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How people define sexual orientation may have important impli-
cations for understanding hostility toward sexual outgroups. This
study used an ethnocentrism framework to predict how college stu-
dents would define ‘heterosexuality’ and ‘bisexuality’ and under
what conditions they would apply these labels to a woman. One
hundred and eighty-nine heterosexual participants (125 female,
64 male) were asked to define either ‘heterosexuality’ or ‘bisexual-
ity.’ As predicted, affective feelings and physical behaviors defined
‘heterosexuality’ whereas ‘bisexuality’ was defined solely by physi-
cal behavior. Participants also read a list of behaviors or emotions
a woman had performed with or felt toward either a same-sex or
cross-sex individual and indicated whether each of the items would
indicate that the woman was bisexual or heterosexual, respectively.
The authors confirmed that it took more extreme sexual behavior
to label a woman ‘bisexual’ than it did to label her ‘heterosexual.’

KEYWORDS bisexuality, biphobia, heterosexuality, heterocen-
trism, ingroups, outgroups

Humans have a tendency to more highly value groups to which they be-
long and to see these groups as more diverse than groups to which they
do not belong. This tendency to believe that one’s ingroup is the litmus test
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D. J. Swan and S. Habibi 305

by which all other groups are evaluated is called ethnocentrism (Sumner,
1906). The ingroup views itself as morally superior and sees its standards
as those that should be universally adopted (LeVine & Campbell, 1972).
Extensive research has examined these ingroup–outgroup and ethnocentric
biases in the areas of race (Joshi, Liaso, & Jackson, 2006); gender (Joshi
et al., 2006); organizations (Merrit, Ryan, Mack, Leeds, & Schmitt, 2010); reli-
gion (Galen, Smith, Knapp, & Wyngarden, 2011; Johnson, Rowatt, & LaBouff,
2012; LaBouff, Rowatt, Johnson, & Finkle, 2012); politics (Alabastro, Rast, Lac,
Hogg, & Crano, 2013; Munro, Weih, & Tsai, 2010); crime, punishment, and
law (Kenworthy, Barden, Diamond, & del Carmen, 2011; Lindholm & Ceder-
wall, 2010); humor (Abrams & Bippus, 2011); and immigration (Mukherjee,
Molina, & Adams, 2013). What we explore in this article is the extension
of these concepts to heterosexual college students’ personal definitions of
‘sexual orientation,’ specifically ‘heterosexuality’ and ‘bisexuality,’ and the
behavioral and/or emotional criteria necessary to label a woman ‘heterosex-
ual’ or ‘bisexual.’

Ingroup Bias and Sexual Prejudice

Heterosexuals, especially men, show strong implicit and explicit biases in
favor of their sexual ingoup (Anselmi, Voci, Vianello, & Robusto, 2015). This
ingroup bias is correlated with prejudice toward the outgroup. Pew Research
(2013) reported that one third of sexual minorities have been physically at-
tacked or threatened, and 39% have been rejected by a family member or
close friend at some point in their lives. Some researchers have argued that
this prejudice stems from biphobia resulting from extremely negative atti-
tudes against any type of same-sex relationship (see Haaga, 1991). According
to this view, sexual prejudice is attributable to individual beliefs. However,
Herek (2000), taking an ethnocentric perspective, argues that, rather than
stemming from personal values, sexual prejudice results from a desire to
“demonstrate . . . a person’s membership in the group heterosexual” (p. 3).
The origin of the ethnocentric bias is the need for the “positive social identity”
brought about by a salient distinction between the ingroup and outgroup on
some relevant and valued dimension (Turner, 1981).

Heterocentrism

The defining of outgroups based on these perceived relevant and valued
dimensions has important real-world implications. An intergroup relations
framework for understanding the implicit definitions heterosexual individ-
uals hold of bisexual people may provide a better understanding of how
labeling and defining a sexual outgroup maintains bias against that group.
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306 Journal of Bisexuality

As Anselmi et al. (2015) noted, “when heterosexual individuals have to judge
non-heterosexual individuals, sexual prejudice represents a special kind of
ingroup favoritism” (pp. 40–41). Specifically, in the area of sexual orienta-
tion, by identifying bisexual people through their most salient distinguishing
characteristic, their sexual behavior (Bauer & Brennan, 2013), heterocen-
tric beliefs in the moral inferiority of sexual outgroups allows individuals to
maintain bias against bisexual individuals because of the moral taboos sur-
rounding sexuality (Klassen, Williams, & Levitt, 1989). But this bias is due to
an ingroup’s tendency to denigrate the outgroup and not to hate or biphobia
per se. In fact, Franklin (2000) concluded that the term ‘hate crime’ may be
misleading, as most self-reported antigay behavior was attributable to the
desire for social acceptance within the ingroup.

Monosexism

It is worth noting that although much research in the past subsumed lesbian,
gay, and bisexual (LGB) individuals as one group, research has increasingly
identified the unique stigma faced by bisexual individuals. In addition to
being a heterocentric society, we are also a monosexual one (Messinger,
2012). Therefore, a bisexual orientation places an individual in the outgroup
of heterosexuals and gay men and lesbians who form a monosexual ingroup
(Ochs, 1996). In fact, bisexual individuals report high levels of discrimination
due to their doubly stigmatized identities (Mulick & Wright, 2011; Ross,
Dobinson, & Eady, 2010), which results in their experiencing both direct
and subtle hostility (Lehart, Balsam, & Ibrahim-Wells, 2009).

Defining ‘Sexual Orientation’

In addition to understanding the consequences of labeling an individual as
either ‘heterosexual’ or ‘bisexual,’ social psychological theory may explain
how heterosexual individuals come to define an individual’s sexual orien-
tation in the first place. The dictionary defines the terms ‘heterosexual’ and
‘bisexual’ as “having sexual attraction for” the opposite sex or both sexes,
respectively (“Bisexual,” “Heterosexual,” 2015). According to these defini-
tions we determine all sexual orientation the same way for men and women,
through people’s internal attraction toward or desire for another. However,
the tendency toward heterocentrism would lead us to predict that this is
probably not the case in the real world.

Humans tend to attribute more variability to members of groups to
which they belong and less variability to groups to which they do not belong
(Doosje, Ellemers, & Spears 1995; Park, Ryan, & Judd, 1992). Although the
ingroup is heterogeneous, the outgroup is perceived to be centered about a
single salient dimension. Thus, heterosexuals would be expected to define
their sexual ingroup using salient physical behaviors as well as less salient
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D. J. Swan and S. Habibi 307

factors such as their internal affective feelings. On the other hand, what is
expected to be most salient for heterosexuals in defining ‘bisexuality’ is the
outgroup’s sexual behavior alone.

Although theoretically supported, empirical evidence to support this
prediction is lacking because, to our knowledge, no studies exist that ask
heterosexuals to define sexual ingroups and outgroups. However, indirect
evidence for this argument comes from the results of one study that asked
bisexual individuals to define their sexual ingroup. Rust (2000) found that
a majority of bisexual men and women base their sexual identity on the
emotional, rather than physical, attraction they feel toward others. In fact,
it is common for bisexual individuals to label themselves as such without
engaging in any same-sex sexual behavior but, rather, to self-label based
on their personal feelings (Gates, 2011; Halperin, 2009; Valocchi, 2005).
In addition to understanding how heterosexual individuals define ‘sexual
orientation,’ we wanted to determine the conditions that lead heterosexual
college students to label a woman as ‘heterosexual’ or ‘bisexual.’

Determining Sexual Orientation

In the United States, bisexuality is not viewed equally by gender. Most pre-
vious research on bisexuality has focused on women (Esterline & Galupo,
2013) and has found that women are allowed, and indeed report, greater
sexual fluidity than men (Diamond, 2008; Esterline & Galupo, 2013; Rupp &
Taylor, 2010). Because of this, one might expect very different findings in
heterosexuals’ defining ‘bisexuality’ in males versus females. For this reason,
this study limits its focus to determining sexual orientation in women.

According to the availability heuristic, we estimate the likelihood of an
event by how quickly examples come to mind (Myers, 2012). If I am a het-
erosexual, I am likely to use my own behavior or how frequently I have
observed a given behavior to determine whether someone else is heterosex-
ual. For example, if I see a male and female kiss, I will assume that they
are heterosexual because I also perform that behavior. The tendency would
be to overestimate the frequency with which cross-sex sexual behavior indi-
cates that an individual is heterosexual. But what about determining sexual
orientation in a woman who engages in sexual behavior with cross-sex and
same-sex individuals? If I am not bisexual, how do I determine if someone
else is? Like determining heterosexuality, will any same-sex sexual behavior
between normally heterosexual people lead to labeling the individuals as
‘nonheterosexual’? Probably not. Previous research has shown that female
to female kissing is prevalent and considered “normal” behavior among het-
erosexual college students (Lannutti & Denes, 2012; Rupp & Taylor, 2010)
and does not imply a bisexual (or lesbian) identity (Yost & McCarthy, 2012).
However, these studies only examined the act of kissing and no other same
sex behaviors in labeling bisexuality in women. If a woman engages in oral
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308 Journal of Bisexuality

sex and/or stimulates another woman’s genitals, would she then be labeled
‘bisexual’? What if the behaviors were repeated?

Hypotheses

Because of the prevalence of some female-to-female sexual behavior in
American young adult culture, we predict that, when given a list of esca-
lating sexual behaviors, it will take evidence of more extreme behavior for
heterosexual college students to label a woman ‘bisexual’ than it will for
them to label her ‘heterosexual.’ Further, we predict that heterosexual col-
lege students will self-define ‘heterosexuality’ in terms of internal affective
emotions and external sexual behavior, whereas, they will define ‘bisexuality’
exclusively in terms of sexual behavior.

METHOD

Participants

We surveyed a convenience sample of 189 undergraduates (64 males,
125 females) enrolled at two Southern California universities. Participant
age ranged from 16 to 47 years with a mean age of 23 (SD = 4.84);
55.6% self-identified as Hispanic/Latino/Mexican American, 18.5% White, 9%
Asian/Asian American, 6.3% Filipino/Pacific Islander, 4.8% African American,
and 5.3% “other” (Percentages do not add to 100 due to rounding). Fifteen
individuals self-identified their sexual orientation as homosexual or bisex-
ual and were eliminated from most analyses leaving a final sample of 174
heterosexual college students.

Procedure

Participants were recruited without compensation from nine classes at two
universities. The professor in each class asked students to volunteer to com-
plete the survey and return it during class. Before the survey was distributed
participants signed an informed consent form. Participants then completed
one of two randomly distributed surveys (heterosexuality survey, n = 95, bi-
sexuality survey, n = 94). The survey took approximately 5 to 7 minutes to
complete. Participants handed in their survey and were thanked and verbally
debriefed.

Measures
Demographics. Participants provided information on their age, sexual

orientation, race, and gender. Sexual orientation was measured by a single
item that asked, “When thinking about your sexual orientation do you see
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D. J. Swan and S. Habibi 309

yourself as someone who would prefer to be with someone of. . .” The
response choices were “the opposite sex,” or “the same sex as yourself, or
“with either or both sexes.”

Behavioral statements. Two surveys were developed; one assessed
perceptions of female heterosexuality, the other of female bisexuality. Each
survey contained an introduction which included the following statement:
“The woman you are about to read about is between the ages of 18–28 and
has previously dated men. All physical acts described in the survey were
voluntary.” Each survey contained a list of eight sexual statements regarding
a sexual behavior the woman had engaged in with a same sex (bisexuality
survey) or cross-sex (heterosexuality survey) individual. The statements were
randomly presented on the survey but are presented here in a hierarchy from
least to most intimate beginning with a single occurrence of each behavior
and then indicating multiple occurrences of each. The statements, respec-
tive of survey type, were, “She kissed another woman/a man,” “She had
oral contact with another woman’s/a man’s breasts/nipples,” “She touched
another woman’s/a man’s genitals,” “She had oral contact with another
woman’s/a man’s genitals,” “She kissed another woman/a man more than
once,” “She had oral contact with another woman’s/a man’s breasts/nipples
more than once,” “She touched another woman’s/man’s genitals more than
once,” and “She had oral contact with another woman’s/man’s genitals more
than once.” Following each item respondents assessed the woman’s sex-
ual orientation on a 5-point scale. For the heterosexuality survey the scale
points were 1 (definitely not heterosexual), 2 (probably not heterosexual),
3 (somewhat heterosexual), 4 (probably heterosexual), and 5 (definitely het-
erosexual). The bisexuality survey was measured on the same 5-point scale
where the poles indicated 1 (definitely not bisexual) and 5 (definitely bisex-
ual). For clarification the bisexuality survey contained an additional state-
ment that read, “If you select 1, definitely not bisexual, you are indicating
that the woman is heterosexual. There is no option to label her lesbian.”
For each survey the eight items were combined to form a single mea-
sure of physical behaviors (α = .89 for bisexuality survey; α = .89 for
heterosexuality survey).

Emotional statements. Two emotional items were also included with
the sexual behavior statements in each survey. The emotional statements, by
survey type, were, “She has had desires to be with another woman/a man”
and “She has felt she was in love with another woman/a man.” Respon-
dents again assessed the woman’s sexual orientation on the same 5-point
scale shown above. These items were collapsed to form a single emotional
measure for each survey type (α = .52 for bisexuality survey; α = .83 for
heterosexuality survey).

Open-ended question. A single open-ended question followed the
statements, which, respective of survey type, asked, “What is your definition
of bisexuality/heterosexuality?” Responses that defined ‘sexual orientation’
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310 Journal of Bisexuality

in terms of emotions or affect (e.g., “having strong feelings for someone
of the opposite sex”) were coded as 1, those that used behavioral terms
(e.g., “someone who engages in sex with people of the opposite sex”)
were coded as 2, those that contained behavioral and emotional indica-
tions were coded as 3, and if the definition did not clearly fit into one of
e.g., “a bisexual is someone who plays for both teams”) it was coded as 4.
One researcher and one volunteer who were blind to the study hypothe-
ses coded the open-ended responses. Inter-rater reliability for the open-
ended questions was found to be acceptable (α = .90 for each survey
type). Sixty-one percent of the responses were classified as either solely
physical or emotional, one third as physical and emotional, and 5% as no
clear category.

RESULTS

Extremity of Behavior

A split plot ANOVA (survey type x the 10 statements) was performed ex-
amining which sexual behaviors and feelings would more strongly classify
a woman as heterosexual versus bisexual. A significant main effect and in-
teraction were found between survey type and the statements, λ(9, 178) =
14.62, p < .001, η2

p = .425, power = 1.0 and λ(9, 178) = 10.525, p <.001,
η2

p = .347, power = 1.0, respectively. Planned contrasts revealed significant
differences between survey type (heterosexual vs. bisexual) on four of the
eight physical and both emotional items (see Figure 1 for means of statement
ratings by survey type). The six significant differences were, “She kissed an-
other woman/a man,” F(1, 167) = 47.97, p < .001; “She had oral contact with
another woman’s/a man’s breast/nipples,” F(1, 167) = 4.90, p < .05; “She
touched another woman’s/a man’s genitals,” F(1, 167) = 8.98, p < .01; “She
kissed another woman/a man more than once,” F(1, 167) = 11.19, p < .002;
“She is in love with another woman/a man,” F(1, 167) = 14.65, p < .001;
“She has desires for another woman/a man,” F(1, 167) = 69.48, p < .001.
As shown in the figure, the results indicated, as predicted, that it took more
extreme sexual behaviors to label the target woman as ‘bisexual’ than it did
to label her ‘heterosexual.’ Specifically, participants were not equally likely
to label the woman ‘heterosexual’ or ‘bisexual’ until there was oral-genital
contact or, except for kissing, the sexual behaviors were repeated.

Open-Ended Question

The open-ended question following the statements was analyzed using an
independent t test for differences in response patterns by survey (hetero-
sexuality vs. bisexuality). Using only open-ended responses that were cate-
gorized as solely emotional (1) or physical (2), results revealed a significant
difference in the overall open-ended response pattern for each survey, t(105)
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D. J. Swan and S. Habibi 311

FIGURE 1 Mean ratings of statements by survey type. Note. Kiss = She kissed another
woman/man; Nipples = She had oral contact with another woman’s/man’s nipples/chest;
Touch = She touched another woman’s/a man’s genitals; Genitals = She had oral contact
with another woman’s/a man’s genitals; Kiss2 = She kissed another woman/a man more than
once; Nipples2 = She had oral contact with another woman’s/a man’s breasts/nipples more
than once; Touch2 = She touched another woman’s genitals more than once; Genitals2 =
She had oral contact with another woman’s genitals more than once; Desire = She has had
desires to be with another woman/a man; Love = She has felt she was in love with another
woman/a man. ∗∗p < .01,∗∗∗p < .001.

= –2.33, p < .001, r = .292, such that heterosexuality (M = 1.54, SD = .40)
was defined more by emotional attributes than bisexuality (M = 1.81, SD
= .40). No significant difference was found between surveys for those who
defined sexual orientation using physical and emotional terms such that, of
the people who used emotional and physical terms in defining sexual orien-
tation, it did not make a difference if they were defining heterosexuality or
bisexuality.

Post hoc Analysis

To provide further evidence for our predictions, we performed a post hoc
analysis on the small subsample of self-identified homosexual and bisexual
participants. We split the data file by participant sexual orientation (gay, les-
bian and bisexual men and women, n = 8; heterosexual men and women,
n = 82) and conducted an independent samples t test. Although the sample
sizes were uneven and one sample was very small, the t test has still been
shown to provide reliable results for sample sizes of five or fewer as long
as the variances between the groups are equal (deWinter, 2013). In look-
ing only at the bisexuality survey, we found that Levene’s test for equality of
variances was nonsignificant, indicating that the samples met the assumption
of equal variances. The results revealed no difference between the sample
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312 Journal of Bisexuality

groups on the ratings of the physical items. However, a significant difference
was found on the emotional items, t(88) = –2.711, p < .009, d = 1.0042.
The results indicate that, although both groups were equally likely to define
the woman as bisexual based on her sexual behavior, nonheterosexuals (M
= 4.37, SD = .74) were more likely than heterosexuals (M = 3.84, SD = .84)
to define the woman as bisexual based on the less salient emotional char-
acteristics of love and desire. There were no significant differences between
bisexual and gay male and lesbian participants and heterosexual participants
in their ratings of the behavioral and emotional items on the heterosexuality
survey.

DISCUSSION

This study found that heterosexual college students do not use the same
criteria to define heterosexuality and bisexuality. Participants defined het-
erosexuality with emotion based words to a significantly greater degree than
they did bisexuality. According to our knowledge of intergroup perception,
not only do people tend to see more homogeneity in the outgroup, they also
tend to define an outgroup by its most salient distinguishing characteristic.
In the case of bisexuality, that characteristic is sexual behavior. Boyer and
Galupo (2015b) found that there is even an expectation that bisexual women
engage in public same-sex behaviors to “prove” their bisexual orientation.
Thus, heterosexual individuals define bisexual people by what they do and
not by how they feel.

The results also confirmed that it took more extreme sexual behavior to
label a woman ‘bisexual’ than it did to label her ‘heterosexual.’ Specifically,
it was found that college students did not consider kissing, even if it was
repeated, to be an indication of a bisexual orientation. Given that 69% of col-
lege students have witnessed female-to-female kissing and did not believe it
called into question the women’s sexual orientation (Yost & McCarthy, 2012),
this finding is not surprising. In our study, a woman wasn’t as equally likely
to be defined ‘bisexual’ as ‘heterosexual’ until she engaged in oral contact
with another woman’s genitals or the sexual behavior was repeated. On the
other hand, as predicted, participants labeled an individual ‘heterosexual’
based on any and all sexual behaviors performed with a cross-sex individ-
ual. Our findings confirm what Hyde and Jaffee (2000) stated, “everyone is
heterosexual unless proven otherwise” (p. 287).

Implications

Individuals that are outside one’s ingroup in a society are often defined, not
by individual characteristics or personality traits, but rather by stereotypes
that the ingroup bestows upon them. Heterosexuals often consider bisex-
uality deviant (McGeorge & Carlson, 2011). Even though kissing between
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D. J. Swan and S. Habibi 313

women is considered normative and acceptable, casual sex between two
women is still considered inappropriate (Boyer & Galupo, 2015a). Based on
the ingroup-outgroup research, we posit that these negative reactions arise
because heterosexual individuals define bisexual individuals solely by their
sexual behavior rather than by the emotions they feel. If, as discussed in the
introduction, heterosexuals define bisexual men and women and gay men
and lesbians by their sexual activity and, if these behaviors carry negative
cultural connotations (Klassen et al., 1989), it stands to reason that we would
observe high levels of prejudice against bisexual individuals and gay men
and lesbians.

Unlike previous explanations for biphobia, this study has argued that it
is not hate toward sexual minorities per se that results in prejudice but the
perception of sexual minorities as a “sexual” outgroup. Negative attitudes
are maintained by the bias inherent in the ingroup’s perception of outgroup
members. This study found that heterosexual college students hold very nar-
row definitions of bisexuality centered around sexual behavior whereas they
define their own sexuality in broader terms centered around their feelings of
love and desire. This heterocentrism fosters a belief that heterosexuality is
morally superior because it is associated not just with baser sexual behaviors
but with the more “pure” ideas of desire and love.

Reducing Prejudice Against Bisexual Individuals

Bisexual individuals are more likely to report mood or anxiety disorders
and lifetime suicidality than heterosexual individuals (Brennan, Ross, Dobin-
son, Velhuizen, & Steele, 2010; Kerr, Santurri, & Peters, 2013; Steele, Ross,
Dobinson, Veldhuizen, & Tinmouth, 2009) and gay men and lesbians (Steele
et al., 2009). If we are correct that prejudice against bisexual people stems
from heterocentrism then interventions that have been used to reduce eth-
nocentric bias against other outgroups should also be effective in reducing
prejudice against sexual minorities. These interventions include: increasing
contact with the outgroup (Allport, 1954), changing social norms (Zitek &
Hebl, 2007), and increasing knowledge of and empathy for out-group mem-
bers (Pettigrew & Tropp, 2008). The last strategy is considered to be the
strongest for reducing overt discrimination and has direct implications for
public policy. When prejudice is considered socially unacceptable or when
policies are created to sanction acts of discrimination, people’s attitudes often
change, becoming more tolerant (Oskamp, 1991). Therefore, it is imperative
that greater efforts be made to affect change in public policy regarding the
rights of all sexual minorities.

Implications for Further Research

The findings of this study raised several important implications for further
research that the authors are currently examining in a second study. This
study is examining heterosexuals’ definitions of ‘heterosexuality’ and ‘bisex-
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uality’ and the behaviors and emotions they use to apply these labels to a
woman. However, given that same-sex sexual behavior is more common
and acceptable in women (Diamond, 2008), would we find this same pat-
tern of escalating behavior being necessary if the person engaging in the
behavior were male? If, as we proposed, heterocentrism is at the root of
heterosexuals’ cognitions regarding sexual minorities, we would expect the
hypotheses to be confirmed with these individuals as well. However, might
the greater social stigma against male–male sexual behavior produce different
results?

Further, it is important to examine how sexual minorities view the sex-
ual majority in terms of defining sexual orientation and what behaviors or
emotions are necessary for a sexual minority to label an individual ‘het-
erosexual’, ‘bisexual,’ and ‘gay/lesbian.’ We predict two possible findings.
The first is that sexual minorities will define ‘heterosexuals’ in the same
way as heterosexuals define sexual minorities: as homogeneous and cen-
tered around some observable characteristic. The second, more plausible
expectation is that sexual minorities will define ‘heterosexuals’ in more het-
erogeneous terms because of their membership in a heteronormative culture.
Because individuals of all sexual orientations are exposed to these normative
influences, sexual minorities should have greater awareness of the percep-
tions of heterosexuality. Some support for this was found in the post hoc
analysis that found no differences between heterosexual and bisexual /gay
men and lesbian participants in their ratings of the behaviors and emotions
that would define someone as heterosexual.

Finally, in this study’s sample, one third of respondents, regardless of
survey type, defined sexual orientation using physical and emotional terms
indicating that, despite our findings, some people do not differentially define
heterosexuality and bisexuality. It may be worth exploring if these individuals
would show lower levels of biphobia than people who define ‘bisexuality’
solely in terms of physical behavior.

Limitations

It is important to note some limitations in this study. First, the sample was a
convenience sample, thus limiting the generalizability of the results. Further,
college students are generally considered more tolerant of sexual minorities
than other heterosexual groups and the results may be skewed in that di-
rection (McCormack, Wignall, & Anderson, 2015). It could be the case that
definitions and labeling of individuals’ sexual orientations would be even
more extreme in the general population. Despite these limitations, this study
is the first, to our knowledge, to identify how heterosexual college students
define ‘heterosexuality’ and ‘bisexuality’ and what behaviors and emotions
will lead them to apply these labels to a woman. Our findings strongly
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support the efficacy of using an ingroup–outgroup ethnocentric theoretical
framework to better understand the origins of biphobia.

ACKNOWLEDGEMENT

The authors wish to acknowledge the helpful suggestions of the journal
reviewers. An earlier version of this study was presented at the Association
for Psychological Sciences Annual Convention, Boston, MA. Shani Habibi is
now at the Department of Psychology, Mount St. Mary’s College.

REFERENCES

Abrams, J. R., & Bippus, A. (2011). An intergroup investigation of disparaging humor.
Journal of Language and Social Psychology, 30(2), 193–201.

Alabastro, A., Rast, D. E. III, Lac, A., Hogg, M., & Crano, W. D. (2013). Intergroup
bias and perceived similarity: Effects of success and failures on support for in-
and outgroup political leaders. Group Processes & Intergroup Relations, 16(1),
58–67. doi:10.1177/1368430212437212

Allport, G. W. (1954). Attitudes. In C. Murchison (Ed.), Handbook of social psychology
(pp. 798–844). Worchester, MA: Clark University Press.

Anselmi, P., Voci, A., Vianello, M., & Robusto, E. (2015). Implicit and explicit sexual
attitudes across gender and sexual orientation. Journal of Bisexuality, 15(1),
40–56. doi:10.1080/15299716.2014.986597

Bauer, G. R., & Brennan, D. J. (2013). The problem with ‘behavioral bisexuality’:
Assessing sexual orientation in survey research. Journal of Bisexuality, 13(2),
148–156. doi:10.1080/15299716.2013.782260

bisexual. (2013). In Oxford Dictionaries online. Retrieved from http://www.
oxforddictionaries.com/us/definition/american_english/bisexual?q=bisexual

Boyer, C. R., & Galupo, M. P. (2015a). Attitudes toward individuals in same-sex and
cross-sex encounters: Implications for bisexuality. Journal of Bisexuality, 15,
57–68. doi:10.1080/15299716.2014.984371

Boyer, C. R., & Galupo, M. P. (2015b). ‘Prove it!’ same-sex performativity among
sexual minority women and men. Psychology and Sexuality. Advance online
publication. doi:10.1080/19419899.2015.1021372

Brennan, D. J., Ross, L. E., Dobinson, C., Velhuizen, S., & Steele, L. S. (2010). Men’s
sexual orientation and health in Canada. Canadian Journal of Public Health,
101(3), 255–258.

deWinter, J. C. F. (2013). Using the Student’s t-test with extremely small sample
sizes. Practical Assessment, Research & Evaluation, 18(10), 1–12.

Diamond, L. M. (2008). Female bisexuality from adolescence to adulthood: Re-
sults from a 10-year longitudinal study. Developmental Psychology, 44(1), 5–14.
doi:10.1037/0012-1649.44.1.5

Doosje, B., Ellemers, N., & Spears, R. (1995). Perceived intragroup variability as
a function of group status and identification. Journal of Experimental Social
Psychology, 31(5), 410–436. doi:10.1006/jesp.1995.1018

D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

by
 [

W
oo

db
ur

y 
U

ni
ve

rs
ity

],
 [

Jo
ye

 S
w

an
] 

at
 1

3:
30

 0
2 

Fe
br

ua
ry

 2
01

6 



316 Journal of Bisexuality

Esterline, K. M., & Galupo, M. P. (2013). “Drunken curiosity” and “gay chicken”: Gen-
der differences in same-sex performativity. Journal of Bisexuality, 13, 106–121.
doi:10.1080/15299716.2013.755732

Franklin, K. (2000). Antigay behaviors by young adults: Prevalence, patterns, and
motivators in a noncriminal population. Journal of Interpersonal Violence, 15(4),
339–362. doi:10.1177/088626000015004001

Galen, L. W., Smith, C. M., Knapp, N., & Wyngarden, N. (2011). Perceptions
of religious and nonreligious targets: Exploring the effect of perceivers’ reli-
gious fundamentalism. Journal of Applied Social Psychology, 41(9), 2123–2143.
doi:10.1111/j.1559-1816.2011.00810.x

Gates, G. J. (2011, April). How many people are lesbian, gay, bisexual and transgen-
der? Retrieved from http://williamsinstitute.law.ucla.edu/research/census-lgbt-
demographics-studies/how-many-people-are-lesbian-gay-bisexual-and-transge-
nder/

Haaga, D. (1991). “Homophobia”? Journal of Sex Research and Personality, 6,
171–174.

Halperin, D. M. (2009). Thirteen ways of looking at a bisexual. Journal of Bisexuality,
9, 451–455. doi:10.1080/15299710903316679

Herek, G. M. (2000). Sexual prejudice and gender: Do heterosexuals’ attitudes to-
ward lesbians and gay men differ? Journal of Social Issues, 56(2), 251–266.
doi:10.1111/0022-4537.00164

heterosexual. (2013). In Oxford dictionaries. Retrieved from http://www.oxford
dictionaries.com/us/definition/american_english/heterosexual?q=heterosexual.

Hyde J. S., & Jaffee, S. R. (2000). Becoming a heterosexual adult: The experi-
ences of young women. Journal of Social Issues, 56, 283–296. doi:10.1111/0022-
4537.00166

Johnson, M. K., Rowatt, W. C., & LaBouff, J. P. (2012). Religiosity and prejudice revis-
ited: In-group favoritism, out-group derogation, or both? Psychology of Religion
and Spirituality, 4(2), 154–168. doi:10.1037/a0025107

Joshi, A., Liaso, H., & Jackson, S. E. (2006). Cross-level effects of workplace diver-
sity on sales performance and pay. Academy of Management Journal, 49(3),
459–481. doi:10.5465/AMJ.2006.21794664

Kenworthy, J. B., Barden, M. A., Diamond, S., & del Carmen, A. (2011). In-
group identification as a moderator of racial bias in a shoot-no shoot
decision task. Group Processes & Intergroup Relations, 14(3), 311–318.
doi:10.1177/1368430210392932

Kerr, D. L., Santurri, L., & Peters, P. (2013). A comparison of lesbian, bi-
sexual, and heterosexual college undergraduate women on selected men-
tal health issues. Journal of American College Health, 61(4), 185–194.
doi:10.1080/07448481.2013.787619

Klassen, A. D., Williams, C. J., & Levitt E. E. (1989). Sex and morality in the U.S.: An
empirical enquiry under the auspices of the Kinsey Institute. Middletown, CT:
Wesleyan University Press.

LaBouff, J. P., Rowatt, W. C., Johnson, M. K., & Finkle, C. (2012). Differences
in attitudes toward outgroups in religious and nonreligious contexts in a
multinational sample: A situational context priming study. International Jour-
nal for the Psychology of Religion, 22(1), 1–9. doi:10.1080/10508619.2012.
634778

D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

by
 [

W
oo

db
ur

y 
U

ni
ve

rs
ity

],
 [

Jo
ye

 S
w

an
] 

at
 1

3:
30

 0
2 

Fe
br

ua
ry

 2
01

6 



D. J. Swan and S. Habibi 317

Lannutti, P. J., & Denes, A. (2012). A kiss is just a kiss?: Comparing perceptions
related to female-female and female-male kissing in a college social situation.
Journal of Bisexuality, 12(1), 49–62. doi:10.1177/0361684311414818

Lehart, K., Balsam, K. F., & Ibrahim-Wells, G. D. (2009). Redefining the
American quilt: Definitions of community among ethnically diverse lesbian
and bisexual women. Journal of Community Psychology, 37(4), 439–458.
doi:10.1002/jcop.20305

LeVine, R. A., & Campbell, D. T. (1972). Ethnocentrism: Theories of conflict, ethnic
attitudes, and group behavior. New York, NY: Wiley.

Lindholm, T., & Cederwall, J. Y. (2010). Ethnicity and gender biases in the courtroom.
In P. A. Granhag (Ed.), Forensic psychology in context: Nordic and international
approaches (pp. 228–246). Devon, UK: Willan Publishing.

McCormack, M., Wignall, L., & Anderson, E. (2015). Identities and identifications:
Changes in metropolitan bisexual men’s attitudes and experiences. Journal of
Bisexuality, 15(1), 3–20. doi:10.1080/15299716.2011.571985

McGeorge, C., & Carlson, T. S. (2011). Deconstructing heterosexism: Becoming an
LGB affirmative heterosexual couples and family therapist. Journal of Marital
and Family Therapy, 37(1), 14–26. doi:10.1080/15299716.2011.571985

Merrit, S. M., Ryan, A. M., Mack, M. J., Leeds, J. P., & Schmitt, N. (2010). Perceived
ingroup and outgroup preference: A longitudinal causal investigation. Personnel
Psychology, 63(4), 845–879. doi:10.1111/j.1744-6570.2010.01191.x

Messinger, J. L. (2012). Antibisexual violence and practitioners’ roles in pre-
vention and intervention: An ecological and empowerment-based approach
in public health social work. Journal of Bisexuality, 12(3), 360–375.
doi:880/10.1080/15299716.2012.702616

Mukherjee, S., Molina, L. E., & Adams, G. (2013). “Reasonable suspicion” about tough
immigration legislation: Enforcing laws or ethnocentric exclusion? Cultural Di-
versity and Ethnic Minority Psychology, 19(3), 320–331. doi:10.1037/a0032944

Mulick, P. S., & Wright, L. W. (2011). The Biphobia Scale a decade
later: Reflections and additions. Journal of Bisexuality, 11(4), 453–457.
doi:10.1080/15299716.2011.620486

Munro, G. D., Weih, C., & Tsai, J. (2010). Motivated suspicion: Asymmetrical attri-
butions of the behavior of political ingroup and outgroup members. Basic and
Applied Social Psychology, 32(2), 173–184. doi:10.1080/01973531003738551

Myers, D. (2012). Social psychology. New York, NY: McGraw Hill.
Ochs, R. (1996). Biphobia: It goes more than two ways. In B. A. Firestein (Ed.),

Bisexuality: The psychology and politics of an invisible minority (pp. 217–239).
Thousand Oaks, CA : Sage.

Oskamp, S. (1991). Attitudes and opinions (2nd ed.). Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice
Hall.

Park, B., Ryan, C. S., & Judd, C. M. (1992). Role of meaningful subgroups in ex-
plaining differences in perceived variability for in-groups and out-groups. Jour-
nal of Personality and Social Psychology, 63(4), 553–567. doi:10.1037/0022-
3514.63.4.553

Pettigrew, T. F., & Tropp, L. R. (2008). How does intergroup contact reduce preju-
dice? Meta-analytic tests of three mediators. European Journal of Social Psychol-
ogy, 38(6), 922–934. doi:10.1016/j.jesp.2006.10.010

D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

by
 [

W
oo

db
ur

y 
U

ni
ve

rs
ity

],
 [

Jo
ye

 S
w

an
] 

at
 1

3:
30

 0
2 

Fe
br

ua
ry

 2
01

6 



318 Journal of Bisexuality

Pew Research. (2013, June 13). A survey of LGBT Americans: Atti-
tudes, experiences and values in changing times. Retrieved from
http://www.pewsocialtrends.org/2013/06/13/a-survey-of-lgbt-americans/

Ross, L. E., Dobinson, C., & Eady, A. (2010). Perceived determinants of mental
health for bisexual people: A qualitative examination. American Journal of
Public Health, 100(3), 496–502. doi:10.2105/AJPH.2008.156307

Rupp, L. J., & Taylor, V. (2010). Straight girls kissing. Contexts, 9(3), 28–32.
doi:10.1525/ctx.2010.9.3.28

Rust, P. C. R. (2000). Bisexuality: A contemporary paradox for women. Journal of
Social Issues, 56, 205–221. doi:10.1111/0022-4537.00161

Steele, L. S., Ross, L. E., Dobinson, C., Veldhuizen, S., & Tinmouth,
J. M. (2009). Women’s sexual orientation and health: Results from a
Canadian population-based survey. Women & Health, 49(5), 353–367.
doi:10.1080/03630240903238685

Sumner, W. G. (1906). Folkways. New York, NY: Ginn.
Turner, J. C. (1981). The experimental social psychology of intergroup behaviour. In

J. C. Turner & H. Giles (Eds.), Intergroup behaviour (pp. 66–91). Oxford, UK:
Basil Blackwell.

Yost, M. R., & McCarthy, L. (2012). Girls gone wild? Heterosexual women’s same-
sex encounters at college parties. Psychology of Women Quarterly, 36(1), 7–24.
doi:10.1177/0361684311414818

Valocchi, S. (2005). Not yet queer enough: The lessons of queer theory for
the sociology of gender and sexuality. Gender & Society, 19(6), 750–770.
doi:10.1177/0891243205280294

Zitek, E. M., & Hebl, M. R. (2007). The role of social norm clarity in the influenced
expression of prejudice over time. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology,
43(6), 867–876. doi:10.1016/j.jesp.2006.10.010

Joye Swan is professor and Chair of the Department of Psychology and So-
cial Sciences at Woodbury University. Her research has focused almost exclu-
sively on sexual risk-taking, intimate relationships, and issues related to sexual
minorities, although she also authored ground-breaking ethical research on
induced compliance in the informed consent process.

Dr. Shani Habibi received a B.S. from Woodbury University, an M.A. in Psy-
chology from Pepperdine University, and a Ph.D. in Clinical Psychology with
an emphasis in Multicultural Communications from the California School of
Professional Psychology at Alliant International University. Dr. Habibi.s main
research interests are in the areas of cultural differences with a focus on gen-
der. She is trained as a Cognitive Behavioral Therapist as well as a Systemic
Therapist and has treated clients in a variety of clinical settings, mainly in a
community mental health clinic and at an inpatient psychiatric hospital.

D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

by
 [

W
oo

db
ur

y 
U

ni
ve

rs
ity

],
 [

Jo
ye

 S
w

an
] 

at
 1

3:
30

 0
2 

Fe
br

ua
ry

 2
01

6 


