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ABSTRACT
This qualitative study examines intra-community biphobia in 
Greece through semi-structured interviews with 10 gay and les-
bian participants. Using thematic analysis, the findings identify 
a process through which bisexuality is delegitimized, moralized, 
and symbolically marginalized within LGBTQ+ spaces. 
Participants frequently shifted from describing bisexuality as 
unstable or transitional to judging it in moral terms—question-
ing sincerity, reliability, and relational commitment. These mor-
alized evaluations functioned as mechanisms of boundary 
maintenance, legitimizing relational distancing and reinforcing 
community hierarchies. Gendered patterns of exclusion 
emerged, with male bisexuality often reframed as covert homo-
sexuality and female bisexuality sexualized or treated as perfor-
mative. Situated within the Greek sociocultural context, the 
analysis illustrates how Orthodox-influenced moral norms, het-
eronormativity, and limited bisexual visibility intensify intra-
group regulation and symbolic marginalization. By centering 
gay and lesbian perspectives, this study advances bisexual the-
ory by demonstrating how binegativity is reproduced through 
interconnected processes of emotional interpretation, moral 
reasoning, and community boundary enforcement. The findings 
highlight the need for culturally sensitive interventions to foster 
genuine inclusion within LGBTQ+ advocacy and community 
spaces.

1.  Introduction

The Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual, Transgender, Queer, Intersex, Asexual, and 
other (LGBTQ+) communities encompass a wide spectrum of sexual 
orientations and gender identities that challenge prevailing heteronorma-
tive and binary frameworks. As noted by the APA Dictionary of Psychology 
(n.d.), this is a multifaceted and heterogeneous population that resists 
simple categorization. Despite significant legal and social progress in 
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many countries, members of the LGBTQ+ community continue to expe-
rience discrimination, sometimes from within their own community 
(Cipollina et  al., 2024). One such underexplored form of intra-community 
prejudice is biphobia meaning the stereotypes, hostilities, and exclusionary 
attitudes directed at bisexual individuals (Yoshino, 2000). This phenom-
enon not only marginalizes bisexual people but also undermines com-
munity cohesion and affects psychological well-being (Cipollina et  al., 
2024). Importantly, bisexual individuals represent the largest subgroup 
within the sexual minority population (Gates, 2011), and research shows 
that this identity is being increasingly adopted over time (Phillips et  al., 
2019). While public attitudes toward gay and lesbian individuals have 
become more accepting in recent decades (Pew Research Center, 2020), 
perceptions of bisexuality have remained markedly more negative or 
indifferent (Dodge et  al., 2016), suggesting a persistent stigma specific 
to bisexual identity.

Biphobia is rooted in a widespread adherence to binary thinking, in 
which sexuality is perceived as either heterosexual or homosexual. This 
binary model delegitimizes sexual fluidity and frames bisexuality as an 
unstable or transitional identity (Angelides, 2001; Diamond, 2008). As a 
result, bisexual individuals are often treated with suspicion or outright 
denial, with their identities frequently dismissed as inauthentic or indecisive 
(Vonlanthen & Roy-Charland, 2025). This form of erasure, common both 
outside and within LGBTQ+ spaces, leads to what researchers have 
described as “double marginalization” (Savin-Williams, 2021), where  
bisexual individuals are alienated from both heterosexual and homosexual 
communities. While this study focuses on bisexuality, it is important to 
note that bisexuality belongs to a broader spectrum of plurisexual or 
multisexual identities, such as pansexual, omnisexual, and queer, whose 
experiences often overlap due to shared stigma and similar challenges to 
binary models of sexuality.

Research has shown that this exclusion has serious mental health impli-
cations. Studies such as Ross et  al. (2018) and Feinstein et  al. (2021) report 
that bisexual individuals experience elevated rates of depression, anxiety, 
and social isolation. To cope, many adopt protective strategies such as 
concealing or modifying their sexual identity depending on context 
(Feinstein et  al., 2021; Kincaid, 2024). While these strategies can mitigate 
external stigma, they often intensify internal distress and inhibit authentic 
self-expression. Internalized biphobia, where individuals adopt negative 
societal beliefs about bisexuality, further compounds these issues and can 
lead to long-term psychological harm (Velasco et  al., 2024). This is a 
pressing public health issue, given their unique exposure to negative per-
ceptions and discrimination. The minority stress model (Brooks, 1981; 
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Meyer, 2003) helps explain these disparities by highlighting how chronic 
stressors, such as prejudice and social exclusion, contribute to poorer 
health outcomes among sexual minorities.

In addition to personal and interpersonal consequences, biphobia has 
broader political and structural dimensions. Marcus (2018) argues that 
LGBTQ+ rights campaigns often prioritize monosexual narratives (i.e., gay 
or lesbian experiences), sidelining bisexual perspectives in both activism 
and policy. As a result, bisexual individuals frequently lack adequate legal 
protections and are underrepresented in advocacy efforts. Even within 
LGBTQ+ spaces, bisexuals are sometimes viewed as outsiders or as lacking 
commitment to the cause (Chan & Yip, 2021). This invisibility not only 
limits opportunities for solidarity but also reinforces a narrow conception 
of legitimate queer identity.

Although literature on biphobia has grown in recent years, significant 
limitations remain. Much of the existing research is based on young, white, 
Western samples, primarily from the United States and United Kingdom 
(Colledge et  al., 2015; Marzetti et  al., 2022), making it difficult to gener-
alize findings across different cultural contexts. In addition, this body of 
work has been predominantly quantitative, focusing on factors that con-
tribute to these attitude (Anderson & Maugeri, 2024; Feinstein et  al., 2022) 
or mental health outcomes (Feinstein et  al., 2021; Ross et  al., 2018) through 
surveys and statistical analysis. While this has provided useful baseline 
data, there remains a shortage of in-depth qualitative studies that explore 
how such attitudes are formed, experienced, and rationalized, particularly 
from the perspective of those who hold them.

Moreover, while a few qualitative studies have examined attitudes toward 
bisexual individuals, they have primarily focused on heterosexual partic-
ipants (Stotzer, 2009), rather than members of the LGBTQ+ community 
itself. Within this community, there is a notable scarcity of qualitative 
research specifically exploring the attitudes of gay and lesbian individuals 
who may perpetuate biphobia. For instance, Klysing et  al. (2024) and 
Charley et  al. (2023) offer valuable insights into bisexual identity and its 
contestation within LGBTQ+ relationships, but their small sample sizes 
and narrow focus limit broader applicability. Similarly, while Cipollina 
et  al. (2024) and Wurthmann and Ortega (2023) shed light on perceptions 
of bisexuality as “less authentic,” their analyses do not fully engage with 
the underlying psychological and sociocultural foundations of these beliefs. 
These gaps are particularly evident in non-Western contexts, such as 
Greece, where heteronormative traditions remain strong and bisexuality 
receives minimal visibility. Most Greek studies on LGBTQ+ issues, such 
as Pavlou’s (2008), have focused primarily on gay men and lesbians, leaving 
bisexual individuals underrepresented and biphobia under-theorized.
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The broader Greek sociocultural environment may further intensify 
these dynamics. Greek culture places strong emphasis on the family as 
the core social unit, with expectations that children remain closely con-
nected to the family until marriage and avoid keeping private aspects of 
their lives hidden (Phellas, 2001, 2005). Any deviation from cultural 
norms—particularly relating to sexuality—is perceived as reflecting not 
only on the individual but on the family’s honor, a value expressed 
through the powerful concept of philotimo, or the love of one’s family’s 
reputation (Zervoulis, 2016). Sexuality is deeply intertwined with this 
honor–shame system, and the disclosure of non-heterosexual identities 
has historically been viewed as a source of profound social disgrace 
(Fygetakis, 1997). Studies of Greek gay men further show how these 
cultural expectations generate internalized shame and conflict, often clash-
ing with modern narratives of LGBTQ+ pride and visibility (Dendrinos, 
2008). Additionally, Greece’s deeply patriarchal social structure places 
heightened pressure on men to embody traditional gender roles, which 
may partly explain why negative attitudes in Greek society—and even 
among professionals—tend to be more pronounced toward gay men than 
lesbians (Papadaki et  al., 2013).

Another important cultural factor shaping attitudes toward sexuality in 
Greece is the enduring influence of the Greek Orthodox Church. Orthodoxy 
is not only a religious institution but a central marker of national and 
cultural identity, historically functioning as a key source of social cohesion 
across the Eastern Mediterranean (Bakas, 2024). In the Greek context, the 
Church continues to shape everyday moral expectations, views on family 
life, and traditional gender roles, often promoting heteronormative ideals 
as part of its broader cultural mission (Bakas, 2024). Because of its strong 
presence in public life and its perceived role as a guardian of collective 
heritage, religious discourse frequently informs public opinion on LGBTQ+ 
issues (Spina, 2016). As a result, Church influence can reinforce conser-
vative attitudes toward non-heterosexual identities, contributing to the 
stigma and social pressures faced by bisexual individuals within both the 
general population and LGBTQ+ community (Spina, 2016). Given the 
above cultural factors, there is a critical need for research that not only 
addresses bisexual experiences but also interrogates the attitudes of other 
LGBTQ+ members toward them.

The current study aims to address this gap by exploring the biphobic 
perceptions of gay and lesbian individuals within the Greek LGBTQ+ 
community. Using a qualitative approach, this research will investigate the 
psychological and social roots of these attitudes and consider their impli-
cations for community solidarity, advocacy, and the well-being of bisexual 
individuals. In doing so, the study contributes a culturally specific per-
spective that complements and expands upon the existing, largely 
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Western-centric literature. The overarching research questions guiding this 
study are: 1) What factors contribute to the rejection of bisexual persons 
by gay men and lesbians within the Greek LGBTQ+ community? and  
2) How might these biphobic attitudes influence the broader dynamics of 
inclusion and cohesion within the LGBTQ+ community?

2.  Methodology

2.1.  Design

The primary objective of this study was to gain an in-depth understanding 
of the experiences and perceptions of biphobia within the LGBTQ+ com-
munity. To achieve this, a qualitative research approach was employed, 
given its suitability for exploring complex and sensitive social phenomena 
through the meanings individuals ascribe to their lived experiences. 
Qualitative methodology facilitates a nuanced analysis of subjective atti-
tudes, emotions, and social dynamics, thereby enabling the generation of 
rich, interpretive data that quantitative methods are often unable to capture 
effectively (Sparkes & Smith, 2014).

2.2.  Participants

The study involved ten participants (seven cisgender women and three 
cisgender men), aged between 18 and 35, all of whom self-identified as 
members of the LGBTQ+ community and demonstrated awareness of 
biphobia-related issues (see Table 1). This age range was selected to ensure 
a diversity of experiences and a heightened level of social awareness regard-
ing sexual identity and discrimination.

Participants were required to be adults and self-identify as part of the 
LGBTQ+ community relevant to the research focus. Emphasis was placed 
on recruiting individuals capable of providing meaningful insights based 
on their personal experiences, perspectives, or reflections related to bipho-
bia. Capability to provide meaningful insights was assessed during initial 
contact through brief screening questions regarding their experiences, 

Table 1.  Participants’ Characteristics
Pseudonym Age Gender Sexual Orientation

Eleni 30 Woman Lesbian
Maria 35 Woman Lesbian
Sofia 26 Woman Lesbian
Andreas 27 Man Gay
Niki 19 Woman Lesbian
Dimitris 28 Man Gay
Kostas 29 Man Gay
Anna 25 Woman Lesbian
Christina 30 Woman Lesbian
Katerina 27 Woman Lesbian
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observations, or opinions about bisexuality and intra-community prejudice. 
This ensured that participants had relevant experiential or reflective knowl-
edge rather than hypothetical or uninformed viewpoints. Additionally, 
participants were required to have a stable residence in Greece to ensure 
that the data reflected experiences within a shared cultural and social 
context, although nationality was not a criterion for inclusion.

Exclusion criteria included: individuals who did not self-identify as 
LGBTQ+, those under 18, bisexual individuals (as the study focused on 
perceptions held by non-bisexual community members), and individuals 
who indicated no relevant experience or awareness of biphobia. Finally, 
persons reporting an active psychiatric diagnosis that could impair emo-
tional wellbeing or interview participation were excluded. This assessment 
was made through self-report during the screening process, with the aim 
of protecting participant safety given the sensitive nature of the topic.

2.3.  Data collection

Participants were recruited using purposive sampling to ensure the inclu-
sion of individuals with relevant experiences and insights into biphobia 
within the LGBTQ+ community. Recruitment was conducted through the 
LGBTQ+ community in Thessaloniki as well as various online platforms. 
Strategies included sending invitation emails outlining the study’s aims, 
ethical considerations, and participant rights, alongside posts on social 
media platforms such as Facebook and Instagram. Given the sensitive and 
underexplored nature of biphobia within the Greek LGBTQ+ community, 
recruitment posed challenges. Many potential participants were reluctant 
to openly discuss intra-community prejudice due to concerns about social 
repercussions or community tensions. Consequently, achieving in-depth, 
candid narratives required careful, trust-building engagement and extended 
recruitment efforts. Though full saturation was not entirely achievable due 
to the limited sample, the analysis revealed consistent and rich themes 
across interviews, indicating a strong preliminary understanding of key 
perceptions and experiences related to biphobia among gay and lesbian 
individuals in Greece—serving as an important foundational investigation 
that can inform future larger-scale or mixed-method research while empha-
sizing depth over breadth, allowing for nuanced exploration of participants’ 
emotional, social, and moral narratives.

Prior to participation, all participants received a comprehensive written 
information sheet outlining the study’s purpose, the nature of their involve-
ment, confidentiality, and privacy assurances. Informed consent was 
obtained through signed consent forms, which affirmed voluntary partic-
ipation and the right to withdraw at any point without penalty. Data were 
collected through semi-structured, face-to-face interviews conducted by 
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the first author in private, accessible, and comfortable locations to promote 
participant safety, openness, and trust. This approach balanced flexibility 
and structure, allowing exploration of emergent personal experiences, 
emotions, and perceptions (Kallio et al., 2016). Data were collected from 
November 2024 to March 2025 and an interview guide was developed 
based on the study’s objectives and current literature. The interview guide 
included key thematic areas while allowing for participant-led narrative 
and deviations as relevant. Interview topics encompassed: a) general per-
ceptions and acceptance of bisexual identities (e.g., “How do you view 
bisexual identities within the LGBTQ+ community?”), (b) personal expe-
riences or observations of suspicion, marginalization, or questioning of 
bisexual people (e.g., “Can you share any experiences where you or others 
expressed doubt or skepticism toward bisexual individuals?”), (c) percep-
tions of gender and sexual fluidity (e.g., “What are your thoughts on the 
concepts of gender and sexual fluidity?”), and (d) the position of bisexual 
individuals within the broader LGBTQ+ collective and activism (e.g., “How 
do you think bisexual people fit within the wider LGBTQ+ community 
and its activism efforts?”). Interviews typically lasted approximately 45 min, 
though duration varied according to participant engagement and the con-
versational flow. Upon completion, a brief debriefing reiterated the study’s 
goals, offered an opportunity for questions or comments, and assessed 
participant well-being. Participants were reminded of their right to with-
draw their data within two weeks following the interview. With participants’ 
explicit permission, interviews were audio-recorded and subsequently tran-
scribed verbatim to ensure data integrity. All data were securely stored in 
encrypted files on a password-protected computer accessible only to the 
authors. Following the withdrawal period, data were anonymized in accor-
dance with ethical research standards. To ensure full anonymity, partici-
pants were assigned randomly selected pseudonyms for publication. These 
pseudonyms are not derived from participants’ names, initials, or any 
identifying information.

2.4.  Data analysis

Thematic analysis was employed to analyze the data with the aim of iden-
tifying recurring themes emerging from the participants’ personal narratives. 
This method is well-suited for the in-depth exploration of lived experiences 
and for elucidating the meanings individuals assign to the phenomena they 
encounter. The transcribed data were analyzed following the six-phase frame-
work outlined by Braun and Clarke (2006). Initially, the transcripts were 
read multiple times to achieve deep familiarity and comprehensive under-
standing. Subsequently, meaningful excerpts were highlighted, and initial 
codes were generated to capture the semantic content of the data. In this 
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phase, codes were created inductively: short labels were assigned to segments 
of text that described specific actions, evaluative statements, emotional 
expressions, or reasoning patterns. For example, when participants justified 
exclusionary attitudes on moral grounds, these passages were coded using 
labels capturing the evaluative logic rather than descriptive content. This 
inductive approach allowed the coding to stay close to participants’ meanings 
while beginning to identify broader interpretive patterns.

Both authors independently coded the data to enhance the rigor and 
reliability of the analysis. Regular meetings were held to compare and 
discuss their coding and emerging themes. During these meetings, inter-
pretive disagreements were addressed by examining the original transcript 
excerpts together, articulating the assumptions underlying each interpre-
tation, and assessing how well each coding option aligned with the analytic 
aims of the study. Disagreements were resolved through a process of 
negotiated consensus, in which both researchers justified their reasoning 
and jointly revised the codebook when necessary. This iterative refinement 
ensured that the final thematic structure represented a shared and critically 
examined interpretation rather than an unchallenged merger of individual 
viewpoints.

These codes were then grouped into broader conceptual categories 
(themes), which were rigorously reviewed for internal coherence and rel-
evance to the dataset as a whole. Consideration was given to both the 
frequency and the significance of each theme in representing critical 
aspects of participants’ experiences. The final thematic structure was orga-
nized based on the substantive content of the themes, culminating in an 
analytical narrative supported by illustrative participant quotations. This 
presentation seeks to reflect the multifaceted manifestations of biphobia 
within the LGBTQ+ community, while honoring the complexity and indi-
viduality of the participants’ accounts.

2.5.  Reflexivity and researcher influence

Given the interpretive nature of qualitative inquiry, both authors engaged 
in ongoing reflexive practice throughout the research process. The first 
author does not identify as a member of the LGBTQ+ community but 
has social connections and friendships within it, which facilitated a degree 
of familiarity with relevant cultural dynamics while still maintaining an 
outsider perspective. This dual position—familiar yet not embedded—
required ongoing reflection on how assumptions about community norms 
might shape interview prompts or interpretations. The second author, as 
an experienced qualitative researcher, monitored how their professional 
expertise and expectations regarding narrative structure might subtly guide 
participants or influence analytic decisions.
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To address these dynamics, the researchers kept reflexive notes during 
and after interviews, documenting moments of heightened rapport, par-
ticipant discomfort, or potential power imbalances. These notes were 
revisited during analysis to assess how interactional dynamics or researcher 
positionalities may have shaped the data. Reflexive questioning was inte-
grated into coding meetings, encouraging the researchers to consider 
alternative interpretations and to evaluate whether their analytic decisions 
were influenced by prior assumptions rather than grounded directly in 
the participants’ accounts. This reflexive engagement strengthened the 
transparency, credibility, and interpretive rigor of the analysis.

2.6.  Ethical considerations

Ethical approval for this study was granted by the Ethics Committee of 
the first author’s University (approval number: 100672675). The research 
adhered to the ethical standards for psychological research. Participants 
were fully informed, both verbally and in writing, about the study’s aims, 
their rights, including the option to withdraw at any time without penalty, 
and the safeguards in place to protect data confidentiality and privacy.

All audio recordings and transcripts were stored securely in encrypted 
files on password-protected devices accessible only to the authors. 
Participants were given a period of two weeks post-interview during which 
they could request withdrawal of their data. After this time, all data were 
irreversibly anonymized. Following each interview, a debriefing session 
was conducted to allow participants to express any reflections or emotional 
responses and to underscore the importance of their contributions. 
Furthermore, participants were offered the opportunity to receive feedback 
on the study’s findings, fostering transparency and collaborative engagement.

3.  Findings

The analysis of interview data revealed that participants’ perceptions and 
experiences of bisexuality within the LGBTQ+ community were complex, 
multifaceted, and often shaped by intersecting social and cultural factors. 
Three overarching themes were identified from the narratives, each cap-
turing a distinct dimension of how bisexual identities are perceived, val-
idated, or marginalized within the LGBTQ+ community (Table 2).

3.1.  Theme 1: cognitive delegitimization of bisexual identity

This theme was discussed by 9 of the 10 participants, though with varying 
degrees of certainty and personal investment. Across interviews, bisexuality 
was frequently constructed not as a stable sexual identity, but as a 
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provisional, unstable, or strategically ambiguous position. Rather than 
being recognized as an endpoint of sexual self-understanding, it was inter-
preted through a monosexual framework that equated fluidity with uncer-
tainty. Participants repeatedly framed bisexuality as a transitional label—a 
temporary resting point on the way to a more “authentic” or socially 
legible identity;

“Often it is because they have not yet accepted their own identity. They are in a tran-
sitional stage and “bi” seems safer, broader to them.” (Eleni)

In this framing, bisexuality functioned as a buffer: a way to acknowledge 
same-sex attraction while retaining proximity to heterosexual norms. 
Participants described it as a socially smoother or safer position, partic-
ularly in early stages of identity disclosure:

“It can be the first “stop” on a journey of self-discovery. And the bi identity gives you some 
leeway—it’s like saying “okay, I have a bit of straight in me,” so you feel more secure. 
Socially. It’s a smoother transition for someone who is still figuring things out.” (Sofia)

Such narratives did not simply describe bisexuality as exploratory; they 
positioned it as incomplete. The underlying assumption was that sexual 
identity must eventually stabilize into a singular, monosexual endpoint. 
Within this logic, fluidity becomes evidence of indecision rather than 
authenticity. Several participants expressed this skepticism explicitly, par-
ticularly when observing perceived discrepancies between self-identification 
and relationship patterns:

“Many of those who say they’re bi, I actually think they’re gay. They just don’t say it. 
They’re afraid to admit it.” (Andreas)

Table 2. O verview of Themes Identified in the Findings
Theme Description

Theme 1: Cognitive Delegitimization of Bisexual 
Identity

Bisexuality is framed as unstable, transitional, or 
ambiguous, leading to doubts about its 
authenticity and coherence as a legitimate sexual 
identity. These interpretations reflect monosexist 
assumptions and position bisexuality as 
incomplete or provisional.

Theme 2: Relational Distancing and Affective 
Consequences

Perceptions of instability shift into moral evaluations, 
with bisexuality judged in terms of sincerity, 
reliability, and commitment. These moralized 
judgments legitimize emotional guardedness, 
relational distancing, and the policing of identity 
boundaries within LGBTQ+ spaces.

Theme 3: Communal and Political Marginalization 
within LGBTQ+ Spaces

Moralized skepticism extends beyond interpersonal 
dynamics into community-level exclusion. Bisexual 
individuals are positioned as peripheral or 
conditionally included, contributing to patterns of 
invisibility, reduced authority, and symbolic 
hierarchy within LGBTQ+ spaces.
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“It’s usually not a consistent identity. They go with a man, then with a woman, but 
their actions don’t match their words—it’s that kind of situation.” (Niki)

Here, bisexuality was evaluated through standards of consistency and 
predictability that privilege fixed attraction. Oscillation between genders 
was interpreted not as fluidity but as instability. This cognitive framing 
delegitimized bisexuality by casting it as either a phase preceding homo-
sexuality or a form of confusion awaiting resolution:

“I don’t know, but I have the feeling that most people who identify as bi just haven’t 
decided yet what they want and end up either choosing their true identity or going 
along with convenience and social norms.” (Anna)

Gender shaped how this delegitimization operated. Male bisexuality was 
frequently reframed as latent homosexuality masked by social repression:

“If a guy identifies as bisexual, he is not bisexual. He is socially repressed.” (Dimitris)

“The men I’ve met who claim to be bisexual are generally 90% homosexual.” (Niki)

In these accounts, masculinity was positioned within rigid sexual bina-
ries, leaving little room for fluidity. Bisexual identification among men 
was interpreted as a denial of an underlying “true” gay identity.

In contrast, female bisexuality was often delegitimized through trivial-
ization and sexualization. Rather than being framed as repressed homo-
sexuality, it was cast as attention-seeking or performative:

“Numerous women identify as bisexual just to get attention, whether from men or 
women.” (Maria)

This framing reduced women’s sexual fluidity to a strategic aesthetic 
choice rather than a genuine orientation. In both cases—whether through 
disbelief (for men) or trivialization (for women)—bisexuality was stripped 
of ontological stability.

Importantly, these constructions operated at the level of interpretation 
rather than direct hostility. They reflected cognitive schemas through which 
participants made sense of bisexuality. However, by repeatedly positioning 
bisexuality as unstable, experimental, or strategically ambiguous, these 
narratives functioned as a mechanism of delegitimization. Bisexual identity 
was rendered conditional, provisional, and perpetually suspect.

3.2.  Theme 2: relational distancing and affective consequences

The cognitive delegitimization described above did not remain confined 
to abstract judgments about identity. Eight participants’ narratives revealed 
that perceptions of bisexual instability shaped relational expectations and 
emotional investments in intimate and social relationships. When bisexu-
ality was framed as provisional or unreliable, this translated into heightened 
suspicion, guardedness, and emotional distancing.
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A recurring concern was the fear of abandonment or replacement. 
Several participants described witnessing or experiencing relationships in 
which a bisexual partner later entered a heterosexual relationship. These 
events were interpreted not simply as relational breakdowns, but as con-
firmation of preexisting doubts about bisexual legitimacy:

“I have seen relationships fall apart because at the end, “they were just bisexual,” and sub-
sequently chose a male partner. This leaves a scar, and you don’t trust easily again.” (Maria)

Such accounts reveal how individual relational experiences became gen-
eralized into broader assumptions about bisexual unreliability. Rather than 
being understood as situational dynamics specific to those relationships, 
they were incorporated into a larger narrative that bisexual partners are 
inherently inconsistent. In this way, cognitive skepticism hardened into 
relational distrust.

This distrust also manifested as anticipatory defensiveness. Participants 
described difficulty fully investing emotionally in bisexual partners due to 
fears that they were “just experimenting” or would ultimately “choose a side”:

“They informed me of their bisexuality; however, after being in a relationship with me, 
they ended up with a man. Although they did not explicitly state it, I sensed that they 
were only experimenting with me.” (Anna)

“When an individual changes their sides, it evokes the sensation that you were never 
an actual choice—only a transient phase.” (Maria)

These narratives illustrate how bisexuality was constructed as a threat 
to relational security. The possibility of attraction to more than one gender 
was interpreted as increasing the risk of betrayal or replacement. In this 
framing, bisexuality became associated with emotional unpredictability, 
reinforcing relational distancing.

For some participants, distrust was not limited to romantic relationships 
but extended into friendship groups and queer social networks. Bisexual 
individuals were described as difficult to “place” within stable group iden-
tities, contributing to a sense of social ambiguity:

“Bisexuals don’t easily fit into a group with lesbians and gays, because they are consid-
ered the most … there is no trust toward them.” (Sofia)

This statement reflects a perception that relational belonging requires 
perceived stability. When bisexuality was viewed as fluid or inconsistent, 
it disrupted expectations of shared identity cohesion within lesbian and 
gay subgroups.

Gender intensified these relational dynamics. As described in Theme 
1, male bisexuality was often interpreted as concealed homosexuality. This 
framing contributed to suspicion that bisexual men were emotionally 
unavailable or not fully committed to same-sex partners. Female bisexuality, 
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in contrast, was frequently sexualized, producing a different but equally 
distancing effect.

Several participants described feeling objectified by bisexual women 
who were perceived as “experimenting”:

“We have become a kind of “fetish” for many. That it is cool to attempt it. Subsequently, 
we must confront the emotional part; and then we (the homosexuals) are left to deal 
with the emotional part.” (Niki)

Here, relational harm was framed not only as abandonment but as emo-
tional instrumentalization. Bisexuality was interpreted as a site of novel-
ty-seeking rather than authentic attachment. In such accounts, distrust was 
intertwined with feelings of being used or emotionally commodified.

Importantly, participants’ accounts reflect their interpretations of rela-
tional events rather than objective patterns of bisexual behavior. 
Nevertheless, these interpretations shaped interactional dynamics in pow-
erful ways. Once bisexuality was cognitively marked as unstable, relational 
caution became normalized. Emotional investment was tempered, trust 
was conditional, and bisexual partners were positioned as inherently risky.

3.3.  Theme 3: communal and political marginalization within LGBTQ+ spaces

The interpersonal dynamics described above did not remain confined to 
private relationships. All participants’ accounts indicated that when dele-
gitimization and distrust became normalized, they extended into broader 
patterns of communal positioning. Bisexuality was not only questioned at 
the cognitive and relational levels but was also symbolically and politically 
marginalized within LGBTQ+ spaces.

A recurring narrative across interviews was that bisexual individuals 
occupy an ambiguous or liminal position within the queer community—
acknowledged in principle, yet not fully embraced in practice:

“It’s like there are the bi people and then the community. Not all together.” (Maria)

This perceived separation suggests that belonging within LGBTQ+ spaces 
is structured around assumptions of stability, shared struggle, and recog-
nizable identity boundaries. When bisexuality was framed as fluid or 
strategically adaptable, it disrupted these expectations, positioning bisexual 
individuals as peripheral or conditionally included.

Participants frequently described bisexual people as being “between two 
worlds,” neither fully accepted in heterosexual contexts nor completely 
integrated into queer spaces:

“They must constantly validate their sexuality to persuade others that it is not just a 
“phase” or an “experiment.” It may instill a sense that they don’t belong anywhere, 
neither in the straight world nor in the queer world.” (Sofia)
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Here, the need for continual validation reflects the earlier cognitive 
delegitimization and relational distrust. What begins as skepticism at the 
interpersonal level becomes institutionalized as identity fatigue within 
community life. Bisexual belonging was depicted as requiring ongoing 
proof of authenticity.

Political legitimacy was another site where marginalization emerged. 
Some participants suggested that bisexual individuals are perceived as less 
politically invested or less urgently oppressed due to presumed access to 
heterosexual privilege:

“If you can align with the heterosexual side, then you lack the same necessity for visi-
bility. You do not fight for it with like fervor.” (Kostas)

In this framing, oppression is measured through visibility and per-
manence. Because bisexuality was constructed as potentially reversible 
or strategically flexible, it was seen as less politically authentic. This 
perception reinforced a hierarchy within the LGBTQ+ community in 
which monosexual identities were granted greater legitimacy and moral 
authority.

Representational erasure further consolidated this marginalization. 
Participants noted the relative invisibility of bisexual voices in activism, 
pride events, and media spaces:

“Bisexuals are a bit like visitors, not permanent members. You rarely see them repre-
sented at pride events, in activism, or on panels.” (Eleni)

The metaphor of “visitors” captures the conditional nature of bisexual 
inclusion. Rather than being positioned as foundational members of the 
community, bisexual individuals were depicted as transient participants 
whose commitment remains uncertain. This symbolic positioning reflects 
the cumulative effect of earlier mechanisms: once bisexuality is cognitively 
delegitimized and relationally distrusted, communal exclusion becomes 
easier to justify.

Gender continued to shape these dynamics at the community level. 
Male bisexuality, framed as latent homosexuality, was often absorbed into 
gay male spaces only when reinterpreted as “eventually gay.” Female bisex-
uality, while more visible, was frequently sexualized in ways that under-
mined its political seriousness. In both cases, bisexuality was rendered 
secondary—either as incomplete homosexuality or as erotic spectacle—
rather than as a distinct and equal identity category.

Taken together, these accounts suggest that bisexual marginalization 
within LGBTQ+ spaces operates as a cascading process. Cognitive framings 
of instability inform relational distrust; relational distrust shapes patterns 
of social distancing; and these interpersonal dynamics scale into communal 
hierarchies and political exclusion. Rather than isolated expressions of 
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prejudice, these mechanisms collectively structure bisexuality as condition-
ally legitimate, perpetually suspect, and politically peripheral within the 
very communities that claim inclusion.

4.  Discussion

This study examined how gay men and lesbians within the Greek LGBTQ+ 
community perceive bisexuality, identifying how these perceptions are 
shaped by cultural norms, community dynamics, and gendered expecta-
tions. In line with existing scholarship, our findings confirm that biphobia 
remains a pervasive form of intra-community prejudice, manifesting in 
both overt and subtle ways (Cipollina et  al., 2024; Yoshino, 2000). However, 
rather than treating these expressions as isolated attitudes, the present 
analysis conceptualizes them as part of a socially reproduced process. 
Specifically, the findings illustrate a sequence through which relational 
experiences and anecdotal narratives are transformed into moralized iden-
tity judgments, which in turn legitimize relational distancing and com-
munity-level marginalization. In this way, binegativity operates not merely 
as interpersonal bias but as a regulatory mechanism that sustains symbolic 
hierarchies and boundary maintenance within LGBTQ+ spaces.

4.1.  Bisexuality as transitional, unstable, or inauthentic

Echoing prior research (Angelides, 2001; Diamond, 2008; Vonlanthen & 
Roy-Charland, 2025), participants frequently described bisexuality as a 
temporary or insincere state, a perception deeply rooted in binary models 
of sexuality. The portrayal of bisexuality as a “stepping stone” toward a 
gay or lesbian identity, or as a brief experiment before returning to het-
erosexuality, mirrors findings by Klysing et  al. (2024) and Wurthmann 
and Ortega (2023). Our data reinforce the concept of “double marginal-
ization” (Savin-Williams, 2021), as bisexual people were viewed with sus-
picion not only by heterosexual society but also within queer spaces, 
leading to diminished trust and social exclusion. Beyond representing 
simple misconceptions, these stereotypes serve as boundary-making tools 
that stabilize the identities of those who deploy them. By framing bisex-
uality as transitory, participants implicitly affirmed the solidity and legit-
imacy of gay/lesbian identities—particularly salient in a cultural context 
where LGBTQ+ identities remain politically contested. Such boundary 
work aligns with theories of symbolic maintenance (Lamont and Molnár, 
2002), suggesting that stereotypes help protect group cohesion by delegit-
imizing identities perceived as ambiguous.

The Greek context adds a distinctive cultural layer. Limited bisexual 
visibility in Greece may amplify these “transitional” narratives, as suggested 
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by participants’ accounts. The Orthodox Church’s moral teachings and 
broader cultural norms provide a backdrop against which gay and lesbian 
community members internalize heteronormative binaries. Through social-
ization in religiously influenced moral frameworks, participants may uncon-
sciously evaluate bisexuality using principles of exclusivity and 
clarity—perceiving ambiguity as morally and socially unstable. Where 
bisexual identities are seldom openly represented, the absence of positive 
role models appears to sustain perceptions of bisexuality as temporary or 
opportunistic.

This dynamic is further reinforced by Greece’s sociopolitical climate, 
where legal recognition of LGBTQ+ rights has progressed slowly and 
often only under external pressure (e.g., civil partnership equality achieved 
in 2015 following a European Court of Human Rights ruling) (Giannou 
& Ioakimidis, 2020). Persistent influence from the Orthodox Church and 
conservative political forces continues to uphold heteronormative ideals, 
reinforcing binary understandings of sexuality and marginalizing 
non-monosexual identities (Ayoub, 2015; Trihas, 2018). Bisexuality’s invis-
ibility thus stems not only from underrepresentation but also from sys-
temic exclusion in areas such as healthcare (Giannou & Ioakimidis, 2020), 
the labor market (Drydakis, 2012), and family policy (Dagkouli-Kyriakoglou, 
2022), where LGBTQ+ individuals remain subject to structural 
discrimination.

These entrenched norms create fertile ground for “transitional” narratives 
to thrive, as bisexuality is interpreted through a lens shaped by cultural 
conservatism, limited visibility, and the ongoing pathologization of non-het-
erosexual identities (Giannou & Ioakimidis, 2020). Crucially, these cultural 
norms operate not only externally but are also internalized by gay and 
lesbian community members. The result is a mechanism of intra-commu-
nity policing: bisexuality is evaluated not only against social expectations 
but also through internalized moral scripts, leading to suspicion, condi-
tional acceptance, and subtle exclusion. This demonstrates that binegativity 
in the Greek context is co-constructed, emerging from both structural 
pressures (legal, religious, social) and personal cognition shaped by those 
pressures.

4.2.  The contested status of bisexuality within LGBTQ+ spaces

Consistent with Marcus (2018) and Chan and Yip (2021), participants 
described bisexual people as peripheral to queer community life, accepted 
rhetorically but not fully included in relational or activist networks. This 
marginalization reflects both social identity processes and culturally rein-
forced moral norms, which shape how bisexuality is interpreted and judged 
within the Greek LGBTQ+ context. Participants appear to evaluate 
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bisexuality in terms of perceived commitment and authenticity, internal-
izing socially and culturally informed expectations to preserve group 
coherence.

Although similar marginalization patterns are documented in Western 
contexts, the Greek sociocultural environment may amplify perceptions of 
bisexual instability. Orthodox-influenced norms emphasizing sexual clarity, 
moral propriety, and fidelity appear to inform both interpersonal evalua-
tions and internalized judgments within the community (Bakas, 2024; 
Spina, 2016). In this sense, the Greek context may intensify moralized 
perceptions and reinforce behaviors that maintain boundaries between 
“authentic” queer identities and those perceived as ambiguous. This per-
spective allows us to interpret observed exclusion as shaped not solely by 
interpersonal bias but also by broader sociocultural pressures, including 
structural invisibility of bisexuality in policy, activism, and public life.

Cultural norms intersect with social identity processes: participants 
assess bisexuality through a lens of perceived commitment and legitimacy, 
internalizing dominant expectations of queer behavior to safeguard ingroup 
coherence. By framing bisexuality as “less committed,” participants repro-
duce hierarchies that reflect both societal moral standards and internalized 
binary logic. This pattern illustrates how interpersonal judgments are 
embedded within culturally shaped moral frameworks.

This echoes the documented structural invisibility of bisexuality in 
LGBTQ+ advocacy and policy (Vonlanthen & Roy-Charland, 2025), but 
our findings extend this argument by showing how exclusion is rationalized 
interpersonally. Participants often framed bisexual individuals as “less 
committed” to LGBTQ+ struggles, thereby legitimizing their marginaliza-
tion as a form of boundary maintenance within the community. Social 
Dominance Theory (Sidanius & Pratto, 2012) helps explain this dynamic, 
as even marginalized groups reproduce hierarchies that mirror dominant 
social orders. Gay and lesbian identities—more visible, institutionally rec-
ognized, and culturally legible—occupy a higher symbolic status in the 
Greek LGBTQ+ hierarchy, whereas bisexual identities remain structurally 
and symbolically peripheral. This asymmetry encourages the preservation 
of status arrangements through exclusionary discourse, portraying bisexuals 
as insufficiently loyal or politically unstable.

Boundary Maintenance Theory (Bailey, 2008) further clarifies this behav-
ior: by delegitimizing bisexuality, participants perform acts of social dif-
ferentiation that both protect their own group’s coherence and reproduce 
culturally reinforced sexual binaries. Importantly, the moral weight 
attributed to these boundaries is informed by internalized Orthodox-
influenced norms regarding sexual clarity, fidelity, and authenticity. Gay 
and lesbian participants thus contribute to the reproduction of binegativity 
not only as a social act but also as an internalized moral judgment.
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These accounts align with prior research showing that bisexual people 
frequently experience discomfort or alienation in LGBTQ+ spaces, some-
times choosing to “blend in” by not disclosing their bisexuality, or avoiding 
such spaces altogether due to fears of ostracism (McLean, 2007, 2008a, 
2008b). Similar patterns have been observed among LGBTQ+ young adults 
whose identities are policed for “authenticity,” particularly when they do 
not conform to visual or behavioral stereotypes, or when they hold inter-
secting marginalized identities (McCormick & Barthelemy, 2021).

Interestingly, some participants expressed conditional sympathy, acknowl-
edging that bisexual identity might be constrained by external pressures 
such as workplace discrimination. While superficially empathetic, these 
narratives often reinforced the perception that bisexuality is a strategic 
adaptation rather than an authentic orientation—a tension also observed 
in higher education contexts, where bisexual students report bisexual-spe-
cific stress, reduced participation, and a sense that their voices are unwel-
come in LGBTQ+ organizations (Tavarez, 2022). Conversely, other research 
indicates that bisexual people may increasingly access support and resources 
from LGBTQ+ communities, reporting partial to near-total acceptance 
despite ongoing stigma (Price et  al., 2020). Together, these findings indicate 
that bisexual exclusion is neither universal nor uniform but is shaped by 
the interplay of interpersonal perceptions, structural norms, and the spe-
cific social contexts in which community life unfolds, with the Greek 
cultural and moral landscape serving as a distinct shaping factor.

4.3.  Moralized biphobia: from identity evaluation to ethical judgment

Our data capture the emotional intensity behind intra-community biphobia, 
with distrust emerging as a central motif. However, participants’ accounts 
did not stop at describing bisexuality as “unstable” or “transitional.” Rather, 
their evaluations frequently shifted from characterizing bisexuality as an 
identity category to judging it in explicitly moral terms. Bisexuality was 
not only framed as inconsistent but as ethically suspect—associated with 
insincerity, emotional irresponsibility, or strategic ambiguity.

For example, when participants described bisexual partners as “just 
experimenting” or as people who “had not yet decided what they want,” 
the critique moved beyond identity clarity and into questions of authen-
ticity and accountability. The concern was not merely that bisexuality is 
fluid, but that such fluidity signals a lack of seriousness or moral com-
mitment. Similarly, when individuals were described as “using bisexuality 
as a safer option” or as aligning with “convenience and social norms,” the 
implication was that bisexual identification reflects opportunism rather 
than integrity.
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This discursive shift is significant. What begins as skepticism about 
stability becomes reframed as a judgment about character. Bisexual indi-
viduals were implicitly evaluated according to moral criteria such as sin-
cerity, reliability, and fidelity—traits culturally valorized within both Greek 
society and LGBTQ+ relational norms. When bisexuality was perceived 
as deviating from these expectations, it was not only misunderstood but 
morally downgraded.

In the Greek sociocultural context, this moralization appears particularly 
salient. Orthodox-influenced cultural norms emphasizing exclusivity, rela-
tional loyalty, and categorical clarity (Bakas, 2024; Spina, 2016) may 
heighten sensitivity to perceived ambiguity. Participants’ language reflected 
these moral standards: bisexual partners were described as difficult to 
“trust,” as leaving “emotional scars,” or as failing to demonstrate consistent 
commitment. These are not neutral descriptions—they frame bisexuality 
as violating culturally endorsed virtues.

We conceptualize this process as moralized biphobia, defined here as 
the transformation of identity-based skepticism into moral evaluation. 
Rather than simply expressing discomfort with bisexuality, participants 
invoked moral reasoning to police sexual boundaries. This aligns with 
social psychological research on moralization (Skitka et  al., 2009), which 
demonstrates that moral framing intensifies judgment and legitimizes 
exclusion by positioning disagreement as a violation of shared ethi-
cal norms.

Importantly, moralized biphobia does more than generate negative atti-
tudes; it functions to justify distancing. When bisexuality is framed as 
ethically unreliable or emotionally unsafe, relational withdrawal becomes 
reasonable rather than prejudicial. Distrust is recast as prudence. Emotional 
guardedness appears as self-protection. Community boundary maintenance 
becomes framed as safeguarding shared values. In this way, moral evalu-
ation converts suspicion into socially sanctioned exclusion.

These dynamics also operate symbolically. By contrasting themselves 
with an “ambiguous” bisexual Other, participants reinforced their own 
moral and identity certainties. As McLean (2008b) and Alarie and Gaudet 
(2013) note, monosexist assumptions treat bisexuality as inherently decep-
tive or unstable. Our data suggest that this instability becomes moralized: 
ambiguity is equated with dishonesty; fluidity with irresponsibility; open-
ness with opportunism. Through this moral reframing, bisexuality is posi-
tioned not merely as different, but as ethically inferior.

Furthermore, fetishization—particularly of bisexual women—illustrates 
how moralization intersects with gendered power. When bisexual women 
were described as “trends,” “experimenters,” or attention-seeking, their 
sexual agency was reframed as superficial or performative. This not only 
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trivializes bisexual identity but morally delegitimizes it by portraying it 
as lacking seriousness or authenticity. Such framing echoes heteronormative 
and patriarchal tropes (Tavarez, 2022; Yoshino, 2000; Angelides, 2001), 
suggesting that queer spaces may reproduce dominant moral scripts rather 
than resist them.

Therefore, these patterns demonstrate that biphobia in our data is not 
limited to interpersonal prejudice. It is structured through moral reasoning 
that transforms identity ambiguity into ethical violation. This moralization 
process legitimizes relational distancing and symbolic exclusion, reinforcing 
intragroup hierarchies while preserving monosexual norms as morally 
coherent and socially stable.

4.4.  Gendered patterns of biphobia: male dismissal and female 
objectification

One of the most striking contributions of this study is its illumination of 
the gendered and culturally mediated dimensions of biphobia. These gen-
dered patterns are not only interpersonal but psychologically mediated: 
participants deploy binary gendered logics to interpret sexual identity, 
associating male bisexuality with latent homosexuality and female bisex-
uality with erotic spectacle. In doing so, they reinforce gendered hierarchies 
while negotiating their own moral and social positions within the 
community.

In the Greek context, internalized conservative gender norms amplify 
these patterns. Male bisexuality is often delegitimized for threatening 
hegemonic masculinity, while female bisexuality is tolerated only insofar 
as it aligns with heteronormative fantasies and culturally specific expec-
tations of femininity (Dendrinos, 2008; Fygetakis, 1997). These mechanisms 
illustrate how structural moral norms are embodied in individual cognition, 
producing intra-community exclusion that is both gendered and morally 
coded. The interaction between internalized social norms, religiously influ-
enced moral frameworks, and cultural expectations of gender creates a 
uniquely Greek configuration of moralized binegativity. This framework 
illustrates that biphobia in Greece is both gendered and morally coded, 
emerging from the interaction between internalized cultural norms and 
individual cognitive evaluations. While similar asymmetries are reported 
in Western contexts, the Greek sociocultural environment—shaped by 
Orthodox-influenced moral norms and conservative gender expectations—
may uniquely heighten the moral and symbolic salience of these judgments.

Consistent with previous studies (Feinstein et  al., 2021; Ross et  al., 
2018), male bisexuality was often delegitimized as latent homosexuality 
or a product of social repression. This aligns with broader research showing 
that same-sex behavior in men is more likely to be interpreted as proof 
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of homosexuality, whereas similar behavior in women may be read as 
heterosexual experimentation (Alarie & Gaudet, 2013; Herek, 1986). Such 
asymmetry is reinforced by monosexist beliefs and culturally specific con-
structions of masculinity, which limit space for sexual fluidity without 
threatening social status (Roberts et  al., 2015; Morgenroth & Ryan, 2021).

Quantitative findings from other contexts indicate that these patterns 
are not unique to Greece. Yost and Thomas (2012) show that heterosexual 
men tend to be less accepting of bisexual men than of bisexual women, 
partially explained by the eroticization of women’s same-sex behavior. Our 
findings suggest that within Greek LGBTQ+ spaces, similar gendered 
patterns of binegativity operate in culturally inflected ways: male bisexuality 
is delegitimized as covert homosexuality and linked to gender nonconfor-
mity, while female bisexuality is positioned as attractive yet performative, 
aligning with normative gender and sexual scripts.

Female bisexuality, in contrast, is often tolerated conditionally, through 
the lens of sexual availability and male-oriented fantasies, echoing Angelides 
(2001) “metrosexualization of female bisexuality.” These patterns illustrate 
that symbolic capital is unevenly distributed across gendered expressions 
of bisexuality: male bisexuality carries low symbolic capital for threatening 
normative masculinity, whereas female bisexuality carries conditional capital 
when aligned with heteronormative expectations. Thus, biphobia emerges 
as both identity policing and gendered power enforcement, reflecting a 
convergence of moral, cultural, and social norms specific to the Greek 
context.

Previous research has shown that bisexual women are frequently imag-
ined as equally attracted to men and women yet remain subject to erot-
icization that undermines the authenticity of their identity (Morgenroth 
et  al., 2022). Importantly, our findings suggest this dynamic persists within 
LGBTQ+ spaces themselves, where internalized patriarchal and cultural 
norms contribute to the perception of female bisexuality as experimental 
or unreliable. This challenges assumptions that queer spaces inherently 
provide refuge from heteronormative objectification and highlights the 
persistence of gendered moralized scripts across sexual minority contexts.

4.5.  Novel contributions and implications

This study addresses two key gaps identified in the introduction. First, it 
centers the voices of gay and lesbian individuals in examining biphobia—a 
perspective less frequently explored than heterosexual attitudes (Stotzer, 
2009). Second, it provides culturally specific insights from Greece, where 
LGBTQ+ discourse is shaped by entrenched heteronormativity and where 
bisexuality remains structurally invisible (Pavlou, 2008; Hindenlang et  al., 
2025). By documenting both parallels and divergences with Western 
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findings, our analysis demonstrates that stereotypes are not merely inher-
ited cultural artifacts but actively reproduced through power, hierarchy, 
and symbolic boundary-making.

Four interrelated contributions emerge. First, the study reframes biphobia 
as a moralized form of intra-group regulation rather than simple prejudice. 
Participants did not merely describe bisexuality as unstable; they trans-
formed perceived instability into ethical claims about sincerity, responsi-
bility, and relational reliability. These moralized judgments functioned as 
boundary-policing mechanisms, reinforcing distinctions between “legiti-
mate” and “ambiguous” sexual identities. In this way, biphobia operates 
as a form of moral governance within queer spaces, aligning with boundary 
maintenance theory (Bailey, 2008; Knee, 2019) while extending it by fore-
grounding moral reasoning as the regulatory tool.

Second, we demonstrate that emotional and relational experiences play 
a crucial catalytic role in this process. Narratives of perceived betrayal, 
experimentation, or relational uncertainty were generalized into identi-
ty-level conclusions about bisexuality. Affective responses—hurt, distrust, 
insecurity—became reframed as evidence supporting moralized stereotypes. 
Extending Tavarez’s (2022) findings, our analysis shows how such affective 
interpretations do not merely sustain prejudice but actively consolidate 
symbolic hierarchies within LGBTQ+ communities.

Third, we identify the intersection of gender norms and bisexual erasure 
as a political mechanism through which symbolic authority is reproduced. 
Gay and lesbian identities benefit from comparatively greater cultural 
visibility and institutional recognition in Greece, granting them discursive 
authority to define community norms. Bisexual identities, by contrast, 
remain structurally and symbolically subordinate. As a result, moralized 
judgments are not neutral evaluations but exercises of symbolic power 
that regulate who is granted full membership, credibility, and political 
legitimacy within LGBTQ+ spaces.

Fourth, and most centrally, we advance a process-oriented model of 
how biphobia is socially reproduced. Our findings suggest a sequence 
linking (a) relational experiences and anecdotal narratives, (b) moralized 
identity judgments, (c) relational distancing and guardedness, and (d) 
community-level marginalization and invisibility. These stages are mutually 
reinforcing rather than linear. Community exclusion sustains bisexual 
invisibility, which in turn limits counter-narratives and reinforces inter-
pretive frameworks that moralize new relational experiences. Through this 
feedback loop, binegativity is maintained not as a static attitude but as an 
ongoing regulatory process embedded in emotional interpretation, moral 
evaluation, and symbolic boundary enforcement.

While the findings inevitably reflect well-documented stereotypes sur-
rounding bisexuality (Cipollina et  al., 2024; Wurthmann & Ortega, 2023), 
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the purpose of this study is not simply to reaffirm their persistence. Rather, 
the analysis demonstrates the social work that these stereotypes perform 
within the Greek LGBTQ+ community. Instead of treating biphobic tropes 
as residual cultural artifacts, we conceptualize them as active mechanisms 
that structure intragroup hierarchies and reproduce inequalities of visibility, 
authority, and belonging.

By unpacking these mechanisms, our findings extend bisexual theory 
by illuminating how intragroup moral norms, emotional narratives, and 
gendered expectations converge to regulate identity boundaries. Binegativity 
thus emerges not only as interpersonal bias but as a socially and morally 
mediated practice through which queer communities reproduce symbolic 
power structures, even while resisting heteronormativity externally.

4.6.  Strengths, limitations, and future research

This study makes a significant contribution to LGBTQ+ scholarship in Greece 
by addressing a topic that has received little to no prior empirical attention. 
The qualitative approach, based on in-depth interviews, enabled the collection 
of rich, detailed narratives that captured the complex ethical, emotional, and 
gendered dimensions of biphobia. This allowed the research to move beyond 
the descriptive patterns and foreground locally specific dynamics. By situating 
participants’ experiences within global scholarship and Greece’s unique 
socio-cultural context, the study reveals that biphobia is a multifaceted phe-
nomenon, combining common global patterns, such as delegitimization, sex-
ualization, and enforcement of binary categories, with distinct local features, 
including moralized reasoning, heightened emotional responses, and intensified 
gendered biases. These insights highlight the critical need for culturally sen-
sitive interventions within LGBTQ+ communities and advocacy organizations, 
aiming to dismantle moralistic justifications of exclusion, foster authentic 
bisexual visibility, and promote intersectional solidarity. Ultimately, addressing 
these locally specific forms of biphobia can enhance community cohesion, 
broaden the inclusiveness of LGBTQ+ spaces, and strengthen the movement’s 
capacity to represent and support all sexual minorities effectively.

Nonetheless, the study’s scope and sampling strategy present certain lim-
itations. The participant pool consisted exclusively of self-identified gay men 
and lesbians from urban centers, which may limit the generalizability of the 
findings to LGBTQ+ populations in rural areas or smaller cities. Rural con-
texts in Greece, with differing levels of LGBTQ+ visibility and social conser-
vatism, may produce distinct patterns of biphobia. Furthermore, the sample 
size was relatively small (N = 10), which is a common feature of qualitative 
designs but nonetheless restricts the breadth of viewpoints represented. While 
the study prioritizes depth and interpretive richness over numerical represen-
tativeness, the limited number of participants should be acknowledged as a 
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constraint on the transferability of the findings. The exclusion of non-binary 
individuals and bisexual participants themselves also restricted the range of 
perspectives considered, leaving unexplored the voices of those most directly 
affected by intra-community biphobia. Additionally, while the qualitative design 
captured depth and nuance, it does not allow for the estimation of the prev-
alence of these attitudes across the broader Greek LGBTQ+ population.

Future investigations could expand on the present findings in several ways. 
First, mixed-methods designs combining qualitative interviews with quantitative 
surveys could measure the prevalence of biphobic perceptions among gay and 
lesbian individuals, while also documenting their subjective experiences. Such 
studies should strive for geographic diversity, incorporating participants from 
rural areas and smaller towns, to explore how local cultural norms influence 
these attitudes. Second, research should include bisexual and non-binary voices 
within the Greek LGBTQ+ community. Adopting a polyphonic approach 
could reveal how lived experiences of marginalization shape bisexual individ-
uals’ interpretations of intra-community prejudice, providing a more balanced 
and multi-perspective account. Comparative work across age cohorts could 
also illuminate generational differences in biphobic perceptions.

Third, future studies might evaluate the effectiveness of interventions aimed 
at reducing biphobia within LGBTQ+ spaces in Greece. This could include 
awareness campaigns, educational workshops, or peer-led dialogue initiatives. 
Longitudinal research could further examine whether such initiatives, alongside 
broader societal changes and increased bisexual visibility, lead to measurable 
shifts in attitudes over time. By integrating these research directions, scholars 
and practitioners can deepen understanding of the social, moral, and emo-
tional roots of biphobia, and inform strategies to strengthen solidarity within 
the Greek LGBTQ+ movement. Such work is essential for fostering an inclusive 
community in which bisexuality is recognized as a legitimate and complex 
identity, free from the constraints of monosexual norms.

5.  Conclusion

This study offers critical insights into how biphobia is socially reproduced 
within Greek LGBTQ+ communities. Rather than operating solely as inter-
personal prejudice, binegativity emerges as a moralized regulatory process 
shaped by local cultural norms, gendered expectations, and symbolic hier-
archies. By centering gay and lesbian voices, the findings reveal how 
relational experiences are transformed into moralized identity judgments, 
which in turn justify emotional distancing and community-level margin-
alization. In this way, bisexual exclusion is sustained through intercon-
nected mechanisms of affect, moral reasoning, and boundary maintenance.

By situating these dynamics within the Greek sociocultural context—
including Orthodox-influenced moral norms, heteronormative expectations, 
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and structural bisexual invisibility—this study extends global scholarship by 
demonstrating how intragroup inequalities are culturally mediated and polit-
ically consequential. The findings underscore the need for inclusive advocacy 
and reflexive community practices that challenge monosexist assumptions 
and disrupt the feedback loops sustaining bisexual marginalization. Fostering 
solidarity across sexual identities requires not only representation but critical 
engagement with the moral frameworks and boundary practices through 
which exclusion is reproduced. Strengthening bisexual visibility and legiti-
macy is therefore essential to enhancing cohesion, equity, and political 
effectiveness within LGBTQ+ movements in Greece and beyond.

Acknowledgments

The authors would like to thank all the individuals that took part in this study.

Disclosure statement

No potential conflict of interest was reported by the author(s).

Funding

This research received no funding.

Notes on contributors

Danai Bouhorikou (she/her) has completed her BSc in Psychology at the University of 
Derby. Her research interests broadly focus on mental health.

Panagiota Tragantzopoulou (she/her) is a visiting lecturer at the University of Westminster. 
Her research focuses on eating disorders, chronic illness, and close relationships.

Data availability statement

Data can be made available upon reasonable request.

References

Alarie, M., & Gaudet, S. (2013). “I don’t know if she is bisexual or if she just wants to 
get attention”: Analyzing the various mechanisms through which emerging adults 
invisibilize bisexuality. Journal of Bisexuality, 13(2), 191–214. https://doi.org/10.1080/ 
15299716.2013.780004

Anderson, J., & Maugeri, J. (2024). Correlates of attitudes toward bisexuality: A systematic 
review and meta-analysis. Journal of Homosexuality, 71(1), 259–292. https://doi.org/ 
10.1080/00918369.2022.2112524

https://doi.org/10.1080/15299716.2013.780004
https://doi.org/10.1080/15299716.2013.780004
https://doi.org/10.1080/00918369.2022.2112524
https://doi.org/10.1080/00918369.2022.2112524


26 D. BOUCHORIKOU AND P. TRAGANTZOPOULOU

Angelides, S. (2001). A History of Bisexuality (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 2001), 
introduction. https://www.academia.edu/20273606/A_History_of_Bisexuality_Chicago_
University_of_Chicago_Press_2001_introduction

APA Dictionary of Psychology. (n.d). https://dictionary.apa.org/
Ayoub, P. M. (2015). Contested norms in new-adopter states: International determinants 

of LGBT rights legislation. European Journal of International Relations, 21(2), 293–322. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/1354066114543335

Bailey, K. D. (2008). Boundary maintenance in living systems theory and social entropy 
theory. Systems Research and Behavioral Science, 25(5), 587–597. https://doi.org/10.1002/
sres.933

Bakas, I. T. (2024). The Greek Orthodox Church: A Unique Cultural and Social 
Environment. In: Darques, R., Sidiropoulos, G., Kalabokidis, K. (Eds.). The geography 
of Greece. World regional geography book series. Springer. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-
3-031-29819-6_5

Braun, V., & Clarke, V. (2006). Using thematic analysis in psychology. Qualitative Research 
in Psychology, 3(2), 77–101. https://doi.org/10.1191/1478088706qp063oa

Brooks, V. R. (1981). Minority stress and lesbian women. Lexington Books.
Chan, K. K. S., & Yip, C. C. H. (2021). The impact of psychological flexibility on 

sexual identity stress and well-being among lesbian, gay, and bisexual individuals. 
The American Journal of Orthopsychiatry, 91(5), 660–670. https://doi.org/10.1037/
ort0000567

Charley, C., Manickas-Hill, O., Bartley, A., Bunting, A., & Mark, K. (2023). The experience 
of bi-negativity in mixed gender relationships. Journal of Bisexuality, 23(4), 374–402. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/15299716.2023.2240325

Cipollina, R., Eddy, Z., & Sanchez, D. T. (2024). Contested sexual identities and bi + iden-
tity disclosure experiences. Journal of Bisexuality, 24(1), 1–25. https://doi.org/10.1080/
15299716.2023.2285065

Colledge, L., Hickson, F., Reid, D., & Weatherburn, P. (2015). Poorer mental health in 
UK bisexual women than lesbians: Evidence from the UK 2007 Stonewall Women’s 
Health Survey. Journal of Public Health, 37(3), 427–437. https://doi.org/10.1093/pubmed/
fdu105

Dagkouli-Kyriakoglou, M. (2022). ‘When housing is provided, but you have only the 
closet’: Sexual orientation and family housing support in Athens, Greece. Social & 
Cultural Geography, 23(9), 1257–1274. https://doi.org/10.1080/14649365.2021.1910989

Dendrinos, P. (2008). Contemporary Greek male homosexualities: Greek gay men’s experiences 
of the family, the military and the LGBT movement [Unpublished PhD]. University of 
Glasgow, Glasgow.

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

Dodge, B., Herbenick, D., Friedman, M. R., Schick, V., Fu, T.-C., Bostwick, W., Bartelt, 
E., Muñoz-Laboy, M., Pletta, D., Reece, M., & Sandfort, T. G. M. (2016). Attitudes 
toward bisexual men and women among a nationally representative probability sample 
of adults in the United States. PloS One, 11(10), e0164430. https://doi.org/10.1371/
journal.pone.0164430

Drydakis, N. (2012). Sexual orientation and labour relations: New evidence from Athens, 
Greece. Applied Economics, 44(20), 2653–2665. https://doi.org/10.1080/00036846.2011. 
566194

Feinstein, B. A., Benjamin, I., Dorrell, K., Foley, S. E., Blumenau, H. S., Cragun, R. T., 
& Manalastas, E. J. (2022). An examination of attitudes toward bisexual people at the 

https://www.academia.edu/20273606/A_History_of_Bisexuality_Chicago_University_of_Chicago_Press_2001_introduction
https://www.academia.edu/20273606/A_History_of_Bisexuality_Chicago_University_of_Chicago_Press_2001_introduction
https://dictionary.apa.org/
https://doi.org/10.1177/1354066114543335
https://doi.org/10.1002/sres.933
https://doi.org/10.1002/sres.933
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-031-29819-6_5
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-031-29819-6_5
https://doi.org/10.1191/1478088706qp063oa
https://doi.org/10.1037/ort0000567
https://doi.org/10.1037/ort0000567
https://doi.org/10.1080/15299716.2023.2240325
https://doi.org/10.1080/15299716.2023.2285065
https://doi.org/10.1080/15299716.2023.2285065
https://doi.org/10.1093/pubmed/fdu105
https://doi.org/10.1093/pubmed/fdu105
https://doi.org/10.1080/14649365.2021.1910989
https://doi.org/10.1037/0012-1649.44.1.5
https://doi.org/10.1037/0012-1649.44.1.5
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0164430
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0164430
https://doi.org/10.1080/00036846.2011.566194
https://doi.org/10.1080/00036846.2011.566194


Journal of Bisexuality 27

intersections of gender and race/ethnicity. Journal of Bisexuality, 22(4), 463–484. https://
doi.org/10.1080/15299716.2022.2084485

Feinstein, B. A., Dyar, C., Milstone, J. S., Jabbour, J., & Davila, J. (2021). Use of different 
strategies to make one’s bisexual + identity visible: Associations with dimensions of 
identity, minority stress, and health. Stigma and Health, 6(2), 184–191. https://doi.org/ 
10.1037/sah0000225

Fygetakis, L. M. (1997). Greek American lesbians: Identity odysseys of honorable good 
girls. In B. Greene (Ed.), Ethnic and cultural diversity among lesbians and gay men  
(pp. 152–190). Sage Publications, Inc.

Gates, G. (2011). How many people are lesbian, gay, bisexual, and transgender? The Williams 
Institute. https://williamsinstitute.law.ucla.edu/publications/how-many-people-lgbt/

Giannou, D., & Ioakimidis, V. (2020). ‘Neither invisible nor abnormal!’ Exploring the 
invisibility and pathologisation of LGBT people in the Greek National Health System. 
Critical Social Policy, 40(3), 370–388. https://doi.org/10.1177/0261018319840187

Herek, G. M. (1986). On heterosexual masculinity: Some psychical consequences of the 
social construction of gender and sexuality. American Behavioral Scientist, 29(5), 563–
577. https://doi.org/10.1177/000276486029005005

Hindenlang, F., Kranz, D., Chourdaki, M., & Koupa, M. (2025). Homophobia in greece: 
Contact-mediated effects of demographics and political and religious orientation. 
European Journal of Psychology Open, 84(2), 57–68. https://doi.org/10.1024/2673-8627/
a000071

Kallio, H., Pietilä, A.-M., Johnson, M., & Kangasniemi, M. (2016). Systematic method-
ological review: developing a framework for a qualitative semi-structured interview 
guide. Journal of Advanced Nursing, 72(12), 2954–2965. https://doi.org/10.1111/jan.13031

Kincaid, L. (2024, November 4). Biphobia and Acceptance in the LGBT Community. The 
Carroll News. https://carrollnews.org/112207/campus/biphobia-and-acceptance-in-the-
lgbt-community/

Klysing, A., Prandelli, M., Roselló-Peñaloza, M., Alonso, D., Gray, M., Glazier, J. J., 
Swanson, S., & Wang, Y.-C. (2024). Conducting research within the acronym: 
Problematizing LGBTIQ+ research in psychology. Journal of Social Issues, 80(3), 871–895. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/josi.12634

Knee, E. (2019). Gay, but not inclusive: Boundary maintenance in an LGBTQ space. 
Leisure Sciences, 41(6), 499–515. https://doi.org/10.1080/01490400.2018.1441767

Lamont, M., & Molnár, V. (2002). The Study of Boundaries in the Social Sciences. Annual 
Review of Sociology, 28(1), 167–195. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.soc.28.110601.141107

Marcus, N. C. (2018). The global problem of bisexual erasure in litigation and jurisprudence. 
Journal of Bisexuality, 18(1), 67–85. https://doi.org/10.1080/15299716.2017.1384423

Marzetti, H., McDaid, L., & O’Connor, R. (2022). “Am I really alive?”: Understanding the 
role of homophobia, biphobia and transphobia in young LGBT+ people’s suicidal dis-
tress. Social Science & Medicine (1982), 298, 114860. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socscimed. 
2022.114860

McCormick, M., & Barthelemy, R. S. (2021). Excluded from “inclusive” communities: 
LGBTQ youths’ perception of “their” community. Journal of Gay & Lesbian Social 
Services, 33(1), 103–122. https://doi.org/10.1080/10538720.2020.1850386

McLean, K. (2007). Hiding in the closet? Bisexuals, coming out and the disclosure imper-
ative. Journal of Sociology, 43(2), 151–166. https://doi.org/10.1177/1440783307076893

McLean, K. (2008a). Inside, outside, nowhere: Bisexual men and women in the gay and 
lesbian community. Journal of Bisexuality, 8(1-2), 63–80. https://doi.org/10.1080/ 
15299710802143078

https://doi.org/10.1080/15299716.2022.2084485
https://doi.org/10.1080/15299716.2022.2084485
https://doi.org/10.1037/sah0000225
https://doi.org/10.1037/sah0000225
https://williamsinstitute.law.ucla.edu/publications/how-many-people-lgbt/
https://doi.org/10.1177/0261018319840187
https://doi.org/10.1177/000276486029005005
https://doi.org/10.1024/2673-8627/a000071
https://doi.org/10.1024/2673-8627/a000071
https://doi.org/10.1111/jan.13031
https://carrollnews.org/112207/campus/biphobia-and-acceptance-in-the-lgbt-community/
https://carrollnews.org/112207/campus/biphobia-and-acceptance-in-the-lgbt-community/
https://doi.org/10.1111/josi.12634
https://doi.org/10.1080/01490400.2018.1441767
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.soc.28.110601.141107
https://doi.org/10.1080/15299716.2017.1384423
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2022.114860
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2022.114860
https://doi.org/10.1080/10538720.2020.1850386
https://doi.org/10.1177/1440783307076893
https://doi.org/10.1080/15299710802143078
https://doi.org/10.1080/15299710802143078


28 D. BOUCHORIKOU AND P. TRAGANTZOPOULOU

McLean, K. (2008b). Silences and stereotypes: The impact of misconstructions of bisex-
uality on Australian bisexual men and women. Gay and Lesbian Issues and Psychology 
Review, 4(3), 158–165.

Meyer, I. H. (2003). Prejudice, social stress, and mental health in lesbian, gay, and bisex-
ual populations: Conceptual issues and research evidence. Psychological Bulletin, 129(5), 
674–697. https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.129.5.674

Morgenroth, T., & Ryan, M. K. (2021). The effects of gender trouble: An integrative theoret-
ical framework of the perpetuation and disruption of the gender/sex binary. Perspectives 
on Psychological Science: A Journal of the Association for Psychological Science, 16(6), 1113–
1142. Advance online publication. https://doi.org/10.1177/1745691620902442

Morgenroth, T., Kirby, T. A., Cuthbert, M. J., Evje, J., & Anderson, A. E. (2022). Bisexual 
erasure: Perceived attraction patterns of bisexual women and men. European Journal 
of Social Psychology, 52(2), 249–259. https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.2773

Papadaki, V., Plotnikof, K., & Papadaki, E. (2013). Social work students’ attitudes towards 
lesbians and gay men: The case of the social work department in Crete, Greece. Social 
Work Education, 32(4), 453–467. https://doi.org/10.1080/02615479.2012.687371

Pavlou, M. (2008). The Situation concerning homophobia and discrimination on grounds 
of sexual orientation in Greece [Sociological Country Report].

Pew Research Center. (2020). The global divide on homosexuality persists. https://www.
pewresearch.org/religion/2020/06/25/the-global-divide-on-homosexuality-persists/

Phellas, C. N. (2001). Zorba the ‘gay’ Anglo-Greek: Negotiating cultural and sexual iden-
tities. Lesbian & Gay Psychology Review, 2(3), 77–82. https://doi.org/10.53841/bpslg.2001. 
2.3.77

Phellas, C. N. (2005). Cypriot gay menn’s accounts of negotiating cultural and sexual 
identity: A qualitative study. Qualitative Sociology Review, 1(2), 65–83. https://doi.org/ 
10.18778/1733-8077.1.2.05

Phillips, G.II, Beach, L. B., Turner, B., Feinstein, B. A., Marro, R., Philbin, M. M., 
Salamanca, P., Felt, D., & Birkett, M. (2019). Sexual identity and behavior among U.S. 
high school students, 2005–2015. Archives of Sexual Behavior, 48(5), 1463–1479. https://
doi.org/10.1007/s10508-019-1404-y

Price, D. M., Gesselman, A. N., & Garcia, J. R. (2020). Single bisexual men’s and women’s 
perceptions of acceptance in the LGBTQ community. Journal of Homosexuality, 67(14), 
1923–1947. https://doi.org/10.1080/00918369.2019.1618645

Roberts, T., Horne, S., & Hoyt, W. (2015). Between a gay and a straight place: Bisexual 
individuals’ experiences with monosexism. Journal of Bisexuality, 15(4), 554–569. https://
doi.org/10.1080/15299716.2015.1111183

Ross, L. E., Salway, T., Tarasoff, L. A., MacKay, J. M., Hawkins, B. W., & Fehr, C. P. 
(2018). Prevalence of depression and anxiety among bisexual people compared to 
gay, lesbian, and heterosexual individuals: A systematic review and meta-analysis. 
Journal of Sex Research, 55(4–5), 435–456. https://doi.org/10.1080/00224499.2017. 
1387755

Savin-Williams, R. C. (2021). Bi: Bisexual, pansexual, fluid, and nonbinary youth. New 
York University Press. https://www.degruyterbrill.com/document/doi/10.18574/nyu/ 
9781479811472.001.0001/html

Sidanius, J., & Pratto, F. (2012). Social dominance theory. In P. A. M. Van Lange, A. W. 
Kruglanski, & E. T. Higgins (Eds.), Handbook of theories of social psychology  
(pp. 418–438). Sage Publications Ltd. https://doi.org/10.4135/9781446249222.n47

Skitka, L. J., Bauman, C. W., & Lytle, B. L. (2009). Limits on legitimacy: Moral and 
religious convictions as constraints on deference to authority. Journal of Personality and 
Social Psychology, 97(4), 567–578. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0015998

https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.129.5.674
https://doi.org/10.1177/1745691620902442
https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.2773
https://doi.org/10.1080/02615479.2012.687371
https://www.pewresearch.org/religion/2020/06/25/the-global-divide-on-homosexuality-persists/
https://www.pewresearch.org/religion/2020/06/25/the-global-divide-on-homosexuality-persists/
https://doi.org/10.53841/bpslg.2001.2.3.77
https://doi.org/10.53841/bpslg.2001.2.3.77
https://doi.org/10.18778/1733-8077.1.2.05
https://doi.org/10.18778/1733-8077.1.2.05
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10508-019-1404-y
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10508-019-1404-y
https://doi.org/10.1080/00918369.2019.1618645
https://doi.org/10.1080/15299716.2015.1111183
https://doi.org/10.1080/15299716.2015.1111183
https://doi.org/10.1080/00224499.2017.1387755
https://doi.org/10.1080/00224499.2017.1387755
https://www.degruyterbrill.com/document/doi/10.18574/nyu/9781479811472.001.0001/html
https://www.degruyterbrill.com/document/doi/10.18574/nyu/9781479811472.001.0001/html
https://doi.org/10.4135/9781446249222.n47
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0015998


Journal of Bisexuality 29

Sparkes, A. C., & Smith, B. (2014). Qualitative research methods in sport exercise and 
health: From process to product. Routledge.

Spina, N. (2016). The religious authority of the orthodox church and tolerance toward 
homosexuality. Problems of Post-Communism, 63(1), 37–49. https://doi.org/10.1080/ 
10758216.2015.1057038

Stotzer, R. L. (2009). Straight allies: Supportive attitudes toward lesbians, gay men, and 
bisexuals in a college sample. Sex Roles, 60(1-2), 67–80. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11199-
008-9508-1

Tavarez, J. (2022). “I can’t quite be myself ”: Bisexual-specific minority stress within LGBTQ 
campus spaces. Journal of Diversity in Higher Education, 15(2), 167–177. https://doi.
org/10.1037/dhe0000280

Trihas, N. (2018). Travel motivations, preferences and perceptions of Greek gay men and 
lesbians. Tourism Today, 17, 7–26.

Velasco, J., Miranda-Tena, A., & Sanmartín, F. J. (2024). Bisexual discrimination, inter-
nalized binegativity and their impact on mental health. Sexuality Research and Social 
Policy, 21(3), 1100–1111. https://doi.org/10.1007/s13178-024-00990-9

Vonlanthen, C., & Roy-Charland, A. (2025). Biphobia: A systematic literature review. 
Canadian Psychology / Psychologie Canadienne, 66(1), 15–32. https://doi.org/10.1037/
cap0000400

Wurthmann, L. C., & Ortega, A. L. (2023). Beyond homophobia: Investigating the unique-
ness of biphobic attitudes under consideration of sexual identity. OSF. https://doi.
org/10.31219/osf.io/34fd9

Yoshino, K. (2000). The Epistemic Contract of Bisexual Erasure. Faculty Scholarship Series. 
https://openyls.law.yale.edu/handle/20.500.13051/3871

Yost, M. R., & Thomas, G. D. (2012). Gender and binegativity: Men’s and women’s atti-
tudes toward male and female bisexuals. Archives of Sexual Behavior, 41(3), 691–702. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10508-011-9767-8

Zervoulis, K. (2016). The Greek context in relation to homosexuality, homophobia and 
gay identity and community. Psychology of Sexualities Review, 7(1), 15–28. https://doi.
org/10.53841/bpssex.2016.7.1.15

https://doi.org/10.1080/10758216.2015.1057038
https://doi.org/10.1080/10758216.2015.1057038
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11199-008-9508-1
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11199-008-9508-1
https://doi.org/10.1037/dhe0000280
https://doi.org/10.1037/dhe0000280
https://doi.org/10.1007/s13178-024-00990-9
https://doi.org/10.1037/cap0000400
https://doi.org/10.1037/cap0000400
https://doi.org/10.31219/osf.io/34fd9
https://doi.org/10.31219/osf.io/34fd9
https://openyls.law.yale.edu/handle/20.500.13051/3871
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10508-011-9767-8
https://doi.org/10.53841/bpssex.2016.7.1.15
https://doi.org/10.53841/bpssex.2016.7.1.15

	Bi-Tween Worlds: A Qualitative Exploration of Bisexual Identity Demarcation by Gay and Lesbian Members of the Greek LGBTQ+ Community
	ABSTRACT
	1. Introduction
	2. Methodology
	2.1. Design
	2.2. Participants
	2.3. Data collection
	2.4. Data analysis
	2.5. Reflexivity and researcher influence
	2.6. Ethical considerations

	3. Findings
	3.1. Theme 1: cognitive delegitimization of bisexual identity
	3.2. Theme 2: relational distancing and affective consequences
	3.3. Theme 3: communal and political marginalization within LGBTQ+ spaces

	4. Discussion
	4.1. Bisexuality as transitional, unstable, or inauthentic
	4.2. The contested status of bisexuality within LGBTQ+ spaces
	4.3. Moralized biphobia: from identity evaluation to ethical judgment
	4.4. Gendered patterns of biphobia: male dismissal and female objectification
	4.5. Novel contributions and implications
	4.6. Strengths, limitations, and future research

	5. Conclusion
	Acknowledgments
	Disclosure statement
	Funding
	Notes on contributors
	Data availability statement
	References


