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abstract  
The study aimed to map the homonegative, binegative, and transnegative behaviour 
rates in Slovak LGBTQ+ boys and girls and heterosexual boys and girls. The study 
involved an analysis of unsubstantiated LGBTQ+ claims and myths, which significantly 
increase the rate of discriminatory behaviour in adolescence. Research tools used 
include the Homonegativity, Binegativity, and Transnegativity Scale and the 
Unsubstantiated Claims and Myths about LGBTQ+ Scale. The research involved 209 
adolescents from the Slovak Republic: 77 heterosexually-identified boys, 25 LGBTQ+-
identified boys, 71 heterosexually-identified girls, and 36 LGBTQ+-identified girls. 
Results show that the heterosexually-identified adolescent population manifests higher 
homonegative, binegative, and transnegative behaviour rates. These differences manifest 
at both cognitive and emotional levels, as well as at a behavioural level. We identified 
the rate of belief in unsubstantiated LGBTQ+ statements and myths. Heterosexually-
identified adolescents are more likely to be influenced by such statements than 
LGBTQ+-identified adolescents. 
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Introduction 

The spread of disinformation, misinformation, and unsubstantiated claims is 
becoming a powerful phenomenon in modern society, capable of forming and 
changing people's perceptions, attitudes, and behaviour toward the objects and 
subjects they are attached to. The establishment of personal attitudes is influenced 
by many factors, including personality traits, information gained from other people, 
and internalising social and group norms and beliefs (Jedlička et al., 2018).  There-
fore, personal experiences and socialisation play a crucial role in a person's life, 
influencing their interactions with and interpretation of the surrounding world 
(Wang et al., 2019). 
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This article focuses on analysing the discriminatory tendency in circles of hetero-
sexual boys and girls in comparison with LGBTQ+ boys and girls from Slovakia. 
This article also examines the extent of beliefs in unsubstantiated claims and myths 
about LGBTQ+ people and attitudes toward them in the context of gender–sexual 
identification. We conceptualised the article into three areas: 1) disinformation, 
unsubstantiated claims, and myths about LGBTQ+ behaviour, 2) attitudes towards 
LGBTQ+ people in the Slovak population, and 3) attitudes towards LGBTQ+ people 
in the context of gender and sexual identification. 
 

Disinformation, unsubstantiated claims, and myths in the context of LGBTQ+ 

An unsubstantiated claim is a "statement or knowledge about the state of the world 
that has not been sufficiently supported with good evidence" (Bensley, 2020). Such 
claims have not been scientifically analysed, nor has their validity been confirmed 
or statements and information supported by relevant scientific research. In the 
context of the LGBTQ+ community, these myths and claims include the promiscui-
ty of LGBTQ+ individuals (Adam, 1992); atypical gender behaviour – the feminine 
behaviour of gays and masculine behaviour of lesbians (Fejes and Petrich, 1993); the 
perception of trans identities as a modern-day fabrication in the context of sex 
(Canadian Aids Society, 2016); and bisexual individuals being the main vectors of 
HIV infection into groups of gays and lesbians (Ames, 1996). Jurkovič (2019) points 
out that polarising attitudes of political parties and alternative media pave the way 
for hate speech, extremist attitudes, and disinformation regarding minority groups 
within society. However, some political parties have delivered hate speeches 
towards LGBTQ+ people in Slovakia, which has led to the spread of misinformation 
among the Slovak population, and which could harm people in the LGBTQ+ 
community. For example, the leader of party SMER (Social Democracy), Robert 
Fico, stated in 2019 that adoption by same-sex couples is a "perversion" (TASR, 2019). 
In the same year, the Ministry of Culture denied donating to Rainbow Pride, and 
none of the projects submitted by organisations representing LGBTQ+ were given 
financial support (Inakosť, 2019). 
 
Astuti et al. (2017) pointed out that the more media information is available to an 
individual, the greater their tendency to perceive particular objects negatively. In 
their research on a sample of 120 midwifery students, they found that 50% of 
respondents were convinced that the LGBTQ+ population suffers from a sexual 
disorder; 28% refused to establish contact with any LGBTQ+ individual; and 51% 
did not want to have any form of relationship with an LGBTQ+ individual. On the 
contrary, this research has also confirmed the hypothesis that respondents who 
had improved accessibility to various media forms exhibited more positive attitu-
des and a reduced tendency to stigmatise different social groups. Results showed 
that 61% of respondents stated that they would support a family member if they 
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identified as LGBTQ+; 69% stated that the majority of society should not exclude 
the LGBTQ+ minority, and 40% stated they would visit the household of an 
LGBTQ+ individual.  
 
Strand and Svensson (2021) identified current disinformation, unsubstantiated 
claims, and misinformation about LGBTQ+ people through source analysis. These 
kinds of disinformation can lead to misconceptions and misunderstandings of the 
LGBTQ+ community and can be a source of discriminatory behaviour. These so-
called "disinformation narratives" are disseminated by alternative media or political 
figures to harm people in the LGBTQ+ community. These "disinformation narra-
tives" include 1) LGBTQ+ inclusion as a modern form of Western colonialism,  
2) liberal gender ideology, and 3) restoration of a natural order ordained by God.  
 

Attitudes towards LGBTQ+ people in Slovakia 

Even though high inclusion levels characterise the modern era, attitudes towards 
the LGBTQ+ community are constantly on a sinusoid line. Flores' research (Flores, 
2019; 2020) shows that Slovakia has declined in the Global Acceptance Index over 
two decades. Slovakia is currently ranked at 70th place in the GAI with 4.82 points 
in this index, reaching its peak from 2000 to 2003 with 5.6 points in the GAI. This 
sinusoid shows that attitudes towards LGBTQ+ people and the LGBTQ+ 
community generally fluctuate in the Slovak community, and there is a marked 
regression rather than progress.  
 
Another significant example of regression in the acceptance of the LGBTQ+ 
community is a survey by Poushter and Kent, which found that 46% of Slovak 
people say that homosexuality should not be accepted. On the other hand, this 
survey showed that younger generations hold more accepting attitudes toward the 
LGBTQ+ community. About 61% of younger people from Slovakia aged from 18 to 
26 said that homosexuality should be accepted in society (Poushter and Kent, 2020).  
Historically, the LGBTQ+ community has long been heavily stigmatised and 
discriminated against. This can be one of the reasons why people establish their 
attitude towards this community prevalently based on indirect experience, for 
example through medialised disinformation and long-ago disproven myt. This 
attitude can be culturally and socially formed (Lenghart and Čerešník, 2022).  
 

Attitudes towards LGBTQ+ people in the context of gender and sexual 
identification 

Few surveys have been conducted in the Slovak Republic regarding attitudes 
toward LGBTQ+ people. Surveys that have been carried out have not included 
gender differences in attitudes. However, from the analysis of Poushter and Kent 
(2020), we can deduce that there are no gender differences in attitudes towards 
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LGBTQ+ people in the Slovak population. The analysis showed that there were no 
significant differences between men and women. As there are no direct comparative 
studies of attitudes towards LGBTQ+ people between the heterosexual and 
LGBTQ+ populations in the Slovakia, this section primarily uses foreign research 
findings. Research findings (Gulevich et al., 2021) have shown that attitudes towards 
LGBTQ+ people vary in the context of both gender and sexual identification.  
 
Research has long shown that heterosexual men hold more significant prejudice 
against gay people than heterosexual women because gender-associated beliefs 
influence them more (Kite and Whitley, 1996; Lingiardi et al., 2005; Ciocca et al., 
2015; Adams et al., 2016). Heterosexual men score higher in the emotional compo- 
nent of attitudes towards gay men and lesbians, tending to hold more negative 
emotions towards lesbians and gays than heterosexual women (Gulevitch et al., 
2021). However, men do not just score higher in negative emotions towards gays 
and lesbians. Other research has shown (Wright et al., 1999) that heterosexual men, 
compared to heterosexual women, show higher rates of both cognitive negativity 
and behavioural reactions (aggression or avoidance) toward gays and lesbians 
(Wright et al., 1999), suggesting that heterosexual men hold higher negative 
attitudes towards gays and lesbians at every component of attitude (at cognitive, 
emotional, and behavioural levels).  
 
While there is a significant body of research demonstrating heterosexual attitudes 
towards LGBTQ+ communities, there is limited research focusing on LGBTQ+ 
attitudes toward their own communities. The research carried out confirms the 
logical conclusion that the heterosexual population, in particular the heterosexual 
male population, has more negative attitudes towards LGBTQ+ people. These 
negative attitudes are mainly reflected towards gays and lesbians (Berg et al., 2015), 
bisexual people (Dodge et al., 2016; Eliason, 2001; Herek, 2002; Hertlein et al., 2016; 
Ondris et al., 2002; Herek, 2002; Mullick and Wright, 2002; Yost and Thomas, 2012; 
Eliason, 1997; Anselmi et al., 2015; Eliason, 1997), and transgender people (Hill and 
Willoughby, 2005; Morgan et al., 2020; Norton and Herek, 2012) compared to people 
of other sexual and gender identifications. 
 

Current study 

Attitudes towards LGBTQ+ people are well documented. The framework has shown 
that the heterosexual population, especially men, show more negative attitudes 
towards every sexual and gender identity in the LGBTQ+ community. This shows 
that men show higher rates of negative cognition and more negative emotion and 
tend to have significantly higher negative behavioural reactions (e.g., avoidance or 
aggression). However, there are some research gaps: 
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There is a significant research gap in the mapping of attitudes in Slovakia in the 
context of gender–sexual identification. This research gap also offers us an opportu-
nity to study if there are any differences in cognitive negativism, negative affect, 
and behavioural aggression towards LGBTQ+ people between heterosexual boys 
and girls and LGBTQ+ boys and girls.  
 
At the same time, there is a significant lack of interest in exploring the area of 
unsubstantiated claims and myths about LGBTQ+ people in the context of the 
Slovak population, especially among Slovak adolescents. This research gap allows 
us to explore differences between heterosexual boys and girls and LGBTQ+ boys 
and girls in unsubstantiated claims and myths about selected sexual and gender 
identities.  
 
Based on the theoretical background in the introduction and the study's aims, we 
asked the following research question to analyse the differences between the groups 
regarding unsubstantiated claims and myths about the LGBTQ+ community, and 
set out the subsequent twenty-eight statistical hypotheses:  
 
RQ1: Are any differences in belief between heterosexually-identified boys and girls and LGBTQ+-identified boys 
and girls in unsubstantiated claims and myths about LGBTQ+? 

 
H1: Heterosexually-identified boys will manifest greater homonegativity, binegativity, and transnegativity (HBT) 
than the other study groups.  
H1a: Heterosexually-identified boys will manifest greater HBT compared to heterosexually-identified girls. 
H1b: Heterosexually-identified boys will manifest greater HBT compared to LGBTQ+-identified boys. 
H1c: Heterosexually-identified boys will manifest greater HBT compared to LGBTQ+-identified girls. 
 
H2: Heterosexually-identified boys will manifest greater cognitive negativism of HBT compared to the other 
study groups.  
H2a: Heterosexually-identified boys will manifest greater cognitive negativism of HBT compared to heterosexu-
ally-identified girls.  
H2b: Heterosexually-identified boys will manifest greater cognitive negativism of HBT compared to LGBTQ+-
identified boys. 
H2c: Heterosexually-identified boys will manifest greater cognitive negativism of HBT compared to LGBTQ+-
identified girls. 
 
H3: Heterosexually-identified boys will manifest greater behavioural aggression of HBT compared to the other 
study groups.  
H3a: Heterosexually-identified boys will manifest greater behavioural aggression of HBT compared to heterosexu-
ally-identified girls. 
H3b: Heterosexually-identified boys will manifest greater behavioural aggression of HBT compared to LGBTQ+-
identified boys. 
H3c: Heterosexually-identified boys will manifest greater behavioural aggression of HBT compared to LGBTQ+-
identified girls. 
 
H4: Heterosexually-identified boys will manifest a greater negative affect of HBT compared to heterosexually-
identified girls, LGBTQ+-identified boys, and LGBTQ+-identified girls.  
H4a: Heterosexually-identified boys will manifest a greater negative affect of HBT compared to heterosexually-
identified girls. 
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H4b: Heterosexually-identified boys will manifest a greater negative affect of HBT compared to LGBTQ+-identi-
fied boys. 
H4c: Heterosexually-identified boys will manifest a greater negative affect of HBT compared to LGBTQ+-
identified girls. 
 
H5: Heterosexually-identified girls will manifest greater HBT compared to the LGBTQ+ study groups.  
H5a: Heterosexually-identified girls will manifest greater HBT compared to LGBTQ+-identified girls.  
H5b: Heterosexually-identified girls will manifest greater HBT compared to the population of LGBTQ+-identified 
boys.  
 
H6: Heterosexually-identified girls will manifest a greater cognitive negativism of HBT compared to the LGBTQ+ 
study groups.  
H6a: Heterosexually-identified girls will manifest a greater cognitive negativism of HBT compared to LGBTQ+-
identified girls.  
H6b: Heterosexually-identified girls will manifest a greater cognitive negativism of HBT compared LGBTQ+-
identified boys.  
 
H7: Heterosexually-identified girls will manifest greater behavioural aggression of HBT compared to the 
LGBTQ+ study groups.  
H7a: Heterosexually-identified girls will manifest greater behavioural aggression of HBT compared to LGBTQ+-
identified girls.  
H7b: Heterosexually-identified girls will manifest greater behavioural aggression of HBT compared to LGBTQ+-
identified boys. 
 
H8: Heterosexually-identified girls will manifest a greater negative affect of HBT compared to the LGBTQ+ study 
groups. 
H8a: Heterosexually-identified girls will manifest a greater negative affect of HBT compared to LGBTQ+-identi-
fied girls.  
H8b: Heterosexually-identified girls will manifest a greater negative affect of HBT compared to LGBTQ+-identi-
fied boys.  
 

Method and materials 

Research sample and methodology 

The research was conducted in all regions of the Slovak Republic: 33 respondents 
came from the Bratislava region (15.7%); 15 respondents from the Trnava region 
(7.1%); 28 respondents from the Trenčín region (13.3%); 33 respondents from the 
Nitra region (15.7%); 15 respondents from the Žilina region (7.1%); 22 respondents 
from the Banská Bystrica region (10.5%); 37 respondents from the Prešov region 
(17.7%); and 26 respondents from the Košice region (12.4%). Due to COVID-19, the 
research took place as an online survey via the online platform survio.com/sk.  A 
poster for participation was shared through personal social media profiles, namely 
Facebook, which included basic information about the study and stratification 
criteria for participation. When selecting respondents, we set basic stratification 
criteria such as age, sexual identification (gay, lesbian, bisexual, heterosexual), and 
gender identification (male, female, transgender). After six questionnaires were 
excluded from the research due to hateful speech (e.g., swastika instead of filling 
out sociodemographic information, etc.), our research sample comprised 209 Slovak 
adolescents aged 15 to 20 years. The proportion of male and female adolescents was 
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102:107. . The sample included 77 boys who identified as heterosexual, 25 boys who 
identified as LGBTQ+, 71 girls who identified as heterosexual, and 36 girls who 
identified as LGBTQ+. The average age of the research sample was 18.1 years (SD = 
1.57).  
 
The research study did not collect broader social or demographic variables such as 
education, family background, or relationship status. 
 

Research tools 

The research used a set of questionnaires consisting of two scales: the Homonega-
tivity, Binegativity, and Transnegativity Scale and the Unsubstantiated Claims and 
Myths About LGBTQ+ Scale. 
 

The Homonegativity, Binegativity, and Transnegativity Scale 

The Homonegativity, Binegativity, and Transnegativity Scale (originally the Homo-
phobia Scale; Wright et al., 1999) measures the rate of an individual's attitudes 
about selected sexual identities at the level of its three components (cognitive, 
emotional, and conative). To identify the rate of binegativity and transnegativity, 
the individual parts were translated and adapted to reliably measure these two 
phenomena (Cronbach's α = 0.95). Each measurement factor also shows high inner 
reliability (Cronbach's α for negative affect factor = 0.912; Cronbach's α for 
behavioural aggression factor = 0.871, and Cronbach's α for cognitive negativism 
factor = 0.893). The method comprises three factors covered in a total of 25 ques-
tions. The first factor is the negative affect, covered in 10 questions (for example: "I 
think that homosexual, bisexual, and/or trans people should not work with 
children."). The second factor is behavioural aggression, covered in 10 questions (for 
example: "When I meet someone, I try to find out if he/she is homosexually or 
bisexually oriented and/or a trans person."). The third factor is cognitive negativism, 
covered in 5 questions (for example: "Homosexual behaviour should not be illegal.").  
 
Adolescents evaluated statements in the individual sub-scales on a five-point 
evaluation scale: (5) completely agree; (4) agree; (3) neither agree nor disagree; (2) 
disagree; and (1) completely disagree. The total scores ranged between 25 and 125, 
with a score of 25 presenting highly supportive affective, behavioural, and cognitive 
orientations toward gay, bisexual, and transgender people (the opposites of 
homophobia, biphobia, and transphobia) and a score of 125 presenting extreme 
homophobia, biphobia, and transphobia represented in both the affective, cognitive, 
and behavioural spheres. 
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Scores on individual subscale factors are: 
1. Negative affect: scores range from 10 points (minimum) to 50 points (maximum).  
2. Behavioural aggression: scores range from 10 points (minimum) to 50 points 
(maximum).  
3. Cognitive negativism: scores range from 5 points (minimum) to 25 points 
(maximum). 
 

The unsubstantiated claims and myths about LGBTQ+ scale 

The Unsubstantiated Claims and Myths about LGBTQ+ Scale (Lenghart and 
Verešová, 2021) measures the rate of belief in unsubstantiated statements and myths 
related to selected LGBTQ+ identifications (Cronbach's α = 0.93). The method com-
prises three factors covered in a total of 15 questions. The measurement shows high 
inner reliability (Cronbach's α = 0.933). Three factors that are forming the 
measurement also showed acceptable values (Cronbach's α for unsubstantiated 
claims and myths about homosexuality factor α = 0.774; Cronbach's α for 
unsubstantiated claims and myths about bisexuality factor α = 0.849, and 
Cronbach's α for unsubstantiated claims and myths about trans people factor α = 
0.859). The first factor involves unsubstantiated statements and myths about 
homosexuality, covered in 5 questions (for example: "Gays and lesbians voluntarily 
choose their lifestyle."). The second factor involves unsubstantiated statements and 
myths about bisexuality, covered in 5 questions (for example: "Bisexual people 
spread AIDS among gays and lesbians."). The third factor involves unsubstantiated 
statements and myths about trans persons, covered in 5 questions (example: "All 
trans persons work in the sex business."). A broader psychometric analysis of this 
scale was published by Lenghart and Verešová in 2021 (Lenghart and Verešová, 2021). 
The scale was developed through an analysis of the literature and online resources, 
and from these, individual statements within the LGBTQ+ community were 
formulated and translated (e.g., Adam, 1992; Ames, 1996; Davis, 2009; Fejes, and 
Petrich, 1993; Sloboda, 2016; Canadian AIDS Society, 2019). For homosexuality, 
myths and unsubstantiated claims were selected such as the extreme promiscuity 
of lesbian women and gay men, the inverse gender stereotype (effeminacy of gay 
men and masculinity of lesbian women), or the raising of a homosexual child by 
same-sex couples. For bisexuality, unsubstantiated claims and myths were chosen 
such as bisexuality being a mediator of HIV/AIDS infection among gay men and 
lesbian women or bisexuality as a trend in modern society. For transgender 
identities, unsubstantiated claims and myths were chosen such as that 
transgenderism is a matter of fetishism or that all transgender people work in the 
sex industry. 
 
Adolescents evaluated statements in the individual sub-scales on a five-point 
evaluation scale: (5) completely agree; (4) agree; (3) neither agree nor disagree; (2) 
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disagree, and (1) completely disagree. The scale contains 15 statements that 
represent unsubstantiated claims against gay/lesbian, bisexual, and transgender 
people. It can be scored through a total score (min. 15 and max. 75) or scores of 
claims and myths against selected sexual identities separately. The lower the 
respondents' scores, the lower the level of belief in these unsubstantiated claims 
and vice versa. 
 
Scores on the individual scale factors are: 
1. Unsubstantiated claims and myths about homosexuality: scores range from 5  
(minimum) to 25 points (maximum).  
2. Unsubstantiated claims and myths about bisexuality: scores range from 5 points  
(minimum) to 25 points (maximum). 
3. Unsubstantiated claims and myths about trans people: scores range from 5 points  
(minimum) to 25 points (maximum). 
 

Results 

Before statistical procedures were performed, a normality test was performed. The 
normality test revealed an uneven distribution of data across all variables and 
groups studied. Based on these results, we decided to choose nonparametric statis-
tical tests to compare the differences. Specifically, we used the Kruskal–Wallis test 
to compare differences and Dunn's post-hoc analysis to find specific differences 
between groups. 
 
Tables 1–2 and Figures 1–2 present the Krukal–Wallis test analysis results. We 
adopted the standard significance level α < .05. Our comparison involved the 
following groups: (1) heterosexually-identified boys; (2) LGBTQ+-identified boys; (3) 
heterosexually-identified girls; and (4) LGBTQ+-identified girls. The means and 
standard deviations achieved for the groups studied are presented in Table 1. 
 
Table 1 compares the above-defined groups concerning homonegativity, 
binegativity, transnegativity, and their factors. Kruskal–Wallis analysis shows that 
there is a significant difference between studied groups (H (3,209) = 69.089; p< 
0.001) in overall homonegativity, binegativity, and transnegativity. Dunn's post-hoc 
analysis showed statistically significant differences between the studied groups 
(Table 2). Heterosexually-identified boys showed higher homonegativity, binegati-
vity, and transnegativity compared to LGBTQ+-identified boys (p <.001), 
heterosexually-identified girls (p = 0.008), and LGBTQ- identified girls (p< 0.001). 
Heterosexually-identified girls showed higher homonegativity, binegativity, and 
transnegativity compared to LGBTQ+-identified boys (p< 0.001) and LGBTQ+-
identified girls (p< 0.001). Differences between LGBTQ+-identified adolescents were 
not significant (p = 0.582).  
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The second area of investigation was to investigate the individual differences in 
homonegativity, binegativity, and transnegativity components. Within this area, 
differences in negative affect, behavioural aggression, and cognitive negativity were 
investigated.  
 
The Kruskal–Wallis test showed that the groups differed from each other in the 
component of negative affect (H (3,209) = 60.399; p< 0.001) (Table 1). Dunn's post-
hoc analysis showed statistically significant differences between the studied groups 
(Table 2). Heterosexually-identified boys showed negative affect compared to 
LGBTQ+-identified boys (p <.001), heterosexually-identified girls (p = 0.027), and  
LGBTQ+-identified girls (p< 0.001). Heterosexually-identified girls showed higher 
negative affect compared to LGBTQ+-identified boys (p< 0.001) and LGBTQ+-
identified girls (p< 0.001). Differences between LGBTQ+-identified adolescents were 
not significant (p = 0.669). 
 
The third area of investigation was differences in behavioural aggression. 
Significant differences between groups were also found in this area (H (3,209) = 
51.289; p< 0.001) (Table 1). Dunn's analysis showed that heterosexually-identified 
boys showed higher behavioural aggression compared to LGBTQ+-identified boys 
(p <.001), heterosexual-identified girls (p< 0.001), and LGBTQ+-identified girls (p< 
0.001). Heterosexually-identified girls showed higher behavioural aggression 
compared to LGBTQ+-identified boys (p< 0.038) and LGBTQ+-identified girls (p< 
0.001). Differences between LGBTQ+-identified adolescents were not significant (p 
= 0.515) (Table 2).  
 
The final area of statistical hypothesis testing was identifying differences in the 
cognitive negativity component. The Kruskal–Wallis test showed that the groups 
differed from each other on the cognitive negativism component (H (3,209) = 74.483; 
p<0.001) (Table 1). Dunn's post-hoc analysis showed that heterosexually-identified 
boys showed higher cognitive negativism compared to LGBTQ+-identified boys (p 
<.001) and LGBTQ+-identified girls (p< 0.001) but not compared to heterosexually-
identified girls (p = 0.175). Heterosexually-identified girls showed higher cognitive 
negativism compared to LGBTQ+-identified boys (p< 0.038) and LGBTQ+-
identified girls (p< 0.001). Differences between LGBTQ+-identified adolescents were 
not significant (p = 0.678) (Table 2).  
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Table 1: Means, standard deviations, and Kruskal–Wallis test results for homonegativity, binegativity, and 
transnegativity and its components in the context of gender and sexual identification of adolescents 

 
Homonegativity, Binegativity, and Transnegativity Scale 

Comparison z p pbonf 

Heterosexually-identified boys – LGBTQ+-identified boys 5.666 <0.001 <0.001 

Heterosexually-identified boys – Heterosexually-identified girls 2.638 0.008 1.000 

Heterosexually-identified boys – LGBTQ+-identified girls 7.319 <0.001 <0.001 

LGBTQ+-identified boys – Heterosexually-identified girls  -3.802 <0.001 <0.001 

LGBTQ+-identified boys – LGBTQ+-identified girls 0.550 0.582 1.000 

Heterosexually-identified girls – LGBTQ+-identified girls 5.157 <0.001 <0.001 

Negative affect 

Comparison z p pbonf 

Heterosexually-identified boys – LGBTQ+-identified boys 5.320 <0.001 <0.001 

Heterosexually-identified boys – Heterosexually-identified girls 2.219 0.027 0.159 

Heterosexually-identified boys – LGBTQ+-identified girls 6.757 <0.001 <0.001 

LGBTQ+-identified boys – Heterosexually-identified girls  -3.755 <0.001 0.001 

LGBTQ+-identified boys – LGBTQ+-identified girls 0.427 0.669 1.000 

Heterosexually-identified girls – LGBTQ+-identified girls 4.944 <0.001 <0.001 

Variable 

Heterosexually-
identified  

Boys 

LGBTQ+- 
identified  

Boys 

Heterosexually- 
identified 

 Girls 

LGBTQ+- 
identified  

Girls 

 
H 

      

  M SD M SD M SD M SD  

Homonegativity, 
Binegativity, and 
Transnegativity 

 
62.45 

 
23.10 

 
36.64 

 
13.12 

 
49.30 

 
18.16 

 
35.42 

 
11.98 

 
69.089*** 

Negative Affect 25.04 
 

9.84 
 

14.64 
 

6.02 
 

19.73 
 

7.63 
 

14.11 
 

5.24 
 

60.399*** 

Behavioural 
Aggression 

 
23.62 

 
8.37 

 
15.32 

 
5.16 

 
17.92 

 
6.52 

 
15.00 

 
6.37 

 
51.289*** 

Cognitive  
Negativism 

 13.79 6.16 6.68 2.75 11.65 5.49 6.31 2.12 74.483*** 

***p < .001          
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Behavioural aggression 

Comparison z p pbonf 

Heterosexually-identified boys – LGBTQ+-identified boys 4.838 <0.001 <0.001 

Heterosexually-identified boys – Heterosexually-identified girls 3.885 <0.001 <0.001 

Heterosexually-identified boys – LGBTQ+-identified girls 6.483 <0.001 <0.001 

LGBTQ+-identified boys – Heterosexually-identified girls  -2.074 0.038 0.228 

LGBTQ+-identified boys – LGBTQ+-identified girls 0.651 0.515 1.000 

Heterosexually-identified girls – LGBTQ+-identified girls 3.268 0.001 0.006 

Cognitive negativism 

Comparison z p pbonf 

Heterosexually-identified boys – LGBTQ+-identified boys 5.705 <0.001 <0.001 

Heterosexually-identified boys – Heterosexually-identified girls 1.358 0.175 1.000 

Heterosexually-identified boys – LGBTQ+-identified girls 7.199 <0.001 <0.001 

LGBTQ+-identified boys – Heterosexually-identified girls  -4.760 <0.001 <0.001 

LGBTQ+-identified boys – LGBTQ+-identified girls 0.422 0.673 1.000 

Heterosexually-identified girls – LGBTQ+-identified girls 6.111 <0.001 <0.001 

 
Table 2: Dunn’s post-hoc between-group comparison for homonegativity, binegativity, and transnegativity and 
its components in the context of gender and sexual identification of adolescents 
 

 

Figure 1: A comparison of homonegativity, binegativity, and transnegativity and their components in the 
context of gender-sexual identification of Slovak adolescents 
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Concerning the area of unsubstantiated claims and myths about LGBTQ+, 
significant differences were identified in all investigated areas. All findings were 
significant at the level α < .001 (Table 2). Mean scores, standard deviations, and 
results of the Kruskal–Wallis test are presented in Tables 3–4.  
 
The results of the analysis via Dunn's post-hoc tests showed that heterosexually-
identified boys showed higher levels of belief in unsubstantiated claims and myths 
about the LGBTQ+ community compared to LGBTQ+-identified boys (p< 0.001) 
and LGBTQ+-identified girls (p< 0.001), but not compared to heterosexually-
identified girls (p = 0.288). Heterosexually-identified girls showed higher levels of 
belief in unsubstantiated claims and myths about the LGBTQ+ community 
compared to LGBTQ+-identified boys (p< 0.001) and LGBTQ+-identified girls  
(p< 0.001). No differences were identified between LGBTQ+-identified adolescents 
(p = 0.942).  
 
Differences between groups were also identified in the context of the 
questionnaire's endogenous subscales. Dunn's analyses showed that heterosexually-
identified boys showed higher levels of belief in unsubstantiated claims and myths 
about homosexuality compared to LGBTQ+-identified boys (p< 0.001) and 
LGBTQ+-identified girls (p< 0.001) but not compared to heterosexually-identified 
girls (p = 0.121). Heterosexually-identified girls showed higher levels of belief in 
unsubstantiated claims and myths about homosexuality compared to LGBTQ+-
identified boys (p< 0.001) and LGBTQ+-identified girls (p< 0.001). No differences 
were identified between LGBTQ+-identified adolescents (p = 0.732). 
 
The second area of inquiry was unsubstantiated claims and myths about 
bisexuality. Heterosexually-identified boys showed higher levels of belief in unsub-
stantiated claims and myths about bisexuality compared to LGBTQ+-identified 
boys (p< 0.001) and LGBTQ+-identified girls (p< 0.001), but not compared to 
heterosexually-identified girls (p = 0.700). Heterosexually-identified girls showed 
higher levels of belief in unsubstantiated claims and myths about bisexuality 
compared to LGBTQ+-identified boys (p< 0.001) and LGBTQ+-identified girls  
(p< 0.001). No differences were identified between LGBTQ+-identified adolescents  
(p = 0.685). 
 
A final area of investigation was the area of unsubstantiated claims and myths 
about transgender people. The results of the analysis via Dunn's post-hoc tests 
showed that heterosexually-identified boys showed higher levels of belief in unsub-
stantiated claims and myths about transgender people compared to LGBTQ+-
identified boys (p< 0.001) and LGBTQ+-identified girls (p< 0.001), but not compared 
to heterosexually-identified girls (p = 0.340). Heterosexually-identified girls showed 
higher levels of belief in unsubstantiated claims and myths about homosexuality 
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compared to LGBTQ+-identified boys (p< 0.001) and LGBTQ+-identified girls (p< 
0.001). No differences were identified between LGBTQ+-identified adolescents (p = 
0.718). 
 

Variable 
Heterosexually- 
identified boys 

LGBTQ+-
identified boys 

Heterosexually-
identified girls 

LGBTQ+-
identified girls 

H 

 M SD M SD M SD M SD  

Unsubstantiated Claims and Myths 
about LGBTQ+  

36.47 13.37 21.76 8.79 28.39 10.56 21.14 7.97 50.834*** 

Unsubstantiated Claims and Myths 
about Homosexuality 

12.04 5.02 7.00 2.70 8.99 3.70 6.61 2.47   38.976*** 

Unsubstantiated Claims and Myths 
about Bisexuality 

13.00 5.22 7.64 3.61 10.75 4.35 7.50 3.16 50.420*** 

Unsubstantiated Claims and Myths 
about Trans People 

11.43 4.13 7.12 3.30 8.66 3.58 7.03 3.13 43.700*** 

          
***p < .001          

 
Table 3: Comparison of unsubstantiated claims and myths about LGBTQ+ and in the context of gender and 
sexual identification of adolescents 

 

Discussion 

Previous studies have confirmed that the heterosexual population shows higher 
levels of discrimination against LGBTQ+ people than those in the LGBTQ+ 
community. However, the area of attitudes and discrimination in the context of 
gender–sexual identification has been neglected to a large extent. In addition, a 
significant and original contribution is investigating the extent to which 
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heterosexual and LGBTQ+ adolescents believe long-ago disproven myths and 
unsubstantiated claims against LGBTQ+ people. Our data have indicated 
significant differences between individual groups observed.  
 
We hypothesised that the heterosexually-identified population would show higher 
homonegativity, binegativity, and transnegativity (Hypothesis 1 – 8c). Heterosexual 
adolescents, specifically heterosexually-identified boys, reached the highest score in 
negative attitudes compared to LGBTQ+-identified adolescents. These findings are 
also confirmed by conclusions of previous research projects (such as Bosson et al., 
2011; Castromonte and Grijalva, 2017; DePalma and Jennett, 2010; Ondrisová et al., 
2002). The heterosexual population, especially the male population, characteris-
tically maintained a high level of discrimination towards LGBTQ+ individuals and 
prejudice in all three components (cognitive, emotional, and behavioural). One 
possible reason for the persistence of negative attitudes in the group of 
heterosexual people can be seen in the endorsement of traditional masculinity and 
femininity ideology (Krivoshchekov et al., 2021; Wade and Donis, 2007). This may be 
evidenced by the results of our research, where both LGBTQ+ boys and girls 
showed much lower rates of overall discrimination in all its components towards 
LGBTQ+ people (cognitive, emotional, behavioural). This can be supported by 
Gulvetich et al. (2021), whose research shows that heterosexual people endorse tradi-
tional masculine and feminine norms of society to a greater degree than sexual 
minorities, which leads to less discrimination towards LGBTQ+ from the group of 
LGBTQ+ people themselves. Because LGBTQ+ people come from divergent 
backgrounds where there are many different sexual and gender identities, they do 
not uphold the traditional social gender norms established by society itself. A study 
conducted by Anselmi et al. (2015) showed that heterosexual men may have more 
negative attitudes towards LGBTQ+ due to pressure on social norms from the side 
of society. Heterosexually-identified men/boys are more influenced by the tradi-
tional masculinity ideology, which leads to higher pressure on heterosexual men to 
present themselves as "masculine" and thus pushes heterosexist views, attitudes, 
and perceptions.  
 
However, even LGBTQ+-identified boys and girls themselves hold some levels of 
discrimination towards LGBTQ+ people. This result can be supported by Smitková 
and Brada's (2021) findings that Slovak LGBTQ+ people hold internalised homone-
gativity towards themselves. One possible reason might be that sexuality-related 
misconceptions are entrenched in modern society. Sloboda (2016) states that it is 
mainly the period of adolescence when the influence of sexual norms on one's 
sexuality is powerful and leads adolescents to the impression that a healthy and 
happy life is only possible with a person of the opposite sex. 
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We also formulated one research question attached to gender–sexual differences in 
belief in unsubstantiated claims and myths toward LGBTQ+ people. Our findings 
have shown that heterosexual boys and girls believe in unsubstantiated claims and 
myths about LGBTQ+ more than LGBTQ+ boys and girls themselves. LGBTQ+ 
boys and girls show certain levels of belief in these types of disinformation.  
 
One of the reasons why the heterosexual population believes myths and 
misinformation about LGBTQ+ people is because of the traditional gender 
ideology mentioned above in relation to the tendency to discriminate. Traditional 
gender ideology defines what attributes a socially defined man, and a defined 
woman should dispose of. On the other hand, this ideology goes hand in hand with 
the sexual norm of society, which interferes with the diversification of sexuality, 
therefore leading to the internalisation that everything that is not heterosexual is 
abnormal. This could lead to the internalisation of certain concepts of sexual norms 
that can lead to some types of cognitive errors, such as 1) selective abstraction and 
2) unsubstantiated conclusions. Selective abstraction focuses on establishing a 
conclusion only from a small part of the information. It creates a judgment based 
on omitting an important fact so that a person confirms his/her negative attitude 
and biased view of the matter (Wright et al., 2008). An example of selective 
abstraction might be, for example, a heterosexual man seeing a gay man who 
exhibits a certain degree of effeminate behaviour. He then focuses only on the fact 
that every gay man must be effeminate and ignores the fact that another hundred 
gay men can be masculine and not seen to be even gay. This can lead to severe 
misconceptions and generalisations and can also be linked with the second 
cognitive error called the unsubstantiated conclusion. Unsubstantiated 
conclusions are established when the acquired pieces of evidence either contradict 
each other or the evidence is entirely missing (Wright et al., 2008). These cognitive 
errors may be one possible cause why, e.g., unsubstantiated, or long-ago disproved 
statements are still affirmed within society. However, these unsubstantiated 
conclusions can also be internalised through alternative media, public hate 
speeches of political figures, internalised religious beliefs, etc.  
 
Even the LGBTQ+ adolescent population believes, to a certain extent, in 
unsubstantiated statements and myths are the consequence of the internalisation 
of miscommunicated concepts of sexuality. Internalisation of this kind of informa-
tion and the conviction of other people leads to the development of negative 
perceptions and inhibited and discriminatory behaviour towards individuals not 
identified as heterosexual and can lead to certain levels of internalised 
homonegativity, binegativity, or transnegativity (Ciocca et al., 2015; Lingiardi et al.,  
2005). A consequence of the internalisation of such beliefs is that they transform 
attitudes into homonegativity, binegativity, and transnegativity (Hertlein et al., 
2016).  
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An interesting but not surprising finding is that both the heterosexual and 
LGBTQ+ population of Slovak adolescents believe, to a greater extent, unsubstan-
tiated claims and myths about bisexuality. This confirms various research findings 
and hypotheses (Sloboda, 2016; Tin, 2008; Mullick and Wright, 2002; Ochs, 1996) 
that bisexual minorities face double discrimination from heterosexual people and 
from LGBTQ+ people. This double discrimination may be because bisexual people 
disrupt the sexual binary of society, that a heterosexual person is attracted to the 
opposite sex and a homosexual person is attracted to the same sex. At the same 
time, they can take advantage of both heterosexuality and homosexuality (Tin, 
2008), and a relationship with a bisexual person can be disrupted by both a woman 
and a man (Sloboda, 2016). 
 

Limitations 

It should be noted that our study has several limitations. First, our research sample 
included few LGBTQ+-identified boys and girls compared to heterosexually-
identified boys and girls. In this case, there may have been a distortion effect in 
sexual identification with an unevenly distributed research population, for example, 
in the perception of unsubstantiated claims and myths about LGBTQ+ people. 
Another limitation is the impossibility of generalising the results of our research 
as it contains an unrepresentative sample. However, the results can be used to 
conduct or replicate the same research on a more representative sample within 
which the results can be generalised. Further research in the context of the used 
questionnaires need to be made to generalise the results. The Homonegativity, 
Binegativity, and Transnegativity Scale was used for the first time in the territory, 
and wider psychometric and adaptation procedures need to be carried out for its 
further use, especially on a more representative set of respondents.  
 
Another limitation, or maybe it can be considered a strength too, is focused on the 
realisation of the study itself. The primary plan was to conduct "paper–pen" 
research in high schools in Slovakia. Since the schools refused to cooperate, we 
transferred the research to the online space. The limitation of online research data 
collection is the impossibility of direct communication with the participants, for 
example, the impossibility of the participants' voicing questions about the concepts 
or constructed statements in the questionnaire battery. On the positive side, 
complete anonymity and privacy in completing the questionnaire battery can be 
considered, with participants having the opportunity to answer questions without 
being influenced by peers' opinions or the school environment. 
 
We consider the relatively new topics of this research in the Slovak Republic to be 
a strength of research. The research provides original and authentic results and 
insight into comparing discrimination in the heterosexual adolescent population, 
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especially in adolescents who identify as LGBTQ+. We consider it a significant 
contribution to the field to have mapped the extent of belief in long-ago disproven 
myths and unsubstantiated claims aimed toward the LGBTQ+ community.  
 

Conclusion 

In our study, heterosexual boys and girls showed higher rates of both 
discrimination towards LGBTQ+ people and also in the field of unsubstantiated 
claims and myths about LGBTQ+. Both heterosexual boys and girls showed higher 
rates of cognitive negativism, negative affect, and behavioural aggression towards 
the tendency to discriminate compared to LGBTQ+ boys and girls themselves.  
 
Heterosexual boys and girls also dominated in the field of unsubstantiated claims 
and myths about LGBTQ+ compared to LGBTQ+ boys and girls. A not surprising 
finding is that heterosexual boys and girls and LGBTQ+ boys and girls show the 
highest rates of unsubstantiated claims and myths about bisexuality. Even when 
LGBTQ+ adolescents scored lower on the unsubstantiated and myths scale, there 
is an indicator that LGBTQ+ adolescents still believe in some disinformation and 
myths. The reducing effect of negative attitudes towards the LGBTQ+ community 
can be provided by society itself and developing digital literacy, especially non-
technical skills (analytic thinking, critical thinking, etc.). The effect of personal 
experience still plays an irreplaceable role in overcoming prejudice. It is a factor 
that destroys prejudice in society and offers an opportunity to transform one's 
negative attitude. 
 
 

works cited 
Adam, Barry (1992), "Sociology and people living with AIDS," The social context of 

AIDS, Joan Huber and Beth Schneider (Eds.), Newbury Park, Sage: 
3-18.  

Adams, Katherine, Nagoshi, Craig, Filip-Crawford, Gabrielle, Terrell, Heather and 
Nagoshi, Julie (2016), "Components of gender-nonconformity 
prejudice", International Journal of Transgenderism, 17.3+4: 185-198. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/15532739.2016.1200509 

Altman, Dennis (1971), Homosexuality: Oppressions and liberation, New York, 
Caterbirdge and Dienstfrey,  

Ames, Lynda (1996), "Homo-Phobia, Homo-Ignorance, Homo-Hate, Heterosexism 
and AIDS", Preventing Heterosexism and Homophobia, Ester D. 
Rothblum and Lynne A. Bond (Eds.), California, Sage 
Publications: 239-252.  
 
 

https://doi.org/10.1080/15532739.2016.1200509


 

 

 issue 19-2024 
 

 

 

46 

Anselmi, Pasquale, Voci, Alberto, Vianello, Michelangelo and Robusto, Egidio (2015), 
"Implicit and explicit attitudes across genders and sexual 
orientations", Journal of Bisexuality, 15.1: 40–56. doi:10.1080/ 
15299716.2014.986597 

Astuti, Dhesi, Hidayat, Asri, Humaira, Rezka, Widyastari, Dyah and Sinaga, Doni 
(2017), "Accessibility to Media and its Relation to Stigmatization 
toward Lesbian-Gay-Bisexual and Transgender (LGBT) 
Individuals: A Study among 2nd Year Midwifery Students in 
Yogayakarta Indonesia", Journal of Health Research, 31.4: 236–269. 

Bensley, Alan (2020), "Critical Thinking and the Rejection of Unsubstantiated 
Claims", Critical Thinking in Psychology, Robert J. Sternberg and 
Diane F. Halpern, (Eds.), United Kingdom, Cambridge University 
Press: 137-195.  

Berg, Rigmor, Weatherburn, Peter, Ross, Michael, & Schmidt, Axel (2015), "The 
Relationship of Internalized Homonegativity to Sexual Health 
and Well-Being Among men in 38 European Countries Who Have 
Sex with Men", Journal of Gay and Lesbian Mental Health, 19.3: 285-
302. https://doi.org/10.1080/19359705.2015.1024375 

Bosson, Jennifer, Weaver, Jonathan, Caswell, Andrew and Burnaford, Rochelle (2011), 
"Gender Threats and men's antigay behaviours: The harmful 
effects of asserting heterosexuality", Group Processes & Intergroup 
Relations, 15.4: 471–486. https://doi.org/ 10.1177/1368430211432893 

Canadian AIDS Society (2016), "Trans Myth", Canadian AIDS Society, 
https://www.cdnaids.ca/wp-content/uploads/Fact-Sheet-Trans-
Myths.pdf. 

Castromonte, Breiding and Grijalva, Hugo (2017), "Sexism and homophobia in 
Adolescents of a Public Educational Institution", Proósitos y 
Representaciones, 5.2: 245–275. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.20511/pyr2017.v5n2.162 

Ciocca, Giacomo, Tuziak, Bogdan, Limoncin, Eerika, Mollaioli, Daniele, Capuano, 
Nicolina, Martini, Alessia, Carosa, Eleonora, Fisher, Alessandra, 
Maggi, Mario, Cinzia, Niolu, Siracusano, Alberato, Lenzi, Andrea 
and Jannini, Emmanuele (2015), "Psychoticism, immature defense 
mechanisms and a fearful attachment style are associated with 
a higher homophobic attitude", Journal of Sexual Medicine, 12: 1953–
1960. https://doi.org/ 10.1111/jsm.12975 

Davis, Carrie (2009), "Introduction to practice with transgender and gender variant 
youth", Social Work practice with transgender and gender variant youth, 
Gerald P. Mallon (Ed.), New York: NY: Routledge: 1-21. 

DePalma, Renée and Jennett, Mark (2010), "Homophobia, transphobia and culture: 
deconstructing heteronormativity in English primary schools", 
Intercultural Education, 21.1: 15–26. https://doi.org/ 
10.1080/14675980903491858 
 
 
 
 
 

doi:10.1080/%2015299716.2014.986597
doi:10.1080/%2015299716.2014.986597
https://doi.org/10.1080/19359705.2015.1024375
https://doi.org/%2010.1177/1368430211432893
about:blank
about:blank
http://dx.doi.org/10.20511/pyr2017.v5n2.162
https://doi.org/%2010.1111/jsm.12975
https://doi.org/%2010.1080/14675980903491858
https://doi.org/%2010.1080/14675980903491858


 

 

 issue 19-2024 
 

 

 

47 

Dodge, Brian, Herbenick, Debby, Friedman, Reuel, Schick, Vanessa, FU, Tsung-
Chieh., Bostwick, Wendy, Bartlet, Elizabeth, Muñoz-Laboy, 
Miguel, Pletta, David, Reece, Michael, Sandfort, Theo (2016), 
"Attitudes toward Bisexual Men and women among a Nationally 
Representative Probability Sample of Adults in the United 
States", PLoS ONE, 11.10: 1-18. https://doi.org/10.1371/ 
journal.pone.0164430 

Eliason, Michele (1997), "The prevalence and nature of biphobia in heterosexual 
undergraduate students", Archives of Sexual Behavior, 26.3: 317–326. 
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1024527032040 

Eliason, Mickey (2001), "Bi-negativity: The Stigma facing bisexual men", Journal of 
Bisexuality, 1.1/2: 137-154. https://doi.org/10.1300/J159v01n02_05 

Fejes, Fred and Petrich, Kevin (1993), "Invisibility, homophobia and heterosexism: 
Lesbians, gays, and the media", Critical Studies in Media 
Communication, 10.4: 395-422. https://doi.org/ 
10.1080/15295039309366878 

Flores, Andrew (2019), Social Acceptance of LGBT people in 174 Countries, 1981 to 2017, 
Los Angeles, The Williams Institute.   

Flores, Andrew (2021), Social Acceptance of LGBT people in 175 Countries and Locations, 
1981 to 2020, Los Angeles, The Williams Institute.   

Fortunati, Leopoldina, Deuze, Mark and de Luca, Federico (2014), "The new about 
news: How print, online, free, and mobile coconstruct new 
audiences in Italy, France, Spain, the UK, and Germany," Journal of 
Computer-Mediated Communication, 19.2: 1–20. https://doi.org/ 
10.1111/jcc4.12017 

Gulevich, Olga, Krivoshchekov, Vladislav and Sorokina, Anastasia (2021), "Gender 
identification and attitudes toward gay people: Gender and 
sexuality differences and similarities", Current Psychology: A Journal 
for Diverse Perspectives on Diverse Psychological Issues. Advance online 
publication. https://doi.org/10.1007/s12144-021-02050-6 

Herek, Gregory (2002), “Heterosexuals’ attitudes toward bisexual men and women in 
the United States”, Journal of Sex Research. 39.4: 264–274. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/00224490209552150 

Hertlein, Katherine, Hartwell, Erica and Munns, Mashara (2016), “Attitudes Toward 
Bisexuality According to Sexual Orientation and Gender”, Journal 
of Bisexuality, 16.3: 339-360. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/15299716.2016.1200510 

Hill, Darryl and Willoughby, Brian (2005), “The development and validation of the 
genderism and transphobia scale”, Sex Roles, 53: 531-544. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11199-005-7140-x 

Inakosť (2019), “Ministerka kultúry zastavila financovanie projektov zameraných  na 
LGBT ľudí. Tlačová správa, Inakosť, https://inakost.sk/ministerka-
kultury-zastavila-financovanie-lgbti-projektov/. 

Jedlička, Richard, Koťa, Jaroslav and Slávik, Jan (2018), Pedagogická psychologie pro 
učitele: Psychologie ve výchově a vzdělávání, Praha, Grada.  

https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0164430
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0164430
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1024527032040
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1300/J159v01n02_05
https://doi.org/%2010.1080/15295039309366878
https://doi.org/%2010.1080/15295039309366878
https://doi.org/%2010.1111/jcc4.12017
https://doi.org/%2010.1111/jcc4.12017
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12144-021-02050-6
https://doi.org/10.1080/00224490209552150
https://doi.org/10.1080/15299716.2016.1200510
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1007/s11199-005-7140-x
https://inakost.sk/ministerka-kultury-zastavila-financovanie-lgbti-projektov/
https://inakost.sk/ministerka-kultury-zastavila-financovanie-lgbti-projektov/


 

 

 issue 19-2024 
 

 

 

48 

Jurkovič, Marek (2019), “Identita a konflikt”, Prečo ľudia veria nezmyslom, Marek 
Jurkovič, Vladimíra Čavojová, and Ivan Berzina (Eds.), Bratislava, 
Promedia: 88-112.  

Kite, Mary and Whitley, Bernard (1996), “Sex Differences in Attitudes Toward 
Homosexual Persons, Behaviors, and Civil Rights: A Meta-
analysis”, Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 22.4: 336-353. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167296224002 

Krivoshchekov, Vladislav, Gulevich, Olga and Sorokina, Anastasia (2021), “Russian 
version of the male role norms inventory-short form: Structure, 
validity, and measurement invariance”, Psychology of Men & 
Masculinities, Advance online publication. 
https://doi.org/10.1037/men0000346.  

Lenghart, Daniel and Verešová, Marcela (2021), “Psychometrické overenie škály 
nepodložených tvrdení a mýtov o LGBT+”, Konvergencie vedeckej 
činnosti študntov a učiteľov, Marcela Verešová (Ed.), Nitra: 
Univerzita Konštantína Filozofa: 210-227.  

Lenghart, Daniel, Čerešník, Michal (2022), “Vzťah nepodložených tvrdení a mýtov 
o LGBT a tendencia k diskriminačnému konaniu u slovenských 
adolescentov vo veku 15 až 20 rokov“, PhD existence 12: Změna, Eva 
Aigelová, Lucie Viktorová and Martin Dolejš (Eds.), Olomouc: 
Univerzita Palackého: 469-487.  

Lingiardi, Vittorio, Falanga, Simona and D’Augelli, Anthony (2005), “The evaluation 
of homophobia in an Italian sample”, Archives of Sexual Behavior, 
34.1: 81–93. https://doi.org/ 10.1007/s10508-005-1002-z 

Morgan, Hannah, Lamprinakou, Chrysa, Fuller, Elizabeth and Albakri, Muslihah 
(2020), “Attitudes to transgender people”, Equality and Human 
Rights Commission, 
https://www.equalityhumanrights.com/sites/default/files/attitudes
_to_transgender_people.pdf 

Mullick, Patrick and Wright, Lester (2002), “Examining the Existence of Biphobia in 
the Heterosexual and Homosexual Populations”, Journal of 
Bisexuality, 2.4: 47 – 64. https://doi.org/10.1300/J159v02n04_03 

Norton, Aaron and Herek, Gregory (2012), “Heterosexuals‘ Attitudes Towards 
Transgender People: Findings from a National Probability Sample 
of U.S. Adults”, Sex Roles, 68.11: 738-753. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11199-011-0110-6 

Ochs, Robyn (1996), “Biphobia: It goes more than two ways”, Bisexuality: The 
psychology and politics of an invisible minority, Beth A. Firestein (Ed.), 
New York, Sage Publications: 217-239.  

Ondrisová, Sylvia, Šípošová, Marianna, Červenková, Ivana, Jójárt, Paula and Bianchi, 
Gabriel (2002), Neviditeľná menšina. Čo (ne)vieme o sexuálnej orientácii, 
Bratislava, Nadácia Občan a Demokracia.  

Poindexter, Paula and Harp, Dustin (2008), “The softer side of news”, Women, men 
and news: Divided and disconnected in the news media landscape, Paula 
Poindexter, Sharon Meraz and Amy Schmitz Weiss (Eds.), New 
York, Routledge: 85-96. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167296224002
https://doi.org/10.1037/men0000346.
https://doi.org/%2010.1007/s10508-005-1002-z
https://www.equalityhumanrights.com/sites/default/files/attitudes_to_transgender_people.pdf
https://www.equalityhumanrights.com/sites/default/files/attitudes_to_transgender_people.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1300/J159v02n04_03
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11199-011-0110-6


 

 

 issue 19-2024 
 

 

 

49 

Poushter, Jacob and Kent, Nicholas (2020), The Global Divide on Homosexuality Persists. 
But increasing acceptance in many countries over past two decades, 
Washington, Pew Research Centre.  

Sloboda, Zdeněk (2016), Dospívaní, rodičovství a (homo)sexualita, Libčice nad Vltavou, 
Pasparta. 

Smitková, Hana and Brada, Robert (2021), “Internalizovaná homonegativita a 
psychologická osobná pohoda u gejov, lesieb a bisexuálních ľudí”, 
Česká a slovenská psychiatrie, 117.3: 115-121.  

Strand, Cecilia, and Svensson, Jakob (2021), Disinformation campaings about LGBT+ 
people in the EU  and foreign influence, Strasbourg, France, European 
Parliament, Directorate-General for External Policies of the 
Union. 

TASR (2019), “Smer-SD chce do ústavy zakotviť, aby si homosexuálne páry nemohli 
adoptovať deti”, TVNOVINY, 
https://www.tvnoviny.sk/domace/1960637_smer-sd-chce-do-ustavy-
zakotvit-aby-si-homosexualne-pary-nemohli-adoptovat-deti. 

Thompson, George and Fishburn, William (1977), “Attitudes toward homosexuality 
among graduate counseling students”, Counselor Education and 
Supervision, 17.2: 121–130. https://doi.org/10.1002/j.1556-
6978.1977.tb01057.x 

Tin, Louis-Georges (2008), The dictionary of Homophobia (A global history of gay & 
lesbian experience), Vacouver, Arsenal Lulp Press. 

Wade, Jay and Donis, Eric (2007), “Masculinity ideology, male identity, and romantic 
relationship quality among heterosexual and gay men”, Sex Roles: 
A Journal of Research, 57.9–10: 775–786. https://doi.org/ 
10.1007/s11199-007-9303-4 

Wang, Ching-Hsing and Weng, Denis Lu-Chang (2018), “Personality traits and 
individual feeling of pride in South Korea”, Asian Journal of Political 
Science, 26.2: 257–275. https://doi.org/ 10.1080/02185377.2018.1485586 

Wang, Ching-Hsing, Lin, Tsong-Jyi, Weng, Denis Lu-Chung and Chan, Yi-Bin (2019), 
“Personality Traits and Individual Attitudes Toward Same-Sex 
Marriage: Evidence from Taiwan”, Sexuality Research and Social 
Policy, 17.3: 524–540. https://doi.org/10.1007/s13178-019-00401-4 

Weinberg, George (1972), Society and the healthy homosexual, New York, St. Martin's.  

Wright, Jesse, Basco, Monica and Thase, Michael (2008), Učenie sa kognitívno-
behaviorálnej terapii (Ilustrovaný sprievodca), Vydavateľstvo F, Pro 
mente sana. 

Wright, Lester, Adams, Henry and Bernat, Jeffrey (1999), “Development and 
Validation of the Homophobia Scale”, Journal of Psychopathology 
and Behavioral Assessment, 21.4: 337-347. 
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1022172816258 

Yost, Megan and Thomas, Genéa (2012), “Gender and binegativity: Men’s and 
women’s attitudes toward male and female bisexuals”, Archives of 
Sexual Behavior, 41.3: 691–702. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10508-011-
9767-8 

 

https://www.tvnoviny.sk/domace/1960637_smer-sd-chce-do-ustavy-zakotvit-aby-si-homosexualne-pary-nemohli-adoptovat-deti
https://www.tvnoviny.sk/domace/1960637_smer-sd-chce-do-ustavy-zakotvit-aby-si-homosexualne-pary-nemohli-adoptovat-deti
https://doi.org/10.1002/j.1556-6978.1977.tb01057.x
https://doi.org/10.1002/j.1556-6978.1977.tb01057.x
https://doi.org/%2010.1007/s11199-007-9303-4
https://doi.org/%2010.1007/s11199-007-9303-4
https://doi.org/%2010.1080/02185377.2018.1485586
https://doi.org/10.1007/s13178-019-00401-4
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1022172816258
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10508-011-9767-8
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10508-011-9767-8

