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Abstract Previous research with transgender and gender non-conforming samples

suggests one’s gender appearance is important in regards to safe access to public

bathrooms, as expectations in public bathrooms are an example of gender role social

construction and are maintained through gender policing. With the rise of gender

related bathroom use legislation, such as North Carolina’s HB-2, it is speculated that

transgender individuals face the difficult bind of either using the bathroom con-

sistent with their gender identity to avoid harassment, which means breaking the

law, or following the law and breaking societal expectations about gender appear-

ance-congruent bathroom use. Using a 2 9 2 9 2 within-subjects, experimental

design the current study investigated public reactions to gender appearance-con-

gruent and gender appearance-incongruent public bathroom use, using a 400 person

sample taken from Amazon’s MTurk. The conditions varied by type of bathroom

(male or female) in the description, type of image shown (masculine or feminine)

and whether the condition contained a gender identity description (no description or

transgender description). A total discomfort score served as the dependent variable.

Three main hypotheses were tested, (1) there will be a significant 2-way interaction

between type of bathroom and type of image, with the condition of a masculine

image using a female bathroom (gender appearance-incongruent) having the higher

discomfort scores, (2) there will be a significant 3-way interaction, and (3) com-

bined all gender appearance-incongruent conditions will have significantly higher

discomfort scores as compared to appearance-congruent conditions. The results of a

series of repeated measures ANOVAs supported all three hypotheses, demonstrating
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the importance of gender appearance in public bathrooms. The social justice

implications are discussed along with suggestions for future research.

Keywords Gender � Gender policing � Gender role conformity � Transgender �
Transgender discrimination � Gender diversity � Transgender bathroom

use

Introduction

In March 2016, the U.S. state of North Carolina legislature passed House Bill 2

(HB-2), the Public Facilities Privacy & Security Act, which dictates a person may

only use public bathrooms that correspond to the listed sex on their birth certificate.

The law mandates individuals use public bathrooms in accordance with their

assigned birth certificate sex, regardless of gender identity preference or gender

expression. Therefore HB-2, and any similar legislation, is considered by many to

be discriminatory and oppressive to transgender and other gender diverse

populations [1, 18]. Although HB-2 in North Carolina was eventually repealed in

2017, several other state legislatures have also proposed similar oppressive

bathroom bills. Opponents argue this type of legislation creates a social and legal

bind for transgender individuals. Specifically the bind appears to be such that when

a transgender person (we use the term ‘‘transgender’’ here for simplicity, however

we recognize the broad range of gender diverse individuals that are also impacted

by the topics discussed) uses the bathroom consistent with their gender identity they

are breaking the law but following expected social norms based on gender

expression appearance. When they follow the law and use the bathroom designated

by their birth certificate sex they are breaking societal norms related to appearance

and could potentially face social backlash, gender policing and even violence [7]. In

this way, the seemingly simple daily task of using a public restroom, represents a

much larger gender-related social justice concern.

Theory and research on the social construction and enforcement of gender norms

[20], provides support for the assertion that this type of law ignores the importance

of one’s gender appearance when interacting with others in public bathrooms. Rules

of gender performance, which are socially constructed and enforced from birth,

govern most aspects of daily life even expectations in public bathrooms [20].

Perceived violation of such norms elicits gender policing which are discriminatory

responses intended to promote conformity and enforce gender role appearance and

bathroom use expectations [7, 16]. The current study sought to empirically

investigate the influence of gender appearance on participant discomfort about

public bathroom usage. Using a 2 9 2 9 2 within-subjects, experimental design

[19] this study investigated public reactions to gender appearance-congruent and

gender appearance-incongruent public bathroom use. The conditions varied by type

of bathroom (male or female) in the description, type of image shown (masculine or

feminine) and whether the condition contained a gender identity description (no
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description or transgender description). A total discomfort score served as the

dependent variable.

Using a theoretical framework that assumes expectations in public bathrooms are

an example of gender role social construction, and are maintained through gender

policing, the following sections will present empirical support for the basis of the

current study. Namely, the goal of the current study is to test the importance of

one’s gender appearance related to public reactions in bathrooms.

The Challenges of Public Bathroom Usage for Transgender Individuals

Despite some increasing recognition of the need for additional non-binary, gender

inclusive public bathrooms [26], most public bathrooms are explicitly designated for

either men or women. Numerous authors have discussed the highly oppressive

nature of this socially constructed system of sex-segregated bathrooms and the

possible implications for transgender individuals [7, 13, 16, 26]. As such, safe

public bathroom access is a pressing social justice concern for the transgender

community [9]. Most prior research in this regard suggests one’s gender appearance

and conformity with social gender performance expectations play a key role in the

transgender bathroom experience [2, 7, 16, 24, 26].

While the body of research specifically examining the transgender bathroom

experience is small, there are several consistent themes. First, the findings point to

the importance of one’s gender appearance in dealing with others in bathroom

spaces [2, 7, 9]. Second, this body of work documents the highly frequent nature of

gender policing that occurs when a person is perceived to be violating the

appearance norms of public bathroom use [2, 7, 9, 16, 24]. These themes highlight

how public bathroom spaces are places where an individual’s conformity to socially

constructed gender appearance expectations is enforced by those around them and

this policing is often violent, abusive, and denies transgender individuals access to

safe facilities [13].

The experience of gender policing in public bathrooms appears to be quite

common. The large scale National Transgender Discrimination Survey found high

numbers of transgender individuals reported denial of appropriate bathroom

facilities in schools, the workplace, and other settings to the degree that they were

harassed or dismissed from their employment [13]. According to another survey of

transgender and gender non-conforming individuals in the Washington DC area,

70% reported instances of being denied access, verbal harassment, and physical

assault in public bathrooms [16]. Similarly, in a survey of transgender individuals in

San Francisco, 63% reported denial of access and harassment at least once while

using public bathrooms [22].

Prior qualitative research with transgender participants also highlights the

importance of public perceptions and reactions to one’s gender appearance

[2, 7, 9, 20]. In one of the most comprehensive qualitative studies of transgender

bathroom experiences, Cavanagh [7] reported on the results of a 100 person

ethnographic interview of LGBTQ individuals. In the results, many interviewees

reported instances of gender policing in public bathrooms based on gender
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expression and appearance. These instances included harassment, forced removal

from bathroom spaces, and physical violence when a member of the public

perceived a violation of gender appearance expectations. For many transgender

participants in the ethnography, the public bathroom was a space where gender

conformity was regulated, typically on appearance alone [7]. As Cavanagh [7]

argues, the bathroom is a stage for negotiating, regulating, and enforcing gender

conformity and heteronormativity.

In similar work, Clark [9] found participants reported a wide range of gender

policing glances, comments, and actions directed at them which decreased feelings

of safety in public bathrooms. As a result, many participants reported a preference

for unisex, single stall bathrooms at all stages of gender transition out of fear for

safety in other bathroom situations [9]. Participants in this research also emphasized

the importance of ‘‘passing’’ in the bathroom, meaning the bathroom space becomes

a test of one’s gender appearance. If an individual does not ‘‘pass,’’ or look like the

appropriate gender for the designated bathroom, the participants described being

met with considerable gender policing behaviors from the public. This theme from

Clark’s results emphasizes the importance of one’s gender appearance, as how much

an individual conforms visually to expected gender norms determines the level of

safety in the public bathroom space [9].

In another qualitative study, Bender-Baird [2] discusses how sex-segregated

bathrooms potentially force transgender individuals into a daily and potentially life

threatening situation when they are to decide which bathroom to use. This choice

requires a self-surveillance of how they are presenting their gender that day and

what kind of reception they may receive in public bathrooms. Forced compliance

with gender norms is required or a person may face possible violence [2]. This

gender policing is typically dictated by one’s gender appearance and how others

perceive them in public bathrooms. Anecdotally, many transgender individuals

report using gender conforming techniques to improve their public bathroom

experience, such as borrowing a purse, making breasts more visible, or wearing a

prominent prosthetic penis to have more conformity in gender performance [2, 7].

Sex-Segregated Bathrooms as the Norm

The socially constructed gender norm of having sex-segregated bathrooms is rooted

in the discourse that women are inherently vulnerable and men are dangerous [35],

which often encourages the strict enforcement of the normed behaviors. As Overall

[26] discusses, the heteronormative belief that women’s bodies, genitals, and

bathroom behavior should be private and kept segregated from men is driven by

these views, however misguided. Other related arguments for maintaining sex-

segregated bathrooms include the notion that women are taught to value privacy and

they should maintain the ‘‘mystery’’ of their sexuality, bodies, and bodily functions.

Overall [26] notes that, sex-segregated toilets convey symbolic information about

what it means to be a woman or a man, exclusively in a binary system. They

represent, reinforce, and communicate assumptions about vulnerability, privacy,

safety, and the integrity of the body [26]. Despite this, the pervasive assumptions
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underlying the perceived need to have segregated bathrooms are rarely challenged

or critically examined.

Related to bathroom use for transgender individuals, opponents of transgender-

inclusive nondiscrimination laws use the strategy of leveraging the discomfort and

fears people have around bathroom safety and privacy to advance opposition to

transgender equality in public spaces. For example, using content analyses of

newspaper stories about transgender issues, Westbrook and Schilt [35] found a

heavy biological and genital focus in much of the coverage. There were many

articles propagating the idea of ‘‘penis panic,’’ in that women and children are

somehow at risk when an individual with a penis uses a bathroom designated for

women, regardless of that person’s gender identity. They note that theoretically,

when a so-called ‘‘improper body’’ enters this female-only space, fear dominates

reactions to this norm violation.

Implications of Gender Policing in Bathrooms

The public regulation of gender in public bathroom settings has numerous physical

and mental health implications for transgender individuals. This is a type of

minority stress which is defined as the chronic, potentially compounding,

environmental and psychosocial stress that comes from living in a heteronormative,

gender normative and transphobic culture [21].

A survey of transgender people in Virginia found respondents may avoid health

care services due to a lack of appropriate bathroom facilities [36]. Others have

become ill from avoiding bathrooms altogether when out in public, choosing instead

to wait, which risks possible kidney infections or gastrointestinal problems [26, 34].

In Herman’s study [26], 54% of respondents reported health problems such as

kidney infections and dehydration directly related to avoidance of public bathrooms.

In a 2002 survey conducted by the San Francisco Human Rights Commission,

nearly 50% of transgender respondents reported harassment or assault in a public

bathroom. The report stated that because of this, many transgender people avoided

public bathrooms altogether and developed health problems as a result [34].

In another study using data from the National Transgender Discrimination

Survey, responses from 2325 transgender individuals who were currently or had

previously attended a college or university were analyzed. Researchers found that

one-third of the transgender adults surveyed had suffered harassment, bullying, or

physical or sexual assault by other students and 13.8% had been similarly

victimized by college faculty or staff. Of note, 25% of the respondents reported

being denied access to bathrooms or other public facilities due to being transgender

or gender non-conforming. In fact, the threat of this type of gender policing was

such a pervasive problem that denial of access to bathrooms and other facilities was

significantly related to lifetime suicide attempts, even after controlling for

interpersonal victimization and other factors [30]. Using the minority stress model

outlined by Meyer [21], Herman [16] argues these experiences have a negative

impact on one’s mental health, self-perceptions, and cause an adverse hypervig-

ilance when dealing with others along with the physical health complications that

can arise from lack of access to bathroom facilities.
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Gender Differences in Public Perceptions

The present study also investigates the role of participant gender, specifically whether

men and women differ in their levels of discomfort when the social gender norms of

bathroom use are violated. While still at a beginning stage, prior research in this regard

has been mixed. There is some evidence to suggest men have more discomfort and

display more gender policing than women. For example, previous work has consistently

found males to be significantly more transphobic than females [5, 8, 11, 23, 25] and that

male violations of societal gender norms evoke stronger reactions than female

violations [15, 28]. This pattern is consistent with the antigay aggression literature,

which shows that men are more prone than women to aggress against gay men [27]

particularly for men with a strong masculine identity [10]. For example, transmen in

Clark’s [9] qualitative study discussed how ‘‘passing’’ as men was a critical concern in

the bathroom space and many expected violence to occur if their gender appearance

‘‘delivery’’ did not meet expectations. Their fears are not unfounded, as men who are

perceived as not masculine enough, too effeminate, or not heterosexual are at much

higher risk of hate crimes [12]. In another study using a college student sample, men’s

transgender prejudice was strongest toward a female-to-male person and most favorable

to a male-to female person, while women’s ratings did not differ [5].

However, Gerhardstein and Anderson’s work [11] using transsexual people found

the opposite pattern—women rated female-to-male targets as more attractive than

male-to-female targets, whereas men’s ratings did not differ. Other work has also

found women to exhibit high rates of gender policing in public bathrooms. For

example, Seelman [12] found transwomen are at the most risk of being denied

access to public bathrooms as compared to transmen. In this large scale analysis of

2772 respondents, perceptions of being a transwoman were predictive of denial of

access to bathrooms and housing on college campuses in particular. Seelman [12],

suggests these findings may be explained by the societal norm that assumes women

should be protected from potential male predators, and the pattern of questioning the

authenticity of transwomen as ‘‘true’’ women. This finding suggest that transwomen

face increased scrutiny in gendered spaces.

In another example, Browne [29] found the problems associated with using a

public bathroom to be a central theme among participants in small qualitative study

of gender non-conforming women. The women spoke of abusive and violent

reactions, mainly from other women, when their appearance was perceived as male

in designated public women’s bathrooms. This genderism, the hostile readings and

reactions to gender non-conforming individuals, was described as very oppressive

by the women in the study.

These mixed findings are seen in public discourse about transgender bathroom

use as well. Using a content analysis of user comments to online articles, Stones [3]

found cisgender men were more likely to raise concerns about the safety and privacy

of their cisgender female counterparts when a transwoman uses a female bathroom.

Whereas, cisgender female commenters were more likely to raise fears of sexual

deviants posing as transwomen in female bathrooms [3]. Regardless, both trends

point to the highly gendered nature of public perceptions of appearance, the social
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construction of these norms, and the frequency of gender policing to enforce gender

expectations. The mixed patterns related to the role of participant gender point to

the need for more research to understand gender related patterns in the perceptions

of transgender individuals.

Current Study Hypotheses

Taken together, this body of research provides preliminary evidence, mostly from

transgender individuals, that one’s gender appearance is important in public

bathrooms [2, 7, 9, 16, 29, 30]. It is theorized, based on these studies, that public

discomfort is higher when one’s appearance does not match the expectation of who

‘‘should’’ be using each bathroom. There may also be gender related patterns in

public reactions. The current study sought to empirically investigate the variables

related to public reaction in more detail.

The present study builds on the prior research in two important ways, by (1)

utilizing a non-transgender sample and (2) using an experimental design. First, most

prior research specific to public opinions regarding the importance of gender

appearance in bathrooms has been either qualitative or based on correlational survey

findings [2, 7, 13, 16, 29, 30]. Further, these studies typically focus on self-report

from transgender samples about their experiences. The current study utilized a non-

transgender, nation-wide sample to measure public reactions. Measurement using a

sample of the general public allows for more direct evidence of the bathroom

experiences transgender individuals have long been describing.

Second, this study employs an experimental design to investigate whether this

potential public bathroom bind exists, by testing the influence of gender appearance

and other variables on participant discomfort about public bathroom usage. Most

prior research on this topic have been either qualitative [2, 7, 9, 29] or relied on survey

findings [12, 13, 16, 30, 32]. Using an experimental design allows for controlled

testing of the role of specific variables that may influence public reaction. For this

study, the measurement of public discomfort was examined using a 2 9 29 2 within-

subjects design. The three independent variables in the analyses were:

• Type of Bathroom (Male or Female)

• Type of Image (Masculine or Feminine)

• Gender Identity Description (No description or Transgender description).

The present study investigated the following three hypotheses using a total

discomfort score as the dependent variable:

1. There will be a significant 2-way interaction between the variables: type of

bathroom and type of image, with the condition of a masculine image using a female

bathroom (gender appearance-incongruent) having the higher discomfort scores.

While it may be possible the analysis could demonstrate other significant 2-way

interactions, the authors chose to focus on the likely interaction between type of

bathroom and type of image, because this interaction highlights either gender

appearance-congruent or incongruent bathroom use. A significant interaction with
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these two variables of interest most directly addresses the assertion that image

congruence is important in public reactions.

2. There will be a significant 3-way interaction between type of bathroom, type of

image, and gender identity description, with the condition of feminine image

using a female bathroom with a gender identity description of transgender (i.e.:

transwoman who used to be male using a women’s bathroom) having the higher

discomfort scores.

This hypothesis was informed by prior research showing that much debate

about transgender bathroom use may involve public discomfort about a known

transgender individual, particularly a formerly birth assigned male, using a

women’s bathroom. The added variable of known transgender identity or no

description was meant to further investigate the complexity of the public

reaction to bathroom use. This hypothesis also reflects the theory that people are

most uncomfortable with men in women’s bathrooms out of a desire to protect

women from potentially predatory men, which could be the reaction if a known

transwoman is using the women’s bathroom.

3. Combining all gender appearance-congruent and incongruent conditions,

gender appearance-incongruent bathroom use (i.e. masculine images using a

female bathroom or vice versa) will have significantly higher discomfort scores

as compared to appearance-congruent bathroom use. The primary dilemma for

many transgender individuals is public reaction to gender incongruent

appearance in bathrooms. Hypothesis 3 is testing this idea, that gender

appearance-incongruent bathroom use will elicit significantly more discomfort

in participants.

Exploratory Research Question

The present study also sought to build on the mixed results related to whether or not

the gender of the observer plays a role in reactions in public bathrooms. Some

research suggests males may be more reactive and uncomfortable with gender

appearance-incongruent bathroom use, perhaps related to stricter masculine gender

roles [28]. However, there is also some evidence to suggest that females may be

more reactive and uncomfortable, possibly due to fear of ‘‘predatory men’’ in

women’s bathrooms [35]. To build on these discrepant prior findings, a 2 9 2

design was used to investigate the following gender-related exploratory research

question: Is there a significant interaction effect between gender of participant and

appearance-congruent or incongruent bathroom use in terms of discomfort scores?

Method

Participants

The sample consisted of 400 participants from a U.S. nationwide survey,

representing 45 states, drawn from Amazon Mechanical Turk (MTurk). The
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average participant age was 35.33 (SD = 12.68). The sample was 38% male, 61%

female, and 0.8% other. Although a majority of the sample identified as White

(79.5%), a number of participants also identified as Black (8.5%), Asian (8.5%),

American Indian or Alaskan Native (0.8%), or ‘‘other’’ (2.8%). Individuals in the

sample were heterosexual (85%), lesbian (3.5%), gay (1.3%), bisexual (9%), or

‘‘other’’ (1.5%).

While this sample cannot be said to be representative of the U.S. population, the

demographic characteristics of the participants are reasonably similar to those seen

in the general population in terms of racial/ethnic background. For instance, in the

2012 Current Population Survey drawn from the U.S. Census Bureau [17] 79.7% of

individuals in the US over age 18 are White, 12.1% are Black, and 8.2% are some

other race. Mturk samples tend to draw slightly younger participants than the

general U.S. population as the mean age of individuals over age 18 in the U.S. is

46.4 years of age [17], compared to 35.33 years of age in the present sample. In

terms of sexual orientation, the present sample has a slightly lower number of

heterosexual respondents compared to other population based, representative

samples such as the General Social Survey [33] which typically has around 95%

of respondents reporting a heterosexual orientation and 5% identifying in other non-

heterosexual categories. Although not completely representative, the sample

provides a reasonable pool of the ‘‘general public’’ similar to those a person may

expect to encounter in a public restroom.

Materials

Overall Survey

Participants completed an online survey in which they were exposed to a total of 8

conditions contained within the 2 9 2 9 2 design of the study. An experimental,

within- subjects design of this nature allows for higher levels of internal validity

while keeping the number of participants needed to a reasonable level [19]. The 8

conditions in the design varied by type of bathroom (male or female) in the

description, type of image shown (masculine or feminine) and whether the condition

contained a gender identity description (no description or transgender description).

In the survey, participants were first shown two masculine images and two

feminine images, and with each image were asked to respond to items measuring

discomfort. The images represented four gender categories, ‘‘Very Masculine,

Masculine, Very Feminine, and Feminine’’ (see Fig. 1). These images were pilot

tested prior to data collection to verify participants were perceiving them in the

desired manner. The final analyses combined the two feminine image scores and

combined the two male image scores to create two levels (Masculine or Feminine)

for the independent variable of type of image. In each condition participants were

asked to respond to four discomfort items on a Likert scale from 1 (strongly

disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). Example items include, ‘‘I would be uncomfort-

able with this person using the [men’s or women’s] bathroom in public places,’’ and

‘‘If this person were in a [men’s or women’s] bathroom in a public place, someone

should make them leave.’’ High scores indicate more public discomfort within the
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condition being presented. The four discomfort items were created based on the

theoretical foundation that gender appearance incongruent bathroom use would

likely be viewed as a norm violation and would elicit feelings of discomfort and

desire to engage in gender policing. The wording of the questions was deliberately

made to be simple, short, and reflective of the immediate affective and behavioral

responses typically seen when a strict gender norm is violated. A pilot test of the

survey indicated the items were eliciting responses in this anticipated pattern, so the

items were retained for the larger data collection.

Participants were then shown the same four photographs again, however this time

a description of each person was included directly below the image to manipulate

the independent variable of gender identity description (no description or

transgender description). Each caption indicated that the person was transgender

(i.e. Posted under the very feminine image, ‘‘This person goes by the name Jill. This

person was born a biological male at birth. Jill now lives as a woman and has

undergone medical and social steps to change gender.’’) Participants then responded

to the four discomfort questions again.

Images Displayed to Participants Ranging From Very Masculine to Very Feminine

Image 1:  Very Masculine Image 2:  Masculine

Image 3:  Feminine Image 4:  Very Feminine 

Fig. 1 Images displayed to participants ranging from very masculine to very feminine. The four images
presented to participants to manipulate the independent variable of type of image. Images and copyright
were purchased from Shutterstock.com. A manipulation check indicated participants correctly perceived
the images for the gender category each was meant to represent
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In each condition, the participants also rated their perception of the masculinity

or femininity of the image as a manipulation check. This 5 point Likert scale item

ranged from (1) very masculine to (5) very feminine. Later analysis indicated that

the images were accurately perceived. The order of presentation of the eight

conditions was counterbalanced to avoid order effects within the survey.

Demographic Questionnaire

A five item demographic questionnaire was also given to participants. The

demographic questionnaire included items on age, gender, race, state, and sexual

orientation of participants. This questionnaire was used to gather more information

about the demographic information of the sample.

Procedure

Participants were recruited using Amazon MTurk which is an online platform

designed to allow individuals to pay workers to complete ‘‘Human Intelligence

Tasks’’ (HITs) over the internet for a small fee [31]. MTurk has become a popular

venue for scholars to post surveys and online tasks used for research as respondents

often represent a more diverse and representative sample than when obtained

through traditional in-person collection means [4]. In the present study, the

researches sought to obtain a largely non-college student, regionally-diverse, adult-

population sample which was able to be gathered via MTurk.

Four headshot photos were purchased by the researchers from the photo company

Shutterstock. The images were meant to represent four gender categories, ‘‘Very

Masculine, Masculine, Very Feminine, and Feminine.’’ A preliminary version of the

survey was piloted on MTurk to evaluate the clarity of wording and to conduct a

manipulation check on the participants’ perceptions of the masculinity and

femininity of the images presented. The pilot test also allowed for verification of

the outcome measure items rating discomfort items as well. A total of 20 individuals

participated in the pilot study and were paid $0.20 for completing the survey.

Results from the pilot study indicated participants were correctly perceiving the

gendered nature of the images, ranging from very masculine to very feminine (see

Fig. 1). After correcting several small wording errors, the survey was opened for the

larger data collections.

MTurk participants were provided with eligibility requirements before choosing

to participate in the study. Respondents were required to (1) be 18 years or older

and (2) be in a U.S. location. Participants who met the criteria were told that they

would be paid $0.20 to rate pictures of people and provide their opinions on gender

related questions. Within the MTurk survey platform, the typical compensation rate

for participants is between $0.01 and $1.00 per survey [31]. As survey participants

often complete many surveys per day, and most surveys are easily completed in

only a few minutes, the $0.20 rate paid in this study is an average to above-average

compensation rate on MTurk.

Those who elected to complete the survey were invited to open a Qualtrics link to

the online survey which began with the informed consent. As described earlier, in a
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counterbalanced order, participants were shown the four photographs of people, and

asked to rate their opinions on gender appearance-congruent and gender appear-

ance-incongruent bathroom behavior (i.e. ‘‘If this person were in a men’s/women’s

bathroom in a public place, someone should make them leave.’’). Participants were

then shown the same four photographs again, however this time a description of

each person as transgender was included directly below the image. Participants then

rated their opinions on gender appearance-congruent and gender appearance-

incongruent bathroom behavior, using the same four items used in the no

description conditions.

Next, participants were asked to fill out a demographic questionnaire regarding

their age, gender, race, region, sexual orientation, and socioeconomic status. Upon

completion of all materials, participants were thanked for their time and

compensated $0.20 for their participation through the MTurk platform. All

participant data was then uploaded from Qualtrics to a statistical analysis program,

removing all MTurk identification numbers.

Results

The results of the analyses yielded several significant findings, all of which

demonstrate a consistent theme: The general public appears to prefer an individual

use the bathroom that is consistent with their gender appearance, even if the person

is known to be transgender.

The present study was a 2 9 2 9 2 within-subjects experimental design. The

three independent variables in the analyses were:

• Type of Bathroom (Male or Female)

• Type of Image (Masculine or Feminine)

• Gender Identity description (No description or Transgender description).

The dependent variable was a total discomfort score, the calculated total of 4

items. The totaled DV has a range from 4 to 20, with higher scores indicating more

discomfort. This design yields 8 total conditions.

First, a series of repeated measures ANOVAs were run to better understand the

main effects and interaction effects of the three independent variables on the

dependent variable of discomfort. The first, a 3-way repeated measures ANOVA,

indicated significant main effects for all three IVs on discomfort. The significant

main effect for type of bathroom, F(1, 388) = 33.34, p\ .001 (r = .02), shows

more discomfort in female bathroom conditions (M = 10.43, SD = .14) as

compared to male bathroom conditions (M = 9.91, SD = .14). The significant

main effect for type of image, F(1, 388) = 43.06, p\ .001 (r = .10), shows more

discomfort in the masculine conditions (M = 10.41, SD = .13) as compared to the

feminine conditions (M = 9.93, SD = .14). The significant main effect for gender

identity description, F(1, 388) = 10.67, p\ .001 (r = .07), shows more discomfort

in the transgender description conditions (M = 10.31, SD = .15) as compared to
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the no description conditions (M = 10.04, SD = .13), although this difference is

small.

However, the analysis also indicated several significant two-way interactions,

thus limiting any interpretation of the main effects alone. There was a significant

interaction for type of image 9 type of bathroom, F(1, 388) = 719.24, p\ .001

(r = .65), which supports the first hypothesis, that there will be a significant two-

way interaction with these two variables. This hypothesis also specifically predicted

that the masculine images using a female bathroom would have the highest

discomfort scores of the four possible conditions represented in this two-way

interaction. The means for each condition indicate this prediction was supported

with male image-female bathroom having the highest mean (M = 14.05,

SD = .22). The female image-male bathroom condition was next (M = 13.05,

SD = .23). The female image-female bathroom (M = 6.81, SD = .14) and male

image-male bathroom conditions (M = 6.78, SD = .15) were lower on discomfort.

Looking at the other possible two-way interactions, the interaction between type

of image 9 gender description was also significant F(1, 388) = 21.61, p\ .001

(r = .05). The interaction between type of bathroom 9 gender identity was not

significant.

However, the three way interaction of: type of image 9 type of bath-

room 9 gender identity description also showed a significant finding, F(1,

388) = 73.79, p\ .001 (r = .16). This indicates all three independent variables

impact discomfort in some related way. This finding supports the second hypothesis

of the study, that there will be a significant 3-way interaction between type of

bathroom, type of image, and gender identity description. This hypothesis also

specifically predicted that the condition of feminine image using a female bathroom

with a gender identity description of transgender (i.e.: transwoman who used to be

assigned male using a women’s bathroom) would have the higher discomfort scores.

The means for each condition indicate this prediction was not supported. Instead it

appears the condition of a no description-masculine image-female bathroom (i.e.:

man using a female bathroom, no transgender description) had the highest

discomfort scores (M = 14.58, SD = .23). The pattern in the means also points to a

trend involving more discomfort in conditions where the gender of the image is

incongruent with the gender of the bathroom (See Table 1). This is seen in both the

no description and transgender description conditions. However, the means for the

gender congruent conditions (image and bathroom are same gender) go up slightly

in the transgender description conditions, although they are still lower than the

gender incongruent conditions.

To further understand the exact nature of this three-way interaction, several

follow-up repeated measure ANOVAs were conducted to look for simple effects.

Given the pattern of means found in the three-way ANOVA, it was hypothesized

that the variable of gender identity description, whether the participant was told the

person was transgender or not, was potentially exerting a suppressing impact on the

effect of the interaction type of image 9 type of bathroom.

To examine this further, two subsequent repeated measure ANOVAs were

conducted to examine the type of image 9 type of bathroom interaction in the no

description conditions and in the transgender description conditions. These analyses
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indicated both interaction effects were significant. In the no description conditions,

type of image 9 type of bathroom had a significant interaction, F(1, 388) = 832.03,

p\ .001 (r = .67). In the transgender description conditions, type of image 9 type

of bathroom also had a significant interaction, F(1, 388) = 412.44, p\ .001

(r = .51). Examining the two effect sizes (no description, r = .67; transgender

description, r = .51) and reviewing the means for each condition (Table 1), shows

that the variable of gender identity description (no description or transgender

description) does appear to have a suppressive effect, in that when the transgender

description is provided, participants display slightly more discomfort in the image

and bathroom congruent conditions and slightly less discomfort in the image and

bathroom incongruent conditions. This is in comparison to the no description

conditions.

These follow-up ANOVA results support the idea that one’s gender appearance is

quite important in public discomfort around bathroom behavior. First, if a person’s

gender appearance is incongruent with their bathroom choice (i.e.: a masculine

appearance in a female bathroom), public discomfort is significantly higher than if

one’s gender appearance is congruent with their bathroom choice (i.e.: a masculine

appearance in a male bathroom). However, this interaction is impacted somewhat by

whether or not the person has a known transgender identity such that when the

transgender identity is known, people appear to have an increased discomfort in

image and bathroom congruent conditions and have discomfort in the image-

bathroom incongruent conditions as well. However, all of the gender-congruent

conditions (transgender or not) were still significantly lower in discomfort compared

to the gender-incongruent conditions (see Table 1). This finding means that when a

person is known to be transgender, public discomfort increases slightly in gender-

congruent bathroom use, but gender-incongruent bathroom use still yields the most

discomfort even with a known transgender identity.

Table 1 Mean discomfort

scores for the full ANOVA

2 9 2 9 2 design shown by

image-gender congruent and

incongruent bathroom use

conditions

Means and standard deviations

of discomfort scores for the

eight conditions in the study

ANOVA 2 9 2 9 2 Design-

IV#1: image (male/female);

IV#2: bathroom type (male/

female); IV#3: gender identity

description (no

description/transgender

description)

Condition M SD

Gender congruent bathroom use conditions

No gender identity description

Female image-female bathroom 6.12 2.75

Male image-male bathroom 6.19 2.94

Transgender description

Female image-female bathroom 7.50 3.92

Male image-male bathroom 7.37 3.76

Gender incongruent bathroom use conditions

No gender identity description

Female image-male bathroom 13.26 4.94

Male image-female bathroom 14.58 4.71

Transgender description

Female image-male bathroom 12.84 4.83

Male image-female bathroom 13.51 4.72
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Relatedly, the third hypothesis in the study was as follows, combining all gender

appearance-congruent and incongruent conditions, gender appearance-incongruent

bathroom use (i.e. masculine images using a female bathroom or vice versa) will

have significantly higher discomfort scores as compared to appearance-congruent

bathroom use. For this analysis all of the conditions in which the type of image and

type of bathroom were incongruent (i.e.: masculine image-female bathroom) were

combined and all image-bathroom congruent conditions were also combined to

create a new variable: appearance congruence. This variable had two levels,

appearance-incongruent or appearance-congruent. The total discomfort scores of the

combined conditions served as the dependent variable. A T test indicated a

significant difference on discomfort between gender-incongruent (M = 54.35) and

gender-congruent (M = 27.29) conditions, with more discomfort in gender-

incongruent bathroom use, t(785) = -25.87, p\ .01. As such, the third hypothesis

of the study, gender appearance-incongruent bathroom use (i.e. masculine images

using a female bathroom or vice versa) will have significantly higher discomfort

scores as compared to appearance-congruent bathroom use, was supported.

Taken together, these findings indicate gender appearance-incongruent bathroom

use results in significantly higher public discomfort than gender appearance-

congruent situations. In other words, people become uncomfortable when someone

who looks female uses the male bathroom or vice versa. This is especially the case

when the public is not informed of one’s gender identity (no description conditions

in the present study). This represents the most common scenario in public bathroom

situations, where strangers are meeting in brief encounters and it is unlikely one

would disclose if they are transgender or not. Although these results point to a

finding that when a person is known to be transgender there is more public

discomfort with gender-congruent bathroom use as well, gender appearance-

incongruent bathroom use still results in more public discomfort.

Exploratory Analyses

The present study also sought to explore if there are possible observer gender

differences in levels of discomfort in gender appearance-congruent or incongruent

bathroom use. As prior research was limited and showed mixed results, an

exploratory 2 9 2 mixed factor ANOVA was conducted. The two IVs were: (1)

Gender of participant (M/F) and (2) Gender appearance congruence (congruent or

incongruent bathroom use). As was done for hypothesis three, all of the conditions

in which the type of image and type of bathroom were incongruent (i.e.: masculine

image-female bathroom) were combined and all image-bathroom congruent

conditions were also combined to create the variable of appearance congruence.

The total discomfort scores of the combined conditions served as the dependent

variable. The ANOVA indicated a main effect for both gender (F(1, 384) = 5.78,

p\ .05, r = .01) and congruence (F(1, 384) = 662.98, p\ .001, r = .63) but no

significant interaction effect (F(1, 384) = 2.60, p = .10). A look at the means

associated with the main effects indicates first, for the main effect of gender, that

men report more discomfort than women in all conditions (See Table 2). Second,

for the main effect of the variable congruence, gender-incongruent bathroom use
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has higher levels of discomfort than gender-congruent bathroom use for both men

and women (See Table 2).

These findings again demonstrate the importance of one’s appearance as it relates

to choice of bathroom, with discomfort being significantly higher in incongruence

situations. These findings also provide evidence that men have significantly more

discomfort than women. However, the non-significant interaction effect provides

evidence that these two variables together do not impact discomfort scores.

Discussion

The set of findings in the present study builds on prior research and suggests the

general public appears to prefer an individual use the bathroom that is consistent

with their gender appearance. This is the case even if the person is known to be

transgender. These findings provide validation for the theoretical framework that

assumes expectations in public bathrooms are an example of gender role social

construction and one’s gender appearance is critical when interacting with others in

such spaces in order to avoid gender policing.

These findings also substantiate prior qualitative and quantitative research in

which transgender participants indicated gender appearance was a critical factor in

how those around them would react in public bathrooms [2, 35]. For example, the

participants in Cavanagh’s [7] ethnography discussed how public reactions in public

bathrooms ranged from avoidance, inquisition, hostility, to violence. Others

described how accessing a public bathroom is one of the most difficult experiences

of their day because of public reactions to their appearance [7]. This body of prior

research on the gender related bathroom experiences of transgender individuals

consistently points to the importance of one’s gender appearance in a public

bathroom when dealing with others’ reactions [2, 7, 9, 16, 22, 30].

However, the current research directly measures reaction from non-transgender

members of the public and provides data to confirm what transgender individuals

have been voicing about their experiences, using an experimental methodology.

Table 2 Mean discomfort scores for image-gender congruent and incongruent bathroom use conditions

by gender of participant

Condition M SD

Gender congruent bathroom use conditions

Male participants 29.89 13.00

Female participants 25.53 9.62

Gender incongruent bathroom use conditions

Male participants 54.91 17.45

Female participants 53.89 17.36

Accounting for missing data and 3 participants who did not identify as male or female, the sample size for

this analysis was n = 386
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Although the present sample is not truly representative, it is a sizable sample from

around the United States with features of the average person a transgender

individual would encounter in a public bathroom. The significant interaction

between the type of image and type of bathroom provides direct evidence that it

matters what one looks like in a public bathroom in terms of onlooker discomfort.

This interaction and a review of the pattern of means also show people are most

uncomfortable with someone of a masculine appearance in a female bathroom,

which builds on previous research that found discomfort seems to be rooted in fear,

and organized around the common societal beliefs that women are inherently

vulnerable and men are dangerous [35]. These beliefs may create specific gender

policing behaviors in public bathrooms, namely the pervasive societal discourse that

male appearing individuals should not use female bathrooms.

These findings also lend empirical support to the idea that any forced mandate

that dictates a person use the bathroom of their birth certificate sex, without regard

to gender appearance, will place transgender and/or other gender appearance non-

conforming individuals in a situation where they are likely to face negative

reactions from those around them. All of the gender appearance-incongruent

conditions within the study had strikingly higher discomfort scores than appearance-

congruent conditions. This finding is consistent whether the observer is male or

female, regardless of the gender pattern of the incongruence, and even when a

person is known to be transgender. Participants reported high levels of discomfort

when the person’s image did not match the gender of the bathroom. Prior research

has shown that this discomfort can turn into a range of behaviors such as

harassment, bathroom denial, assault and violence [9, 16, 34] which highlights the

seriousness of the bind that so called bathroom bills create. One has to choose

between breaking the law and risking arrest, or facing potentially highly unsafe

conditions in the other bathroom. In this respect, the current findings underscore the

pressing social justice concerns in any gender related bathroom legislation.

It is also of note that often the stated intent behind so-called ‘‘bathroom bills’’ is

to enhance women’s safety and comfort in bathroom spaces. However, the current

findings suggest women’s discomfort is dictated by their perception of one’s gender

appearance, regardless if they know the person is transgender or not. In this way,

this type of law could have a reverse impact that what was intended if transmen,

who potentially appear masculine despite their birth sex assignment, are forced by

law to still use a women’s bathroom. Based on the current data, in these instances

women are quite uncomfortable because the person’s appearance suggests ‘‘man’’

despite what a birth certificate may indicate.

Limitations

While the current study contributes new knowledge to the understanding of public

expectations regarding the gendered use of bathrooms, some limitations should be

considered. First, while this study aimed to empirically investigate the potential

double bind of ‘‘bathroom bills’’ for gender diverse individuals, our research design

rested on a gender binary framework using masculine and feminine photographs and

asking questions related to ‘‘men’s’’ and ‘‘women’s’’ bathrooms. Although the
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results support the idea that one’s appearance impacts public perception of

bathroom usage, these findings do not fully address the experience of those who are

gender neutral, gender queer, androgynous, or do not otherwise identify in a gender

binary framework. While most gender diverse individuals are adversely impacted by

sex-segregated bathrooms, the findings relate most directly to those who choose to

or can ‘‘pass’’ within the binary system. It is acknowledged that sex-segregated

bathrooms are likely oppressive to many other gender binary non-conforming

individuals and that those experiences are not fully captured in the present study.

The controlled, experimental design of the current study does not provide

information about the relationship between self-reported discomfort measured here

and actual real-life behavior. While participants reported high levels of discomfort

to gender incongruent bathroom use, we are not able to draw conclusions about how

this discomfort would translate into actual reactions in a public bathroom. Although

most past transgender participants report frequent episodes of gender policing

occurring in bathrooms [7, 16, 26, 30], more research is needed to fully understand

the psychological mechanisms that shift an affective response into a behavioral

response. While the experimental design of the present study increased internal

validity (control of variables), an acknowledged drawback is the decrease in

external validity in regard to understanding real life behavioral responses [19].

In addition, although the use of Mturk for data collection has garnered much

empirical support in recent years [4] it does pose some limitations. Mturk samples

are not fully representative of the general population, although they have been found

to often be more diverse than samples from college campuses [31]. In addition,

some question whether Mturk participant attention is compromised due to the

compensation system; however, in our study the results from the manipulation

check revealed participant attention was maintained throughout the protocol.

Additionally, [6] some research suggests Mturk participants are more attentive than

other common convenience samples such as college students.

Finally, the within-subjects design in this study could have resulted in carry over

effects, order effects, or fatigue [19]. We attempted to address these concerns by

counterbalancing the conditions throughout the study. No significant differences in

responses were seen between the counterbalanced conditions. Given the number of

variables and conditions in the study, the efficiency of a within-subjects design was

desirable despite these limitations.

Conclusion and Future Directions

In conclusion, these findings demonstrate the double bind faced by transgender

individuals when legislation such as North Carolina’s HB-2 is enacted. Although

HB-2 was eventually repealed, the gender issues it raised continue to be quite

pressing. Participants in this study expressed the greatest amount of discomfort with

gender-incongruent bathroom use even with a known transgender identity.

Consistent with social construction theory, these results indicate the importance

often placed on appearance in relation to public bathroom usage [20]. It follows that

harmful gender policing behaviors are most likely in cases of gender-incongruent or
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gender-nonconforming bathroom usage. This double-bind may result in dangerous

minority stress which could result in harmful mental and physical health effects,

including suicide [30].

Also, empirically supported knowledge is critical toward presenting counterar-

guments to transgender discriminatory legislation, such as North Carolina’s HB-2.

More research is needed to understand the complexity of predictors in observer

reactions in public bathrooms, which could better inform public policy and future

legislation. For example, such research could inform safety measures in bathrooms

for gender diverse individuals. There is also a need for more empirical research to

support social justice grassroots movements. Such movements seek reform the

current public bathroom system in the U.S. and promote less oppressive and more

inclusive options. Ultimately, this study points to the need for continued societal

efforts to create more flexibility within and outside of the gender binary, including

more awareness and support for inclusive public bathrooms.

Compliance with Ethical Standards

Conflict of interest The authors declares that they have no conflict of interest.

Ethical Approval All procedures performed in studies involving human participants were in accordance

with the ethical standards of the institutional and/or national research committee and with the 1964

Helsinki declaration and its later amendments or comparable ethical standards.

Informed Consent Informed consent was obtained from all individual participants included in the study.

References

1. Archibald, C. J. (2016). Transgender bathroom rights. Duke Journal of Gender Law & Policy, 24,

1–31.

2. Bender-Baird, K. (2015). Peeing under surveillance: bathrooms, gender policing, and hate violence.

Gender, Place & Culture, 23(7), 983–988. doi:10.1080/0966369x.2015.1073699.

3. Browne, K. (2004). Genderism and the bathroom problem: (Re)materialising sexed sites, (re)creating

sexed bodies. Gender, Place & Culture, 11(3), 331–346. doi:10.1080/0966369042000258668.

4. Buhrmester, M., Kwang, T., & Gosling, S. D. (2011). Amazon’s Mechanical Turk a new source of

inexpensive, yet high-quality, data? Perspectives on Psychological Science, 6(1), 3–5. doi:10.1177/

1745691610393980.

5. Carroll, L., Güss, D., Hutchinson, K. S., & Gauler, A. A. (2012). How do U.S. students perceive trans

persons? Sex Roles, 67(9–10), 516–527. doi:10.1007/s11199-012-0193-8.

6. Casler, K., Bickel, L., & Hackett, E. (2013). Separate but equal? A comparison of participants and

data gathered via Amazon’s MTurk, social media, and face-to-face behavioral testing. Computers in

Human Behavior, 29(6), 2156–2160. doi:10.1016/j.chb.2013.05.009.

7. Cavanagh, S. L. (2010). Queering bathrooms: Gender, sexuality, and the hygienic imagination.

Toronto: University of Toronto Press.

8. Ceglian, C. M. P., & Lyons, N. N. (2004). Gender type and comfort with cross-dressers. Sex Roles,

50(7–8), 539–546. doi:10.1023/B:SERS.0000023073.99146.2d.

9. Clark, C. R. (2011). Rethinking gendered spaces: Bathrooms and safe access for trans people

(Master’s thesis). Retrieved from http://csusdspace.calstate.edu/handle/10211.9/1054.

10. Cohn, A., & Zeichner, A. (2006). Effects of masculine identity and gender role stress on aggression

in men. Psychology of Men & Masculinity, 7(4), 179–190. doi:10.1037/1524-9220.7.4.179.

11. Gerhardstein, K. R., & Anderson, V. N. (2010). There’s more than meets the eye: Facial appearance

and evaluations of transsexual people. Sex Roles, 62(5–6), 361–373. doi:10.1007/s11199-010-9746-x.

Gend. Issues

123

http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/0966369x.2015.1073699
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/0966369042000258668
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1745691610393980
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1745691610393980
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11199-012-0193-8
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2013.05.009
http://dx.doi.org/10.1023/B:SERS.0000023073.99146.2d
http://csusdspace.calstate.edu/handle/10211.9/1054
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/1524-9220.7.4.179
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11199-010-9746-x


12. Gordon, A. R., & Meyer, I. H. (2007). Gender nonconformity as a target of prejudice, discrimination,

and violence against LGB individuals. Journal of LGBT Health Research, 3(3), 55–71. doi:10.1080/

15574090802093562.

13. Grant, J. M., Mottet, L. A., Tanis, J., Harrison, J., Herman, J. L., & Keisling, M. (2011). Injustice at

every turn: A report of the national transgender discrimination survey. Washington DC: National

Center for Transgender Equality and National Gay and Lesbian Task Force.

14. Hauser, D. J., & Schwarz, N. (2016). Attentive Turkers: MTurk participants perform better on online

attention checks than do subject pool participants. Behavior Research Methods, 48(1), 400–407.

doi:10.3758/s13428-015-0578-z.

15. Helgeson, V. S. (2012). Psychology of gender (4th ed.). Upper Saddle River, N.J.: Pearson/Prentice

Hall.

16. Herman, J. L. (2013). Gendered restrooms and minority stress: The public regulation of gender and

its impact on transgender people’s lives. Journal of Public Management and Social Policy, 19(1),

65–80.

17. Hill, D. B., & Willoughby, B. L. B. (2005). The development and validation of the genderism and

transphobia scale. Sex Roles, 53, 531–544. doi:10.1007/s11199-005-7140.

18. Human Rights Campaign (2016). Anti-transgender legislation spreads nationwide, bills, targeting

transgender children surge. Retrieved from: http://hrc/files/assets/resources/HRC-Anti-Trans-Issue-

Brief-FINAL-REV2.pdf.

19. Lammers, W. J., & Badia, P. (2005). Fundamentals of behavioral research. Belmont, CA:

Wadsworth.

20. Lorber, J. (1991). Sex and gender. In J. Lorber & S. A. Farrell (Eds.), The social construction of

gender (pp. 309–321). Newbury Park, CA: Sage.

21. Meyer, I. H. (2003). Prejudice, social stress, and mental health in lesbian, gay, and bisexual popu-

lations: Conceptual issues and research evidence. Psychological Bulletin, 129(5), 674–697. doi:10.

1037/0033-2909.129.5.674.

22. Minter, S., & Daley, C. (2003). Trans realities: A legal needs assessment of San Francisco’s

transgender communities. San Francisco: National Center for Lesbian Rights and Transgender Law

Center.

23. Nagoshi, J. L., Adams, K. A., Terrell, H. K., Hill, E. D., Brzuzy, S., & Nagoshi, C. T. (2008). Gender

differences in correlates of homophobia and transphobia. Sex Roles, 59(7–8), 521–531. doi:10.1007/

s11199-008-9458-7.

24. Namaste, K. (1996). Genderbashing: Sexuality, gender and the regulation of public space. Envi-

ronment and Planning D: Society and Space, 14, 221–240. doi:10.1068/d140221.

25. Norton, A. T., & Herek, G. M. (2013). Heterosexuals’ attitudes toward transgender people: Findings

from a national probability sample of U.S. adults. Sex Roles, 68(11–12), 738–753. doi:10.1007/

s11199-011-0110-6.

26. Overall, C. (2007). Public toilets: Sex segregation revisited. Ethics and the Environment, 12(2),

71–91. doi:10.2979/ete.2007.12.2.71.

27. Parrott, D. J., & Zeichner, A. (2005). Effects of sexual prejudice and anger on physical aggression

toward gay and heterosexual men. Psychology of Men and Masculinity, 6, 3–17. doi:10.1037/1524-

9220.6.1.3.

28. Schrock, D., & Schwalbe, M. (2009). Men, masculinity, and manhood acts. Annual Review of

Sociology, 35, 277–295. doi:10.1146/annurev-soc-070308-115933.

29. Seelman, K. L. (2014). Transgender individuals’ access to college housing and bathrooms: Findings

from the National Transgender Discrimination Survey. Journal of Gay & Lesbian Social Services,

26(2), 186–206. doi:10.1080/10538720.2014.891091.

30. Seelman, K. L. (2016). Transgender adults’ access to college bathrooms and housing and the rela-

tionship to suicidality. Journal of Homosexuality, 63(10), 1378–1399. doi:10.1080/00918369.2016.

1157998.

31. Smith, T. W., Marsden, P. V., & Hout, M. (2015). General Social Surveys, 1972–2014: Cumulative

codebook. Chicago: National Data Program for the Social Sciences Series.

32. Stones, R. J. (2017). Which gender is more concerned about transgender women in female bath-

rooms? Gender Issues, 34(3), 275–291. doi:10.1007/s12147-016-9181-6.

33. United States Census Bureau. (2012). Current Population Survey. Retrieved from: http://www.

census.gov/cps/data/cpstablecreator.html.

34. Vade, D. (2002). Gender Neutral Bathroom Survey. Retrieved from: http://archive.srlp.org/files/

documents/toolkit/gnb_survey.pdf.

Gend. Issues

123

http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/15574090802093562
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/15574090802093562
http://dx.doi.org/10.3758/s13428-015-0578-z
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11199-005-7140
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.129.5.674
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.129.5.674
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11199-008-9458-7
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11199-008-9458-7
http://dx.doi.org/10.1068/d140221
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11199-011-0110-6
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11199-011-0110-6
http://dx.doi.org/10.2979/ete.2007.12.2.71
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/1524-9220.6.1.3
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/1524-9220.6.1.3
http://dx.doi.org/10.1146/annurev-soc-070308-115933
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/10538720.2014.891091
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/00918369.2016.1157998
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/00918369.2016.1157998
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s12147-016-9181-6
http://www.census.gov/cps/data/cpstablecreator.html
http://www.census.gov/cps/data/cpstablecreator.html
http://archive.srlp.org/files/documents/toolkit/gnb_survey.pdf
http://archive.srlp.org/files/documents/toolkit/gnb_survey.pdf


35. Westbrook, L., & Schilt, K. (2014). Doing gender, determining gender. Gender & Society, 28(1),

32–57. doi:10.1177/0891243213503203.

36. Xavier, J., Honnold, J. A., & Bradford, J. (2007). The health, health-related needs, and lifecourse

experiences of transgender Virginians. Virginia: Virginia HIV Community Planning Committee and

Virginia Department of Health.

Gend. Issues

123

http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0891243213503203

	Public Discomfort with Gender Appearance-Inconsistent Bathroom Use: The Oppressive Bind of Bathroom Laws for Transgender Individuals
	Abstract
	Introduction
	The Challenges of Public Bathroom Usage for Transgender Individuals
	Sex-Segregated Bathrooms as the Norm
	Implications of Gender Policing in Bathrooms

	Gender Differences in Public Perceptions
	Current Study Hypotheses
	Exploratory Research Question

	Method
	Participants
	Materials
	Overall Survey
	Demographic Questionnaire

	Procedure

	Results
	Exploratory Analyses

	Discussion
	Limitations

	Conclusion and Future Directions
	References




