 2000; Svallfors 2006; Slenders et al. 2014). Thus, fu-
ture studies might examine how these factors may be related
to more complex measures of LGBT attitudes. Finally, it
would be most informative if more nationally representative
international comparative research was conducted with non-
college based samples so that LGBT prejudices could be bet-
ter understood, especially in the realm of attitudes toward
bisexual and transgender people.

Overall, the current study provides three important contri-
butions to the literature. First, this is the only study to date that
has examined attitudes toward lesbian, gay, bisexual, and
transgender individuals using an international comparative
framework. Second, this study shows that among multiple
measures of political, feminist, and religious belief systems,
alignment with conservative political beliefs is the most con-
sistent predictive measure of attitudes toward LGBT individ-
uals across all four locations. Furthermore, the interactive ef-
fects of conservative political beliefs, feminism, and biblical
literalism also influenced attitudes toward LGBT individuals.
Thus, there may be important nuances in measures of conser-

vative politics and interrelationships between belief systems
that are especially informative when examining LGBT preju-
dices. Third, by examining LGBT prejudices as separate con-
structs, this study shows that attitudes toward gay/lesbian,
bisexual, and transgender people may have different correlates
that also vary cross culturally. Such findings demonstrate the
importance of future international comparative studies exam-
ining LGBT attitudes so that US and European initiatives can
be designed to counteract negative prejudices.
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Appendix

Table 4 Variables that comprise the attitudinal scales by four locations9

Oklahoma Texas Italy Spain

Range α Mean SD α Mean SD α Mean SD Mean SD

Attitudes toward Gays/Lesbians Scale 28–140 .96 107.43 23.23 .97 115.50 21.90 .95 121.44 17.83 .93 127.85 13.92

I would not mind going to a party that
included gay men

3.86 1.17 4.02 1.14 4.48 .88 4.73 .69

I would not mind working with gay men 4.08 1.00 4.27 .92 4.60 .76 4.81 .52

I welcome new friends who are gay 3.96 1.06 4.07 1.07 4.39 .94 4.24 .93

I do not think it would negatively affect our
relationship if I learned that one of my
close relatives was gay

3.87 1.16 4.04 1.08 4.44 .88 4.62 .69

I am comfortable with the thought of two
men being romantically involved

3.00 1.40 3.33 1.34 4.00 1.17 4.32 1.02

I would remove my child from class if I found
out the teacher was gayR

4.05 1.06 4.35 .98 4.39 1.08 4.65 .99

It is alright with me if I see two men holding hands 3.34 1.25 3.76 1.20 4.27 1.07 4.47 .98

I would not vote for a political candidate
who was openly gayR

3.48 1.38 3.96 1.24 4.41 1.05 4.40 1.06

Gay men should not be allowed to join the militaryR 3.95 1.14 4.37 .97 4.37 1.01 4.42 1.08

Marriages between two gay men should be legal 3.28 1.45 3.75 1.41 3.77 1.30 4.39 1.02

Gay men are incapable of being good parentsR 4.15 1.01 4.34 .97 3.89 1.17 4.53 .89

Male homosexuality is a psychological diseaseR 4.11 1.03 4.35 .96 4.34 .98 4.71 .75
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Table 4 (continued)

Oklahoma Texas Italy Spain

Range α Mean SD α Mean SD α Mean SD Mean SD

Physicians and psychologists should strive to
find a cure for male homosexualityR

4.15 1.04 4.38 1.00 4.55 .81 4.79 .63

Gay men should undergo therapy to
change their sexual orientationR

4.10 1.07 4.41 .88 4.57 .84 4.78 .64

I would not mind going to a party
that included lesbians

3.86 1.12 4.05 1.09 4.51 .73 4.66 .68

I would not mind working with lesbians 4.03 .97 4.20 .93 4.50 .75 4.74 .51

I welcome new friends who are lesbian 3.84 1.06 4.04 1.06 4.38 .82 4.10 .92

I do not think it would negatively affect our
relationship if I learned that one of my
close relatives was a lesbian

3.85 1.15 4.06 1.05 4.46 .79 4.57 .79

I am comfortable with the thought of two
women being romantically involved

3.35 1.35 3.69 1.23 4.11 1.21 4.23 1.12

I would remove my child from class if I
found out the teacher was a lesbianR

4.01 1.09 4.36 .94 4.40 1.06 4.75 .78

It is alright with me if I see two women holding hands 3.58 1.18 3.94 1.14 4.38 .97 4.26 1.24

I would not vote for a political candidate
who was openly lesbianR

3.56 1.35 4.13 1.14 4.39 .99 4.37 .72

Lesbians should not be allowed to join the militaryR 3.99 1.11 4.31 .99 4.46 .94 4.61 .86

Marriages between two women should be legal 3.27 1.45 3.68 1.42 3.68 1.38 4.47 .95

Lesbians are incapable of being good parentsR 4.15 1.03 4.42 .95 4.09 1.05 4.59 .84

Female homosexuality is a psychological diseaseR 4.13 1.03 3.40 .93 4.46 .88 4.70 .77

Physicians and psychologists should strive to
find a cure for female homosexualityR

4.17 1.00 3.39 .98 4.58 .77 4.78 .64

Lesbians should undergo therapy to change
their sexual orientationR

4.13 1.03 4.43 .85 4.64 .70 4.81 .54

Attitudes toward Bisexual Scale .91 25.07 7.28 .90 27.22 6.78 .85 27.20 5.83 .87 30.86 5.44

Most men who call themselves bisexual are
temporarily experimenting with their sexualityR

2.91 1.00 3.06 .90 2.81 .90 3.02 .84

Just like homosexuality and heterosexuality,
bisexuality is a stable sexual orientation for men

2.80 1.06 2.96 1.03 2.89 .97 3.37 1.18

As far as I am concerned, male bisexuality is wrongR 3.28 1.40 3.65 1.33 3.83 1.16 4.46 .87

Male bisexuality is harmful to society because it
breaks down natural divisions between the sexesR

3.54 1.24 3.89 1.19 4.00 1.16 4.50 .83

Most women who call themselves bisexual are
temporarily experimenting with their sexualityR

2.76 .95 2.98 .93 2.78 .94 3.05 .91

Just like homosexuality and heterosexuality,
bisexuality is a stable sexual orientation for women

2.84 1.05 3.02 1.00 2.89 .98 3.48 1.08

As far as I am concerned, female bisexuality is wrongR 3.36 1.37 3.72 1.29 3.94 1.13 4.46 .90

Female bisexuality is harmful to society because it
breaks down natural divisions between the sexesR

3.57 1.23 3.94 1.15 4.06 1.11 4.53 .83

Attitudes toward transindividuals 8–40 .95 25.23 8.91 .95 27.07 8.43 .94 31.92 7.29 .89 35.11 5.34

Sex change operations are morally wrongR 3.02 1.35 3.26 1.30 3.84 1.19 4.31 1.00

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

2.45 1.26 2.46 1.18 3.84 1.03 3.96 1.03

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

2.87 1.30 3.09 1.20 3.43 1.20 4.01 1.01

Men who see themselves as women are disgustingR 3.48 1.25 3.71 1.24 4.17 1.03 4.60 .79

Women who see themselves as men are disgustingR 3.47 1.25 3.72 1.22 4.15 1.06 4.61 .76

I would avoid talking to a woman if I knew she
had a surgically created penis and testiclesR

3.31 1.31 3.56 1.25 4.34 .93 4.58 .80

It is morally wrong for a woman to
present herself as a man in publicR

3.33 1.26 3.65 1.21 4.08 1.14 4.52 .83

It is morally wrong for a man to present
himself as a woman in publicR

3.29 1.30 3.63 1.23 4.08 1.16 4.52 .84

9 Individual items were reverse coded R so that higher scores on the scales represent more supportive attitudes toward the groups
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