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Abstract
Subdomains of modern heterosexism are examineetéordine if they function as hierarchy-
enhancing legitimizing myths as social dominan@®tiz predicts. Using an undergraduate
sample of 456 female and 195 male studawt651) from 6 colleges and universities, the study
finds that three of the subdomains (aversive heexism, amnestic heterosexism, and
paternalistic heterosexism), along with hostileehetexism, function as predicted. However,
positive stereotypic heterosexism (i.e., endorsemiepositive stereotypes) appears to function
somewhat differently. The findings support existilbgrature that suggests that modern forms of
prejudice function as hierarchy-enhancing legitimgzmyths, while raising questions about how

the endorsement of positive stereotypes might fandb support social stratification.
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Modern Heterosexism and Social Dominance Oriemntatio

Do Subdomains of Heterosexism Function as Hieraesthancing Legitimizing Myths?

Introduction

Group inequalities in social, political, and econowutcomes have existed in virtually
all post-hunter and gatherer societies (Davis & Mp@945; Kerbo, 2003). However, societies
have varied significantly in the manner and exténhequalities, by which characteristics are
salient markers of status among social groupspgngho is included and excluded within these
groups (Hofstede, 1984; Sidanius, 1993). In terfribase inequalities, societies can be
conceptualized as systems of group-based sociarbiees where dominant groups receive a
disproportionately large share of positive socales (e.g., political power, high social status,
wealth, and material resources) and subordinat@ogroeceive a disproportionately large share
of negative social values (e.g., low social stghasierty, societal sanctions, and stigmatization;
Sidanius & Pratto, 1999). These inequalities indbeial structure and its institutions are
maintained, at least in part, by attitudes, beliafgl ideologies that justify the stratification
(Eyerman & Jamison, 1991; Jost, 1995). Given thgd{standing and almost universal nature of
these systems of inequality and the prejudiceestgpes, violence, and coercion that
accompany them, these issues have been topicsooisederable amount of research within the
social sciences (Fiske, 1998).

The current study extends this scholarship by erangiwhether modern forms of
prejudice function as hierarchy-enhancing legitimgzmyths within the context of the social
dominance theoretical framework. The relationshigisveen various subdomains of modern

homonegativity (Morrison & Morrison, 2002) or modédreterosexism (Walls, in press), social
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dominance orientation (Sidanius & Pratto, 1999Y smpport for lesbian and gay rights are
investigated as a way to explore the relationskigvben modern prejudice and public policies
that challenge existing social inequities.

A review of the literature will outline, first, th@oints of social dominance theory that are
salient to this study, as well as a brief discussibmodern heterosexism and a description of the
domains of modern heterosexism. Following that laéllan examination of what is currently
known about the relationship between social donmgaanientation and both hostile and modern
forms of heterosexism. Finally, findings relatiragml dominance orientation and public policies
regarding lesbian women and gay men will be reviewe

Social Dominance Theory

Social dominance theory (Sidanius & Pratto, 19983 weveloped as an attempt to
synthesize many of the theoretical approachesdenstanding prejudice and discrimination.
The theory argues that every complex society ismmgpd by systems of social group-based
hierarchies in which at least one social groupdwminance over others, and at least one group
occupies a subordinate position. The approach ndatthat there is a set of fundamental and
general processes that undergird the emergencenaimenance of group-based stratification
within societies even though there is variatiothia degree to which societies are hierarchically
organized and around which groups are grantedsstétuwo components of social dominance
theory that are salient for this study aoeial dominance orientatioandlegitimizing myths.

Social dominance orientation is defined as “..tktemt to which one desires that one’s
in-group dominate and be superior to outgroupsattBr Sidanius, Stallworth, & Malle, 1994, p.
742), and is captured by the Social Dominance @atem scale (SDO; Sidanius & Pratto,

1999). Those who are high in social dominance taten are more likely to justify
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stratification and the existing system of privilsgend discrimination, while those who are low in
social dominance orientation are more likely tomupideologies and values that seek to
dismantle social stratification (Sidanius & Pratt899).

Empirical research has supported social dominame&y’'s hypothesized relationship
between social dominance orientation and variotadmf prejudice toward a variety of social
groups, and across a variety of cultures (Prat&d. £1994). Social dominance orientation has
been shown to be predictive of racism/ethnic prepi@Pratto et al., 1994; van Hiel &
Mervielde, 2005), nationalism (Sidanius, Feshbaelin, & Pratto, 1997), the Protestant work
ethic (Christopher & Mull, 2006), and political cservatism (Sidanius, Pratto, & Bobo, 1996;
van Hiel, Pandelaere, & Duriez, 2004) among otlo@structs. Likewise it is predictive of
support for lesbian and gay rights (Cerecedes, ;2B68to et al., 1994), women’s rights
(Heaven, 1999; Pratto et al., 1994), social welfaggrams (Pratto et al., 1994), and affirmative
action (Federico & Sidanius, 2002; Haley & Sidani2@06; Jost & Thompson, 2000).

In order to minimize intergroup conflict, the grebpsed inequalities in a society are
legitimized through ideologies which justify distination and the existing stratification (Jost &
Banaji, 1994, Jost & Major, 2001; Sidanius, 1998jithin the context of social dominance
theory, the terntegitimizing mythss used to capture the concept of these systetifiyjug
ideologies. Formally defined as “...values, attitudediefs, causal attributions, and ideologies
that provide moral and intellectual justificaticor 5ocial practices that either increase, maintain
or decrease levels of social inequality among $gc@ups” (Sidanius & Pratto, 1999, p. 104),
legitimizing myths are the cultural scripts thatklindividual belief to social practice. They may
function to either enhance or attenuate stratibcatesulting inhierarchy-enhancing

legitimizing mythaindhierarchy-attenuating legitimizing myths
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Legitimizing myths also may take a number of défarforms. They may be ideologies
such as the Protestant work ethic, the beliefttreat).S. is a meritocratic society, or the
endorsement of democratic egalitarian values. Thay be cultural beliefs such as the belief
that intelligence is a fixed capacity that can beuaately measured by intelligence tests. Or, they
may be stereotypes and prejudices about a socapgr

One goal of social dominance theory has been toexnndividual level differences
with both cultural-level scripts and support or opiion to macro-level public policies. As such,
the theory suggests that legitimizing myths mediagerelationship between individual level
endorsement of social dominance orientation anga@tifior (or opposition to) public policies
that seek to attenuate stratification. In otherdsppart of the relationship between social
dominance orientation and public policies is a Itesithe causal relationship between social
dominance orientation and the various legitimizimgths. Social dominance orientation should,
according to the theory, have both a direct retetiop with public policy support, as well as an
indirect relationship through legitimizing mythk this way, legitimizing myths become the
cultural scripts that connect the micro- to the rodevel.

Individuals who have a high social dominance daton embrace hierarchy-enhancing
legitimizing myths and reject hierarchy-attenuatiegitimizing myths. This endorsement of
hierarchy-enhancing legitimizing myths should, Vikee, be related to higher endorsement of
hierarchy-enhancing public policies and rejectibhierarchy-attenuating public policies. The
opposite of this pattern should hold true for indpals who have a low social dominance

orientation. The formal model for this relationsigprepresented in Figure 1.
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Nomenclature

Prior to the discussion of the literature on moderms of prejudice toward lesbian
women and gay men, a word on the choice of the beterosexisns in order. Prejudice toward
lesbian women and gay men has been called a nushbems, including homophobia
(Blumfield, 1992; Smith, 1971; Weinberg, 1974), lemrotophobia (Churchill, 1967),
homosexism (Hansen, 1982a, 1982b; Lehne, 197@xdsstxism (Morin & Garfinkle, 1978;
Pharr, 1988), homonegativism (Hudson & Rickett8@9homo-hatred (Appleby & Anastas,
1998), homoignorance (Appleby & Anastas, 1998), twagativity (Morrison & Morrison,
2002) and sexual prejudice (Herek & Capitanio, )9Bk@rein, the terrheterosexismwill be
used, and is conceptualized as the system ofdgs{behaviors, policies and norms toward
lesbian women and gay men (both at individual astitutional levels) that support the
subjugation of lesbian, gay, and bisexual individ@d communities, and the concomitant
privileging of heterosexual identities. The terntednesexism has been chosen over the numerous
other options for a number of reasons. First, ialb@s the construction of other words used to
denote systems of subjugation based on socialitmgatosition, and identity, such as racism,
sexism, and classism. Second, it is one of thenwst widely known ways of referring to anti-
gay prejudice in the existing academic literatppleby & Anastas, 1998). Third,
heterosexism was chosen over the term homopholhiarasphobia has been criticized by
numerous scholars as connoting an irrational pdggrzal disorder -- a phobia. Finally, while
some scholars have championed the use of the temmophobia to represent individually-held
prejudices and behaviors, and heterosexism to densititutional-level processes including the

privileging of heterosexuality, the use of the tenm such a manner obscures the integrated
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nature whereby individual attitudes and behaviostdr and justify institutional and systemic
processes, which concomitantly reinforce and suppdividual attitudes and behaviors.

The termhostile heterosexism used within this paper to capture traditiondl-gay
attitudes based on pathologizing lesbian womengarydnen either psychologically, socially, or
morally, regardless of which terminology or meagheeoriginal author used. Similarly the term
modern heterosexisi® used as an umbrella term capturing the varioesrized domains of
heterosexism based on the ideas of modern prejtitkoey. The decision to use these two terms
in this manner is not meant to deny nuanced difiggs in theoretical understandings of, or the
measures capturing, the attitudes and beliefs nvelach type of heterosexism, but to underscore
the differentiation between old-fashioned and mondwterosexism clusters.

Modern Heterosexism

Modern prejudice theorists argue that the way irctviprejudicial attitudes toward
historically marginalized groups gets expressedchasged. The overt expression of racism,
sexism, and heterosexism that was much more prevathe open in the recent past of the U.S.
has decreased (Bachrach, Hindin, & Thomson, 20@@r&o, 1998; Farley, 1997; Jones, 1999),
and been replaced by forms of prejudice that arehnmuore subtle and covert (McConahay,
1986; Morrison & Morrison, 2002; Swim, Aiken, Hadl, Hunter, 1995; Tougas, Brown, Beaton,
& Joly, 1995; Walls, in press). Historically, oldghioned heterosexism has been based on
ideologies that pathologize homosexuality. Thesaschave emanated from a number of sources
including religion (homosexuality as immoral andfsl), cultural constructions of hegemonic
masculinity (homosexuality as weak and submissamq, natural law (homosexuality as
unnatural), to name a few. Modern heterosexisntherother hand, is not based — at least

rhetorically — on the pathologizing of homosexuyalihstead modern heterosexism embodies
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arguments that support the continued subjugatiGanfe-sex oriented people and the
privileging of heterosexuality through rhetoric thegrounded more in justifications within the
sociopolitical realm rather than the characteheflesbian and gay person or community.
Modern heterosexism is less overtly pathologizing hostile. Examples of justifications that
modern heterosexists might currently deploy, faregle, include suggesting that lesbian
women and gay men are militant, demanding too miachguickly. They might suggest that
discrimination and prejudice against the commuisity thing of the past. They might claim that
they have nothing against gay people, but — oats#nse of protection — that they would never
want one of their children to be lesbian or gaijnaly, they may invoke supposedly positive
stereotypes about lesbian women and gay men.

Building on the theoretical foundation laid by modeacism and sexism researchers,
Morrison and Morrison (2002) developed a scalee-Mlodern Homonegativity Scale (MHS) —
to capture negative attitudes toward lesbian woarehgay men that are not based on moral and
religious objections (as they are in “old-fashiohkdmonegativity). The scale performed well
psychometrically in the four initial studies unddwn to test its reliability and validity, and
factor analysis identified that the scale was unahsional as theorized. Two additional studies
have further supported the psychometric propedid¢ke instrument (Morrison, Kenny, &
Harrington, 2005). In both publications, the authfmund that modern homonegativity emerged
as a separate domain, distinct from old-fashior@ddnegativity.

Cowan, Heiple, Marquez, Khatchadourian, and McN¢2005) examined modern
heterosexism by using a modified version of the BtadSexism Scale (Swim et al., 1995) where
they replaced the termomenwith gays and lesbiang.heir derived scale had acceptable

reliability and functioned as predicted. A recstudy by Morrison and Bearden (2007)
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examines the construction and validation of arrimsent developed to capture the endorsement
of positive stereotypes of gay men. The scaleHimmopositivity Scale, had adequate construct
validity and internal consistency. While the authmised numerous questions about the
relationship of the scale to other forms of pregialiattitudes and social psychological
constructs, they did not appear to conceptualindtie endorsement of positive stereotypes
specifically as a form of modern prejudice.

A final study that sought to extend the ideas oflera prejudice into the area of
heterosexism was completed by Walls (in press)il&io Morrison and Morrison (2002),
Walls developed and examined an instrument, theadviolHleterosexism Inventory (MHI), over
a series of four studies. Walls, however, arguatitiodern prejudice theory suggested more
than just one domain of modern heterosexism anatittes the existence of four specific
subdomainsaversive heterosexism, amnestic heterosexism,nadistic heterosexisnand
positive stereotypic heterosexisfys the current study utilizes the MHI, a brief suargnof the
four subdomains is presented next and the scaleligded in Appendix A. For full discussion of
the different domains, see Walls (in press).

In contrast to hostile heterosexism, which usetorieerelying on traditional negative
stereotypes to pathologize lesbian women and gaw awersive heterosexisiscouched in less
inflammatory language. Aversive heterosexist rhetaright argue that the lesbian and gay
movement is wanting too much, too fast, or thattievement is militant. The aversion here is
not necessarily a cognitive and emotional avertadasbian and gay people per se (although it
could be), but rather aversion to the political antdural demands of the movement or the pace
of those demands. While much of white oppositmmtegration of African Americans in the

southern U.S.A. in the 1960s was based on old-dasgid racist notions, some resistance from
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more moderate segments of society was, at leastritedly, grounded in concern about the
tactics and pace of social change, as well asntpédations of that change on stability and
established interests. Famous examples of sucbrite@tclude the "Call for Unity" and "An
Appeal for Law and Order and Common Sense" letteitsen by religious leaders in
Birmingham, Alabama to which King responded with famous "Letter from a Birmingham
Jail." Kopkind (1971) also demonstrates a similditigal process whereby the Kerner
Commission Report (National Advisory CommissionGiwil Disorders, 1968) was watered
down by political moderates who believed the ihtecommendations were too radical and
threatened established interests.

Due to use of the teraversive it might be tempting to assume that aversive
heterosexism is akin to Gaertner and Dovidio's §}@8nceptualization of aversive racism.
However, it should be noted that Gaertner and Do\ad1986) construct is based on the idea of
a conflict between the values of egalitarianism antitblack sentiments held at an unconscious
level by the same individual. While an individuaigersive heterosexist discourse may very well
emerge from a similar intrapsychic conflict abagbian and gay people, aversive heterosexism
has not been conceptualized in terms of its psydical etiology, but rather in terms of the
social manifestation of particular forms of rhetahat justify continuation of social stratificatio
based on sexual orientation.

The second form of modern prejudicamnestic heterosexisndorsement of amnestic
heterosexism is a shift to a cluster of attitudied appear less hostile than aversive heterosexism.
The amnestic heterosexist might suggest that distaition is a thing of the past, and that
lesbian women and gay men are treated fairly ineroporary society. The amnestic

heterosexist may be making these claims out ofragree, out of refusal to acknowledge factual
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information, for political mobilization reasons, @en out of life experience where they see
many successful lesbian women and gay men.

The third form of modern heterosexisnpesternalistic heterosexisnmdividuals may
express this set of cognitive and affective comptseoward lesbian women and gay men as a
conceptual social group or as concern for spelgbian or gay (or potentially lesbian or gay)
individuals. The conceptualization of paternatdisteterosexism requires both an expression of
concern combined with an indication of prefererareieterosexuality. A paternalistic
heterosexist may express, for example, that whidedoes not have anything against gay or
lesbian people, she would rather her daughter @at lesbian because it would make her
daughter's life harder in some way.

The last domain of modern heterosexisrpasitive stereotypic heterosexisimis
domain represents the endorsement of positivedtigres (e.g., gay men are creative, lesbian
women are independenBositive stereotypic heterosexism reinforces stgpes, albeit with a
focus on alleged or actual appreciation for theestiypic characteristic(s). While long
overlooked by researchers, an increasing numbsehaflars are beginning to question the role
that positive stereotypes may play in maintainiypgtems of stratification (Czopp, 2004, in
press; Morrison & Bearden, 2007; Walls, in press).

Social Dominance Orientation and Heterosexism
SDO and Hostile Heterosexism

Across different types of negatively-valenced pdeja against various social groups,

social dominance orientation has been found toneeod the strongest predictors (Altemeyer,

1998). Likewise, while limited, the studies thav@deen published on the relationship between
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social dominance orientation and hostile heteresexduggest that social dominance orientation
functions similarly.

Using various measures of hostile heterosexism, (&ttitudes towards Lesbians and
Gay men [Herek, 1988], Heterosexual Attitudes talntdomosexuals [Larson, Reed, &
Hoffman, 1980]), a few studies have demonstratathigher levels of social dominance
orientation are associated with increased levetsaditional, anti-gay prejudice (Kilianski,
2003; Pratto, Sidanius, Stallworth, & Bertram, 200fhitley & Agisdéttir, 2000; Whitley &
Lee, 2000). Further, while anti-egalitarianism aodial dominance orientation are not the same
theoretical concept, they are closely related, withudes toward egalitarianism occasionally
being used as a proxy for social dominance oriemgSidanius & Pratto, 1999). In line with the
findings on social dominance orientation and hedt#terosexism, researchers have found
consistently that hostile heterosexism is assataith increased anti-egalitarian attitudes and
values, or conversely that pro-gay attitudes ase@ated with egalitarian attitudes (Biernat,
Vescio, Theno, & Crandall, 1996; Brewer, 2003; \W¥& Wolpert, 1996, 2000). Hegarty,
Pratto, and Lemieux (2004) have argued — mucmawith the symbolic racism literature — that
a tension exists between the norm of egalitariar@sthanti-gay affect resulting in what they call
heterosexist ambivalence. Likewise, Ellis (2002)rfd that undergraduate students expressed
high levels of endorsement of egalitarianism uhtilashed with their ideological beliefs
regarding lesbian women and gay men at which tireg inti-gay/anti-lesbian beliefs appeared
to override their commitment to equality.
SDO and Modern Heterosexism

While there is not extensive research on modemdgaof prejudice within the social

dominance theoretical framework, what has been tasdocused primarily on symbolic racism
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(Miller, Smith, & Mackie, 2004; see relatedly, Aola & Cole, 2001) or modern sexism (Sibley
& Wilson, 2004). These studies have tended to atdithat modern prejudice functions as
predicted by social dominance theory.

One study that has been published that examinés slmeninance orientation and
various forms of heterosexism was completed by Wiogton, Dillon, and Becker-Schutte
(2005). They examined five subdomains of heteroslskattitudes toward lesbian women and
gay men. Two of those subdomainkateandreligious conflict— mirror traditional forms of
hostile heterosexism, and in line with previouslings using more established measures of
hostile heterosexism, higher levels of social danae orientation were significantly correlated
with both subdomains. One subdom&inowledge of LGB history, symbols, and community
captured respondents' awareness of lesbian ancugfaye and was — as expected — negatively
related to social dominance orientation. Likewlse two remaining subdomains also were
negatively related to social dominance orientatidrey captured support for lesbian and gay
civil rights, and what the authors termaternalized affirmation- a five-item factor which
reflects “...a personalized affirmativeness and diwghess to engage in proactive social
activism” (p. 108).

While Worthington et al. (2005) found relationshipghe expected directions between
subdomains of heterosexism and social dominaneatation, their study has a number of
limitations. First, they did not examine the meutigteffect of prejudice on the relationship
between social dominance orientation and publicp@upport that the theory predicts. While
this may be seen simply as an avenue for futuesareh, social dominance theory predicts
hierarchy-enhancing legitimizing myths function gjfieally as mediating variables between

SDO and public policy support. As such, in ordeexamine whether various domains of
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attitudes toward lesbian women and gay men funetias hierarchy-enhancing legitimizing
myths, the test of mediation is vital. The sectmitation is that Worthington and colleagues'
(2005) conceptualization of heterosexism failsxareine subdomains of attitudes toward
lesbian women and gay men that have been suggestategral components of modern
heterosexism by either Morrison and Morrison (20@2)Valls (in press), or by the modern
prejudice literature in general. These includetelssof attitudes such as believing that the
lesbian and gay rights movement is too militanthat discrimination is a thing of the past. With
regard to the actual psychometrics of the measureused, Worthington et al. (2005)
acknowledged a number of inconsistencies acrogsdiuglies, and potential issues with
inflation of validity measures, leading them toastnend further examination of the
psychometrics of the scale. Finally, the Worthomgét al. (2005) scale does not discriminate
between attitudes toward lesbian women and atsttmi@ard gay men which have been shown
to be an important difference (Herek, 1988, 200iMhr & Kite, 1998; Whitley & Kite, 1993).
Social Dominance Orientation and Lesbian and GaphRi

While in general, higher degrees of social domieamentation predict support for
discriminatory public policies and opposition tdues of harmony, openness and equality
(Heaven & Bucci, 2001; Heaven & Connors, 2001; Khi@004; Pratto, Stallworth, & Conway-
Lanz, 1998; Sibley & Liu, 2004), the vast majomtfythis research has not examined policies
seeking to ameliorate inequities based on sexightation. The small amount of research that
has been undertaken suggests that respondents mgloeial dominance orientation are — as
predicted by the theory — less likely to supposblan and gay rights (Pratto et al., 1994), same-

sex marriage (Cerecedes, 2003), and same-sexunioihs (Saucier & Cawman, 2004).
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Heterosexism and Lesbian and Gay Rights
Hostile Heterosexism and Lesbian/Gay Rights

More, though still limited, scholarship exists & trelationship between attitudes
regarding lesbian women and gay men, and attittadesrd lesbian and gay rights. Higher levels
of hostile heterosexism, not surprisingly, haverbieeind to be predictive of opposition to
lesbian and gay rights (Wood & Bartkowski, 2004nga1997), civil unions (Saucier &
Cawman, 2004), equalizing age of sexual conserd fanheterosexuals and lesbian women/gay
men (Moran, 2001; Waites, 2000, 2001), restricpigbcies regarding HIV and AIDS (Dunlap,
1989; Jelen & Wilcox, 1992; Price & Hsu, 1992), ambosition to civil rights for transgender
men and women (Tee & Hegarty, 2006). Likewise,rgjgy endorsement of negative stereotypes
of lesbian women and gay men also has been assdeidth decreased support for a composite
measure of gay and lesbian rights which includatudes about adoption, serving in the
military, and filing joint taxes (Wood & Bartkowsk2004).

It should be noted that few studies have examihedmpact of hostile heterosexist
attitudes on actual civic engagement behaviorssbel to directly affect public policy. One
study that moved beyond the link between hostiteresexism and public policy attitudes to an
examination of political behavior was done by Sauand Cawman (2004). They linked higher
levels of hostile heterosexism with voting patteaxgive opposition to Howard Dean’s
candidacy for governor of Vermont, and increasqapett for Take Back Vermont, an
organization seeking to abolish same sex civil ngim that state. In their analysis of the
arguments offered by those supporting discrimimaéigainst lesbian women and gay men,
Saucier and Cawman found a consistent claim tieappiposition to same sex civil unions was

not based in anti-gay/anti-lesbian attitudes pebsgerather was attributed to other factors — a
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pattern parallel to the one found in the aversamsm literature (Gaertner & Dovidio, 1986).
Likewise, in examinations of the rhetoric used agaihe repeal of Section 28 in Great Britain —
a repeal that would have equalized age of consersielk for both opposite sex and same sex
partners — Waites (2001) suggests that the argenfi@nanti-lesbian/anti-gay discrimination had
undergone “refinement” such as discussing the fegeZection 28 as “lowering the age of
consent” instead of “equalizing the age of consaviiran (2001) noted that opponents of the
repeal spoke carefully to avoid condemnation of beexuality — instead of talking of sin, they
talked of the “lack of moral equivalence” betweeatdnosexuality and homosexuality.
Modern Heterosexism and Lesbian/Gay Rights

Like most of the scholarship on heterosexism, thpigcal work on the relationship
between attitudes regarding lesbian women and gayand public policies has focused
predominately on hostile heterosexism. In the dudysidentified that examined the relationship
directly, Morrison et al. (2005) found that modéeterosexism (as measured by the Modern
Homonegativity Scale) was negatively correlatedhwiipport for lesbian and gay rights using
the Support for Lesbian and Gay Human Rights g&les, Kitzinger, & Wilkinson, 2002).
They tested the relationship between modern hetri®a toward lesbians with support for
lesbian rights, and the relationship between motetarosexism toward gay men with support
for the rights of gay men. In both cases, the ptedirelationship held. While it is clear that
rhetoric used to legitimize support for the conéince of discriminatory policies based on sexual
orientation is shifting away from traditional hdstheterosexist justification, other than the one
study cited above, little is known about the relaship between modern forms of heterosexism

and lesbian- and gay-related public policies.
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Hypotheses
Social Dominance Orientation and Heterosexism

Based on the existing literature, it is anticipateat higher scores on the SDO scale will
be associated with higher scores on the Attitudesitd Lesbians and Gay Men (short form,
ATLG-S; Herek, 1988), a measure of hostile hetedsse. This relationship, if found, would
mirror previous findings.

Given the empirical evidence of the relationshiaen social dominance orientation
and modern forms of racism, sexism, and heterasexigs anticipated that higher scores on the
SDO scale also will be associated with higher scoreall four measures of modern
heterosexism (MHI-Amnestic, MHI-Aversive, MHI-Patatistic, and MHI-Positive
Stereotypic).

Social Dominance Orientation and Lesbian and GayhRi

Social dominance orientation has consistently egyatively correlated with support for
policies that seek to decrease levels of sociatiBtation. Therefore, it is anticipated that hegh
scores on the SDO scale will be associated witlet@gores on the measure of support for
lesbian and gay rights.

Heterosexism and Lesbian and Gay Rights

Hostile heterosexism has consistently been shovaneiict opposition to lesbian and
gay rights when measured by a number of diffenestruments capturing homophobic attitudes.
ATLG-S scores, therefore, should be negativelyteel#o the measure of support for lesbian and
gay rights.

Research examining the relationship between mddemms of heterosexism and support

for lesbian and gay rights is limited. One studyrfd — as hypothesized — that increases in
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modern heterosexism (as measured by the Modern Hegadvity Inventory [Morrison &
Morrison, 2002]) were associated with decrease@aufor gay and lesbian civil rights
(Morrison et al., 2005). While not specifically ngia measure of lesbian and gay rights per se,
one other study examined the relationship betweetenm heterosexism and perceptions of hate
crimes against lesbian women and gay men. The eutbond that increases in their measure of
modern heterosexism were associated with incrdasets of approval of hate crimes, and
decreased levels of perception of hate crimes iasfbhband offensive (Cowan et al., 2005). In
addition to these two empirical studies, a numbetudies have demonstrated that opposition to
public policies promoting equity for lesbian womeamd gay men has frequently been justified
through rhetoric that moves away from condemnatiomomosexuality as immoral (as would be
expected in hostile heterosexism) toward justiitoeg that appear less hostile (Burridge, 2004,
Waites, 2001). This type of shift in political rbet supports the argument from the modern
prejudice literature that when expression of prigjatiattitudes becomes stigmatized, new
rhetoric and ideologies evolve that justify the toauation of social stratification based on
rationale that appear “less” prejudicial. It combdsonably be argued that three of the four forms
of modern heterosexism examined in this study +sawe heterosexism, amnestic heterosexism,
and paternalistic heterosexism — fall under thisiou Therefore, it is anticipated that higher
scores on the MHI that capture these three donwdihsterosexism (MHI-Amnestic, MHI-
Aversive, MHI-Paternalistic) will be associated hwdecreased scores on the measure capturing
support for lesbian and gay rights. Only one adddl subtype of heterosexism remains: positive
stereotypic heterosexism.

As positive stereotypic heterosexism is subjettiegperienced as favorable, it might

seem reasonable to expect that many of the resptsadéo endorse positive stereotypes of
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lesbian women and gay men may consider themsebresi@terosexist. As such, these
respondents may very well be supportive of lesbiah gay rights. This rationale would lead to
the hypothesis that those with higher levels oftpasstereotypic heterosexism shouldrbere
supportive of lesbian and gay rights. However, Baoargument — with increasing empirical
support — suggests the opposite (or a least a coon@lex) relationship.

Research on the model minority stereotype aboiansge.g., Asians are good students,
Asians are good in math) has demonstrated thaimpyifor these positive stereotypes can
negatively affect Asian Americans' emotional statd performance on tasks related to the
stereotype content under certain conditions (Cbmgg, & Perez, 1998; Crystal, Chen, Fuligni,
& Stevenson, 1994; Shih, Ambaday, Richeson, Fuit&ray, 2002) similar to the effect of
negative stereotypes in stereotype threat con(étéle & Aronson, 1995). In their study of the
model minority stereotype, Lin, Kwan, Cheung, aigk€& (2005) found that the more non-Asian
respondents in their study stereotyped Asians iag lighly competent, the less willing they
were to be roommates with Asian American studefespp and Monteith's (2006) work on
endorsement of positive stereotypes of African Aoaars suggests that some whites may use
complimentary stereotypes (e.g., African Americaresnatural athletes, African Americans are
musically talented) as a way to establish moradenéials (Monin & Miller, 2001) that they are
not racist, which in turn gives them greater pesmis to voice their hostile attitudes about
African Americans.

From a more structural perspective, Czopp (200d)dathat white males were more
likely to encourage African American student atbdethan white student athletes to pursue
professional sports careers at the expense ofdhademic performance. This suggests that

positive stereotypes may play a role in maintairgtrgctural occupational segregation by
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encouraging pursuit of careers that have a lowetiiood of success. Walls (2007) has
demonstrated that positive stereotypes are coegklaith decreased support for ameliorative
public policies — at least for those who score whostile forms of prejudice. Finally, Jost and
Kay (2005) found evidence that positive stereotyg@sfunction as cultural scripts that justify
and legitimize social stratification.

Given the increasing amount of evidence that emhoesit of positive stereotypes plays a
role in maintaining social stratification, it isfgthesized, in accordance with social dominance
theory, that positive stereotypic heterosexism fuifiction as a hierarchy-enhancing legitimizing
myth. Therefore, higher scores on the MHI-PosiBtereotypic scale should be associated with
lower scores on the measure capturing supporefdridn and gay rights.

Mediating Role of Heterosexism.

The final hypotheses regard the central relatigosspredicted by social dominance
theory. Figure 1 outlines the theoretical relattopsvhereby social dominance is directly
associated with support for public policies thaimote or challenge stratification, and social
dominance is indirectly associated with supportase public policies through hierarchy-
enhancing and hierarchy-attenuating legitimizinghmysuch as prejudicial attitudes. In line with
this theoretical understanding of the manner incwhegitimizing myths function, it is predicted
that the variables capturing all five subdomainketerosexism (ATLG-S, MHI-Amnestic,
MHI-Aversive, MHI-Paternalistic, and MHI-Positiveeeotypic) will partially mediate the
relationship between the SDO scale and the measaptaring support for lesbian and gay rights.
If supported, these results will suggest that $amaninance is associated directly with
opposition to gay and lesbian rights, and indisettttough modern subdomains of heterosexism,

acting as hierarchy-enhancing legitimizing myths.
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Methodology
Participants

Participants in the study were undergraduates gakitnoductory social science courses
at six U.S. colleges and universities. As one optiocomplete a course component on social
science research, students could participate iwdiebased study. Five of the research sites
were private universities, consisting of two Caitalffiliated schools, one Mennonite-affiliated
college, one Baptist-affiliated university, and amgversity not affiliated with a religious
denomination. The sixth school was a medium-sizédip university in the Midwest.

The overall sample consisted of 651 undergraduakasg introductory social science
courses, a sample size larger than the number déede adequate for testing of small to
medium structural equation models which is appratety 400 (Boomsma, 1983). Of the 651
respondents, 70.1% were female and 29.9% were n@decasians made up the majority of the
sample (81.1%), followed by Hispanics (6.7%), AdncAmericans (5.4%), Asian/Asian
Americans (3.9%), biracial (2.3%), and less thanekih of individuals who identified as Native
Americans, or other. The majority of respondentsaiest year students (54.2%), 25.5% were
sophomores, 12.9% were juniors and the remaini Tvere seniors.

Ages ranged from 18 to 56, with a mean of 20.4s/D=4.5). Approximately 3% of
the students identified themselves as lower cfaliswed by 19% as working class, 66% as
middle class, and 12% as upper class.

With regard to religion, respondents were asksdrees of questions. First, they were
asked, "What religion do you consider yourself?thva response set Buddhist, Christian,
Hindu, Islamic, Jewish, No religious belief/agnokitheistandOther, please speciffhey

were then asked, "If you are a Christian, whicltheffollowing categories best describes you?".
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The response set for this question was based aeligeus tradition schema developed by
Steensland et al. (2000) and includgatholic, Conservative non-traditional (Jehovah'gnasss,
Mormon, Christian Science, etc.), Evangelical Pstdat (Baptist, AME, Church of God in
Christ, Pentecostal, Assembly of God, etc.), Libeoa-traditional (Unitarian, Unity,
Humanistic, Spiritualists, New Age, etc.), MainlPmtestant (Methodist, Presbyterian,
Episcopal, United Churches of Christ, Disciple<tirist, etc.)andNon-denominational.
Finally, as a check on respondents’ self-clasgibioa they were asked the open-ended question,
"What is the actual name of the church you attancbasider yourself to be part of (this
information is for denominational classificationrpases only)?" Combining the answers to
these three questions to obtain a classificatiaelajious tradition, it was found that 38.1% of
the sample reported religious affiliations as Cath84.1% with churches in denominations
classified as conservative Protestant, 14.4% regdaro religious affiliation, 11.6% as mainline
or liberal Protestant, and the remaining 1.7% hsraton-Christian religious affiliations.

To determine political affiliation, respondentsrev@sked, "On a scale of political
ideology, individuals can be arranged from strondgral to strongly conservative. Which of
the following best describes your views?" with sp@nse set frorBtrongly liberalto Strongly
conservative.Combining the categories of strongly liberal, sorhatiberal, and slightly liberal
into one category, and the three correspondingyoats at the conservative end of the
continuum, almost 35% of the respondents considanselves politically liberal, 24%
moderate, and the remaining 41% conservative.

The online survey was programmed in such a wdyg dscrease the likelihood of missed
items or failure to complete the survey. For alésed items on the survey, the online program

would prompt respondents to insure that they heghaed to skip the question. Therefore, the



Modern Heterosexism 24

range of missing data on items went from no missadges on the first four items of the survey
to a maximum of eleven missing values (1.69%) enilkome question. The vast majority of
items had between three missing cases (0.5%) amah seissing cases (1.1%). Maximum
likelihood multiple imputation was utilized usiniget LISREL 8.71 program (Joreskog &
Sorbom, 2002) to address issues of missing values.

Measures and Instruments

The measures selected were drawn from publisheliestexamining social dominance,
prejudicial attitudes, and/or public opinions. Adlales used have demonstrated adequate
psychometric qualities.

Hostile heterosexisniNegatively-valenced prejudicial attitudes towarsbian women
and gay men were captured using the short formenéks (1988) Attitudes Towards Lesbians
and Gay Men Scale (ATLG-S) . This scale and itglfm¥m version are among the most widely
used scales to measure attitudes about lesbian nvantegay men in the last twenty years (for
recent examples, see Ellis et al., 2002; Span &l2D03; van de Meerendonk, Eisinga &
Felling, 2003). The scale consists of ten item& Gapturing attitudes toward lesbian women,
and five capturing attitudes toward gay men. Ttaescontains items such as, "Female
homosexuality is a sin," and "l think male homos#guare disgusting.” The response set used
was a seven point Likert scale yielding a rangscofes from 10 to 70. Higher scores indicate
higher levels of hostile heterosexism. The scatkitlonger version have undergone extensive
testing for factor structure, item analysis, candtvalidity and reliability (Herek, 1984, 1987,
1988; Stoever & Morera, 2007; for a review of tingp&ical evidence of the validity of the short

form of the scale, see Herek, 1994.)
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Modern heterosexisrihe Multidimensional Heterosexism Inventory (MHI;2Wg, in
press; see Walls and Rodriguez, 2002 for earlissimes) captures four subdomains of modern
heterosexism — aversive heterosexism, amnesticdsetasm, paternalistic heterosexism and
positive stereotypic heterosexism. The reliabiityhe overall scale is reported at .82, while the
reliabilities of the subdomain scales were repoaie®4, .64, .89 and .90, respectively. The
instrument consists of 23 questions with six ite@sturing aversive heterosexism, four
capturing amnestic heterosexism, seven capturitegrmgaistic heterosexism, and six capturing
positive stereotypic heterosexism (see AppendiXTAg response set for the paternalistic
heterosexism scale includes a seven point Likateseith an additional response for those who
do not have preference for a heterosexual child agay or lesbian child to indicate such. The
response set for the remaining three scales asngmint Likert scales. Scores for each scale are
standardized to a seven point range where highmbats represent greater endorsement of that
domain of heterosexism. The scales have performéy@othesized with constructs such as
authoritarianism, hostile heterosexism, interpeascontacts, political ideology, gender role
discrepancy, and religiosity.

Social Dominance OrientatiofsDO; Sidanius & Pratto, 1999)he Social Dominance
Orientation (SDO) scale is a 16-item measure reguftom the testing of items on 18,741
respondents in 45 samples from eleven differenbc@s. Some of the samples used for
psychometric testing were probability samples, e/bihers were convenience samples.
Respondents have included secondary students,gradeates and more than 4,500 non-student
adults. (See Sidanius & Pratto [1999] for full distan samples.) The measure captures general
preference for inequality among social groups ampert for hierarchy. Questions include

statements such as "Inferior groups should stalyair place” and "Some groups of people are
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simply inferior to other groups." The responseused was a seven point Likert scale yielding a
possible range of scores from 16 to 112. Higherescon the SDO scale indicate higher levels of
social dominance orientation.

SDOhas demonstrated strong reliability including onglg using a one-month time
interval between administrations of the scate§6,p<.01; Sidanius & Pratto, 1993). Sidanius
and Pratto (1999) have demonstrated that the sapleres a construct that is distinct from
political conservatism, authoritarianism, and a banof personality constructs including
propensity for cruelty (Altemeyer, 1998), neurdiol, conscientiousness, agreeableness,
openness to experience, and extroversion (Praghb, €i994).

Support for lesbian/gay rightsSix questions were asked to determine respondengd’
of support for lesbian and gay rights. Questionseeviased on recent political issues that have
been in the media regarding public policies diseaffecting lesbian women and gay men
because of their sexual orientation. These questrariude: (1) “Lesbian women and gay men
should NOT be allowed to serve in the U.S. ArmettEs’; (2) “I favor laws to protect lesbian
women and gay men against job discrimination” (Res&ne, Kinder, Miller, & National
Election Studies, 1996); (3) “Same-sex couples khibave the right to marry one another”
(Davis, Smith, & Marsden, 1998); (4) “Private sas®e-sexual behavior between consenting
adults should be illegal in the U.S.”; (5) “Lesbianmen and gay men should be NOT allowed
to adopt children even if they meet all the oth@eda required of adoptive parents”; (6) “It is
necessary to pass laws to make sure that lesbiarewand gay men have equal rights” (CBS
News/The New York Times, 1993). Responses to questl, 4, and 5 were reverse-coded. The
response set was a seven point Likert scale reguitia possible range of scores from 6 to 42.

Higher scores indicate greater support for leshi@hgay rights.
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Results

In addition to the tests to determine whetheffitheesubdomains of heterosexism
function as hierarchy-enhancing legitimizing my#sspredicted by social dominance theory,
differences in the school subsamples were testeécinbriefly discussed. Following that is the
examination of the various scales reliabilitieshia sample, broken down by gender, and this
section ends with the tests of mediation. Analystlsr than structural equation modeling were
completed using Stata 9.2 (StataCorp, 2005), S@r€R(Barnette, 2005), and MedGraph-I
(Jose, 2003). LISREL was used for the structurahign modeling. Bonferroni adjustments
were used to decrease likelihood of a Type | eivtadiation testing was conducted using a
process similar to the four steps outlined by Band Kenny (1986). First, the path coefficient
between SDO and the measure capturing supporegbidn and gay rights was examined for
significance. Then, the coefficient between SDO #wedmeasure capturing the specific domain
of heterosexism was similarly examined. In thedlsitep, the relationship between the measure
capturing the specific domain of heterosexism &edneasure capturing support for lesbian and
gay rights was examined for significance, contngllfor SDO. Finally, the difference in the path
coefficient between SDO and the measure captutipgat for lesbian and gay rights with and
without the mediator variable was examined for gigamce using Sobel's (1982) test.
Additionally two other measures are reported whegresent slightly modified tests similar to
Sobel's (Aroian, 1947; Goodman, 1960). For detarémmation on the differences between the
tests, see MacKinnon, Lockwood, Hoffman, West, 8hdets (2002).
Subsample Differences

Data were collected at six different universitesl colleges as a way to increase

variability within the sample. The universities wahosen such that there was institutional
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variability in terms of characteristics such asgieus affiliation (Catholic, Mennonite, Baptist,
and secular), gender composition (coed and all iginsocial class (public and private), and
political orientation (conservative, moderate, &bdral). As such, some of the variability on the
dependent variable or on the mediating variablesddcloe a result of such differences. To
determine if differences existed, the dependengtbibe and the mediating variables were
examined in two ways. First, the bivariate relasiops were examined to determine if school
differences emerged. Then, for variables in whadios| differences emerged, multivariate
relationships were examined controlling for thexalsmentioned characteristics that varied
between the schools and on which purposive sampfisghools was based.

In the bivariate examination, no differences eradrgn the primary dependent variable,
the measure of support for lesbian and gay rigiaspn the mediating variables, MHI-Amnestic
and MHI-Paternalistic (analyses not shown). Differes did, however, emerge on the mediating
variables, ATLG-S, MHI-Aversive, and MHI-Positivee®eotypic whereby one or two schools
differed significantly from the others. All sigrefant differences, however, disappeared once
religious affiliation, social class, gender, anditpzal orientation were added to the analyses.
Descriptive Statistics and Scale Score Reliabditie

Table 1 shows the reliability coefficients with%<onfidence intervals, means and
standard deviations for the SDO, the support feliln and gay rights scale, the ATLG-S, and
the four scales of the MHI. Additionally, informati is included on the percentage of the sample
that scored above the midpoint on each of the agpacales. Inspection of the mean scale
scores indicates that, on average, males scoremighSDO, ATLG-S, and all four scales of the
MHI, and females score higher on support for lesliad gay rights (analyses not shown).

Gender differences were examined using t-testé, iggults indicating that male and female
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participants differed significantlyp€.05) on all scales with the exception of the pedgstic
heterosexism. Table 2 lists the correlations fbsedles.
Mediation Results

Hostile heterosexisnHostile heterosexism functions as a hierarchy-ecingn
legitimizing myth as predicted by social dominatioeory. Figure 2 illustrates the structural
relationship between social dominance orientatmstile heterosexism, and support for lesbian
and gay rights. Increased levels of social domieaentation positively related to increased
levels of hostile heterosexismp<(.001) and negatively related to support for lesla@ad gay
rights (<.001). Likewise, hostile heterosexism is negajivelated to support for lesbian and
gay rights p<.001). Hostile heterosexism partially mediatesrtiationship between social
dominance orientation and support for lesbian andrghts, reducing social dominance
orientation’s relationship with support for lesbiamd gay rights from a t-value of -8.43 in the
bivariate relationship (not shown) to a t-valueB5. A Sobel's test value of 6.06 (Aroian value
= 6.06, Goodman value = 6.07) indicates signifieanc

Aversive heterosexismversive heterosexism also appears to work in taamar
predicted by social dominance theory. Figure 3thates the relationship. In the model, higher
levels of social dominance orientation are assediatith higher levels of aversive heterosexism
(p<.001), and lower levels of support for lesbian gag rights p<.001). Aversive heterosexism
is negatively related to support for lesbian ang mghts (<.001) and partially mediates the
relationship between social dominance orientatiwh fupport for lesbian and gay rights (i.e., a
t-value of -8.43 in the bivariate relationship beem social dominance orientation and support

for lesbian and gay rights is reduced to that B¥alue of -4.55). The mediation effect is
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significant as indicated by a Sobel's test valué.08 (Aroian value = 6.01, Goodman value =
6.04).

Amnestic heterosexisi®ocial dominance orientation is positively relate@mnestic
heterosexismp<.001), and negatively related to support for lastand gay right&.001).
Amnestic heterosexism is negatively related to supipr lesbian and gay rightp<.001). The
addition of amnestic heterosexism to the modelcesduhe t-value of -8.43 for the bivariate
relationship between social dominance orientatimhsupport for lesbian and gay rights to a t-
value of -5.26. Amnestic heterosexism partially ragxb the relationship resulting in a Sobel's
test value of 4.65 (Aroian value = 4.63, Goodmane&/a 4.68). This model is illustrated in
Figure 4.

Paternalistic heterosexisrRaternalistic heterosexism functions as predidteglire 5
shows the results of the model. Social dominanmntation is significantly correlated with
paternalistic heterosexism<.001), and support for lesbian and gay rights@5), while
paternalistic heterosexism is negatively correlatét support for lesbian and gay rights
(p<.001). The relationship between social dominam@ntation and support for lesbian and gay
rights is partially mediated by the addition ofgralistic heterosexism to the model represented
by a drop in t-value from -8.43 in the bivariat&at®nship to -3.34. A Sobel's test value of 2.60
(Aroian value = 2.51, Goodman value = 2.55) indisaignificance.

Positive stereotypic heterosexishime last subdomain of heterosexism to be exammed i
positive stereotypic heterosexism. The hypothdsasicreased levels of social dominance
orientation are associated with increased levefmesitive stereotypic heterosexispx(001),
and with decreased support for lesbian and gaysigk.001) are supported (see Figure 6).

Contrary to what was predicted, however, positteeedtypic heterosexism moves from a
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significant negative relationship with support fesbian and gay rights in the bivariate

relationship (=-2.64, not shown) to a level of non-significante@.52) in the full model. This

suggests that the endorsement of positive sterestyay either function entirely differently

than predicted by social dominance theory or havmee complex role in the maintenance of

social stratification than do negatively-valencethis of prejudice, be they hostile or modern.
A System of Heterosexisms

In this paper, the functioning of hostile and mod®rms of heterosexism has been
examined within a social dominance theoretical faork. In line with prior research, higher
levels of social dominance orientation were posl{iassociated with higher levels of all of the
domains of heterosexism, and negatively associaitddsupport for lesbian and gay rights.
Similarly greater levels of all domains of heterasm were negatively associated with support
for lesbian and gay rights. This suggests thatveaneto decrease prejudicial attitudes toward
lesbian women and gay men might be to attempt¢cedse levels of social dominance
orientation; that is, to challenge ideas that sgnoeips in society deserve more than other
groups. It also suggests that work toward decrgdsirels of social dominance orientation, as
well as directly challenging attitudes toward lesbwomen and gay men could have a positive
impact on increasing support for lesbian and gglytsi.

Shifting our attention to the various tests of médn, the findings suggest that the more
negatively-valenced forms of modern heterosexismr&ve, amnestic, and paternalistic)
function very well as hierarchy-enhancing legitimg myths similar to the functioning of
hostile heterosexism. However, because all testsedfiation indicated partial, rather than full
mediation, a relationship continued to exist betwsecial dominance orientation and support

for lesbian and gay rights in the models. Would teimaining relationship between social
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dominance orientation and support for lesbian amdrgghts continue to exist if tests of multiple
mediations in the same model had been conductededhere other hierarchy-enhancing
legitimizing myths (e.g., endorsement of traditiog@nder roles) that explain the remaining
relationship between the two? Given the linkages/éen heterosexism and sexism, it seems
that it is reasonable to assume that factors akizer just prejudice toward lesbian women and
gay men (in all of its various forms) might be ftinoning as mediators between social
dominance orientation and support for lesbian andrgyhts.

The final domain of modern heterosexism which wegst the endorsement of positive
stereotypes, however, appears to function someaifiatently than is predicted by social
dominance theory. Given Walls’ (2007) findings ttieg endorsement of positive stereotypes
operate differently depending on the level of Hegirejudice, this finding is not surprising, and
suggests that more research needs to be condodbettér understand the role of positive
stereotypes in supporting social stratifications lpossible that positive stereotypic heterosexism
has a moderated mediation effect on the relatipnséiween social dominance orientation and
support for lesbian and gay rights, such that étetionship is different for those who are high
on hostile heterosexism than for those who aredovaostile heterosexism. Or the moderating
variable may be the subject's own sexual oriemtaticcould be that a mediating relationship
exists, but only for heterosexuals.

The other primary implication of these findingshat — as other scholars have suggested
— prejudicial attitudes toward lesbian women angligan are multidimensional (i.e., rather than
there being a single form of heterosexism, theseidés are better conceptualized as a system of
heterosexisms). The empirical and anecdotal evelennsistently indicates that the face of

prejudice against lesbian women and gay men hagela- and is continuing to change. The
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shift from the more traditional hostile attitudesain ideology that may appear to be less harsh
and prejudicial is embedded within a context whkesopen, direct expression of prejudice is
increasingly stigmatized. This shifting decreasthmexpression of hostile prejudice may be an
attempt to avoid stigmatization, a protection df-s& group-esteem, a protection of a non-
prejudiced self-identity, a desire to justify aeduitable social structure, or some combination
thereof. What is evident, however, is that it iSoreger adequate to talk of heterosexism to
indicate only hostile forms of prejudice. Doingwill likely exclude a large part of the
landscape of prejudice as it is experienced andesgpd today.

The changing nature of prejudice also implies agotlaveat. The instruments used here
to capture modern prejudice against lesbian womergay men will — at some point in the
future — be outdated and in need of revision. Uiege instruments in the current context
however will help create a public record of theftshin prejudice so that we — as scholars — can
not only understand what prejudice looks like iteatain sociohistorical context with a certain
population, but we also can begin to study theofacthat foster shifts in the specific
manifestations of prejudice.

Finally, the effects, dynamics, processes and obutiepositive stereotypes are an area of
research within which little has been undertakeoné&ers in this area like Jackman (1994) have
convincingly argued that positively-valenced at#s may be more functional in the long run at
maintaining the oppression of certain groups thttudes that are outright hostile. Similarly,
researchers such as Czopp (in press, see also &zdjgpteith, 2006) have demonstrated
empirical support for the need to look more closglthe endorsement of positive stereotypes.

As we grapple with the increasing multiculturaluratof our world, we must not categorically
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dismiss positive stereotypes, nor underestimatedlleethey may play in reinforcing social
stratification.

There are several limitations to the study thatra@rmention. The most obvious
limitation of the study is its reliance on an urgtaduate, convenience sample which has been
one of the major criticisms of much social psyclgatal research (Myers, 1983; Wintre, North
& Sugar, 2001). Since all studies depart from tieal research design in some ways with
various trade-offs having to be negotiated by #s®archer, the important question is, then, in
what ways might this study’s departure from thealdefluence its findings and the ability to
infer from the results? An examination of the enagirliterature regarding the relationships
between prejudicial attitudes (Glick & Fiske, 1984¢Farland & Adelson, 1996; Whitley &

Lee, 2000), social dominance orientation (Sidarfwato, & Bobo, 1994; see also Altemeyer,
1998; Pratto, Sidanius, & Stallworth, 1993; Prattal., 1994; Sidanius, Levin, Liu & Pratto,
2000; Sidanius & Pratto, 1993; Whitley & Lee, 2008)d public policies (Alwin & Krosnick,
1991) suggest that differences between undergradiaatples and non-student adult samples are
minimal. The empirical findings of the above stwdsiggest, first, that the idea that young
adults have substantially less stability in soclaal attitudes than other age groups is weakly
supported. Second, they suggest that the relaijgmbletween the attitudinal constructs used in
this project and attitudes regarding homosexualigylikely to bestrongerin the U.S. adult
population than among college undergraduates itVtBe Therefore, findings with college
undergraduates provide a conservative estimateeafeiationships between constructs found in
the adult population.

Another limitation for the study concerns the rofegender and sexual orientation in the

results. Research has clearly shown that botheéhdey of the subject as well as the gender of
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the target of the attitudes has an impact on thalteof studies examining attitudes toward
lesbian women and gay men (Herek, 1988, 2000; Lakite, 1998; Whitley & Kite, 1993). It
is possible that gender is a moderating variabtéerresults found here and future research
should examine whether gender influences the oglshiips. Similarly, the survey did not ask
about participants’ sexual orientation. It is rezdae to assume that the relationships between
the variables of interest in this study may vargeteling on the sexual orientation of the
participant. For example, in his study of positstereotypes of women, Walls (2007) found an
interaction effect between endorsement of positeeeotypes and levels of hostile sexism on
the support for women's rights among males in &ms@e, but not among females.

The findings and limitations of the study suggeseptial avenues for future study.
Replication of the study with a non-undergraduatra@e could address some of the issues of
generalizability and further support (or challente notion that relationships such as the ones
that emerged in this study are conservative tddtseecsame relationships in the general
population. Additional work on the possibility ohaoderated mediation effect based on either
levels of hostile heterosexism, gender, or sexuahtation may provide more clues as to the
way in which positive stereotypic heterosexism fiores in the maintenance of social
stratification based on sexual orientation. Mormptex models, such as combining all of the
tested mediation effects into a single model, maibd offer additional insight into the ways in
which a system of heterosexisms functions as labyaenhancing legitimizing myths. Finally,
other potential mediating variables — particuldhgse around issues of gender — could be
examined to determine whether other factors infteehe relationship between social

dominance orientation and support for lesbian andrgyhts.
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Notes

1. One might question why a domain pertaining to negattereotypes was not included in the
MHI. While not conclusive, the research on thetreteship between negative stereotypes of
lesbian women and gay men, and what has been tdrastite heterosexism in this paper
suggests a fairly robust relationship (Gentry, 29&ickson & Sullivan, 1990; Sigelman,
Howell, Cornell, Cutright, and Dewey, 1990; Sim&898). For example, the stereotype that
gay men are sexually promiscuous is related tagdrepl attitudes that suggest gay men are
immoral or perverse. Thinking about the relatiopdietween positive stereotypes and
prejudicial attitudes raises a number of intergstasearch questions, including whether or
not endorsement of positive stereotypes shoulehddladed in a measure of modern
heterosexism. The answer may, in part, depend @th@hheterosexism is conceptualized as
either beliefs or attitudes, and the relationst@ween the two. In line with much of the
social psychological literature, | see stereotyqas prejudice as different, but related. The
distinction that stereotypes are cognitive belafd prejudices are evaluative attitudes
(Azjen, 1989; Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975) is somewhatippematic. For example, the negative
stereotype that gay men are pedophiles, | wouldegrigas embedded within it a negative
evaluation (unless we want to suggest that beitlgdca pedophile is non-evaluative). |
adhere more closely with the model suggested bypZand Rempel (1988) whereby
prejudicial attitudes are evaluations of an objkat emerge from a combination of
cognitive beliefs (including stereotypes), affeetimformation, and past experiences. In
theorizing a domain of heterosexism that | callifpos stereotypic heterosexism, | am
suggesting that there is a cluster of stereotyipeléefs about characteristics common to

lesbian women and gay men that are, in general, ae@ositive attributes) that form a
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prejudicial attitude (positive stereotypic heterasm) that functions to support social
stratification based on sexual orientation. Foreram the complex relationship between

stereotypes and prejudice regarding lesbian womdrgay men, see Simon (1998).
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TABLE 1. Descriptive Statistics and Alpha Coeffiais for All Scales

% above
Group M SD scale a (95% CI)
midpoint

Hostile Heterosexism (ATLG-S)

Men 41.46 15.97 53.89% .92 (.91-.94)

Women 35.56 17.94 39.33% .95 (.94-.95)

Modern Heterosexism (MHI-Amnestic)

Men 2.89 1.17 11.92% 79 (.74-.83)

Women 2.34 1.03 3.74% .78 (.74-.81)

Modern Heterosexism (MHI-Aversive)

Men 4.42 1.29 60.94% .87 (.84-.90)

Women 3.01 1.49 46.37% .92 (.90-.93)

Modern Heterosexism (MHI-Paternalistic)

Men 3.83 2.18 63.73% .95 (.93-.96)

Women 3.64 2.28 61.06% .95 (.95-.96)

Modern Heterosexism (MHI-Positive Stereotypic)

Men 3.38 1.32 30.05% .88 (.85-.90)

Women 3.03 1.24 19.11% .87 (.85-.89)

Social Dominance Orientation (SDO)

Men 44.16 17.83 14.51% .89 (.86-.91)

Women 37.62 15.72 6.43% .89 (.88-.91)

Support for Lesbian and Gay Rights

Men 25.31 9.86 52.33% .87 (.83-.89)

Women 31.00 9.24 74.17% .86 (.84-.88)




TABLE 2. Intercorrelations among Scales

Modern Heterosexism

. MHI - Amnestic

. MHI - Aversive

. MHI - Paternalistic

. MHI - Positive stereotypic

NO A WNE

. Lesbian/Gay rights

34

T4
. 23***
07*

. 29***
- '83***

Agmr 1gee
S210 - 07%  -35%

Note: ***p<.001, **p<.05, *p<.10
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Figure Captions

Figure 1.The effects of social dominance orientation ondrigny-enhancing and hierarchy-
attenuating social policies as partially mediatgdhierarchy-enhancing and hierarchy-
attenuating legitimizing myths.

Note.Adapted from: Sidanius, J., & Pratto, F. (1999cial dominancép. 105). Cambridge,
UK: Cambridge University Press. Copyright 1999 Iy Cambridge University Press. [Adapted
with permission.]

Figure 2.Hostile heterosexism as a partially mediating factdhe relationship between social
dominance orientation and support for lesbian andrgghts

Figure 3.Aversive heterosexism as a partially mediatingdiain the relationship between social
dominance orientation and support for lesbian andrgghts

Figure 4.Amnestic heterosexism as a partially mediatingdiaict the relationship between
social dominance orientation and support for lesliad gay rights

Figure 5.Paternalistic heterosexism as a partially medidtatpr in the relationship between
social dominance orientation and support for lesliad gay rights

Figure 6.Positive stereotypic heterosexism as a (non-siamt) mediating factor in the

relationship between social dominance orientatiwhsupport for lesbian and gay rights
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HE legitimizing
myth

HE social
policy

Social dominance
orientation

HA social
policy

HA legitimizing /

myth
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Hostile
Heterosexism

0.74% -0.89%+
(0.12) (0.04)

Social -0.21*** Support
Dominance ’ > For
Orientation (0.06)

Lesbian and Ga
Rights

Note: ***p<.001, Bonferroni adjusted. Standard esrin parentheses. Measurement model
omitted from diagram.



0.50%+
(0.07)

Social
Dominance

Orientation
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Aversive
Heterosexism

-0.56%*
(0.04)

-0.20%*
(0.04)

Lesbian and Ga
Rights

Note: ***p<.001, Bonferroni adjusted. Standard esrin parentheses. Measurement model

omitted from diagram.
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Amnestic
Heterosexism

0.31%** -0.9] %+
(0.05) (0.12)

Social -0.56*** Support
Dominance ’ > For
Orientation (0.11)

Lesbian and Ga
Rights

Note: ***p<.001, Bonferroni adjusted. Standard esrin parentheses. Measurement model
omitted from diagram.
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Paternalistic
Heterosexism

0.33*** -0.16%**
(0.10) (0.04)

gg?rz?rgance -0.79* Support
» For
Orientation (0.12)

Lesbian and Ga
Rights

Note: **p<.001 *p<.05, Bonferroni adjusted. Stamdarrors in parentheses. Measurement
model omitted from diagram.



0.25%*
(0.06)

Social
Dominance

Modern Heterosexism

Positive
Stereotypic
Heterosexism

-0.07
(0.07)

-0.82***

Support

Orientation

v

For
Lesbian and Ga
Rights

(0.12)

Note: ***p<.001, Bonferroni adjusted. Standard esrin parentheses. Measurement model
omitted from diagram. Path between positive stgm@otheterosexism and support for lesbian
and gay rights is non-significant.



For this first group of questions, please checkatm@ver that best matches your agreement or desagre with the statement.

Appendix A
Multidimensional Heterosexism Inventory

Modern Heterosexism

Neither
Strongly | Somewhat| Slightly | Agree nor| Slightly | Somewhat| Strongly
Disagree | disagree | Disagree | Disagree Agree Agree Agree

1. Lesbianism is given too much attention in
today's society.

2. Gay men are treated as fairly as everyoree ¢ls
in today's society.

3. Lesbians are better than heterosexual women
at physically defending themselves.

4. Lesbians make too much noise about their
sexuality.

5. Gay men take better care of their bodies than
do heterosexual men.

6. Most people treat lesbians as fair as thesttr
everyone else.

7. Gay men should stop shoving their lifestyle
down everyone else's throat.

8. Lesbians are more independent than
heterosexual women.

9. Things would be better if leshians would quit
trying to force their lifestyle on everyone elsg.

10. Gay men no longer face discrimination in the
u.S.

11. Lesbians have become too radical in their
demands.

12. Gay men are more compassionate than
heterosexual men.

13. Lesbians excel at outdoor activities more than
heterosexual women.

14. There is too much attention given to gay men
on television and in the media.

15. Discrimination against lesbians is virtually

non-existent in today's society.
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Neither
Strongly | Somewhat| Slightly | Agree nor| Slightly | Somewhat| Strongly
Disagree | disagree | Disagree | Disagree Agree Agree Agree
16. Lesbians are better than heterosexual women

at auto maintenance and repair.

For this second group of questions, M8SUME that you have a son/daughter or we ask yditAGINE that you have a child if
you do not have one. Please check the answer th&ttalosely matches your agreement or disagreewidneach statement. Also

note, that sometimes the question refers to havidgughter and sometimes to having a son.

If you agree withALL parts of the statement then your answer shoutthlitbe agree side of the scale. If you disagrele AUNY part
of the statement then your answer should be odifagree side of the scale. If you are just asyapping a gay/lesbian kid as a

heterosexual kid, then you can check@i¢€ with Gay Kid answer.

Okay with
gay kid

Strongly
Disagree

Somewhat
disagree

Slightly
Disagree

Neither
Agree nor
Disagree

Slightly
Agree

Somewhat
Agree

Strongly
Agree

17.

I would prefer my daught®&OT be
homosexual because she wouldairly be
stopped from adopting children.

18.

I would prefer my soNOT be homosexual
because most churches wouldfairly reject
him.

19.

| would prefer my daught®&OT be
homosexual because she would fanéir
discrimination.

20.

I would prefer my soNOT be homosexual
because he wouldnfairly be denied the right
to marry the man he loved.

21.

| would prefer my daught®&OT be
homosexual because religious institutions
unfairly reject lesbians.

22.

I would prefer my soNOT be homosexual
because it wouldnfairly be harder for him to
have or adopt children.

23.

I would prefer my soNOT be homosexual
because he wouldnfairly be discriminated
against.
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Scoring

Questions 3, 5, 8, 12, 13, and 16 capture possteeotypic heterosexism.
Questions 2, 6, 10, and 15 capture amnestic hetasns.

Questions 1, 4, 7, 9, 11, and 14 capture averstar tsexism.

Questions 17, 18, 19, 20, 21, 22, and 23 captussrgistic heterosexism.

To score the positive stereotypic heterosexism estimheterosexism, and aversive heterosexismsseatal items substituting 1 to 7
for strongly disagree, somewhat disagree, sligiidggree, neither agree nor disagree, slightly\gg@@mewhat agree, and strongly
agree, respectively. Divide by the number of itemthe scale to get a standardized score wherehiglmbers represent greater
agreement.

To score the paternalistic heterosexism scald, itetas substituting 1 to 8 for okay with gay ke&ftongly disagree, somewhat
disagree, slightly disagree, neither agree nomgdées slightly agree, somewhat agree, and stragylge, respectively. Divide total by
eight to get an average score. To standardize soditeat it is on a metric comparable to the othexe scales, multiply the average
score by seven, then divide by eight.



