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Abstract  

While prior psychological research has explored racial and religious attitudes towards 

lesbian, gay, bisexual, and transgender (LGBT) individuals, most studies have focused only 

on explicit (i.e., self-reportred) attitudes. The present study contributes to this question by 

investigating differences across participants’ racial and religous identities in large samples of 

attitudes towards transgender (N = 206,587) and gay people (N = 253,150). Results showed 

significant racial and religious differences in implicit and explicit attitudes. Compared to 

participants from the six other religious groups polled, non-religious individuals held the least 

prejudiced implicit attitudes towards gay and transgender people. When analyzing 

participants’ races, White participants showed relatively low implicit and explicit biases 

against gay and transgender people in comparison to the five other racial groups polled. 

These findings aid our understanding of how biases against transgender and gay people relate 

to racial and religious factors. Future work should investigate the influence of religion and 

culture using implicit and explicit measures on intergroup prejudice and discrimination.  
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Racial and Religious Differences in Transgender and Sexuality Attitudes 

In recent years, the public discussion concerning transgender identity (gender identity 

differing from assigned sex at birth) and homosexuality has significantly increased in various 

contexts. Along with the increased awareness and visibility of transgender and sexuality 

issues, societal acceptance of transgender and gay people has increased. For instance, several 

countries, including the United States, have legally recognized same-sex marriage (Liptak, 

2015). Regarding transgender equality, a recent survey showed that about 80% of British 

citizens believed they were not prejudiced against transgender people, and 76% stated that 

prejudices against transgender people are always or mostly wrong (Morgan et al., 2020). 

Although there have been initiatives to advance lesbian, gay, bisexual, and transgender 

(LGBT) equality, discrimination against these sexual and gender minorities is still a problem 

in many conservative countries and regions. For instance, in Georgia, a former Soviet 

republic, protesters against a planned LGBT march attacked and injured journalists covering 

the event (AP News, 2021). Furthermore, many state legislatures in the United States are 

actively evaluating transgender-related regulations, such as prohibiting transgender 

adolescents from participating in sports based on their gender identity (AP News, 2020). 

Transgender and gay people are still experiencing discrimination across many domains, 

including employment (Davis& Yeung, 2022), housing (Lombardi, 2009), and healthcare 

(Grant et al., 2011). 

Race/Ethnicity and Religions 

Negative attitudes towards transgender and gay individuals remain an enduring issue in 
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most societies; however, a growing body of literature suggests that a range of demographic 

factors, such as culture (Balsam et al., 2011), ideological values, and belief systems 

(Willoughby et al., 2010) play an important role in predicting such attitudes. Particularly, 

racial and ethnic characteristics, along with religion, appear to be crucial predictors of 

attitudes towards transgender and gay people.  

For instance, prior research on immigrants in Europe found that people from countries 

with weaker support for homosexuality are more likely to exhibit prejudicial attitudes about 

sexual orientation minorities (Röder & Dublin, 2015). In these cases, localized policies can 

be perceived as signaling “the will of the people” that arose from the local population; 

consequently, people thus internalized government legislation as social norms and formed 

their attitudes and behaviors based on their social cognition (Ofosu et al., 2019). Also, these 

traditional attitudes might represent the remnants of binary-gender norms, and these 

immigrants tend to retain their ethnic identity by valuing these norms (Lottes & Kuriloff, 

1992). Therefore, race and ethnic identity may then be central to understanding LGBT 

attitudes. 

In addition to the influence of race/ethnicity, an individual's sentiments towards LGBT 

group members are heavily linked with their religious affiliations and beliefs. Multiple 

studies regarding faith and social perspectives have revealed that religion predicts intergroup 

prejudices (Solomon & Kurtz-Costes, 2018; Elischberger et al., 2016; Olson et al., 2006). For 

instance, prior research suggested that Jewish people self-reported more supportive attitudes 

towards gay men and lesbian women (Lottes & Kuriloff, 1992; Wills & Crawford, 1999), as 
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well as towards transgender people (Cragun & Sumerau, 2015) than adherents of other 

religious groups. Conversely, individuals who identified as Christians and Muslims held more 

negative attitudes against gay men and lesbian women (Christianity: Whitehead, 2014; 

Muslims: Anderson & Koc, 2015), and Christians tended to be less supportive of transgender 

rights (Kanamori et al., 2017).  

A common argument for this link between negative social attitudes, race/ethnicity, and 

religious affiliation is claimed to be driven by religion's and culture's focus on “value 

violation” (Herek, 1987). The idea of “value violation” means that some people believe that 

certain behaviors go against their important beliefs or principles. The doctrine of the majority 

of Abrahamic religions (e.g., Judaism, Christianity, and Islam) asserts that their respective 

deities created humanity with people completely rooted in the gender binary (e.g., 

Christianity's Adam and Eve; Hunsberger & Jackson, 2005). Gay people are usually 

considered as violating stereotypical gender norms and expectations (e.g., masculine men and 

feminine women; Herek,1984); moreover, transgender people are by definition outside the 

gender binary of “male” and “female” (Dean et al., 2000). As a result, it is believed that 

negative attitudes towards transgender identities and sexuality are informed by cultural 

dynamics (i.e., cultural formation, maintenance, and transformation; Campbell, Hinton & 

Anderson, 2019), leading to stronger prejudices against gay and transgender people among 

religious and racial groups. 

Implicit Transgender and Sexuality Attitudes 

Most research on transgender and sexuality related attitudes rely on observation or 
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self-reported explicit attitudes (i.e., conscious and self-endorsed attitudes; Greenwald & 

Banaji, 1995). Despite explicit attitudes being informative, these may not represent the whole 

spectrum of evaluations since they are at the conscious level and are controlled. Instead, 

implicit attitudes refer to comparatively automatic associations with less conscious awareness 

and controls (Greenwald & Banaji, 1995). Specifically, implicit attitudes are inferred from 

individuals' responses, such as in the speed with which participants can associate positive and 

negative words with an attitude object.  

One of the most prevalent methods developed to measure implicit intergroup evaluations 

is the Implicit Association Test (IAT; Greenwald, McGhee, & Schwartz, 1998). The IAT is 

based on the concept that associations are reflected by people's behaviors and attitudes, as 

stronger association denotes more frequently activated concepts together. The logic behind 

the IAT is based on response times, such that it is easier to respond quicker to the concepts 

that are more frequently activated together when they share the same response key. Often, the 

IAT is used to measure the strength of associations via reaction time between concepts (e.g., 

Black-White, Gay-Straight) and positive or negative attributes (e.g., see Greenwald, McGhee, 

& Schwartz, 1998). 

Such implicit measures can assess more automatic ingroup and outgroup evaluations 

(Nosek et al., 2007). However, while implicit attitude measures are widespread in many 

intergroup areas, most of them only focus on a handful of domains, such as race, religion, or 

sexual orientation (e.g., see meta-analysis Kurdi et al., 2019). Up until recently, there has 

been relatively little prior research on implicit attitudes towards transgender and cisgender 
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people. The first implicit transgender study that used the IAT was conducted by Wang-Jones 

et al. (2018), which found overall positive implicit attitudes towards “biological men” and 

“biological women” among all heterosexual and homosexual participants. However, this 

method for measuring transgender-related implicit associations may not be ideal, since the 

researchers measured attitudes towards “transsexual men” and “transsexual women” in 

comparison to “biological men” and “biological women”, which are labels that refer to one's 

genitals instead of gender (e.g., “transgender people”, “cisgender people”). To be specific, 

this prior work measured associations towards subgroups instead of transgender people as a 

whole group (Govan & Williams, 2004). Follow-up research (Axt et al., 2020) found that 

implicit transgender attitudes could be measured more holistically and accurately by using 

categories of “transgender people” and “cisgender people” on an IAT and using celebrity 

images to represent each group.   

Current Study 

 Given that transgender and gay people now occupy a larger proportion of the population, 

it is urgent to understand the culture of prejudices on gender identity and sexual orientation. 

For many people, race and religion functions as an important set of beliefs about the world 

and inform social norms that influence individuals’ attitudes (Baumeister, 1991). This study 

uses a novel transgender IAT developed by Axt et al. (2020) and a sexuality IAT from Nosek 

et al. (2007) to investigate variations in attitudes towards gender identity and sexual 

orientation across racial and religious groups, compared to White people and non-religious 
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people. The study also examines whether similar patterns emerged for implicit and explicit 

outcome measures related to attitudes concerning gay and transgender people. 

Study 1 

Study 1 compares attitude differences towards transgender and cisgender people between 

White participants and other various racial-ethnic groups, as well as non-religious people 

compared to other religious groups. 

Method 

Participants: 

A total of 206,587 participants completed the transgender IAT at Project Implicit 

(https://implicit.harvard.edu) between April 3rd 2020 and December 31st, 2021. Since this 

study primarily focuses on racial and religious comparisons, only participants who 

self-identified as following six racial identities (American Indian/Alaska Native, East Asian, 

South Asian, Native Hawaiian or other Pacific Islander, Black or African American and 

White) and following seven religious identities (Buddhist/Confucian/Shinto, 

Catholic/Orthodox, Protestant, Hindu, Jewish, Muslim/Islamic) including no religious beliefs 

are retained for analysis. Data from participants who had reaction times faster than 300ms on 

more than 10% of the trials were removed from the analysis (Greenwald, Nosek, & Banaji, 

2003; Nosek et al., 2007), resulting in a sample of N= 185, 366 (racial groups; MAge = 34.21, 

SD = 13.63; 78.4% USA residents; other descriptive data see Table 1) and N= 193,963 

(religious groups; MAge = 34.25, SD = 13.63; 80.2% USA residents; other descriptive data 

see Table 1). 
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Table 1. Descriptive Statistic of Participants for Study 1 

 Identities Count Percentage 

Racial 
Identities American Indian/Alaska Native 1606 0.9% 

East Asian 6467 3.5% 

South Asian 5660 3.1% 

Native Hawaiian or other 
Pacific Islander 

1014 0.5% 

Black or African American 14552 7.9% 

 
White 156067 84.2% 

Religious 
Identities Buddhist/Confucian/Shinto 2811 1.4% 

Christian: Catholic or Orthodox 35689 18.4% 

Christian: Protestant or Other 48195 24.8% 

Hindu 2019 1.0% 

Jewish 5204 2.7% 

Muslim/Islamic 2467 1.3% 

Not Religious 97578 50.3% 
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Measures 

Implicit transgender attitudes. Implicit transgender attitudes were measured through a 

seven-block IAT developed by Axt et al. (2020). Subjects were presented with either good 

attribute words (e.g., “Nice”, “Glorious”, etc.) or bad attribute words (e.g., “Nasty”, “Agony”, 

etc.). The category labels were “transgender people” and “cisgender people”, representing the 

whole group. Stimuli comprised eight images of celebrities (four cisgender people and four 

transgender people). Pairs of celebrities from each group were matched on race, approximate 

age and popularity (estimated using Google search returns). At the beginning of the IAT, 

participants were shown a text description of each celebrity and were asked to complete a 

24-trail training block. In such training trials, participants had to correctly categorize the 

celebrities' images that has transgender or cisgender labels into corresponding categories. 

Such labels on images were removed after the training block. The seven-block IAT was 

developed from Nosek et al. (2007), designed and followed the D scoring algorithm 

(Greenwald et al., 2003). A more positive D score indicated a more positive association with 

cisgender people than transgender people. 

Explicit Attitudes. Participants were asked to self-report their preference towards 

cisgender people and transgender people using a scale from 1 (“I strongly prefer transgender 

people to cisgender people”) to 7 (“I strongly prefer cisgender people to transgender people”), 

with the midpoint 4 (“I like cisgender people and transgendper people equally”) indicating no 

preference (Axt, 2018). 
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Procedures 

Participants completed the transgender IAT and explicit attitude scale survey in a 

random order. 

Results 

Figures 1.1 and 1.2 display the mean scores on attitudes towards transgender people 

across six racial groups. In addition, Figures 1.3 and 1.4 show transprejudice attitudes mean 

scores across seven religious affiliation groups. Since mean differences exist within racial 

and religious groups, follow-up comparison tests were applied. Because the majority of 

participants self-identified as White people, the other five racial groups are compared against 

the average attitudes of White participants. Meanwhile, the non-religion people are dominant 

in seven religious identities, so the six other religious groups are compared against them.  
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Figure 1. Mean and standard error attitudes towards transgender targets across participants’ racial and religious groups. 

 
 

Figure 1.1. Mean and standard error implicit attitudes towards transgender targets as a function of participants’ racial groups. 
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Figure 1.2. Mean and standard error implicit attitudes scores towards transgender targets as a function of participants’ religious affiliations. 
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Figure 1.3. Mean and standard error explicit attitudes towards transgender targets as a function of participants’ racial groups. 
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Figure 1.4. Mean and standard error explicit attitudes scores towards transgender targets as a function of participants’ religious affiliations. 
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Mean Comparison 

Differences Across Racial Groups 

Overall, White participants (Implicit attitudes: M = 0.10, SD = 0.45; Explicit attitudes: M 

= 4.40, SD = 1.11) had significantly different attitudes from four of five other racial groups in 

both implicit and explicit attitude measures. 

 Implicit attitudes: A positive IAT D score indicates positive attitudes towards cisgender 

people. Despite all racial groups showing evidences of implicit preferences for cisgender over 

transgender people, White participants had relatively less biased attitudes against transgender 

people than three of five other racial groups: South Asian participants (t = -4.59, p < 0.001,  

d = -0.06), East Asian participants (t = -6.33, p < 0.001, d = -0.08) and Black or African 

American participants (t = -24.52, p < 0.001, d = -0.20). In contrast, White participants were 

significantly less supportive than Indian/Alaska Native participants (t = 4.27, p < 0.001, 

 d = 0.10) towards transgender people. 

Additionally, there was no significant mean difference between White people and Native 

Hawaiian or other Pacific Islander people (t = 0.66, p > 0.05, d = 0.02).  

Explicit attitudes: A score of four indicates no preference for transgender or cisgender 

individuals, and a higher score indicates positive attitudes towards cisgender people. The 

explicit attitudes variable exhibited identical patterns as the implicit attitudes variable. 

Specifically, in explicit attitudes, the difference between White and Native Hawaiian or other 

Pacific Islander people (t = 0.47, p > 0.05, d = 0.02) is similar as which in implicit attitudes  
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(t = 0.66, p > 0.05, d = 0.02), which is not significant. Despite the fact that people from all 

different racial groups reported preferences for cisgender over transgender people in explicit 

attitudes, White people showed less prejudice for transgender people than South Asian people 

(t = -3.30, p < 0.001, d = -0.04), East Asian people (t = -8.66, p < 0.001, d = -0.10), or Black 

or African American people (t = -14.51, p < 0.001, d = -0.13), the pattern of results were 

identical to the implicit attitude analyses. Similarly, the American Indian/Alaska Native 

group (t = 4.43, p < 0.001, d = 0.11) was found to have more positive explicit transgender 

attitudes relative to White participants.   

Differences Across Religious Affiliation Groups 

In general, people who identified themselves as not religious held more positive attitudes 

towards transgender people than six other religious affiliations identified groups (Implicit 

Attitudes: M = -0.02, SD = 0.45; Explicit Attitudes: M = 4.18, SD =1.00).  

Implicit attitudes: Non-religious people had more positive implicit attitudes toward 

transgender individuals compared with six other religious affiliation groups: Jewish people  

(t = -2.44, p < 0.001, d = -0.03), Buddhists/Confucians/Shintos (t = -4.66, p < 0.001,  

d = -0.08), Hindus (t = -13.00, p < 0.001, d = -0.27), Muslims (t = -15.90, p < 0.001,  

d = -0.30), Catholics or Orthodox Christians (t = -60.60, p < 0.001, d = -0.35) and Protestants 

or other Christians (t = -76.43, p < 0.001, d = -0.40). 

Explicit attitudes: Atheists self-reported a minor prejudice towards transgender 

individuals despite they exhibited positive implicit attitudes towards transgender individuals. 
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Nonetheless, non-religious individuals reported significantly more positive explicit attitudes 

than did Jewish individuals (t = -2.74, p < 0.05, d = -0.07), Buddhists/Confucians/Shintos  

(t = -4.93, p < 0.001, d = -0.10), Hindus (t = -12.40, p < 0.001, d = -0.27), Catholics or 

Orthodox Christians(t = -74.65, p < 0.001, d = -0.45), Muslims/Islamic (t = -24.33,  

p < 0.001, d = -0.56) and Protestants or other Christians (t = -105.97, p < 0.001, d = -0.58). 

Though there were small differences between the implicit and explicit analyses, the pattern of 

results was largely the same across the two outcomes. 
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Table 2. Descriptive Statistics and Independent t-tests values for Transgender Attitudes Analyses 

Groups 

IAT D scores Self-reported Attitudes 

Mean SD 
Comparison 

to White 

people 

Comparison 

to 

Non-Religious 

people 

Cohen’s d  Mean SD 
Comparison 

to White 

people 

Comparison to 

Non-Religious 

people 
Cohen’s d 

1.All 0.10 0.45 — — —  4.41 1.11 — — — 

2.American Indian/Alaska 
Native 

0.05 0.45 4.27** — 0.10  4.28 1.20 4.43** — 0.11 

3.East Asian 0.13 0.45 -6.33** — -0.08  4.51 1.10 -8.66** — -0.10 

4.South Asian 0.12 0.44 -4.59** — -0.06  4.45 1.10 -3.30** — -0.04 

5.Native Hawaiian or other 
Pacific Islander 

0.08 0.44 ns0.66 — 0.02  4.38 1.21 ns0.47 — 0.02 

6.Black or African American 0.18 0.45 -24.52** — -0.20  4.54 1.18 -14.51** — -0.13 

7.White 0.09 0.45 — — —  4.40 1.11 — — — 
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8.Buddhist/Confucian/Shinto 0.06 0.46 — -4.66** -0.08  4.28 1.14 — -4.93** -0.10 

9.Christian: Catholic  
or Orthodox 

0.18 0.43 — -60.60** -0.35  4.64 1.11 — -74.65** -0.45 

10.Christian: Protestant or 
Other 

0.20 0.43 — -76.43** -0.40  4.79 1.17 — -105.97** -0.58 

11.Hindu 0.14 0.45 — -13.00** -0.27  4.45 1.10 — -12.40** -0.27 

12.Jewish 0.04 0.46 — -2.44** -0.03  4.22 1.16 — -2.74* -0.07 

13.Muslim/Islamic 0.16 0.45 — -15.90** -0.30  4.75 1.13 — -24.33** -0.56 

14.Not Religious -0.02 0.45 — — —  4.18 1.00 — — — 

Note. ns indicates p > .05. Statistically significant findings are presented in boldface. *p<.05;**p<.001. 
IAT = Implicit Association Test 
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Study 2 

Study 2 compares attitude disparities towards gay people between White participants and 

various racial-ethnic as well as non-religious versus other religious groups. 

Method 

Participants: 

A total of 253,150 participants completed the sexuality IAT at Project Implicit 

(https://implicit.harvard.edu) between January 1st 2021 and December 31st, 2021. Since this 

study primarily focuses on racial and religious comparisons, only participants who 

self-identified as following six racial identities (American Indian/Alaska Native, East Asian, 

South Asian, Native Hawaiian or other Pacific Islander, Black or African American) and 

following six religious affiliations (Buddhist/Confucian/Shinto, Catholic/Orthodox, 

Protestant, Hindu, Jewish, Muslim/Islamic) and non-religious participants are retained for 

analysis. As in Study 1, data from participants who had reaction times faster than 300ms on 

more than 10% of the trials were removed from the analysis (Greenwald, Nosek, & Banaji, 

2003; Nosek, 2007), resulting in a sample of N = 229,133 (racial groups; MAge = 28.88, SD = 

12.87; 79.0% USA residents; other descriptive data see Table 3) and N=235,687 (religious 

groups; MAge = 30.78; SD = 12.9; 76.2% USA residents; other descriptive data see Table 3). 
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Table 3. Descriptive Statistic of Participants In Study 2 
 Groups Count Percentage 
Racial Groups 

American Indian/Alaska Native 2196 0.9% 

East Asian 11093 4.8% 

South Asian 9357 4.0% 

Native Hawaiian or other 
Pacific Islander 

1523 0.7% 

Black or African American 20309 8.8% 

 
White 184655 80.8% 

Religious 
groups Buddhist/Confucian/Shinto 3502 1.5% 

Christian: Catholic or Orthodox 50117 21.3% 

Christian: Protestant or Other 56315 23.9% 

Hindu 3126 1.3% 

Jewish 5471 2.3% 

Muslim/Islamic 3446 1.5% 

Not Religious 113710 48.2% 
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Measures 

Implicit sexuality attitudes. Implicit sexuality attitudes were measured through a 

seven-block IAT from Nosek et al. (2007), in which four black-and-white symbols that 

represented gay people and straight people were paired with four word labels (e.g., Straight, 

Heterosexual, Gay, Homosexual), and did not include any training block. The scoring 

calculation followed the D scoring algorithm (Greenwald et al., 2003). A more positive D 

score indicated a more positive association with straight people versus gay people. 

Explicit Attitudes. Participants were asked to self-report their preference towards 

cisgender people and transgender people using a scale from 1 (“I strongly prefer I strongly 

prefer gay people to straight people.”) to 7 (“I strongly prefer gay people to straight people”), 

with the midpoint 4 (“I like gay and straight people equally”) indicating no preference (Axt, 

2018).  

Procedures 

Participants completed the sexuality IAT and explicit attitude survey in a random order. 

Results 

Mean Comparison 

Figures 2.1 and 2.3 demonstrate the mean scores on sexuality attitudes among six racial 

groups. Figures 2.2 and 2.4 show mean scores for attitudes across seven religious groups. 

Mean differences could be seen in participants' racial and religious groups; therefore, 

follow-up comparison tests were applied. Because the majority of participants identified as 

White, five other racial groups were compared to White participants. In addition, 
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non-religious people are the dominant religious identities in our study, so six other religious 

groups were compared against non-religious participants.  

Differences Across Racial Groups 

Implicit attitudes: All racial groups had negative implicit attitudes against gay people; 

nonetheless, White people held the least biased implicit attitudes towards gay people than did 

East Asian people (t = -15.01, p < 0.001, d = -0.14), South Asian people (t = -13.87, p < 

0.001, d = -0.14) and Black or African American people (t = -44.67, p < 0.001, d = -0.33).  

Additionally, there was no significant mean difference between White people and 

American Indian/Alaska Native people (t = -1.72, p = 0.085, d = 0.04) nor Native Hawaiian 

or other Pacific Islander people (t = -1.91, p = 0.056, d = -0.05). 

Explicit attitudes: White people self-expressed positive attitudes about gay people on the 

direct scale, as opposed to the slightly negative attitudes reported in the implicit measure. In 

explicit measures, White people showed pro-gay attitudes compared to other five racial 

groups: Native Hawaiian or other Pacific Islander people (t = -2.69, p = 0.002, d = -0.08), 

American Indian/Alaska Native people (t = -3.26, p < 0.001, d = -0.08), South Asian people 

(t = -18.65, p < 0.001, d = -0.21), East Asian people (t = -23.72, p < 0.001, d = -0.23), and 

Black or African American people (t = -32.87, p < 0.001, d = -0.27).  

The pattern for self-reported attitudes towards gay versus straight people was different 

than what was found in implicit attitudes; previously, people of Native Hawaiian or other 

Pacific Islanders and American Indian or Alaska Native are not significantly different from 

White people but now they are held more biases compared with White participants; South 

Asian or East Asian people were ranked as fourth and third respectively before, but now they 
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are ranked third and fourth. Only Black people's position in the attitudes ranking order 

relative to White people remained unaltered. 

Differences Across Religious Affiliation Groups 

In general, people who identified themselves as not religious (Implicit Attitudes:  

M = -0.01, SD = 0.48; overall Explicit Attitudes: M = 3.66, SD = 1.18) held significantly less 

bias towards gay people than the other six religious identities.  

Implicit attitudes: Except for non-religious people, people identified with all kinds of 

religious affiliations held negative attitudes against gay people. Atheists had more pro-gay 

implicit attitudes compared with the other six religious groups: Jewish people (t = -5.59,  

p < 0.001, d = -0.07), Buddhists/Confucians/Shintos (t = -13.65, p < 0.001, d = -0.22), Hindus 

(t = -25.84, p < 0.001, d = -0.44), Catholics or Orthodox Christians (t = -96.27, p < 0.001,  

d = -0.49), Protestants or other Christians ( t =-106.08, p < 0.001, d = -0.52) and Muslims  

(t = -35.11, p < 0.001, d = 0.57).  

Explicit attitudes: As in explicit attitudes, across seven religiously identifiable groups, 

only non-religious participants had positive attitudes towards gay people. Non-religious 

participants had more positive attitudes towards gay people than Jewish participants  

(t = -7.57, p < 0.001, d = -0.10), Buddhist/Confucian/Shinto participants (t = -18.47,  

p < 0.001, d = -0.30), Hindu participants (t = -32,82, p < 0.001, d = -0.59), Catholic or 

Orthodox participants (t =-115.58, p < 0.001, d = -0.59), Protestant or other Christian 

participants (t = -131.35, p < 0.001, d = -0.65) and Muslim/Islamic participants (t = -43.06,  

p < 0.001, d = -0.88). The analysis of explicit attitudes yielded a pattern identical to the 

implicit attitude analysis. 
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Figure 2. Mean and standard error attitudes towards gay targets across participants’ racial and religious groups 

Figure 2.1. Mean and standard error implicit attitudes scores towards gay targets as a function of participants’ racial groups. 
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Figure 2.2. Mean and standard error implicit attitudes scores towards gay targets as a function of participants’ religious affiliations. 



 28 

Figure 2.3. Mean and standard error explicit attitudes scores towards gay targets as a function of participants’ racial groups. 
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Figure 2.4. Mean and standard error explicit attitudes scores towards gay targets as a function of participants’ religious affiliations. 
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Table 4. Descriptive Statistics and Independent t-tests values for Sexuality Attitudes Analyses 

Groups 

IAT D scores Self-reported Attitudes 

Mean SD 
Comparison 

to White 

people 

Comparison to 

Non-Religious 

people 

Cohen’s 
d 

 Mean SD 
Comparison 

to White 

people 

Comparison to 

Non-Religious 

people 

Cohen’s 
d 

1.All 0.10 0.49 — — —  4.01 1.25 — — — 

2.American Indian/Alaska 
Native 

0.10 0.51 -1.72ns — 0.04  4.06 1.45 -3.26** — -0.08 

3.East Asian 0.15 0.48 -15.01** — -0.14  4.24 1.34 -23.72** — -0.23 

4.South Asian 0.15 0.47 -13.87** — -0.14  4.22 1.35 -18.65** — -0.21 

5.Native Hawaiian or other 
Pacific Islander 

0.11 0.48 -1.91ns — -0.05  4.05 1.37 -2.69* — -0.08 

6.Black or African American 0.25 0.49 -44.67** — -0.33  4.29 1.39 -32.87** — -0.27 

7.White 0.08 0.49 — — —  3.96 1.21 — — — 
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8.Buddhist/Confucian/Shinto 0.09 0.50 — -13.65** -0.22  4.01 1.35 — -18.47** -0.30 

9.Christian: Catholic  
or Orthodox 

0.21 0.47 — -96.27** -0.49  4.35 1.17 — -115.58** -0.59 

10.Christian: Protestant or Other 0.23 0.47 — -106.08** -0.52  4.43 1.20 — -131.35** -0.65 

11.Hindu 0.19 0.46 — -25.84** -0.44  4.36 1.28 — -32,82** -0.59 

12.Jewish 0.02 0.49 — -5.59** -0.07  3.78 1.22 — -7.57** -0.10 

13.Muslim/Islamic 0.26 0.48 — -35.11** 0.57  4.70 1.54 — -43.06** -0.88 

14.Not Religious -0.01 0.48 — — —  3.66 1.18 — — — 

Note. ns indicates p > .05. Statistically significant findings are presented in boldface. *p<.05;**p<.001. 
IAT = Implicit Association Test 
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General Discussion 

This study reveals that the level of explicit and implicit biases towards transgender and 

sexuality vary significantly by religious affiliation and race/ethnicity. In socially sensitive 

areas such as race, sexual orientation, disability, and age, implicit attitudes frequently show 

stronger prejudices than self-reported attitudes (Nosek et al., 2007). Similar tendencies were 

identified in Study 2 with sexuality attitudes but, curiously, not true for attitudes related to 

transgender people (Transgender implicit attitudes: Cohen’s d = 0.22, Transgender explicit 

attitudes: Cohen’s d = 0.37; Sexuality implicit attitudes: Cohen’s d = 0.21, Sexuality explicit 

attitudes: Cohen’s d = 0.01). The fact that explicit attitudes towards transgender individuals 

had a moderate effect size (Cohen's d = 0.37) suggests that there may be some trans-biases 

that are more apparent in self-reported measures of attitudes. It is possible that individuals 

may not be fully aware of their own biases towards transgender individuals since many 

people may not have had much exposure to these gender minorities or issues in their personal 

lives. These lower levels of exposure may contribute to a lack of transgender identities 

understanding and one's biases awareness towards transgender individuals; hence, these 

biases may not be represented in the implicit measures. However, further research would be 

needed to fully understand the underlying reasons for this finding (e.g., tracking transgender 

prejudices as people start to have more sustained personal contact with transgender people). 

We discovered significant racial disparities in attitudes against gay people and 

transgender individuals both implicitly and explicitly. Even though people of all races held 

negative opinions towards gay people, White people's attitudes towards these groups were 

significantly less prejudiced than other five racial groups explicitly and than four of those 
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racial groups studied here implicitly. This finding is consistent with previous studies that 

investigated correlates of implicit preferences for straight individuals over lesbians and gays 

(Westgate et al., 2015); in which the investigators used data from 683,976 visitors to Project 

Implicit who completed the IAT between February 2006 and August 2013. Results showed 

that race/ethnicity was one of the strongest moderators of implicit sexuality attitudes, with 

White and Hispanic individuals displaying less implicit bias towards lesbian and gay 

individuals than Asian and Black individuals. Concerning attitudes towards transgender 

people, White people displayed weak implicit and explicit biases towards transgender 

individuals relative to most other racial groupings, with the exception of American Indian 

people/Alaska Native people and Native Hawaiian people or other Pacific Islander people. 

Black people had the highest negative attitudes towards transgender and gay people in both 

Study 1 and Study 2. These results are consistent with some prior work; for instance Durrell, 

Chiong, and Battle (2007) showed in a quantitative study on homophobia in the New York 

population that Black people self-reported having the most anti-gay attitudes, followed by 

Latino people, Asian people, and White people, and the present data extend that finding to a 

measure of implicit sexuality attitudes as well.  

Our research also provides consistent evidence for the idea that religious identification 

(i.e., self-classification as a religious person) is associated with more negative attitudes 

against gay and transgender people (e.g., Nagoshi et al., 2008; Tee & Hegarty, 2006). The 

vast majority of past research concentrated on Christian, Jewish, and Muslim identities; we 

extended this work by incorporating seldom studied religious identities such as Confucian 

and Shinto that originated from East Asia. In both studies, the large samples of participants 
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who voluntarily completed the Transgender and Sexuality IATs demonstrated implicit 

transgender and sexuality biases among racial and religious groups. Non-religious people, 

however, held positive attitudes toward transgender people implicitly and expressed 

implicitly and explicitly pro-gay attitudes. Atheists also self-reported a preference for 

transgender people over cisgender people. These findings are consistent with Adams and 

colleagues’ (2016) results showing that fundamentalists of all worldwide faiths were more 

likely to express discomfort with gender and sexual heteronormativity violations, as well as 

show more significant levels of sexual prejudice and transphobia for both men and women, 

though the present work suggests that people who are non-religious or atheist show markedly 

no prejudice based on sexuality and gender identity. 

In conclusion, religious values and race/ethnicity are associated with variations in 

attitudes about the gay and transgender population. The significance of evaluating race, 

ethnicity, and religion in relation to gay and transgender attitudes is emphasized by the 

current findings, which extends earlier work in this area. According to prior research, 

racial/ethnic identification influences experiences of discrimination and prejudice, which in 

turn can affect attitudes towards the LGBT community (Herek, 2020). As a result, one 

implication of this work is that people from minority racial/ethnic groups may encounter 

intersectional discrimination on the basis of their racial/ethnic or religious identity and sexual 

orientation (Diaz et al., 2001). That is, individuals from racial, ethnic or religious minority 

groups who identify as LGBT may face rejection and marginalization from both mainstream 

LGBT communities and their own racial/ethnic or religious communities. 
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Limitations 

First, it is important to note that only 63.8% of participants who completed the Sexuality 

IAT self-identified as heterosexual, and the sexual orientation of Transgender IAT 

participants was not collected. However, the LGBT identifies only account for 8% population 

in the world in 2022 (World Population Review, 2023). A prior study showed that gay 

participants showed implicit ingroup favoritism (Jones & Devos, 2014; Westgate et al., 2015), 

so having 36.2% gay and lesbian participants very likely impacted the overall results of the 

Sexuality IAT. It is possible that in the real world with a more representative sample, the 

overall attitudes towards gay people would be more negative than in this study, and 

replicating these results with more representative samples is a clear priority for this line of 

research.  

Second, there is no fine-grained measure of religiosity in the current study, although 

religiosity may explain our results for both religious and racial groups. Multiple studies have 

found that religiosity is a significant predictor of negative attitudes towards transgender 

people (Acker, 2017; Worthen et al., 2017; Herek, 2016). Members of religious groups with 

strong anti-gay and anti-transgender attitudes may be more likely to possess comparable 

opinions, even if they do not personally accept these views (Whitley, 2009). It is expected 

that people who received more frequent religious education and internalized patriarchal 

gender norms from their culture would show more negative implicit and explicit attitudes 

towards the LGBT community, and accounting for religiosity likely would be very 

illuminating in explaining the observed results. 
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Finally, a separate but related factor to religion is political orientation. Depending on a 

different degree of religious proliferation in certain nations and regions, the relationship 

between religion and attitudes towards LGBT people might even vary. Indeed, it has been 

proposed that unfavourable sentiments against transgender people in Italy, Spain, and Greece 

are more likely to stem from political than religious convictions (Worthen, 2017). Future 

studies may investigate how these politics and religion interact to produce prejudice. For 

instance, in contrast to certain Western countries, we might anticipate that attitudes towards 

LGBT group members in some East Asian countries would be strongly linked to government 

legislation, particularly in countries where religion is not as widely practiced and where the 

proportion of religious individuals in the population is known to be lower (Japan: Kavanagh 

& Jong, 2019; China: Wenzel-Teuber, 2017). In this context, LGBT-inclusive policies and 

programs would influence perceptions of the LGBT community. When LGBT rights are not 

protected by government legislation, negative national attitudes towards LGBT group 

members are projected. Subsequent studies will do a better job of exploring these issues by 

using more geographically diverse samples. 

Future Directions 

As mentioned above, future research on implicit sexuality and transgender attitudes 

should focus more on race/ethnicity and religion, with incorporating other political and social 

factors. Diverse regulations pertaining to sexual orientation and gender identity may 

influence a shift in religious sentiments about the LGBT community. For example, laws and 

policies that protect the rights of LGBT individuals or provide marriage equality may lead to 

increased acceptance of the LGBT community among religious individuals who previously 
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held negative attitudes (Whitley, 2009). In contrast, policies that restrict the rights of LGBT 

individuals or reinforce negative stereotypes can contribute to a continuation of negative 

attitudes among religious groups. For example, Axt et al. (2020) discovered that a relative 

implicit preference for cisgender over transgender individuals was associated with lower 

support of inclusive policies regarding the treatment of transgender individuals. Therefore, 

future research could be conducted on the interactive effect of local government policies and 

religions on attitudes towards LGBT groups across different countries (Ofosu et al., 2019).  

The current work could also be extended to the question of changes over time. For 

instance, a previous study investigating implicit and explicit racial attitudes change during the 

“Black Lives Matters” Movement showed that antiracist mass social movements reduced 

societal-level racial bias (Sawyer & Gampa, 2018). In light of this evidence, we might expect 

to see transgender and sexuality attitudes moving towards neutrality (Charlesworth & Banaji, 

2021) in the coming years, particularly in areas that are expanding policy efforts to fight 

discrimination on the basis of sexual orientation or gender identity. It is likely that 

transprejudice and anti-gay prejudice could be lessened globally through the influence of 

legislation such as Marriage equality, The Canadian Human Rights Act, the removal of 

“Bathroom Bills”, and efforts that are all aimed at protecting the rights of LGBT individuals. 

Finally, future studies could adopt a longitudinal approach to better understand how 

changes in cultural environments impact transgender and sexuality implicit attitudes. Prior 

research on immigrants' attitudes towards gay people, for instance, indicated that home 

countries' beliefs about homosexuality play a significant role in European first-generation 

immigrants' attitudes towards those marginalized people, but not in immigrants who migrated 
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over twenty years (Soehl, 2017). As a result, future research might compare the influence of 

immigration on implicit transgender attitudes and sexuality attitudes before and after 

migration. With race and religion remaining the same, such analyses with attitudes change 

could better clarify the causal and correlational relationship between race/ethnicity, religion 

and attitudes.  

Conclusion 

The results indicated that sentiments towards gay and transgender people varied based on 

race and religions. White participants showed relatively lower levels of prejudice, and 

non-religious people held the most positive transgender and sexuality attitudes. These 

findings underscore the importance of accounting for racial and religious factors in future 

research on attitudes towards the LGBT community, as well as promoting greater acceptance 

and inclusion of the LGBT community in religious contexts. The study also emphasizes the 

importance of using a variety of measures, both explicit and implicit, in order to gain a more 

comprehensive understanding of people's attitudes towards various social groups. 

Furthermore, we hypothesize that other factors, such as the impact of policies, may also be 

significant in predicting attitudes related to LGBT people.  
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