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Systematic review of the psychometric properties of transphobia scales

Melanie A. Morrison, CJ Bishop, Stephanie B. Gazzola, Jessica M. McCutcheon, Kandice Parker,
and Todd G. Morrison

Department of Psychology, University of Saskatchewan, Saskatoon, Saskatchewan, Canada

ABSTRACT
Introduction: Prejudice and discrimination against transgender individuals (i.e., transphobia) is

pervasive and has been shown to have pernicious effects on the physical (e.g., substance abuse and
other self-harm behaviors) and psychological (e.g., depression and suicidal ideation) well-being of
those targeted.

Aims: To date, a review of the psychometric properties of scales assessing transphobia has not
been conducted; this gap compromises researchers’ ability to make informed measurement
decisions.

Methods: In the current study, 61 articles that contained 83 scales were identified, and their
adherence to best practices in psychometric testing was evaluated.

Results: Most of the transphobia scales included in the current review did not provide sufficient
information about item generation and refinement, scale dimensionality, scale score reliability, or
validity. Each scale was entered into a table and was ranked on the basis of its total score. A score of
1 was issued for each psychometric feature that adhered to best practice guidelines, with total
scores ranging from 0 to 5 (i.e., higher scores denote greater psychometric soundness).

Discussion: Properties of the reviewed scales are summarized and recommendations are made for
future transphobia scale development and validation. The measures that emerged as possessing the
highest scores and, subsequently, the greatest utility are identified.
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transgender; transnegativity;
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The term transphobia is traditionally defined as an
irrational fear or hatred of, or an emotional disgust
toward individuals who do not conform to society’s
gender expectations (Hill & Willoughby, 2005). This
traditional definition captures attitudes and behaviors
that denote a “phobic response.” In the context of this
article, “transphobia” should be conceptualized in a
more comprehensive way—that is, stereotypes, preju-
dice, and discrimination directed toward individuals
that are or are perceived to be transgender. Although
limited, available research suggests that substantial
proportions of individuals are transphobic. For
instance, using data obtained from a nationally repre-
sentative sample of Americans, Norton and Herek
(2013) evaluated respondents’ feelings toward various
marginalized groups including gay men, lesbian
women, and transgender persons. Evaluation ther-
mometers were used. This technique requires that
individuals assign a “temperature” reflective of their
feelings toward the group in question (i.e., possible
values ranged from 0 degrees to 100 degrees with

lower temperatures reflecting colder, less favorable
attitudes). The mean temperature allocated for trans-
gender individuals was 32 degrees, which was well
below the neutral midpoint (50 degrees) and signifi-
cantly lower than temperatures assigned to other stig-
matized groups (e.g., gay and bisexual men). Focusing
specifically on beliefs about trans women, Winter and
colleagues (2009) surveyed undergraduate students (N
D 841) attending universities located in seven differ-
ent countries (China, Malaysia, Philippines, Singa-
pore, Thailand, United Kingdom, and United States of
America). The researchers found that participants (1)
socially rejected trans women (i.e., agreed that should
their brother, son, or teacher disclose a transgender
identity, the participant would be unable to accept
that transition) and (2) evidenced mild endorsement
of the belief that trans women are mentally ill.

These two studies are illustrative of the published
research on transphobia—a corpus of work that is
notable for being small in number. For example,
Worthen’s (2016) recent narrative review of the
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literature details only 18 quantitative studies that
examine attitudes toward transgender individuals. It
should be noted that (1) all of the research identified
by Worthen (2016) was published between 1983 and
2013; (2) 15 of the 18 studies used convenience sam-
ples of undergraduate students; and (3) 9 of the 15
studies recruited participants from the United States.
Such a dearth of research is problematic given the
documented sequelae of transphobia. Adapting
Meyer’s minority stress model (1995, 2003) to better
capture the experiences of transgender individuals,
Hendricks and Testa (2012) explicate the varying
sources of these negative outcomes. Aside from the
general life stressors that all individuals experience
(e.g., concerns about money), Hendricks and Testa
suggest that transgender individuals are especially sus-
ceptible to external stressful events that manifest as
attitudinal or behavioral negativity (e.g., hate speech,
social ostracism, and physical and/or sexual assault).
For example, in a recent survey of victimization
among trans persons residing in the United Kingdom
(N D 600), Ellis, Bailey, and McNeil (2016) found that
episodes of physical assault were “fairly common” (p.
216), with approximately 20% of respondents stating
that they had been “hit” or “beaten up” because of
their trans status. Larger proportions reported
experiencing physical intimidation (39.5%), sexual
harassment (40.3%), objectification/fetishization
(52%), name calling (75%), and “silent harassment”
(84.9%). The latter term refers to being stared at or
talked about which, in turn, contributes to a sense of
marginalization and plays a role in establishing a cli-
mate of fear. The authors also noted that much of this
victimization occurred recently (i.e., within the past
12 months). To illustrate, 24.3% of those subjected to
physical intimidation/threats and 51.9% of those who
had been the recipient of silent harassment had expe-
rienced this victimization during the 12-month period
preceding their involvement in the survey. The conse-
quences of transphobia can be devastating and include
depression, substance abuse, and suicidal ideation
(e.g., Clements-Noelle, Marx, & Katz, 2006; Grant
et al., 2012).

Minority stress theory (Meyer, 1995) also elucidates
how sexual minority persons may internalize the neg-
ativity to which they are subjected. Hendricks and
Testa (2012) contend that a similar process may occur
for transgender individuals. Indeed, such internalized
transphobia is the result of the negative messages

consistently experienced by transgender persons and
is compounded by the belief that one must consciously
refrain from disclosing such an identity. Since trans-
phobia evidenced by the cisgender majority contrib-
utes to a social climate that is harmful to transgender
persons’ overall wellness, more research on this topic
is needed.

A major impediment to studying transphobia is the
absence of information detailing the psychometric
integrity of measures used to assess this construct and
whether one or more of these measures best approxi-
mates a “gold standard.” Without a systematic review
that clearly elucidates which indices of transphobia
most closely adhere to recommended practices in scale
development and refinement, researchers may con-
tinue generating ad hoc measures of varying psycho-
metric quality—a situation that makes it difficult to
form a coherent interpretation of the research
landscape.

The purpose of the current study is to address this
gap by reviewing all instruments that have been used
to measure transphobia and, in so doing, identify
which are the strongest psychometrically. To assist in
making this determination, each measure was evalu-
ated across five psychometric properties: (1) content
validity; 2) factor structure (i.e., dimensionality); (3)
scale score reliability; (4) criterion-related validity
(typically, concurrent); and (5) construct validity (i.e.,
convergent and discriminant validities). The best
practice guidelines that were used when evaluating
these five components are delineated, followed by a
systematic review of transphobia measures.

Content validity

This term refers to the extent to which all features of a
scale, including its response format, items, and
instructions, are “relevant to and representative of the
targeted construct” (Haynes, Richard, & Kubany,
1995, p. 238). In this context, relevance means that
scale items tap into the construct of interest rather
than related constructs and representativeness refers
to the entire domain of content being captured by the
scale items (Vogt, King, & King, 2004). Yaghmaie
(2009) suggests that content validity is established
from three distinct sources: literature, relevant stake-
holders, and experts. First, an exhaustive review of lit-
erature germane to the construct should occur.
Second, representatives or stakeholders from relevant
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populations need to be consulted for the unique
insights they can provide about the construct. Finally,
individuals with expertise relevant to the construct
being assessed need to be targeted as they provide a
wealth of knowledge that likely exceeds what can be
gleaned from a literature review. While consulting
experts is undoubtedly important, it should not be
viewed as a suitable replacement for consultations
with representatives from target populations. Content
validity may be regarded as a critical first step in the
validation of any measure (i.e., the intelligibility of
other forms of validation depends upon scale items
being content valid). To assess content validity, it is
recommended that experts and members of the target
population evaluate the items (both the initial and
refined pools) using formalized rating scales (Haynes
et al., 1995). Content validity indices (see Polit &
Beck, 2006) can be calculated on the dimensions of
relevance and representativeness for content experts
and on elements such as item clarity and straightfor-
wardness of instructions for members of the target
population.

Factor structure

If a scale contains three or more items, it is critical to
assess its factor structure using exploratory factor
analysis (EFA) and/or confirmatory factor analysis
(CFA). EFA is a data-driven approach and, thus, is
recommended when “a researcher has relatively little
theoretical or empirical basis to make strong assump-
tions about how many common factors exist”
(Fabrigar, Wegener, MacCallum, & Strahan, 1999,
p. 277). In contrast, CFA, which is theory driven,
would be advised “when there [are] sufficient theoreti-
cal and empirical bases for a researcher to specify the
model or small subset of models that is the most plau-
sible” (Fabrigar et al., 1999, p. 277). Recent systematic
reviews indicate that (1) in reference to scales assess-
ing discrimination toward sexual minority persons,
tests of dimensionality were seldom conducted
(Morrison, Bishop, Morrison, & Parker-Taneo, 2016);
and (2) within the broader realm of sexological stud-
ies, researchers using EFA rarely adopted best practi-
ces for this statistical technique (Sakaluk & Short,
2017). Specifically, in their review of 216 EFAs appear-
ing in 139 journal articles and 24 entries in the Hand-
book of Sexuality-Related Measures (Fisher, Davis,
Yarber, & Davis, 2011), Sakaluk and Short (2017)

found that 59.3% of analyses were actually principal
component analysis (PCA), which is not a form of
EFA; 49.5% used orthogonal rotation (typically
varimax); and 51.4% utilized the eigenvalue greater
than 1.0 “rule” to assist with factor retention decision-
making. None of these choices is optimal. First, PCA
are recommended for data reduction as it does not
take into account the underlying latent structure or
structures of a group of scale items (Osborne & Cost-
ello, 2009). If the purpose is to examine a scale’s
dimensionality, then “true” EFA methods should be
employed. The two EFA methods that are recom-
mended most often are maximum-likelihood (ML)
estimation and principal axis factoring (PAF), with
the latter being advised when assumptions of data
normality are “violated severely” (Sakaluk & Short,
2017, p. 3). Second, orthogonal rotation assumes that
generated factors are uncorrelated (Pett, Lackey, &
Sullivan, 2003); this assumption seldom applies with
social scientific data (i.e., researchers typically expect
“some correlation among factors, since behavior is
rarely partitioned into neatly packaged units that
function independently of one another” [Osborne &
Costello, 2009, p. 136]). Oblique rotation, which per-
mits but does not require factors to be intercorrelated,
is the preferred choice (Sakaluk & Short, 2017). Third,
in terms of factor retention, there is no support for the
arbitrary eigenvalue greater than 1.0 “rule,” with simu-
lation studies revealing that it can lead to overfactor-
ing or underfactoring (Osborne & Costello, 2009;
Sakaluk & Short, 2017). Rather, parallel analysis (see
O’Connor, 2000) for SPSS and SAS syntax) in con-
junction with other retention criteria (e.g., interpret-
ability and adherence to current theorizing) should be
used.

Scale score reliability

The most popular reliability estimate is Cronbach’s
alpha, which may be conceptualized as the “expected
correlation between an actual test and a hypothetical
alternative form of the same length” (Carmines &
Zeller, 1979, p. 45). It should be noted that reliability
is not a fixed property of a scale but, rather, a charac-
teristic of scale scores (Streiner, 2003). Thus, it must
be calculated each time a researcher distributes a
multi-item measure with the intention of averaging or
summing the items. Although .80 is routinely identi-
fied as the cut-off for “good” scale score reliability,
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there may be instances for which appreciably lower
Cronbach’s alpha coefficients are acceptable (see
Schmitt, 1996). It also is recommended that 95% con-
fidence intervals be computed for Cronbach’s alpha
(Fan & Thompson, 2001). The upper- and lower-
bound estimates represent the range of plausible val-
ues for the alpha coefficient should the scale in ques-
tion be distributed to the larger population from
which the sample was drawn (Cumming & Finch,
2005). Finally, a critical, though routinely overlooked,
dimension of scale score reliability is test-retest (Char-
ter, 2003). In a systematic sample of 696 tests appear-
ing in the American Psychological Association’s
Directory of Unpublished Experimental Mental Meas-
ures, Hogan, Benjamin, and Brezinski (2000) found
that in 66.5% (n D 533) of these tests internal consis-
tency was estimated using Cronbach’s alpha. McCrae,
Kurtz, Yamagata, and Terracciano (2011) contend
that test-retest reliability has been neglected because:
(1) it is inconvenient to distribute measures to the
same participants at two different points in time and
(2) researchers appear to operate from the misappre-
hension that forms of scale score reliability such as
Cronbach’s alpha and test-retest are interchangeable
(i.e., they provide duplicate information). However,
this is not the case, as only test-retest allows one to
quantify a measure’s reproducibility (i.e., “the degree
to which a test or measure produces the same scores
when applied repeatedly in the same circumstances”
[Batterham & George, 2003, p. 122]).

Validity

Globally speaking, validity refers to the degree to
which a scale measures the construct it was designed
to assess. Carmines and Zeller (1979) note that there
are specific categories of validity: criterion-related,
which may be partitioned into concurrent and predic-
tive forms, and construct, which may be divided into
convergent and divergent (or discriminant). Both
forms of criterion-related validity focus on how well a
newly developed measure correlates with a “gold stan-
dard” indicator of the same construct. The difference
between concurrent and predictive validation is that,
with the former, the gold standard is completed con-
temporaneously with the new measure, whereas with
the latter, the gold standard is distributed at some
future point in time. The stronger the association
between scores on the new measure and scores on the

gold standard, the greater the level of criterion-related
validity (Kimberlin & Winterstein, 2008). There are
many times when a gold standard measure does not
exist either because the scale one has developed
assesses a novel construct or because extant measures
of the construct are psychometrically deficient. Under
such circumstances, convergent and divergent (or dis-
criminant) validity are tested.

Convergent validity examines whether scores on
the new scale correlate—in the predicted direction—
with other constructs that, for theoretical and/or
empirical reasons, should be associated with the new
scale. To test divergent validity, one identifies con-
structs that—again, for theoretical and/or empirical
reasons—should have a negligible relationship with
scores on the new scale (Springer, Abell, & Hudson,
2002). Both convergent and divergent validity involve
testing multiple predictions, with each supported pre-
diction constituting one piece of evidence in support
of the scale’s construct validity (Carmines & Zeller,
1979). Given the dynamism of a construct’s nomologi-
cal network (i.e., the theoretical system in which the
construct is embedded), construct validation is incre-
mental and iterative. In other words, construct valida-
tion is an ongoing process that involves testing an
array of predictions.

Method

Search strategy

A search of academic databases (Google Scholar, Psy-
cINFO, PsycARTICLES, and PsycTESTS) was con-
ducted to identify relevant transphobia studies. The
authors’ home institution allows for searching Psy-
cINFO, PsycARTICLES, and PsycTESTS simulta-
neously using the same Boolean search protocol. This
protocol included “transnegativity OR transnegative
OR transphobia OR transphobic OR transprejudice
OR gender nonconforming phobia OR gender non-
conforming negativity OR gender variant phobia OR
gender variant negativity.” The number of results
identified was 674. For Google Scholar, a similar Bool-
ean search strategy was employed. The search term
entered was “transnegative OR transphobic OR trans-
negativity OR transphobia OR transprejudice AND
Measure� OR Instrument� OR Scale OR Index OR
Inventor� OR Questionnaire� OR Test�”; this search
yielded 2,081 results. (It is important to note that Goo-
gle Scholar cannot display more than 1,000 search
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results. Thus, entries from 1,001 to 2,081 could not be
viewed. However, as other databases were used [e.g.,
PsycINFO] and the reference sections for all identified
articles were inspected, it is unlikely that influential
measures of transphobia were overlooked as a result
of Google Scholar’s limitation.) No specific dates were
entered into either search so that each would yield as
many results as possible. In addition, using advanced-
search options, any search results that were not writ-
ten in English and were not published in a peer-
reviewed outlet were automatically excluded.

Inclusion and exclusion criteria

Articles were retained if they met the following crite-
ria: (1) published in a peer-reviewed outlet; (2) pub-
lished in English; and (3) quantitatively measured
transphobia as a singular construct. Articles that
quantitatively measured transphobia but were never
published, measured transphobia as part of a compos-
ite LGBT prejudice and/or discrimination scale, were
theoretical in nature, or were qualitative were
excluded.

Article selection

Following the application of these inclusion criteria, of
the 674 articles identified in the database search, 589
were identified as being theoretical in nature, qualita-
tive, or not related to transgender issues. Twenty-four
of these articles measured transphobia as part of a
composite instrument examining prejudice and dis-
crimination against LGBT persons as a whole. This
yielded a total of 60 published articles from the data-
base search. The same 60 articles were located during
review of the first 1,000 search results using Google
Scholar along with a single additional article that also
quantitatively measured transphobia. (The same 24
articles that measured transphobia as part of a larger
composite measure were identified.) In total, 61 peer-
reviewed articles were located which used a total of 83
transphobia measures. See Figure 1.

Review procedure

Each retained article was reviewed to determine the
extent to which it adhered to best practices in relation
to the aforementioned psychometric elements (i.e.,
content validity, factor structure, scale score reliability,
and validity [criterion-related and construct]). Please

see Table 1 for an overview of the psychometric prop-
erties of the measures of transphobia included in this
systematic review. If evidence of the psychometric
property in question was established, a check mark
(@) was entered. An “X” signified that no details about
the psychometric element in question were provided.
A question mark (?) was utilized in cases wherein (1)
the psychometric property was not tested (or men-
tioned) directly but supportive evidence could be
inferred from the results or (2) adherence to “best
practices” could not be determined due to insufficient
information (e.g., the authors claimed evidence of
content validity but did not indicate whether trans-
gender persons or content experts informed item
development/refinement). Finally, “N/A” (not applica-
ble) was assigned in cases wherein a given psychomet-
ric element was not germane to the scale in question
(e.g., reliability coefficients cannot be calculated for
single-item measures and tests of dimensionality are
not required for scales containing fewer than three
items).

Given that psychometric testing is an incremental
process, it was anticipated that researchers using a
given scale would build upon the work of their prede-
cessors. Thus, there were instances where a “@” or “?”
was granted because the authors were utilizing a mea-
sure that had been rigorously assessed in previous
studies. To illustrate, if Research Team A conducted a
thorough content validation assessment of its measure
of transphobia, it was not expected that other
researchers using the same measure, within a similar
cultural context, would need to start from scratch (i.e.,
they would not have to repeat the various steps
involved in testing content validity). A measure’s scale
score reliability and factor structure, however, are
score specific (rather than instrument specific) and,

Figure 1. Flowchart detailing literature search.
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Table 1. Psychometric properties of the reviewed scales.

# Measure C FS R C-R CV TS

1 Genderism and Transphobia Scale–Revised ? @ @ @ @ 4
2 Genderism and Transphobia Scale–Short Form ? @ @ @ @ 4
3 Negative intentions subscale ? X @ @ @ 3
4 Negative attitudes subscale ? X @ @ @ 3
5 Attitudes Toward Hijra Scale @ ? @ X @ 3
6 Attitudes Toward Transgendered Individuals Scale ? ? @ @ @ 3
7 Transphobia Scale ? X @ X @ 2
8 Genderism and Transphobia Scale–Short Form (Spanish) ? ? @ X @ 2
9 Attitudes Toward Transgendered Individuals Scale ? X X @ @ 2
10 Genderism and Transphobia Scale ? X @ X @ 2
11 Transgender Attitudes and Beliefs Scale ? ? @ N/A @ 2
12 Chinese Attitudes Towards Transgenderism and Transgender Civil Rights Scale @ X @ X ? 2
13 Transphobia Scale ? X @ X @ 2
14 Attitudes Toward Transgendered Individuals (Thai) ? X @ X @ 2
15 Transphobia Scale ? ? @ X @ 2
16 Transphobia Scale ? X @ X @ 2
17 Genderism and Transphobia Scale ? X @ X @ 2
18 Genderism and Transphobia Scale (Chinese) ? ? @ X @ 2
19 Attitudes Toward Transgender Students Questionnaire ? X @ X ? 1
20 Attitudes Toward Transgender Students Questionnaire ? X @ X ? 1
21 Social Distance Scale (in response to a trans target) X X @ X ? 1
22 Negative Attitudes Toward Transsexuals Scale X X @ X ? 1
23 Beliefs in Myths About Transsexuals Scale X X @ X ? 1
24 Predicted Discriminatory Behaviors Against Transsexuals Scale X X @ X ? 1
25 Genderism and Transphobia Scale (Chinese) ? X @ X ? 1
26 Negative Attitudes Toward Transgender Individuals ? X @ X ? 1
27 Attitudinal measure of perceived appropriateness of transgender behavior in children X X @ X ? 1
28 Behavioral intentions if respondents were various authority figures in a hypothetical (trans) child’s life X X @ X ? 1
29 Attitude Toward Transgendered Individuals Scale ? X X X @ 1
30 Modified Transphobia Scale ? ? @ X ? 1
31 Genderism and Transphobia Scale ? X @ X ? 1
32 Genderism and Transphobia Scale ? X X X @ 1
33 Transgender Attitudes and Beliefs Scale ? X X N/A @ 1
34 Attitudes Toward Transgender Individuals Scale ? X X @ X 1
35 Transgender Attitudes and Beliefs Scale ? X X N/A @ 1
36 Behavioral, cognitive, and affective dimensions of attitudes toward trans persons (4 each) X X @ X ? 1
37 Adapted Counselor Attitudes Toward Transgender Scale ? X @ X ? 1
38 Adapted Attitudes Toward Transgender Individuals Scale ? X @ X ? 1
39 Adapted Counselor Attitudes Toward Transgender Scale ? X @ X ? 1
40 Adapted Attitudes Toward Transgender Individuals Scale ? X @ X ? 1
41 Attitudes Towards the Inclusion of Transgender Women in Domestic Violence Services Scale ? X @ X ? 1
42 Measure of comfort working with transgender women ? X @ X ? 1
43 Revised Genderism and Transphobia Scale (Australian) ? ? @ X ? 1
44 Adapted Counselor Attitudes Toward Transgender Scale ? X @ X ? 1
45 Revised Genderism and Transphobia Scale (Australian) ? X @ X ? 1
46 Music Teacher’s Attitudes Toward Transgender Individuals Scale ? X @ X ? 1
47 Transphobia Scale ? X @ X ? 1
48 Trans Persons Beliefs Scale X X @ X X 1
49 Trans Persons Civil Rights Scale X X @ X ? 1
50 Genderism and Transphobia Scale ? X @ X ? 1
51 Genderism and Transphobia Scale ? X @ X ? 1
52 Social Distance Scale (in response to a trans target) X X @ X ? 1
53 Genderism and Transphobia Scale ? X @ X ? 1
54 Transphobia Scale ? X @ X ? 1
55 Frequency with which participants hear transphobic language at school @ N/A N/A X X 1
56 Attitudes toward and discrimination against trans persons ? X @ X ? 1
57 Acceptance of trans persons using specific gendered spaces X X @ X ? 1
58 Modified Genderism and Transphobia Scale ? X @ X ? 1
59 Genderism and Transphobia Scale (Filipino) ? X @ X ? 1
60 Attitudes toward and discrimination against trans women ? X @ X X 1
61 Attitudes Toward Trans Individuals Scale ? X @ X ? 1
62 Attitudes Toward Transgender Individuals Scale ? X @ X ? 1
63 Attitudes Toward Trans Persons Scale ? X @ X ? 1
64 Attitudes Toward Trans Individuals Scale ? X @ X ? 1
65 Attitudes Toward Transgender Individuals Scale ? X @ X ? 1
66 Attitudes toward MtF trans individuals subscale ? X @ X ? 1
67 Attitudes toward FtM trans individuals subscale ? X @ X ? 1
68 Attitudes toward transindividuals subscale ? X @ X ? 1
69 Measure of perceived responses to a parent disclosing a trans identity X X X X ? 0
70 Feeling thermometer (in response to a trans target) N/A N/A N/A X ? 0

(Continued on next page )

400 M. A. MORRISON ET AL.



thus, should be tested with each new sample. When a
researcher’s focus is nonpsychometric, testing a meas-
ure’s dimensionality may be perceived as adding
unnecessary “clutter” to a results section. In such
cases, it is recommended that these details be provided
in an appendix. Finally, tests of construct validity did
not have to be formally conducted as they were often
nested within studies’ key predictions. For example, if,
as hypothesized, a researcher found a positive associa-
tion between scores on a scale assessing transphobia
and scores on variable x, this correlation would offer
one strand of evidence supporting the construct (i.e.,
convergent) validity of the transphobia measure.

Results

Each of the targeted psychometric characteristics (i.e.,
content validity, factor structure, scale-score reliabil-
ity, and construct validity) is discussed in relation to
the total number of scales used across the reviewed
articles. Illustrative examples are then employed to
contextualize key points.

Content validity

Of the 83 scales used across the 61 articles reviewed,
only three (3.6%) used best practices to assess content
validity. For example, to study transphobia in a Chi-
nese context, King, Winter, and Webster (2009; see
Table 1, entry 12) used the 38-item Chinese Attitudes
Towards Transgenderism and Transgender Civil

Rights Scale (CATTCRS). In the article detailing the
development of this instrument, King (2008) describes
how semistructured interviews were conducted with
17 relevant stakeholders following an in-depth litera-
ture review. Some interviewees were cisgender individ-
uals providing their personal understandings of
transphobia and gender nonconformity in a Chinese
context, while others were transgender individuals
sharing their experiences with transphobia and their
interpretation of the factors involved with this type of
prejudice. Transcripts of the interviews were then ana-
lyzed for content with emergent themes being used to
inform the development of content domains. Pilot
testing and item revision occurred following these
steps. Similarly, when creating the 32-item Attitudes
Toward Hijra Scale, Jami and Kamal (2015; see
Table 1, entry 5) conducted 10 focus-group discus-
sions with self-identified hijra individuals and mem-
bers of the general public. (Hijra is an umbrella term
used to describe transgender, gender nonconforming,
and other gender minority men in a Pakistani and
Indian context.) A content analysis of transcribed dis-
cussions from these focus groups was used to inform
the generation of scale items. The resultant item pool
was refined under the guidance of a three-member
expert panel before being pilot tested.

Thirty-one of the 83 scales (37.3%) earned a ques-
tion mark since the studies did not provide sufficient
details regarding their content validity. For example,
Tebbe, Moradi, and Ege (2014; see Table 1, entries 1 &

Table 1. (Continued )

# Measure C FS R C-R CV TS

71 Feeling thermometer measuring feelings toward trans persons N/A N/A N/A X ? 0
72 Attitudes toward transgender rights X ? ? X ? 0
73 Genderism and Transphobia Scale ? X X X ? 0
74 Genderism and Transphobia Scale ? X X X X 0
75 Questionnaire About Transsexualism X N/A N/A X ? 0
76 Transphobia Inventory X X X X ? 0
77 Feeling thermometer measuring feelings toward trans persons N/A N/A N/A X ? 0
78 Single-item measure of transphobia X N/A N/A X ? 0
79 Genderism and Transphobia Scale ? X X X X 0
80 Genderism and Transphobia Scale ? X X X ? 0
81 Measure of transphobia and adherence to masculine norms ? ? X X ? 0
82 Adapted Attitudes Toward Transsexualism Questionnaire X N/A N/A X X 0
83 Measure of gender prejudice X X X X ? 0

Note. C D content validity; FS D factor structure; R D reliability; C-R D criterion-related validity; CV D construct validity; TS D total score based on how many psy-
chometric properties a measure was evaluated on using best practices; @D sufficient evidence of the psychometric property provided; XD no details about the
psychometric element provided; ? D either supportive evidence of the psychometric property could be indirectly inferred from results or insufficient details
were provided regarding adherence to best practices; N/AD the psychometric element was not applicable to the measure in question. Scales 1 and 2 received
the highest overall rating. Numbers appearing in square brackets at the end of the listings in the Reference section correspond to the entries in the table. To
illustrate, the first entry in the Reference section is for Agee-Aguayo and associates. The number 19 appears in brackets at the end of this reference, which corre-
sponds to item number 19 in Table 1 (Attitudes Toward Transgender Students Questionnaire). The number appearing appearing in brackets at the end of the
Apperson and associates entry is 69, which corresponds to item number 69 in Table 1 (Measure of perceived responses to a parent disclosing a trans identity).
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2) created shorter, revised forms of Hill and Willough-
by’s (2005; see Table 1, entry 10) Genderism and
Transphobia Scale (GTS) and Riggs, Webber, and Fell
(2012; see Table 1, entry 45) modified the GTS to
ensure it was suitable for use within an Australian
context. Tebbe et al. (2014) employed statistical crite-
ria such as factor loadings and inspection of the modi-
fication indices that accompany confirmatory factor
analysis to reduce the number of items on the GTS. In
contrast, Riggs et al. (2012) employed more subjective
criteria. They altered items that had “problematic
wording” (p. 55) and removed one question because it
“was too broad for a survey focused exclusively on
trans persons” (p. 56). None of these modifications,
however, addressed the absence of clarity about the
GTS’s content validity. In the source article for the
GTS, literature on “anti-trans sentiments and the diffi-
culties trans persons have on a day-to-day basis” was
reviewed (Hill & Willoughby, 2005, p. 534). While
this is one facet of content validity, no mention is
made of the initial or refined pool of items being
reviewed by (1) experts in psychometric testing; (2)
transgender individuals; or (3) members of the popu-
lation to whom the scale would be distributed (i.e., cis-
gender persons). Given that the content validity of the
GTS is questionable, subsequent changes to this mea-
sure—in the absence of consultation with content
experts and laypersons—do not clarify whether the
measure is or is not content valid.

Most the scales reviewed (46 out of 83; 55.4%) did
not furnish any evidence about content validity.
Instead, vague language was used such as, “adapted
from” (e.g., Agee-Aguayo, Bloomquist, Savage, &
Woitaszewski, 2017, p. 156; Costa & Davies, 2012, p.
1430); “a modified version of” (Riggs & Sion, 2017, p.
189); “adapted items from existing measures” (e.g.,
Barbir, Cohn, & Vandevender, 2017, p. 160); and “an
adapted version of” (e.g., Riggs & Bartholomaeus,
2015, pp. 161 & 162; 2016, p. 11).In some cases, the
adaptation involved taking a scale that was designed
to assess prejudice toward a different social group and
simply modifying the attitudinal target. To illustrate,
Bowers, Lewandowski, Savage, and Woitaszewski’s
(2015; see Table 1, entry 20) Attitudes Toward Trans-
gender Students Questionnaire (ATTSQ) was adapted
from the Attitudes Toward Lesbians and Gay Men
Scale (ATLG; Herek & McLemore, 2010). However,
given that there is limited overlap in terms of item
content, it is unclear how the ATLG was “adapted” to

become the ATTSQ. Of course, one might challenge
the implicit assumption underlying this practice;
namely, that the shared variance between homonega-
tivity and transphobia is of such magnitude that meas-
ures designed to examine the former can, with only
minor changes to item text, be used to examine the
latter. For example, Hill and Willoughby (2005) found
that transphobia and homonegativity were modestly
intercorrelated (rD .34; Study 3), which is not congru-
ent with the view that prejudice toward sexual- and
gender-minority persons is interchangeable.

Finally, three (3.6%) scales were flagged as not
applicable, “N/A.” The measures in question were
evaluation thermometers (i.e., single-item indicators
where participants were asked to indicate their feelings
toward transgender individuals on a scale from 0 to
100: Carroll, G€uss, Hutchison, & Gauler, 2012; Cragun
& Sumereau, 2015; Norton & Herek, 2013; see Table 1,
entries 70, 71, & 77). Given that evaluation thermome-
ters can be used with any attitudinal target, evidence
of content validity was not deemed necessary.

Factor structure

The issue of scale dimensionality was relevant to any
measure of transphobia that contained three or more
items. Osborne and Costello (2009, p. 138) note that a
factor with fewer than three items is “generally weak
and unstable.” Therefore, a three-item minimum is
acceptable provided the scale in question is unidimen-
sional. If a scale consists of more than one factor, a
minimum of six items is recommended (i.e., three
items per factor). Although 78 scales (94%) met this
criterion, details about factor analysis were available
for a much smaller number of measures (k D 36 out
of 78; 46.2%). Inspecting this subset reveals that, akin
to earlier reviews of psychometric “best practices” in
the areas of sexology (Sakaluk & Short, 2017) and dis-
crimination against gay and lesbian persons (Morrison
et al., 2016), most researchers made suboptimal deci-
sions when testing the factor structure of their meas-
ures of transphobia. Reliance on principal component
analysis, varimax rotation, and/or the eigenvalue
greater than 1 rule to assist with factor retention was
common (e.g., Barbir, Cohn, & Vandevender, 2017;
Costa & Davies, 2012; Elischberger, Glazier, Hill, &
Verduzco-Baker, 2016; Hill & Willoughby, 2005;
Nagoshi et al., 2008; Tee & Hegarty, 2006; Winter
et al., 2009). Based on these observations, only two

402 M. A. MORRISON ET AL.



scales (5.6%) (i.e., the 22-item Genderism and Trans-
phobia Scale–Revised [GTS-R] and 13-item Genderism
and Transphobia Scale–Short Form [GTS-SF]; Tebbe
et al., 2014) had their factor structure assessed using
best practices. In their article, Tebbe et al. (2014)
explicitly describe how they conducted an exploratory
factor analysis using principal-axis factoring with pro-
max rotation and used parallel analysis as a means of
calculating factor retention. On the basis of these
results, the authors conducted a CFA during creation
of the GTS-SF.

Since the remaining 34 scales either did not adhere
to best practices or inadvertently conflated principal
component and factor analyses, they were flagged
with an “X.” An additional 29 (37.2%) scales were not
examined for factor structure at all. This omission is
problematic since many of the researchers who used
these scales assumed they were either unidimensional
or that items formed logically coherent groupings
without any evidence supporting these assumptions.
For example, using Hill and Willoughby’s (2005) GTS,
Grigoropoulos and Kordoutis (2015) examined trans-
phobia among 238 undergraduate students attending
various universities in Athens, Greece. The authors
did not test the dimensionality of the GTS but, rather,
treated the two-factor structure identified by Hill and
Willoughby as a fixed property of the scale. It is unfor-
tunate that Grigoropoulos and Kordoutis (2015; see
Table 1, entry 73) did not test the replicability of the
GTS’s factor structure, especially as they were using
this measure within a different cultural context (west-
ern Europe versus North America). A similar concern
arises with Fisher et al.’s (2016; see Table 1, entry 29)
use of the Attitudes Toward Transgendered Individu-
als Scale (ATTI: Walch, Ngamake, Francisco, Stitt, &
Shingler, 2012a). The former researchers seem to
operate from the assumption that the unidimensional-
ity identified by the latter group will “hold” despite
the use of culturally diverse samples (European versus
American, respectively).

Seven of the scales were coded as “N/A.” Two pos-
sessed more than a single item; however, each item
was examined individually, effectively rendering them
individual single item measures: the 15-item Attitudes
Toward Transsexualism Questionnaire (ATTQ), used
by Land�en and Innala (2000; see Table 1, entry 75),
and its adapted version used by Willoughby et al.
(2010; see Table 1, entry 82). The remaining five scales
were one-item measures. Finally, a “?” was issued in

cases for which insufficient details were provided (k D
11). For example, Watgen and Mitchell (2013; see
Table 1, entry 81) report performing a “factor analy-
sis” (p. 144) and give factor loadings for their attitudi-
nal measure. They do not specify (1) the type of factor
analysis that was performed; (2) the factor extraction
method that was used; (3) the type of rotation that
was used; (4) the size of the eigenvalues for the
retained factors; and (5) the proportion of common
variance accounted for by the factor solution. Without
these details, it is impossible to assess whether the
authors use of factor analysis adhered to “best prac-
tice” guidelines.

Scale score reliability

Seventy-eight (94%) of the scales reviewed consisted of
two or more items. Of these, no indicator of scale score
reliability was provided for 14 of the 78 (17.9%) meas-
ures. In two additional studies, the authors reported
Cronbach’s alpha coefficients obtained in previous
research but did not compute them for their own sam-
ple (e.g., see Table 1, entries 34 & 74). As noted earlier,
indicators of reliability such as Cronbach’s alpha coeffi-
cient are data dependent and, thus, must be computed
each time a summative scale is used.

Total scores and Cronbach’s alpha coefficients were
reported for 61 (98.4%) of the 62 remaining instru-
ments. However, not all authors referred to Cron-
bach’s alpha by name. To illustrate, Agee-Aguayo,
Bloomquist, Savage, and Woitaszewski (2017; see
Table 1, entry 19) mentioned “internal consistency
reliability” (p. 5); however, it was clear they were
describing Cronbach’s alpha since they compared
their coefficient to the alpha value computed in an ear-
lier study. Similarly, Cabeldue, Cramer, Kehn, Crosby,
and Anastasi (2016; see Table 1, entry 7) used the
term “internal reliability” in reference to the coeffi-
cient obtained for their measure of transphobia. How-
ever, since they explicitly refer to Cronbach’s alpha for
every other scale, it seems reasonable to presume that
the “internal reliability” coefficient is, in fact, Cron-
bach’s alpha.

The last of the 62 scales was issued a “?” since, while
the author contends that his three-item measure of
“attitudes toward transgender rights” had “high inter-
nal consistency and reliability” (p. 403), no reliability
coefficient was computed (Flores, 2015; see Table 1,
entry 72). Instead, the researcher appears to infer
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reliability on the basis of the three items having strong
factor loadings (.69 to .82). It should be noted that
items evidencing higher loadings on a given factor are
more representative of the latent construct reflected
by that factor than items having weaker loadings (Pett
et al., 2003). Loadings, however, do not serve as a
proxy for scale score reliability.

Finally, seven scales (8.4%) were coded as “N/A.”
Five received this rating because they consisted of a
single question. Two were given this rating because,
while they were multi-item measures, each scale item
was analyzed individually, thereby, eliminating the
need for computation of Cronbach’s alpha coefficient
(ATTQ: Land�en and Innala (2000); Willoughby et al.,
2010).

Validity

Criterion-related validity
Of the 83 scales being reviewed, none explicitly tested
for criterion-related validity. However, seven scales
(8.4%) did provide evidence of concurrent validity but
referred to their analyses as indicants of construct
validity. Nonetheless, these scales were flagged as hav-
ing tested criterion-related validity even though their
methods were mislabeled. For example, Walch et al.
(2012a; see Table 1, entry 6) found strong negative
correlations between their newly developed ATTI and
the overall GTS score and its transphobia subscale
score (lower scores on the ATTI denote greater trans-
phobia compared to higher scores on the GTS). The
authors also reported a moderate negative correlation
between the ATTI and the gender-bashing subscale.
One group of researchers claimed to be providing evi-
dence of concurrent validity (see Table 1, entry 14) by
reporting a strong negative correlation between their
Thai version of the Attitudes Toward Transgendered
Individuals Scale and scores on an indicant of homo-
negativity. However, this type of association is right-
fully classified as a test of convergent validity. The
omission of criterion-related validation testing is not
problematic if (1) the authors are developing a scale
that measures a heretofore unexamined construct or
(2) the authors do not believe that a measure pre-
sumed to be a “gold standard” is psychometrically
sound. For example, when Hill and Willoughby
(2005) developed the GTS, it was the first measure of
its kind to assess elements of transphobia. Kanamori,
Cornelius-White, Pegors, Daniel, and Hulgus (2016a)

acknowledge that, while a small number of transgen-
der attitudes scales have undergone psychometric test-
ing, none of them prove entirely satisfactory. First,
Kanamori et al. (2016a) expressed reservations about
researchers’ reliance on college students when con-
structing transphobia scales. Second, Kanamori et al.
(2016a) noted that existing measures were simplistic;
that is, their factor structures were one- or two-dimen-
sional, which suggests they do not capture the com-
plexity of cisgendered persons’ attitudes toward
transgender individuals. Given their misgivings about
extant transphobia scales, Kanamori and colleagues’
omission of criterion-related validity is not surprising
(see Table 1, entry 11). Despite their concerns about
existing measures of transphobia, Kanamori et al.
(2016a) tested the association between scores on their
newly developed scale (Transgender Attitudes and
Beliefs Scale [TABS]) and Hill and Willoughby’s
(2005) GTS and Walch et al.’s (2012a) ATTI. The
resultant correlations were .88 and .95, respectively,
which Kanamori et al. (2016a) erroneously claim pro-
vides evidence of the construct validity of the TABS.

Construct validity
Of the scales reviewed, 21 (25.3%) contained direct
evidence regarding construct validity, while 55
(66.3%) contained indirect evidence (i.e., while it was
not mentioned explicitly, the testing of predictions
furnished pieces of evidence that were adduced to sup-
port the construct validity of the transphobia meas-
ures). Only seven (8.4%) of the instruments did not
offer any findings that could be used for construct val-
idation purposes.

The following examples illustrate the differences
between studies that were classified as providing direct
versus indirect evidence of construct validity. Due to
the emphasis placed on social norm adherence,
Nagoshi et al. (2008; see Table 1, entry 13) hypothe-
sized that scores on their newly developed Transpho-
bia Scale (TS) would correlate strongly with scores on
a measure of “homophobia” (i.e., individuals more
inclined to derogate sexual-attraction variance also
would be more likely to derogate gender variance). As
predicted, a strong correlation was obtained for both
male and female participants (rs D .56). Thus, one
strand of evidence was furnished in support of
the TS’s convergent validity. Also, as hypothesized,
the authors found that scores on the TS did not corre-
late with theoretically unrelated constructs, such as
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locus of control, self-esteem, impulsivity, and self-
monitoring, thereby offering one strand of discrimi-
nant validation. Similarly, Carrera-Fern�andez, Lamei-
ras-Fern�andez, Rodr�ıguez-Castro, and Vallejo-Medina
(2014; see Table 1, entry 8) predicted that scores on
the two subscales of their short-form Spanish version
of the GTS (transphobia/genderism and gender-bash-
ing) would correlate with scores on measures of mod-
ern homophobia and ambivalent sexism. Results
supported both predictions (i.e., as respondents’ trans-
phobia increased so, too, did their negativity toward
gay and lesbian persons and women). Such findings
provide separate strands of support for the convergent
validity of Carrera-Fern�andez et al.’s Spanish version
of the GTS.

The seven studies that received an “X” for this psy-
chometric indicator provided no evidence of convergent
or discriminant validity. To illustrate, Winter et al.
(2009) acknowledge that their 30-item questionnaire
exploring attitudes toward and discrimination against
transgender people has not yet undergone any empirical
testing of its construct validity (see Table 1, entry 60).

The remaining 55 studies provided some indirect
evidence of construct validity. For example, Apperson,
Blincoe, and Sudlow (2015) developed an eight-item
measure of perceived responses to a parent disclosing a
transgender identity. While the authors do not state
explicitly that they are testing the psychometric proper-
ties of their scale, inferences about known-groups
validity can be made on the basis of the findings
obtained. More specifically, based on past research sug-
gesting that heterosexual men are less tolerant of non-
heterosexuals, the authors predicted that “a male adult
child would have more difficulty accepting transgender
disclosure, particularly a father’s disclosure, than a
female adult child” (p. 434). As expected, female partic-
ipants reported more positive attitudes than did male
participants across all conditions. This gender differ-
ence provides one strand of support for the construct
validity of the researchers’ scale (see Table 1, entry 69).

Costa and Davies (2012) do not mention validity
other than in the context of validation efforts that
occurred in previous studies. However, the results
showed that their 25-item scale, entitled Negative Atti-
tudes Toward Transgender Individuals (NATI),
strongly correlated with measures of affective reac-
tions to gay men and lesbian women and attitudes
toward gender roles (i.e., greater levels of transphobia
were associated with greater levels of homonegativity

and stronger endorsement of traditional gender
beliefs). The confirmation of these sorts of predictions
may be used to make inferences about the construct
validity of the NATI (see Table 1, entry 26).

Discussion

This systematic review indicates that most of the scales
designed to measure transphobia did not adhere to
best practice recommendations for scale development
and validation. Expected elements of psychometrically
sound measures such as tests of dimensionality and
validity (criterion-related, convergent, and discrimi-
nant) were often omitted. While a majority of the
studies reviewed did furnish evidence of scale-score
reliability, the overwhelming metric reported was
Cronbach’s alpha, which relies upon various assump-
tions that are seldom met by social scientific data (see
Dunn, Baguley, & Brunsden, 2014). None of the stud-
ies computed Omega or the Greatest Lower Bound
estimate, two indices of reliability that are recom-
mended by psychometrists (e.g., Dunn et al., 2014;
Peters, 2014).

Each of the 83 measures appearing in the 61 articles
reviewed were evaluated on the basis of five psycho-
metric properties: (1) content validity; (2) factor struc-
ture; (3) scale score reliability; (4) criterion-related
validity (typically, concurrent); and (5) construct
validity (i.e., convergent and divergent). A check mark
(@) for each indicator would result in a “perfect” score
of five points. Table 1 reveals that none of the
reviewed scales received a perfect score. The scales
that were awarded the most points (four out of five)
are the Genderism and Transphobia Scale–Revised
(GTS-R) and the Genderism and Transphobia Scale–
Short Form (GTS-SF) (Tebbe et al., 2014) (see Table 1,
entries 1 & 2). The GTS-R and GTS-SF represent the
strongest measures evaluated for use with North
American, English-speaking samples because they
provide sufficient strands of evidence attesting to
scales’ factor structure, reliability, criterion-related
validity, and construct validity. These scales fall short
in the area of content validation as they were devel-
oped based on the original GTS, a scale whose content
validity was indeterminate (see Table 1, entry 10).

The results of this systematic review underscore the
importance of becoming familiar with and adhering to
best practice recommendations when developing or
revising attitudinal measures. Therefore, researchers
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wishing to create novel measures of transphobia are
recommended to proceed through the following series
of steps. Please note that these guidelines are not spon-
sored, endorsed, or officially recognized by any gov-
erning bodies. They are presented here as best practice
guidelines as identified by the authors of this article.

First, a large pool of items should be created
based on a thorough review of the relevant literature
and input from transgender persons. Second, the
item pool should be evaluated, both qualitatively
and quantitatively, by context experts (e.g., academ-
ics publishing in the areas of prejudice and discrimi-
nation toward trans men and trans women and
toward individuals that have been the recipient of
transphobia). Input from members of the popula-
tion that would be completing the scale (i.e., cisgen-
der individuals) also would be valuable to ensure
they understand the terminology used in the items
and scale instructions. Third, the revised pool
should be pilot tested and then winnowed based on
the results (i.e., items with low interitem correla-
tions should be removed as should items with
restricted frequency distributions). Fourth, the
penultimate pool of items should be given to a new
sample along with measures designed to test conver-
gent and divergent validity. Fifth, at this juncture,
exploratory factor analysis (EFA) should be con-
ducted. The recommended extraction method is ML
estimation or principal axis factoring (PAF); parallel
analysis also should be used to assist with factor
retention decision-making; and oblique rotation is
advised. To maximize the likelihood of obtaining
simple structure, the application of rigorous factor
loading criteria is helpful (e.g., for any item, its min-
imum factor loading is .50 and it has no cross load-
ings greater than .29). Sixth, the retained items in
conjunction with other measures designed to test
construct validity should be distributed to a new
sample. Ideally, a subset of this sample would be
used for test-retest purposes. Finally, if large
enough, it is recommended that the sample be split
in two. EFA should be conducted with the first half,
and confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) should be
conducted with the second half. The latter analysis
would permit researchers to determine the repro-
ducibility of the scale’s factor structure.

While practical exigencies may constrain some
researchers’ ability to proceed through all of these
steps, it is recommended that, prior to omitting one of

the psychometric elements detailed in this systematic
review, researchers consider the costs of suboptimal
scale development—costs that extend beyond the sta-
tistical and theoretical and permeate the lives of trans-
gender persons everywhere.
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