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INTRODUCTION LGBTQIA + communities can be considered collectivist communities, transcending 

geographical limitations and characterized by shared values, traits, and experiences. Community 

resources play a crucial role in mitigating the impact of stress and fostering positive health outcomes from 

exposure to hostile environments. However, not all members of LGBTQIA + communities have equal 

access to these resources, particularly transgender and gender-diverse individuals. 

METHOD The present study explores the mechanism of discrimination and inclusion of transgender and 

gender-diverse minorities in a population of 1,486 gender and sexual minoritized individuals residing in 

Italy. Participants completed an anonymous online questionnaire regarding sociodemographics and 

identitarian factors and their levels of psychological sense of community, social justice, binary genderism 

and transphobia, and gender and sex diversity beliefs. 

RESULTS Being younger, trans or gender-diverse, being a LGBTQIA + activist, and experiencing 

multiple systems of oppression proved to be related to stronger bonds with LGBTQIA + communities, 

higher levels of social justice, less rejective and discriminating attitudes, and stronger inclusive beliefs 

toward gender minoritiezed groups. Moreover, the mediation models highlighted the positive direct 

influence of psychological sense of community on promoting inclusive attitudes and beliefs and its 

indirect positive effect through social justice. 

DISCUSSION The study reflects on the pivotal role of psychological sense of community and social 

justice as building blocks of inclusive attitudes toward transgender and gender-diverse individuals. 

 

Keywords: Gender-diverse, LGBTQIA+, sense of community, social justice, transgender, youth 

 

Introduction 

LGBTQIA+ (Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual, Trans, Queer, Intersex, Asexual/Aromantic) communities can 

be considered collectivist communities, transcending geographical limitations, characterized by 

shared values, traits, experiences, and a history marked by resilience and survival (Parmenter et al., 

2020; Parmenter & Galliher, 2024). In the last decades, an increasing number of youth openly identify 

as members of these communities. As a result, the so-called Generation Z and Millennial 

LGBTQIA + cohorts are way more numerous than previous generations (Hughes et al., 2022). 

Within these communities, individuals generally have access to various community-level resilience 

resources, both tangible and intangible, such as kinship, sense of belonging, and collective identity. 

These resources play a crucial role in mitigating the impact of stress and fostering positive health 

outcomes from exposure to hostile environments (Meyer, 2015). The Ipsos (2021) Pride Global 

Survey highlighted shortcomings regarding equality, rights, and visibility, while showing an 

improving trend regarding general attitudes toward the gender and sexual minoritized population, 
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especially thanks to younger generations that proved to be more liberal and accepting than previous 

generations, (Duffy et al., 2018). Indeed, Generation Z and Millennials identify tackling social 

inequality (43%) as a clear political priority, and are more attentive to discrimination and human 

rights violations, especially those who consider themselves part of a marginalized group (European 

Parliament Youth Survey, 2021). 

However, it should be noted that not all members of LGBTQIA + communities have equal access to 

community resources (Parmenter et al., 2021). Individuals experiencing the intersection of multiple 

systems of oppression, such as exclusion and prejudice based on heterosexism, racism, and ableism 

(Crenshaw, 1991), or those belonging to minoritized groups due to their sexual orientation (e.g. 

asexuality) or gender modality (e.g. transgender and gender-diverse individuals), or an intersection 

of both, are left with fewer opportunities to find a place within the mainstream 

LGBTQIA + communities, which often prioritizes and focuses on the experiences of individuals who 

are white, monosexual, and cisgender (Barrett & Pollack, 2005; Goltz, 2014). 

 

Gender-diversity and social discrimination 

In most Western societies, gender is primarily understood in a binary manner, encompassing only 

men and women, and closely tied to an individual’s assigned sex at birth. Societal expectations dictate 

that individuals conform to the gender corresponding to their assigned sex, reinforcing gendered 

segregation that prescribes specific behaviors and roles for men and women (Cislaghi & Heise, 2020). 

This assumption perpetuates the principle of cisgenderism, an ideological framework deeply rooted 

in culture and systems that ascribe superior value to cisgender individuals while negating, 

stigmatizing, or pathologizing individuals whose genders differs from their assigned sex at birth 

(Ansara, 2016). 

Transgender and gender-diverse (TGD) individuals, challenging the cisgenderist assumption, are 

particularly exposed to various forms of societal discrimination, and they can become targets of 

transphobic episodes, which involve negative emotional or affective responses directed toward TGD 

individuals (Hill & Willoughby, 2005; Tebbe et al., 2014). Moreover, many TGD people face the 

detrimental impact of binary genderism, the cultural belief system perpetuating adverse judgments 

toward individuals who do not conform to the gender binary (Hill & Willoughby, 2005; Rosati et al., 

2022; Tebbe et al., 2014), and experience non-affirmation (Barr et al., 2022). 

Binary genderism and transphobia (GT) often originate from an essentialist perspective on gender 

and sex, which asserts that gender/sex possesses a singular and unchangeable reality (Schudson & 

van Anders, 2022). Opposed to the essentialist perspective, social constructionist gender/sex diversity 

beliefs (GSDB) affirm that, as social category produced by sociocultural forces, gender and sex are 
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not fixed nor defined by a natural essence (Schudson & van Anders, 2022). Thus, endorsing more 

inclusive and open beliefs represent a supportive factor for many contemporary gender minoritized 

movements—at least for those who consider identities as mutable and socially constructed, and have 

significant implications to contrasting the discrimination faced by TGD people, particularly non-

binary individuals (Schudson & van Anders, 2022). 

It is widely recognized that TGD individuals encounter stigma due to their marginalized identities, 

which consequently contributes to the mental and physical health challenges they confront (Hendricks 

& Testa, 2012; Meyer, 2015). The support deriving from the community can act as protective factors 

against the adverse effects of minority stress (Meyer, 2015). However, research indicates that 

individuals who identify as TGD sometimes perceive LGBTQIA + communities as unwelcoming 

toward gender minorities, with feelings of exclusion and a reduced sense of belonging in TGD 

individuals (Formby, 2019). 

It is important to note that LGBTQIA + communities may also perpetrate exclusion and 

marginalization of gender and sexual minorities. For instance, bisexual individuals have long faced 

the challenges of being deemed either too queer or not queer enough within specific segments of the 

gay movement (Weiss, 2011). Also, gender-critical feminist groups, also known as transgender-

exclusionary radical feminists, that act outside and inside the LGBTQIA + communities, advocate for 

the belief that binary biological sex is the primary determinant of identity, thereby invalidating the 

experiences of TGD individuals (Schudson & van Anders, 2022). One example of these groups is the 

LGB Alliance; formed in 2019, it argues that the sex-based rights of those who are same-sex attracted 

are threatened by the inclusion of TGD people (Clarke, 2024). These are only few examples that 

highlight how much is essential to embed the community dimension and its capacity for inclusivity 

when approaching studies that include attitudes toward gender and sexual minorities. 

 

Psychological sense of community 

Psychological sense of community (SOC) is a complex and multidimensional construct that can be 

defined as “the perception of similarity to others, an acknowledged interdependence with others, a 

willingness to maintain this interdependence by giving to or doing for others what one expects from 

them, and the feeling that one is part of a larger dependable and stable structure” (Sarason, 1974, p. 

157). It encompasses various components such as membership and sense of belonging, reciprocal 

relevance (influence) between the individual and the group, integration, and fulfillment of 

psychological and physical needs, and a shared emotional connection related to a collective sense of 

commitment to one another (McMillan & Chavis, 1986). 
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SOC has been recognized as an essential concept for exploring the sense of belonging within 

LGBTQIA + communities (Griffin et al., 2022; Lin & Israel, 2012). Previous research in this area has 

primarily focused on positive outcomes (Riggle et al., 2008). Recent research posit a connection 

between the lack of social connectedness and negative health outcomes among gender and sexual 

minoritized individuals, such as higher levels of concealment and internalized transphobia among 

TDG people (Kim & Fredriksen-Goldsen, 2016; Owens et al., 2023). In the gender and sexual 

minoritized population, SOC has been associated with lower levels of minority stress and improved 

mental health outcomes (DiFulvio, 2011; Puckett et al., 2015). Moreover, higher levels of sense of 

belonging to the gay community have been associated with lower levels of internalized 

homonegativity among gay men (Davidson et al., 2017) and bisexual men (Moody et al., 2018), lower 

levels of internalized heterosexism among bisexual women, both cisgender and transgender 

(McLaren & Castillo, 2021), and lower levels of internalized transphobia among TGD individuals, in 

favor of an improved self-esteem (Austin & Goodman, 2017). 

Research conducted with sexual minoritized youth suggests that a stronger sense of belonging to the 

community and local school LGBQ groups is associated with increased school participation, social 

justice activities, and a higher likelihood of future engagement in LGBQ-related activism (Toomey 

& Russell, 2013). The connection between belonging and participating has been largely endorsed and 

confirmed in multifarious studies, especially in the community psychology field (e.g. Talò et al., 

2014). This relation has also been found in the LGBTQIA + communities, where civic engagement 

is linked to a sense of belonging (Frost et al., 2019; Lardier et al., 2021). However, a recent study 

showed that being TDG was a significant predictor of loneliness, regardless of participating as a 

volunteer for the LGBTQIA + communities, suggesting that activism and membership represent 

valuable assets, eventhought not always equally accessible by all members (Gates & Hughes, 2023). 

 

Social Justice   

Equitable access to resources is a matter of social justice (SJ), which indeed has been defined as an 

equitable distribution of burdens, power, resources, and rights according to people’s needs, power, 

and ability to express their needs (Prilleltensky, 2001). It entails a critical awareness of social issues, 

an understanding of sociopolitical conditions and injustices, and solid motivation to engage in critical 

community action (Shaw et al., 2014). 

The existing literature remarks on how critical action among sexual and gender minoritized groups 

can strengthen self-affirmation, self-esteem, and positive identity development (Baiocco et al., 2018; 

Pistella et al., 2023; Riggle et al., 2014; Yip & Chan, 2021), showing a significant reduction of 

negative attitudes toward others’ marginalized identities (Baiocco et al., 2018). Moreover, social 
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justice can orient gender and sexual minoritized’ activism to implement grassroots strategies to 

transform communities and inform more inclusive policy (Lorusso et al., 2023). 

Research also indicates that individuals who have faced discrimination and past injustices often 

develop a heightened ability to recognize and empathize with other oppressed identities (Riggle et 

al., 2014; Riggle & Mohr, 2015). This heightened awareness typically leads to active advocacy for 

the rights of marginalized groups and a commitment to striving for equality (Bondü & Elsner, 2015; 

Swank & Fahs, 2013; Toomey & Russell, 2013). This holds particularly true for individuals who 

navigate the intersectionality of multiple systems of oppression, such as young gender and sexual 

minoritized people of color, as they develop a more nuanced understanding of SJ (Frost et al., 2019). 

Some LGBTQIA + movements have embraced the concept of SJ to acknowledge shared challenges 

and foster unity (Parmenter et al., 2020; Parmenter & Galliher, 2024; Sexton et al., 2018). This 

collective commitment aims to address systemic inequalities and promote inclusive practices that 

enhance the well-being and empowerment of community members. By embracing SJ, the 

LGBTQIA + communities will more likely create a more equitable society that values and celebrates 

its members’ diverse identities and experiences. 

 

Aims and hypotheses 

The research was conducted in Italy, and a group of gender and sexual minoritized individuals 

residing in the country during the study period was recruited. The Italian context is not very 

supportive of TGD rights; Italian law currently does not allow legal recognition of non-binary genders 

and does not have an anti-discrimination law that protects trans people at the interpersonal level 

(Mirabella et al., 2023) and, at the institutional level, only medicalized binary trans experiences are 

recognized and legitimated (Lorusso et al., 2023). 

Moreover, Italian LGBTQIA + communities face fragmentation due to internal factions, and activism 

has been traditionally dominated by those with greater financial resources and institutional presence, 

often privileging white cis gay males over trans and nonbinary individuals (Gusmeroli, 2023). 

However, there is a growing attention to inclusivity issues thanks to local organizations advocating 

for TDG individuals and the rise of social justice activism perfomed by traditionally minoritized 

groups (Lorusso et al., 2023). 

In this scenario, we decided to explore the beliefs regarding TGD people within a group of gender 

and sexual minoritized individuals. Building on the presented literature, we longed for understanding 

the role of sociodemographic and identitarian factors, including age, gender modality, and 

experiencing multiple systems of oppression in relation with the psychosocial variables under 
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inspection, SOC, SJ, GT, and GSDB. Moreover, we considered the role of activism in determining 

these psychosocial variables. Therefore five hypotheses were posited: 

H1. Being younger would be positively associated with lower levels of binary genderism and 

transphobia (H1a) and stronger gender/sex diversity beliefs (H1b). 

H2. Being TGD would be associated with lower levels of sense of community (H2a), lower 

levels of binary genderism and transphobia (H2b), and stronger gender/sex diversity beliefs 

(H2c). 

H3. Experiencing multiple systems of oppression would be related to lower levels of sense of 

community (H3a), higher levels of social justice (H3b), lower levels of binary genderism and 

transphobia (H3c), and stronger gender/sex diversity beliefs (H3d). 

H4. Activism would be positively related to sense of community (H4a) and social justice 

(H4b) and associated with lower levels of binary genderism and transphobia (H4c) and 

stronger gender/sex diversity beliefs (H4d). 

Moreover, we decided to focus on the role of psychological SOC and SJ in influencing the attitudes 

and beliefs toward TGD minorities by investigating two dimensions: GT and GSDB. More 

specifically, the objective is to explore the relationships among SOC, SJ, GT, and GSDB, testing the 

effects of the influence of SOC on GT mediated by SJ and the influence of SOC on GSDB mediated 

by SJ. To achieve this objective, three additional hypotheses were posited: 

H5. Sense of community would negatively predict binary genderism and transphobia (H5a) 

and positively predict gender/sex diversity beliefs (H5b). 

H6. Social justice would negatively predict binary genderism and transphobia (H6a) and 

positively predict gender/sex diversity beliefs (H6b). 

H7. Social justice would mediate the effect of sense of community on binary genderism and 

transphobia (H7a) and gender/sex diversity beliefs (H7b). 

 

Materials & Methods  

Participants 

2,600 people responded to the online survey distributed in the Italian territory. We followed the 

guidelines of Goodrich et al. (2023) to exclude fraudulent responses, scrutinizing parameters like 

completion progress (i.e. how much survey was completed), respondents’ IP address, and completion 

time (i.e. in how much time was the survey completed). Therefore, respondents with completion 

progress of less than 97% were excluded. The percentage benchmark was identified considering the 

completion of all survey sections except the elective open-ended last question to share feedback. 

Underage individuals (n = 38) and hetero-cisgender respondents (n = 33) were also excluded. 
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Moreover, 7 respondents who completed the survey from the same IP address were excluded. Finally, 

the completion time was considered. No respondent was excluded, as the lower completion time, at 

this final stage of exclusion, was around 8 min, and the mean duration of the survey was 12 min. 

As a result, the final participants of this study were 1,486 respondents living in Italy aged between 18 

to 65 years old (Mage = 25.8, SD = 7.1). Participants’ genders were distributed as follows: cisgender 

women (43.2%, n = 642), non-binary people (37.3%, n = 554), cisgender men (13.5%, n = 200), trans 

men (4.6%, n = 68), and trans women (1.5%, n = 22). Participants’ sexual orientation was mainly 

polysexual (e.g. bisexual, pansexual; 72.1%, n = 1,071), followed by monosexual (i.e. gay, lesbian or 

heterosexual; 23.4%, n = 347), and asexual (4.6%, n = 68). Most participants were students (52.5%, 

n = 780), non-religious (81.6%, n = 1,213), white/Caucasian (96.9%, n = 1,440), left-wing-oriented 

(84.4%, n = 1,254), LGBTQIA + activists (56%, n = 832), and did not perceive themselves as part of 

a group experiencing systems of oppresion (9.4%; n = 139), experienced system of cisheterosexist 

oppression (68.1%; n = 1,012), or experienced multiple systems of oppression (e.g. cisheterosexism, 

racism, abilism, classism; 22.5%, n = 335). 

 

Measures 

An intersectional perspective (Else-Quest & Hyde, 2016) was employed to gather socio-demographic 

data inclusively to avoid participants feeling overlooked. Aside from the socio-demographic section, 

including age, gender modality, sexual orientation, experiences of systems of oppression, and 

activism, the survey comprised the following measures: 

Sense of community Sense of community was measured with an adapted version of the Brief 

Sense of Community Scale (Compare et al., 2021; Griffin et al., 2022; Lin & Israel, 2012; ω = .87). 

The scale comprised eight items (e.g. “I belong to the LGBTQIA+community”). The items’ wording 

was adapted, replacing the original term “neighborhood” with “LGBTQIA+community”. Answers 

were scored on a 5-point Likert scale, ranging from 1 (Completely disagree) to 5 (Completely agree); 

high scores represent reporting stronger bonds with the LGBTQIA+community. 

Social justice Social justice was measured with the social justice subscale of the Multifactor 

Lesbian, Gay, and Bisexual Positive Identity Measure (LGB-PIM) (Baiocco et al., 2018; Riggle et 

al., 2014; α = .87). The scale consists of five items (e.g. “My experience with my LGBTQIA + identity 

leads me to fight for the rights of others”). Answers were scored on a 5-point Likert scale, ranging 

from 1 (Completely disagree) to 5 (Completely agree); high scores entail considering social justice 

orientation as connected to personal identity. 

Binary genderism and transphobia Binary genderism and transphobia were measured with 

the genderism and transphobia subscale of the Genderism and Transphobia Scale—Revised—Short 
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Form (GTS-R-SF) (Tebbe et al., 2014; α = .93). The scale consists of twentyone items (e.g. “People 

are either men or women”). The items’ wording was updated using more inclusive terms, replacing 

terms such as “changing sex” with “gender-affirming pathway”, or using the term “assigned female 

at birth” instead of “woman” when referring to trans men or non-binary individuals. Answers were 

scored on a 5-point Likert scale, ranging from 1 (Completely disagree) to 5 (Completely agree); high 

scores represent internalized and acted prejudices and discrimation based on binary genderism and 

transphobia. 

Gender/sex diversity beliefs Gender/sex diversity beliefs were measured with the affirmation 

subscale of the Gender/Sex Diversity Beliefs Scale (GSDB) (Schudson & van Anders, 2022; α = .95). 

The scale consists of 14 items (e.g. “Non-binary gender identities have always existed”). Answers 

were scored on a 5-point Likert scale, ranging from 1 (Completely disagree) to 5 (Completely agree); 

high scores entail stronger beliefs that gender and sex are separated contructs. 

 

Procedures 

The data for this study was collected through an online survey using the Qualtrics platform and is 

part of a larger dataset that was partially analyzed for a previous paper (Rosati et al., in press). Both 

convenience and virtual snowball sampling methods were employed for data collection through 

email, social networks, and other online channels. The survey link was shared with territorial 

LGBTQIA + associations and collectives via email, along with a brief explanation of the study’s 

rationale and a request for them to share it with their associates and members. The authors also created 

posts on their private social network accounts. Participants were encouraged to share the survey with 

their contacts. Participation was on voluntary basis, respondents were not payed for completing the 

survey. 

Inclusion criteria were to self-identify as part of gender or sexual minoritized groups and be 18 or 

older. The research received ethical clearance from the Ethics Committee of the University of 

Bologna [Prot. No. 201494, 26/08/2021]. Informed consent was obtained from participants at the start 

of the survey, which outlined the purpose, rights of participants, the approximate duration of 15 min, 

and a disclaimer regarding the wording of the items in the binary genderism and transphobia scale. A 

warning was also given about the potential emotional impact of reading the scale items, clarifying 

that participants could leave the study at any time. Upon completing the survey, participants were 

provided with the contact information of the research group. Finally, to ensure more informed 

responses, a short glossary of terms used in the survey, such as “cisgender,” “transgender,” “non-

binary,” and “gender-affirming pathway,” was provided. 
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Statistical Analyses 

The analyses were performed using IBM SPSS software. McDonald’s omega (ω), and the relative 

95% confidence interval, was calculated to assess the internal consistency of the scale. A mean value 

of each psychometric scale was computed and used in the analyses. Descriptive statistics were 

computed, and the mediation models (Model 4) were tested using the PROCESS macro (Hayes, 

2021). Each dependent variable was tested, and age and gender modality (dummy coded, 

0 = cisgender—men and women, 56.7% of the total sample; 1 = TGD—transgender and gender-

diverse people, 43.3% of the total sample) were included in both models as control variables. The 

rationale for including age and gender modality as covariates in the mediation model is rooted in the 

multifaceted dynamics within LGBTQIA + communities. Age is recognized to exert influence over 

individuals’ beliefs, including their inclusivity or rejection of others, while gender modality plays a 

pivotal role in shaping the experiences and perceptions of individuals within LGBTQIA + spaces, as 

it intersects with various axes of oppression and discrimination. The indirect effects were tested with 

bias-corrected bootstrapping (n = 5,000) and 95% confidence intervals (CI) for the indices. When a 

95% bootstrapped CI does not include zero, it indicates the parameter is statistically significant. 

 

Positionality statement  

The research group comprises two postdoctoral researchers, a Ph.D. student, and two tenured 

professors. We acknowledge the privileges and oppressions that are part of our identities, such as 

being cisgender and non-binary, straight and queer, researchers and activists. We held several 

meetings to choose the most inclusive and friendly wording for the survey. Furthermore, we critically 

evaluated the decision to ask non-binary and trans individuals to complete the binary genderism and 

transphobia scale containing transphobic and exclusive statements. 

 

Results 

Descriptive statistics 

Table 1 displays Means, Standard Deviations, Reliability Estimates, and Pearson’s correlations 

among study variables. All bivariate correlations were statistically significant (p < .001). As expected, 

SOC positively correlated with SJ and GSDB but negatively correlated with GT; SJ positively 

correlated with GSDB and negatively correlated with GT; GT negatively correlated with GSDB. Age 

was also included in the correlation matrix to test H1. Results showed that being younger is correlated 

to less rejective and more inclusive beliefs. Indeed, younger age is negatively and significantly 

correlated with higher scores of GT, confirming H1a, and positively and significantly correlated with 
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higher scores of GSDB, confirming H1b. Interestingly, results showed a positive and significant 

correlation between younger age and higher scores of SOC and SJ. 

 

Table 1. Descriptive statistics and correlations among variables. 

 
M  

(SD) 

 

[CI 95%] 

1 

[CI 95%] 

2 

[CI 95%] 

3 

[CI 95%] 

4 

[CI 95%] 

1. Age 
25.88 

(7.10) 
— —    

2. SOC 
3.81 

(0.63) 

.85 

[.84, .87] 

-.21*** 

[-.25, -.16] 
—   

3. SJ 
4.36 

(0.64) 

.83 

[.81, .85] 

-.15*** 

[-.20, -.10] 

.49*** 

[.45, .52] 
—  

4. GT 
1.10 

(0.22) 

.87 

[.78, .92] 

.14*** 

[.09, .19] 

-.27*** 

[-.31, -.22] 

-.29*** 

[-.33, -.24] 
— 

5. GSDB 
4.43 

(0.45) 

.80 

[.77, .83] 

-.13*** 

[-.18, -.08] 

.37*** 

[.33, .41] 

.39*** 

[.34, .43] 

-.53*** 

[-.57, -.49] 

*** p < .001; SOC, sense of community; SJ, social justice; GT, binary genderism and transphobia; 

GSDB, gender/sex diversity beliefs. 

 

Table 2 reports the descriptive statistics of the variables used for the t-tests of each selected group. 

The independent samples t-test on the gender modality (dummy coded) differences in the variables 

only showed no statistically significant differences between cisgender and TDG participants, 

rejecting H2a concerning differences on SOC. On the contrary, TGD participants showed 

significantly lower GT scores, t(1,484) = 3.71, p < .001 (d = .22, CI [–0.30, −0.09]), confirming H2b, 

and significantly higher GSDB scores, t(1,484) = 6.63, p < .001 (d = .44, CI [.24, .45]), confirming 

H2c, compared to the cisgender counterpart. 

To test H3, the group of participants reporting not feeling to belong to a group discriminated against 

was compared with those reporting experiencing multiple systems of oppression (i.e. cisheterosexism, 

racism, ableism, classism) running an independent samples t-test. Results showed that the second 

group was more likely to report significantly higher scores on SOC, t(1,484) = 4.23, p < .001 (d = 

.67, CI [.23, .63]), rejecting H3a, on SJ, t(1,484) = 6.48, p < .001 (d = .72, CI [.45, .85]), confirming 

H3b, lower levels of GT, t(1,484) = −4.05, p < .001 (d = .27, CI [.21, .61]), confirming H3c, and 

higher scores on GSDB, t(1,484) = 5.26, p < .001 (d = .49, CI [.33, .73]), confirming H3d, compared 

to those who reported no discrimination perception. 
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Finally, to test H4, an independent samples t-test was run considering activism. Results showed that 

the activists showed significantly higher SOC scores, t(1,484) = 11.57, p < .001 (d = .60, CI [.50, 

.71]), confirming H4a, significantly higher SJ scores, t(1,484) = 11.01, p < .001 (d = .62, CI [.47, 

.68], confirming H4b, significantly lower GT scores, t(1,484) = 2.75, p < .001 (d = 22, CI [–0.25, 

−0.04]), confirming H4c, and significantly higher GSDB scores, t(1,484) = 6.41, p < .001 (d = .44, 

CI [.23, .44], confirming H4d, compared to non-activists participants. 

 

Table 2. Descriptive statistics of the variables used for the t-tests. 

Variable 
Group  

(N) 

SOC 

M (SD) 

SJ 

M (SD) 

GT 

M (SD) 

GSDB 

M (SD) 

Gender 

modality 

Cisgender 

(842) 
3.79 (.64) 4.35 (.65) 1.12 (.26) 4.36 (.50) 

Transgender and 

gender-diverse 

(644) 

3.84 (.60) 4.35 (.63) 1.07 (.16) 4.51 (.34) 

Activism 

No 

(654) 
3.61 (.63) 4.15 (.69) 1.12 (.26) 4.34 (.51) 

Yes 

(832) 
3.97 (.56) 4.51 (.55) 1.08 (.18) 4.49 (.36) 

Experiences of 

system(s) of 

oppression 

None 

(139) 
3.49 (.72) 3.91 (.92) 1.20 (.33) 4.17 (.58) 

Multiple systems 

(335) 
3.79 (.65) 4.38 (.62) 1.10 (.24) 4.44 (.44) 

SOC, sense of community; SJ, social justice; GT, binary genderism and transphobia; GSDB, gender/sex 

diversity beliefs. 

 

Mediating Effect of Social Justice  

Hypotheses 5, 6, and 7 were tested, controlling for the influence of age and gender (Table 3). Results 

showed a statistically significant influence of the covariate age on SJ (B = −0.05, SE = .00, p <.01, 

CI [–0.01, .00] and on GT (B = .06, SE = .00, p < .01, CI [.0004, .0029]. No other influence of age 

on other variables under inspection were detected. Regarding gender, results showed a statistically 

significant influence on GT (B = −0.10, SE = .009, p < .001, CI = [–0.055, −0.019]) and GSDB (B = 

.15, SE = .02, p < .001, CI = [.10, .18]). The direct effect of SOC showed to be statistically significant 

on GT (B = −0.05, SE = .01, p < .001, CI = [–0.07, −0.04]) and on GSDB (B = .22, SE = .02, p < 

.001, CI = [.12, .19]), supporting H5a and H5b. Moreover, SOC directly influenced SJ (B = .47, SE 

= .02, p < .001, CI = [.44, .53]), and the association of SJ with GT (B = −0.19, SE = .01, p < .001, CI 
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= [–0.07, −0.04]) and GSDB (B = .25, SE = .02, p < .001, CI = [.14, .21]) was also significant, 

supporting H6a and H6b. 

 

Table 3. Testing the mediating effect of SOC on GT and GSDB. 

Predictors On SJ  On GT  On GSDB 

 B SE p 95% CI  B SE p 95% CI  B SE p 95% CI 

Age -.05 .00 <.01 [-.01, -.001]  .06 .00 <.01 [.0004, .002]  .02 .00 .26 [.00, .00] 

Gender -.02 .03 .28 [-.09, 03]  -.10 .009 < .001 [-.055, -.019]  .15 .02 < .001 [.10, .18] 

SOC .47 .02 < .001 [.43, .53]  -.19 .008 < .001 [-.071, -.039]  .22 .02 < .001 [12, .19] 

SJ      -.18 .008 < .001 [-.069, -.038]  .26 .02 < .001 [.14, .21] 

R2 .23  < .001   .13  < .001   .20  < .001  

F 150.74     55.64     95.68    

Analyses conducted using PROCESS model 4, N = 1,484. Gender was dummy coded (0 = cisgender; 1 = transgender and gender-diverse). SOC, sense 

of community; SJ, social justice; GT, binary genderism and transphobia; GSDB, gender/sex diversity beliefs. 

 

Finally, the indirect effect of SOC on GT via SJ was significant (indirect effect = −.08, SE = .02 CI = 

[−.13, −.04]). In support of H7a, SJ had a mediating effect on the relationship of SOC to GT through 

its positive relationship with SOC (SJ increased as SOC increased), which, in turn, related to lower 

GT. The indirect effect of SOC on GSDB via SJ was significant (indirect effect = .12, SE = .01, CI = 

[.08, 0.15]). In support of H7b, SJ mediated the relationship of SOC to GSDB through its positive 

relationship with SOC (SJ increased as SOC increased), which, in turn, related to higher GSDB. 

Again, the total effects of SOC on GT were statistically significant (B = −.28, SE = .00, p < .001, CI 

= [–0.09, −0.06]), indicating that lower SOC was connected to higher GT. The total effects of SOC 

on GSDB were also statistically significant (B = .34, SE = .02. p < .001, CI = [.21, .28]), indicating 

that higher SOC was associated with higher GSDB. The mediation model with standardized betas is 

shown in Figure 1. A version of the model without the covariates age and gender modality was tested 

to assess potential disparities in results. Findings revealed congruent patterns, with beta coefficients 

and p-values exhibiting comparable magnitudes. This observation suggess that the inclusion or 

exclusion of age and gender modality as covariates did not substantially alter the findings, as 

confirmed by the small betas in Table 3. 

 

Discussion 

This study aimed to explore the beliefs regarding TGD people within a group of gender and sexual 

minoritized individuals living in Italy. To achieve the scope, we recruited participants throught an 

online survey, disseminated via social media and local LGBTQIA + organizations and collectives. 
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Building on the existing literature, we decided to understand the role of sociodemographic and 

identitarian factors in relation with four psychosocial variables: sense of community (SOC), social 

justice (SJ), binary genderism and transphobia (GT), and gender/sex diversity beliefs (GSDB). 

Moreover, we tested the influence of psychosocial dimension (i.e. SOC and SJ) on negative (i.e. GT) 

and positive (i.e. GSDB) attitudes and beliefs toward the TGD. To achieve this aim, we ran a 

mediation model with SOC as the independent variable, SJ as the mediatior variable, and GT and 

GSDB as the dependent variables. 

 

 

Figure 1. Mediation model controlling for age and gender modality. Standardized betas; *** p < .001 

 

Regarding the role of sociodemographic and identitarian factors, results showed that being 

younger is positively associated with lower levels of binary genderism and transphobia (H1a) and 

stronger gender/sex diversity beliefs (H1b). The literature often recognizes younger people as actively 

engaged in activism for various issues, such as the environmental crisis (Skovdal & Benwell, 2021) 

and opposition to anti-trans bills in the US (Yurcaba, 2021), as well as social inequalities (European 

Parliament Youth Survey, 2021) thus explaining the age effect on a social justice measure oriented 

toward advocacy. These results could be explained by the identification of youngsters as generally 

more supportive of gender diversity than older generations (Allen et al., 2022). 

Gender modality proved to be associated with participants’ attitudes, where being TGD, 

compared to being cisgender, is associated with lower levels of binary genderism and transphobia 

(H2b), and stronger gender/sex diversity beliefs (H2c). This result suggests that TGD respondents 
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had low levels of internalized discrimination and higher levels of self-acceptance. However, gender 

modality did not determine variations in community connectedness within the 

LGBTQIA + communities (Gates & Hughes, 2023), rejecting the hypothesis that TGD would have 

lower levels of sense of community (H2a). This result suggests that, probably, the Italian 

LGBTQIA + communities maybe more inclusive and cohesive with TGD people, with respect to 

other communities. We may speculate that this is due the growing presence of local organizations 

advocating for TDG individuals: those organizations situate their advocacy actions in the broader 

framework of engagement for social justice, in a socio political context which is not very supportive 

of TGD rights. 

Results also showed that experiencing multiple systems of oppression, compared to feeling part 

of a group not experiencing systems of oppresion, is associated with higher levels of social justice 

(H3b), lower levels of binary genderism and transphobia (H3c), and stronger gender/sex diversity 

beliefs (H3d). These results support existing literature indicating that individuals who have 

experienced discrimination and past injustices develop heightened sensitivity toward oppression, 

advocating for marginalized groups and striving for equality (Bondü & Elsner, 2015; Swank & Fahs, 

2013; Toomey & Russell, 2013). However, experiencing multiple systems of oppression was not 

associated with a reduced sense of community (i.e. rejecting H3a). Therefore, our results contribute 

to the existing literature, indicating that injustices are also associated with strengthening bonds within 

the community, acting on their SOC. Differently from what we expected, based on the fragmentation 

of LGBTQIA + communities, that is claimed in different studies, our participants who experience 

multiple systems of oppression do not feel less connected to LGBTQIA + communities, suggesting 

that SOC works where is more needed, at least in the communities under inspection. This connection 

likely provides a shared foundation for unity across differences, where individuals recognize and 

empathize with others who have experienced the same or comparable forms of oppression. 

Finally, activism showed to be positively related to sense of community (H4a) and social justice 

(H4b) and associated with lower levels of binary genderism and transphobia (H4c) and stronger 

gender/sex diversity beliefs (H4d). This result highlights the contribution of activism in creating 

stronger bonds with the community (Talò, Mannarini & Rochira, 2014) and suggests positive 

attitudes, and possibly actions, toward taking a stance against injustice to promote one’s and others’ 

rights. LGBTQIA + activists can become agents of progress by dismantling negative and 

discriminatory beliefs and attitudes toward TGD minorities, serving as catalysts for broader societal 

transformation. 
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Regarding the mediation model, results showed that both SOC and SJ negatively predicts GT 

(H5a) (H6a) and positively predicts GSDB (H5b) (H6b), with a mediating effect of SJ on the 

relationship between SOC on GT (H7a) and GSDB (H7b). 

Findings showed that SOC, directly and indirectly, predicts lower GT and higher GSDB 

attitudes and beliefs. SOC is deemed to have a central role in liberating gender and sexual minoritized 

individuals from oppressive ideologies, such as societal heterosexism (Puckett et al., 2015; Yip & 

Chan, 2021), also contributing to combating genderism, transphobia, and ontological beliefs related 

to gender; our study remarks this possibily. We suggest that this effect is supported by the sense of 

commitment embedded within the SOC construct, wherein members give and do for others what they 

expect from other members, based on a shared culture of reciprocity and mutual support. Therefore, 

higher levels of SOC may create a safer and more equitable environment where all minoritarian and 

marginalized identities can thrive, be explored, and be embraced, fulfilling communitary needs. 

Our study confirmed that SOC is a predictor of higher levels of SJ as suggested in previous 

literature (Christens et al., 2018; Lardier et al., 2021). Moreover, findings showed that SJ is a driving 

force to lower levels of GT and contributing to higher levels of GSDB attitudes and beliefs. This 

result is likely to be produced by the greater awareness of the mechanisms of societal oppression that 

SJ fosters (Compare & Albanesi, 2023), especially for those who have experienced or are 

experiencing marginalization (Riggle et al., 2014). We can further interpret the findings suggesting 

that being more aware can lead to a better understanding of the detrimental effects that stigma, 

oppression, and rejection can have for TGD minorities and sustain gender and sexual minoritized 

individuals with higher levels of SJ in backlashing transphobia and binary genderism while openly 

endorsing more inclusive beliefs, regardless of their gender modality. 

Finally, results confirmed that SJ is a valid mediator of the relation between SOC and reduced 

discriminatory attitudes and beliefs and greater inclusive and accepting ones. These findings suggest 

that SJ serves as a mechanism through which the SOC influences gender and sexual minoritized 

individuals’ attitudes and beliefs regarding gender-diversity. This builds upon previous research that 

suggests SJ as a mediator of the relationship between SOC and psychosocial variables such as 

empowerment and civic orientation (Lardier et al., 2021) while adding the specificities of attitudes 

and beliefs regarding gender-diversity. 

We acknowledge certain limitations of the study. Convenience and snowball sampling methods 

were employed, primarily utilizing social media platforms and LGBTQIA + associations for 

participant recruitment. This sampling approach likely resulted in a higher representation of young 

individuals and activists within the study, potentially driving the results in more positive directions. 

Additionally, it is essential to recognize the potential influence of social desirability bias in the study. 
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Participants may have provided responses they believed to be socially acceptable or desirable as 

members of LGBTQIA + communities. Future research should adopt more structured and holistic 

frameworks of SOC, integrating the research conducted on the sense of belonging and embracing the 

complexity of this construct. Moreover, including the SOC responsibility dimension in the discourse 

would be interesting (see Boyd & Nowell, 2017). Integrating this perspective would deepen the 

understanding of the community experience of gender and sexual minoritized people concerning their 

activism and attitudes toward TGD individuals. Future research could also focus on how different 

identities such as race, class, and ability intersect with gender/sexual modality, influencing the SOC, 

SJ, attitudes, and negative behaviors toward TGD minorities. Investigating SJ among individuals not 

part of LGBTQIA + communities would also be valuable, enabling a more diverse sample, including 

older individuals. Future studies should also actively reflect on the adaptation and update of the 

wording of the psychometric scales and create strategies of recruitment that are more and more 

inclusive and representative of the broader LGBTQIA + communities. With this regard we are also 

aware that a potential limitation could derive from having adapted existing scales that were not 

validated for the Italian population; further studies could use validated tools, or develop Italian 

version of validated tools, ensuring stronger metrics to our measures (e.g. Trans Attitudes and Beliefs 

Scale; Jones et al., 2023). Furthermore, incorporating a mixed-method approach could provide a more 

comprehensive understanding of the differences among various LGBTQIA + identities regarding 

attitudes and belief systems. Finally, psychosocial dimensions (e.g. civic engagement, empowerment) 

connected to rejective and inclusive behaviors could be explored together with the variables under 

inspection in this study. 

 

Conclusion 

Despite the above mentioned limitation, our study has provided insights into how a strong SOC, with 

a steady SJ orientation and advocacy, can contribute to attaining inclusive attitudes and beliefs 

concerning gender-diversity in a sample of gender and sexual minoritized participants. Moreover, it 

shed light over the role of age, gender modality, experiences of multiple systems of oppression, and 

activism in determining the variables under inspection. 

Gender-diversity is currently a subject of ongoing social discourse, especially in the weastern 

contries, attracting both allies and fierce criticism. While social support systems are recognized as 

powerful protective factors against the adverse effects of minority stress (Meyer, 2015), TGD 

minorities sometimes encounter resistance within LGBTQIA + communities to which they are 

expected to belong (Formby, 2019). Our study’s findings outlined a different picture; 

LGTQIA + communities showed an inclusive tendency toward TGD minorities, that is reflected in 
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the fact that also TGD participants reported high levels of SOC. In our study, SOC directly and 

indirectly, via SJ, predicted lower levels of binary genderism and transphobia and stronger beliefs 

that gender and sex are separate constructs. These attitudes and beliefs open the road to support more 

equitable and supportive communities, fostering the well-being and sense of protection and validation 

of TGD people. 

Our study suggest that to enhance the inclusion of sexual and gender minoritized people within 

LGBTQIA + communities, we need to foster the development of critical tools that facilitate an 

understanding of the interconnected nature of various oppressions, potentially approached from an 

intersectional perspective (Parmenter et al., 2020, 2021). As SJ is inextricably connected to a critical 

understanding of structures of oppression and liberation within society, we call for further 

investments in social justice-oriented actions and education by LGBTQIA + associations and 

collectives. This is to provide individuals with essential competences and tools to engage in the 

creation of a more inclusive society, attentive to various degrees of uniqueness and self-

determination. From this perspective, SOC and SJ emerge as crucial elements that necessitate 

reflection, cultivation, and protection to reshape the existing paradigm surrounding gender diversity, 

combat heterosexism, and challenge binary genderism. 

These detrimental paradigms have extensive negative consequences on the freedom and well-

being of society as a whole. By promoting a strong SOC and a firm commitment to SJ, we can actively 

work toward dismantling these harmful ideologies and fostering more inclusive and equitable 

societies. 
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