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Abstract
This paper is the result of a research that evaluated the levels of prejudice against sexual and gender minorities within 28 Brazilian
public schools. The research considered a sample of 413 teachers, 97 employees, and 1829 students from 28 public high schools,
located in four Brazilian states: Rio Grande do Sul, Minas Gerais, Ceará, and Pernambuco. All of them answered a questionnaire
on sociodemographic data, the revised version of the Prejudice Against Sexual and Gender Diversity scale. The resulting analysis
highlighted that religious individuals and followers of the Neo-Pentecostal church in the three study groups presented higher
levels of prejudice than the other groups involved. All groups that have done previous training in the subject of prejudice
presented inferior scores to those that had not done. Individuals that stated they have gay man, lesbian woman, travestis persons,
or transsexual persons as friends, relatives, and acquaintances in the groups of teachers and students presented a lower level of
prejudice compared to those who did not have relationships with people with these characteristics. Our results suggest the need
for methodological changes in schools so that institutions can prepare their curriculum and their pedagogical practices consid-
ering the current multiple existing sexual and gender orientations.
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Introduction

LGBT Prejudice in Brazil

Brazil is the country with the highest number of murders mo-
tivated by homophobia and transphobia (Borges & Meyer,

2008). According to data from the Report for Homophobic
Violence in Brazil (Secretaria de Direitos Humanos da
Presidência da República, 2018), the Brazilian Federal
Government registered 1876 crimes motivated by homopho-
bia and transphobia in 2016.

A survey published in 2009 by the Ministry of Health of
Brazil with 18,500 students, mothers, parents, directors, and
teachers pointed out that more than 90% of the respondents
demonstrated biased attitudes toward non-heterosexual indi-
viduals (Mazzon, 2009). Another study conducted byABGLT
(2016), with a sample of 1016 Brazilian students between 13
and 21 years old, indicated that school environment is per-
ceived as threatening and violent for LGBT (lesbian woman,
gay man, bisexual, and transgender person) teenagers.
Seventy-three percent of LGBT students reported having suf-
fered verbal violence as a result of their sexual orientation.
This percentage was the worst among the countries participat-
ing in the survey, followed by Argentina, Peru, and Colombia.
More than 25% of students reported avoiding wearing certain
clothes (30.6%) and a fifth reported avoiding sports facilities
or institutions of the educational institution (22.1%). In addi-
tion, 60.2% reported feeling insecure in the educational insti-
tution last year because of their sexual orientation while
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42.8% reported feeling the same insecurity because of the way
they expressed their gender.

Based on the research results herein analyzed, the initial
hypothesis indicates that men have higher levels of prejudice
against sexual and gender minorities than women. Also, the
international studies appoint that certain religions have higher
rates of prejudice than other religions. On average, heterosexual
men express less comfort with sexual minorities and more neg-
ative attitudes toward sexual minorities than heterosexual wom-
en (Herek, 2002; Herek & Gonzalez-Rivera, 2006). In relation
to religions, there are also an expressive number of studies that
discuss the associations between sexual prejudice and religion
(Herek, 1994; Whitley, 2009), showing that homosexuality and
sexual minority individuals seem to evoke a bad representation
to certain religions, even when compared to acts that are not
accepted such as divorce (Herek & McLemore, 2013).

Empirical studies measuring prejudice against sexual and
gender minorities in Brazilian schools are limited in both
number and scope (Costa et al., 2015b; Costa & Nardi,
2015). Even though these surveys have repercussions in a
context-dependent manner and analyzed in given place and
social experience, they help to compose a framework on the
subject in Brazil. Research about prejudice against sexual and
gender minorities seems to be relevant in contributing to
change Brazilian social reality in this field.

Defining Prejudice

Prejudice is a positive or negative attitude directed at a group
of people, or directly at the people who are part of it, which
creates or maintains a hierarchical status relationship
(Dovidio, Hewstone, Glick, & Esses, 2010). It is formed ac-
cording to stereotypes present in certain cultures in order to
justify and maintain social inequalities. According to Herek
(2016), prejudice is a social conception, which can be trans-
lated into a sexual stigma (relating to homosexual people,
bisexual, or heterosexuals) or a gender stigma (relating to
transsexual persons, transgender persons, and travestis per-
sons), which manifests in different forms in aggressors and
victims. Travesti is a Brazilian culturally specific transgender
identity—designated male at birth, but who affirms female
gender identity, in general, with no genital modification
(Barbosa, 2013). Victims, apart from being subject to discrim-
ination (felt stigma), also incorporate a negative model of
themselves, manifested in negative attitudes that may be asso-
ciated with negative mental health (Hatzenbuehler, 2009;
Meyer, 2003).

Brazilian society is defined by heterosexism, cissexism,
and genderism. Heterosexism is a belief system that defines
heterosexuality more valuable than homosexuality/bisexuali-
ty. Cissexism is a social belief that discriminates those who do
not identify themselves with the sex given at birth. Genderism
is a cultural belief that disseminates negative judgments of

everyone who do not conform to sociocultural expectations of
gender (woman or man). Those expressions propose to establish
rules for sexual orientation and gender identity—sexual attraction
must be directed exclusively to the opposite sex and gender
identity must necessarily be linearly constructed according to
the sex designated at birth (Morin, 1977; Hill & Willoughby,
2005; Bilodeau, 2007; Jourian, 2015; Serano, 2016).

Brief Notes About Brazilian Educational History

Schools should ensure a space where young people can make
their first social interactions beyond the gaze of their families,
learning to compose unique perceptions about the world and
themselves. They can transform society, helping to create an
inclusive and safe space for learning (Borges &Meyer, 2008).

Currently, the 9th world economy (IMF, 2018), Brazil is a
Latin American, Portuguese-speaking country, colonized by
Portugal in the sixteenth century. The first public education
institution was built in the city of Salvador in 1549, byManuel
da Nóbrega, a Portuguese Jesuit priest, head of the first Jesuit
mission to the land. Right after their arrival, colonizers began
imposing the European culture original people in the land: the
children of families involved in the cultivation of sugar cane
began to receive humanistic education (learning about art,
painting, poetry, and literature in general), and the indigenous
(native people) and African people, the latter trafficked from
Africa as slaves, were forced to follow the Catholic faith
(Cunha & Barbosa, 2015). Brazilian education remains
marked by religious doctrine until now (de Almeida, 2014).
An example of this is the 2017Brazilian SupremeCourt ruling
reaffirming that public schools could have religious classes
even though attendance is not mandatory.

Following the enactment of the 1988 Federal Constitution,
a series of changes occurred in the education legal frame.
Initially, sexuality was treated in biology classes with a purely
biological approach (Quirino & Rocha, 2012). In the 1990s,
schools’ main concern was with sexually transmitted disease
prevention. The creation of the National Curricular
Parameters (NCPs), which are guidelines developed by the
Brazilian Federal Government to guide professors, school
principals, and educators in general through the Brazilian ed-
ucational system (promoting discussions, orientations, and ed-
ucational recommendations), made possible for the topic of
sexuality be approached in the initial years as a way of reduc-
ing the violence caused by prejudice (Palma, Piason, Manso,
& Strey, 2015).

In addition to the NPCs, other post-Constitution rules
should be cited: (i) National Education Guidelines and Bases
Law (Law 9394/96), (ii) National Human Rights Program II,
(iii) National Rights Education Plan Human Rights, (iv)
National Plan of Policies for Women, and (v) Brazil Without
Homophobia Program—guidelines and bases of national ed-
ucation with the aim of guaranteeing equality and respect for
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minorities, fairness, women’s autonomy, and social justice
(Borges & Meyer, 2008). Other important programs launched
in Brazil in recent years were Health and Prevention in
Schools, developed jointly between the Ministry of
Education and Health, the United Nations Educational,
Scientific and Cultural Organization (UNESCO), the United
Nations Fund for the United Nations Children’s Fund
(UNICEF), and the United Nations Population Fund
(UNFPA) all aiming to integrate health and education (ap-
proaching topics such as sexually transmitted infections and
teenage pregnancies) among young students aged 10 to
24 years old (Mello, Freitas, Pedrosa, & Brito, 2012).

The “Brazil Without Homophobia” program, launched by
the Federal Government in 2004, focused in combating vio-
lence and prejudice against sexual and gender minorities. In
2011, an agreement signed by the National Fund for the
Development of Education (FNDE) prepared pedagogical ma-
terial (“Educational Kit Against Homophobia”) that would be
distributed to public education institutions throughout Brazil.
UNESCO had expressed support for the project when it stated
that it would contribute to the reduction of stigma and discrim-
ination, as well as to the promotion of equality and quality
education. However, conservative sectors of society with rep-
resentation in the National Congress were able to block the
distribution of these materials (Mello et al., 2012).

Religious conservatism in Brazil was also responsible for
the non-validation of topics involving sexual and gender mi-
norities in educational institutions in the last National
Education Plan (PNE), which determines strategies and guide-
lines on Brazilian educational policy every decade. According
to the Brazilian Basic Educational Guidelines Law, since
1996, the responsibility of schools should go beyond the clas-
sical curriculum. They must promote actions aimed at the
citizenship of their students and support the promotion of
democratic experiences through curricular policies for an ed-
ucation that is inclusive and potentially open to cultural diver-
sity (Mello et al., 2012).

In practice, however, the curricular proposals and edu-
cational policies of schools usually end up reproducing
social patterns derived from the disciplinary and norma-
tive logic, legitimizing power relations and hierarchy, si-
lencing in situations of violence reported by LGBT stu-
dents (Palma et al., 2015). Brazilian educational policies
aligned with a normative culture, classify as out of the
context those who do not consider themselves heterosex-
ual, generate an often hostile and prejudiced environment
(Unesco, 2015).

Research Goals

The main objective of the present study was to investigate
prejudice toward gender and sexual minorities (GenSex preju-
dice) in Brazilian public high schools using a psychometrically

valid instrument and representative sample. Although re-
searches on this subject are frequent in the international scien-
tific scenario, in Brazil, they are scarce. We were interested in
identifying a broad range of variables that predict anti-LGBT
prejudice. To achieve this goal, we worked with a relevant
number of variables, such as sexual orientation, gender, and
religiosity and the scientific literature points out that those var-
iables are the most associated with prejudice against sexual and
gender minorities (Herek & McLemore, 2013).

Method

Participants

A sample of 2784 people (485 teachers, 126 employees, and
2173 students) participated in the study. The average age of
the participants was 22.69 (40.07 for teachers, 40.33 for em-
ployees, and 17.83 for students), ranging from 13 to 67 years
old. Most participants declared themselves to be heterosexual
(91.80%). A total of 30.90% of people identified themselves
as male and 69.10% as female. The characteristics of the sam-
ple can be found in Table 1.

Instruments

Sociodemographic Variables and Psychosocial Characteristics

Participants answered questions related to sociodemographic
information about the Brazilian state where the school was
located, age, gender (female, male, or other), sexual orienta-
tion (heterosexual, non-heterosexual, or I do not know), place
of residence (urban or rural), place of work/study (urban or
rural), level of education, social class (approximate monthly
family income) (A = R$ 9263/US$ 3000; B = R$ 5241/US$
1600; C = R$ 1685/US$ 535; D/E = R$ 776/US$ 246 –
Exchange Rate verified on 07/19/2017, according to the
Brazilian Association of Research Companies - ABEP,
2011). Participants were asked if they had a religion. Those
who answered affirmatively were asked about which religion
they belonged to and their religious attendance. They were
asked about access to information in their residence—mea-
sured by five questions related to the consumption of radio,
newspapers, magazines, internet, and television if they had
already participated in any training, class, or related course
on gender identity, sexuality, and sexual diversity. Finally,
they were asked if they had friends, relatives, and acquain-
tances who were gay man, lesbian woman, travestis persons,
or transsexual persons. Those who answered affirmatively
were asked about the degree of relationship with these
people.

431Sex Res Soc Policy (2020) 17:429–441



Prejudice Against Sexual and Gender Diversity

A questionnaire of 16 items investigated GenSex prejudice
(Costa, Bandeira, & Nardi, 2015a), although there is also a
revised version of this instrument (Costa, Machado, Bandeira,
& Nardi, 2016). Participants were consulted about their atti-
tudes (beliefs, feelings, and behaviors) toward gay man, les-
bian woman, travesti, transgender person, and gender non-
conforming people. Although assess gender and sexuality

prejudice altogether, the scale is unidimensional. The process-
es of item selection were based in two systematic reviews
(Costa, Bandeira, & Nardi, 2013a; Costa, Peroni, Bandeira,
& Nardi, 2013b) and a panel of specialists. Validation was
performed using item response theory and classical methods
(exploratory and confirmatory factor analysis and criterion
validity). All analyses appointed to good evidence of validity
and veracity. This scale is composed of items such as “homo-
sexual men are perverts” and “travestis make me sick.”

Table 1 Characteristics of the sample

Variables Teachers Employees Students

N % N % N %

Gender Female 273 66.10 67 69.07 1037 56.70
Male 140 33.90 30 30.93 792 43.30

Level of education Fundamental incomplete – – 3 3.10 – –
Fundamental complete – – 5 5.15 – –
Incomplete high school – – 5 5.15 1829 100
Complete high school 14 3.30 36 37.11 – –
Undergraduate 125 29.48 27 27.84 – –
Postgraduate 274 64.62 21 21.65 – –

Race/ethnicity White 247 59.81 53 54.64 828 45.32
Black 24 5.81 8 8.25 191 10.44
Asian 11 2.66 1 1.03 68 3.72
Parda* 128 30.99 33 34.02 703 38.44
Indigenous 3 0.73 2 2.06 38 2.08

Social class A 154 37.29 16 16.49 284 15.53
B 217 52.54 60 61.86 1082 59.16
C 41 9.93 20 20.62 426 23.29
D 1 0.24 1 1.03 36 1.97
E – – – – 1 0.05

Level of access to information High 89 91.8 390 94.4 1594 87.2
Low 8 8.20 23 5.60 232 12.7

State RS 139 33.66 26 26.80 563 30.78
MG 52 12.59 24 24.74 591 32.31
CE 126 30.51 20 20.62 226 12.36
PE 96 23.24 27 27.84 449 24.55

Place of residence Urban 397 96.13 92 94.85 1665 91.03
Rural 16 3.87 5 5.15 164 8.97

LGBT friends Yes 381 92.25 84 86.60 1542 84.31
No 32 7.75 13 13.40 287 15.69

Sexual orientation Heterosexual 381 92.25 89 91.75 1640 89.67
Non-heterosexual 31 7.51 7 7.22 132 7.22
I do not know 1 0.24 1 1.03 57 3.12

Previous training in the subject Yes 304 73.61 58 59.79 1243 67.96
No 109 26.39 39 40.21 586 32.04

Religiosity Religious 346 83.78 85 87.63 1448 79.17
Non-religious 67 16.22 12 12.37 381 20.83

Religious affiliation Buddhism 7 2.02 – – 13 0.90
Afro-Brazilian 5 1.45 – – 48 3.31
Catholicism 236 68.21 53 62.35 831 57.39
Neo-Pentecostals 39 11.27 15 17.65 379 26.17
Spiritism 38 10.98 9 10.59 66 4.56
Protestantism 10 2.89 6 7.06 35 2.42
Judaism 2 0.58 – – 3 0.21
Islam 1 0.29 – – – –
Other 8 2.31 2 2.35 73 5.04

Religious attendance High attendance 124 35.84 25 29.41 452 31.21
Low attendance 193 55.78 52 61.18 790 54.56
No attendance 29 8.38 8 9.41 206 14.23

*Mixed race—mostly black and white
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Participants responded to a 5-point Likert scale, ranging from
1 (disagree strongly) to 5 (agree completely). Cronbach’s al-
pha indicated high internal consistency (α = .93).

Procedures

This study was conducted in 28 public high schools, located in
4 states and 12 cities of Brazil: Porto Alegre, Venâncio Aires,
and Santa Cruz do Sul (in the Rio Grande do Sul state); Belo
Horizonte, Araçuaí, Contagem, Juiz de Fora, and Divinópolis
(in the Minas Gerais state); Fortaleza, (in Ceará state); and
Recife, Goiana and Vitória de Santo Antão (in Pernambuco
state). In Brazil, the high school corresponds to basic educa-
tion, consisting of a period of 3 years, directed to the students
of the age group between 16 and 18 years old. It is equivalent
to the period from 10th to 12th year in high school in the USA.
Participating schools and cities were selected by convenience.

Data were collected between February 2013 and
March 2014. The principals of the schools signed a letter of
institutional agreement in order to authorize the conduction of
the research. After receiving information about the purpose of
the study, the participants were asked to answer the self-
administered questionnaire. The terms of consent were obtain-
ed directly from the participants—those over 18 signed for
themselves, and, in the case of minors, the signature of the
responsible (s) gave authorization. The instruments were ad-
ministered by trained researchers, individually in the case of
teachers and employees, and in the group in the case of stu-
dents. Participants who responded to less than 80% of the
prejudice against sexual and gender diversity (PASGD) were
excluded from analyses. Then, the missing cases were input-
ted by regression considering gender, age, and group mem-
bership (student, teacher, or employee). After removing the
missing cases (445), 2339 people remained (413 teachers, 97
employees, and 1829 students).

We also conducted a Pearson correlation between all metric
and ordinal variables. Table 2 shows the correlation between
all the metric and ordinal variables. The total score of the scale
was computed by calculating the arithmetic average of the
items. Student’s t tests were performed to establish the differ-
ence in the total score between gender groups (male or fe-
male), religiosity (yes or no), place of residence (urban or
rural), workplace/school (urban or rural), level of access to
information (high or low), LGBT friends (yes or no), and
previous training in the subject (yes or no). ANOVAwas used
for those variables with more than two groups: level of edu-
cation (fundamental incomplete, fundamental complete, high
school incomplete, high school complete, undergraduate,
postgraduate), social class (A, B, C, D, E), state (RS, MG,
CE, PE), sexual orientation (heterosexual, non-heterosexual,
I do not know), religion (Buddhism, Afro-Brazilian
(Candomblé/Umbanda), Catholicism, Neo-Pentecostals,
Spiritism, Protestantism, Judaism, Islam or other), and

religious attendance (high attendance, low attendance, no at-
tendance). Bonferroni comparisons were also used. All anal-
yses considered teachers, employees, and students separately.
The magnitude of the effect and a 95% confidence interval
were calculated for all analyses. The analyses were performed
using the SPSS statistical package (21.0) (Tables 3, 4, and 5).

Ethical Procedures

This research was approved by the Human Ethics Committee
of the Institute of Psychology of the Federal University of Rio
Grande do Sul – UFRGS, under project number
04642712.9.0000.5334.

Results

General Prejudice—Teachers

ANOVAs and Student’s t test indicated that there was no sig-
nificant difference in the scale of prejudice between the aver-
age of men and women, nor among social class, level of edu-
cation, place of residence, and place of work.

There was a difference in relation to the state of residence
(F(3,409) = 9.99, CI95% = 1.90, 2.10, p < .001, ηp2 = .07),
with teachers from the Northeast presenting higher prejudice
scores than teachers residing in other regions. Teachers resid-
ing in Ceará presented higher averages than those residing in
Minas Gerais (p < .001) and the Rio Grande do Sul (p < .001).
Teachers residing in Pernambuco presented higher averages in
comparison to those residing in Minas Gerais (p = .002) and
the Rio Grande do Sul (p = .002).

There was also a difference in relation to the level of infor-
mation (t(23.201) = 3.308, 95% CI 2.27, 2.67, p = .003, d =
1.37), with teachers with high access to information presenting
lower average scores (M = 2.00, DP = 0.93) than teachers with
low access to information (M = 2.96, SD = 1.37). There was a
significant difference in relation to being religious
(t(101.884) = 5.11, 95% CI = 1.72, 1.97, p < .001, d = .62), in
which professors who declared themselves as religious persons
had a higher average (M = 2.36, SD = 1.03) than those who
declared were not religious persons (M = 2.15, SD = 0.97).

A difference was observed in relation to the religion affil-
iation (F(8,337) = 12.49, CI95% = 1.77, 2.32, p < .001,
ηp2 = .23). Neo-Pentecostals teachers had a higher average
than catholic teachers (p < .001), spiritists (p < .001), Afro-
Brazilian religions (candomblé/umbanda) (p < .001), and
others (p = .002). Spiritist teachers had a lower average than
protestants (p = .013) and catholics (p = .049). Muslims were
not included in the post hoc analysis because there were fewer
participants than two. Religion attendance led to a statistical
significant difference (F(2,343) = 14.94, 95% CI = 1.93, 2.20,
p < .001, ηp2 = .08): professors whom declared themselves as
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very religiously engaging had a higher average of prejudice (p
< .001) than non-engaged professors (p < .001).

Student’s t test indicated a significant difference between
previous training in the subject (t(95) = − 2.73, 95%CI = 2.02,
2.24, p = .008, d = .33), with non-trained teachers presenting
higher averages (M = 2.31, SD = 1.15) than teachers who
underwent training (M = 1.96, SD = 0.89). There was a signif-
icant difference in having LGBT friends (t(33.49) = − 4.68,
95% CI = 2.35, 2.68, p < .001, d = .98). Teachers who de-
clared that did not have LGBT friends presented a higher
average (M = 3.07, SD = 1.31) than teachers who reported
having LGBT friends (M = 1.97, SD = 0.90).

Finally, there was a significant difference in relation to
sexual orientation (F(2,410) = 2.21, 95% CI = 1.29, 2.76, p
< .001, ηp2 = .32), with heterosexual teachers presenting a
higher average of prejudice against gender and sexuality mi-
norities (M = 2.09, SD = 0.97) than non-heterosexual teachers
(M = 1.68, SD = 1.02).

General Prejudice—Employees

ANOVAs and Student’s t test indicated that there was no sig-
nificant difference on the average between men and women,
social class, a state in which the employees reside, place of
residence, place of work, level of access to information, reli-
gious attendance, having LGBT friends, and sexual
orientation.

However, in relation to educational level there was a dif-
ference (F(5,91) = 2.78, 95% CI = 2.02, 2.62, p = .019,
ηp2 = .14), with postgraduate employees presenting a signifi-
cantly lower average than employees who completed high
school only (p = .015).

There was a significant difference in relation to having a
religion (t(95) = 2.53, 95% CI = 1.75, 2.37, p = .013, d = .82).
The ones who declared themselves as religious persons had a
higher average (M = 2.45, SD = 1.02) than the ones who de-
clared did not have one (M = 1.67, SD = .88). There was a
difference in relation to which religion they were affiliated
(F(4,80) = 3.49, 95% CI = 2.21, 2.92, p = .011, ηp2 = .15),

with neo-pentecostals having an average higher than spiritists
(p = .016).

Student’s t test indicated a significant difference between
having previous training in the subject on the prejudice scale
(t(95) = − 2.73, 95% CI = 2.20, 2.61, p = .008, d = .55).
Employees who did not perform training presented higher
average (M = 2.69, SD = 1.11) than employees who
underwent training (M = 2.13, SD = 0.92).

General Prejudice—Students

The only variable that did not present a significant difference
was social class. Student’s t test indicated that there was a
difference between students with respect to gender
(t(1595.59) = 10.26, 95% CI = 2.33, 2.42, p < .001, d = .49),
with male students presenting higher mean scores (M = 2.61,
SD = 1.03) than female students (M = 2.14, SD = 0.92).

There was a difference in relation to sexual orientation on
the prejudice scale (F(2,183) = 29.51, 95% CI = 1.30, 2.761,
p < .001, ηp2 = .03). Those who defined themselves as non-
heterosexuals had a lower average than heterosexual students
(p < .001), as well as in relation to the ones who declared did
not know their sexual orientation (p = .001).

There was a difference in relation to the level of informa-
tion (t(1.82) = 2.80, 95% CI = 2.35, 2.48, p = .005, d = .13), in
which students with low access to information had a higher
average (M = 2.52, SD = 1.01) than students with high access
to information (M = 2.32, SD = 0.99).

Similarly, the difference according to the location of the
school was significant (t(1.83) = − 4.62, 95% CI = 2.47,
2.63, p < .001, d = .43). Students in rural schools (M = 2.74,
SD = 1.01) presented a higher average than students studying
in urban schools (M = 2.32, SD = 0.99).

There was a difference in relation to the state in which the
student resided (F(3,1825) = 30.35, 95% CI = 2.36, 2.45,
p < .001, ηp2 = .05). Students residing in Minas Gerais pre-
sented lower averages that students residing in the Rio
Grande do Sul (p = .001), Ceará (p < .001), and Pernambuco
(p < .001). Students residing in the Rio Grande do Sul had a

Table 2 Correlation between
prejudice, religious attendance,
level of access to information,
level of education, and social
class

Variable 1 2 3 4 5

1 Prejudice1 – 0.15** 0.11** − 0.13** − 0.44*
2 Religious attendance2 – − 0.3 0.56 − 0.56*
3 Level of access to information1 – 0.24** 0.13**

4 Level of education2 – 0.25**

5 Social class2 –

**Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (two-tailed)

*Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (two-tailed)
1 n = 2339
2 n = 1879
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lower average than students residing in Ceará (p < .001) and
Pernambuco (p < .001).

There was a significant difference in relation of religion
(t(652.49) = 8.36, 95% CI = 2.16, 2.27, p < .001, d = .31).
Students who declared themselves as religious had higher av-
erages (M = 2.44; SD = 1.00) than the non-religious ones
(M = 2.00, SD = 0.89). A difference was observed in relation

to the religion affiliations (F(7,1440) = 20.55, 95% CI = 2.07,
2.40), p < .001, ηp2 = .09). Neo-pentecostal students had a
higher average than catholic (p < .001), spiritists (p < .001),
Afro-Brazilian religions (candomblé/umbanda) (p < .001),
buddhists (p = .02), and other (p = .001). Students of the spirit
religion had a lower average than catholics (p < .001), protes-
tants (p < .001), and other (p = .003) students. Religious

Table 3 Prejudice against sexual
and gender diversity and
sociodemographic characteristics
among teachers

Variables M DP CI95% Statistic ESa

Low High

Gender Male 1.95 0.91 1.79 2.11 t(411) = − 1.498 .147
Female 2.10 1.01 1.99 2.22

Education Complete high
school

1.84 0.85 1.33 2.35 F(2,410) = .861 .004

Undergraduate 2.13 1.05 1.96 2.31

Postgraduate 2.03 0.95 1.91 2.14

Social class A 2.14 0.93 1.98 2.29 F(3,409) = 1.050 .008
B 2.02 1.02 1.89 2.15

C 1.89 0.91 1.59 2.20

D 2.81 – 0.89 4.74

Level of access to
information

Low 2.96 1.37 2.57 3.35 t(23,201) = 3.308* 1.370
High 2.00 0.93 1.90 2.09

State RS 1.85 0.79 1.69 2.01 F(3,409) = 9.995* .068
MG 1.63 0.58 1.37 1.89

CE 2.32 1.16 2.16 2.49

PE 2.22 1.00 2.03 2.41

Place of residence Urban 2.05 0.99 1.95 2.14 t(411) = − .577 .056
Rural 2.19 0.72 1.71 2.67

Work place Urban 2.05 0.99 1.95 2.15 t(411) = − .219 .021
Rural 2.11 0.69 1.62 2.59

Religiosity Religious 2.36 1.03 2.24 2.67 t(101.884) = 5.111* .618
Non-religious 2.15 0.97 1.09 2.24

Religious affiliation Neo-Pentecostals 3.31 0.97 3.04 3.59 F(8,337) = 12.491* .229
Protestantisms 2.66 1.13 2.13 3.20

Buddhism 2.20 0.62 1.55 2.84

Judaism 2.16 0.75 0.95 3.36

Catholicism 2.05 0.87 1.94 2.16

Other 1.96 1.03 1.36 2.56

Spiritism 1.58 0.67 1.30 1.85

Afro-Brazilians 1.36 0.41 0.60 2.12

Islam 1.13 – −0.57 2.82

Religious attendance High attendance 2.50 1.16 2.14 2.8 F(2,343) = 14.940* .080
Low attendance 1.99 0.78 1.49 2.22

No attendance 1.69 0.78 1.09 2.03

LGBT friends Yes 1.97 0.90 1.90 2.12 t(33.489) = − 4.677* .980
No 3.07 1.31 2.72 3.37

Sexual orientation Heterosexual 2.09 0.97 1.99 2.18 F(2,410) = 2.208* .320
Non-heterosexual 1.68 1.02 1.34 2.03

I do not knowb 1.19 – − 0.73 3.1

Previous training on
the subject

Yes 1.96 0.89 2.03 2.52 t(95) = − 2.728* .329
No 2.31 1.15 2.54 3.02

a = d or ηp
2 , b = not used in the analysis; * = < .05. ** < .01
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attendance led to a significant difference (F(2,144) = 13.93,
95% CI = 2.36, 2.48, p < .001, ηp2 = .02). Students who de-
clared high religious attendance had a higher average than
students with low attendance (p < .001) or no attendance (p
< .001).

Student’s t test indicated a significant difference between
having previous training in the subject on the scale of

prejudice among students (t(1,827) = − 2.48, 95% CI = 2.31,
2.41, p = .013, d = .12). Those who did not attend training
presented higher average (M = 2.43, SD = 0.98) than students
who underwent training (M = 2.30, SD = 1.00). There was a
significant difference in having LGBT friends (t(1,827) = −
11,726, 95% CI = 2.53, 2.65, p < .001, d = .75). Students who
declare that did not have LGBT friends presented higher

Table 4 Prejudice against sexual and gender diversity and sociodemographic characteristics among employees

Variables M DP CI95% Statistic ESa

Low High

Gender Male 2.42 1.20 2.04 2.80 t(46.38) = .380 0.550
Female 2.33 0.96 2.07 2.58

Level of education Fundamental incomplete 2.33 1.18 1.20 3.47 F(5,91) = 2.784* .136
Fundamental complete 2.01 0.84 1.14 2.89

Incomp. high school 2.81 1.11 1.94 3.69

Complete high school 2.77 1.09 2.44 3.09

Undergraduate 2.19 0.91 1.81 2.57

Postgraduate 1.85 0.87 1.42 2.27

Social class A 2.52 0.94 2.00 3.03 F(3,93) = 1.009 .032
B 2.27 1.05 2.00 2.53

C 2.41 1.05 1.95 2.87

D 3.88 – 1.82 5.93

E 2.52 0.94 2.00 3.03

Level of access to information High 2.34 1.03 1.82 3.28 t(95) = 1.496 .620
Low 2.55 1.15 2.11 1.55

State RS 2,50 0,88 2.10 2.90 F(3,93) = 1.223 .038
MG 2,01 1,03 1.59 2.43

CE 2,47 1,23 2.01 2.93

PE 2,44 1,01 2.05 2.84

Place of residence Urban 2.37 1.05 2.16 2.59 t(95) = .593 .121
Rural 2.09 0.85 1.17 3.01

Work place Urban 2.36 1.04 2.15 2.57 t(95) = .576 .118
Rural 1.94 1.15 0.48 3.39

Religiosity Religious 2.45 1.02 2.24 2.67 t(95) = 2.534* .824
Non-religious 1.67 0.88 1.09 2.24

Religious affiliation Catholicism 2.44 0.95 2.18 2.70 F(4,80) = 3.494* .149
Neo-Pentecostals 2.94 1.16 2.44 3.43

Spiritism 1.60 0.53 0.96 2.24

Protestantisms 2.24 1.15 1.45 3.02

Other 3.63 0.35 2.27 4.98

Religious attendance High attendance 2.81 1.19 2.40 3.21 F(2,82) = 2.305 .053
Low attendance 2.33 0.92 2.06 2.61

No attendance 2.13 0.92 1.43 2.84

LGBT friends Yes 2.30 1.04 2.07 2.52 t(95) = − 1.449 .297
No 2.74 0.98 2.17 3.31

Sexual orientation Heterosexual 2.41 1.03 2.19 2.63 t(94) = 6.652 .640
Non-heterosexual 1.74 1.05 0.97 2.51

I do not know b 1.94 – −0.11 3.98

Previous training on the subject Yes 2.13 0.92 1.87 2.39 t(95) = − 2.728* .550
No 2.69 1.11 2.38 3.01

a = d or ηp
2 , b = not used in the analysis; * = < .05. ** < .01
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average (M= 2.95, DP = 0.97) than students who reported
having an LGBT friend (M = 2.23, SD = 0.96).

Discussion

The sample presented significant results in relation to GenSex
prejudice in the three groups, reinforcing arguments that sup-
port the need for reformulation and implementation of anti-
discrimination policies in the Brazilian educational system.

The analysis indicated that teachers and students living in
the states of Ceará and Pernambuco had a higher degree of
prejudice than the ones in the states of the South and
Southeast. Regional differences in income and education
may help to account for these findings. According to Atlas
Brazil (2013), the municipal human development index in
education, per capita income, and life expectancy of the pop-
ulation, in general, is higher in the states of the South and
Southeast and lower in the states of the Northeast: MG
(0.638, US $ 232, 75.30 years), RS (0.642, US $ 270, and

Table 5 Prejudice against sexual and gender diversity and sociodemographic characteristics among students

Variables M DP IC95% Statistic ESa

Low High

Gender Male 2.61 1.03 2.55 2.68 t(1595.590) = 10.262* .487
Female 2.14 0.92 2.08 2.2

Social class A 2.25 0.96 2.13 2.36 F(4,1824) = 1.192 .008
B 2.36 1.00 2.30 2.42

C 2.36 1.00 2.26 2.45

D 2.57 1.05 2.24 2.89

E 2.31 – 0.37 4.26

Level of access to information Low 2.52 1.01 2.27 2.36 t(1.824) = 2.803* .131
High 2.32 0.99 2.39 2.64

State RS 2.30 0.98 2.22 2.38 F(3,1825) = 30.355* .048
MG 2.09 0.92 2.01 2.17

CE 2.70 1.06 2.57 2.83

PE 2.55 0.97 2.46 2.64

Place of residence Urban 2.30 0.98 2.25 2.35 t(1.827) = − 6.329* .521
Rural 2.81 0.97 2.66 2.96

Study place Urban 2.32 0.99 2.27 2.36 t(1.827) = − 4.622* .426
Rural 2.74 1.01 2.57 2.92

Religiosity Religious 2.44 1.00 2.39 2.49 t(652.494) = 8.361* .313
Non-religious 2.00 0.89 1.90 2.09

Religious affiliation Neo-Pentecostals 2.87 1.00 2.77 2.97 F(7,1440) = 20.550* .091
Protestantisms 2.81 0.80 2.49 3.13

Other 2.36 1.10 2.14 2.58

Catholicism 2.31 0.94 2.24 2.37

Afro-Brazilian 2.24 0.99 1.97 2.51

Buddhism 1.94 1.06 1.42 2.46

Spiritism 1.73 0.71 1.50 1.96

Judaism 1.63 0.22 0.55 2.70

Religious attendance High attendance 2.64 1.04 2.10 2.69 F(2,1445) = 13.931* .019
Low attendance 2.36 0.96 1.82 2.36

No attendance 2.29 0.97 2.00 2.77

LGBT friend Yes 2.23 0.96 2.20 2.31 t(1.827) = − 11.726* .750
No 2.95 0.97 2.83 3.05

Sexual orientation Heterosexual 2.40 0.98 2.35 2.44 F(2,1826) = 29.515* .033
Non-heterosexual 1.71 0.89 1.53 1.87

I do not know 2.26 1.12 2.00 2.51

Previous training on the subject Yes 2.30 1.00 2.53 2.68 t(1.827) = − 2.497* .125
No 2.43 0.98 2.49 2.68

a = d or ηp
2 , * = < .05, ** < .01
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75.38 years), PE (0.574, US $ 163, and 72.32 years), and CE
(0.615, US $ 143, and 72.60 years). Regions, where there is
greater socioeconomic development, tend to have more public
policies and campaigns, which could also explain the lower
level of prejudice in these locations. The State of Rio Grande
do Sul, for example, enacted Law No. 11,872 in 2002, which
prohibits acts that threaten the dignity of the human person,
especially in relation to freedom of orientation, practice, man-
ifestation, identity, and sexual preference.

Students residing and studying in rural areas had a higher
level of prejudice compared to the ones in urban areas.
International studies point out that students living in urban
areas can be more tolerant in having gay man and lesbian
woman as classmates compared to the ones living in rural
areas (Pitonak & Spilková, 2015).

Teachers, employees, and students who declared to be af-
filiated to one religion presented a higher degree of prejudice
than those who reported being not affiliated. In relation to
religious attendance, teachers and students who declared high
attendance had a higher degree of prejudice than the ones with
no or lower attendance. Students of the neo-pentecostal reli-
gion had a higher degree of prejudice than the other religions.
Spiritist students showed less prejudice than the Catholics,
protestants, or any other religion. A large number of religious
doctrines, while repudiating certain kinds of prejudice, such as
racial prejudice, are far less tolerant to GenSex minorities
because they understand that gay man, lesbian woman, and
transgender people challenge the value systems of their beliefs
(Whitley, 2009). This is the case of the evangelical
(Pentecostal and neo-pentecostal) religions that often under-
stand homosexuality as a sin, psychic illness, and demonic act
(Mesquita & Perucchi, 2016). Monotheistic religions, such as
Christianity, Judaism, and Islam, also tend to be more conser-
vative, unlike Afro-Brazilian, spiritism, and Buddhist reli-
gions, which may have more tolerant attitudes. In Brazil, spir-
itism springs from the multiplicity of other doctrines, such as
Catholicism and Afro-Brazilian religions, carrying a more
plural religious tone (Camurça, 2009).

Although the variable educational level was not significant
for the group of teachers, postgraduate employees showed a
lower degree of prejudice than those who declared that they
only had undergraduate or high school degrees. Several stud-
ies on GenSex prejudice have found the idea that higher levels
of education are more common to be associated with lower
levels of prejudice (Bartos, Berger, & Hegarty, 2014; Costa,
Bandeira, & Nardi, 2015a).

Teachers, employees, and students who reported having
participated in past GenSex discrimination training had less
prejudice than the ones who reported had never participated.
Studies have shown that educating people on certain topics
through participation in workshops or courses helps to modify
pre-established concepts, modifying negative attitudes toward
minority groups and targets of discrimination (Riggs & Fell,

2010; Riggs, Rosenthal, & Smith-Bonahue, 2011; Burford,
Lucassen, & Hamilton, 2017).

Teachers and students who stated that they had LGBT
friends presented a lower degree of prejudice compared to
the ones who answered negatively. Studies have shown that
individuals who maintain relationships with people with sex-
ual orientations and other genders than their own may present
a lower degree of prejudice than those who do not maintain
this kind of social and affective interaction (Cunningham &
Melton, 2013; Unlu, Beduk, & Duyan, 2016). Some studies
have also shown that keeping in touch with lesbian and gay
man is more associated with lower degrees of prejudice in
heterosexual people (Smith, Axelton, & Saucier, 2009).

Male students (identified at birth) presented a higher degree
of prejudice than female students. There is already consensus
in several studies that women tend to present few prejudice
attitudes and beliefs against GenSex minorities (Mata,
Ghavami, & Wittig, 2010; Pitonak & Spilková, 2015). Men
may be socially more pressured to adopt a traditional view of
gender (Davies, 2004). More negative attitudes toward the
lesbian woman, gay man, and transgender person could be
more related to a general adherence in men to traditional gen-
der roles (Fisher et al., 2017). In addition, the male gender still
occupies a space of greater access to rights in contemporary
society, which is confirmed by research that demonstrates that
being in a socially dominant position is more positively asso-
ciated with prejudice against subjects of subordinate groups
(Mata et al., 2010).

Educational Policy Implication

In recent years, Brazil is dealing with conservative values
from part of society. This can be evidenced for example by
the “Escola Sem Partido” (“School Without Parties”) a draft
bill that aims to prevent schools from dealing with students on
issues such as gender and sexual orientation. Since the
October 2018 election, a significant number of federal con-
gressmen from conservative political parties have been
elected, which may result in approval of this kind of
legislation.

More than ever, it is fundamental that educational networks
need broadening their views and promoting the good of all,
leveraging actions to challenge prejudices of origin, sex, color,
age, and any other forms of discrimination, exactly as
highlighted in article 3 of the Federal Constitution of Brazil
of 1988. Thus, from our point of view, educational institutions
must include in their conceptions of individuals all perspec-
tives of GenSex orientation, so that LGBT students can feel
part of society at all levels (Magnus & Lundin, 2016).

It is important that school undergoes through a deep refor-
mulation on its basic principles, with the participation of edu-
cators (Mello et al., 2012). Experiences of good practice in
other countries can also be applied in the Brazilian context.
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This is the case of Gay-Straight Alliances (GSAs). GSAs are
school groups, devised by students and teachers, which
emerged in the state of Massachusetts in the early 1980s, with
the goal of promoting respect among students regardless of
sexual orientation or gender identity. Since then, GSAs have
been implemented throughout the USA to promote individual
support, discuss and resolve GenSex conflicts, increase the
visibility of the problems faced by LGBTstudents, and ensure
that the school becomes a safe place for all that live there
(Marx &Kettrey, 2016). The groups are operated by the youth
themselves and have an adult counselor; together, they pro-
mote a space of mutual support and self-esteem building,
placing the students in an agency position. Schools that rely
on GSAs have presented lower rates of health and academics
risks (Davis, Stafford, & Pullig, 2014; Poteat, Heck,
Yoshikawa, & Calzo, 2016).

Limitations

There are several limitations to the present study. The main
purpose of this article was to produce a descriptive analysis
prioritizing univariate statistics, due to its correlational nature,
it is not possible to establish a causal relationship between a
variable and thus have certainty about the direction of the
effects. We worked on this paper with indications based on
our results and other researches. An experimental, longitudi-
nal, and/or multivariate analysis should also be explored in
future manuscripts. This study worked with a sample of only
four Brazilian states. For future researches, it is suggested
wider samples due to the territorial and cultural amplitude of
Brazil. Also, future investigations should include legal guard-
ians as the fourth group of participants, given family consti-
tutes an important link in the search of the confrontation of
prejudice.

Conclusions

This study presents the need to stimulate the regular training
and awareness of populations to contribute to the reduction of
stigma and discrimination in relation to individuals whose
sexuality is not normative. It proposes to promote public pol-
icies to combat GenSex prejudice, with the aim to outline
strategies for coping with this phenomenon. Schools need to
receive concise orientation from government with mecha-
nisms to implement in the education guidelines. This will
depend on changes in many levels. The political parties
representing the evangelical party in the Brazilian National
Congress have been systematically opposing to proposed leg-
islation focused on sexuality, allowing religiousmoral dogmas
influencing the voting of such kind of legislation, causing
Religion influencing State guidance (Souza, 2013), which
challenges the provision of article 19, I, of the Brazilian

Constitution that provides about the secularity of the
Brazilian State.

The presence of professionals with critical training in gen-
der and sexuality, whether in psychology or in other fields,
could facilitate the management of the discussions for the
implementation of such an agenda in the school context.
This kind of professional could act as a mediator between
school and family, helping understanding the urgency of com-
bating GenSex prejudice. Public and private campaigns pro-
moting the problematization of discrimination, its risks, and
losses, also appear to be fundamental in the search for a more
equal society.

The Ministry of Education has promoted publications on
the subject of homophobia and school diversity in recent
years, but it is fundamental the continuous production of ma-
terials about the topic; thus, the relationship between State and
science does not dissolve (Mello et al., 2012). It is essential
that this interaction follows a scientific and non-partisan ap-
proach as a State rather than a Government policy; otherwise,
every exchange of government may jeopardize the visibility
of the subject of prejudice. GenSex discrimination needs to be
presented in numbers in order to such information is firmly
inserted in the society, ending the false impression that such
violence does not exist in Brazil.
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