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Introduction
The published literature suggests the cohort called, Generation Z (birth 

year in the mid 1990s) have the least traditional gender and sexuality 
attitudes, knowledge, and self-expression (Duffy, Thomas, Shrimpton, 
Whyte-Smith, Clemence, & Abboud, 2018). These progressive and label 
fluid ideologies are in opposition to many pre-established cultural identities, 
(e.g., cis-masculinity). According to Scheff (2006), the dominant, western 
culture, is more inline with traditional masculine values (E.g., assertiveness, 
confrontational, and constrained emotionality) and heteronormative 
stereotypes. This project specifically explores college students’ attitudes and 
cognitions concerning gender and sexuality ideology, as well as their 
understanding or knowledge of gender and sexuality definitions. These 
terms have been pulled from the Human Rights Campaign, we were 
interested in the extent to which generations differed with respect to their 
attitudes, cognitions, and knowledge of the range of gender and sexuality 
language.  However, the onset of the COVID-19, Shelter-in-Place order was 
issued concurrently with our sampling and participant solicitation, therefore 
the last question we were unable to answer. This project will focus on the 
questions pertaining to Generation Z attitudes and cognitions, rather than 
knowledge.

Method
Participants

We convenience sampled 61 participants (M=20.77; SD=1.958). Some 
areas of the sample could not be reported because of attrition within the 
survey.

Materials
All measures were administered through the online platform, Qualtrics, 

with the initial informed consent procedure following an agreement button to 
participate. Participants answered basic demographic questions related to 
gender, age, etc. We used the 57-item Hypergender Ideology Scale (HGIS; 
Hamburger, Hogben, McGowan, & Dawson, 1996) to assess attitudes on 
traditional gender roles. We used the Masculine Behavior Scale (MBS; 
Snell, 2013) a 20-item Likert-based measure with 4 subscales: Success 
Dedication; Restrictive Emotionality; Inhibited Affection, and Exaggerated 
Self Reliance and Control to measure each participants adherence to 
masculine behaviors. A third measure, the Traditional Masculinity and 
Femininity Scale (TMF; Kachel, Steffens, & Niedlich, 2016) was used to 
measure traditional masculine and feminine self-expression. While a 16-item 
matching exercise (16-definitions to 16 terms) was used to identify 
participants knowledge of the contemporary language concerning gender 
and sexuality. These terms and definitions were pulled directly from the 
Human Rights Campaign website (https://www.hrc.org/resources/glossary-
of-terms). 

Design and Procedure
Participants received an email solicitation to participate in the student 

inclusion survey with a web link to Qualtrics. When students decided to 
participate and go to the survey link, the questionnaire begins with a 
standard online informed consent procedure and an initial research 
description, followed by our demographic survey, the HGIS, the MBS, the 
TMF, and our match-to-sample survey. The measures are not visible without 
an acknowledgment of 18 years of age, a willingness to participate, and 
consent by clicking an “Agree” button and the forward arrow. 

It is clear from Table 2 
that participants were 
most confused by the 
general terms, such as 
“Same-gender loving,” 
“Androgynous,” 
“Nonbinary,” and 
“Gender nonconforming.” 
This is not necessarily 
because they did not 
know what these terms 
meant. Rather, because 
other terms have similar 
definitions. For some, 
this may create 
confusion in navigating 
the current gender and 
sexual expression 
vernacular.

Discussion
Our research has demonstrated differences in attitudes and 

knowledge regarding masculinity and gender/sexuality identities to 
varying degrees among heteronormative and non-heteronormative as 
well as male and female participants. Both male and heteronormative 
identifying participants scored significantly higher on the HGIS, 
indicating that they have more “traditional” perspectives of gender and 
sexuality norms than do women and non-heteronormative identifying 
participants. Unfortunately, due to the difficulties with participant 
solicitation following the global COVID-19 outbreak, we were unable to 
find some of our trends as significantly different between our variables. 
Future research should compare gender and sexuality ideologies 
across different generational cohorts to determine if there are any 
significant differences or visible trends between them. 
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Results
This project investigated attitudes, cognitions, traditional gender ideology, and 

contemporary knowledge of gender and sexuality among college students.  To answer the 
question of student scores on the attitude measures of gender and sexuality, a independent 
samples t-test was used for Mann Whitney, categorical, ranked data.  The reliability 
coefficients for this sample’s scores on all measures is included among the descriptive data 
(See Table 1).

We predicted scores on the Hypergender Ideology Scale (HGIS) would yield significant 
differences by Gender and by Sexual Orientation. Both these predictions were supported 
by the data. HGIS scores among males (M=175.83 SD=62.65) were significantly higher than 
those among the female participants (M=102.15 SD=28.13), t(60) = 43.00, p=.01. Similarly, 
among heteronormative sexual identity (M=116.51 SD=40.72) and nonheteronormative 
sexual identity (M=93.08 SD=36.16), t(60)=131.00, p=.01. 

It was predicted that scores on the domain of Masculine Behavior would be higher among 
males (M = 4.57; SD =9.18) than among females (M = -.10; SD =12.90); however, given our 
small sample sizes, this difference was not statistically significant, t(60)=140.50, 
p=.33. This was also true for heteronormative (M =2.25 ; SD=10.85) and 
nonheteronormative (M = -4.80; SD=15.82) participants, t(60)= 233.50, p =.09. Though 
clearly a trend here is evident and speaks to the potential of a Type II Error. We assert that 
larger statistical power would yield greater statistical significance among these means.

Heteronormative students scored higher (M =5.78 ; SD=3.22) on the total score for HGIS 
Success Dedication domain than nonheteronormative (M =-.07; SD=5.65), t(60)=128.50, p
=.01.  This suggests that heteronormative students perceive themselves as more dedicated 
to success than those who identify as nonheteronormative, which is traditionally thought of 
as a “masculine” trait. In contrast, female participants scored higher (M = 4.54; SD=4.42) 
than male participants (M = 3.22; SD=6.06), on the same domain, although this difference 
was not statistically significant, t(60)=207.50, p =.59. 

The cognitive or knowledge matching exercise yielded interesting success percentages 
(See Table 2). However, investigator error in the coding for this block of questions in 
Qualtrics made it impossible to evaluate those scores by participant; therefore, scores could  
not be assessed relative to the categorical data of sexual identity or gender. 
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