
Introduction

A gender-neutral pronoun (‘hen’) was introduced to

the Swedish dictionary in 2014. This pronoun can be

used alongside ‘she’ and ‘he’ to refer to people not

identifying with a binary gender, when referring to

someone whose gender is unknown or irrelevant, or

in anonymising contexts. The use of the pronoun has

increased steadily over the last few years, and has

been added to the Swedish Academy’s dictionary in

2015.

While acknowledgement of individuals falling outside

the gender dichotomy is increasing, juridical gender in

Sweden is still limited to two genders, as are the

response alternatives for the questions “what is your

gender?” in many questionnaires. This can be argued

to be a form of cisgenderism (Ansara & Hegarty,

2014). Previous research has used binary gender as

predictors of gender-fair languages and scales such

as sexism. The aim of the present study was to

investigate if individual differences in traits and in

attitudes that don’t conform with the traditional two-

gender norm are better predictors than juridical

(binary) gender. We compared juridical gender to

other predictive models containing identities and

attitudes breaking with gender norms, such as

participant’s own definition of their gender and

sexuality.

A representative sample of Swedish people participa-
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p < 0.001), with a more fluid gender identity,

preference for a gender-neutral pronoun, and non-

heterosexuality predicting a positive attitude.

Finally, the addition of the two attitudes in the final

model also improved the model fit

(ΔR2 =0.174, Fchange (6, 1080) = 30.871, p < 0.001),

with low acceptance of stereotypes and high external

motivation to react without sexism predicting a

positive attitude.

This research compared individual factors related to

gender and sexual identity to typical attitudinal

measures in predicting the attitude toward a gender-

fair language reform. We found that allowing

respondents to categorize themselves accounted for

more variance in attitudes than traditional forms of

categorizations (e.g. asking for their juridical gender).
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Table 1. Correlations of model variables

Note *p<.05, **p<.01
a Dummy coded with the gender-neutral pronoun (‘hen’) as a reference
b  Dummy coded with non-heterosexuality as a reference Note *p<.01, **p<.001

Table 2. Hierarchical Regression Analysis Summary for Predicting a Positive Attitude Towards ‘hen’

Measure 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

1. Attitude towards ‘hen’ -

2. Juridical Gender .183** -

3. Strength of Gender 

Identity
-.134** .028 -

4. Preferred Pronouna .165** .009 -.083** -

5. Sexualityb .106** .000 -.060* -.015 -

6. Acceptance of 

Stereotyping
-.286** -.197** .112* -.187** -.020 -

7. External Motivation to 

Respond Without Sexism
.103** .070* -.074* .070* -.008 .058* -

ted in an online study (N = 1080, women = 51.1%,

Mage = 51.85, response rate = 47%). They answered

questions on their attitudes towards ‘hen’ and aspects

of their identity, such as the strength of their gender

identity (Luhtanen & Crocker, 1992), their sexuality

(free text response), their acceptance of gender

stereotyping (Carter et al., 2006), and their motivation

to respond without sexism due to external pressures

(Klonis et al., 2005). We also included a question

about their preferred personal pronoun (as free text

responses, Ansara & Hegarty, 2014), for which 2.3%

of our sample preferred ‘hen’ over gendered

pronouns.

A hierarchical multiple regression was conducted to

test the hypothesis that other identity variables than

juridical gender explain more variance in attitudes

towards ‘hen’, as seen in Table 2. Juridical gender

was controlled for by being entered in the first block.

Preferred Pronoun, Strength of Gender Identity were

entered in block 2, and Acceptance of Gender

Stereotypes and External Motivation to Respond

Without Sexism were entered in block 3. Results are

presented in Table 2.

The initial model accounted for 3.5% of the variance

in participants’ attitude, (R² = 0.036, adjusted R² =

0.035, p < 0.001). Juridical Gender was a significant

predictor of a positive attitude (Table 2), where a

juridical female gender predicted a more positive

attitude. The addition of

three traits in the second model significantly improved

the model fit, (ΔR2 =0.115, Fchange (4, 1082) = 35.128,
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Step and Predictor Variable B SE B β R2 Adj R2

Step 1: Juridical gender .035** .036**

Juridical gender (0 = man, 1 = woman) .372 .058 .190**

Step 2: Non-conformity traits .112** .115**

Juridical gender .369 .056 .189**

Preferred Pronoun (0 = binary, 1, non-binary) 1.407 .178 .228**

Strength of Gender Identity -.105 .028 -.108**

Sexuality (0 = hetero, 1 = non-hetero) .345 .123 .081*

Step 3: Non-conformity attitudes .179** .174**

Juridical gender .256 .055 .131**

Preferred Pronoun 1.264 .172 .205**

Strength of Gender Identity -.091 .027 -.094*

Sexuality .341 .119 .080*

Acceptance of Stereotyping -.451 .053 -.242**

External Motivation .123 .032 .109**


