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Sexual Prejudice in Sport Scale: A New Measure 

Abstract 

This study describes the process of developing and validating the Sexual Prejudice in Sport 

Scale (SPSS), which is a multidimensional instrument developed to assess attitudes toward 

lesbians and gay men (LG) in sports. The authors conducted two studies, first to establish the 

factor structure of the SPSS on 297 heterosexual athletes and secondly to test the reliability 

and validity of the resulting 19-item scale on a sample of 311 heterosexual and 160 LG 

athletes. Exploratory factor analysis of an initial item pool yielded three-factors: open-

rejection, which assesses the blatant prejudice expressed toward LG people; denial of 

visibility, which evaluates attitude toward the coming-out of LG people; and gendering 

performance, which corresponds to gender stereotypes about performance/skills of LG 

people. A confirmatory factor analysis was conducted to assess the stability of the SPSS. The 

authors documented internal consistency, test-retest stability, and convergent/divergent 

validity. Implications and directions for future research are discussed. 

 Keywords: sexual prejudice, sport, coming-out, negative attitudes, lesbian and gay 

athletes, homosexuality 
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Sexual Prejudice in Sport Scale: A New Measure 

Sexual prejudice is an umbrella term which includes homophobia, heterosexism, 

homonegativism, and, more recently, biphobia and transphobia. It is defined as “a negative 

attitude toward an individual based on her or his membership in a group defined by sexual 

orientation” (Herek & McLemore, 2013, p. 312). Considerable research has documented the 

persistent sexual prejudice of many sport environments (Brackenridge, Allred, Jarvis, 

Maddocks, & Rivers, 2008; Connell, 1990; Griffin, 1998; Hekma, 1998; Krane, 2001; 

Plummer, 2006; Pronger, 1990; Shang, Liao, & Gill, 2012). Lesbian and gay (LG) 

discrimination and negative attitude has been found to occur through negative stereotypes, 

verbal comments, social isolation, and homophobic harassment within sport settings.  

The majority of research suggests that men and older athletes hold more negative 

attitudes toward gay men and lesbians than do women and younger (Cunningham, 2012; Gill, 

Morrow, Collins, Lucey, & Schultz, 2006; Herek, 1988; Laberge & Albert, 1999; Shang & 

Gill, 2012), respectively. Moreover, some studies have theorized (Griffin, 1998) and found 

(Anderson, 2002) that team sports athletes report higher levels of sexual prejudice than do 

individual sport athletes, although this has not been confirmed by subsequent research 

(Adams, Anderson, & McCormack, 2010; Anderson & McGuire, 2010). To the contrary, 

several recent studies highlight a rapid decrease in cultural homophobia in sports-related 

contexts (Adams et al., 2010; Anderson, 2009; Anderson, Magrath, & Bullingham, 2016; 

Anderson & McGuire, 2010; Bush, Anderson, & Carr, 2012; McCormack, 2011).  

Although in literature there are quantitative studies specifically addressing sexual 

prejudice in sport settings (Anderson & Mowatt, 2013; Morrow & Gill 2003; Piedra, 2016; 

Piedra, García-Pérez, & Channon, 2017; Sartore & Cunningham, 2009; Shang et al., 2012), to 

our knowledge, this issue has not yet been investigated in Italy. Recently, Scandurra and 

colleagues (Scandurra, Braucci, Bochicchio, Valerio, & Amodeo, 2017) conducted a 
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qualitative research through semi-structured focus groups to assess whether the decline of 

homophobia has occurred also in Italian contexts. According to Anderson’s results 

(Anderson, 2002, 2009; Anderson & McGuire, 2010; Bush et al., 2012), the authors found a 

progressive decline of homophobia in 30 Italian soccer teams.  

Existing Measures of Attitudes Toward Sexual Minorities in Sports 

The majority of the research about sexual prejudice in sport-related contexts have 

used either the scale developed by Herek (1988), called Attitudes Toward Lesbians and Gay 

Men (Anderson & Mowatt, 2013; Ensign, Yiamouyiannis, White, & Ridpath, 2011; Gill et 

al., 2006; O’Brien, Shovelton, & Latner, 2013; Oswalt & Vargas, 2013; Roper & Halloran, 

2007; Sartore & Cunningham, 2009) or the scale developed by Raja and Stokes (1998), called 

the Modern Homophobia Scale (Forbes, Lathrop, & Stevens, 2002), to gauge the attitudes 

toward sexual minorities in sports-related contexts. However, these scales were not designed 

to measure the negative attitudes in specific environment or contexts, such as in the area of 

sports, where there may be different kinds of stereotypes and prejudices related to its 

traditionally homophobic and heterosexist climate. Other studies employed a single item to 

evaluate the attitudes toward LG athletes (Drummond, Filiault, Anderson, & Jeffries, 2015; 

Gill, Morrow, Collins, Lucey, & Schultz, 2010; Shang & Gill, 2012), or developed measures 

specifically for purposes of their study (Bush et al., 2012; Cunningham, & Melton, 2012; 

Ripley, Anderson, McCormack, & Rockett, 2012). 

Currently, the most commonly used measure of negative attitudes toward sexual 

minorities in sports-related contexts is the Perceptions of Homophobia and Heterosexism in 

Physical Education scale (PHHPE; Morrow & Gill 2003). The PHHPE assesses the 

perception of homophobic and heterosexist behaviors within physical education from both 

teachers (PHHPE-TS) and students (PHHPE-SS) by asking them to what degree they 

observed or experienced heterosexist and homophobic behaviors or to what degree the 
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physical education teachers created a safe space for gay and lesbian students. This measure 

does not consider the specific attitudes or prejudices toward LG people in sports-related 

contexts, but it examines the frequency of homophobic and heterosexist behaviors in schools. 

Moreover, to our knowledge, there has been no previous work conducted to evaluate 

psychometric properties of the instrument. On the same way, the Attitudes toward Gay and 

Lesbian Athletes scale (Shang et al., 2012) was adapted from the Attitudes toward 

Homosexuals in the Military scale (Estrada & Weiss, 1999), and data concerning the 

characteristics of the scale (14 items) or its psychometric properties are not provided, while 

the Heterosexist Attitudes in Sport—Lesbian scale (Mullin, 2013) was delimited to measure 

only the attitudes toward lesbians in women’s collegiate athletics and was not sensitive to the 

attitudes toward gay men. 

Two more recent measures of attitudes toward sexual minorities in sports-related 

contexts are the Attitude Scale Toward Sexual Diversity in Sport (EDSD; Piedra, 2016), and 

the Scale on Tolerance in Sport (STS; Piedra et al., 2017). The EDSD is an 18-item scale 

describing four dimensions: (a) cognitive attitudes, (b) attitudes toward gender stereotypes, 

(c) attitudes toward transgression, and (d) affective attitudes. However, an important 

limitation of the scale relates to the structure of the final measurement model. In fact, there is 

one factor with only three items, in which the wording of two of them is the opposite to each 

other (e.g., “if I had a son, I would enjoy watching them practicing rhythmic gymnastics” and 

“if I had a son, I would not feel at ease if he wanted to practice rhythmic gymnastics or any 

other mostly ‘feminine’ sports”). In addition, the scale includes items that are not appropriate 

indicators or are redundant. The STS is a scale developed by Piedra and colleagues (2017) 

which contains the original 32 items of the EDSD and two dimensions: (a) non-rejection and 

(b) acceptance. Factor analyses demonstrated the construct validity of the scale in English 

and Spanish versions. However, this questionnaire included 20 questions worded in a 
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negative direction (acceptance) and 12 questions worded in a positive direction (non-

rejection), in which, also in this case (see Piedra, 2016), the wording of some was the 

opposite of each other. Finally, these dimensions do not reflect the multidimensionality of 

sexual prejudice in sports-related contexts.  

Conceptualizing Attitudes Toward Sexual Minorities in Sports 

Generally, the literature on negative attitudes toward sexual minorities distinguished 

between traditional forms of prejudice and more subtle, hidden forms (Pettigrew & Meertens, 

1995). Applying this theory (i.e., traditional versus modern prejudice) to the sport contexts, 

the rejection and blatant attacks are traditional manifestations of prejudice that are related to 

the avoidance and removal of LG athletes/coaches and the maintenance of negative attitudes 

toward them (Anderson, 2010; Cárdenas Castro, 2010). To the contrary, modern forms of 

prejudice include negative attitudes related to coming-out, visibility (Anderson, 2014; 

Cavalier, 2011), and gender stereotypes about performance and the skills of LG 

athletes/coaches (Bush et al., 2012; Hargreaves & Anderson, 2014; Hekma, 1994; Wolf-

Wendel, Toma, & Morphew, 2001). Traditional prejudice and blatant statements are still 

present in society and sport-related contexts but are increasingly less accepted in the public 

sphere (Burridge, 2004). Consequently, there is the emergence of subtle prejudice that is less 

detectable and is characterized by distant and indirect behaviors against sexual minorities.  

An interesting theoretical framework for assessing the multidimensionality of sexual 

prejudice in sports-related contexts has been proposed by Griffin (1992). This particular 

framework defines sexual prejudice toward lesbians in sport through six manifestations, 

which represent traditional forms of prejudice (attack and apology) but also subtle forms 

(silence, denial, promotion of a heterosexual image, and gender preferences), according to 

Pettigrew and Meertens’ theory (1995). Attack manifestation refers to avoiding, open 

rejection, and opposition to proximity to and contact with LG athletes/coaches. The silence 
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and denial themes represent a manifestation of the “don’t ask, don’t tell” culture, a hidden 

system of stigmatization that attempts to nullify and deny LG athletes’ visibility and 

existence (Anderson, 2014; Hekma, 1994). The apology and promotion of a heterosexual 

image describes the pressures to conform to masculine/feminine gender norms, in the first 

case, and a more explicit display of a heterosexual image in the second case (i.e., the spread 

of stories about married athletes and coaches with opposite-sex partners). Gender preferences 

refers to preconceived ideas and to previous judgments that reflect the views of society on 

both men and women, so that the male athlete/coach is more likely to have higher levels of 

performance and achievement in sports than women. The author (Griffin, 1992) did not 

consider sexual orientation differences: Several studies reported that gay men were 

considered to be less able in sports than heterosexual men, while lesbian women were 

perceived as more masculine and, consequently, more competent in sports than gay men 

and/or heterosexual women (Bush et al., 2012; Hargreaves & Anderson, 2014; Hekma, 1994; 

Wolf-Wendel, Toma, & Morphew, 2001). 

The presence of these themes in a prior qualitative study (Griffin, 1992) suggests that 

sexual prejudice in sports-related contexts is a multidimensional construct and should be 

measured either separately or together from other scales of general sexual prejudice used in 

literature (Herek, 1988; Raja & Stokes, 1998). This research extends the existing instruments 

of negative attitudes by examining the multidimensionality of sexual prejudice toward LG 

people in sports-related contexts. The study did not include negative attitudes toward bisexual 

or transgender people, because several studies reported that they experience a kind of 

discrimination that is significantly different from lesbians and gay men, and that transphobia, 

biphobia, and homophobia are different phenomena (Herek, 2002; Worthen, 2013).  
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Therefore, the main purpose of this study was to develop and validate a measurement 

scale that aims to capture attitudes in heterosexual Italian athletes as well as in LG Italian 

athletes toward LG people in sports-related contexts.  In fact, it may be a useful instrument 

for evaluating the Anderson’s findings about the decline of homophobia in Italian sport-

related contexts, as well (Baiocco Pistella, Salvati, Ioverno, & Lucidi, 2018b). In addition, we 

hypothesized that men (Gill et al., 2006; Herek, 1988; Shang & Gill, 2012) in team sports 

(Anderson, 2000; Griffin, 1998) would show more negative attitudes toward LG athletes and 

coaches than would men in individual sports or all women athletes. The third and final aim 

was to verify the construct validity of the new scale and its dimensions.  

Study 1: Preliminary Stages and Construct Definition 

The first step taken to begin constructing the measurement scale was to define the 

construct and develop potential items for the new scale.  This study was initially inspired by a 

previous study by Griffin (1992) which identified six manifestations of sexual prejudice in 

sport. These themes were: Silence, denial, apology, promotion of a heterosexual image, 

attack, and gender preferences. Based on these themes and a review of literature related to 

homophobia and heterosexism in sport discussed previously, a qualitative method was used 

to guide the design and development of the instrument. In particular, 15 experts and 

researchers in sport psychology, 8 graduate students with experience studying sexual 

prejudices, 14 LG athletes, and 6 coaches participated in a series of focus groups and 

interviews. The LG respondents were recruited from lesbian, gay, and bisexual (LGB) sport 

organizations in Rome, Italy. 

A total of 65 items were generated for the initial pool by consensus of experts on the 

basis of review of literature and qualitative approach. The items were intended to reflect the 

following areas identified by Griffin (1992): (a) attack, (b) silence/denial, (c) promotion of a 

heterosexual image, and (d) gender preferences. The items were assessed for readability and 
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discussed by a new expert group (n = 8), including psychotherapists (specialists in 

psychological counseling of LG patients). The experts rated how each item was 

understandable to each educational level and how it was representative of our construct, using 

a 7 point-Likert scale ranging from 1 (poor comprehension/not at all representative) to 7 

(excellent comprehension/very representative). Fifteen items were removed to eliminate 

redundancy after consultations with the same expert group (n = 8), and 12 additional items 

with an average rating below 4 were excluded, leaving a pool of 38 items. Final revisions 

were made to the item to improve clarity and parsimony. The content validity of the items 

was confirmed by further six sport psychology professionals and two researchers in clinical 

and developmental psychology and experienced in scale development.  

Thus, the remaining items were classified into one of the themes derived from the 

model developed by Griffin (1992): (a) attack on LG people in sport, (b) silence/denial, and 

(c) gender stereotypes. All authors gave final approval of the version. 

The attack dimension represents a specific form of sexual prejudice that can be 

inferred from actions such avoiding and rejecting LG athletes in a sports setting and/or 

perpetrating acts of discrimination or violence, even through nonverbal behavior, in the 

presence of athletes who were identified or perceived as LGB (an example item is “those who 

support LG athletes should be isolated”). This dimension will be called open-rejection.  

The silence/denial dimension represents a propensity to deny the presence of sexual 

minorities and to have a negative attitude toward the coming-out of LG people in their own 

sport (an example item is “I believe LG athletes/coaches should not openly declare their 

sexual orientation, even if they want to”). This dimension will be called denial of visibility.  

The gender stereotypes dimension corresponds to the tendency to attribute a special 

innate set of sporting skills and performance based on gender and sexual orientation 
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stereotypes (an example item is “gay men are less competitive than heterosexual men”). This 

dimension will be called gendering performance. 

Finally, the instrument composed of 38 items was pilot-tested with a sample of 40 

female athletes and 40 male athletes (with ages ranging from 22 to 35) who participated 

competitively in the sports of rugby (n = 30), soccer (n = 20), and volleyball (n = 30). A 7-

point Likert scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree) was used in the 

pilot testing as well as in all successive data collections. After completing a series of 

interviews with 20 female athletes and 20 male athletes of the pilot study, who were then 

asked to review the proposed items for clarity, relevance, and redundancy, we removed nine 

items because 15% of the athletes (3 females and 3 males) identified them as vague or 

redundant, leaving 29 items for analysis purposes. 

Method 

Procedures 

Participants were recruited from different sports clubs throughout Italy. Both individual 

(n = 55) and team (n = 70) coaches were initially contacted by the authors. After receiving 

permission from the coaches (20 individual coaches vs. 32 team coaches), questionnaires 

were administered to athletes 25 minutes before or after they engaged in their regular training 

program. The response rate for coaches was 41.6%. We explained to participants that the 

purpose of the research was to examine the relationship between sports involvement and 

demographic characteristics in Italian athletes. The illustration was voluntarily generic, 

because we did not want participants to know the current study objectives. 

Inclusion criteria were (a) Italian nationality, (b) identification as heterosexual, and (c) 

participation in sports at least once a week. According to these criteria, 31 participants were 

not included in the analyses: 10 were not Italian, 15 were Italian but were not heterosexuals, 

and 6 participants were excluded because they did not complete the entire set of 
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questionnaires. Athletes were assured of anonymity and were given the option to not 

participate in the project. Written informed consent was obtained from all study participants. 

Respondents answered individually to the same questionnaire packet and were asked to 

respond to the sociodemographic questions and SPSS. They took about 15 to 20 minutes to 

complete it. A total of 95% of distributed questionnaires were completely filled in. The 

protocol was approved by the Ethics Commission of the Department of Developmental and 

Social Psychology of the Sapienza University of Rome. 

Participants 

The final sample consisted of 297 Italian athletes (24% were from Southern Italy, 66% 

were from Central Italy; and 10% were from Northern Italy), 150 of whom were women 

(50.5%) and 147 of whom were men (49.5%), with ages ranging from 15 to 45 (women: Mage 

= 27.07, SD = 7.01; men: Mage = 28.35, SD = 7.14). There were no significant differences 

between the groups of women and men (t[295] = 1.55, p = .123) with respect to age. The 

general level of education was average, with 48.3% of women (n = 71), and 31.9% of men (n 

= 48) having at least a university degree, while 41.5% of women (n = 61), and 56% of men (n 

= 84) had completed secondary school.  

 Athletes participated in a variety of nine different sporting disciplines: soccer, n = 52 

(17.5%); boxing, n = 31 (10.4%); volleyball, n = 40 (13.5%); weight lifting, n = 55 (18.5%); 

swimming, n = 26 (8.8%); rugby, n = 14 (4.7%); gymnastics, n = 49 (16.5%); basketball, n = 

13 (4.4%); and dance, n = 17 (5.7%). The athletes had trained in their sport for a mean of 

8.78 years (SD = 7.61) and played at the amateur competitive level (n = 166 [56%]), at the 

sub-elite level (n = 99 [33%]), and the elite level (n = 32 [11%]). Each athlete was 

categorized as belonging either to team sports (e.g., soccer or basketball, n = 141; 47.5%) or 

to individual sports (e.g., gymnastics or swimming; n = 156; 52.5%). The wide variety of 

sports, ages, and competitive levels was targeted to increase the heterogeneity of the sample. 
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No significant differences were found for years of sport experience between men and women 

(t[295] = 1.92, p = .060). 

Measures 

Identifying Information. Participants completed an identifying form to collect data 

related to sociodemographic characteristics such as gender, age, education, and sexual 

orientation. Participants were asked to report their sexual orientation by answering a single 

item (1 = heterosexual, 2 = lesbian, 3 = gay, and 4 = other). Respondents were required to 

provide information regarding sport participation, their competitive levels, and their current 

sport status.  

Sexual Prejudice in Sport Scale. The 29-item SPSS was administered to all of the 

participants. The SPSS was used to measure the negative attitudes and prejudice toward LG 

people in sports-related contexts. Each item is associated with a 7-point Likert scale ranging 

from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree), whereby a higher score indicated greater 

negative attitudes. The preliminary stages of this study suggested that attitudes toward LG 

athletes and coaches were conceptualized as consisting of three types of attitudes: (a) open-

rejection, (b) denial of visibility, and (c) gendering performance. The factor structure and 

reliability of the scale were investigated via exploratory factor analyses, the results of which 

are presented in this paper.  

Statistical Analysis 

We used the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (version 24.0) to conduct the 

analyses. A principal axis factor analysis with an oblimin rotation was performed in order to 

identify potential factors for SPSS scale; oblimin rotation was applied to allow for correlation 

between factors. Bentler (1989) indicated that a sample size of five individuals per scale item 

is adequate to establish a representative factor analysis. Our ratio of 297 subjects to 29 items 

was sufficient. The internal consistency was measured by Cronbach’s α. A coefficient alpha 
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of .70 is generally considered to be adequate (Nunnally & Bernstein, 1994). Group 

differences on the levels of SPSS subscales were analyzed using multivariate analysis of 

covariance (MANCOVA). 

Results 

Exploratory Factor Analysis 

Exploratory factor analysis (EFA) was conducted on the 29 items, using principal-axis 

factor analysis. After examining the scree plot (Cattell, 1966) at the rotated eigenvalues and 

the parallel analysis (Horn, 1965), a three-factor solution emerged that explained 49.50% of 

variance. Items that did not have loadings of at least .40 on any scale or with a communality 

of less than .30 were removed from the data set. Next, we eliminated items loading on 

multiple factors, defined as higher than .30 on a second factor (Henson & Roberts, 2006; 

Park, Dailey, & Lemus, 2002). According these selection methods, three items with 

communalities lower than .30 were deleted, and six additional items were removed because 

they had factor loadings of less than .40.  

The analysis was replicated on the remaining 19 items; the three factors now retained 

accounted for 62.73% of the variance. We found that first factor was positively correlated 

with the second (r = .37, p < .01) and third factor (r = .46, p < .01). Moreover, the second 

factor was positively related to third factor (r = .33, p < .01). Eigenvalues ranged from 2.02 to 

7.82. The first factor contained seven items and accounted for 39.12% of the variance, 

reflecting blatant and open prejudice expressed directly toward LG people in sports-related 

contexts. We labelled this factor open-rejection (OR). There were five items on the second 

factor, which accounted for 8.68% of the variance. The items on the second factor reflected 

attitudes about rejection and categorical denial concerning the existence of sexual minorities 

in their own sport-related contexts. This factor represents a more subtle form of prejudice. 

We named this factor denial of visibility (DV). The third factor contained seven items 
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(accounting for 8.14% of the variance) that addressed beliefs that bad sport performance is 

linked to being gay, while lesbian women are seen as masculine and most suitable for 

competitive sports. We labelled this factor gendering performance (GP). Cronbach’s alphas 

were .92, .78, and .86 for the three factors, respectively, while for the total score was .89. 

Factor loadings and reliability statistics are shown in Table 1.  

-------------------------------------------------------------- 

Insert here Table 1 

-------------------------------------------------------------- 

Gender and Type of Sport Differences in SPSS Subscales 

We conducted a 2 (gender: woman vs. man) x 2 (type of sport: team vs. individual) 

MANCOVA on OR, DV, and GP scores. Age and years of sport experience were used as 

covariates. The analysis revealed a significant effect for gender, type of sport, and years of 

sport experience (gender: Wilks’ Lambda = .88; F[3,289] = 12.88; p < .01, ηp
2 = .11; type of 

sport: Wilks’ Lambda = .96; F[3,289] = 3.69; p < .012, ηp
2 = .04; years of sport experience: 

Wilks’ Lambda = .95; F[3,289] = 4.23; p < .006, ηp
2 = .04), but no significant effect of age 

and gender x type of sport (age: Wilks’ Lambda = .98; F[3,289] = 1.91; p = .128, ηp
2 = .01; 

interaction effect: Wilks’ Lambda = .98; F[3,289] = 2.38; p = .07, ηp
2 = .02). The effect of 

gender was significant for the three dimensions (OR: F[1, 291] = 12.98, p < .001, ηp
2 = .043; 

DV: F[1, 291] = 22.37, p < .001, ηp
2 = .071; GP: F[1, 291] = 28.77, p < .001, ηp

2 = .090). 

Men showed more negative attitudes toward LG athletes and coaches compared to women in 

all three dimensions. Type of sport was significantly associated with the DV, F(1, 291) = 

6.09, p = .014, ηp
2 = .026, but not associated with the OR, F(1, 291) = 1.13, p = .29, ηp

2 < .01, 

and GP, F(1, 291) = .12, p = .725, ηp
2 < .01, subscales. Therefore, participants who are 

engaged in team sports reported more negative attitudes toward the coming-out of LG people 

in sports-related contexts than did those who engaged in individual sports.  
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Similar results were found for years of sports experience, which were associated 

negatively with DV scores, F(1, 291) = 11.52, p < .001, ηp
2 = .039, but were not significantly 

associated with the OR, F(1, 291) = .08, p = .773, ηp
2 < .001, and GP scores, F(1, 291) = .73, 

p = .392, ηp
2 = .003. In general, athletes who had accumulated more years of experience in 

their sport reported more negative attitudes in the DV dimension compared to their 

counterparts. Mean and standard deviations are shown in Table 2. These results showed 

significant main effects but no significant interaction effect. Thus, men, regardless of type of 

sport, reported higher levels of OR, DV, and GP than did women; likewise, participants who 

engaged in team sports, regardless of the gender, reported higher levels of DV than those who 

engaged in individual sports.  

-------------------------------------------------------------- 

Insert here Table 2 

-------------------------------------------------------------- 

Study 2: Factor Structure Reliability and Validity of the SPSS 

Method 

The main aim of Study 2 was to test the factor structure, internal reliability and validity 

of the 19-item SPSS.  The procedures were identical to those described in Study 1. We 

recruited only heterosexual athletes for Group 1 and LG athletes for Group 2. 

Participants 

Group 1. Of the 97 coaches contacted, 40 did not respond, 15 declined participation, 

and 42 agreed to allow their athletes to participate after being informed of the purpose and 

conditions of the study. The response rate for coaches was 43.3%. Twenty-one cases in the 

dataset were eliminated on the basis of inclusion criteria described in Study 1: 4 participants 

were not Italian, 9 were Italian but were not heterosexuals, and 8 were not included because 

they did not complete the questionnaire. The athlete participants included 138 women 
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(44.4%) and 173 men (55.6%) with ages ranging from 17 to 41 (women: Mage = 27.62, SD = 

6.73; men: Mage = 28.65, SD = 6.17). There were no significant differences between the 

groups of women and men (t[309] = 1.72, p = .163) with respect to age. Of the 311 

participants who completed the survey at Time 1, 127 (56.7% men and 43.3% women) also 

completed the questionnaire at Time 2, six weeks later (40.8% response rate). All athletes 

self-identified as exclusively heterosexuals. As regards the geographical distribution of the 

participants’ residence, about 23% of them lived in Southern Italy, 69% in Central Italy; and 

8% in Northern Italy. The general level of education was average, with 45.6% of women (n = 

63) and 38.1% of men (n = 66) having at least a university degree, while 42% of women (n = 

58) and 52.6% of men (n = 91) had completed secondary school.  

Participants competed in 11 different sports, including acrobatics (n = 12, 3.9%), soccer 

(n = 47, 15.1%), boxing (n = 19, 6.1%), volleyball (n = 39, 12.5%), weight lifting (n = 43, 

13.8%), swimming (n = 29, 9.3%); rugby (n = 18, 5.8%), gymnastics (n = 51, 16.4%), skiing 

(n = 25, 8%), basketball (n = 12, 3.9%), and dance (n = 16, 5.1%). They trained in their sport 

for a mean of 9.03 years (SD=8.11) and were playing at the amateur competitive level (n = 

162 [52.1%]), the sub-elite level (n = 116 [37.3%]), and elite level (n = 33 [10.6%]). No 

significant differences were found for years of sport experience between men and women 

(t[309] = 1.89, p = .060). The participants belonging to Group 1 were asked to respond to the 

sociodemographic questions, the SPSS, the Attitudes Toward Lesbians and Gay Men 

(ATLG), and the Satisfaction with Life Scale (SWLS). 

Group 2. Twenty lesbian and gay sport organizations in Italy were initially contacted 

and asked for permission to contact their-athletes. Nine of the 20 sport organizations provided 

approval to contact the coaching staff (n = 57). Twenty-two of the 57 coaches provided the 

researchers with access to their athletes. The response rate for coaches was 38.6%. The 

athlete participants included 101 lesbian women (63.1%), and 59 gay men (36.9%) with ages 
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ranging from 15 to 45 (lesbian women: Mage = 27.53, SD = 5.56; gay men: Mage = 29.42, SD 

= 7.67). There were no significant differences between groups of lesbian women and gay men 

(t[158] = 1.79, p = .074) with respect to age. All athletes self-identified as exclusively 

homosexuals (32.5% of the participants were from Southern Italy, 59.4% from Central Italy, 

and 8.1% from Northern Italy). The general level of education was average, with 49.5% of 

lesbian women (n = 50), and 55.9% of gay men (n = 33) having at least a university degree; 

while 43.6% of lesbian women (n = 58), and 37.3% of gay men (n = 22) had completed 

secondary school.  

Participants played a number of different sports, including acrobatics (n = 5, 3.1%), 

soccer (n = 37, 23.1%), boxing (n = 9, 5.6%), volleyball (n = 16, 10.0%), weight lifting (n = 

23, 14.4%), swimming (n = 23, 14.4%); rugby (n = 7, 4.4%), gymnastics (n = 12, 7.5%), 

skiing (n = 12, 7.5%), basketball (n = 3, 1.9%), and dance (n = 13, 8.1%). Athletes were 

involved in their sport for a mean of 6.24 years (SD = 5.84) and were playing at the amateur 

competitive level (n = 89 [55.6%]), at the sub-elite level (n = 45 [28.1%]), and the elite level 

(n = 26 [16.3%]). No significant differences were found for years of sport experience 

between lesbian women and gay men (t[158] = -.975, p = .331). The participants belonging to 

Group 2 were asked to respond to the sociodemographic questions, the SPSS, the Measure of 

the Internalized Sexual Stigma for Lesbians and Gay Men (MISS-LG), and the Satisfaction 

with Life Scale (SWLS). 

Measures 

Identifying Information. Sociodemographic characteristics were explored using 

exactly the same questions described in Study 1. 

Sexual Prejudice in Sport Scale. The final version of the instrument with 19 items 

developed in Study 1 was used (see the Measure section of Study 1 for further information on 

the scale). Information on reliability is presented in this paper.  
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Attitudes Toward Lesbians and Gay Men. The Attitudes Toward Lesbians and Gay 

Men scale (ATLG; Herek, 1988) is a 10-item questionnaire designed to capture negative 

attitudes toward LG people, consisting of two subscales: five items addressing attitudes 

toward lesbian women (ATL) and five items targeting attitudes toward gay men (ATG). Each 

item is rated on a 5-point scale, where the participants must indicate their degree of 

agreement from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). A higher score indicated greater 

sexual prejudice. The scale for lesbian women includes items such as “sex between two 

women is just plain wrong” and “female homosexuality is a natural expression of sexuality 

between women.” In the version for gay men, examples of items are “I think male 

homosexuals are disgusting” and “male homosexuality is a perversion.” Reliability analyses 

showed a good level of internal consistency: Total ATLG (α = .89), ATL (α = .75), and ATG 

(α = .86). The ATLG was used to assess the convergent validity of the SPSS only in Group 1. 

Measure of the Internalized Sexual Stigma for Lesbians and Gay Men. The 

Measure of the Internalized Sexual Stigma for Lesbians and Gay Men scale (MISS-LG; 

Lingiardi, Baiocco, & Nardelli, 2012) is a six-item questionnaire (e.g., “I would prefer to be 

heterosexual” or “at university and/or at work, I pretend to be heterosexual”) designed to 

assess negative attitudes that lesbians and gay men have toward homosexuality in general and 

toward such aspects of themselves. A total score derived from the five-point Likert-type scale 

ranged from 1 (I agree) to 5 (I disagree), whereby a higher score indicated greater ISS. In the 

present study, the Cronbach’s α was .86. The MISS-LG was used to assess the convergent 

validity of the SPSS only in Group 2. 

Satisfaction with Life Scale. The Satisfaction with Life scale (SWLS; Diener, 

Emmons, Larsen, & Griffin, 1985) is composed of five items which measure the individual’s 

evaluation of satisfaction with life in general (e.g., ‘‘I am satisfied with my life’’). The 

questions have a seven-point Likert-type scale, ranging from 1 (totally disagree) to 7 (totally 
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agree). The total score of each participant was calculated as the sum of the five items, with 

higher values corresponding to a higher degree of life satisfaction. In this study, the 

Cronbach’s α values was .90. The SWLS was used to assess the divergent validity of the 

SPSS. 

Statistical Analysis 

The data were analyzed with Statistical Package for the Social Sciences 24.0 and 

LISREL 8.8 version. A confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was performed to determine 

whether the measured variables reliably reflect the latent variables. An a priori alternative 

one-factor model was also tested. Moreover, to avoid problems of non-convergence, we used 

item parceling based on item skewness to reduce the number of observed variables per latent 

factor. The use of item parcels is quite common in the literature (Little, Cunningham, Shahar, 

& Widaman, 2002; Nasser & Takahashi, 2003). This procedure resulted in three observed 

scores for OR factor, two for DV factor, and three for GP factor. 

As has been reported in the literature (Bollen, 1989), the chi square statistic tends to 

be sensitive to sample size, implying that it is almost always significant despite reasonable fit 

to the data. Therefore, goodness of fit was evaluated using the following alternative indexes 

and cut-off criteria: Standardized chi-square (χ2/df; Kline, 2011) < 3, standardized root mean 

residual (SRMR; Hu & Bentler, 1999) < .06, root mean square of approximation (RMSEA; 

Byrne, 2001) < .08, comparative fit index (CFI), and the non-normed fit index (NNFI; 

Tabachnick & Fidell, 1996) > .95. Multiple indices were used, because they provide a more 

conservative and reliable evaluation of the solution. Internal consistency of the SPSS was 

measured by the Cronbach’s alpha coefficient, while Pearson’s correlation was performed to 

assess the convergent and divergent validity of the instrument. 

Results 

Confirmatory Factor Analysis and Internal Consistency 
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We conducted CFA to confirm the three-factor structure of the scale. The goodness-

of-fit indicators for the model are presented in Table 3. We hypothesized the three-factor 

model to prove a better fit than an alternative one-factor model. Indeed, the three-factor 

model, shown in Figure 1, presented a reasonably high goodness of fit for the heterosexual 

group (Group 1: χ2[17] = 32.74, p = .012; χ2/df  = 1.93; SRMR = .02; RMSEA = .05 [90% CI: 

.02; .08]; CFI = .99; NNFI = .99) as well as for the sexual minority group (Group 2: χ2[17] = 

25.78, p = .078; χ2/df  = 1.51; SRMR = .03; RMSEA = .05 [90% CI: .01; 10]; CFI = .99; NNFI 

= .99), while the one-factor model did not produce an acceptable fit to the data (Group 1: 

χ2[20] = 249.95, p < .001; χ2/df  = 12.49; SRMR = .08; RMSEA = .19 [90% CI: .17; .21]; CFI 

= .93; NNFI = .90; Group 2: χ2[20] = 228.63, p < .001; χ2/df  = 11.43; SRMR = .14; RMSEA = 

.25 [90% CI: .23; .29]; CFI = .80; NNFI = .72). These findings suggest that the three-factor 

oblique model provides the best fit to the data.  

-------------------------------------------------------------- 

Insert here Table 3 

-------------------------------------------------------------- 

-------------------------------------------------------------- 

Insert here Figure 1 

-------------------------------------------------------------- 

 The scale reliability estimates were quite strong and comparable to those obtained in 

Study 1. The mean scores on each subscale and their internal consistency are shown in Table 

4. Using data from Group 1, the composite reliability was .93 for the OR subscale, .71 for the 

DV subscale, .87 for the GP subscale, and .92 for the total score (in Group 2, the reliability 

was .90, .77, .83, and .87, respectively).  

-------------------------------------------------------------- 

Insert here Table 4 
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-------------------------------------------------------------- 

These results indicate that the SPSS shows good internal consistency. The SPSS was 

administrated for a second time at a seven-week interval (Group 1: n = 127). The test–retest 

reliability coefficients for the total score, OR, DV, and GP subscales were .92, .91, .71, and 

.88, respectively. This finding shows that the SPSS demonstrated adequate temporal stability.  

Convergent and Divergent Validity of the SPSS 

Item-total correlations were computed, and the results ranged from .56 to .87 (Group 

1) and from .45 to .84 (Group 2). Subscale intercorrelations for the SPSS are presented in 

Table 5. In Group 1, the strongest association was between OR and GP dimensions (r = .72, p 

< .001); while the correlations between DV and GP (r = .49) and between DV and OR (r = 

.56, p < .001) were medium. Using data from Group 2, similar results were found, indicating 

a low to moderate relationship among subscales. These findings support the interrelated 

nature of the subscales.  

To examine the convergent and divergent validity, Pearson correlations coefficients 

were computed between the three dimensions of the SPSS, general sexual prejudice (ATLG 

in Group 1 and MISS-LG in the Group 2), and the satisfaction with life scale (SWLS). As 

shown in Table 5, all three dimensions of the SPSS displayed a strong association with 

homophobic attitudes toward gay men (ATG) and lesbian women (ATL) in Group 1 and with 

internalized sexual stigma (MISS-LG) in Group 2. As expected, the factors of OR, DV, and 

GP were not significantly correlated with score of SWLS in both groups (Group 1 and Group 

2). Thus, the subscales demonstrated adequate convergent and discriminant validity.  

-------------------------------------------------------------- 

Insert here Table 5 

-------------------------------------------------------------- 

General Discussion 
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The present study described the process of development and validation of the SPSS, a 

multidimensional measure of sexual prejudice toward LG athletes and coaches in sports-

related contexts. Recently, qualitative and quantitative studies about sexual prejudice in sport 

settings have increased (Bush et al., 2012; Cunningham & Melton, 2012; Mullin, 2013; 

Piedra, 2016; Piedra et al., 2017; Ripley et al., 2012), and the need to use appropriate 

instruments to assess the change process in the level of homophobia in sports-related contexts 

has become acutely evident. This is especially true in the Italian context, where no previous 

studies have investigated the level of sexual prejudice in sport settings through quantitative 

research (Scandurra et al., 2017). In fact, several studies demonstrated that Italy is a country 

in which sexual minorities constantly face the influence of societal heterosexism and 

homophobic climates (Baiocco, Nardelli, Pezzuti, & Lingiardi, 2013; Lingiardi et al., 2016; 

Pistella, Tanzilli, Ioverno, Lingiardi, & Baiocco, 2017). 

Generally, existing research has mostly focused on hostility or inclusivity toward 

lesbians and gay men within sports (Morrow & Gill 2003; Piedra et al., 2017), has adapted 

instruments devised for other purposes (Shang et al., 2012), has used single items 

(Drummond et al., 2015; Gill et al., 2010; Shang, & Gill, 2012), or has assessed the sexual 

prejudice in sports-related contexts without distinguishing it from general sexual prejudice 

(Anderson & Mowatt, 2013; Ensign et al., 2011; Forbes et al., 2002; Gill et al., 2006; 

O’Brien et al., 2013; Oswalt & Vargas 2013; Roper & Halloran, 2007; Sartore & 

Cunningham, 2009). For this reason, the SPSS scale was specifically designed to explore 

specific sexual prejudice toward LG athletes and coaches and to distinguish certain kinds of 

attitudes within sports, such as negative attitudes toward coming-out in sports-related 

contexts or stereotypes about LG athletes’ performance. 

Results of the exploratory factor analyses of the SPSS revealed that the scale is 

composed of three identifiable factors: (a) open-rejection, (b) denial of visibility, and (c) 
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gendering performance. The reduced factor structure to three dimensions from the original set 

of six themes described by Griffin (1992) seems to provide a more parsimonious 

representation of the negative attitudes toward LG athletes and coaches. These dimensions 

reflect traditional forms of prejudice (i.e., a belief that sexual minorities should be treated 

negatively because of their sexual orientation and should be expelled from sports clubs) and 

more subtle manifestations regarding disclosure of sexual orientation other than heterosexual 

(i.e., a belief that sexual orientation is a private matter that should not be discussed) or 

concerning some stereotypes about the performance of LG people (i.e., a belief that gay men 

are less competitive than heterosexual men or that lesbian women are less suitable for those 

sports more suited to girls).  

An additional aim of the research was to verify if men in team sports showed higher 

levels of sexual prejudice in sport than did men in individual teams and women athletes. The 

results partially confirmed our hypothesis. The interaction effect between gender and type of 

sport was not significant, while there was a main effect of gender on OR, DV, and GP 

subscales. In particular, we found out that men showed higher levels of SPSS than women; 

this result is in line with scientific literature about negative attitudes toward sexual minorities 

(Gill et al., 2006; Herek, 1988; Shang & Gill, 2012). Moreover, this finding is not surprising 

in our country, where homophobic attitudes and behaviors are still rife (Lingiardi et al., 

2016). In addition, the main effect of the type of sports on the DV subscale suggests that in 

Italian team sports, “don’t ask, don’t tell” attitude plays a dominant role (Anderson, 2000; 

Anderson, 2014; Griffin, 1998; Hekma, 1994).  

Similar results may be observed regarding the years of sports experience on the DV 

subscale. Thus, regardless the participants’ age, more years of experience in their own sport 

caused a higher “don’t ask, don’t tell” attitude toward the coming-out of LG athletes or 

coaches. An interesting explanation for our finding could be that athletes who had been 
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involved in the sport for more years tend to have higher athletic identity, which a recent 

research discovered was associated with negative attitudes toward LG people, especially 

among male participants (O’Brien et al., 2013). DV seems be more sensitive to reflect the 

negative attitudes toward LG people than the OR and GP subscales, as was noted also in 

Study 2. In fact, in both heterosexual and LG athletes in the second study, the mean scores for 

the SPSS subscales (Table 4) indicated that the participants reported more negative views 

about the coming-out of LG people in their own sport (DV subscale), but moderately low 

levels of open-rejection were expressed directly toward LG people in sports-related contexts 

(OR subscale). 

The results from CFA revealed that a three-factor solution was the best fit for the data 

in comparison with a one-factor model, both in heterosexual (Group 1 of the second study) 

and LG (Group 2 of the second study) participants. Reliability of the SPSS was supported by 

internal consistency analyses of scale and subscales (in both the first and the second study), 

and test-retest reliability in one heterosexual subsample of the Study 2 (n = 127), who were 

retested 49 days after initial test. Correlations with other scales of sexual prejudice (ATLG in 

heterosexual people and MISS-LG in sexual minorities) and satisfaction with life in general 

(SWLS) demonstrated SPSS convergent and divergent validity, respectively. However, the 

moderate correlations between SPSS subscales and ATLG (Table 5) demonstrated that they 

are two different expressions of sexual prejudice and have no overlap between them.  

Finally, an element of originality of this paper has been to take into account the 

perspective of LG athletes. Interestingly, recent studies have indeed showed that even people 

belonging to sexual minorities have negative attitudes and hostile feelings both toward 

homosexuality in other persons and toward themselves as nonheterosexual people (Baiocco et 

al., 2018b; Herek, Gillis, & Cogan, 2009; Herek, 2007; Lingiardi et al., 2012). This set of 

negative attitudes could be present also in sports-related contexts, which have been 
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conceptualized by some studies as a belief system that privileges heterosexuality and 

stigmatizes other sexual behaviors (Anderson, 2011; Cavalier, 2011; Eng, 2008; Hekma, 

1998; Meyer, 2003), and consequently, LG people could internalize this cultural belief 

system through which homosexuality in sports is denigrated or discredited. In fact, some 

research has suggested that the atmosphere for LG people in sport is hostile and that LG 

people still perceive it as an environment that is not accepting of sexual minorities (Cavalier, 

2011; Griffin, 1998), while more recent contributions have reported that sexual prejudice is 

declining and is playing less of a role in the experiences of LG people in sport (Adams et al., 

2010; Anderson, 2002, 2009; Anderson & McGuire, 2010; McCormack, 2011). However, 

this change should be investigated through a common instrument both in heterosexual and 

LG individuals.  

Limitations of the Study and Future Research 

 Our research had several limitations. First of all, this study relied on a convenience 

sample that may not have been representative of the population. Another possible limitation 

is the use of self-report instruments, since they can certainly be influenced by social 

desirability and can relate to possible biased responding or responder fatigue. Moreover, the 

scale does not distinguish between attitudes toward lesbians and gay men who are athletes or 

coaches. Although in the initial pool we tried to include items specific to assess negative 

attitudes toward lesbian and gay men and toward athletes and coaches separately, the factor 

solution did not effectively retain these items to measure attitudes in an independent way. 

Therefore, the SPSS should be used to a general assessment of negative attitudes toward LG 

athletes and coaches in sports-related contexts.  

We did not examine the differences in the levels of SPSS between different sporting 

disciplines (i.e., soccer vs. basket vs. swimming) or between the competitive level groups 

(amateur vs. sub-elite vs. elite), because this was not the purpose of this research. Future 
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studies should examine possible differences between different sporting disciplines or 

competitive level groups. Again, future research should verify whether negative attitudes 

toward lesbian, gay, bisexual, and transgender athletes/coaches are reflective of the same 

underlying dimensions (Herek, 2002; Worthen, 2013). Additionally, other factors that may 

influence attitudes, such as right-wing conservative political ideology, religiosity (Baiocco et 

al., 2018a), and interpersonal contact with sexual minorities, should be included in future 

studies. So, future research should verify the validity of the SPSS among different countries, 

examining different levels of age, sex, sexual orientation, educational level, socioeconomic 

status, political orientation, and religiosity.  
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Table 1. Exploratory factor analysis (EFA) of the SPSS subscales  

 Direct Oblimin Rotation Rotated Factor 

Loadings 

   

 Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 M (SD) h2 Correlation 

Item-Total 

18. LG athletes should be treated negatively because of their sexual orientation .91 –.01 –.30 1.22 (.78) .85 86** 

16. LG athletes who reveal their sexual orientation should be expelled from 

sports clubs 

.89 –.03 .01 1.20 (.72) .77. 81** 

12. LG athletes should be treated as second-class people .88 .01 –.03 1.21 (.71) .81 83** 

7. I believe that the presence of LG athletes may adversely affect the image of 

the sports clubs 

.72 .16 –.01 1.33 (1.02) .64 79** 

4. Those who support LG athletes should be isolated .71 –.38 –.01 1.20 (.82) .49. 66** 

2. LG persons should not be allowed to be trainers .68 .02 –.02 1.33 (1.04) .48 69** 

9. I’d feel uncomfortable to engage in sports with a gay man/a lesbian woman .66 .15 .14 1.43 (1.11) .65 77** 

19. [In my sports clubs] there may be LG athletes, but I don’t need to know 

who they are 

–.07 .91 .09 2.16 (1.85) .75 .70** 

6. Sexual orientation of LG athletes is a private matter that should not be 

discussed. 

–.09 .63 –.01 3.21 (2.25) .37 .53** 

14. LG athletes understood that it is better to conceal their sexual orientation .14 .61 –.01 2.23 (1.68) .46 .57** 

1. I believe LG athletes/coaches should not openly declare their sexual 

orientation, even if they want to 

.09 .56 –.01 2.12 (1.65) .35 .52** 

10. I’d feel uncomfortable if LG athletes talked about their sexual orientation 

openly 

.07 .49 –.23 2.33 (1.82) .43 .52** 

5. Gay men are less likely to become leaders than heterosexual men –.03 .07 –.74 1.79 (1.46) .58 .69** 

3. Lesbian women are more likely to become leaders than heterosexual women –.23 –.01 –.71 1.85 (1.36) .40 .52** 

11. Lesbian women are less suitable for those sports, such as skating, that are 

more suited to girls 

.17 –.05 –.64 1.36 (.92) .51 .66** 

15. Lesbian women are more skilled in sports than heterosexual women .09 .01 –.63 1.58 (1.21) .46 .63** 

8. Gay men are less competitive than heterosexual men .22 .01 –.62 1.60 (1.24) .58 .69** 

17. Gay men could not be strong in a combat sport .17 .10 –.59 1.56 (1.20) .53 .66** 

13. Gay men are not as good as heterosexual men at sports .25 .01 –.57 1.43 (1.08) .53 .65** 

Eigenvalue 7.82 2.07 2.02    

% explained variance 39.12 8.68 8.14    

Cronbach’s alpha .92 .78 .86    

Note. Factor 1 = open-rejection (OR); Factor 2 = denial of visibility (DV); Factor 3 = gendering performance (GP); h2 = item communalities at extraction.  
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Table 2. Means and standard deviations for OR, DV, and GP subscales by gender and type of sport 

 OR  DV  GP 

 M SD  M SD  M SD 

Gender*         

Women (n =147) 1.11 .40  2.04 1.23  1.33 .70 

Men (n =150) 1.42 .94  2.77 1.40  1.85 1.01 

Type of sport**         

Team (n = 141) 1.36 .85  2.45 1.42  1.55 .83 

Individual (n = 156) 1.20 .62  2.36 1.31  1.65 .98 

Note.  OR: open-rejection; DV: denial of visibility; GP: gendering performance. 

* Significant main effect of gender on OR, DV and GP. ** Significant main effect of type of sport only on DV subscale 



Running head: SEXUAL PREJUDICE IN SPORT SCALE        36 

 
 

Table 3. Goodness-of-fit indicators for the single factor and three-factor models 

 χ2 χ2/df SRMR RMSEA CFI NNFI 

Group 1 (n =311)       

Single factor model χ2(20) = 249.95, p<.001 12.49 .08 .19 (90% CI: .17; .21) .93 .90 

Three-factor model χ2(17) = 32.74, p=.012 1.93 .02 .05 (90% CI: .02; .08) .99 .99 

Group 2 (n =160)       

Single factor model χ2(20) = 228.63, p<.001 11.43 .14 .25 (90% CI: .23; .29) .80 .72 

Three-factor model χ2(17) = 25.78, p=.078 1.51 .03 .05 (90% CI: .01; .10) .99 .99 

Note.  SRMR = Standardized Root Mean Square Residual; RMSEA = Root Mean Square Error of Approximation;  

90% CI = RMSEA 90% Confidence Interval; CFI = Comparative Fit Index; NNFI = Non-Normed Fit Index
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Table 4.  Subscale mean and internal consistency estimates of the SPSS for Group 1 and Group 2 

 
Group 1 (n = 311)  Group 2 (n = 160) 

Subscale (Number of items) M (SD) Cronbach’s α  M (SD) Cronbach’s α 

OR (7) 1.38 (.97) .93  1.12 (.54) .90 

DV (5) 2.41 (1.28) .71  1.78 (1.06) .77 

GP (7) 1.62 (.97) .87  1.50 (.85) .83 

SPSS Total score (19) 1.80 (.92) .92  1.46 (.63) .87 

Note.  OR: open-rejection; DV: denial of visibility; GP: gendering performance   
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Table 5. Correlations among SPSS subscales, general sexual prejudice (ATL and ATG) and Satisfaction with Life (SWLS) 

 
OR DV GP ATL^ ATG^ MISS-LG~ SWLS 

OR 1 .362** .557** / / .252** .024 

DV .567** 1 .265** / / .189* –.014 

GP .742** .497** 1 / / .232** –.003 

ATL^ .511** .395** .394** 1 / / / 

ATG^ .553** .423** .443** .860** 1 / / 

MISS-LG~ / / / / / 1 –.350** 

SWLS .063 .020 –.046 .133* .145* / 1 

Note. ** p<.01, * p<05.  Correlations below the diagonal are based on Group 1 data; correlations above the diagonal are based on Group 2 data.  

OR: open-rejection; DV: denial of visibility; GP: gendering performance 

^ATL and ATG (Attitudes Toward Lesbians and Gay Men) refers only to heterosexual participants of the Group 1 (n = 311) 

~MISS-LG (Measure of the Internalized Sexual Stigma for Lesbians and Gay Men) refers only to lesbians and gay men participants of the Group 2 (n = 160)
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Figure 1. Confirmatory Factor Analysis for the SPSS 

 

 
Note. OR: open-rejection; DV: denial of visibility; GP: gendering performance.  

Values reported first refer to heterosexual athletes of the Group 1 (n = 311), values reported second refer to LG participants of the Group 2 (n = 160) 


