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ABSTRACT Legislation that seeks to restrict the ability of transgender people to fully partic-
ipate in society has proliferated across state legislatures in the last four years. In legislative
sessions throughout theUnited States, legislators have argued in favor of denying transgender
people access to public facilities, sports, health care, and even their own guardians. What can
these debates tell us not only about the backlash against transgender people but the queer
community and women more broadly? Using an analysis of the debate on anti-transgender
legislation in two state legislatures, we argue that legislators attempt to gain support for anti-
transgender legislation using paternal, protectionist frames and by coopting the language of
feminism.We argue that the gender essentialism and heteronormativity at the center of these
debates indicates an attempt on behalf of conservative movements and legislators to pursue
an idealized, heteropatriarchal society with a strict gender binary.

Anti-transgender legislation and sentiment is on the
rise in the United States (Ramirez 2024). A strong
coalition of right-wing advocates, think tanks, and
legislators have cooperated to enact legislation that
prevents transgender individuals from accessing

gender-affirming care, using bathrooms that align with their
gender, and playing youth sports (Trans Legislation Tracker
2024). Many of these laws have tangible negative effects on one
of the most vulnerable populations, transgender youth—denying
them access to health care and social support (Mallory and Red-
field 2023). This political debate over anti-transgender legislation
juxtaposes an argument for the full inclusion of transgender
people in society with one that argues their exclusion is necessary
for the safety and fulfillment of the “majority.”

In this article, we use empirical data on the framing of the anti-
transgender legislation debate in state legislatures to demonstrate
how transgender rights are at the epicenter of a broader conser-
vative backlash against queer rights and women’s rights. Our
analysis builds on literature that describes the backlash against
transgender people as hinging on gender essentialism and hetero-
normativity (Murib 2020, 2022; Schilt and Westbrook 2015; Shar-

row 2021). These debates paint gender nonconforming individuals
as dangerous and cisgender individuals, especially girls, as in need
of protection from this threat. Conservative lawmakers coopt
some feminist language, expressing concern for girls’ safety from
sexual violence and the lack of opportunities being afforded
to them.

We argue that the current political movement against trans-
gender individuals is part of a sweeping movement to deny rights
for the LGBTQ community and women. The movement demands
a status quo on heteronormativity, traditional gender norms, and
patriarchal norms. Transgender individuals are particularly mar-
ginalized because they have historically been excluded from a
growing acceptance of the broader queer community, as their
citizenship claims threaten conceptions of the gender binary
(Jones et al. 2018; Murib 2023). We argue that these policy debates
are informative to other political divisions around the role of the
state in regulating the private sphere and are relevant to the
discipline writ large. Our analysis shows that the movement
against transgender rights has created a gender essentialist idea
of who is deserving of government protections and who is not.

DEFINING AND FRAMING CONTENTIOUS ISSUES

Political issues are not presented to the public in a value neutral
manner. Numerous actors in the political process, including leg-
islators, take part in the battle over defining and adding specific
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meaning to issues (Nelson 2013; Stone 2022;). In contests of
meaning over gendered issues, conservative lawmakers have
increasingly coopted the language of feminism and applied it to
the traditional gender norms associated with the Republican party
(Murib 2022; Roberti 2022; Wineinger 2022). Antiabortion bills
across the United States commonly used frames such as “protect
women,” “empower,” and “provide opportunity” (Roberti 2022).
These frames are also evidence in arguments against rights for the
LGBTQ community. Groups lobbying in favor of transgender
bathroom ban bills have framed the issue around protecting those
in the “majority” from transgender bodies (Schilt and Westbrook
2015; Tadlock 2017).

Patriarchal norms around gender and gender identity have
policy implications. Transgender rights are a policy space where
there are tensions around themeaning of the relationship between
sex and gender. Transgender people challenge societal assump-
tions about the relationship between sex and gender (Stryker
2008). Movements for transgender liberation have received back-
lash from even within the queer community, and transgender
activists have had to call in their shared community on the need
for solidarity (Beard 2023). The experiences transgender people
have with the legal system demonstrate that states do not have
uniform definitions of sex (Currah 2022). These discrepancies can
help us better understand how gender injustice functions, as the
state distributes resources based on gender (Hawkesworth 1994).
How sex is defined legally often depends on “what it has done or
what it continues to do for particular state projects” (Currah 2022,
14). Following Currah (2022), examining how sex is defined and
used in, for example, transgender youth sports bans enables a
deeper understanding of how sex is used to distribute public
goods. The norm of practices such as sex segregation in sports
can have the effect of making one group dominant, stifling the
potential of policies like Title IX (Druckman and Sharrow 2023).

The political discourse around transgender rights provides
unique insights into the construction of paternal frames in the
policy process. For example, in policy debates around gender-
affirming care, the frames for protecting youth rely on the claim
that gender-affirming care is a radical and untested form of
medical care, thus creating unacceptable risk for young people
(Wuest and Last 2024). In policy debates concerning the involve-
ment of transgender youth in sports, the protection frames used
combine heteronormative assumptions about cisgender girls’ ath-
letic ability and an implied need for sex segregation for “fairness”
and adhering to Title IX (Murib 2022; Schilt andWestbrook 2015;
Sharrow 2021). In our analysis of legislative debate on transgender
issues, we set out to answer the following: How are legislators
framing their support of legislation that denies rights to trans-
gender people? How can we center these debates in the current,
widespread backlash against queer individuals and women?

METHODS

To understand the current debate around transgender rights in
state legislatures, we conducted a critical discourse analysis of
committee and floor debate of all bills directed at transgender
individuals in two states. Discourse analysis involves finding
relevant themes in the data and analyzing those themes to see
how the language constructs different ideas (Gee 2003). Conver-
sation, debate, and the written word can build identities and
emphasize power structures (Wodak and Meyer 2009). Critical
discourse analysis views discourse as a form of social practice,

thus discursive events are shaped by and shape the context in
which they take place (Wodak and Meyer 2009, 5-6). Critical
discourse analysis is an important tool for analyzing political
ideology because it acknowledges the use of language socially
constructs different realities in the social world—shapingwhat is
sayable, knowable, and taken for granted (Murib 2023; Wodak
and Meyer 2009).

To conduct this study, we identified bills directly targeting
transgender people’s rights to access public space and bodily
autonomy in two states, Arkansas and Arizona. Evidence that a
coordinated effort by right-wing lobbying groups was a partial
catalyst for recent transgender legislation created an expectation
for issue frame consistency across both states (Hatewatch 2021;
Pauly 2023). At the time this research project began in 2021,
Arkansas was the first state in the union with a legislature that
voted to make gender-affirming care for transgender minors
illegal (DeMillo 2023). We chose Arizona as a comparison case
for two reasons. First, Arizona is a state that is trending “purple,”
over the study period 52% of the legislature was Republican and
the state ceased to have a Republican trifecta when the Democrats
won the Governorship in 2022 (see Appendix B for further dis-
cussion of partisanship and case selection). Arkansas is a solidly
Republican state with Republican control of both houses (77% of
the legislature) and the governorship, enabling us address whether
the discourse is consistent across political context. Second, both
states maintain video archives of committee and floor actions,
which create the rich text needed for critical discourse analysis1

(Wodak and Meyer 2009). We excluded bills that had wider
objectives such as targeting all people who have nonheteronorma-
tive family structures. Between 2020 and 2022, the Arkansas state
legislature considered nine bills and the Arizona state legislature
considered 12 bills that met our criteria for inclusion. Other states,
such as North Carolina, had high-profile anti-transgender legis-
lation during this time but did not have available data. See a list of
legislation in Appendix A (Tables A1 and A2). Data for both states
were collected through Legiscan and the states’ legislative web-
pages. The authors created a comprehensive list of all bills involv-
ing transgender people from 2020 to 2022. We sought those bills
that went throughHouse and/or Senate committees and received
committee hearings. After identifying these bills, we coded
14 hearings and floor discussions that range from seven minutes
(HB1905) to three hours (SB1138).

The authors began the analysis by viewing and transcribing all
videos identified for committee and floor hearings on transgender
legislation. Our transcriptions include the language of the state-
ments given, speaker’s tone, length of statement, the physical
space of the hearing, and how speakers presented themselves
(clothing, affiliation, etc.); taken together this constitutes the text
analyzed. We include this data as they provide insight into how
power is enacted through the discourse presented (Wodak and
Meyer 2009). We took a semi-inductive and iterative approach to
coding our data (Bingham 2023; Murib 2023; Wodak and Meyer
2009). During the initial transcription process we used a deductive
process to identify whether a statement addressed themes of
protection, paternalism or girlhood; this was based on our theo-
retical presupposition that the protection of girlhood was central
to anti-trans legislation (Bingham 2023; Murib 2023; Yin 2014;
Wodak and Meyer 2009). Likewise, we inductively identified
additional themes present in the data. We then identified all the
themes present in the transcripts and recoded them using the
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same list of themes. Our analysis is focused on the subsection of
the data centered on themes of protection. Within this subset, we
inductively identified specific protection frames and subframes
(such as protection from physical violence) through an iterative
and collaborative process (Murib 2023). Both researchers main-
tained memos and correspondence to document this process.2

FINDINGS

As political discourse is relevant not only to the adoption of public
policy but the perception and standing of marginalized groups in
society, we asked how legislators in two states were shaping the
discourse on anti-transgender legislation. Our findings show that
legislators and lobbyists are using arguments against transgender
rights that hinge on paternalism and gender essentialism to make
claims that restricting the rights of transgender people is necessary.
A common thread throughout the debates is a paternalist rhetoric
that asserts a “threat” posed by transgender people and the coopta-
tion of feminist language to argue that the goal is providing girlswith
opportunity and protection (Ayoub and Stoeckl 2024; Butler 2024).

In both Arkansas and Arizona, legislators combine protection
frames with the cooption of feminist language when the policy is
directed at maintaining gender segregation in sports.3 Conser-
vative movements have borrowed language from feminism to
advance everything from antiabortion bills to bathroom bans
(Roberti 2022; Schilt andWestbrook 2015), and in the case of the
sports segregation bills in our two cases, opponents of transgen-
der inclusion use a cisgender supremacy argument that cisgender
girls specifically deserve the greater opportunities promised by
Title IX (Sharrow 2021). Their comments point to transgender
girls attempting to rob cisgender girls of opportunities and
spaces that were created for them. In Arkansas, Sen. Missy Irvin
(R) presents the Fairness in Women’s Sports Act on the Senate
floor using feminist language, emphasizing the need for girls
to be able to fulfill their sports aspirations (Arkansas State
Legislature 2021). In explaining the need for SB 354, Irvin argues
that victories are being stolen from cisgender girls, stating girls
“had their dreams shattered because a biological male decided to
identify as a girl and stole any chance they had to reach their
goals” (Arkansas State Legislature 2021). In Arizona, Julia Ageya
with her 9-year-old daughter testifies that “women before me
fought long and hard for rights” in support of the Save Women’s

Sports act (Arizona State Legislature 2022). In this way, Title IX
is effectively linked to biological essentialism.

In both the Arizona and Arkansas cases, bills seeking to ban
transgender athletes from participating in school sports are

focused on only transgender girls. The language of the bills
specifically bans children assigned male at birth from participat-
ing on girls’ sports teams but does not prohibit children assigned
female at birth from participating on boys’ sports teams (Arkansas
SB 354; Arkansas SB 450; Arizona SB 1165). Stereotypical assump-
tions about girls’ weakness provide the foundation of the claim
that cisgender girls are threatened by the participation of trans-
gender girls in youth sports. These sports bans conclude that
“biology is destiny” and that there is a natural hierarchy of athletic
ability based on sex organs and anatomy at birth (Sharrow 2021).
When Arkansas SB 354 is heard in the House Education Com-
mittee, Rep. Richard Womack (R) gives his support for banning
transgender girls from “intentionally going against the weaker
sex,” meaning cisgender girls (Arkansas State Legislature 2021).

To emphasize the threat posed by transgender girls in sports,
anti-trans rights legislators and advocates construct transgender
girls as adult men and cisgender girls as children. In arguments over
the GIRLS Act, Sen.Missy Irvin argues that it is necessary to punish
transgender girls participating in girls’ sports and not transgender

boys in boys’ sports because a girl could not compete against
“stronger, faster, more athletic, more muscular biological men”
(Arkansas State Legislature 2021). In this discussion, Irvin refers
to transgender girls with the adult term “biological men,” but
cisgender girls by the adolescent terms of “girls” or “young girls.”
Similarly, inArizonaSB 1165 sponsor Sen.NancyBarto (R) states in
an exasperated tone “girls and women, who should not be forced to
compete against men playing on women’s sports team” (Arizona
State Legislature 2022). Similarly, in Arkansas, the Privacy Accom-
modations Act (HB 1882) is presented by author Rep. Cindy
Crawford (R) as providing protection for cis girls from predatory
men in public restrooms. In this discourse, Irvin, Barto, and their
allies construct cisgender girls as young and weak and transgender
girls as strong, dominant, adult men.

Where transgender girls are constructed as threatening men,
cisgender girls are constructed as not only girls but as “our
daughters and our granddaughters” as claimed by Sen. Warren
Petersen (R) (Arizona State Legislature 2022). In these examples,
we can see how legislators and lobbyists use their word choice to
create a hierarchy of who is a “real” girl and deserving of protection
and who they see as threatening those girls, anyone assigned male
at birth. As previously noted, Ageya’s daughter stands next to her

as she argues that transgender participation in sports is a “move-
ment against our daughters” (Arizona State Legislature 2022).
Likewise, Rep. Quang Nguyen (R) cites the specter of a transgen-
der athlete breaking his daughter’s track record as a reason for his

Our findings show that legislators and lobbyists are using arguments against transgender
rights that hinge on paternalism and gender essentialism to make claims that restricting
the rights of transgender people is necessary.

Their comments point to transgender girls attempting to rob cisgender girls of opportunities
and spaces that were created for them.
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support for SB1165 (Arizona State Legislature 2022). These poli-
tics of identity used by Rep. Nguyen and others constructs their
shared identity of parents of “acceptable” (cis)girls in solidarity
against the threat of transgender girls (Hall 1997).

At first glance, there is a contradiction between legislation
limiting transgender girls’ access to interscholastic sports and
bills limiting transgender youth’s access to gender-affirming care,
as the “threat” posed by transgender girls is linked to their male
biology. However, even in cases where the bills on both topics
appear in the same hearing, as in the Arizona House Judiciary
Committee, this potential contradiction is resolved through the
construction of gender-affirming care as a dangerous threat.
Legislators and advocates arguing in favor of the bills construct
gender-affirming care as untested, and uncertain, and thus too
risky (formore on this framing, seeWuest and Last 2024). Dr. Paul
Hruz, pediatric endocrinologist, asserts that SB1138 will prevent
children from undergoing treatment that is “experimentation”
and ensure that children avoid “permanent infertility” (Arizona
State Legislature 2022).

Parents that support and advocate for gender-affirming care
are constructed as endangering their children. During the Health
and Human Services Senate Committee Hearing on SB1138, a
debate ensues between Rev. Sandy Johnson, the first parent of
transgender child to testify in the hearing, and Sen. Kelly Town-
send (R). Townsend questions Johnson on whether a parent’s
“preconceived idea of the child’s gender from an early age” may
lead to coercion. When dissatisfied with Johnson’s answer, Sen.
Townsend (R) repeats the question, and when unsatisfied with
Johnson’s follow-up answer, Townsend interrupts Johnson saying
she has heard past testimony of parental coercion. Sen. Town-
send’s repeated questioning of Rev. Johnson and her interruption
undermine Rev. Johnson’s testimony by implying that affirming
parents of transgender children’s testimony cannot be trusted.
Likewise, Rep.Walter Blackman (R), states in theMajority Caucus
that he “believes [transition] is pushed by some parents… sowe’re
protecting minors on this one” by supporting the bill (Arizona
State Legislature 2022). Therefore, within this discourse parents
who allow children access to gender-affirming care are constructed
as needing state intervention due to risky or potentially abusive
parenting choices.

Although all transgender children are constructed as endan-
gered by gender-affirming care, children assigned female at birth
are constructed as particularly vulnerable. In the Arizona Senate
Health and Human Services Committee hearing on SB1138, Lisa
Fink of the Protect Arizona Children Coalition reads testimony
from adolescent psychologist Dr. Rodger Hiatt Jr. describing an
“alarming trend” of increasing numbers of “biological females”
seeking gender-affirming care since 2015.4 In the House Judicial
Committee Hearing on SB1138, Chairman Rep. Walter Blackman
(R) interrupts the testimony of a medical professional to describe
how his own teenage daughter can be confused and indecisive.
Blackman says that out of his five children, his 13-year-old

daughter “changes her mind as much as I change my shoes.” He
uses this analogy as evidence of the inherent indecisiveness of girls
and their need for protection from precarious decisions, such as
transitioning. In this view, a stereotypical teenage girl puts no

more effort into understanding their gender identity than they do
in getting dressed.

In summary, our analysis shows the approach to limiting trans-
gender individuals’ access to public life is framed in terms of
supporting and protecting cisgender individuals who are in the
majority. Across two state legislatures, legislators and lobbyists used
paternal language or coopted feminist language to describe how
transgender individuals are putting themselves and others at risk or
aremaliciously attempting to strip away girls’ opportunities. Frames
that focus on protection or invoke feminist language are consistent
with past efforts to gather support for gendered issues like antiabor-
tion measures or welfare reform (Roberti 2022; Schreiber 2017;
Wineinger 2022). Furthermore, these frames rely on a consistent
gender-essentialist gender ideology which underlies these policies.

CONCLUSION

A recent surge of legislation has been directed at limiting the rights
of transgender people and normalizing a renewed push for estab-
lishing a norm around the gender binary. Although this current
iteration of discriminatory policies is focused on transgender peo-
ple, we assert that it is indicative of a larger trend. Scholars of queer
politics have expressed alarm about anti-transgender sentiment for
a decade (e.g.Murib 2020, 2022; Schilt andWestbrook 2015), and the
mobilizing forces that seek to deny equal rights have grown (Butler
2024). In the United States, the conservative policy manifesto
Project 2025 targeted transgender individuals’ rights in education,
sports, and military service (Saric 2024). A move toward right-wing
authoritarianism globally has pushed an anti-transgender agenda,
and transgender people as a group are already highly marginalized
(Butler 2024). The LGBT movement historically subsumed gender
identity under sexuality, and this framing of transgender people as a
quasi-third sexuality enables a policy project that ignores transgen-
der people’s specific needs with respect to issues like gender-
affirming health care (Murib 2023; Stryker 2008).

This research reveals not only the state of opposition to
transgender people as participants in society but also the future
of opposition to the queer community more broadly and women.
Political scientists have uplifted the power of solidarity in solving
collective action problems while recognizing that solidarity often
excludes the most disadvantaged groups (Ciccia and Roggeband
2021). The framing of issues by political actors reveals the inter-
connectedness of inequality across a spectrum of identities (Ciccia
and Roggeband 2021). Legislators and lobbyists supporting anti-
transgender legislation have used paternal frames that center on
gender essentialism. Right-wingmobilization against transgender
individuals has adopted frames present in other political battles—
such as in the backlash to women’s rights and LGBTQ rights more
broadly (e.g., Roberti 2022; Schreiber 2017). Looking to the future,

Where transgender girls are constructed as threatening men, cisgender girls are constructed
as not only girls but as “our daughters and our granddaughters”.
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we see these arguments against the rights of transgender people as
the starting position for a larger political agenda that reinforces
patriarchal norms using public policy, as have been recorded
previously in debates over issues of women’s autonomy (Kreitzer
2015; Lusvardi 2024).

The political debate over transgender rights is one that should
be of interest to the discipline. It strikes at the core of questions
over state power in regulating individual choices and actions. Our
analysis provides evidence of how states have used a gender-
essentialist framework of gender relations to advance a right-
wing policy agenda that seeks to regulate the ability of certain
people to exist in the public sphere.
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NOTES

1. As of 2022, there were 24 states that maintained archived video of at least some
committee hearings in both chambers (NCSL 2022).

2. For additional details on the process, see Appendices B and C.

3. The Arkansas legislature considered two bills directed at limiting transgender
girls’ participation in school sports: GIRLS Act, SB 450, and Fairness in Women’s
Sports Act, SB 354, and adopted one bill, SB 1165, Save Women’s Sports Act.

4. Hiatt submitted similar testimony to the Kentucky State Legislature.

REFERENCES

Arizona State Legislature. 2022. “Bill Search.” https://www.azleg.gov/.

Arkansas State Legislature. 2021. “Bill Search.” https://www.arkleg.state.ar.us/.

Ayoub, Phillip, and Kristina Stoeckl. 2024. “The Double-helix Entanglements of
Transnational Advocacy: Moral Conservative Resistance to LGBTI Rights.”
Review of International Studies 50 (2): 289–311.

Bingham, Andrea J. 2023. “From Data Management to Actionable Findings: A Five-
phase Process of Qualitative Data Analysis.” International Journal of Qualitative
Methods 22.

Beard, Lisa. 2023. If We Were Kin: Race, Identification, and Intimate Political Appeals.
New York: Oxford University Press.

Butler, Judith. 2024. Who is Afraid of Gender? New York: Farrar, Straus, and Giroux.

Ciccia, Rossella, and Conny Roggeband. 2021. “Unpacking Intersectional Solidarity:
Dimensions of Power in Coalitions.” European Journal of Politics and Gender 4 (2):
181–98.

Currah, Paisley. 2022. Sex is as Sex Does. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

DeMillo, Andrew. 2023. “Judge Rules Arkansas Ban on Gender-Affirming Care for
Transgender Minors Violates US Constitution.” June 20. AP News. https://
apnews.com/us-news/arkansas-gender-general-news-2a0d032f4e4f3195c18
0d879239e6521.

Druckman, James, and Elizabeth Sharrow. 2023. Equality Unfulfilled: How Title IX’s
Policy Design Undermines Change to College Sports. Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press.

Gee, James Paul. 2003. An Introduction to Discourse Analysis: Theory and Method.
London: Routledge.

Hall, Stuart. 1997. “Introduction: Who Needs ‘Identity?’” In Questions of Cultural
Identity, S. Stuart Hall, and Paul D. Gay, ed. London: Sage Publications.

Hawkesworth, Mary. 1994. “Policy Studies within a Feminist Frame.” Policy Studies
27:97–118.

Hatewatch. 2021. “Far-Right Groups Flood State Legislatures with Anti-Trans Bills
Targeting Children.” Southern Poverty Law Center, April 26. https://www.
splcenter.org/hatewatch/2021/04/26/far-right-groups-flood-state-legislatures-
anti-trans-bills-targeting-children.

Jones, Phillip E., Paul R. Brewer, Dannagal G. Young, Jennifer L. Lambe,
and Lindsay H. Hoffman. 2018. “Explaining Public Opinion Toward
Transgender People, Rights, and Candidates.” Public Opinion Quarterly
82 (2): 252–78.

Kreitzer, Rebecca. 2015. “Politics andMorality in State Abortion Policy.” State Politics
& Policy Quarterly 15 (1): 41–66.

Lusvardi, Amber. 2024. “‘Sorry That Happened to You’: Testifying, Trauma, and the
Politics of Child Marriage in the United States.” Journal of Women, Politics, &
Policy 46 (1): 1–18.

Mallory, Christy, and Elana Redfield. 2023. “The Impact of 2023 Legislation on
Transgender Youth.” UCLA School of Law Williams Institute. https://william
sinstitute.law.ucla.edu/publications/2023-trans-legislative-summary/.

Murib, Zein. 2020. “Administering Biology: How ‘Bathroom Bills’ Criminalize and
Stigmatize Trans and Gender Nonconforming People in Public
Space.” Administrative Theory & Praxis 42 (2): 153–71.

Murib, Zein. 2022. “Don’t Read the Comments: Examining Social Media Discourse
on Trans Athletes.” Laws 11 (4): 53.

Murib, Zein. 2023.Terms of Exclusion: Rightful Citizenship Claims and the Construction
of LGBT Political Identity. New York: Oxford University Press.

Nelson, Thomas. 2013. “Issue Framing.” In The Oxford Handbook of American Public
Opinion and the Media, ed. Robert Y. Shapiro and Lawrence R. Jacobs, 189–203.
Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Pauly, Madison. 2023. “Inside the Secret Working Group That Helped Push Anti-
Transgender Laws across the Country.” Mother Jones, March 8.

Ramirez, Marc. 2024. “As Anti-trans Legislation Proliferates in 2024, Community
Fears Erasure from Public View.” USA Today, February 6.

Roberti, Amanda. 2022. “EmpoweringWomen by RegulatingAbortion? Conservative
Women Lawmakers’ Cooptation of Feminist Language in US Abortion Politics.”
Politics, Groups, and Identities 10 (1): 139–45.

Saric, Ivana. 2024. “What Project 2025 could Mean for LGBTQ+ Americans.” Axios,
November 7. https://www.axios.com/2024/11/07/project-2025-lgbtq-rights.

Schreiber, Ronnee. 2017. “Anti-Feminist, Pro-Life, and Anti-ERA Women.” In The
Oxford Handbook of U.S. Women’s Social Movement Activism, ed. Holly J.
McCammon, Verta Taylor, Jo Reger, and Rachel L. Einwohner, 315–332. Oxford:
Oxford University Press.

Schilt, Kristen, and Laurel Westbrook. 2015. “Bathroom Battlegrounds and Penis
Panics.” Contexts 14 (3): 26–31.

Sharrow, Elizabeth. 2021. “Sports, Transgender Rights, and the Bodily Politics of
Transgender Identity.” Laws 10 (3): 63.

Stone, Deborah A. 2022. Policy Paradox: The Art of Political Decision Making.
New York: W. W. Norton & Company.

Stryker, Susan. 2008. “Transgender History, Homonormativity, and Disciplinarity.”
Radical History Review 100: 145–157.

Tadlock, Barry. 2017. “Issue Framing and Transgender Politics: An Examination of
Interest GroupWebsites andMedia Coverage.” InTransgender Rights and Politics:
Groups, Issue Framing, and Policy Adoption, ed. Jami Taylor and Donald Haider-
Markel, 25–48. Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press.

Trans Legislation Tracker. 2024. “Anti-Trans Bill Tracker.” https://translegis
lation.com/.

Wineinger, Catherine. 2022. Gendering the GOP: Intraparty Politics and Republican
Women’s Representation in Congress. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Wodak, Ruth, and Michael Meyer. 2009. “Critical Discourse Analysis: History,
Agenda, Theory, and Methodology.” In Methods for Critical Discourse Analysis,
ed. Ruth Wodak and Michael Meyer, 1–33. London: Sage

Wuest, Joanna, and Briana Last. 2024. “Agents of Scientific Uncertainty: Conflicts
over Evidence and Expertise in Gender-affirming Care Bans for Minors.” Social
Science & Medicine 344:article 116533.

Yin, Robert K. 2014. Case Study Design and Research Methods, 5th ed. Thousand Oaks,
Ca.: Sage.

Po l i t i c s : Sp e c i a l I s s u e o n Con t empo r a r y a n d Fu t u r e LGBTQ+ S cho l a r s h i p i n P o l i t i c a l S c i e n c e
.............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................

500 PS • July 2025


	Transgender Bodies are the Battleground: Backlash, Threat, and the Future of Queer Rights in the United States
	Defining and Framing Contentious Issues
	Methods
	Findings
	Conclusion
	Supplementary material
	CONFLICTS OF INTEREST
	NOTES


