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. o o . . . * A 2x3x2 between subjects MANOVA was used to calculate the effects of picture stereotypicalty (neutral, high), Findings

To date, the 1mpl1c1t and expl1c1t biases about transgender individuals have not PartICIpants profile stereotypicality (low, neutral high)and transition type (FTM, MTF) on social distance and perceived . . . . .
been effectively studied. To address the lack of literature, two studies were « Undergraduate students - 37 participants :ttr.aclzt(ii\./etness. — o - — * Greater Zomal d:fltance was found in MTF transgender profiles than in FTM
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condu.cted. Exper}ment 1 Ut]l]Z'e(:l part1c1paqts (N N 14) to determine t.he . o 30 women and 7 men was calculated using the score of the attractiveness question. transgen .er pro 1es . .
perceived masculinity and femininity of dating profile photos and dating profile o Between the ages of 18 - 22 (M = 20.32, SD = 1.06) + Social Distance o In line with previous research (Gazzola, 2012; Gazzola & Morrison,
autobiographies. Photos that were rated neutral and low in masculinity and Pred . lv C . 89.2Y% ’ o Social distance was greater for MTF transgender individuals (M = 14.10, SD = 8.03) than FTM 2014)
femininity and autobiographies that were rated high, neutral, and low in o Predominantly Caucasian (89.2%) transgender individuals (M = 11.24, SD = 9.94); F(1, 599) = 101.22, p < .001, n,? = 0.30. o . L
masculim‘ty and femim‘m‘ty were extracted to construct dat]‘ng proﬁles for * Amazon Mechanical Turk - 562 participants o Differences in social distance were not found between low (M =12.90, SD = 5.73), neutral (M = 12.84, o MTF individuals are less SOC]ally accepted than FTM individuals

: ) : ) o SD =5.54), and high (M = 12.53, SD = 5.62) profiles; F(1, 599) = 1.41, p = .25. Gazzola, 2012; Miller & Grollman, 2015), which explains wh
235 women and 327 men ) ’ ’ ) P y

EXper]ment 2. EXper]ment 2 examined the effects of p]Cture StereOtyplcal]ty © o Asshown in Figure 1, the difference in social distance between FTM and MTF transitions was smaller

participants were less willing to interact with MTF transgender

low and neutral) and profile stereotypicality (low, neutral, high) to determine o Between the ages of 19 and 67 (M = 25.52, SD = 9.89 in the neutral stereotyped profiles than in the low and high stereotyped profiles; F(1, 599) = 4.44, p =
g ) e

participants’ (N = 599) explicit bias of transgender individuals using the social o 60.3% Caucasian, 27.4% African American, 7.7% Hispanic, 6.6% Asian, and OO N 00 i tween orofile stereotvoicality and bicture sterestvoicalit individuals

distance scale. Participants completed the Go/No-Go Association Task to 1.8% other R ;‘;:tsa:‘z:_'ir("l'zzng)': Sen :’r__‘ 52“:183: oy YR NG pICTHTE StereotypieaTiy on o However, participant gender was a confounding variable

determine their implicit biases on transgender individuals. Significant effects Materials & Design . Perceived Attractiveness ' P Limitations of Present Study

were found between profile stereotypicality and type of transition (FTM and . . . . . . . o Perceived attractiveness was greater for high stereotypical picture profiles (M = 5.16, SD = 1.66) than . . . L.

MTF) on social distance and perceived attractiveness. No significant correlation * Picture stereotypicality and profile stereotypicality were derived from the neutral stereotypical picture profiles (M = 4.19, SD = 2.35); F(1, 599) = 7.46, p = < .001, n;? = 0.03. * Pilot study did not receive an adequate number of participants
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* Majority of participants were heterosexual

was found between implicit bias and explicit bias.
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