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ABSTRACT 

Homophobia and heterosexism pervade the culture of the United States 

and are demonstrated by behaviors ranging from the use of pejorative terms to 

the serious crimes of assault, arson, and murder. The growing number of hate 

crimes against gay men and lesbians demonstrates the need for information on 

the attitudes and beliefs of heterosexuals about homosexuality. Fundamentalist 

religious believers have been vocal in their condemnation of homosexuality; 

thus, religious fundamentalism and gay rights have become political issues with 

proponents on both sides convinced that they are fighting for the constitutional 

rights of the individual. Although research has demonstrated that college 

students exhibit significant levels of homophobia, no studies have examined the 

relationship between homophobia and religious beliefs and moral development. 

The purpose of this study was two-fold: first, to determine if religious 

fundamentalism scores and moral development scores of college students were 

predictive of their homophobia scores; and second, to determine if a single, one-

hour lecture on homosexuality was significant in changing the attitudes of 

students who scored high in homophobia. To accomplish this, 429 participants 

were selected from three regional, church-affiliated universities and from a large 

state university. Data were collected using a demographic sheet, Herek's 

Attitudes Toward Lesbians and Gay Men Scale, the Copeland Fundamentalism 

Scale, and Rest's Defining Issues Test. 

vi 



Statistical analysis of the data demonstrated that homophobia and 

fundamentalism were correlated at a moderate level. Regression analysis 

showed that fundamentalism was a predictor of homophobia. A single, one-hour 

lecture on homosexuality was found to be significant in lowering homophobia 

scores. Post hoc analyses indicated a significant relationship between the 

demographic variables of religious denomination and religious self-description 

and homophobia. These data are consistent with the results of previous 

research. Further analyses found the sample in this study responded similarly to 

samples in previous research. Limitations of the study include group size and 

geographic location which limit generalizabiIity of the results. Although the one-

hour format proved significant in attitude change, suggestions for improvement 

are included. Further research is suggested in religiously-affiliated colleges and 

universities with larger student populations and other denominational affiliations 

and in public universities. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

The following scenario briefly describes the problems encountered by a 

young man during his search for society and family understanding. 

Phillip is a gay man in his early 30s. Although he accepted himself 

as a gay man while still in his teens, he has not come out to his family or 

straight friends who still lived in the small town in which he grew up. 

During junior high school, Phillip realized that he was different from most 

of the other boys. When his friends began noticing girls and dating, 

Phillip felt nothing. Although he liked girls as friends, he was not attracted 

to them in the same sexual way as his male peers. This lack of attraction 

alienated him from others; and almost instinctively, he knew not to talk to 

others about his lack of feelings for girls. Phillip's parents belonged to a 

conservative Christian congregation that explicitly condemned 

homosexuality as immoral, unnatural, and sinful. Phillip quickly learned 

that his survival in both school and church depended on his ability to pass 

as "normal." In a way, Phillip appreciated the teachings of his church, 

which stressed virginity before marriage, because it gave him an excuse 

to not be sexually active. Phillip often refers to his teenage years as his 

eunuch stage. 



When he went away to college, Phillip had no idea what to expect. 

He chose a large college across the country from his home and family. 

Although he had heard homophobic jokes and comments in high school, 

he was not prepared for the amount of homophobia he experienced in 

college. The men in his dorm were constantly making rude remarks about 

"fags," "queers," and "homos." Although not directed toward him, this 

constant derision slowly eroded Phillip's self-esteem and self-concept as 

he struggled to keep his sexual orientation secret. Phillip made no real 

friends during his freshman year because he was afraid that something 

would give away his secret. Even though the city he was living in had a 

large gay community, Phillip was aftraid to go to any of the bars or 

hangouts for fear that someone from the university would see him there. 

As Phillip became more alienated and depressed, he considered 

quitting school. The dorm supervisor noticed Phillip's growing depression 

and suggested that he go to the campus counseling center. Phillip 

agreed that he needed to talk to a counselor and made an appointment. 

When he met his counselor, Lisa, his story poured out. In his sessions 

with Lisa, Phillip began to recognize his need to meet and form 

relationships with other people, including gay men. He eventually joined 

a campus organization of gay and lesbian students. As Phillip became 

more comfortable with himself as a gay man, he found that he could no 

longer tolerate the overt homophobia of his dorm mates, and this lead him 



to confront them about their behavior. This confrontation lead to Phillip's 

first encounter with gay bashing - one night while returning from a class, 

he was chased across campus by a group of young men yelling "kill the 

faggot." Although Phillip made it to the safety of his dorm without being 

hurt, the incident left him feeling unsafe on campus. 

Soon after he moved off campus, Phillip met Richard and fell in 

love for the first time. Because of his religious background, Phillip felt 

guilty about his feelings for Richard and any sexual relationship that they 

might have. It was difficult for him to reconcile his beliefs with his desires, 

and he finally felt that his only choices were to reject his religious beliefs 

or to reject being gay. Because he did not believe it possible not to be 

gay, he reluctantly rejected his religion. This left a void in his life that he 

was unable to fill. Phillip's relationship with Richard lasted for almost a 

year. He had other relationships after Richard, but none was as intense. 

When Phillip graduated, he took a job in New York. After he had lived in 

New York for several years, Phillip felt a need to reestablish his ties with 

religion. He found support from the gay community in filling the void left 

by his rejection of his conservative religious upbringing when some of his 

friends who were attending a small church asked him to come to a 

Sunday service. He immediately felt comfortable with the minister and the 

congregation and is pleased to have religion back in his life. Phillip met 

Cary at church, and he believes that he has found his life partner. Phillip 



has again sought counseling to help him find a way to come out to his 

family and old friends. He knows that it will be difficult for him to tell his 

family that he is gay. Phillip knows that his family, who still belongs to the 

same conservative church, may reject him, but he feels that in order to 

live life honestly he must tell them. 

Phillip's story is not unique. His experiences are representative of the 

stories of gay men and lesbians in the United States who are subjected to both 

overt and covert forms homophobia and heterosexism. They are often isolated 

by shame and fear of discovery. 

Statement of the Problem 

Public opinion in the United States about homosexuality has never been 

favorable although there does appear to be a trend in the direction of less 

condemnation. Herek (1997) reported that both the General Social Survey 

(GSS) and several Gallup polls have assessed the public's opinions about 

whether or not homosexuality or hpmosexual behavior should be considered 

acceptable. The GSS item, administered over the past 25 years, asks whether 

sexual relations between adults of the same gender are "always wrong, almost 

always wrong, wrong only sometimes, or not wrong at all." Between 1973 and 

1993, over 66% of respondents considered homosexuality to be "always wrong." 

Approximately 20% of respondents considered homosexuality to be "not wrong 

at all" or 'Wong only sometimes." However, by 1996, the proportion of 



respondents who considered homosexuality as "always wrong" dropped to 

56.5%. Gallup polls assessing respondents' opinions about homosexuality as 

an acceptable alternative lifestyle have shown similar results. In 1982, 51% of 

respondents rejected homosexuality as acceptable; in 1992, 57% of respondents 

considered homosexuality unacceptable. Gallup poll questions about the 

legality of homosexual relations between consenting adults has shown more 

variability. In 1977, respondents were equal in both support (43%) and 

opposition (43%); however, by 1982, respondents favored legalization by 45% to 

39%. The AIDS epidemic effected respondents opinions on legalization in the 

mid-1980s. For example, in 1986, 57% of respondents opposed legalization 

with only 32% supporting it. By 1992, the trend reversed again with 48% of 

respondents favoring legalization and 44% opposing legalization. Although the 

trend towards less condemnation of homosexuality is apparent among the 

general population, research on college and university campuses still show high 

rates of homophobia among both students and faculty (Schreier, 1995). 

The U.S. Department of Education (1996) reported that 14,278,790 

students were enrolled in the 3,561 United States colleges and universities in 

1994. Of the 3,561 colleges and universities 1,595 (44.8%) were public 

institutions; 1,033 (29.0%) were private institutions, and 933 (26.2%) were 

religiously-affiliated institutions. Using Kinsey's (1953) estimate that 10% of the 

population is homosexual, 1,427,879 gay or lesbian students were enrolled in 

colleges and universities in 1994. Most colleges and universities have 



antidiscrimination statements or policies that state that they do not discriminate 

on the basis of race, ethnicity, gender, religion, or national origin; and many 

schools include sexual orientation in their antidiscrimination statements 

(Chan, 1996). However, having an antidiscrimination policy that includes sexual 

orientation in no way insures that gay and lesbian students will be truly a part of 

the university community. A survey conducted by the National Consortium of 

Directors of Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual, and Transgender Resources in Higher 

Education (1998) reported that only 44 colleges and universities had specific 

offices to address the issues of homosexual and bisexual students. Additionally, 

studies of college undergraduates have shown a high incidence of homophobia 

among students (D'Augelli & Rose, 1990; Schreier, 1995; Walters, 1992; Wells, 

1991). The National Gay and Lesbian Task Force (NGLTF, 1990) reported that 

incidents of anti-gay harrassment and violence on college and university 

campuses were growing and included threats, vandalism, arson, and physical 

assault. 

Gay men and lesbians grow up in a culture rife with myths and 

stereotypes that present them to the general population as perverts, sexual 

predators, and man- or woman-haters. Children - both those who will grow up 

to be heterosexual, and those who will grow up to be homosexual - internalize 

society's ideology about sex and gender at an early age that results in some 

degree of negative feelings toward homosexuality (Herek, 1996; Shidlo, 1994). 

This internalized negativity, termed homophobia, effects both heterosexual and 



homosexuals. In the homosexual population, internalized homophobia results in 

a poor self-image which is often expressed in self-hate, anxiety, withdrawal, low 

self-esteem, distrust, and impaired sexual functioning (Garnets & Kimmel, 1993; 

Lapierre, 1990; Morgan & Brown, 1993; Shidlo, 1992). In the heterosexual 

population, homophobia in combination with heterosexism (the assumption that 

heterosexuality is the preferred and correct orientation within the culture) is 

responsible for the discrimination, denial, denigration, and stigmatization that 

surrounds homosexuality (Herek, 1990). Discrimination against gay men and 

lesbians is insidious because of its subtlety; it is characterized by neglect, 

omission, and distortion (Blumenfeld & Raymond, 1988). Unfortunately, 

homophobia is also expressed in hate crimes that target gay men and lesbians 

(Field, 1995; D'Augelli, 1989; Herek, 1989). Berrill (1992) reviewed surveys of 

gay men and lesbians conducted between 1984 and 1991, and reported the 

following results from survey participants: 19% reported having been punched, 

hit, kicked or beaten at least once; 44% had been threatened with physical 

violence; 94% had experienced some type of victimization (verbal abuse, 

physical assault, property vandalized, being spat upon, being chased or 

followed, being threatened with a weapon); and 84% knew other gays or 

lesbians who had been victimized because of their sexual orientation (p. 20). 

Sherrill and Hardesty (1994) surveyed gay/lesbian students and reported that 

40% of the 1,464 respondents "indicated that they do not feel completely safe on 

their campuses, with 57% saying that their schools do nothing in response to 



hate crimes occurring on their campuses" (p. 10). Reseachers reported that two 

of the most potent predictors for homophobia and heterosexism are traditional 

gender-role stereotypic attitudes and beliefs and church attendance especially 

when the church is affilitated with conservative or fundamentalist groups (Black 

& Stevenson, 1985; Herek, 1988b, 1996; Miller & Romanelli, 1991; Selzer, 

1992). 

During the last two decades, religious fundamentalism has grown rapidly 

from a grassroots local movement to a political force partially responsible for the 

1990 Republican landslide in Congress (Herman, 1997). Members of the 

Religious Right have become a potent political force that along with other 

conservative political groups has influenced changes in public policy from 

abortion to affirmative action. In addition, mainstream religious groups such as 

the Southern Baptist Convention (SBC) have become more conservative and 

publicly targeted companies for corporate policies with which they do not agree. 

Most notably, the SBC targeted Disney for their "gay friendly" policies. The 

SBC's action is indicative of what Gallagher and Bull (1996) call a great battle 

unimagined by the nation's founding fathers over gay rights. The participants in 

this battle are religious conservatives who believe that they are taking the last 

stand against the moral decline rampant in the United States today, and gay 

men and lesbians who believe they are fighting for their basic civil liberties as 

granted by the Constitution. Research has shown that religious fundamentalism 
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is a strong predictor of prejudice (Altemeyer & Hunsberger, 1993; Batson & 

Burris, 1994; Kirkpatrick, 1993). 

Counselors and other mental health professionals need to be aware of 

the effects of heterosexism, homophobia, and religious prejudice on gay men 

and lesbians. Organizations such as the Association for Gay, Lesbian, and 

Bisexual Issues in Counseling (AGLBIC), a division of the American Counseling 

Association (ACA), and the American Psychological Association's (APA) Society 

for the Psychological Study of Lesbian and Gay Issues, Division 44 have 

stressed the need for changes in both the education and training of mental 

health professionals and the professional standards of mental health 

practitioners. Both counselor education and psychology programs have 

multicultural requirements in their curriculum; however, many programs fail to 

include gender and sexuality in the course content; and few schools offer 

specific training in working with gay and lesbian clients (Barret, 1997; Dworkin, 

1997). 

Significance of the Study 

Although the relationship between religious fundamentalism and 

homophobia has been addressed anecdotally in a few studies (Herek, 1989), it 

has not been the subject of scientific inquiry. Research has shown that an 

inverse relationship exists between religious fundamentalism and moral 

development (Brown & Annis, 1978; Copeland, 1994; Ernsberger & Manater, 



1981; Philbert, 1982). However, religious fundamentalism and moral 

development have not been studied in terms of their effects on homophobia. 

Yet, such a study should be conducted because there have been no studies that 

have directly addressed the relationship between religious fundamentalism, 

moral development, and homophobia. Thus, this study will fill a void and add to 

the body of literature by quantitatively measuring the factors of religious 

fundamentalism, moral development, and homophobia in undergraduate college 

students. Additionally, the study will provide data on the predictive value of 

religious fundamentalism and moral development in determining the level of 

homophobia in undergraduates. The study will also provide data on the effect of 

a lecture specifically addressing homosexuality on the level of homophobia in 

college undergraduates. As the numbers and visibility of gay and lesbian 

students in colleges and universities increase, the need for antidiscrimination 

policies and classes also increase. Studies such as this one provide needed 

information on student attitudes towards homosexuality, and information may be 

used by administrators to expand their antidiscrimination policies and by 

curriculum specialists to plan classes that will help heterosexual students 

identify and overcome their stereotypes and prejudices and thus aid homosexual 

students in becoming more fully integrated into university life. Finally, the data 

provided on prejudice and heterosexism may be used by counselor education 

programs to demonstrate the need to address issues of homophobia and 

10 



heterosexism in training future counselors who will be working with the victims of 

heterosexism whether straight or gay. 

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this study is two-fold: (1) to determine the predictive 

value of religious fundamentalism and moral development on the level of 

homophobia in college undergraduates; and (2) to determine if a lecture 

specifically addressing homosexuality effects the level of homophobia in college 

undergraduates. 

Research Questions 

The following research questions are posited in this study: 

1. Do religious fundamentalism and moral development, individually 

or combined, predict homophobia scores of college 

undergraduates? 

2. Does the inclusion of a lecture specifically addressing 

homosexuality effect the homophobia scores of college 

undergraduates? 

11 



Hypotheses 

The following hypotheses stated in null form will be tested in the study: 

Hypothesis 1: Religious fundamentalism and moral development, 

individually or interactively, will not be significant predictors of homophobia in 

college undergraduates. 

Hypothesis 2: The inclusion of a specific lecture on homosexuality will 

not have a significant effect on the homophobia scores of college 

undergraduates. 

Limitations of the Study 

The limitations of this study center on the sample population and 

instrumentation. The sample population will be composed of undergraduate 

students who are willing volunteers recruited from four colleges and universities 

located in three cities in West Texas. Therefore, it would be inappropriate to 

generalize the results to populations of differing ethnic groups and/or 

proportions. The courses from which participants were recruited were selected 

to provide a broad range of ages, majors, and developmental levels. However, 

despite the attempt to include a broad representation of students, it should be 

noted that the sample may not be truly representative of the institutions included 

in the study. 

Three self-report inventories are the instruments selected for this study. 

They are: the Attitudes Toward Lesbians and Gay Men Scale (Herek, 1994); the 

12 



Copeland Fundamentalism Scale (Copeland, 1994), and the Defining Issues 

Test (Rest, 1987). Since the three instruments are self-report instruments, the 

accuracy of the data will be limited to and dependent upon the perceptions of the 

respondents. For descriptions of the instruments, see Chapter III. 

Definitions 

The following terms will be used in this study: 

Charismatics: Conservative Christians who rely on direct inspiration from God 

in the form of healing and speaking in tongues. 

Christian Right: Term used to identify members of a highly conservative 

political group primarily composed of religious fundamentalists. 

Evangelicals: Conservative Christians who emphasize salvation through their 

faith in God's grace and are committed to spreading their beliefs 

throughout the world. 

Family Values: Term used by fundamentalists to describe their beliefs about 

the traditional family (father, mother, children) and its gender roles and 

beliefs. 

Fundamentalism: A religious ideology characterized by adherence to Biblical 

innerrancy, authority, and literalism; enforced by separatism and 

submission to authority 

Fundamentalists: Conservative Christians who believe in Biblical innerrancy, 

authority, and literalism. 

13 



Gay: A familiar term used by the homosexual population to describe 

themselves. 

Gay Bashing: The term applied to hate crimes directed against gay men and 

lesbians. 

Gav Man: A male homosexual. 

Gay Rights: A political movement supporting the acquisition of Constitutional 

rights for homosexuals in the areas personal privacy, spousal support, 

employment, and housing; gay rights groups oppose discrimination on the 

basis of sexual orientation. 

Gender: Female or male. Unlike sex, this term does not also refer to sexual 

behavior. 

Hate Crime: Criminal behavior directed at an individual because of his/her 

perceived group identification. For example, African-Americans, gays, or 

females. 

Heterosexism: The assumption that heterosexuality is the preferred and correct 

sexual and affectional orientation within the culture. 

Homonegitivitv: The attribution of negative thoughts and emotions to 

homosexuality and homosexuals. 

Homophobia: The fear of homosexuality that is responsible for discrimination 

against homosexuals. 

Homosexual: An individual who is attracted to and selects his/her romantic and 

sexual partners from his/her own gender. 
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Homosexual Community: A network of individuals who identify themselves as 

gay and who establish a wide range of activities (social, political, cultural, 

etc.) especially for gay participation; community may be considered to be 

local, regional, national, or global. 

Internalized Homophobia: The gay/lesbian's psychological acceptance of 

cultural beliefs about homosexuality's inferiority to heterosexuality to be 

true and applicable to himself/herself; these beliefs may be conscious or 

unconscious. 

Lesbian: Term used by and applied to female homosexuals. 

Moral Development (Judgment): A decision-making process based on social 

interactions that reflects a rational, cognitive construction of ethical 

premises, rules and conclusions that motivate moral judgments; morality 

is based on justice and fairness; and moral reasoning is based on 

differentiation between manifest behaviors, underlying intentions 

motivating behavior, and overt consequences of one's actions. 

Out: Openly acknowledging oneself as gay or lesbian to family, co-workers, 

friends, and society in general. 

Passing: Pretending to be or acting as if one is heterosexual; gay men and 

lesbians most often attempt to pass in the areas of employment and 

family. 

Secular: Of the world; not religiously oriented. 
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Secular Right: Term used to identify members of a highly conservative political 

group not identified by any religion or belief system. 

Sexual Orientation: The instinct that controls the selection of a mate and/or 

sexual partner; preferred over the term "sexual preference" because 

preference implies a choice in mate/sexual partner selection that is 

rejected by most homosexuals. 

Socialization: The process by which a culture passes information about its 

beliefs, expectations, and values on to the next generation. 

Straight: Familiar term for heterosexuals. 
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CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

The following literature review will examine the current body of knowledge 

on religious fundamentalism, moral development, and homophobia. The 

literature review will be divided into the following major sections: religious 

fundamentalism, moral development, homophobia, fundamentalism and 

homophobia. 

Religious Fundamentalism 

The term religious fundamentalism when used in the United States, is 

most likely referring to Protestant Christian fundamentalism. Although both the 

Roman Catholic Church and Judaism contain orthodox and/or conservative 

elements, they do not command the same number of participants nor do they 

wield the same political power as their Protestant counterparts. Therefore, for 

the purpose of this literature review, unless otherwise noted, the term 

fundamentalism will refer to Protestant Christian fundamentalism. 

Although there is a plethora of information about religious 

fundamentalism, scientific research on the subject is sparse. Wroebel and 

Stogner (1988) reported that research into fundamentalism was often based on 

demographic data, denomination or church attendance. Other researchers 

(Burton, Johnson, & Tamney, 1989; McFarland & Warren, 1992; Wilcox, 1989, 
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1992) noted the use of simplistic surveys of five items or less. Therefore to 

understand fundamentalism in the United States, it is necessary to search the 

professional texts and journals of sociology and history as well as the writings of 

authors who identify with the fundamentalist movement itself; and to examine its 

history. The information in the following section (History of a Movement) is 

primarily influenced by the works of Gallagher and Bull (1996), Herman (1997), 

and Wilcox (1992). 

History of a Movement 

The fundamentalist movement was firmly grounded in the Protestant 

Christianity of the 19th century when two factions within Protestantism appeared: 

modernists who "sought to make religious teachings consistent with 

contemporary understanding of science and culture" (Wilcox, 1992, p.3) and 

conservatives who believed in the fundamentals of premillennialism, 

dispensationalism, and biblical innerrancy (the beliefs of fundamentalism will be 

discussed in a subsequent section of the literature review). In 1910, a 12-

volume collection of writings titled The Fundamentals was published, and it 

provided conservatives with a basis for a new movement within Protestantism. 

Major divisions appeared within the Baptist, Methodist, and Presbyterian 

churches. Fundamentalist doctrine had long maintained that it was necessary to 

remain separate from the sinful world, but at this time fundamentalists began to 

separate from nonfundamentalist Protestants as well. It should be noted that 

18 



other religious movements were occurring at the same time: the Pentecostal, 

holiness, and charismatic churches all had some beliefs in common with the 

fundamentalists. However, most fundamentalist leaders of the time were 

antagonistic toward them and did not consider them as allies in the movement. 

In the 1920s, fundamentalists and other Christian churches were allied in 

their support of prohibition. It was, however, the issue of teaching evolution in 

the public schools that marked the first political activism by fundamentalists. 

Fundamentalists believed that the very idea of evolution violated the doctrine of 

biblical innerracy and literalism. Fundamentalist organizations that actively 

fought evolutionary teachings in the 1920s included: the World Christian 

Fundamentals Association (WCFA), the Bible League of North America, the 

Bible Crusaders of America, and the Defenders of the Christian Faith. 

Additionally, state organizations appeared specifically for the purpose of 

lobbying for state antievolutionary laws. Although some states (Florida, 

Mississippi, Oklahoma, and Tennessee) passed laws prohibiting or limiting the 

teaching of evolution, most states failed to address the issue in any substantive 

manner. 

As the anti-evolution campaign faded, the fundamentalists turned their 

attention to the battle with communism. Although the anticommunist theme 

originated in 1919, it came to prominence in the 1930s. Communism was a 

logical opponent for several reasons. First, fundamentalist teachings concerning 

the Second Coming of Christ often were interpreted as predicting a final battle 
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between the forces of God and the Antichrist in which the forces of evil would 

come from a geographic area then occupied by the Soviet Union. Second, the 

atheism of communism was interpreted as the doctrine of the Antichrist. Finally, 

fundamentalist leaders had a tendency to frame the world as a battleground 

between the forces of good (us) and evil (them), and to translate that perceived 

battle into real world situations by assigning the forces of God to the United 

States and the forces of evil to the Communist Soviet Union. However, the 

anticommunist rhetoric of the fundamentalist leaders failed to generate the 

popular sentiment of the antievolution crusade among the people who composed 

their membership. 

Some fundamentalist leaders expressed concern about the mixture of 

religion and politics which appeared to be at odds with their beliefs in 

separateness from the world and avoidance of political involvement. Marsden 

(1980) stated that the politicization of fundamentalism during the 1920s was 

haphazard, incoherent, and easily swayed by conspiracy theories and extremist 

politics espoused by some leaders during the Depression. Additionally, it should 

be noted that the leadership of the fundamentalist movement were not 

consistently conservative during this time period; for example, many who 

opposed communism and the teaching of evolution were supportive of liberal 

economic policies. 

Many of the political organizations created in the 1920s continued into the 

1930s and 1940s, although the widespread support of the 1920s was no longer 

20 



present. Some organizations adopted racist, anti-Semitic, and anti-Catholic 

stances that were often embedded in descriptions of larger conspiracies. The 

Depression fit into the premillennialist prediction that the social and political 

order would collapse preceding the Second Coming, and many prominent 

fundamentalist leaders predicted an immediate end of the world. The more 

extremist leaders focused on opposition to the New Deal, but this proved 

unpopular among the economically disadvantaged who composed their 

constituency. During this period fundamentalists were relatively uninvolved 

politically. Religion became a more private matter; revivals were the main 

expression of fundamentalism rather than political action. Bible colleges 

chartered to educate the faithful were opened, and the number of fundamentalist 

churches grew. 

In 1941, fundamentalist leaders organized the American Council of 

Christian Churches (ACCC) which was created to represent the independent 

and separatist fundamentalist churches. It was lead by Carl Mclntire, an 

anticommunist who preached militant separatism from liberal Protestants, 

Catholics, and Pentecostals. Moderate fundamentalist leaders who were 

alienated by the ACCC's intolerance, formed the National Association of 

Evangelicals (NAE) in 1942. The NAE membership rejected the anti-

intellectual ism of the ACCC and sought cooperation with Pentecostals and 

liberal Protestants. 

21 



In the 1950s, Senator Joseph McCarthy's anticommunist campaign lead 

to the formation of the first Christian Right organizations. Fundamentalist 

leaders added to the anticommunist fire by naming prominent modernist 

religious leaders as possible Communists and urging their investigation. Some 

of the organizations that were formed in the 1920s, such as the Defenders of the 

Christian Faith, experienced a revival of interest, and new organizations 

including the Christian Crusade, the Christian Anti-Communist Crusade, and the 

Church League of America, were formed. Consistent with the 1920s 

organizations, the Christian Right groups of the 1950s maintained an 

overwhelmingly anticommunist stance, and any position taken on other subjects, 

such as domestic issues or education, was related in some way to the 

communist threat. For example, sex education was attacked and opposed not 

on the grounds that it contributed to lower moral standards but rather because it 

was said to be a communist plot to undermine the moral foundation of the United 

States. Widespread support for fundamentalist ideas was absent, even within 

the conservative Christian community where many leaders, although sharing an 

anticommunist viewpoint, were highly critical of the tactics employed by the 

fundamentalist groups. More importantly, the fundamentalist groups were 

virtually unknown to the majority of the American public and so had a very 

narrow base of support. The activists of the Christian Right were primarily well-

educated, affluent, and Republican. In 1964, the Christian Right allied with the 

secular conservatives in support of Goldwater's presidential campaign. 
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Goldwater's loss dealt a major blow to the Christian Right and caused erosion in 

both their financial and membership bases. 

Between 1965 and 1976 changes in the political behavior of evangelicals 

and fundamentalists occurred. Liberal causes were supported by a minority bloc 

of evangelicals who were particularly known for their endorsement of McGovern 

in 1972. In 1976, Carter's presidential campaign mobilized the evangelicals. 

The fundamentalists were not as supportive of Carter and were particularly 

offended by his Playboy interview in which he admitted to having committed 

adultery in his heart. However, a significant number of fundamentalists joined 

evangelicals in voting for Carter, the first candidate in over 50 years who was 

openly evangelical. Carter's candidacy had two important consequences for the 

Christian Right. First, it mobilized the previously apolitical evangelical voters 

into a potential voting bloc that caused leaders of the Secular Right to begin 

devising strategies to convert them to Republican activism. Second, Carter's 

position that Christians had an obligation to participate in politics helped break 

down the long-standing tradition of political noninvolvement among evangelicals 

and fundamentalists. 

Ammerman (1987) stated that the period between 1965 and 1976 marked 

the development of networks that improved the communication between 

fundamentalists. Christian bookstores opened and rapidly spread throughout 

the country which stimulated the sale of books by fundamentalist religious and 

political leaders. Christian magazines increased in circulation; Christian radio 
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and television stations were established, thus providing fundamentalist, 

evangelical, and Pentecostal preachers and political leaders wider access to 

audiences. Fundamentalists Christian schools, both those already existing and 

those newly established, grew rapidly during this time period, primarily in 

reaction to school desegregation efforts, the increased emphasis on science 

after Sputnik and the beginning of the Space Race, and by the changing content 

of public school textbooks in history, political science, and sex roles. 

In 1978, the two most important organizations of the New Christian Right 

were formed: the Moral Majority and Christian Voice. Christian Voice was 

formed in an effort to extend the agenda of several local antigay and 

antipomography groups in California. The Moral Majority was founded by Jerry 

Falwell in an effort to build state and local chapters to support the leaders of the 

Secular Right. Although Falwell claimed to be forging an alliance between 

fundamentalists, evangelicals, and Pentecostals with conservative Catholics, 

Jews, and other Protestants, his efforts were hampered by the intolerance of the 

fundamentalist pastors who headed the state and local chapters who were 

"schooled in a tradition of anti-Catholic and antipentecostal rhetoric, and were 

unable to overcome this tradition in their political dealings" (Wilcox, 1992, p. 12). 

Media attention increased, particularly after the 1980 election. Televised 

sermons served to inform potential converts of fundamentalist beliefs. 

Computerized direct mail enabled the targeting of sympathetic individuals by 

carefully designed messages. Thus the general public was significantly more 
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aware of the Christian Right's existence and message than it had ever been in 

the past. Studies conducted during this period (Buell & Sigelman, 1985; 

Sigelman, Wilcox, & Buell, 1987; Wilcox, 1987), suggest that support from the 

general public for the Christian Right was between 10 and 15%, and support 

among white evangelicals was about 25%. Supporters tended to be Republican 

and conservative on economic, social, and foreign-policy issues. Unlike the 

Christian Right of the 1950s, the Christian Right of the 1970s did not attract a 

sizable secular group of supporters. By the end of the 1980s, the organizations 

that had led the Christian Right were disbanded, however, the platform had more 

support than the organizations themselves and continued to be a political force. 

Similarities exist in the various eras of the Christian Right. 

Anticommunism was the preeminent message in both the 1950s and the 1980s. 

Education policy has been a concern in the 1920s (evolution), the 1950s (sex 

education), and the 1980s (secular humanism). The growth of religious schools 

was in part a response to fundamentalist beliefs that the teachings of the public 

schools were contradictory to their faith. However, the Christian Right of the 

1980s differs in many ways from earlier eras. The modern Christian Right was 

more involved in a broad-range of public policy issues. Additionally, the 

Christian Right of the 1980s was more visible to the general public by virtue of 

television, radio, and direct mail. 

25 



One issue that has not been addressed in the historical perspective 

presented in this section is the antihomosexual stance of the Christian Right. 

This issue will be addressed in detail in a later section of the literature review. 

Fundamentalist Beliefs and Characteristics 

Researchers (Ammerman, 1991; Burton, Johnson, &Tamney, 1989; 

Evans & Bernt, 1988; Hanson, 1991; Kellestedt & Smidt, 1991; Marsden, 1980; 

McClatchie & Draguns, 1986; McFarland & Warren, 1992; Neuhaus, 1990) 

identified five basic tenets of fundamentalist belief: Biblical innerrancy, 

authority, and literalism; virgin birth and deity of Christ; Christ's atonement for 

humanity's sins; Christ's bodily resurrection and physical return to earth; and a 

millennarian view of history. Of these basic tenets, Biblical innerrancy, authority, 

and literalism and the millennarian view differ most from mainstream Christianity. 

Biblical innerrancy is the basic belief that the Bible is the inspired word of God. 

Fundamentalists refuse to acknowledge any human influence on the writing or 

translation of the Bible. Additionally, fundamentalists believe in complete 

Biblical authority whether it is from the scriptures themselves or from the church 

pastors who are responsible for leading their congregations. Literalism is the 

belief that every word of the Bible is absolutely and literally true; it is 

necessitated by the fundamentalist belief in innerrancy and authority. Eighmy 

(1972) noted that any interpretation or criticism of the Biblical writings created 

uncertainty and ambiguity which would not be tolerated by fundamentalists. 
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Millennahanism refers to the timing of the Second Coming of Christ. 

Fundamentalists both in the past and in the present have debated this issue of 

millennarianism. Wilcox (1992) describes two major interpretations: 

premillennialism and postmillennialism. Postmillennialists believe that Christ will 

come after the millennium which is a thousand-year period of perfect peace and 

tranquillity. Conversely, the premillennialists believe that Christ will return prior 

to the millennium and engage in a major battle with the Antichrist. The Second 

Coming, or Rapture, will be triggered by a worsening situation and growing evil 

in the world. The disagreement between pre- and postmillennialists had 

important political consequences in the past. If Christ's return is to be preceded 

by a time of perfect peace, then political involvement may be seen as a viable 

means of improving the world. However, if the success of the Antichrist is the 

trigger for Christ's return, turmoil and discord are inevitable; thus, there is little 

incentive to try to save the world, and Christians should withdraw from politics so 

as to keep themselves pure and holy. Although more fundamentalists are 

involved in political movements today than in the past, the millennarianism 

debate is still occurring within fundamentalist groups. 

Lawrence (1989) stated that fundamentalists' commitment to doctrinal 

purity is demonstrated by their attempts to limit exposure to all non-

fundamentalist influences. Separatism in lifestyle is often the means by which 

fundamentalists maintain their doctrinal purity (Ammerman, 1991; Kellestedt & 

Smidt, 1991; Ostow, 1990; Spinney, 1991). Fundamentalist schools are another 
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area by which separatism is maintained. Peshkin (1986) in his study of K-12th 

grade Christian schools described teachers who intentionally limited students' 

opportunities for cognitive, psychological, and/or social interaction with those 

outsiders who might promote questioning of intellectual boundaries. 

Psychological separatism was demonstrated by Whipple's (1987) study of 

battered women from fundamentalist groups. He found that the women 

demonstrated a "we versus them" mentality that forced them to seek help only 

from within the church. In another psychological study, Feather (1979) 

suggested that an inverse relationship exists between fundamentalism and 

imaginative, open-minded, thinking patterns existed. He proposed that this 

supported the contention that fundamentalists have difficulty dealing with 

ambiguous, pluralistic thought processes. 

Another characteristic demonstrated by fundamentalists is submission to 

authority, particularly religious authority whether perceived as divine, scriptural, 

or human (Ammerman, 1991; Heise & Steintz, 1991). Edgington and Hutchinson 

(1990) found a significant correlation between fundamentalist beliefs and 

authoritarianism. Lupfer, Hopkinson, and Kelley (1988) reported a significant 

positive relationship between Christian orthodoxy and authoritarianism. Denton 

(1990) suggested that fundamentalists' high level of dependency on authority 

figures resulted in a higher external locus of control. 
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Fundamentalism and Prejudice 

Hunsberger (1995) indicated that literature on the subject of prejudice 

seldom mentioned religion, either as a contributor to or an inhibitor of prejudice. 

It may be argued that the teachings of the world's major religions emphasize 

both interpersonal and intergroup tolerance, sharing, and cooperation - values 

that should reduce prejudice in individuals practicing those religions. However, 

Coward (1986) argued that formalized religious intolerance is endemic to the 

major world religions - Judaism, Christianity, Hinduism, Islam, and even 

Buddhism. One only has to read a newspaper or watch the news on television 

to learn of conflicts between Arabs and Israelis or Muslim moderates and 

fundamentalists in the middle east, Sikhs and Hindus in India, Serbs and Croats 

in the former Yugoslavia, and Protestants and Catholics in Northern Ireland. 

Religion has the potential to promote understanding and love between groups 

(Coward, 1986; Ludwig, 1989). However, research shows a positive correlation 

between religion and prejudice (Wulff, 1991). 

Religious fundamentalism is a strong predictor of prejudice (Altemeyer & 

Hunsberger, 1992, 1993; Batson & Burris, 1994; Batson, Schoenrade, & Ventis, 

1993; Gorsuch & Aleshire, 1974; Herek, 1987; Kirkpatrick, 1993; McFarland, 

1989). Fundamentalism is highly correlated with authoritarianism (Altemeyer, 

1988; Duckitt, 1992). They are more likely to hold stereotypical views about 

others, both individually and in groups which lead Altemeyer and Hunsberger 
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(1992) to suspect that a relationship exists between fundamentalism and 

negative behaviors toward outgroups. 

Batson et al. (1993) and Batson and Burris (1994) suggested when 

religious groups teach that prejudice is unacceptable or formally attempt to 

negate specific prejudiced attitudes (proscribed prejudice), some members may 

give the appearance of being unprejudiced because they see themselves as 

being religious and followers of the church's "party line." However, where their 

religion does not take a stand against prejudice or where it actively supports a 

specific prejudice (nonproscribed prejudice), some individuals will admit to 

discriminatory attitudes since the specific prejudice is not inconsistent with the 

teachings of their religion. There is an important distinction between proscribed 

and nonproscribed prejudice, but it is often difficult to ascertain which is which. 

For example, all prejudice is proscribed by Christianity which in theory espouses 

sensitivity, caring, and helping attitudes toward all people. However, individuals 

and groups within Christianity have used religious teachings to support a wide 

range of discriminatory behaviors. Thus, racial prejudice is proscribed by 

mainstream churches, but prejudice against homosexuals is not (Batson et al., 

1993). 

Moral Development 

One of the crucial questions asked by researchers in the fields of 

counseling and psychology over the past century has concerned the 
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development of moral reasoning or judgment. Bull (1969) stated that the idea of 

moral development is a 20th century idea; previously people believed that 

conscious was inborn in children. Skrimshire (1987) suggested that mature, 

flexible moral reasoning develops over a number of years. Eisenberg et al. 

(1987) reported that sympathy and empathy have a positive effect on the level of 

maturity in moral reasoning. Nisan (1984) and Rest (1984) concluded that the 

goal of moral developmental theory should be the integration of content and 

structure, of maturation and experience, and of cognition and emotion. Various 

theories have been proposed to explain moral development. In the following 

section brief descriptions of several theories of moral development will be 

presented. An in-depth description of Kohlberg's theory will then be presented 

and discussed. 

Moral Development Theories 

Psvchodvnamic Theory 

Psychodynamic theory postulates that morality develops as a defense 

against the anxiety caused by the child's fear of the loss of his/her parents' love 

and approval. Freud suggested that moral values, if there was such a thing, 

developed after birth when the child's superego absorbed parental values at 

approximately ages four or five years (Liebert, Wicks-Nelson, & Kail, 1986). 

Thus, the child will develop morals only if he/she identifies with his/her parents' 

values. Hoffman (1975) stated that the psychodynamic view of moral 
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development is not supported by the available evidence because children of four 

or five years are not cognitively capable of classifying parental examples of 

moral behavior. 

Social Learning Theories 

Bandura (1977) defined the learning process by rewards and punishment, 

modeling, and identification; socialization was defined as the process by which 

an individual internalizes his/her society's expectations of appropriate behavior. 

Hoffman (1970) called the individual's internalized set of appropriate behaviors 

"the conscience" and postulated that it resulted from an interaction between the 

influence of the child's developing self-concept and his/her developing social 

concepts. Kalish and Collier (1981) stated that social control is maintained by 

teaching the young to fear punishment (which is believed to be immanent), to 

avoid shame and guilt, to believe that the reputation of the wrongdoer is quickly 

destroyed, and by trying to instill in the child a strong sense of internal controls. 

The socializing agents (parents, older siblings, teachers) may then leave the 

young alone, secure in their belief that the internalized teachings (socialization) 

will take the place of constant external supervision. Unfortunately, in many 

instances this does not prove to be true because people continue to behave in 

ways that risk punishment, shame, and/or guilt. 

Hart (1988) stated that parental identification and involvement influences 

the development of moral reasoning in all stages of life. In his study of parental 
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discipline styles, Hoffman (1983) noted an influence on the child's moral 

development. Parents who used the power-assertive style of discipline had 

children whose moral orientation was based on fear of external detection and 

punishment. In contrast, parents who used induction style discipline fostered the 

internal moral development of their children. It is important to recognize the 

influence of parents on their childrens' moral development because 90% of 

Americans believe that morals in this country have declined due to parental 

failure to take responsibility for their children and for the instruction of standards 

(Bowen, 1987). 

Piaget's Moral Development Theory 

Piaget (1932, 1965) defined two stages of moral reasoning which he 

originally called the morality of constraint (Stage 1) and the morality of 

cooperation (Stage 2). Later, he referred to the stages as moral realism (Stage 

1) and moral relativism (Stage 2). Piaget posited that an infant has no 

conception of morality, he/she follows his/her own wishes and is totally 

egocentric. As the child grows older, he/she begins to imitate others (parents, 

siblings, older children) but is still egocentric in terms of his/her own interest. 

According to Piaget, Stage 1 is rigid; behaviors are judged as either 

totally right or totally wrong. The child believes that complete agreement on the 

correctness or incorrectness of behavior exists among all people. Rules are 

considered to be real (as opposed to abstract), sacred, and unchangeable. The 
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child expects any violations of the rules to be swiftly and severely punished. 

Piaget's concept of "immanent justice" arises from the child's confusion of moral 

and physical laws and suggests that misdeeds be followed by misfortunes sent 

by God. Behavior is judged in terms of consequences rather than intention 

which often leads to unintentional behavior being judged quite harshly (Mant & 

Perner, 1988). Adult authority is always to be respected and obeyed, and 

morality arises from the child's unilateral respect for his/her parents and is 

enforced by constraint. In Stage 1, morality is thought of as existing outside and 

independent of the child's own needs. 

When the child is sufficiently versed in the skills of the concrete 

operations stage, he/she moves into the second stage of moral development. In 

Piaget's Stage 2, as the child grows, cooperation with other children becomes 

more common. The child begins to see rules as cooperative agreements 

between people that can be altered when required either by the participants or 

situations. Behaviors are viewed in terms of intentions rather than 

consequences. Retributive justice evolves into distributive justice whereby 

punishment is no longer motivated by expiation but rather by the need to restore 

reciprocity. Punishment is less severe, and group disappointment in the 

transgressor is often sufficient. In Stage 2, the child learns to see specific 

situations from another's point of view. The concepts of equity and reciprocity 

become part of the child's behavioral repertoire. 
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Kohlberg's Theory of Moral Development 

Although Kohlberg's theory is referred to as one of moral development, it 

is more properly a description of the development of moral judgment (Hersh, 

Paolitto, & Reimer, 1979). The exercise of moral judgment is a cognitive 

process that allows an individual to reflect on his/her values and order them in a 

logical hierarchy. According to Kohlberg and Gilligan (1971), the failure to 

develop high moral reasoning is correlated to a lack of cognitive structure 

operating at the formal level. 

Kohlberg (1969, 1981, 1984, 1986) built his theory on Piaget's concepts 

of morality. His theory has three levels of morality (preconventional, 

conventional, and post conventional) and six stages (two stages at each level). 

Individuals progress through the stages in a set, invariable sequence. In the 

process of developing his theory, Kohlberg analyzed the free responses of 

children, adolescents, and adults to moral dilemmas, such as the story of Heinz, 

and then asked the participants questions to elicit their reasoning in arriving at a 

solution. The answers given by participants of different ages led to his 

development of distinct stages. Kohlberg's (1976) describes his stages as 

follows: Level I — Preconventional Morality which is divided into Stage 1 -

Heteronomous morality and Stage 2 - Individualistic morality; Level II -

Conventional Morality which is divided into Stage 3 - Morality of interpersonal 

expectations, relation, and interpersonal conformity and Stage 4 — Morality of 

social systems and conscience; and Level III - Postconventional Morality which 
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is divided into Stage 5 - Morality of social contract, utility, and individual rights 

and Stage 6 - Morality of ethical principles. Table 1 contains an explanation of 

each stage. 

Kohlberg (1984) proposed a distinction between the substages at each 

level. The individuals who are type As (Stages 1, 3, and 5) tend toward a moral 

reasoning orientation that involved rules and authorities. Type B (Stages 2, 4, 

and 6) individuals tended toward moral concepts of fairness, equality, and 

reciprocity. Kohlberg posited that type choice appeared consistent throughout 

all the stages. He stated that, although both type As and type Bs used similar 

moral principles to justify their responses to moral dilemmas, type Bs were more 

likely to engage in moral action. Onuf (1987) suggested defining Stages 1, 3, 

and 5 as levels of development in the practice of rules and thinking while 

defining Stages 2, 4, and 6 as levels of consciousness about rule practices. 

Kohlberg's theory rests on several internal principles. First, cognitive 

conflict occurs when an individual holds two beliefs that may be contradictory in 

a specific situation or when one of an individual's beliefs conflicts with external 

information (Kohlberg, 1971). Cognitive conflict leads to the invention of moral 

principles and beliefs that reflect resolution. Second, role-taking ability is 

required to assess multiple points of view when making moral judgments (Green, 

1989; Higgins, 1995). Individuals who have role-taking ability have a higher 

potential for moral development. Finally, accepting Kohlberg's theory of moral 
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Table 1: Kohlberg's Stages of Moral Development 

Level Stage 

I Preconventional Morality - Moral judgments are subordinate to the personal 
interests of the -"individual. 

1 Heteronomous Morality - Punishment and Obedience 
Orientation. 
This stage is presocial and egocentric because the individual 
lacks the ability to differentiate another's point of view from 
his/her own. The concept of good/bad is dependent on reward 
or punishment without regard to intention. The power of 
authority determines right and wrong. 

2 Individualistic Morality - Instrumental Purpose and Exchange. 
This stage is concrete and individualistic with each person 
having his/her own perspectives and interests. Morality is 
relative to the individual. Moral actions/decisions are made in 
terms of one's own wants and needs which may also satisfy the 
needs of others. Justice is dictated by the cosmic law of mutual 
backscratch ("You help me, and I'll help you.") rather than power 
of arrangement. 

II Conventional Morality - Justice is determined by society's rules.expectations, 
and laws (as dictated by family, peer groups, states, nations, churches, etc.). 

3 Morality of Interpersonal Expectations. Relations.and 
Interpersonal Conformity - Good boy, oood girl intuitions. 
Justice is determined by both peer and social group 
expectations and one's desire to please significant others. 
Intentions become more important than consequences. Being 
good affirms stereotypical virtues. Socially, the individual 
begins to understand himself/herself in relation to others, 
including the awareness that shared feelings, agreements, and 
expectations often take precedence over personal interests. 

4 Morality of Social Systems and Conscience - Law-and-order 
Orientation. Fulfilling contractual obligations defines justice. 
Laws are supported because they maintain order in the social 
system. Moral right involves contributing to society and 
following one's conscience in living up to obligations. Doing 
right means doing one's duty, respecting authorities, and acting 
to maintain the social order. Society's point of view is 
differentiated from the perspective of interpersonal agreements 
or motives. 
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Table 1: Continued 

Level Stage 

III Postconventional Morality - Reasoning in terms of the principles of justice that 
are independent of the individual's personal authority, social status, and group or 
cultural expectations or rules. 

5 Morality of Social Contract. Utility, and Individual Rights. 
Although society's values, rules, and expectations generally 
should be followed because they comprise an implicit social 
contract, other values and rights (life, liberty, etc.) must be 
supported regardless of majority opinion. The individual is 
obligated to obey society's rules to provide the greatest good for 
the most people because laws are made to protect all people's 
rights. Morality may occasionally conflict with legality. 

6 Morality of Universal Ethical Principles. Justice is based on self-
chosen but not egocentric ethical principles usually mirrored in 
society's laws. When laws conflict with ethical principles, the 
ethical principles must be followed. Moral reasoning is based on 
abstract principles (comprehensiveness, reciprocity, universality, 
consistency) rather than concrete moral rules or laws. Moral 
concepts consist of principles all humanity should follow to 
protect the rights of the individual. Moral right involves a sense 
of personal commitment to moral concepts and principles. 

development requires that one accept some specific assumptions that underlie 

the theory (Craig, 1989; Green, 1989): 

1. A certain amount of cognitive development has already occurred in 

infancy and early childhood. 

2. Morality is defined as justice and fairness. 

3. Cognitive processes rather than emotional processes are the basis of 

moral judgments. 
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4. Moral development is viewed as rational cognitive construction of 

ethical premises, rules, and conclusions rooted in the individual's 

intellectual constructions rather than other processes (such as cultural 

influences or socialization-related reinforcement, modeling, 

identification, etc.). 

5. Individuals are capable of differentiating between manifest behaviors, 

the underlying intentions that motivate behavior, and the overt 

consequences of an individual's actions. 

6. Social knowledge is developed in progressive, age-related stages. 

7. Cognitive processes are innate and occur at the same time in all 

people. 

Support for Kohlberg's Theory 

Kohlberg's acknowledgment of the individual as a moral philosopher was 

an important contribution to the field of moral development. He recognized the 

individual's ability to ask philosophical questions about the nature of morality 

without benefit of formal training in philosophy as well as his/her attempts to 

solve moral problems by thinking about them (Kohlberg, 1968; Kohlberg & 

Gilligan, 1971). His assertion of morality as the result of rational intelligence 

rather than emotional response was also important to developmental theory. 

The common-sense point of view in which values are acquired from the social 

environment that expected a moral person to act in concert with those values 
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fails to consider what may happen when an individual's values come into conflict 

and a choice must be made as to which value is to be followed (Hersh et al., 

1979). Morality must involve a system of rational principles, or it cannot exist 

(Bailey, 1980). Kohlberg's theory suggests that there is something about social 

interaction between individuals that produces increasingly adequate thinking 

about ethical issues without regard to diverse cultural traditions, customs, and 

values (Green, 1989). Thus, cultural universals exist in moral development. 

A final contribution of Kohlberg's theory was his ability to reassess and 

modify previous findings (Colby & Kohlberg, 1987; Kohlberg, 1978; Kohlberg, 

Levine, & Hewer, 1983; Langford, 1995). Following criticisms of his original 

findings, Kohlberg acknowledged the importance of both internal attitudes and 

the moral norms of groups. Kohlberg also admitted that his model considered 

only justice reasoning. Additionally, he suggested that mature moral reasoning 

involved a sensitivity to complex human emotions and situations and personal 

experiences in responsibility, moral conflict, and moral choices. Finally, he 

concluded that his Stage 6 might not apply to all people in all cultures. 

Criticism of Kohlberg's Theory 

Criticism of Kohlberg's work falls into three categories: cultural 

universalism, psychometric inadequacies, and gender bias. Each of these 

categories will be examined in the following section. 
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Cultural Universalism 

Locke (1979, 1980) stated that, if one discounts Jesus, Martin Luther 

King, Socrates, and Ghandi, there is little evidence that real people ever reach 

Stage 6. Edwards (1982), Jones, Morgan, and Tonelson (1992), and Snarey 

(1985, 1987, 1995) disagreed with the universal order of Kohlberg's stages. 

Simpson (1987) stated that even in the United States there is some evidence 

that although the first three stages appear to be universal, the last three stages 

represent differences in ideology. Some researchers (Baumrind, 1978; Boyes & 

Walker, 1988; Craig, 1989; Hogan, Johnson, & Emler, 1978) criticized Kohlberg 

on the basis of cultural influences on moral development claiming that he failed 

to recognize cultures that emphasized harmony and amity, and employed moral 

absolutism. Craig (1989) stated that Kohlberg's emphasis on the individual as 

the creator of moral values is at odds with findings that moral issues arise in 

social contexts and are understood in terms appropriate to the society in which 

they occur. 

Psychometric Inadequacies 

Problems with research design have been noted by Austin, Ruble, and 

Trabasso (1977), Kurtines and Grief (1974), Langford (1995), Liebert (1979), 

Rubin and Trotten (1977), and Yussen (1977). Criticisms of methodology 

include: low reliability and validity; insufficient firmness of categories; ordering 

of sequences; difficulty in exact replication; rater reliability in assigning 
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participants to developmental stages; and questions of contamination due to 

cultural bias and elaborateness of participant vocabulary. Power and Reimer 

(1978) stated that Kohlberg's scale measured attitudes not behaviors, and they 

noted that there is a significant difference between thinking about moral 

behavior and actually acting morally. Similarly, Kurtines and Grief (1974) 

reported that nothing guarantees that participants will give honest answers as 

opposed to socially acceptable ones about their own reasoning. 

Gender Bias 

In her criticism of Kohlberg, Gilligan (1982, 1984) cited gender bias. She 

stated that since his studies were based entirely on a male population, he failed 

to consider that women might use a different criteria for making moral judgments. 

While working with Kohlberg, Gilligan found that women generally scored lower 

on moral dilemmas than men. Gilligan attributed women's lower scores to early 

socialization in which they are taught to value nurturing, caring for others, and 

connectedness, whereas men (boys) are taught to value independence and 

abstract thinking. Additionally, women were less likely to make absolute moral 

judgments and more likely to exhibit diffusion and confusion in judgment that 

resulted in lower scores. The socialization process tends to produce 

stereotypical responses in both men and women which were reflected in 

Kohlberg's tests. Gilligan's emphasis on early socialization provided credence 

for an earlier study by Maccoby and Jacklin (1974) which reported that a greater 
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number of girls scored in Stage 3, which they attributed to a reflection of higher 

aggression levels indicated by more boys scoring in Stages 2 and 4. In an 

attempt to rectify the perceived inadequacies of Kohlberg's stages, Gilligan 

developed the stages of women's moral development which includes three levels 

and two transition stages: Level 1 is self-interest; Transition 1 is self-interest to 

responsibility; Level 2 is responsibility identified as good; Transition 2 is 

conformity to inner judgment; and Level 3 is dynamics between self and others 

(Muuss, 1989). 

Gilligan (1982, 1984) stated that there are two distinct methods of moral 

reasoning which can be differentiated by gender: orientation toward justice and 

orientation toward caring for others. The justice orientation is characteristic of 

male thinking and focuses on individual rights. The caring for others orientation 

is characteristic of women's thinking and focuses on human relationships and 

concern for the needs of both sides. Gilligan emphasized the importance of 

individual socialization and noted that differentiation by gender is not absolute. 

However, as a consequence of predisposition by socialization, men base their 

judgments on abstract moral principles while women base their judgments on 

human needs in concrete situations. Neither orientation alone is completely 

satisfactory - abstract reasoning leads to ignoring the human factor in moral 

problems and an over-concern with human needs leads to fuzzy thinking and the 

inability to make tough decisions when facing difficult situations. The best moral 

judgments are made by individuals who use a combination of both orientations 
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(Gibbs, Arnold, & Burkhart, 1984; Gilligan & Attanucci, 1988). Walker (1995) 

discussed the source of sexist bias in moral development and stated that the 

gender of the theorist, the ideological bias of the theorist, the type of 

measurement or instrument used in research, and the original population sample 

from which the theorist's constructs and variables are drawn all lead to sexism. 

Other Criticisms 

Enright, Franklin, and Manheim (1980) suggested that people are more 

often faced with distributive justice (giving or receiving allowances, supporting 

others, etc.) than with the choice of saving a life by theft. Linn (1987) suggested 

that other pressures (timing, specific circumstances, etc.) also come into play 

when facing a moral dilemma under which even the most highly developed moral 

thinkers could not live up to their moral ideals. 

Moral Development and Education 

Kohlberg actively promoted techniques and ideas directed at improving 

moral education (Colby & Kohlberg, 1987; Kohlberg, 1980; Kohlberg & Colby, 

1975). Education for moral development was designed for the purpose of 

improving students' moral reasoning, and therefore, it differs from socialization 

or indoctrination. Kohlberg's constructivist approach differs from traditional 

strategies such as imitation or factual learning. Jones, Morgan, and Tonelson 

(1982) stated that substantial evidence exists to indicate that growth in moral 
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judgment and principles parallels that of cognitive development; thus, a clear 

relationship exists between age and Kohlberg's levels of morality; however, it 

should be noted that there is considerable individual variation. Schlaefli, Rest, 

and Thoma (1985) conducted a meta-analysis of over 50 studies to determine 

what interventions most influenced moral judgment. They found that dilemma 

discussions incorporating the case approach had the most influence on moral 

judgment. From research relevant to college students, Rest (1993) drew six 

conclusions: first, dramatic and extensive changes occur in young adulthood 

(20s and 30s) in an individual's problem-solving strategies regarding ethical 

issues; second, the changes are linked to fundamental reconceptualizations in 

how an individual understands society and his/her own stake in it; third, formal 

education (college/professional school) is a powerful and consistent correlate 

with changes in conceptualizations; fourth, formal curriculum in moral education 

and reasoning processes is effective; fifth, co-curricular and extracurricular 

activities may be more important than a formal curriculum in moral education; 

and sixth, studies link moral judgment with actual, real-life behavior. 

Although education for moral development is important, any type of 

education can stimulate moral development. Rest (1984) reviewed findings from 

the Defining Issues Test (DIT) and reported a high correlation between moral 

development and years of education. Yeazell and Johnson (1988) in a study of 

faculty and students from a teacher education program found that educational 

level and age were both predictors of moral development although educational 

45 



level was more significant. Deemer (1989) stated that growth in moral 

development was facilitated when individuals of different educational levels 

engaged in intellectually stimulating endeavors. Lonky, Kaus, and Roodin 

(1984) agreed that education was important to moral development but also 

stressed the importance of significant cognitive experiences without regard to 

educational level as predictors of moral development. 

Moral Development and Religion 

Moral development and religion are both concerned with principles and 

moral behaviors, but there are significant differences in the processes employed. 

Thomas (1997) stated that the direction of development differed between 

Kohlberg's theory and religion. He explained that Kohlberg's development 

moved from self-centered hedonism toward principled social concern whereas 

religious development moved from self-centered ignorance of God's 

commandments to comprehensive understanding and acceptance of God's laws. 

Kohlberg proposed that even-handed justice and the dignity of human life were 

the highest good. In religion, obedience to God's will is considered the highest 

morality. 

Thomas further described two key features of religion: a set of moral 

principles or laws, and descriptions of punishment (for those who violate the 

laws) and rewards (for those faithful to the laws). Therefore, the moral 

development of religious adherents is influenced by the precepts and promised 
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consequences (either good or bad) resulting from moral behavior. Patterns of 

religious affiliation vary from community to community and from nation to nation, 

and this variation has an effect on moral development. For example, in a 

community where everyone is the same religious denomination and where 

religion is the core of family life, the impact of religion on moral development will 

differ from a community of diverse faiths and varied confidence in relgious 

doctrine. As a result, children's moral development can vary in the degree it 

reflects the religious atmosphere of the society in which he/she is reared 

(Thomas, 1997). 

Rest (1979) noted in his review of data from the DIT that the lowest P 

scores are from the South, an area known for its conservative traditional outlook. 

Ernsberger (1976) analyzed religious education manuals, position statements, 

and creeds from four religious congregations (Baptist, Lutheran, Methodist, and 

Unitarian). He found that Methodist and Unitarian materials to be more 

indicative of principled moral thinking. In addition, lay leaders of conservative 

groups (Baptist and Lutheran) had significantly lower P scores than those of a 

random sample of their congregation members, which was directly opposite from 

the other two congregations studied. Lawrence (1978) studied radical 

fundamentalist seminarians in a close-knit, autocratic community. He found high 

Stage 4 scores but very low P scores. The participants reported that they 

responded in terms of their religious beliefs, figuring out which religious precept 

applied to each dilemma, then discounting all other considerations. The low P 
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scores were due to the participants' refusal to consider any item that did not 

have either a religious or a law-and-order overtone. From the DIT scores and 

interviews conducted regarding the testing process, Lawrence concluded that 

ideological commitments were overriding considerations of conceptual 

adequacy. Rest (1979) suggested that future research on religion needed to 

include longitudinal data to determine how religious conservatism effected 

development. 

Rowen (1983) argued that Kohlberg's theory was inadequate in 

representing the true believer's Christian faith experiences resulting from the 

impact of spiritual authority. Richards (1991) agreed with Rowen and further 

stated that the DIT was biased against conservative religious believers. Clouse 

(1985) reported that students who were conservative Christians were less likely 

to choose postconventional statements on the DIT. Shaver (1985) disagreed 

with Clouse citing the results of his study with students at a Christian college. 

Shaver reported that the participants were predominately Stage 4 at the 

beginning of their education and moved on to Stage 5 during their college 

careers. Dirks (1988) conducted an extensive review of research on moral 

development and concluded that although some statements on the DIT might be 

biased against conservative Christians, the selection of those responses were 

not enough to result in a lower overall stage score. 

Brown and Annis (1978) suggested that an inverse relationship between 

acceptance of Biblical literalism and the development of moral judgment existed. 
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Ernsberger and Manater (1981) reported that an inverse relationship existed 

between religious conservatism and moral development. They stated that as 

religious conservatism increased, the preference for principled moral reasoning 

decreased. Philibert (1982) compared responses from Christian educators 

representing six denominations (Church of God, Catholic, Episcopalian, 

Methodist, Presbyterian, and Southern Baptist) on questions related to goals 

and priorities for their programs. Results showed that representatives of two 

denominations (Church of God and Southern Baptist) indicated higher 

commitment to personal spiritual and devotional life than to ecumenism, moral 

maturity, and social justice, while the other four denominations demonstrated the 

opposite. Hanson (1991) stated that in spite of the research that has been 

conducted the relationship between religious fundamentalism and moral 

reasoning is inconclusive and cannot be solely accounted for or explained by the 

prediction of ethical behavior. 

Homophobia 

The terms "homophobia" and "heterosexism" have been used in a variety 

of ways to describe and explain the phenomena of hatred directed toward 

homosexuals (Falco, 1991; Forstein, 1988; Herek, 1984, 1991, 1992, 1996; 

Neisen, 1990; Obeat, 1991; Pharr, 1988; Shidlo, 1994). Weinberg (1972) first 

used the term homophobia to define an irrational fear and hatred of same-sex 

affectional preferences and the people who express them. Homophobia is an 
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individual's reaction to homosexuality. Herek (1990) disagreed with the use of 

the term homophobia because, as he pointed out, very few of the people who 

display open and overt dislike of homosexuals fit the true definition of "phobia." 

He endorsed the use of the term heterosexism to describe the cultural 

phenomenon of discrimination, denial, denigration, and stigmatization 

surrounding homosexuality. Neisen (1990) stated that heterosexism refers to 

the general assumption that the heterosexual orientation is preferable or 

superior to other sexual orientations. Russell and Greenhouse (1995) observed 

that although homophobia and heterosexism refer to different vantage points of 

antigay prejudice they are almost invariably found together. Hudson and 

Ricketts (1980), Martin (1993), and Shidlo (1994) used the term 

"homonegativity" to refer to any cognitive, affective, or social forms of the 

phenomena which includes homophobia and heterosexism. Since most 

research use the terms interchangeably, they will be used in that manner in the 

following sections. 

Heterosexism 

Blumenfeld and Raymond (1988) referred to heterosexism as a pervasive 

assumption that opposite-sex (heterosexual) intimate relationships are the only 

right, acceptable, and viable human sexual interactions. Watkins (1998) stated 

that heterosexism is analogous to racism in that it is systemic in society. 

Heterosexism is not a direct or overt form of discrimination, and its very subtly 
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makes it more insidious because it is harder to define and combat. It is 

discrimination characterized by neglect, omission, and distortion. In 1951, Cory 

(cited in Herek, 1991) proposed that homosexuals composed a minority group 

comparable to racial, ethnic, or religious minorities in society; however, it is only 

recently that this idea has gained a degree of acceptance (Blasius, 1994; 

Blumenfeld & Raymond, 1988; Davies, 1996; Herek, 1991; Lapierre, 1990). 

Herek (1991) listed four criteria by which minority group status is defined: (1) it 

is a subordinate segment within the larger, complex state society; (2) it manifests 

characteristics held in low esteem by the dominant segment of society; (3) 

members are self-consciously bound together as a community by virtue of these 

characteristics; and (4) group members receive differential treatment based on 

characteristics ranging from discrimination to assault and victimization. He 

noted that gay men and lesbians fit all four of these criteria. The principle 

justification for heterosexism appears to be religious morality (Herek, 1987, 

1988a, 1991) Heterosexism is not an inevitable result of minority status within a 

society or culture. Gramick (1983) compared Eastern and Western cultures and 

discovered that historically homosexual practices were condoned and even 

encouraged in ancient civilizations (Greek, Roman, Celtic, Norse, Egyptian, 

Etruscan) and in the Far East (China, Japan). Repression of homosexuality 

appears to be a direct result of socialization practices of the "sex negative" 

Western cultures, such as the United States. 
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Sanders (1993) stated that Western Culture's traditions of privileging one 

gender's view over the other (patriarchy) and privileging economic concerns 

over experiential ones support heterosexism by depersonalizing everyone's love 

but particularly that of gay men and lesbians. The power of society is 

demonstrated by its ability to impose norms as standards on the basis of 

evaluation and classification (Blasius, 1994). Miller and Romanelli (1991) 

described heterosexism as an ethic, or belief system, grounded in Western 

culture that explaines both its strong link to religion and its social tenacity. Ross 

(1996) stated that there is an important interaction between how cultures and 

societies organize and structure homosexuality and the way in which the gay or 

lesbian individual both perceives and responds to those structures. Plasek and 

Allard (1985) identified three areas of differentiation in societal reactions to 

homosexuality: cognitive stereotypic characteristics which are usually negative 

and include attitudes, appearance, and behaviors; perceptions of threat which 

are usually negative consequences for the values within the general culture 

including possible unwanted sexual advances and child molestation; and 

management of homosexuality which is the social and legal restrictions enforced 

by society including incarceration, enforcement of laws, and psychiatric 

treatment. Society imposes its norms on people by oppression of minority 

groups (Davies, 1996). Institutional homophobia is demonstrated by 

conspiracies of silence, denial of cultural relevance and strength, fear of over-

visibility, and negative symbolism (stereotyping and myths). Isensee (1992) 
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argued that heterosexism is influenced by four factors: ignorance and lack of 

experience with gay men and lesbians; conflicts with the beliefs and values of 

others; conformity to social values; and denial and projection of internal conflicts. 

The fact that institutional discrimination against homosexuality exists is 

demonstrated by the following: intercourse and other sex acts between two 

members of the same gender remains illegal in 21 states; no state officially 

recognizes gay relationships: legal discrimination still exists in areas of housing, 

employment, and privacy; the military policy of "don't ask, don't tell"; attacks on 

freedom of expression in the arts; religious condemnation; lack of justice and 

tacit acceptance of hate crimes; and the lack of information available to students 

in school curriculum. Fahy (1995) stated that expressions of homophobia may 

be subtle (using expressions like "blatant" or "known" homosexual), overt 

(demeaning jokes, language, or stereotyping) or extreme (gay bashing, denying 

housing or employment, or disowning a gay child). Field (1995) posited that the 

roots of homophobia lie in the structures and institutions of society, and 

therefore, it is an effect of inequality rather than a cause. Herek (1992) stated 

that there is a cultural dicotomy between public and private spheres of life. 

Ostensibly, all sexuality is private, however, heterosexuality has a public 

counterpart (marriage, parenthood, legal sanctions) through which it is 

acknowledged and affirmed. Homosexuality has no such public counterparts -

in fact, as noted above, 21 states still carry laws against same-gender sexual 
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contact (Wolfson, 1994). Additionally, privacy rights for homosexuals have not 

been legally sanctioned (Hunter, 1992; Purcell & Hicks, 1996; Rivera, 1991). 

Citing a survey conducted in the 1960s, Aguero, Bloch, and Byrne (1985) 

reported Americans considered homosexuals the third most dangerous people in 

the United States fearing only communists and atheists more. Eliason (1996, 

1997) conducted research with over 1,100 heterosexuals about their attitudes 

toward homosexuality and homosexuals: gay men were considered to be 

"somewhat or very unacceptable" by 43% in the 1996 study and 23% in the 1997 

study; lesbians were considered "somewhat or very unacceptable" by 35% and 

22%, respectively. Researchers have identified the following predictors of 

homophobia: male gender - men are more homophobic and display more 

negative attitudes regarding gay men than lesbians (D'Augelli & Rose, 1990; 

Kite, 1984, 1992; Kite & Whitley, 1998; Matchinsky & Iverson, 1996; Richman & 

Kyes, 1991; Whitley & Kite, 1995); traditional gender-role stereotypic attitudes 

and beliefs (Black & Stevenson, 1985; Haddock & Zanna, 1998; Herek, 1988b; 

Simon, 1998); church attendance (Black & Stevenson, 1985; Selzer, 1992); age 

- late teens and early 20s (Comstock, 1991); and lack of positive contact with 

gay men and lesbians (D'Augelli & Rose, 1990; Herek & Glunt, 1993) 

Smith (1993) stated that gay men and lesbians are often reluctant to 

confront homophobia in themselves and others. People are generally 

threatened by issues of sexuality, and to protect themselves and their 

heterosexual credentials, they often resort to a "them/us" distinction. The 
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concerns of gay men and lesbians are isolated by misconceptions and attitudes 

common in society. Gay oppression is not seen as being as serious as other 

forms of oppression; it is conceptualized as a private concern rather than a 

public or political matter. Gays are often perceived as wealthy white men which 

allows society to ignore gays who are women, people of color, working class, 

poor, physically or mentally challenged, and elderly. Expressions of 

homophobia and heterosexuality are legitimate and acceptable in contexts 

where other kinds of verbal bigotry would be prohibited. Pellegrini (1992) noted 

that language has often been the weapon of oppression and heterosexism. All 

children in the United States grow up hearing pejorative terms used in relation to 

minority groups. DiPlacido (1998) stated that gay men and lesbians often suffer 

from minority stress resulting not only from overt discrimination, stigmatization, 

and violence but also from their need to remain "closeted" in their daily life. 

Hate Crimes 

One particularly devastating element of heterosexism is hate crimes. 

Hate crimes are verbal and/or physical assaults motivated by the assailants 

perception that the victim is a member of a hated minority group (Blumenfeld, 

1992; Blumenfeld & Raymond, 1988; D'Augelli, 1989; Herek, 1989). Hate crimes 

include verbal insults, taunts, threats, spitting, kicking, punching, throwing 

objects, vandalism, arson, attacks with weapons, rape, and murder. In many 

areas, the justice system fails to adequately investigate and prosecute hate 
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crimes. Boulard (1994) stated that 40 states and the District of Columbia have 

enacted laws specifically addressing hate crimes, but only 22 states included 

protection based on sexual orientation. The National Gay and Lesbian Task 

Force (NGLTF) has documented the occurrences of hate crimes against gay 

men and lesbians and reported that hate crimes are prevalent throughout the 

United States, occur in all social strata, and are present in any social setting 

(NGLTF, 1990). 

Berk, Boyd, and Hamner (1992) identified five indicators of hate-

motivated crimes. The first indicator is the symbolic status of the victim; violence 

is social when directed at an individual primarily because of his/her membership 

in a social category. Actuarial status is the second indicator, and it involves 

some stereotypic assumptions by the perpetrator of the victim; for example, 

his/her worth or inclination to fight back. The third indicator is the role of 

uncertainty that occurs when the symbolic categories are linked to one or more 

invidious distinction. Occasionally, the absence of specific information is more 

important than known content about the victim. Expressive and instrumental 

motives comprise the fourth indicator. The importance of the victim's symbolic 

status make possible derivative violence to be expressive, instrumental, or both. 

For example, gay bashing may be a purely homophobic response (expressive) 

or it may be a way to send a message, such as teaching the victim a lesson 

(instrumental). Finally, the last indicator is the role of premeditation which may 
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become an aspect of either the motive for the crime or the choice of 

target/victim. 

Comstock (1991) and Harry (1992) reported that the perpetrators of hate 

crimes are usually white males in their late teens or early 20s. They usually 

attack in groups, and their choice of victims are strangers. Hate crimes are 

seldom committed for profit. Patel, Long, McCammon, and Wuensch (1995) 

reported a correlation between the affective experience of homophobia (fear, 

disgust, anger, aversion) and certain behavioral manifestations in some 

individuals. The authors proposed that personality variables indicated by high 

scores on scales 4, 5, 9, and K of the Minnesota Multiphasic Personality 

Inventory (MMPI) were responsible for individuals acting on their affective 

experiences. Harry (1992) stated that gay bashing is a nearly ideal solution to 

the status needs of immature males for three reasons: first, it is done by a group 

so there is little risk of injury; second, there is little risk of arrest because the 

victim is unknown to the attackers; and third, it provides immediate status 

rewards and provides direct evidence of virility. Comstock (1991) stated that the 

perpetrator of hate crimes does not display the typical criminal attitudes and 

behaviors; and in fact, the perpetrators are often "models of middle-class 

respectability" (p. 91). Berrill (1992) reviewed 24 studies of gay men and 

lesbians and found that 44% of all respondents were threatened with some sort 

of violence. 

57 



Hate crimes are particularly destructive because they not only harm the 

victim but also violate the integrity and well-being of the minority group singled 

out for attack (Herek, 1989). Bridgewater (1992) suggested that for the victim of 

a hate crime the trauma existed on several levels - first as an attack on one's 

person and second as an attack on one's identity as a gay male or lesbian. 

Anderson (1988) agreed and noted that a violent attack motivated by antigay 

prejudice often has a deleterious impact on the victim's positive gay identity. 

Garnets, Herek, and Levy (1990) pointed out that the psychological effects of 

hate crimes last long after the physical effects have faded; being a target often 

leads to sadness and anxiety as well as an increased sense that life is difficult 

and unfair. The impact of hate crimes is not limited to gay men and lesbians 

who are victims and survivors; individuals not personally victimized have friends, 

relatives, and long-time companions who have been victimized. Berrill and 

Herek (1992) proposed the term "secondary victimization" to describe the 

negative psychological consequences of hate crimes for the victim. Victims 

often fear that if their orientation becomes known as a result of an assault, they 

may lose their jobs or custody of children. Also, even in areas where protection 

from the law is available, victims often fear hostility, harassment, and rejection 

resulting from reporting the crime; thus, the threat of secondary victimization 

often acts as a barrier to reporting antigay violence to the authorities, or even 

seeking medical, psychological or social services for the assault. Israel (1992) 

stated that even if the victim reports the crime, the news media seldom reports 
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the crime. She noted that some local gay/lesbian groups use public service 

announcements (PSAs) to get information about hate crimes to the public. 

Comstock (1991) remarked that the data on hate crimes suggest that 

gay/lesbian victimization is encouraged by the social sanctions against 

homosexuality. He proposed that as the visibility of the gay/lesbian community 

increases, so does the hostility towards members of the community. Comstock 

estimated that slightly more than one-half of socially active gays have 

experienced some form of antigay violence, and opposite to the tendency shown 

in the general population, gay men rather than lesbians are more frequently 

victims of antigay violence. The information on ethnicity does not clearly 

indicate whether whites or people of color are more likely to be the victims of 

antigay violence, partially because of the difficulty in determining if the hate 

crime was ethnically-motivated or antigay-motivated assaults. Some data 

indicate that lesbians of color are slightly more at risk for antigay violence than 

whites (Comstock, 1989). 

Internalized Homophobia 

Garnets, Herek, and Levy (1990) described internalized homophobia as 

the consequences of stigma. Like members of other stigmatized groups, gay 

men and lesbians face numerous psychological challenges resulting from 

society's hostility. Isensee (1992) called internalized homophobia a combination 

of negative self-image and the heterosexual bias permeating the culture. 
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Prejudice causes a systematic oppression which produces an environment of 

secrecy and shame. Misinformation is a common element in internalized 

homophobia because gay men and lesbians hear and learn the same 

misconceptions as heterosexuals. This lack of knowledge leads to the individual 

to assume something is wrong with himself/herself. Another important element 

in internalized homophobia is isolation. Gay men and lesbians are often cut off 

from sources of nurturing, recognition, and acceptance. Invisibility can be both a 

blessing and hindrance; the ability to "pass" allows one to escape harassment, 

but it also keeps one from finding similar and sympathetic others. Friedman and 

Downey (1994) reported that gay adults often describe themselves as having felt 

different from other children. Although the factors leading to a sense of 

difference are diverse beginning in childhood many gay men and lesbians have 

feelings of shame at being considered deviant and feelings of self-hate because 

they identify with those who devalue them. Many gay men and lesbians have 

had painful childhoods which may be responsible for higher rates of major 

depression and alcohol/substance abuse. 

Most children internalize society's ideology of sex and gender at an early 

age which results in some degree of negative feelings towards oneself when 

one's own homosexuality is first recognized (Herek, 1996; Hopcke, 1993; 

Malyon, 1982; Shidlo, 1994; Smith, 1988). Malyon (1982) stated that 

socialization can be described as the internalization of the values, symbols, 

regulations, beliefs, and attitudes. He stated: 
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Internalized homophobic content becomes an aspect of the ego, 
functioning as both an unconscious introject, and as a conscious 
system of attitudes and accompanying affects... .It influences 
identity formation, self-esteem, the elaboration of defenses, 
patterns of cognition, psychological integrity, and object relations, 
(p. 60) 

Falco (1991) agreed with Malyon. She stated that internalized homosexuality is 

based in childhood socialization because every person, including gay men and 

lesbians, living in an unaccepting culture is exposed to and internalizes some 

aspects of anti-homosexual attitudes. Parents warn small children with 

statements such as, "Don't play with your sister's (brother's) toys?" or "Why 

aren't you more interested in boys (girls)?" or "Don't be such a sissy (tomboy)." 

From peer groups children hear, "If you wear green on Thursday, you're a 

queer." Epithets such as queer, dyke, fag, butch, lezzie, lesbo, pervert, and 

sissy boy are commonly heard by both children and adults. Myths and 

stereotypes about homosexuality are commonplace and are often the only 

information that children have about homosexuality. Some of the more common 

myths are: gays have had bad experiences with the opposite gender, parents 

are responsible for their children's homosexuality, gays actively recruit 

nonhomosexuals to homosexuality; gays, especially gay men, think of nothing 

but sex; homosexuality is a crime against nature; all gay men are effeminate and 

all lesbians are masculine. Myths and stereotypes have profound and nearly 

unchangeable effects on some homosexuals while having little or no effect on 

others. Falco speculated that this range of differences exists because of several 
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factors including the character of the gay man or lesbian, the age of exposure to 

the myths and stereotypes, the source of the information, and the individual's 

propensity to internalization. Zevy and Cavallaro (1987) argued that a child who 

is aware of having interests outside of his/her cultural norms often sets out 

unwittingly on a path of deceptive communication. He/she may hide his/her real 

interests and may be able to perform only accepted behaviors. Confusion 

commonly occurs when the child attempts to meet both his/her personal needs 

and the needs of the culture. 

Gonsiorek (1988) stated that the greatest impediment to the mental health 

of gay men and lesbians is internalized homophobia. All children are 

indoctrinated with a culturally-sanctioned antihomosexual bias. As a child 

develops, he/she becomes aware of being different even though he/she may not 

understand the sexual nature or precise meaning of those differences; however, 

he/she quickly learns that his/her difference are negatively regarded by society. 

These negative feelings are incorporated into the individual's self-image, 

resulting in varying degrees of internalized homophobia. Internalized 

homophobia interferes with quality of life and mental heath; it is associated with 

low self-esteem, depressive reactions, psychosomatic symptoms, and loneliness 

(Dupras, 1994) Shidlo defines internalized homophobia as "a set of negative 

attitudes and affects toward homosexuality in other persons and toward 

homosexual features in oneself (p. 178). Homonegativity is so wide-spread in 

society that internalized homophobia is considered to be a normative 
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developmental event for gay men and lesbians (Forstein, 1988; Gonsiorek, 

1988; Loulan, 1984; Malyon, 1982; Pharr, 1988; Sophie, 1988). 

According to Blumenfeld and Raymond (1988), the victim of heterosexism 

and internalized homophobia exhibits various responses to oppression 

including: obsessive concerns resulting in feelings of deep anxiety, suspicion, 

and insecurity; denial to both oneself and others of membership in the minority 

group; social withdrawal and passivity; clowning in an effort to be accepted; 

shyness and cunning; self-hate; aggression against and addressing blame to 

one's own group; directing prejudice/discrimination toward other minority groups; 

excessive neuroticism; internalizing and acting out negative social definitions 

and stereotypes (self-fulfilling prophecy); and excessive strivings for status to 

compensate by substitution for feelings of inferiority. However, the authors 

argued that it is possible to draw positives from stigmatization including: 

strengthening of ties with one's minority group members; sympathy with and 

support for other minorities; enhanced strivings and assertiveness, seeing 

oppression as merely an obstacle or challenge to be surmounted; and 

challenging the status quo in a variety of ways and refusing to accept 

discrimination which often leads to progressive social change. Gays live in a 

world that teaches same-sex activity to be morally repulsive, psychologically 

damaging, or totally ignore same-sex behaviors resulting in: denial, contempt 

for more open and obvious members of the gay community, distrust of other 

gays, projection of prejudice on other minorities, attempts to pass, marrying to 
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gain social approval, increased fear and withdrawal from friends and relatives, 

and suicide. Some gays even attempt to change their sexual orientation. 

Working to change laws and attitudes, serving as positive role models, and 

finding strength within the gay minority and with other minority groups helps in 

stigma conversion. Blumenfeld and Raymond (1988) stated: 

By understanding and integrating their sexuality and standing 
against intolerance in all its many forms, lesbians, bisexuals, and 
gay males can emerge emotionally stronger and personally secure. 
(P- 265) 

Internalized homophobia is expressed in a variety of ways, both overt and 

covert. Overt expressions of internalized homophobia are often expressed in 

conscious self-hate (Gonsiorek, 1988; Margolies, Becker, & Jackson-Brewer, 

1987) Overtly, an individual consciously accuses himself/herself of being evil, 

second class, and inferior. He/she may engage in self-destructive or abusive 

behaviors. Overt self-hate is less common than covert self-hate because few 

individuals are capable of sustaining the psychologically painful and 

destabilizing conscious self-depreciation. Covert expressions of internalized 

homophobia are more common. An individual appears to accept his/her 

homosexuality but subtly sabotages his/her efforts aimed at acceptance and 

openness. Covert internalized homophobia is more insidious and less easily 

identified because it is often unconscious. It includes: fear of discovery, 

discomfort with obvious "fag" or "dykes," rejection and/or denigration of all 

heterosexuals, feelings of superiority to heterosexuals, beliefs that gay men and 
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lesbians are not different from heterosexuals, uneasiness with the idea of 

children living in a gay/lesbian home, restricting attention to individuals that are 

unavailable for a sexual/affectional relationship, and short-term relationships. 

Other features of unconscious internalized homophobia are: a distorted image 

of one's sexuality as deviant or over idealized (Brown, 1986; Loulan, 1984); 

tolerance of discriminatory or abusive treatment (Pharr, 1988); sabotaging 

career goals by blaming external bigotry (Gonsiorek, 1988); sensed lack of 

entitlement to give and receive love (Shidlo, 1994); irrational efforts to 

undermine intimate relationships, and projection of devalued self-image to one's 

partner (Friedman, 1991). Garnets and Kimmel (1993) reported that a fear of 

labeling and deviation from the social norm is common in both gays and 

heterosexuals. Morgan and Brown (1993) stated that the fear of being found out 

is common in gays/lesbians who are passing. Herek (1993) noted that the 

preference for the heterosexual role in Western culture may have more effect on 

gay men than on lesbians because anxiety about failure to fit male role has more 

negative connotations. 

According to Lapierre (1990), internalized homophobia results in: an 

inability to express one's thoughts and feelings; symptoms such as acute 

anxiety, withdrawal, decreased self-esteem, and self-destructive thoughts. Other 

indications of internalized homophobia include: distrust and loneliness 

(Finnegan & Cook, 1994); difficulties in intimate/affectional relationships 

(Friedman, 1991; George & Behrendt, 1988); under- and over-achievement 
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(Gonsiorek, 1988; Pharr, 1988); impaired sexual functioning (Brown, 1986; 

Reece, 1988); unsafe sexual behavior (Shidlo, 1992); domestic violence (Pharr, 

1988); avoidant coping with AIDS in HIV+ gay men (Nicholson & Long, 1990); 

alcoholism (Finnegan & Cook, 1994); substance abuse (Glaus, 1988; Lapierre, 

1990; Ratner, 1993); eating disorders (Brown, 1987); fragmentation and 

borderline-like personality features (Gonsiorek, 1988; Malyon, 1982); and 

suicide (Lapierre, 1990; Rofes, 1983). Downey and Friedman (1996) stated that 

interestingly enough rates of current depression and completed suicide have not 

been shown to be elevated in gay men and lesbians above those of the general 

population. 

Malyon (1982) stated that internalized homophobia was responsible for 

depression, problems in identity formation, and elaboration of defensive 

behaviors. He believed that the pathological effects of internalized homophobia 

included suppression of homosexual feelings, the elaboration of a heterosexual 

persona, and the interruption of identity formation, however, these pathological 

effects were usually temporary. Margolies, Becker, and Jackson-Brewer (1987) 

stated that internalized homophobia functions as a defense mechanism 

comprised of a constellation of defense methods including: rationalization, 

denial, projection, and identification with the aggressor. One of the unique 

features of homosexuality is the fact that homosexuals are not always visible to 

others. This invisibility permits the option of denying one's membership in the 

homosexual minority by "passing." Passing or hidden gay men and lesbians 
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may be more troubled that their openly gay/lesbian counterparts because they 

must be able to recognize and mimic the behaviors of "normal" people; 

therefore, they must be well-rehearsed in and ever vigilant to the behaviors of 

heterosexuals. Additionally, they are aware that the risk of exposure is ever-

present. Sophie (1988) listed coping strategies used to combat internalized 

homophobia: cognitive restructuring, avoiding a negative identity, adopting an 

identity label, self-disclosure, meeting other lesbians, habituation to lesbianism. 

Moses and Hawkins (1982) stated that one result of internalized homophobia 

manifests itself in the ability to touch or be touched sexually by one's partner. 

This is not so much a comment of how much love is in the relationship but more 

an indication of how pervasive internalized homophobia can be. Cabaj (1994) 

stated that internalized homophobia manifests itself in: denial, fear, anxiety, 

paranoia, anger and rage; guilt, self-pity; depression; helplessness, 

hopelessness, and powerlessness; self-deception and development of a false 

self; passivity and feelings of being a victim; inferiority and low self-esteem; self-

loathing; isolation; alienation and feeling alone, misunderstood or unique; 

fragmentation, confusion. 

Pearlman (1987) proposed that ambivalent feelings about oneself as a 

homosexual often caused ambivalent feelings about other homosexuals. 

Frustration, rage, and bitterness about one's own life and problems may be 

externalized toward the community of similar, inferiorized and powerless others. 

Hating others of one's own group is both physically and psychologically safer 
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than hating the dominant group which is less accessible and much more 

threatening. Lesbians suffer from additional devaluations based on their gender. 

Murphy (1992) noted that the dominant culture disqualifies lesbians as women in 

a male-dominated, misogynist society and as homosexuals in a heterosexual-

dominated, homophobic society. Sexism, heterosexism, and homophobia affect 

all relationships to some extent but the impact may be mediated by age, class, 

ethnicity, and the unique dynamics involved in any relationship. Zitter (1987) 

stated that the social ostracism resulting from lesbianism often includes negative 

reactions such as fear, guilt, and self-hate and result in hiding behaviors. 

Regarding the problems of adolescence, Raymond (1994) stated that gay 

and lesbian youth face additional developmental problems. Unlike members of 

racial/ethnic or religious minorities, gay and lesbian adolescents are likely to be 

isolated from their families. Additionally they lack positive role models, although 

this is changing as more gay and lesbian adults are being more open. Gay and 

lesbian adolescents must learn about homosexuality through myths and 

stereotypes. The pressure to pass or appear heterosexual is strengthened by 

the adolescent's peer group. The decision to acknowledge one's homosexuality 

often results in family rejection leading to dislocation. 

Parenthood is a special area in which heterosexuality and internalized 

homophobia play a role (Bozett, 1990; Crawford, 1987; Raymond, 1992). 

Raymond (1992) stated that the Kinsey institute estimated that one-third of all 

lesbians and one-fifth of all gay men have been married, and about one-half of 

68 



these are parents. The idea of gay parenting defies many of our most deeply felt 

cultural norms about family with many people feeling that the gay lifestyle is 

incompatible with parenting. Although it has never been empirically proven, 

opponents to gays being parents have argued that gay parents produce gay 

children. Gochros (1992) noted that gays who marry usually do so before they 

have accepted that they are gay or as a result of religious expectations or 

denial; it is uncommon for gays to marry to hide their homosexuality. 

Friend (1990) and McDonald and Steinhorn (1990, 1993) discussed the 

problems that older gay men and lesbians have with internalized homophobia. 

They stated that internalized homophobia was more pronounced in older 

gay/lesbian individuals possibly because of their generation. They were 

particularly prone to secrecy, "not making waves," and practicing "expected" role 

behavior. Older gay men and lesbians have internalized extremely negative 

notions about their own homosexuality, and thus tend to distance themselves 

from other gays. Dawson (1992) stated: 

When today's older gays were young, they faced an unrelieved 
hostility towards homosexuality that was far more virulent than it is 
today. ... The need for secrecy caused an isolation which imperiled 
their most intimate relationships. And the greatest damage was 
done to those gay people who believed what society said about 
them, and this lived in corrosive shame and self-loathing, (p. 5) 

Older gay men and lesbians demonstrate very little intimacy with either other 

gays or heterosexuals. They may also suffer from negative attitudes and overt 

discrimination based on age. 
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Religion (Harvey, 1990; Wagner, Serafini, Rabkin, Remien, & Williams, 

1994) is an important correlate of internalized homophobia. Most religious 

denominations condemn homosexuality explicitly (Mondimore, 1996) and 

consider homosexual behavior immoral which causes many gays to conclude 

that they must either reject the church or suppress their homosexuality. Wagner, 

et al. (1994) proposed that if one can find a religious group into which one can 

combine religion and homosexuality, incidences of internalized homophobia are 

diminished. Bawer (1997) stated that if Christianity is truly about love then to 

disdain any kind of love or to demonize any group is unchristian. 

AIDS plays a large role in feelings of homophobia and heterosexism 

(Croteau & Morgan, 1989; Dupras, 1994; Isay, 1989; Nicholson & Long, 1990). 

Isay (1989) stated that many healthy gay men perceive themselves as potential 

carriers of death which causes extreme anxiety and feelings of worthlessness. 

Similarly, some healthy gay men have become obsessed with a fear of 

contracting AIDS which restricts their interactions with others. Fear of AIDS has 

caused some people to be afraid to express themselves as gay, thereby 

depriving them of the kind of expression necessary to understand themselves as 

men capable of full and responsive sexuality in close and mutually loving 

relationships. In the heterosexual population, AIDS is seen as another reason 

for devaluing gay men and lesbians and branding them a danger to other 

people. 
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Meyer (1995) discussed minority stress and mental health in gay men. 

She reported that gay men must contend with negative societal attitudes and 

stigma. Minority stress is related to the juxtaposition of minority and dominant 

values and the resulting conflict with the social environment experienced by 

minority group members. Minority group members exposed to negative life 

events related to stigmatization and discrimination. Internalization of society's 

negative attitudes and antihomosexual bias leads to negative attitudes about 

themselves. Chan (1993) stated that minorities suffer more discrimination than 

whites - male, double as minority group and homosexual, female, triple as 

woman, minority group and lesbian. 

McHenry and Johnson (1993) discussed a particular problem of 

homophobia involving conscious and unconscious collusions between a 

therapist and his/her gay client in self-hate. The client's internalized 

homophobia manifests itself in varying degrees of denial, self-hate and lack of 

acceptance of the real self with indicators including but not limited to calling 

lovers "friends" or "roommates," never talking about issues of love or sex, 

announcing that he/she cannot identify with other gays or lesbians or that he/she 

does not like gays or lesbians, avoidance of gatherings with other gay people, 

lack of political or social awareness, a presenting issue of generalized 

dissatisfaction with life, numerous self-destructive behaviors, and the inability to 

say "I am a lesbian (gay man)." Homophobia in the therapist manifests itself in 

varying degrees of denial, fear of, dislike of, and devaluation of the client. The 
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homophobia in both therapist and client exists and interacts in varying degrees 

within the conscious and unconscious relationship processes of therapy. 

Collusions occur at various points in therapy including the referral process, 

diagnosis and history taking, treatment choices, content and process, collateral 

interventions, and outcome. 

Eliminating Homophobia on Campus 

Watkins (1998) stated that homophobia and heterosexism are common on 

college and university campuses and are manifested in both overt and covert 

ways. First, homophobia is manifested in violence against gay/lesbian students. 

Violent behaviors range from name-calling and graffiti to physical assault. 

Second, homophobia and heterosexism are manifested in the college curricula, 

especially in literature and history courses where instructors often omit any 

reference to the sexual orientation of authors or historical figures. Third, a 

heterosexual bias, if not actual homophobia, is demonstrated by social 

organizations and committees: social events are publicized by using 

heterosexual couples, and programs, movies, and/or speakers are seldom 

chosen that reflect any group other than heterosexuals. Fourth, financial aid 

may be a problem for gay/lesbian students who have severed ties with their 

families. Financial aid forms require information about family income that these 

students may be unable to provide; thus, some students may be forced to drop 

out of school. Fifth, housing and benefits available to married students or 
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students living together in a heterosexual relationship are not available to 

gay/lesbian students. Finally, employment on campus may be denied 

gay/lesbian students. 

Keeling (1998) stated that student health care and counseling are often 

overlooked when attempting to eliminate homophobia from college and 

university campuses. He stated that homophobia affects gay/lesbian students' 

choices about visibility (coming out or remaining "closeted") and behavior (sex, 

drugs/alcohol, and relationships). Furthermore, homophobia causes stress, 

anxiety, and fears that complicate students' physical health and mental well-

being. Kraig (1998) noted that gay/lesbian students often lacked gay/lesbian 

faculty mentors. This lack of mentors is due to the restrictive atmosphere on 

many campuses that causes gay/lesbian faculty members to remain secretive 

about their sexual orientation. 

Studies on eliminating homophobia have been predominately conducted 

with undergraduate college students (D'Augelli & Rose, 1990; Herek, 1989; 

Wells & Franken, 1987). Serdahely and Ziemba (1985) reported that 

educational interventions designed to reduce homophobia have been 

moderately successful. Kite (1984) stated that males were less tolerant of 

homosexuality than females. Teaching for the promotion of tolerance has 

proven to be successful in reducing homophobic attitudes by focusing on the 

causation agents of discrimination (Cerny & Polyson, 1984; Stevenson, 1988; 

Wells, 1987, 1989). Multimedia presentations combining a lecture format with 
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videotapes, slide presentations, and panels of gay men and lesbians have 

proven effective (Walters, 1992; Wells, 1991). Schreier (1995) proposed 

teaching nurturance which focuses on the target of discrimination (the victim) 

rather than tolerance. He stated nurturance-based programs would facilitate 

attitude and belief change while increasing understanding and decreasing 

rejection. 

Van de Ven (1994, 1995) and Van de Ven, Bornholt, and Bailey (1996) 

studied homophobia in high school students. Although they found that 

instructional interventions produced a decline in homophobic behaviors, the 

decline in attitudes disappeared after three months. Hogan and Rentz (1996) 

studied homophobia in university faculty and student affairs professionals. The 

student affairs professionals scored lower in homophobia than the faculty 

members. The authors suggested this resulted from three differences in the two 

groups: first, the student affairs professionals had more female participants than 

the faculty; second, student affairs professionals received more training in 

diversity issues, sensitivity, and human development; finally, faculty had fewer 

opportunities to develop informal, personal relationships with students. The 

authors pointed out that both the faculty and student affairs professionals scored 

low in homophobia which suggests that both groups were supportive of gay men 

and lesbians. 

Watkins (1998) suggested that eliminating homophobia on college and 

university campuses requires administrators, faculty, and staff to insure the 
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equitable treatment of all members of the college community regardless of race, 

gender, sexual orientation, age, or physical ability. He further stated that 

administrators must formulate a rapid and decisive response to incidents of 

harassment and/or discrimination reflecting zero tolerance for hate crimes of any 

level. Keeling (1998) stated that health and counseling services should provide 

a safe environment for gay/lesbian students by including: forms inclusive of 

gay/lesbian relationships, brochures promoting gay/lesbian health and 

counseling issues available at all distribution points, and peer educators that are 

gay/lesbian. Rankin (1998) suggested the creation of an office for gay/lesbian 

concerns to serve as a clearinghouse for information available to the whole of 

the college community. Additionally, Rankin noted the importance of maintaining 

statistics on campus hate crimes. 

Slater (1993) stated that colleges and universities need to "provide clear-

cut, non-ambivalent administrative leadership which requires inclusion of sexual 

orientation in the official affirmative action statement and inclusion of that 

statement in all published documents" (p. 194). Bonrassa and Shipton (1991) 

and D'Augelli (1989) stressed the importance of creating a positive climate for 

change by recognizing and educating homophobia, addressing beliefs and 

attitudes, and stressing justice and equality. Fisk and Taylor (1984) suggested 

that homophobia can be reduced by primarily relying on one-to-one contact 

rather than through group-to-group contact. Grack and Richman (1996) reported 

that cooperative contact between heterosexuals and homosexuals in a problem-
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solving situation was successful in reducing homophobia. Ernulf and Innala 

(1987) proposed that individuals who hold negative attitudes toward 

homosexuals may react with guilt and shame when confronted with a gay/lesbian 

individual who violates the stereotypical behaviors expected and whom they like 

as a person. This could have the effect of reducing homophobia in order to 

reduce the guilt and shame experienced from being negative toward a person 

who is liked. Fahy (1995) proposed that it is necessary to admit to being 

homophobic before one can begin to change. McNaron (1997) stated: 

Overcoming homophobia is possible when an individual decides to 
change his or her automatic responses to lesbians or gays. 
Heterosexism, because it is institutionalized, is much less 
amenable to change requiring concerted effort on the part of 
leaders in virtually every area of politics, religion, and culture, 
(p. xi) 

Fundamentalism and Homosexuality 

Gallagher and Bull (1996) suggested that a great battle unimagined by 

the nation's founding fathers is going on in the United States, and it concerns 

gay rights. The participants are religious conservatives who believe they are 

taking the last stand against moral decline on one side and gay men and 

lesbians who believe they are fighting for their basic civil liberties as granted by 

the Constitution on the other side. Opposition to gay rights most often results 

from religious beliefs (Herman, 1997). Statistical studies confirmed a high 

correlation between religious orthodoxy and opposition to gay rights (Kirkpatrick, 

1993; Seltzer, 1992; Wald, Button, & Rienzo, 1996). The Religious (Christian) 
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Right, a largely white, Protestant political movement, has taken the issue of gay 

rights as one of its major oppositional causes (Gallagher & Bull, 1996; Herman, 

1997, Wilcox, 1992). Gallagher and Bull (1996) proposed that there is a wide 

divergence of attitudes within the fundamentalist community about 

homosexuality ranging from those who see it as a key part of their overall 

complaint about society to those fixated on it as the source of all evil within 

society. Wilcox (1992) states: 

The empahsis of evangelicals, fundamentalists, and Pentecostals 
on the authority of the Scriptures may lead Christian Right 
supporters to their antihomosexual affect. In the Old Testament, 
homosexual behavior is one of a rather long list of capital offenses, 
and Saint Paul castigates homosexuals (as well as fornicators and 
adulterers) in his epistles. Those who accept the authority of the 
Scriptures are likely to be cooler toward those labeled by the Bible 
as sinners. Christian Right supporters are more likely to be 
responding to religious doctrine in their feelings towards gays and 
lesbians than projecting their own insecurities outward, (p. 192) 

Gallagher and Bull (1996) stated that the gay rights movement is as equally 

diverse as the fundamentalists. Although gay rights is often identified with 

liberal agendas, many of the gays/lesbians who support it consider themselves 

to be conservatives. The authors further stated that it is important to recognize 

that individuals on both sides of the argument share many of the same values: 

hard work, family, even religion. The battle over gay rights comes at a time 

when gays/lesbians have attained an unprecedented acceptance in society as 

demonstrated by mass entertainment portraying gays/lesbians as normal, the 

press providing favorable, even sympathetic coverage, and many businesses 
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sanctioning gay employee groups with some even extending benefits to the 

partners of gay/lesbian employees. Inevitably, these gains caused a backlash 

(Gallagher & Bull, 1996). 

Herman (1997) conducted an exhaustive review of editorials and articles 

published in the Christian Today magazine from 1958 through 1995. Christian 

Today was selected for review because it presented a representative sample of 

the Religious Right's antigay campaign over the last 40 years. From her review 

Herman identified four eras of the fundamentalists' antigay campaign: the first 

era, 1958-1965; the second era, 1965-1980; the third era, 1980-1989; and the 

current era, 1990-Present. The first era (1958-1965) was characterized by a 

general movement of protest against sexual depravity and excess and concern 

over changing sexual morals. Homosexuality was discussed but not singled out 

for condemnation; it was just one of a list of sexual ills afflicting the nation. The 

devils of the first era were communism, Jews, and Catholics, and the major 

problems were liberal education systems and the end of school prayer. The 

second era (1965-1980) was characterized by little change in the protests 

against cultural disintegration. A more vigorous debate over sex education in 

the public schools occurred but without condemnation per se. By 1969, the gay 

movement was associated with a wider agenda which particularly centered on 

homosexuality in the public schools. The 1970s showed an increasing amount 

of attention paid to gay rights issues with articles on changing social attitudes, 

legal reform, gays in the military, and the founding of the Metropolitan 
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Community Church of Los Angeles. Although it was made clear that 

homosexuality was wrong, condemnation was not part of the editorial policy. 

The third era (1980-1989) was characterized by the "ex-gay" genre. 

Homosexuality was discussed in terms of change. Attention was paid to 

ministries that promoted conversion therapy for gays, and articles were written 

by ex-gays who were living happy lives as the heterosexuals God intended them 

to be. There was some mention of gay activism; however, little attention was 

paid to the AIDS epidemic. The current era (1990-Present) has seen an 

aggressive response to the so-called "gay power" movement. Issues that were 

covered moderately in the second era, such as homosexuality in the schools and 

military, have been aggressively opposed. Editorials on the gay rights 

movement have disputed the idea of gays as an oppressed minority. Herman 

stated that Christian Today is a mirror of what is occurring in the larger 

fundamentalist community. 

Herman (1997) identified several national organizations at the forefront of 

the antigay movement. Focus on the Family is a multimedia conglomerate 

committed to upholding Biblical infallibility, and provides both pastoral services 

and political leadership to Christian communities; and antigay campaigning is 

one of its most significant activities. Focus on the Family publishes a range of 

material: magazines, books, and videos. The Family Research Council is 

concerned with a broad range of profamily issues including abortion, feminism, 

education, and gay rights. The Family Research Institute (formerly the Institute 
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for the Scientific Investigation of Sexuality) is directed by Paul Cameron and is 

responsible for the generation of the Religious Rights statistics on 

homosexuality. Cameron is a psychologist (expelled from the American 

Psychological Association for ethical violations) whose questionable statistics 

about homosexuality include: the average life expectancy of gay men is 39 

years; gay men are ten to 20 times more likely to be child molesters than 

heterosexual men; a homosexual is 15 times more likely to be a murderer than a 

heterosexual; and lesbians are 29 times more likely to infect a sexual partner 

with a venereal disease on purpose than a heterosexual woman (Gallagher & 

Bull, 1969; Herman, 1997). In a review of Cameron's survey studies, Herek 

(1998) notes several problems: (1) they do not provide a valid descrition of the 

adult population of the United States; (2) the response rate was unacceptably 

low, (3) the margin of error was unacceptably large for the analyses of 

subgroups in the data set; (4) the validity of the survey questions were 

inadequately demonstrated; (5) the data collection process lacked any form of 

quality control; and (6) the researchers' biases were publically expressed during 

the data collection process. Herek stated that any of the above problems would 

raise doubts about the quality of the data collected, and "in combination, they 

reduce the studies' scientific credibility so substantially that the data should best 

be ignored" (p. 247). Although the scientific community has largely ignored 

Cameron's data, the Religious Right has often used Cameron's statistics to 
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supplement its Biblical arguments about homosexuality and the so-called "gay 

agenda" (Herek, 1998; Herman, 1997). 

Gallagher and Bull (1996) identified gay rights organizations organized to 

publicize and support their side or the gay rights argument. The Gay Liberation 

Front was formed in the late 1960s and sought alliances with the left-wing 

organizations of the time. It was eventually supplanted by the Gay Activists 

Alliance which was a more moderate, mainstream group. The Alliance was more 

concerned with drawing attention to the existence of gay men and lesbians than 

achieving political goals. The National Gay Task Force (NGTF) was formed in 

1972 and functioned primarily as an advisor to local groups who were pursuing 

antidiscrimination ordinances or working to repeal state sodomy laws. In 1985, 

the NGTF became the National Gay and Lesbian Task Force (NGLTF) and 

added lobbying Congress to its mission. The NGLTF has been at the forefront 

of the battle for a national AIDS policy and has conducted an intensive lobbying 

effort on behalf of AIDS victims. 

Gallagher and Bull (1996) proposed that the Religious Right and the gay 

rights activists are similar in many ways. Both groups are composed of true 

believers who are fighting what they consider to be a righteous cause. They 

each have a limited base of natural supporters and have to devise ways to 

broaden their appeal to the general public; although neither group is favored by 

the public who view both groups with some suspicion and ignorance. The 
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authors called the two groups "perfect enemies" because they propel each 

other's movement forward. 

Summary 

Although research has not identified any direct links between religious 

fundamentalism, moral development, and homophobia, it is possible to assume 

that links do exist by an examination of the literature. Research into the beliefs 

and practices of religious fundamentalism have demonstrated a high correlation 

with prejudice (Altemeyer & Hunsberger, 1992, 1993; Batson & Burris, 1994; 

Kirkpatrick, 1993; Wulff, 1991). Batson et al. (1993) suggested that formalized 

religion had both proscribed (forbidden) and nonproscribed (allowed) prejudice, 

and that groups within Christianity used a wide range of discriminatory 

behaviors. Altemeyer (1988) and Duckitt (1992b) demonstrated a high 

correlation between fundamentalism and authoritarianism, and stated that they 

are more likely to hold stereotypical views. Altemeyer (1988) suspected that a 

relationship exists between fundamentalist beliefs and negative behaviors 

toward outsiders. Other studies have shown a high correlation between 

religious fundamentalism and opposition to gay rights (Kirkpatrick, 1993; Seltzer, 

1992; Wald, Button, & Rienzo, 1996). 

Studies of moral development and religion have demonstrated that there 

is an inverse relationship between fundamentalism and acceptance of Biblical 

literalism and principled moral judgment (Brown & Annis, 1978; Emsberge, 1976; 
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Ernsberger & Manater, 1981; Lawrence, 1978). Other researchers have argued 

that measures of moral development were biased against Christian believers 

(Clouse, 1985; Richards, 1991; Rowen, 1983); however, Dirks (1988) and 

Shaver (1985) disagree with the idea of a Christian bias effecting the scores on 

moral development instruments. 

Researchers' investigation of heterosexuals' attitudes toward 

homosexuality identified predictors of homophobia including: gender, traditional 

gender-role stereotypical beliefs, church attendance, age, and contact with gay 

men and lesbians (Black & Stevenson, 1985; Comstock, 1991; D'Augelli & Rose, 

1990; Herek, 1988; Marsiglio, 1993; Whitley & Kite, 1995). Researchers who 

studied internalized homophobia reported that it partially results from the 

heterosexual bias permeating the culture, prejudice producing an environment of 

secrecy and shame, misinformation, misconceptions, and isolation (Friedman & 

Downey, 1994; Garnets, Herek, & Levy, 1993; Herek, 1996; Isensee, 1992). 

Studies with undergraduate college students found that educational 

interventions are moderately successful! in reducing homophobic attitudes and 

behaviors (D'Augelli & Rose, 1990; Grack & Richman, 1996; Herek, 1989; 

Schreier, 1995; Walters, 1994). 

Because of the high correlations between prejudice and authoritarianism, 

their opposition to gay rights, their stereotypical negative views about gay men 

and lesbians, it is reasonable to suppose that individuals who espouse 

fundamentalist beliefs will be significantly homophobic. The studies on moral 
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development and fundamentalism further support the proposal of homophobia. 

Further, research has also shown that young males in their late teens and early 

20s are more homophobic than other groups. Therefore, it appears that 

previous research supports the need for research on the interaction of the three 

items - fundamentalism, moral development, and homophobia. 
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CHAPTER III 

METHODOLOGY 

This study consisted of two parts. Part one examined the predictive 

effects of religious fundamentalism and moral development on homophobia, and 

part two examined the effect of a specific lecture on homosexuality on the level 

of homophobia. Each participant signed an informed consent form (see 

Appendix A) before administration of the instrument packet. 

The methodology used in this study is described in the following sections: 

participants, instruments, research procedures, and research design and 

statistical analysis. 

Participants 

Since the purpose of part one of this research was to study the effect of 

religious fundamentalism on homophobia, participants were recruited from the 

following regional, church-affiliated universities: Hardin-Simmons University 

(Abilene, Texas), Lubbock Christian University (Lubbock, Texas), and Wayland 

Baptist University (Plainview, Texas). To determine if differences in homophobia 

and religious fundamentalism existed between students enrolled in religiously-

affiliated universities and public institutions, the remainder of the participants 

were recruited from Texas Tech University (Lubbock, Texas), a large state 

university. The participants from Lubbock Christian University and Wayland 
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Baptist University were undergraduate students enrolled in introductory and 

upper-level psychology courses; participants from Texas Tech University were 

enrolled in an introduction to mass communications course. These courses 

were selected to provide a broad range of ages, majors, and developmental 

levels for the regression analyses (part one of the study). The participants from 

Hardin-Simmons University, who were enrolled in two sections of introductory 

psychology taught by the same instructor, composed the experiment group (part 

two of the study). Thus, these participants composed a homogeneous group for 

the experimental portion of the study. 

In keeping with test normative data, participants in the study were 

required to be at least 18 years old. At the four universities, participants 

received extra credit in their course-work for participating in the study. The 

instrument packets at Lubbock Christian University and Wayland Baptist 

University were administered in a single sitting; the administration was 

scheduled during normal class sessions. The administration of instrument 

packets at Texas Tech University was scheduled on two nights with students 

signing up for one of the two sessions during normal class periods. The 

administration of the pre-test and post-test instrument packets at Hardin-

Simmons University were administered during scheduled class sessions. The 

researcher administered all instrument packets with the exception of the post-

test at Hardin-Simmons which was administered by a faculty member. 
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Attempting to obtain approximately 500 participants, the researcher 

prepared 75 instrument packets for each of the church-affiliated universities 

(total of 225 packets) and 300 instrument packets for Texas Tech University. 

The researcher administered all of the single-administration studies (LCU, TTU, 

and WBU) and the pre-test administration at Hardin-Simmons University. The 

post-test at Hardin-Simmons University was administered by a faculty member. 

The faculty member was instructed verbally and in writing regarding the process 

of instrument administration. A copy of the administration instructions can be 

found in Appendix E. 

Of the 500 instrument packets produced, 454 were collected by the 

researcher or returned from the faculty member. From the total of 454 

instrument packets, 25 were rejected for the following reasons: two listed no 

religious affiliation; six listed no age; five contained incomplete test instruments; 

12 contained inconsistent test scores according to the protocols for the Defining 

Issues Test (Rest, 1990) leaving 429 instrument packets for analysis. 

Instruments 

The instrument packet contained an informed consent form (see Appendix 

A), a Personal Data Sheet (see Appendix B), and three test instruments: the 

Attitudes Toward Lesbians and Gay Men Scale (Herek, 1994), the Copeland 

Fundamentalism Scale (Copeland, 1994), and the Defining Issues Test (Rest, 

1987). The test instruments may be found in Appendix C. 
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Personal Data Sheet 

The Personal Data Sheet was constructed for the purpose of collecting 

demographic information about each participant. The sheet included the 

following information: (1) student identification number (used to code 

information); (2) university; (3) class; (4) major; (5) classification; (6) gender; (7) 

age; (8) ethnicity; (9-14) family information; (16) home town population; (17-19) 

personal religious information; (20-21) political information; and (22-24) personal 

knowledge about homosexuality. Although the demographic information was not 

used in the selection process, the data were collected and analyzed for each 

participant. A report of demographic information is presented in Chapter IV. 

Test Instruments 

Attitudes Towards Lesbians and Gay Men Scale 

Herek's (1994) Attitudes Toward Lesbians and Gay Men Scale (ATLG) 

consists of two 10-item subscales - one addressing attitudes toward gay men 

(ATG) and one addressing attitudes toward lesbians (ATL). The items are 

presented in a 6-point Likert scale ranging from "disagree strongly" to "agree 

strongly." An example of an item is "If a man has homosexual feelings, he 

should do everything he can to overcome them." The instrument is scored by 

summing the item responses to obtain subscale and total scores. Low scores 

(10 per subscale, 20 total score) indicate an extremely positive attitude toward 
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gay men and lesbians; high scores (60 per subscale, 120 total score) indicate an 

extremely negative attitude toward gay men and lesbians. 

In developing his instrument, Herek stated two primary objectives: a 

scale short enough to be administered in a variety of settings; and, one that 

would assess self-reported heterosexual's attitudes towards lesbians and gay 

men separately. In creating the ATLG scale, Herek conducted a series of factor-

analytic studies with four item sets composed of statements about homosexuality 

from studies published during the 1970s and newly constructed items which 

were administered to a total of 1,212 undergraduates in three states. One 

cognitive dimension consistently emerged that accounted for most of the 

explained variance in responses. Herek labeled this factor condemnation-

tolerance and argued that the items constituting it corresponded to the personal 

and cultural attitudeds of homophobia. Two versions of the instrument were 

developed consisting of 37 items with high loadings on the condemnation-

tolerance factor. The versions were identical with the exception that in one 

version, the items were worded to refer to lesbians and in the other, items were 

worded to refer to gay men. Item-total correlations were computed for all items 

on both versions and the 20 items correlating highest with the total score were 

selected for the ATLG scale.. 

Reliability of the ATLG were assessed with a sample of 368 

undergraduates (249 female, 119 male). Mean scores on the ATL were 43.67 

for females and 40.83 for males; mean scores on the ATG were 51.54 for 
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females and 57.96 for males. Alpha coefficients indicated satisfactory levels of 

internal consistency for the ATLG scale (a =.90) and the subscales (a = ,89 for 

the ATG and a = .77 for the ATL). In another study, 405 (226 females, 179 

males) undergraduates at six campuses in five states yielded alpha coefficients 

with satisfactory levels of internal consistency of a = .95 for the ATLG, a = .91 

for the ATG, and a = .90 for the ATL. Alternate forms of the ATL and ATG were 

created by rewriting items so that they referred to the opposite gender (ATL item 

to males, ATG items to females). The alternate forms all yielded satisfactory 

alpha coefficients (ATLG: a = .96; ATL: a = .92; ATG: a = .92). The alternate 

forms also showed acceptably high correlations with their corresponding 

versions (ATLG: r = .90; ATL: r = .84; ATG: r = .83). 

Construct validity analyses were conducted with 110 heterosexual 

undergraduates (73 female, 37 male) who were administered the ATLG and 

three weeks later completed a battery of measures. High ATL and ATG scores 

correlated significantly (p < .05) with the construct validity measures including 

traditional sex role attitudes, belief in traditional family values, high levels of 

dogmatism, agreement between one's own and one's friends attitudes about 

homosexuality, and the absence of positive interactions with lesbians or gay 

men for both males and females. In addition, females' scores were also 

significantly positively correlated with frequent attendance at religious services, 

membership in conservative religious dominations, endorsement of Christian 

fundamentalist beliefs, and having few or no gay male friends. Discriminant 
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validity was determined by administering the ATLG to members of a lesbian/gay 

organization (13 lesbians, 16 gay men) Their scores were at the positive end of 

the scoring range; the mean ATLG score for lesbians was 28.08; the mean 

score for gay men was 37.71. 

Herek (1987, 1988a) and Herek & Glunt (1993) found that ATLG scores 

were consistently associated with demographic factors, such as gender and 

education, and psychological factors such as attitudes about gender and family 

roles, religiosity, political ideology, and the extent and quality of interpersonal 

contact with gay men and lesbians. Heterosexuals who accepted nontraditional 

roles for men and women, who hold liberal religious orientations, describe 

themselves as politically moderate or liberal, and have had positive 

interpersonal experiences with gay men and lesbians are more likely to have 

positive attitudes about homosexuals. Conversely, negative attitudes are 

predicted by the acceptance of traditional gender roles, membership in 

conservative or fundamentalist religions, political conservatism, and lack of 

interpersonal contact (Herek, 1988b). 

Copeland Fundamentalism Scale 

Copeland's (1994) fundamentalism Scale (CFS) consists of 16 statements 

presented in a 6-point Likert scale ranging from "disagree strongly" to "agree 

strongly." The instrument is scored by summing the responses to the 

statements. A high score (64 or higher; 16 items using a 6 point scale) indicates 
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high fundamentalism, and a low score (32 or less; 16 items using a 6 point scale) 

indicates low fundamentalism. 

In creating the CFS, Copeland created 50 original items from existing 

instruments, review of research, expert raters, and personal experience. Five 

aspects of fundamentalism were reflected in the original 50 items: locus of 

control, separatism, attitude toward authority, Biblical inerrancy, and dualistic 

religious thinking. Content validity was established by submitting the original 

items to expert raters, selected for their practical and theoretical knowledge of 

fundamentalism. Each item was rated as essential, appropriate, or unnecessary. 

Six items were rated as unnecessary by one or more raters and were eliminated. 

The 44 item instrument was administered to 40 students. A Spearman-Brown 

adjusted split-half internal consistency coefficient of r_= 73 for the 44 item 

instrument was obtained. Initial reliability analysis was conducted with a point-

biserial correlation of each item with the total test score. Twenty of the 44 items 

showed a correlation of .36 or greater established a significance level at p < .01. 

Another analysis was conducted using only the 20 items with the highest 

correlation, and with the exception of four items, correlation coefficients 

increased, r = .35 to .68 significant at the p < .005 level. A Spearman-Brown 

coefficient for the 20 item group of r = .85 was obtained. A third analysis using 

the 16 most highly correlated items showed an overall increase in correlation 

coefficients (r_= 48 to .66) at a significance level of p < .002 with the exception 
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of one item which was significant at the p < .039 level. The Spearman-Brown 

coefficient for the 16 item instrument was r_= 81. 

Construct validity of the 16 item scale was determined by administering 

the instrument to 150 freshman. From the demographic sheet, 28 students were 

eliminated from the sample because of age (under 18 or over 23) or failure to 

identify themselves as either Protestant or born-again. Using the born-again 

criteria to determine a difference in fundamentalist attitudes between born-again 

and non-born-again groups reports, means of fundamentalism were analyzed 

resulting in a t-test score of t (df = 121) = -2.948 with significance at the p < .005 

level, thus indicating that the instrument discriminated between the two groups 

by showing the born-again group to be higher in fundamentalism than the non-

born-again group. Students identifying themselves as born-again Christians (n = 

97) were divided into two groups according to parents' educational level; this 

grouping was done to determine the relationship between fundamentalist 

thinking and parents' level of education. A t-test with statistically significant 

results was obtained, t (95) = -3.71, p < .0005, again indicating the instrument 

discriminated between the two groups demonstrating that the group with parents 

who were more educated were less fundamentalist than the group whose 

parents were less educated. 

Criterion-group validity was determined by using students identified by 

faculty as being either liberal-thinking Christians or fundamentalist-thinking 

Christians. A t-test showed significance (t (31) = -8.87, p < .0005), thus 
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indicating that the instrument discriminated between liberal and fundamentalist 

religious thinkers as expected by higher scores for fundamentalist religious 

thinkers. 

Defining Issues Test 

Rest's (1993) Defining Issues Test (DIT) assesses levels of moral 

judgment. The DIT is an objective instrument based on Kohlberg's six stage 

theory of moral development. It is composed of six moral dilemmas (three in the 

short form) followed by 12 statements about each dilemma. The participant 

rates each statement according to its importance ("great" to "none") as per 

his/her perception of its importance. Each dilemma on the DIT is scored by 

computing the raw scores of each participant in each of six levels (2, 3, 4, 5A, 

5B, and 6) of moral reasoning which results in Stage Scores based on 

Kohlberg's assessment. Additionally, the DIT provides a P-score which is a 

determinate of the amount of principled moral reasoning used in answering the 

questions about the DIT dilemmas. The DIT-P is derived by adding the raw 

scores from levels 5A, 5B, and 6 on all dilemmas together and dividing by the 

number of dilemmas used (three or six). Even though some particpants' moral 

reasoning levels may be low, or even zero, all participants regardless of 

reasoning level, obtain a P-score. 

Rest (1979) cited literature indicating that researchers reviewed the 

instrument and determined that it appeared to measure moral judgment. The 
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DIT's construct validity was further demonstrated by positive correlations with 

Kohlberg's measure of moral reasoning, ranging from r_= ,39 to .70, dependent 

on the homogeniety of the sample. Criterion validity was established by 

comparing mean P-scores of various groups to determine if the DIT successfully 

discriminated between groups of participants who logically should differ in levels 

of moral development. Comparing mean P-scores of ninth-graders (P = 20.0), 

high school students (P = 31.03), college students (P = 43.19), graduate 

students (P = 44.85), and moral philosophers (P = 65.1), Rest (1979) found that 

the level of moral reasoning increased by educational level as expected. In a 

secondary analysis of the 1979 data the mean P-scores were: 21.9 (ninth 

graders), 31.8 (high school), 42.3 (college), and 53.3 (graduate students) again 

indicating an increase in the level of moral reasoning by educational level. 

These analyses indicate that the DIT distinguishes levels of moral reasoning. 

Reliability for the DIT was established by Davidson and Robbins (1978) and 

Rest (1979). Using test-retest studies, Davidson and Robbins (1978) reported 

reliability coefficients of r = .70 to .80. Rest (1990) reported Cronbach's alpha 

on the P-scores of the 1974 sample as ranging from .71 to .79. 

The short form of the DIT (using three dilemmas) was shown to be an 

acceptable substitute for the long form (Rest, 1993). Rest (1993) using a 

sample of 160 reported that the P score on the short form showed a high 

correlation (r = .93) with the long form. Using a sample of 1,080 participants, 

Rest replicated the study and obtained a correlation score of r = .91. Test-retest 
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correlations on the short form ranged from r = ,65 to .77. Cronbach's alpha for 

the short form P score was .77 (160 participant study) and .76 (1,080 participant 

study). Thus, the short form of the DIT demonstrated acceptable validity and 

reliability. The high correlation between the long and short forms established 

the short form of the DIT as an acceptable substitute for the long form. 

The short form of the DIT was used in this study. The dilemmas selected 

for this study were: Escaped Prisoner (#2), Doctor's Dilemma (#4), and Webster 

(#5). These dilemmas were selected because they presented issues 

appropriate to college students of all ages and religious backgrounds. 

Additionally, the dilemma of Webster addresses the issue of racial discrimination 

which Herek (1988) has compared to discrimination based on homophobia. 

Procedures 

Classes used in the study were selected by contacting faculty members in 

psychology departments at the church-affiliated universities and requesting 

permission to include their students in the study. The faculty members then 

selected the classes to be included in the study. The faculty member at TTU 

was contacted because he taught two sections of a mass communications class 

with a large enrollment. After identifying the classes to be used in the study and 

preparing the instrument packets, the researcher administered the instruments. 

The instrument packet contained an Informed Consent Form, the Personal Data 

Sheet, the ATLG, the CFS, and the short form of the DIT. Participation in the 
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study was completely voluntary, and any student who did not wish to participate 

was excused from the class. Participants were assured that they would remain 

anonymous, that all information would remain strictly confidential, and that the 

completed instrument packets would be destroyed after the study was 

completed. Participants were asked to follow the instructions on each 

instrument and were urged to answer each item quickly without lingering or 

thinking too long. Packets were collected as the participants completed them, 

and the students were allowed to leave the classroom. Administration time for 

the packet was 30-55 minutes. Incomplete protocols were eliminated from the 

sample. 

Single Administrations 

The single administration of the instrument packets at Lubbock Christian 

University and Wayland Baptist University were scheduled during normal class 

sessions. The administration of instrument packets at Texas Tech University 

was scheduled on two nights with students signing up for one of the two 

sessions during normal class periods. The researcher administered all of the 

single-administration studies (Lubbock Christian University, Texas Tech 

University, and Wayland Baptist University). 

97 



Pre- and Post-test Administration 

Hardin-Simmons University was selected as the site for the quasi-

experimental part of the study because one faculty member taught two sections 

of an introductory psychology class that were of approximately the same 

enrollment. In addition, this would minimize the effect of a charismatic instructor 

since he would be teaching both the control and experimental groups. The pre

test and post-test instrument packets at Hardin-Simmons University were 

administered during scheduled class sessions. The researcher administered the 

pre-test at Hardin-Simmons University. Between the pre- and post-tests, the 

faculty member who taught the introductory psychology classes presented a 

lecture specific to homophobia to one class. The lecture (approximately 55 

minutes in length) consisted of three parts: (1) group experience (15 minutes) -

listing terms and stereotypes applied to homosexuals; (2) information (15 

minutes) - myths about homosexuality and information about homophobia and 

heterosexism; and (3) discussion (25 minutes) about the group experience and 

information provided. The lecture outline is presented in Appendix D. The post-

test was administered by the faculty member who agreed to assist the 

researcher. The faculty member was instructed verbally and in writing regarding 

the process of instrument administration. A copy of the administration 

instructions can be found in Appendix E. 
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Research Design and Statistical Analysis 

The statistical program SAS/Stat® (SAS Institute, Inc., 1989) was used in 

order to test the statistical hypotheses of this study. Frequencies and other 

descriptive statistics (mean, median, and mode) of all demographic information 

were calculated. The following hypotheses stated in null form were tested at the 

.05 level of significance in the study: 

Hypothesis 1: Religious fundamentalism and moral development, 

individually or interactively, will not be significant predictors of homophobia in 

college undergraduates. 

Hypothesis 2: The inclusion of a specific lecture on homosexuality will 

not have a significant effect on the homophobia scores of college 

undergraduates. 

Hypothesis 1 

After the data were coded and the instruments scored for the single-

administration and pre-test, statistical analysis and hypothesis testing was 

conducted using multiple regression analysis to determine the ability of the 

predictor variables (religious fundamentalism and moral development) to predict 

the criterion variable of homophobia (Jaccard, Turrisi, & Wan, 1990). Multiple 

regression analysis was performed to assess the multiple correlation coefficient 

for the CFS and the DIT-P scale on the ATLG. 
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Hypothesis 2 

After the data were coded and the instruments scored for both the pre-

and post-tests, statistical analysis and hypotheses testing was conducted using 

an analysis of covariance (ANCOVA) on the ATLG post-test score,using 

treatment as the independent variable and the pretest scores on the three 

instruments as covariates (Stevens, 1992). 
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CHAPTER IV 

RESULTS 

The results of the statistical analyses conducted in this study are reported 

in Chapter IV. This chapter is divided into the following sections: sample, data 

management, multiple regression, analysis of covariance, post hoc analyses, 

and summary. 

Sample 

The population sample of this study was composed of 429 participants; 

243 (56.5%) of whom were female and 186 (43.4%) of whom were male. 

Participants ranged in age from 18 years to 54 years; however, 253 (59.0%) 

participants were ages 18 or 19, and 132 (30.9%) participants were ages 20 

through 22; this accounted for 89.9% of the sample. The sample consisted of 

353 (82.3%) participants who were anglo. African-Americans and Hispanics 

accounted for 4.7% (20 participants) and 8.9% (38 participants) of the 

population, respectively. The remaining 4.1% (18 participants) were from other 

ethnic backgrounds (Asian, Native American, Eskimo, East Indian, or mixed 

etnicity). Texas Tech University provided 57.1% (245 participants). Lubbock 

Christian University provided 16.3% (70 participants) of the sample, with 

Wayland Baptist University and Hardin-Simmons University providing 14.2% (61 

participants) and 12.4% (53 participants), respectively. Politically, the sample 
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population was overwhelmingly Republican (262 participants or 61.1%); 

Democrats accounted for 87 (20.3%) participants, Independents, 60 (14.0%) 

participants, and Other, 20 (4.6%) participants. Conservative Protestant 

religious denominations (Baptist, Church of Christ, Christian, Methodist, Non-

denominational, and Other) accounted for 71.8% (308 participants) of the 

sample. Moderate Protestant denominations (Presbyterian, Episcopalian, and 

Lutheran) accounted for 7.9% (34 participants). Thus, Protestants accounted for 

79.7% of the sample. Other religions - Catholic, 67 participants (15.6%) and 

Judaism, 5 participants (1.2%) - accounted for 16.8% of the sample. Atheists 

and no choice/none completed the religion category at 0.5% (2 participants) and 

3.0% (13 participants), respectively. 

Data Management 

A total of 454 instrument packets were collected. Twenty instrument 

packets were eliminated for the following reasons: eight packets were 

eliminated because they were incomplete; and 12 were eliminated according to 

the Defining Issues Test (DIT) protocol on inconsistent data. Prior to analysis, 

all of the remaining data were examined visually and through various SAS® 

statistical programs for accuracy, missing values, and goodness of fit with the 

assumptions for multivariate analysis. However, in keeping with the current 

belief that statistical analysis should reflect most of the data rather than the 

influence of a few deviant values (Stevens, 1992; Tabachnick & Fidell, 1989), it 
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was determined that five cases were not members of the sample population due 

to missing data and were eliminated leaving 429 instruments for analysis. The 

Cook's distance statistics revealed no outliers, and a visual examination of the 

raw data revealed no extreme values for any of the variables indicating the 

absence of either inaccurate or patterned responding. 

This study consisted of two parts. The first part (Multiple Regression) was 

a correlational study in which students from Lubbock Christian University (LCU), 

Texas Tech University (TTU), and Wayland Baptist University (WBU) responded 

to three survey instruments that measured homophobia (the Attitudes Toward 

Lesbians and Gay Men Scale or ATLG), fundamentalism (the Copeland 

Fundamentalism Scale or CFS), and moral development (the Defining Issues 

Test or DIT). The second part (Analysis of Covariance) of the study was a 

quasi-experimental design where students at Hardin-Simmons University (HSU) 

were divided into two groups - treatment and control - and were administered 

the three survey instruments as pre-tests; the treatment group was presented a 

one-hour lecture on homophobia. Both groups were then administered the three 

survey instruments as post-tests. 

Regression 

The normality and shape of the distribution was tested using SAS® 

UNIVARIATE procedures. The distribution of the ATLG scores was slightly 

negatively skewed and slightly flattened (skewness = -0.462; kurtosis = -0.646; 
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D = 0.941, Prob < D = 0.001). The coefficient of variation for the ATLG 

distribution was 27.462. The distribution for the CFS scores was also slightly 

negatively skewed and slightly flattened (skewness = -0.254; kurtosis = -00.193; 

D = 0.975, Prob < D = 0.006). The coefficient of variation for the CFS 

distribution was 25.593. The distribution of the DIT-P scores was slightly 

positively skewed and slightly flattened (skewness = 0.348; kurtosis = -0.191; 

D = 0.967, Prob < D = 0.001). The coefficient of variation for the DIT-P 

distribution was 47.253. Therefore, all three distributions were normal. 

The descriptive statistics for each of the three variables are described in 

Table 2. Assuming that a mean of 70.00 indicated neutral attitudes, the mean 

for the ATLG in Table 2 (77.60) suggested that the attitudes of this sample 

toward lesbians and gay men were only minimally negative. Likewise, assuming 

that a mean of 56.00 indicated moderate fundamentalism, the mean of the CFS 

(52.39) suggested moderate fundamentalist leanings. A mean of 28.31 on the 

DIT-P compared with the high school participants in Rest's (1979) sample 

indicates a level of moral development lower than expected for college 

participants (x=43.19). 
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Table 2: Reported Homophobia (ATLG), Fundamentalism (CFS), 
and Moral Development (DIT-P) 

Variable N Mean Std Dev Min Max 

ATLG 429 77.60 21.31 25.00 116.00 

CFS 429 52.39 13.41 16.00 85.00 

DIT-P 429 28.31 13.38 0.00 70.00 

Correlation analysis procedures were performed on the three variables 

using the SAS® CORR statistical program. From Table 3, it can be seen that 

the ATLG and CFS variables were correlated at a moderate level (r = 0.554) and 

the relationship was significant at p > .05. At r = -0.0807, p > 0.094, the DIT-P 

was not correlated with the ATLG but was correlated at a low negative level (r = 

-0.2136, p > 0.001) with the CFS. 
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Table 3: Intercorrelational Analysis of the Study Variables 

Pearson Correlation Coefficients 
/ Prob > |R| under Ho: Rho=0 
/ Number of Observations 

ATLG CFS DIT-P 

ATLG 

CFS 

0.5540 
0.004 
429 

-0.0807 
0.094 
429 

-0.2136 
0.001 
429 

DIT-P 

The Cronbach coefficient alpha for the ATLG was computed at 0.91, 

reflecting a reliable administration of the instrument throughout the study. The 

CFS was also reliable with a Cronbach coefficient alpha of 0.81. These results 

compared favorably with the reliability estimates from earlier studies conducted 

by the developers of the instruments described in Chapter III. Since the DIT-P 

score is a derived score, any Cronbach coefficient alpha calculated for the DIT 

would be invalid. 

Tables 4, 5 and 6 show the means for reported homophobia, 

fundamentalism, and moral development by school. The homophobia means for 
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the TTU and WBU students were substantially lower than those for LCU and 

HSU (Table 4). When those results were compared with the means for reported 

fundamentalism depicted in Table 5 and moral development in Table 6, it can be 

seen that the TTU and WBU students also reported lower levels of 

fundamentalism and moral development than the LCU and HSU students. 

These tables also showed that the means for HSU students are much higher on 

the homophobia and fundamentalism scales than the students from the other 

three schools. 

Table 4: Reported Homophobia (ATLG) by School 

Variable N Mean Std Dev 

TTU 

WBU 

LCU 

HSU 

245 

61 

70 

53 

72.22 

77.15 

86.90 

90.72 

21.21 

22.91 

15.66 

16.35 
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Table 5: Reported Fundamentalism (CFS) by School 

Variable 

TTU 

WBU 

LCU 

HSU 

N 

245 

61 

70 

53 

Mean 

50.54 

52.64 

53.56 

59.09 

Std Dev 

13.78 

14.66 

10.79 

11.09 

Table 6: Reported Moral Development (DIT-P) by School 

Variable 

TTU 

WBU 

LCU 

HSU 

N 

245 

61 

70 

53 

Mean 

26.99 

25.90 

32.71 

31.25 

Std Dev 

12.56 

13.04 

14.91 

13.83 

One-way analysis of variance procedures were performed on each of the 

three variables by school and the differences among the schools were found to 

be significant for each variable at p > .05 (Table 7). The significance of the 

differences was evaluated using Tukey's HSD Studentized Range; the ranges 

are shown in Tables 8 through 10. 
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Table 7: Analysis of Variance: Homophobia (ATLG), Fundamentalism 
(CFS), and Development (DIT-P) by School 

ATLG 
School 
Error 
Total 

CFS 
School 
Error 
Total 

DIT-P 
School 
Error 
Total 

df 

3 
425 
428 

3 
425 
428 

3 
425 
428 

Sum of 
Squares 

22276.014 
172100.825 
194376.839 

3317.325 
73626.665 
76943.991 

2616.724 
5040.318 
7657.042 

Mean 
Square 

7425.338 
404.943 

1105.775 
173.239 

872.241 
11.860 

F 
Value 

18.34 

6.38 

5.01 

Prob>F 

0.001 

0.003 

0.020 

As Table 8 shows, the HSU and LCU students reported significantly higher 

levels of homophobia than either the WBU or TTU students, but the difference 

between the HSU and LCU students was nonsignificant. Table 9 indicates that 

the HSU students also reported significantly higher levels of fundamentalism 

than the WBU or TTU students; however, the LCU students did not report 

significantly higher levels of fundamentalism than the other three schools. The 

LCU students did report significantly higher levels of moral development than the 

HSU, WBU and TTU students as shown in Table 10. 
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Table 8: Difference Between Means: Tukey's HSD Studentized Range 
for Homophobia (ATLG) by School. 

HSU LCU WBU 

HSU (90.72) 

LCU (86.90) 

WBU (77.15) 

TTU (72.22) 

3.817 13.569* 

9.752* 

* Significant at the p > .05 level 

TTU 

18.497* 

14.680* 

4.927 

Table 9: Difference Between Means: Tukey's HSD Studentized Range 
for Fundamentalism (CFS) by School. 

HSU LCU WBU TTU 

HSU (59.09) 

LCU (53.56) 

WBU (52.64) 

TTU (50.54) 

5.537 6.455' 

0.918 

8.551 

3.014 

2.096 

* Significant at the p > .05 level 
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Table 10: Difference Between Means: Tukey's HSD Studentized Range 
for Moral Development (DIT-P) by School. 

HSU LCU WBU TTU 

HSU (31.25) -1.392 5.420 4.328 

LCU (32.71) 6.812* 5.720* 

WBU (25.90) -1.092 

TTU (26.99) 

Significant at the p > .05 level 

Because the HSU students reported the highest means for both 

homophobia and fundamentalism, it was determined that they were different 

enough from the other three school groups to justify spliting the total sample into 

two groups. Thus, the scores from the HSU students were used only for the 

ANCOVA which resulted in a homogeneous sample of 53 participants. The 

scores of the students from the other three schools (LCU, TTU, WBU) were used 

for the multiple regression which resulted in a sample of 376 participants. 

Regression Analysis 

Stepwise multiple regression procedures were performed using the CFS 

(fundamentalism) and DIT-P (moral development) as predictor variables, and the 

ATLG (homophobia) as the criterion variable. SAS® REG procedures were 
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used to test the assumptions of normality, linearity, homoscedasticity, and 

independence of residuals. A jth variance inflation factor of 1.449 did not reveal 

the problem of multicollinearity. 

Tables 11, 12, and 13 show the means for reported homophobia, 

fundamentalism and moral development by school for the three schools in the 

multiple regression analysis. 

Table 11: Reported Homophobia (ATLG) by School 

Variable 

TTU 

WBU 

LCU 

TOTAL 

N 

245 

61 

70 

376 

Mean 

72.22 

77.15 

86.90 

75.75 

Std Dev 

21.21 

22.91 

15.66 

21.30 

Table 12: Reported Fundamentalism (CFS) by School 

Variable N Mean Std Dev 

TTU 

WBU 

LCU 

TOTAL 

245 

61 

70 

376 

50.54 

52.64 

53.56 

51.44 

13.78 

14.66 

10.79 

13.45 
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Table 13: Reported Moral Development (DIT-P) by School 

Variable N Mean Std Dev 

TTU 

WBU 

LCU 

TOTAL 

245 

61 

70 

376 

26.99 

25.90 

32.71 

27.88 

12.56 

13.04 

14.91 

13.27 

Table 14 shows the results of the stepwise multiple regression using only 

the results of the Texas Tech University, Wayland Baptist University, and 

Lubbock Christian University students. At Step 1, with fundamentalism entered 

into the equation, R2 = 0.2990, F(1,374) = 159.55, p^^Fc*) = 0.001. After 

moral development was entered (Step 2), R2 = 0.3013, F(2,373) = 80.41, 

p(Fobt>FCrit) - 0.001. The addition of moral development to the equation made 

only a negligible improvement in R2 (p = 0.282). Therefore, the following 

regression equation was derived for using fundamentalism to predict 

homophobia: ATLG= 31.207 + 0.866 CFS. 

113 



Table 14: Regression Model: Stepwise Procedure for Criterion 
Variable Homophobia (ATLG) 

Step 1: Variable Fundamentalism Entered 

b B 

INTERCEPT 31.207 .001 

CFS 0.866 0.547 .001 

Step 2: Variable Moral Development Entered 

b Q p_ 

INTERCEPT 28.184 .001 

CFS 0.883 0.557 .001 

DIT-P 0.078 0.048 .282 

Analysis of Covariance 

The ATLG, CFS, and DIT were administered under pre-test and post-test 

conditions to the participants at Hardin-Simmons University for the purpose of 

further evaluating the influence of fundamentalism and moral development and 

to determine the influence of a one-hour lecture on homophobia. Although 53 

students were administered the pre-test, only 51 students completed the post-

test. Therefore, the n for the experimental group was reduced to 51 for the 

analysis of covariance. Table 15 shows the descriptive statistics for this study 
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component. Examination of the experimental group means revealed slight 

decreases from pre-test to post-test on the ATLG, CFS, and DIT-P. The control 

group means showed a slight increase on the ATLG and DIT-P and a decrease 

on the CFS. Further examination of Table 15 reveals that, while the means for 

the ATLG pre-test and post-test decreased, the minimum score increased from 

32 to 39 and the maximum score increased from 109 to 115. Thus, while the 

mean decreased slightly, the upper and lower bounds of the scores increased 

and the range of scores decreased from 77 to 76. 

Table 15: Means and Standard Deviations: Pre-test and Post-test 
Homophobia (ATLG), Fundamentalism (CFS), 
and Moral Development (DIT-P) 

Variable 

ATLG 
Pre-test 
Post-test 

CFS 
Pre-test 
Post-test 

DIT-P 
Pre-test 
Post-test 

Experimental 
Mean(SD) 

(n=28) 

93.39(11.65) 
87.61(12.23) 

58.29(12.17) 
55.50(12.80) 

33.21(13.00) 
32.74( 9.69) 

Control 
Mean(SD) 

(n=23) 

87.78(20.63) 
90.17(19.05) 

59.43(10.14) 
54.22(11.00) 

28.55(15.10) 
30.14(14.30) 

Combined 
Mean(SD) 

(n=51) 

90.86(16.38) 
88.76(15.56) 

58.80(11.21) 
54.92(11.92) 

31.11(14.04) 
31.56(11.93) 

Min 

32.00 
39.00 

36.00 
34.00 

3.33 
6.67 

Max 

109.00 
115.00 

85.00 
89.00 

70.00 
56.67 
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Analysis of covariance (ANCOVA) procedures were employed to evaluate 

the ATLG (homophobia) post-test scores using treatment as the independent 

variable. The ATLG (homophobia), CFS (fundamentalism) and DIT-P (moral 

development) pretest scores were covariates. The results of these procedures 

are depicted in Table 16. 

Table 16: Analysis of Covariance: With Homophobia (ATLG), 
Fundamentalism (CFS), and Moral Development (DIT-P) 
Pretests as Covariates 

R2 = 0.7495 

Source 

Model 
Exp. Cond. 
Pre-test ATLG 
Pre-test CFS 
Pre-test DIT-P 

Error 

Total 

C.V. = 

df 

4 
1 
1 
1 
1 

46 

50 

9.145 ATLG Mean = 88.765 

Sum of 
Squares 

5811.481 
414.543 

5198.680 
116.970 
81.288 

3031.247 

8842.728 

Mean 
Squares 

1452.870 
414.543 

5198.680 
116.970 
81.288 

65.897 

F 
Value 

22.05 
6.29 

78.89 
1.78 
1.23 

Prob>F 

0.001 
0.016 
0.001 
0.189 
0.273 

This model accounted for 74.95% of the total variance (R2 = 0.7495). 

Since the influence of the pre-test scores of fundamentalism and moral 

development were negligible (p = .189 and p = .273 for the two covariates, 
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respectively), it is apparent that the pre-test of homophobia (p = .001) and the 

one-hour lecture (p = .016) were the most significant factors effecting change in 

homophobic attitudes. Therefore, these factors are responsible for lowering the 

ATLG scores of the experimental group from a pre-test mean of 93.39 to a post-

test mean of 87.61. It should be noted that the change attributed to the one-hour 

lecture is only 5.78 points which amounts to one-half standard deviation. 

However, the experimental group manifested less homophobia than the control 

group as shown by post-test scores on the ATLG. 

Post Hoc Analyses 

Post hoc analyses were conducted to determine if the sample population 

of this study responded similarly to samples from previous research studies. 

The results of the comparisons with previous students are discussed in Chapter 

V. Each demographic variable and each test instrument were examined 

independently. The analyses were done with scores collected in the single 

administration tests (LCU, TTU, WBU) and the pretests from HSU. 

After testing the assumptions for T-test procedures and finding them 

satisified and modifying the ethnicity variable to reflect only white and non-white 

categories, the three instruments were compared by the gender and ethnicity 

variables. Table 17 shows that the means were significantly different at the .05 

level for males and females on the ATLG with males manifesting more negative 

attitudes towards homosexuality (mean = 80.29) than females (mean = 75.54). 
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However, the difference between the means for males and females was 

nonsignificant on the CFS and DIT-P. 

Table 17: T-Test: Reported Homophobia (ATLG), Fundamentalism 
(CFS), and Moral Development (DIT-P) by Gender 

Condition 

ATLG 
Male 
Female 

CFS 
Male 
Female 

DIT-P 
Male 
Female 

N 

186 
243 

186 
243 

186 
243 

Mean Std Dev 

80.29 
75.54 

51.71 
52.91 

27.03 
29.29 

20.207 
21.938 

13.759 
13.138 

12.968 
13.625 

2.323 

-0.913 

-1.751 

.021 

.362 

.081 

Table 18 indicates that anglos (majority) and non-anglos (minority) did not 

score significantly different on the ATLG but did respond significantly different 

on the CFS and the DIT-P at p > .05. Minority participants demonstrated higher 

fundamentalism scores on the CFS (mean = 56.54) than majority participants 

(mean = 51.50) indicating more religious fundamentalism. On the DIT-P, the 

minority participants scored lower for moral development (mean = 25.351) than 

the majority participants (mean = 28.943). 
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Table 18: T-Test: Reported Homophobia (ATLG), Fundamentalism 
(CFS), and Moral Development (DIT-P) by Ethnicity 

Condition N Mean Std Dev 

ATLG 
Minority 76 78.71 19.399 0.538 .592 
Majority 353 

CFS 
Minority 76 56.54 13.291 3.001 .003 

78.71 
77.36 

56.54 
51.50 

25.351 
28.943 

19.399 
21.719 

13.291 
13.283 

12.894 
13.410 

Majority 353 

DIT-P 
Minority 76 25.351 12.894 -2.187 .031 
Majority 353 

As indicated in Table 19, homophobia and fundamentalism correlated 

positively, at low but significant levels to home town population. However, moral 

development does not correlate with home town population. This indicates that 

as population increases so does both homophobia (ATLG) and religious 

fundamentalism (CFS). However, because the correlation was low, further 

analyses were not deemed appropriate. 
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Table 19: Correlational Analysis of Reported Homophobia (ATLG), 
Fundamentalism (CFS), and Moral Development (DIT-P) 
with Home Town Population 

Pearson Correlation Coefficients 
/Prob > |R| under H0: Rho = 0 
/Number of Observations 

HTP ATLG CFS DIT-P 

HTP 0.169 0.141 0.012 
.004 .003 .807 

It can be seen by comparing Tables 20 and 21 that the participants 

reporting the highest levels of homophobia and fundamentalism claimed an 

affiliation with the same six religious denominations. The participants from an 

atheistic background reported the highest levels of moral development (Table 

22). 
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Table 20: Reported Homophobia (ATLG) 
by Religious Denomination 

Variable 

Church of Christ 

Non-Denominational 

Baptist 

Christian 

Other 

Methodist 

Presbyterian 

Episcopal 

Catholic 

Lutheran 

Jewish 

No Choice 

Atheist 

N 

63 

24 

136 

19 

12 

54 

13 

14 

67 

7 

5 

13 

2 

Mean 

89.90 

86.25 

85.02 

80.42 

77.58 

72.76 

67.31 

67.07 

63.79 

60.43 

58.60 

56.00 

37.00 

Std Dev 

16.71 

17.81 

18.86 

18.88 

22.16 

18.44 

14.11 

24.11 

18.88 

17.65 

17.44 

22.62 

4.24 
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Table 21: Reported Fundamentalism (CFS) 
by Religious Denomination 

Variable 

Other 

Baptist 

Non-Denominational 

Church of Christ 

Methodist 

Christian 

Catholic 

Episcopal 

Lutheran 

Presbyterian 

Jewish 

No Choice 

Atheist 

N 

12 

136 

24 

63 

54 

19 

67 

14 

7 

13 

5 

13 

2 

Mean 

57.83 

56.66 

55.71 

55.52 

52.44 

50.79 

48.24 

47.57 

45.29 

42.23 

39.60 

34.46 

16.50 

Std Dev 

15.36 

13.03 

12.89 

9.95 

12.43 

12.87 

12.15 

14.47 

9.29 

9.89 

5.46 

11.19 

0.71 
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Table 22: Reported Moral Development (DIT-P) 
by Religious Denomination 

Variable 

Atheist 

Church of Christ 

No Choice 

Presbyterian 

Non-Denominational 

Jewish 

Episcopal 

Catholic 

Methodist 

Christian 

Baptist 

Other 

Lutheran 

N 

2 

63 

13 

13 

24 

5 

14 

67 

54 

19 

136 

12 

7 

Mean 

35.00 

31.53 

31.28 

30.26 

30.00 

28.67 

28.33 

28.16 

27.35 

27.19 

27.06 

26.11 

21.90 

Std Dev 

11.78 

14.71 

14.56 

13.98 

11.80 

12.60 

10.27 

12.52 

15.96 

14.92 

12.74 

8.39 

11.36 
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The results from analysis of variance procedures for homophobia, 

fundamentalism, and moral development by religious denomination are 

presented in Table 23 and show significance for homophobia and 

fundamentalism at the p = .001 level. Tables 24 and 25 report the pairwise 

comparisons of religious denomination by homophobia and fundamentalism. 

These analyses indicate that participants from the Church of Christ (mean = 

89.90), Non-Denominational (mean = 86.25), Baptist (mean = 85.02), and 

Christian (mean = 80.42) congregations manifest higher homophobia scores 

than those participants from the remaining eight denominations. Similarly, 

participants from the Other group (mean = 57.83), Baptist (56.66), Non-

Denominational (mean = 55.71), and Church of Christ (mean = 55.52) 

congregations manifest higher religious fundamentalism scores than those from 

the remaining eight denominations. However, it should be noted that some 

categories had too few participants for a meaningful analysis. 
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Table 23: Analysis of Variance: Homophobia (ATLG), 
Fundamentalism (CFS), and Moral Development (DIT-P) 
by Religious Denomination 

df Sum of Mean F 
Squares Squares Value 

PROB>F 

ATLG 
Denom. 
Error 
Total 

CFS 
Denom. 
Error 
Total 

DIT-P 
Denom. 
Error 
Total 

12 
416 
428 

12 
416 
428 

12 
416 
428 

49178.874 
145197.968 
194376.839 

14516.444 
62427.547 
76943.991 

1611.081 
74959.342 
76570.423 

4098.239 
349.034 

1209.704 
150.066 

134.257 

11.74 .001 

8.06 .001 

0.75 .707 
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Table 24: Difference Between Means: Tukey's HSD Studentized Range for 
Homophobia (ATLG) by Religious Denomination 

Church Non-
of Christ Denom. Bapt. Chrisn. Other Method. Presby. 

Church 
of Christ 3.655 4.883 9.484 12.321 17.146* 22.597* 

Non-
Denomination 1.228 5.829 8.667 13.491 18.942 

Baptist 4.601 7.439 12.263* 17.714 

Christian 2.838 7.662 13.113 

Other 4.824 10.276 

Methodist 5.452 

Presbyterian 

Episcopal 

Catholic 

Lutheran 

Jewish 

No Choice 

Athiest 

*Significant at p > .05 
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Table 24: Continued 

No 
Episcop. Catholic Lutheran Jewish Choice Atheist 

Church 
of Christ 22.833* 26.114* 29.476* 31.305* 33.905* 52.905* 

Non-
Denomination 19.179 22.459* 25.821 27.650 30.250* 49.250* 

Baptist 

Christian 

17.951* 21.231* 24.593* 26.422 29.022* 48.022* 

13.350 16.630* 19.992 21.821 24.421* 43.421 

Other 10.512 13.792 17.155 18.983 21.583 40.583 

Methodist 5.688 8.968 12.331 14.159 16.759 33.759 

Presbyterian 0.236 3.517 6.879 8.708 11.108 30.308 

Episcopal 

Catholic 

Lutheran 

Jewish 

No Choice 

Athiest 

3.280 6.643 8.431 11.071 30.071 

3.362 5.191 7.791 26.791 

1.829 4.429 23.424 

2.600 21.600 

19.000 

'Significant at p > .05 
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Table 25: Difference Between Means: Tukey's HSD Studentized Range for 
Fundamentalism (CFS) by Religious Denomination 

Non- Church of 
Other Baptist Denom. Christ Method. Christ. Catholic 

Other 1.172 2.125 2.310 5.389 7.044 9.595 

Baptist 0.953 1.138 4.217 5.872 8.423* 

Non-
Denomination 0.185 3.264 4.919 7.470 

Church 

of Christ 3.079 4.734 7.285* 

Methodist 1.655 4.206 

Christian 2.551 

Other 

Catholic 

Episcopal 

Lutheran 

Presbyterian 

Jewish 

No Choice 

Athiest 

*Significant at p > .05 
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Table 25: Continued 

No 
Episcop. Lutheran Presby. Jewish Choice Atheist 

Other 10.262 12.548 15.603 18.233 23.372* 41.333* 

Baptist 9.090 11.376 14.431 17.062 22.200* 40.162* 

Non-
Denomination 8.137 10.423 13.478 16.108 21.247* 39.208* 

Church 
of Christ 

Methodist 

Christian 

Catholic 

Episcopal 

Lutheran 

Presbyterian 

Jewish 

No Choice 

Athiest 

7.952 

4.873 

3.218 

0.667 

10.238 

7.159 

5.504 

2.953 

2.286 

7.159 10.214 12.844 17.983* 35.944* 

8.559 11.189 16.328* 31.739* 

6.008 8.639 13.777* 31.739* 

5.341 7.971 13.110 31.07V 

3.055 5.686 10.824 28.786 

2.631 7.769 25.731 

5.138 23.100 

17.962 

*Significant at p > .05 
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Table 26 shows that the size of home church variable is correlated with 

both reported homophobia and fundamentalism negatively and at low but 

significant levels. This idicates that as the size of the home church increases, 

homophobia and fundamentalism scores decrease. However, because the 

significance is low, additional analyses were deemed inappropriate. 

Table 26: Correlational Analysis of Reported Homophobia (ATLG), 
Fundamentalism (CFS), and Moral Development (DIT-P) 
with Church Size 

Pearson Correlation Coefficient 
/Prob > |R| under H0: Rho =0 
/Number of Observations 

CS ATLG CFS DIT-P 

CS -0.193 -0.185 0.03 

Tables 27 through 32 present statistical analyses of homophobia, 

fundamentalism, and moral development by religious self-description. The 

religious self-description categories were selected from the literature as being 

the ones most used by individuals to describe themselves (Gallagher & Bull, 

1996). Tables 27, 28, and 29 show the homophobia, fundamentalism, and moral 

development means by religious self-description. From Table 27, it can be seen 
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that participants reporting an evangelical self-description reported the highest 

level of homophobia followed by closely by conservatives. Table 28 indicates 

that participants describing themselves as conservative reported highest levels 

of fundamentalism followed closely by evangelicals. As shown in Table 29, 

liberals reported the highest levels of moral development followed by 

fundamentals. 

Table 27: Reported Homophobia (ATLG) 
by Religious Self-Description 

Variable 

Evangelical 

Conservative 

Moderate 

Fundamental 

None 

Liberal 

N 

23 

163 

167 

12 

6 

58 

Mean 

89.65 

84.74 

75.36 

72.92 

68.33 

61.16 

Std Dev 

13.72 

19.01 

20.20 

25.49 

19.61 

21.34 

131 



Table 28: 

Variable 

Conservative 

Evangelical 

Moderate 

Fundamental 

None 

Liberal 

Reported Fundamentalism (CFS) 
by Religious Self-Description 

N 

\ 163 

23 

167 

I 12 

6 

58 

Mean 

56.73 

56.65 

50.72 

50.42 

49.67 

43.98 

Std Dev 

12.88 

14.29 

11.57 

13.98 

19.00 

14.04 

Table 29: 

Variable 

Liberal 

Fundamental 

Evangelical 

Moderate 

Conservative 

None 

Reported Moral Development (DIT-P) 
by Religious Self-Description 

N 

58 

12 

23 

167 

163 

6 

Mean 

29.54 

28.89 

28.70 

28.66 

27.46 

26.67 

Std Dev 

11.19 

14.93 

12.66 

14.93 

12.45 

14.76 
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Table 30 presents the analysis of variance for the religious self-

description categories by homophobia, fundamentalism, and moral development 

and shows that significance was found for both homophobia and fundamentalism 

at the p = .001 level. Tables 31 and 32 present the pairwise comparisons of 

religious self-description categories by homophobia and fundamentalism. These 

results indicate that individuals who describe themselves religiously as 

evangelical (mean = 89.65), conservative (mean = 84.74) and moderate (mean = 

75.36) manifest higher homophobia scores than those individuals who describe 

themselves as liberal (mean = 61.16). Similarly, higher fundamentalism scores 

are manifested by individuals who describe themselves religiously as 

conservative (mean = 56.73), evangelical (mean = 56.65), and moderate (mean 

= 50.72) than individuals who describe themselves as liberal (mean = 43.98). It 

should be noted, however, that some categories had too few participants for a 

meaningful analysis. 
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Table 30: Analysis of Variance: Homophobia (ATLG), 
Fundamentalism (CFS), and Moral 
Development (DIT-P) by Religious Self-Description 

ATLG 
Rel. Self-Des. 
Error 
Totals 

CFS 
Rel. Self-Des. 
Error 
Total 

DIT-P 
Rel. Self-Des. 
Error 
Total 

df 

5 
423 
428 

5 
423 
428 

5 
423 
428 

Sum of 
Squares 

28943.669 
165433.170 
194376.839 

8142.088 
68801.902 
76943.991 

248.880 
75457.096 
76570.423 

Mean 
Squares 

5788.734 
391.095 

1628.418 
162.652 

49.776 
179.233 

F 
Value 

14.80 

10.01 

0.28 

Prob>F 

0.001 

0.001 

0.926 
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Table 31: Difference Between Means: Tukey's HSD Studentized Range 
for Homophobia (ATLG) by Religious Self-Description 

Liberal Mod. Consrv. Evang. Fund. None 

Liberal 

Moderate 

Conserv. 

Evangel. 

Fundam. 

None 

-14.204* -23.581* -28.497* -11.761 -7.178 

-9.377* -14.293* 

-4.916 

2.443 7.026 

11.820 16.403 

16.236 21.319 

4.583 

* Significant at p > .05. 

Table 32: Difference Between Means: Tukey's HSD Studentized Range 
for Fundamentalism (CFS) by Religious Self-Description 

Liberal Mod. Consrv. Evang. Fund. None 

Liberal 

Moderate 

Conserv. 

Evangel. 

Fundam. 

None 

-6.742* -12.747* -12.669* 

-6.006* -5.928 

0.078 

-6.434 -5.684 

0.308 1.058 

6.313 7.063 

6.236 6.986 

0.750 

Significant at p > .05. 
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In order to evaluate the influence of political affiliation on homophobia, 

fundamentalism, and moral development and due to small group sizes, the 

original six levels of political affiliation (Democrat, Republican, Independent, 

Other, None, and Not Reported) were collapsed into four levels - Democrat, 

Republican, Independent, and None (those who did not report a political 

affiliation). Because there was one participant who failed to respond to the 

question, only 428 participants are used in the analyses on this variable. The 

means and standard deviations for homophobia, fundamentalism, and moral 

development by political affiliation are reported in Tables 33, 34, and 35. 

Democrats reported the lowest levels of homophobia followed by those in the 

None category (Table 33). Those in the None category reported the lowest 

levels of fundamentalism followed by Democrats (Table 34). Independents 

reported the highest levels of moral development followed by Democrats (Table 

35). 

Table 33: Reported Homophobia (ATLG) by Political Affiliation 

Variable 

Republican 

Independent 

None 

Democrat 

N 

262 

60 

19 

87 

Mean 

80.95 

74.60 

71.11 

70.97 

Std Dev 

20.30 

23.94 

20.89 

20.74 
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Table 34: Reported Fundamentalism (CFS) by Political Affiliation 

Variable 

Republican 

Independent 

Democrat 

None 

N 

262 

60 

87 

19 

Mean 

53.87 

51.42 

49.80 

47.74 

Std Dev 

12.67 

14.06 

14.41 

14.26 

Table 35: Reported Moral Development (DIT-P) by Political Affiliation 

Variable 

Independent 

Democrat 

Republican 

Other 

N 

60 

87 

262 

19 

Mean 

30.17 

29.46 

27.52 

26.52 

Std Dev 

12.76 

13.95 

13.44 

8.48 

Table 36 depicts the results of the analysis of variance for political 

affiliation. Significance was shown for homophobia at the p = .004 level and for 

fundamentalism at the p = .019 level. Tukey's HSD test procedures were used 

to make pairwise comparisons of political affiliation for the homophobia and 

fundamentalism variables. These results are reported in Tables 37 and 38. 
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These results demonstrate that Republicans manifest higher homophobia scores 

(mean = 80.95) than Democrats (mean = 70.97). Although Republicans score 

higher on fundamentalism (mean = 53.87) than the other three groups, the 

Tukey HSD does not show significance between the groups. 

Table 36: Analysis of Variance: Homophobia (ATLG), 
Fundamentalism (CFS), and Moral Development (DIT-P) 
by Political Affiliation 

ATLG 
Pol. Affil. 
Error 
Total 

CFS 
Pol. Affil. 
Error 
Total 

DIT-P 
Pol. Affil. 
Error 
Total 

df 

3 
424 
427 

3 
424 
427 

3 
424 
427 

Sum of 
Squares 

8118.536 
186252.536 
194371.072 

1620.337 
75086.270 
76706.607 

572.851 
74768.046 
75340.897 

Mean 
Squares 

2706.179 
439.275 

540.112 
177.090 

190.950 
176.340 

F 
Value 

6.16 

3.05 

1.08 

PROB>F 

.004 

.019 

.356 
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Table 37: Difference Between Means: Tukey's HSD Studentized 
Range for Homophobia (ATLG) by Political Affiliation 

Republican Democrat Independent None 

Republican 9.989* 6.354 9.849 

Democrat -3.634 -0.140 

Independent -3.495 

None 

* Significant at p > .05. 

Table 38: Difference Between Means: Tukey's HSD Studentized 
Range for Fundamentalism (CFS) by Political Affiliation 

Republican Democrat Independent None 

Republican 4.062 2.450 6.130 

Democrat -1.612 2.068 

Independent 3.680 

None 

* Significant at p > .05. 
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The political self-description categories were selected from the literature 

on religious fundamentalism and politics to reflect the categories most used by 

individuals to define themselves (Herman, 1997). In Tables 39 and 40, 

participants reporting a liberal political self-description reported the lowest levels 

of homophobia and fundamentalism followed closely by those participants who 

have not formulated a political self-description (None). Participants who 

consider themselves members of the Moral Majority reported the highest levels 

of homophobia and participants claiming membership in the Religious Right 

reported the highest levels of fundamentalism. Participants not claiming a 

political identity (None) reported the lowest levels of moral development while 

liberals reported the highest levels (Table 41). 

Table 39: Reported Homophobia (ATLG) by 
Political Self-Description 

Variable 

Moral Majority 

Religious Right 

Conservative 

Moderate 

None 

Liberal 

N 

10 

18 

178 

139 

11 

73 

Mean 

91.00 

90.39 

84.80 

73.94 

66.18 

63.75 

Std Dev 

15.69 

11.01 

19.37 

20.77 

13.87 

20.74 
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Table 40: Reported Fundamentalism (CFS) by 
Political Self-Description 

Variable 

Religious Right 

Moral Majority 

Conservative 

Moderate 

None 

Liberal 

N 

18 

10 

178 

139 

11 

73 

Mean 

59.50 

59.30 

55.86 

50.56 

45.82 

45.70 

Std Dev 

9.28 

9.41 

13.31 

12.37 

12.62 

13.38 

Table 41: Reported Moral Development (DIT-P) 
by Political Self-Description 

Variable 

Liberal 

Religious Right 

Moderate 

Conservative 

Moral Majority 

None 

N 

73 

18 

139 

178 

10 

11 

Mean 

30.91 

30.00 

28.01 

27.43 

27.33 

26.97 

Std Dev 

13.59 

14.05 

14.14 

12.72 

15.54 

8.88 
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Table 42 presents the results of analysis of variance procedures used to 

evaluate the relationship of political self-description to homophobia, 

fundamentalism, and moral development. Significance is shown for both 

homophobia and fundamentalism at the p = .001 level. Tukey's HSD test 

procedures were then used to evaluate specific pairwise differences. The 

results of those procedures are presented in Tables 43 and 44. These results 

show that those who self-describe themselves politically as Moral Majority (mean 

= 91.00), Religious Right (mean = 90.39), conservative (mean = 84.80), and 

moderate (mean = 73.94) demonstrate higher homophobia scores than those 

who describe themselves as liberal (mean = 63.75). Individuals who self-

describe themselves politically as Religious Right (mean = 59.50), Moral Majority 

(mean = 59.30), conservative (mean = 55.86), and moderate (50.56) also show 

higher fundamentalism scores than individuals describing themselves as liberal 

(mean = 45.70). However, it should be noted that some categories contained 

too few participants for a meaningful analysis. 
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Table 42: Analysis of Variance: Homophobia (ATLG), 
Fundamentalism (CFS), and Moral Development (DIT-P) 
by Political Self-Description 

df Sum of Mean 
Squares Square 

ATLG 
Pol. Self-Des. 5 31251.105 6250.221 16.21 .001 
Error 423 163125.734 385.640 
Total 428 194376.839 

CFS 
Pol. Self-Des. 5 7738.665 1547.733 9.46 .001 
Error 423 69205.325 163.606 
Total 428 76943.991 

DIT-P 
Pol. Self-Des. 5 724.678 144.936 0.81 .544 
Error 423 7584.574 17.930 
Total 428 7657.042 
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Table 43: Difference Between Means: Tukey's HSD Studentized Range 
for Homophobia (ATLG) by Political Self-Description 

Liberal Moder. Conser. Moral Religious None 
Majority Right 

Liberal -10.189* -21.044* -27.247* -26.635* -2.428 

Moderate -10.855* -17.058 -16.446* 7.761 

Conserv. -6.202 -5.591 18.616* 

Moral Maj. 0.611 24.818* 

Rel. Right 24.207* 

None 

* Significant at p > .05. 
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Table 44: Difference Between Means: Tukey's HSD Studentized Range 
for Fundamentalism (CFS) by Political Self-Description 

Liberal Moder. Conser. Moral Religious None 
Majority Right 

Liberal -4.863* -10.161* -13.601* -13.801* -0.120 

Moderate -5.298* -8.739 -8.939 4.743 

Conserv. -3.400 -3.640 -0.041 

Moral Maj. -0.200 13.482 

Rel. Right 13.682 

None 

* Significant at p > .05. 

Three questions were added to the Demographic Data Sheet to assess 

the effect of knowing someone openly homosexual on participants' attitudes 

about homosexuality. The three questions were: "Do you personally know 

someone who is openly gay?" (Item 22); "If so, has your opinion about 

homosexuality changed?" (Item 23); and "Do you believe that a homosexual can 

change his/her sexual orientation?" (Item 24). Participants who knew someone 

who gay reported the lowest levels of homophobia and fundamentalism (Tables 

45 and 46) and the highest levels of moral development (Table 47). 
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Table 45: Reported Homophobia (ATLG) by 
"Know Someone Who is Gay?" 

Variable N Mean Std Dev 

Yes 268 73.78 22.07 

No 160 83.83 18.32 

Not Reported 1 

Table 46: Reported Fundamentalism (CFS) by 
"Know Someone Who is Gay?" 

Variable N Mean Std Dev 

Yes 268 50.67 13.57 

No 160 55.19 12.68 

Not Reported 1 

Table 47: Reported Moral Development (DIT-P) by 
"Know Someone Who is Gay?" 

Variable N Mean Std Dev 

Yes 268 28.63 13.42 

No 160 27.71 13.34 

Not Reported 1 
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Table 48 shows the results of analysis of variance procedures used to 

evaluate the differences between the means of homophobia, fundamentalism, 

and moral development by the question "Do you personally know someone who 

is openly gay?" Significance was found for homophobia at the p = .001 level 

and for fundamentalism at the p = .002 level. Tables 49 and 50 present the 

pairwise comparisons for homophobia, fundamentalism, and moral development 

by "Know someone gay." These results indicate that individuals who knew 

someone gay demonstrated lower homophobia scores (mean = 73.78) than 

those who did not know any gay individuals (mean = 83.83). Although 

fundamentalism scores for those who knew someone gay (mean = 50.67) were 

lower than the scores of individuals who did not know anyone gay (mean = 

55.19), the Tukey HSD did not show this to be significant. 
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Table 48: Analysis of Variance: Homophobia (ATLG), 
Fundamentalism (CFS), and Moral Development (DIT-P) 
by "Know Someone Gay?" 

Variable df Sum of 
Squares 

Mean 
Square 

ATLG 
Know Gay 2 
Error 426 
Total 428 

CFS 
Know Gay 2 
Error 426 
Total 428 

DIT-P 
Know Gay 2 
Error 426 
Total 428 

10937.828 
183439.011 
194376.839 

2202.511 
74741.479 
76943.991 

155.519 
7641.490 
7657.042 

5468.914 
430.608 

1101.256 
175.449 

77.760 
17.938 

12.70 

6.28 

0.43 

.001 

.002 

.649 

Table 49: Difference Between Means: Tukey's HSD Studentized 
Range for Homophobia (ATLG) by 
"Know Someone Gay?" 

Yes No Not Reported 

Yes 

No 

Not Reported 

-10.055* -32.224 

-22.169 

* Significant at p > .05. 
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Table 50: Difference Between Means: Tukey's HSD Studentized 
Range for Fundamentalism (CFS) by 
"Know Someone Gay?" 

Yes No Not Reported 

Yes -4.516 -14.328 

No -9.813 

Not Reported 

* Significant at p > .05. 

Participants reporting a change to a higher opinion reported substantially 

lower levels of homophobia and lower levels of fundamentalism (Tables 51 and 

52). Additionally, that group also reported the highest levels of moral 

development (Table 53). The highest levels of homophobia and fundamentalism 

were reported by individuals who did not respond to this item. 
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Table 51: Reported Homophobia (ATLG) 
by "Has Your Opinion Changed?" 

Variable 

Higher 

Lower 

No Change 

Not Answered 

N 

31 

13 

212 

173 

Mean 

64.77 

84.38 

72.74 

85.35 

Std Dev 

19.50 

17.38 

22.21 

17.75 

Table 52: Reported Fundamentalism (CFS) 
by "Has Your Opinion Changed?" 

Variable 

Higher 

Lower 

No Change 

Not Answered 

N 

31 

13 

212 

173 

Mean 

47.03 

50.31 

50.80 

55.45 

Std Dev 

16.15 

13.42 

13.37 

12.32 
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Table 53: 

Variable 

Higher 

Lower 

No Change 

Reported Moral Development (DIT-P) 
by "Has Your Opinion Changed?" 

N 

31 

13 

212 

Not Answered 173 

Mean 

33.55 

23.85 

28.65 

27.28 

Std Dev 

13.77 

9.41 

13.56 

13.14 

The results of analysis of variance procedures employed to evaluate the 

differences between the means of homophobia, fundamentalism, and moral 

development by the question "If so, has your opinion about homosexuality 

changed?" are presented in Table 54. Significance was found for both 

homophobia and fundamentalism at the p = .001 level. The pairwise 

comparisons for homophobia and fundamentalism by "Opinion Changed" are 

presented in Tables 55 and 56. Individuals who indicated that their opinion had 

changed to a higher one scored lower for homophobia (mean = 64.77) than 

those who did not answer the question because they knew no one who was gay 

(mean = 85.35) or those whose opinion had changed to a lower one (mean = 

84.38). Lower fundamentalism scores were shown by those whose opinion 

changed to a higher one (mean = 47.03) or who reported no change in opinion 
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(mean = 50.80) than by individuals who did not answer because they knew no 

one who was gay (mean = 55.45). 

Table 54: Analysis of Variance: Homophobia (ATLG), 
Fundamentalism (CFS), and Moral Development (DIT-P) 
by "Has Your Opinion Changed?" 

ATLG 
Opinion 
Error 
Total 

CFS 
Opinion 
Error 
Total 

DIT-P 
Opinion 
Error 
Total 

df 

3 
425 
428 

3 
425 
428 

3 
425 
428 

Sum of 
Squares 

21111.644 
173265.195 
194376.839 

3101.742 
73842.249 
76943.991 

1316.301 
7525.412 
7657.042 

Mean 
Square 

7037.215 
407.683 

1033.914 
173.746 

438.767 
17.707 

17.26 

5.95 

PROB>F 

2.48 

.001 

.001 

.061 
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Table 55: Difference Between Means: Tukey's HSD Studentized 
Range for Homophobia (ATLG) by 
"Has Your Opinion Changed?" 

Higher Lower No Change Not Answered 

Higher 

Lower 

No Change 

Not Answered 

-19.610* -7.962 

11.649 

-20.578* 

-0.968* 

•12.617* 

Significant at p > .05. 

Table 56: Difference Between Means: Tukey's HSD Studentized 
Range for Fundamentalism (CFS) by 
"Has Your Opinion Changed?" 

Higher Lower No Change Not Answered 

Higher 

Lower 

No Change 

Not Answered 

-3.275 -3.770 

-0.494 

-8.419* 

-5.143 

^.649* 

* Significant at p > .05. 
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According to Tables 57 and 58, participants who believed that 

homosexuals cannot change their sexual orientation reported the lowest levels 

of homophobia and fundamentalism. Participants who believed that 

homosexuals can change only with God's help reported the highest levels of 

homophobia and fundamentalism. Participants who did not respond to this item 

reported the highest levels of moral development while those who believed that 

change in sexual orientation can only be brought about by help from God 

reported the lowest levels of moral development (Table 59). 

Table 57: Reported Homophobia (ATLG) by "Do You Believe 
a Homosexual Can Change His/Her Sexual Orientation?" 

Variable 

With God's Help 

With Therapy 
and God's Help 

With Therapy 

Not Answered 

No 

N 

179 

37 

50 

7 

156 

Mean 

88.54 

87.27 

77.36 

75.00 

63.00 

Std Dev 

16.71 

13.86 

17.85 

20.42 

19.96 
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Table 58: Reported Fundamentalism (CFS) by "Do You Believe a 
Homosexual Can Change His/Her Sexual Orientation?" 

Variable 

With God's Help 

With Therapy 
and God's Help 

With Therapy 

Not 
Answered 

No 

N 

179 

37 

50 

7 

156 

Mean 

59.50 

53.08 

51.68 

51.33 

44.40 

Std Dev 

10.55 

9.21 

11.83 

15.51 

13.16 

Table 59: Reported Moral Development (DIT-P) by "Do You Believe a 
Homosexual Can Change His/Her Sexual Orientation?" 

Variable 

Not Answered 

No 

With Therapy 
and God's Help 

With Therapy 

With God's Help 

N 

7 

156 

37 

50 

179 

Mean 

35.00 

28.89 

28.29 

28.00 

27.75 

Std Dev 

13.29 

13.98 

14.69 

11.55 

13.09 
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Table 60 depicts the results of analysis of variance procedures employed 

to evaluate the differences between the means of homophobia, fundamentalism, 

and moral development by the question "Do you believe a homosexual can 

change his/her sexual orientation?" Significance was found for both 

homophobia and fundamentalism at the p = .001 level. The pairwise 

comparisons for homophobia, fundamentalism, and moral development by "Can 

a homosexual change" are presented in Tables 61 and 62. The participants who 

believed that a homosexual could not change his/her sexual orientation scored 

lower for homophobia (mean = 63.00) than those participants who believed that 

a homosexual could change orientation with God's help (mean = 88.54), with 

therapy and God's help (mean = 87.27), and with therapy alone (mean = 77.36). 

Lower fundamentalism scores were demonstrated by those participants who did 

not believe sexual orientation could be changed (mean = 44.40) than by 

participants who believed sexual orientation could be changed with God's help 

(mean = 59.50), with therapy and God's help (mean = 53.08), and with therapy 

alone (mean = 51.68). 
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Table 60: Analysis of Variance: Homophobia (ATLG), 
Fundamentalism (CFS), and Moral Development (DIT-P) 
by "Can a Homosexual Change?" 

df Sum of 
Squares 

Mean 
Square 

PROB>F 

Change 
Error 
Total 

CFS 
Change 
Error 
Total 

DIT-P 
Change 
Error 
Total 

4 
424 
428 

4 
424 
428 

4 
424 
428 

21111.644 
173265.195 
194376.839 

3101.742 
73842.249 
76943.991 

131.630 
7525.412 
7657.042 

7037.215 
407.683 

1033.914 
173.746 

43.877 
17.707 

17.26 .001 

5.95 .001 

2.48 .061 
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Table 61: Difference Between Means: Tukey's HSD Studentized 
Range for Homophobia (ATLG) by 
"Can a Homosexual Change?" 

With With With Therapy No Not 
Therapy God's & God's Help Answered 

Help 

With Therapy -11.182* -9.910 14.360* 2.360 

With God's Help 1.272 25.542* 13.542 

With Therapy 

& God's Help 24.270* 12.270 

No -12.000 

Not Answered 

* Significant at p > .05. 
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Table 62: Difference Between Means: Tukey's HSD Studentized 
Range for Fundamentalism (CFS) by 
"Can a Homosexual Change?" 

With With With Therapy No Not 
Therapy God's & God's Help Answered 

Help 

With Therapy -6.416* 1.401 8.677* 1.748 

With God's Help 7.817* 15.093* 8.114 

With Therapy 
& God's Help 7.276* 0.347 

No -6.929 

Not Answered 

Significant at p > .05. 

Taken all together, these statistics appear to suggest a clear relationship 

between homophobia and fundamentalism. However, the relationship between 

homophobia, fundamentalism, and moral development appears to be less 

pronounced. 

Analysis of ATLG Subscales 

The ATLG contained two subscales designed to measure attitudes 

towards lesbians (Subscale 1) and gay men (Subscale 2). The means for 
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subscales 1 and 2 of the ATLG by gender and school are reported in Tables 63 

and 64. Analysis of variance procedures were employed to evaluate the 

differences between means for the subscales by gender, school, and 

classification (Table 65). Significant differences were found for the gender 

variable on Subscale 2 and for the school variable on both Subscales 1 and 2 

(Table 66). Males scored significantly higher (mean = 44.03) on Subscale 2 

than females (mean = 39.50) indicating that men manifest more homophobia 

against gay men than females. Study participants from HSU scored significantly 

higher (mean = 43.21) on Subscale 1 than did participants from WBU (mean = 

36.39) and TTU (mean = 33.14) indicating more homophobic attitudes towards 

lesbians by HSU participants than by WBU or TTU participants. Participants 

from LCU (mean = 41.04) scored significantly higher on Subscale 1 than those 

from TTU (mean = 33.14) indicating that LCU students showed more 

homophobia towards lesbians than the TTU students. Both the HSU (mean = 

47.51) and LCU (mean = 45.86) participants scored significantly higher on 

Subscale 2 than the WBU (mean = 40.75) and TTU (mean = 39.08) participants. 

These results indicate that WBU and TTU students manifested less homophobia 

toward gay men than students from HSU and LCU. 
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Table 63: ATLG Subscales 1 and 2 by Gender 

Gender N Mean Std Dev 

Subscale 1 (Attitude Toward Lesbians) 

Male 186 36.26 11.27 

Female 243 36.06 11.49 

Subscale 2 (Attitude Toward Gay Men) 

Male 186 44.03 10.72 

Female 243 39.50 11.34 

161 



Table 64: ATLG Subscales 1 and 2 by School 

School N Mean Std Dev 

Subscale 1 (Attitude Toward Lesbians) 

TTU 245 

WBU 61 

LCU 70 

HSU 53 

33.14 

36.39 

41.04 

43.21 

11.18 

12.10 

8.83 

9.05 

Subscale 2 (Attitude Toward Gay Men) 

TTU 245 

WBU 61 

LCU 70 

HSU 53 

39.08 

40.75 

45.86 

47.51 

11.70 

12.06 

7.60 

8.47 
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Table 65: Analysis of Variance: ATLG Subscales 1 and 2 by 
Participant Classification, Gender, and School 

Sum of Mean F 
df Squares Square Value Prob>F 

Subscale 1 (Attitude Toward Lesbians) 

Classification 
Error 
Total 

Gender 
Error 
Total 

School 
Error 
Total 

3 
425 
428 

1 
427 
428 

3 
425 
428 

308.558 
55138.328 
55446.886 

4.771 
55442.115 
55446.886 

6534.740 
48912.146 
55446.886 

102.853 
129.737 

4.771 
129.841 

2178.247 
115.087 

0.79 

0.04 

18.93 

0.498 

0.848 

0.001 

Subscale 2 (Attitude Toward Gay Men) 

Classification 
Error 
Total 

Gender 
Error 
Total 

School 
Error 
Total 

3 
425 
428 

1 
427 
428 

3 
425 
428 

309.761 
54238.929 
54548.690 

2166.135 
52382.555 
54548.690 

4714.035 
49834.655 
54548.690 

103.254 
54238.929 

2166.135 
122.676 

1571.345 
117.258 

0.81 

17.66 

13.40 

0.498 

0.001 

0.001 
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Table 66: Difference Between Means: Tukey's HSD Studentized 
Range for ATLG Subscales 1 and 2 by School 

* Significant at p > .05 

Subscale 1 (Attitude Toward Lesbians) 

TTU WBU LCU HSU 

TTU -3.251 -7.900* -10.065* 

WBU -4.649 -6.814* 

LCU -2.165 

HSU 

Subscale 2 (Attitude Toward Gay Men) 

TTU WBU LCU HSU 

TTU -1.677 

WBU 

LCU 

HSU 

-6780* 

-5.103* 

-8.432* 

-6.755* 

-1.652 
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Summary 

A total of 454 instrument packets were collected with 429 deemed 

suitable for analysis. The study consisted of two parts: part one was a 

correlational study of the three instruments (ATLG, CFS, and DIT-P) with the 

participants from TTU, WBU, and LCU; part two was a quasi-experimental study 

with the students at HSU who were divided into treatment and control groups 

and administered the three instruments under pre- and post-test conditions with 

a one-hour lecture on homophobia between the two testing administrations. 

In part one, the means for reported homophobia, fundamentalism, and 

moral development by school demonstrated a trend of lower scores on all three 

instruments by TTU and WBU students. One-way ANOVAs on each variable by 

school showed that the differences between schools were significant for each 

variable at the p > .05 level. Correlational analysis showed the ATLG and CFS 

were correlated at a moderate level with a significance of p > .05, but the DIT-P 

is not correlated with the ATLG. Stepwise multiple regression procedures using 

the CFS and DIT-P as predictor variables and the ATLG as the criterion variable 

produced the following regression equation (using the standardized regression 

coefficient) for the full sample: ATLG = 31.207 + 0.866 CFS. 

In part two of the study, the ATLG, CFS, and DIT were administered to the 

51 participants from HSU under pre-test and post-test conditions to evaluate the 

influence of a one-hour lecture on homophobia on the scores of the participants. 

ANCOVA procedures demonstrated that 74.95% of the total variance was 
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accounted for by the pre-test and the one-hour lecture. Statistical analysis 

demonstrated that the difference between means for the ATLG were significantly 

larger for the control group than for the treatment group. The difference 

between means for the CFS was significantly smaller for the treatment group 

than for the control group. The DIT-P differences between means were not 

significant. 

Post hoc analyses conducted to determine if the sample population 

responded to the instruments in a similar manner to samples used in previous 

research showed overall consistency with previous research. The demographic 

variables most related to homophobia were religious denomination and religious 

self-description. Additionally, knowing someone who was openly homosexual 

was significant in lowering levels of homophobia. Analysis of ATLG subscales 

revealed that significant differences existed in attitudes towards lesbians 

(Subscale 1) by school and in attitudes towards gay men (Subscale 2) by gender 

and school. 

The statistical analysis of the data collected in this study supports the 

rejection of both Hypothesis 1 and Hypothesis 2. These data are consistent with 

the results of previous research. A significant positive, generally linear 

relationship between homophobia and fundamentalism was demonstrated. 

Additionally, the data showed that intervention, even a one-hour lecture, had a 

significant impact on homophobia, and to a lesser degree, fundamentalism and 

moral development. 
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CHAPTER V 

DISCUSSION 

The inspiration for this study came from the rising number of incidents of 

homophobic hate crimes being reported in newspapers and on television. In our 

multicultural society where open prejudice against another ethnic group is 

considered politically incorrect, prejudice against a sexual minority appears to be 

more acceptable especially if that prejudice can be tied in some way to religious 

beliefs. Further, research has shown that homophobia, often expressed in 

incidents of harassment and violence, is common among both the student 

population and faculty on college and university campuses (Schreier, 1995). 

Additionally, leaders of the Religious Right and many fundamentalist groups 

have targeted the gay community as intolerable and indicative of the moral 

decline in America today (Gallagher & Bull, 1996; Herman, 1997). 

Although there is a significant body of research on homophobia including 

some anecdotal information about the effect of religious beliefs, there is little 

scientific research on religious fundamentalism. However, some research has 

been conducted on religious fundamentalism and moral development that 

supports the existence of an inverse relationship between fundamentalism and 

moral development. This study was designed to determine if there is a 

relationship between homophobia, religious fundamentalism, and moral 

development. The purpose of this study was two-fold: first, to determine if 
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religious fundamentalism and moral development are predictors of homophobia 

in college undergraduate students; and second, to determine the effect of a 

specific one-hour lecture on the level of homophobia in college undergraduate 

students. 

Summary of Findings 

In this study, the following two null hypotheses were proposed and tested: 

Hypothesis 1: Religious fundamentalism and moral development, 

individually or interactively, will not be significant predictors of 

homophobia in college undergraduates. 

Hypothesis 2: The inclusion of a specific lecture on homosexuality 

will not have a significant effect on the homophobia scores of college 

undergraduates. 

Cronbach coefficient alphas were computed to evaluate the reliability of 

scores on the ATLG and CFS. Both instruments were found to have reliable 

scores (0.91 and 0.81, respectively); however, since the DIT-P is a derived 

score, a Cronbach coefficient alpha score would be invalid. SAS® UNIVARIATE 

procedures were used to analyze the demographic variables. The distributions 

of the ATLG and the CFS were slightly negatively skewed and slightly flattened. 

The distribution of the DIT-P was slightly positively skewed and slightly flattened. 

All three distributions were normal. 
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As expected, and likely due to a less conservative university climate and 

the relatively liberal stance of students who choose to attend state universities 

as opposed to those who opt to attend religiously-affiliated universities, the 

Texas Tech University (TTU) students reported the lowest levels of homophobia 

followed closely by Wayland Baptist University (WBU) students. The results of 

the Tukey HSD showed that the means of the TTU and the WBU sample were 

lower than those of the Lubbock Christian University (LCU) students and were 

significantly lower than the means for the Hardin-Simmons University (HSU) 

sample. These findings were somewhat surprising as it was expected that both 

of the Baptist universities, since they are of the same religion and follow the 

same general principles and guidelines, would report similar results. Several 

possible explanations might account for this difference in scores. First, it is 

possible that the administration at WBU encourages more openness in the 

attitudes of faculty and students than the administration at HSU. On the other 

hand, the findings may be a reflection of the students' personal beliefs and 

conservatism. Finally, these differences may be a reflection of the age and 

experience of the students at both schools. However, the same general trend of 

lower scores by participants from TTU and WBU is also true for fundamentalism 

and moral development. Furthermore, the same trend seems to hold true (to 

varying degrees, at least) for the majority of the demographic variables. In 

response to the significant differences between HSU and the other schools, the 
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scores of the HSU students were not included in the regression analyses for 

testing Hypothesis 1. 

Hypothesis 1 

One-way ANOVAs by school showed that the mean differences between 

schools were significant for each instrument at the p < .05 level. Correlational 

analysis showed the ATLG and CFS were positively correlated at a significance 

level of p < .05; however, the DIT-P was not correlated with the ATLG. This 

indicates a relationship between the ATLG and CFS but no relationship between 

the ATLG and the DIT-P. Thus, the finding that a relationship between the 

ATLG and CFS exists suggests that fundamentalist beliefs are, to some extent at 

least, responsible for homophobia but that moral development has no effect on 

homophobia. 

Stepwise multiple regression procedures using the CFS and DIT-P as 

predictor variables and the ATLG as the criterion variable produced the following 

regression equation (using the standardized regression coefficient): ATLG = 

31.207 + 0.866 CFS. The R2 = 0.2990 (R2 = 0.3013 with moral development 

added) indicates that 30% of the variance can be accounted for by the 

fundamentalism score. Therefore, these findings indicate that, although it is 

clear that fundamentalism plays an important role in the development of 

homophobia, it cannot be said that fundamentalism is responsible for 
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homophobia. Obviously, homophobia is a complex issue caused by the 

interaction of a multiplicity of factors of which fundamentalism is only one. 

Hypothesis 2 

The ATLG, CFS, and DIT were administered to the 51 participants from 

HSU under pre-test and post-test conditions to evaluate the influence of a one-

hour lecture on homophobia on the homophobia scores of the participants. 

ANCOVA procedures demonstrated that 74.95% of the total variance was 

accounted for by the pre-test and the one-hour lecture. A decrease was shown 

on all three instruments between pre-test and post-test scores for the 

experimental group. The control group showed an increase on the ATLG and 

DIT-P post-test and a decrease on the CFS post-test. Statistical analysis 

demonstrated that the means for the experimental group decreased from 93.39 

(pre-test) to 87.61 (post-test) although the range of scores increased from a 

minimum of 32 to a maximum of 109 (pre-test) to a minimum of 39 to a maximum 

of 115 (post-test). The mean difference scores for the ATLG were significantly 

larger for the control group than for the experimental group (2.39 versus -5.79). 

This indicates that the change in scores by the experimental group demonstrates 

a significant reduction in homophobic attitudes while the control group became 

more homophobic between the pre-test and post-test administrations. However, 

it should be noted that the one-hour lecture was responsible for a change in 

scores of only one-half standard deviation. The CFS and DIT-P scores of the 
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experimental group also showed a decrease, from 58.29 (pre-test) to 55.50 

(post-test) on the CFS and from 33.21 (pre-test) to 32.74 (post-test) on the DIT-

P. The mean difference score for the CFS was significantly smaller for the 

experimental group than for the control group (-2.79 versus -5.22) which 

indicates that the change in fundamentalist attitudes was not as pronounced in 

the experimental group as in the control group; however, neither group 

manifested a significant change in fundamentalism. The DIT-P mean differences 

were not significant for either group. This is not surprising because it was not 

expected that any change would occur in moral development in the limited time 

frame of the study. Overall, the data demonstrate that because the influence of 

fundamentalism and moral development were negligible, the significant factors 

effecting change in homophobic attitudes were the pre-test and one-hour 

lecture. These results suggest that the participants in the experimental group 

considered the information presented and found it to be sufficient to change 

homophobic attitudes. 

The format selected for the one-hour lecture was suggested by 

Blumenfeld's (1992) workshop on homophobia and Arnold's lectures on 

oppression (M.A. Arnold, personal communication, July 14, 1998). Both the 

workshop and lecture first employed experiential components to engage the 

participants by allowing them to experience being a member of a minority 

(oppressed) group. The experiential component was then followed by an 

information component designed to educate the participants. The one-hour 
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lecture (see Appendix D) was composed of a group experience, an information 

component, and discussion. The lecture was presented by the classroom 

instructor with the author observing. Although the students were not overtly 

hostile to the information being presented, neither were they sympathetic to the 

subject. Not surprisingly, in the discussion, students expressed concern about 

the religious issues raised by homosexuality. Several students were adamantly 

opposed to homosexuality on the basis of their religious beliefs; however, most, 

while believing that homosexuality was wrong, were willing to grant gay/lesbian 

individuals most of the rights and privileges open to others in our society. Most 

students supported nondiscrimination in jobs, housing, and, to varying degrees, 

legalization of private sexual behavior, but they did not support gay/lesbian 

marriage, partner dependent benefits, or adoption by homosexual couples. The 

students were also divided on the issue of gay/lesbian couples having their own 

natural children with most agreeing that gay/lesbian couples would not make 

good parents. Additionally, it was easy for the students to suggest pejorative 

terms and descriptions of gay men/lesbians, but more difficult for them to list 

positive perceptions. Furthermore, when asked if they knew anyone who was 

openly gay, no one in the treatment group did. Interestingly, when asked if 

homosexuality was a sin, most students agreed that it was, but they likened it to 

a sin of excess (overeating and sexual addiction were both mentioned) rather 

than one that damned the individuals soul. Several students mentioned the 

importance of separating the behavior from the individual - in the words of one 
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student, "Hating the sin, but loving the sinner." These findings support the 

research of Isensee (1992), Miller and Romanelli (1991), and Plasek and Allard 

(1985) who found that most heterosexuals who had little or no experience with 

gay/lesbian individuals responded to questions about homosexuality with 

stereotypical attitudes and negative characterizations. Additionally, Isensee 

(1992) stated that heterosexism and homophobia was influenced by four factors: 

ignorance and lack of experience; conflicts with beliefs and values of others; 

conformity to social values; and, denial and projection of internal conflicts. The 

focus of the lecture presented to the participants in this study was to address the 

first of Isensee's factors - ignorance — by providing information on 

homosexuality and homophobia. However, it should be noted that three of 

Isensee's four factors appear to be demonstrated by the discussion during the 

one-hour lecture. The students did not know anyone openly gay, demonstrated 

conformity to social values by responding with predictably negative comments 

reflecting the opinions of society in general about homosexuality, and 

demonstrated conflicts with the beliefs and values of others by their discomfort 

with the idea that gay/lesbian individuals might be as normal as themselves. 

The statistical analysis of the data collected in this study supports the 

rejection of both Hypothesis 1 and Hypothesis 2. The data from Hypothesis 1 

support the previous research of Herek (1987, 1988a, 1988b) and Herek and 

Glunt (1993) who found that religious beliefs demonstrated by anecdotal 

evidence were indicative of increased homophobia. The data also support the 
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research of Black and Stevenson (1985), Isensee (1992), and Seltzer (1992). 

The data from Hypothesis 2 supports the findings of previous research that 

demonstrated the effectiveness of intervention with college undergraduates 

(Schreier, 1995; Serdahely & Ziemba, 1985; Stevenson, 1988; Walters, 1992; 

Wells, 1989, 1991). (The previous research is discussed in more detail later in 

this chapter.) A significant positive, generally linear relationship between 

homophobia and fundamentalism was demonstrated. Additionally, the data 

showed that intervention, even a one-hour lecture, had a significant impact on 

homophobia, and to a lesser degree, fundamentalism and moral development. 

In this study, the one-hour lecture was designed to be delivered with no advance 

preparation by the students. In actual practice, however, the one-hour format 

would be enhanced by more preparation. For example, assigned readings on 

homosexuality and homophobia in advance of the lecture would give students a 

chance to have some factual information to consider before the actual 

presentation. Also, because stereotypical thinking is so ingrained that most 

people do not consciously recognize its occurrence (Miller & Romanelli, 1991), it 

would be to the students' advantage if information on stereotypes and 

stereotypical thinking were covered before the lecture on homophobia. 

Additionally, in a one-hour format, it might be more effective to replace the 

experiential component with a panel of gay men and lesbians as positive 

interaction with gay/lesbian individuals has been shown to be effective in 

lowering levels of homophobia (Grack & Richman, 1996; Walters, 1992). 

175 



Post Hoc Analyses 

Post hoc analyses were conducted on the 12 demographic variables (of 

20 on the Demographic Data Sheet) shown to be significant to determine if the 

sample population in this study responded to the instruments in a similar manner 

to sample populations from previous research. Previous research on 

homophobia falls into three broad categories: the causes of homophobic 

attitudes, the behavior of individuals who exhibit homophobic attitudes, and 

internalized homophobia. This study addressed the first category in that it 

attempted to find the predictive value of religious fundamentalism and moral 

development in determining the level of homophobia in college undergraduates 

because the demographic statistics and homophobia scores provided support for 

previous research. The results showed overall agreement and consistency with 

previous research by Altemeyer and Hunsberger (1995), Haddock and Zanna 

(1998), Herek (1994), Kite and Whitley (1998), Serdahely and Ziemba (1985), 

and others. 

Results from analyses on the demographic variables and the ATLG 

showed the following: females were slightly less homophobic than males; 

individuals who belonged to the Church of Christ, Non-denominational 

congregations, and Baptists scored highest on homophobia; participants who 

described themselves as religiously liberal scored lowest on homophobia; and, 

politically, Democrats and those describing themselves as politically liberal 

scored lowest on homophobia. The finding that females were less homophobic 
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than males may be a result of the socialization process which teaches women to 

be more caring and nurturing than males. Another possible explanation for this 

finding may be that women, long considered to be a minority group and second-

class citizens, manifest more sympathy for other groups which they believe to be 

in the same predicament. The finding of a significant relationship between high 

mean scores on the ATLG and male gender directly supports the research of 

Kite and Whitley (1998) who proposed that a high correlation existed between 

male gender and homophobia. This finding also supports the research of others 

who have found significant relationships between gender and homophobia 

(D'Augelli & Rose, 1990; Matchinsky & Iverson, 1996; Whitley & Kite, 1995). 

Analysis of ATLG subscales revealed that significant differences existed in 

attitudes towards lesbians (Subscale 1) by school with TTU and WBU showing 

significantly lower homophobia scores than LCU and HSU, and in attitudes 

towards gay men (Subscale 2) by gender and school being significantly higher. 

The two scale scores on the ATLG were lower than those reported by Herek 

(1994). Herek reported sample means on the Attitudes Toward Lesbians (ATL) 

scale of 43.67 for females and 40.83 for males. The means from this study on 

the ATL were 36.05 and 36.26, respectively. Herek's means on the Attitudes 

Toward Gay Men (ATG) scale were 51.54 for females and 57.96 for males; the 

means for the ATG from this study were 39.50 and 44.03 respectively. Although 

without more information on test procedures it would be inappropriate to make 

direct comparisons between the two sets of mean scores, two trends may be 
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identified. First, the scores on the ATL are lower than the scores on the ATG 

which indicates that more negative attitudes are associated with gay men than 

with lesbians. Second, the scores on the ATG indicate that men are more 

negative towards homosexuals of their own gender than toward lesbians. This 

finding supports research by Herek (1988a) and Eliason (1996) who found that 

men were significantly more prejudiced against homosexuals of their own 

gender. Comstock (1991) suggested that this prejudice against homosexuals of 

one's own gender may be responsible for the fears that often underscore 

violence against gays/lesbians. 

The finding that individuals belonging to Church of Christ and Baptist 

congregations were more homophobic was not surprising as both have been 

characterized as being dogmatically conservative if not actually fundamentalist 

(Herman, 1997). Gallagher and Bull (1996) noted that non-denominational 

congregations usually manifested ultra-conservative or fundamentalist beliefs 

that separated them from mainstream religions. Since religious fundamentalism 

has been shown to be a strong predictor of prejudice (Altemeyer & Hunsberger, 

1993; Batson & Burris, 1994; Kirkpatrick, 1993), these findings were expected. 

The finding of a significant positive relationship between homophobia and 

fundamentalism supports previous research by Herek (1987, 1988a, 1988b) and 

Herek and Glunt (1993) that conservative and fundamentalist religious beliefs 

were indicative of negative attitudes toward gay men and lesbians. These 

results also support the work of other researchers who have determined that a 
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relationship existed between religious beliefs and heterosexism (Isensee, 1992) 

and predict homophobia (Black & Stevenson, 1985; Seltzer, 1992). The results 

of this study showed that the demographic variables most related to high 

homophobia scores were religious denomination and religious self-description. 

Collectively, these studies point to the value of considering high fundamentalism 

scores as one of the predictors of homophobia. 

Wilcox (1992) and Herman (1997) found that conservative religious 

individuals and fundamentalists were more likely to support conservative issues 

and vote for candidates from the Republican party. Thus, the finding that 

Democrats and those describing themselves as politically liberal scored lowest 

on homophobia was not unexpected. Individuals who describe themselves as 

politically conservative, especially those who claim membership in the Moral 

Majority or the Religious Right, tend to support conformity to social values, 

traditional gender roles, and exhibit stereotypical attitudes about others 

(Kirkpatrick, 1993). Therefore, the findings that participants who described 

themselves as politically conservative or members of the Religious Right or 

Moral Majority scored significantly higher on the homophobia scale than those 

who described themselves as politically moderate or liberal supports the 

research of Kirkpatrick (1993), Seltzer (1992), and Wald, Button, and Rienzo 

(1996) who posited a high positive correlation between political conservatism 

and opposition to gay rights. This is further supported by the research of 

Haddock and Zanna (1998), Isensee (1992), and Simon (1998) who found a 
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strong relationship between homophobia and stereotypical attitudes, conformity 

to social rules and expectations, and traditional gender roles. 

It was expected that some differences would be found in homophobia 

scores based on ethnicity. However, no significant differences were found 

between the ethnic groups represented in this study. This may be explained by 

the ethnic distribution of the sample in which 82.3% (n = 353) of the sample was 

anglo. However, research on homophobic attitudes by ethnicity is sparse and no 

studies were found that specifically addressed homophobia in minority groups. 

It may be that the attitudes expressed by society in general are not differentiated 

by ethnicity. 

Comstock (1991) and Herek (1988a, 1988b) suggested a relationship 

between age and homophobia. Age was not shown to be significant in this 

study. However, because the sample was young (89.9% under age 22 years) 

and the mean scores were relatively high (80.29 for males, 75.54 for females, 

and 77.60 overall), the data suggest that there may be a relationship between 

age and homophobia that would be demonstrated in a sample more diversified 

by age. Additionally, the author observed in discussion with students at all 

participating universities that the younger students (under 30 years-old) tended 

to be more homophobic in their comments than older students (over 30 years-

old). 

Results from analyses on the demographic variables and the CFS 

showed the following results: individuals who were Baptist, Church of Christ, 
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and non-denominational scored highest for religious fundamentalism as did 

those who described themselves as religiously conservative and evangelical; 

and politically, those who described themselves as Other or Republicans scored 

high (over 65 on a six-point scale) for religious fundamentalism, as did those 

who described themselves as members of the Moral Majority or the Religious 

Right. ANOVA procedures on the CFS showed significance on all demographic 

variables with the exception of gender, ethnicity, and hometown population. 

These findings indicate that an individual's religious beliefs are not effected by 

his/her gender, ethnicity, or the size of his/her hometown. There was no 

indication that any of the religions in the study were stratified by gender, so it 

may be assumed that religious beliefs are not effected by the gender of the 

believer. This may be a function of the tenets and dogma of religious beliefs or 

a result of other factors not measured in this study. As discussed earlier in this 

chapter, the lack of significance for ethnicity and home town population may be a 

result of the lack of diversity in the sample. Although little scientific research 

exists in the area of religious fundamentalism, the results of this study suggest 

that individuals who score high on the CFS are more conservative both 

religiously and politically. As previously reported, research is sparse on 

fundamentalism. The research that does exist is often based on demographic 

data, denomination, or church attendance (Wrobel & Stogner, 1988). However, 

this study does provide some validation for research in the area of religion and 

prejudice. This could be salient in that analysis of the data from this study 
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demonstrated a high correlation between homophobia and religious 

fundamentalism. This supports both the research of Wulff (1991) who reported 

a positive correlation between religion and prejudice and that of other 

researchers who showed religious fundamentalism to be a strong predictor of 

prejudice (Altemeyer & Hunsberger, 1995; Batson & Burris, 1997; Kirkpatrick, 

1993). This may translate into support for more restrictive laws on homosexual 

behavior, continued discrimination under existing laws, and the perpetuation of 

homophobia through socialization of children. 

ANOVA procedures on the DIT-P showed significance only for school and 

political affiliation. Although there is research that demonstrates an inverse 

relationship between fundamentalism and moral development, no research has 

addressed the relationship between homophobia and moral development. The 

findings of this study showed that no significant relationship existed between 

homophobia and moral development. This finding suggest that moral 

development does not predict homophobia nor does homophobia appear to 

effect moral development. 

Three questions were added to the Demographic Data sheet to assess 

the effect of knowing someone who was openly gay or lesbian on the 

participant's attitudes about homosexuality. The three questions were: "Do you 

personally know someone who is openly gay?" (Item 22); "If so, has you opinion 

about homosexuality changed?" (Item 23); and "Do you believe that a 

homosexual can change his/her sexual orientation?" (Item 24). Participants who 
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knew someone openly gay reported the lowest levels of homophobia and 

fundamentalism and the highest levels of moral development. Those who knew 

someone gay and whose opinion had changed to higher (better) reported 

substantially lower levels of homophobia. Isensee (1992) concluded that 

ignorance and lack of experience with gay men and lesbians influenced 

heterosexism and homophobia. The data collected in this study support his 

conclusions by demonstrating an inverse relationship between homophobia and 

knowing someone gay. This finding also supports the research of D'Augelli and 

Rose (1990) and Herek and Glunt (1993) who suggested that a positive 

relationship with and/or personal knowledge of gay/lesbian individuals lowered 

homophobia scores. This finding could be important in that it demonstrates the 

importance of positive contact and/or interaction between homosexual and 

heterosexual individuals. For example, in a classroom situation where a module 

on homosexuality is being presented, the introduction of gay/lesbian individuals 

might provide positive interaction sufficient to cause a change in negative 

attitudes. Individuals who believed that homosexuals cannot change their 

sexual orientation reported the lowest levels of homophobia while those who 

believed that homosexuals can change their sexual orientation with God's help 

had the highest levels of homophobia. Not surprisingly, the students who 

believed one's sexual orientation could be changed only with God's help also 

scored highest for fundamentalism on the CFS while those who did not believe 

sexual orientation could be changed scored lowest on fundamentalism. 
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Research on eliminating homophobia has been conducted primarily with 

college students. Serdahely and Ziemba (1985) suggested that educational 

interventions to eliminate homophobia have been moderately successful. 

Interventions to eliminate or reduce homophobia include: teaching for tolerance 

and focusing on the causation agents of homophobia (Stevenson, 1988; Wells, 

1989); multimedia formats using lectures, films/videos, panels of gay men and 

lesbians, and discussion (Walters, 1992; Wells, 1991); one-to-one contact 

situations (Fisk & Taylor, 1984; Grack & Richman, 1996); and teaching 

nurturance or understanding of the victim rather than causation (Schreier, 1995). 

Other important areas of consideration in eliminating homophobia and 

heterosexism are administrative leadership (Slater, 1993; Watkins, 1998) and a 

positive climate for change (Bonrassa & Shipton, 1990; D'Augelli, 1989; Rankin, 

1998). Administrative leadership needs to provide specific guidelines for student 

and faculty behavior which stress nondiscrimination on the basis of sexual 

orientation, and administrators need to institute zero tolerance policies for 

dealing with discrimination and hate crimes on campus. Additionally, sexual 

orientation should be included in all affirmative action statements published by 

universities. A positive climate for change might be created by recognizing that 

homophobia exists on campus and instituting specific programs designed to 

educate faculty and students about homophobia by addressing the attitudes and 

beliefs that perpetuate it. The results of the experimental portion of this study, 

indicating that significant positive change in homophobic attitudes following a 
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one-hour lecture support prior research on the success of teaching interventions 

addressing causation of homophobia. Additionally, the data from the three 

demographic questions on knowing someone openly gay suggest that positive 

interaction with an openly gay individual reduces homophobic attitudes. This 

finding might be translated into a program that encourages cooperative contact 

between gay and straight individuals in problem solving situations. 

In many ways, the results of this study were surprising. The scores on the 

ATLG were lower overall than expected given the conservative climate of both 

the geographic area and the universities involved. The means by school for 

TTU (72.22) and WBU (77.15) fell into the midrange of homophobic scores (41 

to 80); LCU's mean score (86.90) was at the low end of the high homophobic 

scores (81 to 120). Likewise, the CFS scores were lower than expected with the 

mean scores of all four schools falling into the midrange of scores (33 to 64). 

However, one of the biggest surprises was the lack of significance on the DIT-P. 

Given previous research on fundamentalism and prejudice (Altemeyer & 

Hunsberger, 1995; Batson & Burris, 1997; Kirkpatrick, 1993), it was expected 

that there would be a significant correlation between high DIT-P scores and low 

ATLG scores. The findings of little or no relationship between DIT-P scores and 

ATLG scores in this study may be a result of the overall youth (89.9% of the 

sample 22 years old or younger) of the sample because as Rest (1979, 1990) 

demonstrated, the DIT-P discriminates levels of moral development by age. The 

mean scores from this sample ranged from 26.99 (TTU) to 31.25 (HSU) which is 
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considerably lower than the mean score that Rest reported for college 

undergraduates (43.19). Additionally, it should be noted that it is possible for an 

individual to intellectually know and/or recognize what is "right" or "correct" in a 

given situation but fail to act accordingly. Finally, it may be that questions 

regarding sexuality and moral development are incompatible on some level not 

addressed in this study. 

Limitations 

The limitations of this study center on three areas: the sample 

population, the instrumentation, and the lecture format. The sample population 

was composed of undergraduate college students in the traditional age range. 

The sample was geographically and culturally limited to the western and 

northwestern areas of Texas. Although some participants in the sample were 

from other areas in Texas, there is no indication that they were substantively 

different from the West Texas sample participants. Additionally, the sample 

population was predominately Anglo (82.3%) and predominately Protestant 

(79.7%). Also, the church-affiliated universities that were selected for the 

research were affiliated with conservative denominations (Baptist and Church of 

Christ). Finally, the small group sizes reporting for some variables is a concern. 

Thus, the results of the study should be generalized to other populations with 

caution. 
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The instrumentation in this study was composed of three self-report 

instruments. The Defining Issues Test (DIT) and the Attitudes Toward Lesbians 

and Gay Men Scale (ATLG) are well-established instruments with acceptable 

validity and reliability. The Copeland Fundamentalism Scale (CFS) is a new 

instrument without an extensive background of research; however, it showed 

acceptable reliability in this study. Self-report inventories should be viewed with 

some caution simply because they are self-reported, and participants may not 

have answered the instrument questions/statements with complete candor. 

Additionally, some students expressed concern about confidentiality and the 

chance that their instructors might have access to responses. Although the 

researcher stressed confidentiality of results, this concern may have had some 

effect on participant responses. 

Although the lecture format proved successful in producing a moderate 

change in homophobic responses, several concerns exist. First, in an attempt to 

include experiential and informational components while still allowing enough 

time for discussion, coverage of the information component was sketchy at best. 

A expanded format would provide more time for the experiential component to 

include several exercises focusing on discrimination and stereotypical attitudes. 

For example, an exercise in which part of the group experiences some type of 

discrimination due to an unchangeable aspect of their physiology (blue eyes, 

glasses, height) would be an excellent addition. Additionally, a longer format 

would allow the information component to be presented in more detail. 
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Informative handouts, including articles on homosexuality, case studies, and the 

results from surveys, could be distributed for discussion at the next meeting. 

From the case studies or from questions raised by the class discussion, 

members of the class might take part in role play situations that examine various 

aspects of gay life, such as telling one's parents and family that one is gay or 

dealing with housing discrimination because of sexual orientation. Also, a one-

hour format does not allow sufficient time for the introduction of gay/lesbian 

individuals to the students. Since research has shown that one-on-one 

interaction and panel discussions are effective in changing homophobic 

attitudes, it is believed this would be a valuable addition to the format. Finally, 

although the instructor presenting the lecture in this study was excellent, any 

instructor who presents a module on homosexuality should be selected with 

some caution. Because it is the instructor's responsibility to present the 

information with sensitivity to both his/her audience and the subject matter and 

because he/she should not have a personal agenda that overrides the 

information being presented, it is strongly suggested that all instructors go 

through a training workshop before presenting a module on homosexuality. 

Contributions and Implications 

Previous research investigation into the effect of religious fundamentalism 

on the homophobic attitudes of heterosexuals primarily has relied on anecdotal 

responses from participants (Herek, 1989, 1994). This study provides statistical 
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data that shows a significant positive, linear relationship exists between 

homophobia and religious fundamentalism; and, that, at least 30% of the time, 

religious fundamentalism is predictive of homophobia. These results fill a void in 

the literature on homophobia and indirectly support previous research on 

prejudice and religious fundamentalism. The fact that the data do not support 

moral development as a true predictor of homophobia suggest that like the 

relationship between moral development and religious fundamentalism, as 

Hanson (1991) proposed, the relationship between homophobia and moral 

development is inconclusive in predicting ethical behavior. 

The results of this study provides support for educational interventions to 

reduce homophobia in college undergraduates. The inclusion of a single, one-

hour lecture on homosexuality covering such topics as myths about 

homosexuality, heterosexism and homophobia, and the influence of homophobia 

on gay/lesbian individuals was shown to be significant in lowering the level of 

homophobia in the treatment group. Prior research on educational interventions 

by Cerny and Polyson (1984), Stevenson (1988), and Wells, (1987, 1989) used 

longer treatment times, thus, the results from this study extend the information 

on educational interventions. Furthermore, the study provides additional validity 

and reliability for the Attitudes Toward Lesbians and Gay Men Scale (ATLG) and 

the Copeland Fundamentalism Scale (CFS). 

The findings of the study suggest several practical applications. First, as 

the openly gay and lesbian population grows on college and university 
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campuses, institutions of higher learning must provide the same safe and 

supportive environment for these gay/lesbian students as is provided for other 

minority groups. Therefore, it is imperative that colleges and universities be able 

to assess, among other factors, the levels of homophobia and religious 

fundamentalism in their students and recognize the effect that it may have on 

other students. Studies of this type provide data that may be used in such an 

assessment. 

Second, to combat homophobia in college students, and the hate crimes 

that often result from it, studies such as this one suggest that educational 

interventions are effective in lowering levels of homophobia. It is hoped that this 

will encourage the creation of specific classroom interventions designed to 

reduce homophobia on college and university campuses. As shown in this 

study, a single one-hour lecture resulted in the reduction of homophobia in 

students at an extremely conservative, religious university; there is, therefore, no 

reason to think that such a lecture, or an expanded module, would be less 

effective in a private or state college or university. Many colleges and 

universities have instituted undergraduate orientation courses for incoming 

freshman students to introduce them to college life and prepare them for the 

individuals and situations that will be encountered in the academic setting; a 

module on homosexuality would appear to be an excellent and warranted 

addition to this type of course. 
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Based on the findings from this study, it is suggested that a module on 

homosexuality would also be effective in counselor training courses that cover 

multiculturalism and diversity. Although, as a counselor, the author wishes it 

were otherwise, there is no reason to assume that students in counseling 

courses are any less prejudiced or any more prepared to work with gay/lesbian 

individuals than students in any other major. Furthermore, counseling students 

need to recognize their personal limitations and beliefs and how they will effect 

them when working with clients from groups other than their own. In fact, this 

group may need these topics discussed in a safe nonjudgmental setting where 

they may confront their belief systems and determine what can and cannot be 

changed. 

Recommendations for Further Research 

A significant contribution of any research is the suggestion of questions 

that should be addressed by further research. The analysis of data in this study 

suggested the need for additional research in the following areas: 

1. The church-affiliated universities selected for this study were affiliated with 

conservative Protestant denominations (Baptist and Church of Christ). 

Additional research should focus on institutions affiliated with moderate 

Protestant denominations (Presbyterian, Episcopalian, Quaker, etc.), as well 

as Catholic and Jewish universities, to determine whether or not differences 
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in students' levels of religious fundamentalism and homophobia related to 

denomination are evident and significant. 

2. This research was conducted in an area known for its conservative bias; 

and, although the data appear to demonstrate lower homophobia scores 

than might be expected from participants in a conservative geographic area, 

there is a need for additional research. Further research should be 

conducted in other geographic areas to determine whether or not 

homophobia and religious fundamentalism are effected by the liberalism or 

conservatism of the area. 

3. The population sample of this study was predominately anglo. Further 

research of this type should attempt to collect data on a more ethnically 

diverse sample. 

4. This study was conducted on college and university students of traditional 

ages. Additional research should focus on other age groups to determine 

whether or not a broader age range would be effected by demographic 

variables not significant in this study such as marital status, family 

background, and educational levels. 

5. Additional research should be conducted on educational interventions to 

reduce or eliminate homophobia. The single, one-hour lecture that proved 

significant in reducing homophobia in the HSU sample should be replicated 

in other school settings with participants who demonstrate different levels of 
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homophobia. Further research might be conducted in state universities to 

determine if similar results would be found. 

6. This study was conducted over a relatively short period of time with the post-

test being administered immediately following the lecture. Additional 

research should be conducted allowing some period of time (for example, 

several class periods) between the lecture and the post-test. 
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CONSENT FOR RESEARCH PARTICIPATION 

I hereby give my consent for participation in the project entitled "The 
Relationship Between Religious Fundamentalism and Moral Development on 
Homophobia in College Undergraduates." 

I understand that the person responsible for the project is L.J. Gould, a 
doctoral student majoring in Counselor Education at Texas Tech University. She 
has explained to me that the objectives of this study are: (1) to determine the 
predictive value of religious fundamentalism and moral development on the level 
of homophobia in college undergraduates, and (2) to determine if classroom 
education on homosexuality has an effect on religious fundamentalism, moral 
development, and homophobia in college undergraduates. She has explained to 
me the procedures to be followed and identified those that are experimental: 
that there are several questionnaires to be filled out which will take 
approximately one hour, and that I could feel uncomfortable while completing 
them. She has also described the possible benefits of the study to me as: a 
clearer understanding of homosexuality and the effects of religious 
fundamentalism and moral development on homophobia. The risks have been 
explained to me as follows: the possibility of being uncomfortable with some of 
the statements on the test instruments. 

It has further been explained to me that the total duration of my 
participation will be either a single testing session for the control group or two 
testing sessions and classroom attendence in my enrolled class for the 
experimental group. I understand that confidentiality will be preserved by the 
use of my Student Identification Number rather than my name on test 
instruments. I understand that only L.J. Gould or her authorized representatives 
will have access to the data collected for this study. I further understand that all 
data will remain confidential and will be destroyed after the degree has been 
conferred. 

I understand that there will be no payment for my participation in this 
study. I understand that I may discontinue my participation in this study at any 
time I choose without penalty. I understand that if I wish to obtain information 
about the results of this study, I can leave my name with L.J. Gould, the 
experimenter. Finally, I understand that if I have any questions about this study I 
can contact L.J. Gould through the Department of Educational Psychology, 
Texas Tech University, Lubbock, Texas, 806-742-2393. Additionally, Dr. Loretta 
J. Bradley, Ms. Gould's facutly advisor, has agreed to answer any inquiries I may 
have concerning the procedures in this study. I understand that I may contact 
the Texas Tech University Institutional Review Board for the Protection of 
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Human Subjects by writing them in care of the Office of Research Services, 
Texas Tech University, Lubbock, Texas 79409, or by calling 806-742-3884. 

If this research project causes any physical injury to participants in this 
project, treatment is not necessarily available at Texas Tech University of the 
Student Health Center, nor is there necessarily any insurance carried by the 
University or its personnel applicable to cover any such injury. Financial 
compensation for any such injury must be provided through the participant's own 
insurance program. Further information about these matters may be obtained 
from Dr. Robert M. Sweazy, Vice Provost for Research, 806-742-3884, Room 
203 Holden Hall, Texas Tech University, Lubbock, Texas 79409-1035. 

My signature below indicates that I am willing to participate in this study 
and that without any coercion, I agreed voluntarily to participate in this study. 

Signature of Participant Date 

Signature of Experimenter Date 

Signature of Witness to Oral Presentation Date 

220 



APPENDIX B 

DEMOGRAPHIC DATA SHEET 

221 



DEMOGRAPHIC DATA SHEET 

The information you report on this form will remain confidential. Please respond to all questions 
leaving no blank spaces. Please answer the following questions as accurately as possible. 
Thank you for your participation in this study. 

1. Student Identification Number 

2. University 

3- Class 4. Major 

5. Classification (Circle one): Freshman Sophomore Junior Senior 

6. Gender (Circte one): Male Female 7. Age: years 

8. Ethnicity (Circle one): African-American Anglo Asian Hispanic Native American 

Other 

9. Are your parents (Circle one): Married years Divorced One/Both Deceased 

10. Father's Mothers 
Occupation: Occupation: 

11. Do you have siblings? (Circle one) Yes No 12. If yes: Brothers Sisters 

13. Marital Status (Cirde one): Single Married Divorced Widowed 

14. Do you have children? (Cirde one) Yes No 15. If yes: Girls Boys 

16. What is the population of your home town? 

17. What is your religious denomination? 

18. What is the size of your home church? 

19. Which of the following best describes you in terms of your religion? (Circle one) 

Liberal Moderate Conservative Evangelical Fundamental 

20. What political party do you most Identify with? (Circle one) 

Democrat Republican Independent Other 

21. Which of the following best describes you politically? (Circle one) 

Liberal Moderate Conservative Moral Majority Religious Right 

22. Do you personally know someone who is openly gay? (Circle one) Yes No 

23. If so, has your opinion about homosexuality changed? (Circle one) 

Higher Lower No Change 

24. Do you believe that a homosexual can change his/her sexual orientation? (Circle one) 

Yes, with therapy Yes, with God's help No 
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Student ID # School Class 

ATTITUDES TOWARD LESBIANS AND GAY MEN SCALE 
Gregory M. Herek 

INSTRUCTIONS: The following statements reflect beliefs about homosexuality. Please respond to each 
statement by circling the number that indicates your level of agreement or disagreement. Please respond 
to each statement as honestly as you can. Use the following scale for your responses 

1 = Disagree Strongly 
2 = Disagree Moderately 
3 = Disagree Somewhat 

4 = Agree Somewhat 
5 = Agree Moderately 
6 = Agree Strongly 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 
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5 

5 

5 
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6 

6 

6 

6 

6 

6 

6 

6 

6 

6 

6 

6 

6 

6 

6 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

1 

1 

1 

1 

2 

2 

2 

2 

3 

3 

3 

3 

4 

4 

4 

4 

5 

5 

5 

5 

6 

6 

6 

6 

1) Lesbians just cant fit into our society. 

2) A woman's homosexuality should not be cause for job discrimination in 
any situation. 

3) Female homosexuality is detrimental to society because it breaks down 
the natural divisions between the sexes. 

4) State laws regulating private, consenting lesbian behavior should be 
abolished. 

5) Female homosexuality is a sin. 

6) The growing number of lesbians indicates a decline in American 
morals. 

7) Female homosexuality in itself is no problems, but what society makes 
of it can be a problem. 

8) Female homosexuality is a threat to many of our basic social 
institutions. 

9) Female homosexuality is an inferior form of sexuality. 

10) Lesbians are sick. 

11) Male homosexual couples should be allowed to adopt children the 
same as heterosexual couples. 

12) I think male homosexuals are disgusting. 

13) Male homosexuals should not be allowed to teach school. 

14) Male homosexuality is a perversion. 

15) Just as in other species, male homosexuality is a natural expression of 
sexuality in human men. 

16) If a man has homosexual feelings, he should do everything he can to 
overcome them. 

17) I would not be too upset if I learned that my son was a homosexual 

18) Homosexual behavior between two men is just plain wrong. 

19) The idea of male homosexual marriages seems ridiculous to me. 

20) Male homosexuality is merely a different kind of lifestyle that should 
not be condemned. 
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Student ID # _ School Class 

COPELAND FUNDAMENTALISM SCALE 
Thomas V. Copeland 

INSTRUCTIONS The following statements reflect religious beliefs or feelings Please respond to each 
statement by circling the number that indicates your level of agreement or disagreement with the 
statement. Please respond to each statement as honestly as you can Use the following scale for your 
responses. 

1 = Disagree Strongly 4 = Agree Somewhat 
2 = Disagree Moderately 5 = Agree Moderately 
3 = Disagree Somewhat 6 = Agree Strongty 

1 2 3 4 5 6 (1) To question the authority of your religious leader (pastor, 
preacher, priest, or rabbi) is wrong. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 (2) There are always definite right or wrong answers to religious 
questions. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 (3) The church should take a strong stand against "liberal" polrtics. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 (4) People who disagree with a spiritual authority figure are 
probably not in line with God's will for their lives. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 (5) Christian people should always vote for Christian political 
candidates. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 (6) Many of the miracles in the Bible did not happen exactly as they 
are written. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 (7) If I am a true believer (whether Christian, Jew, Moslem, or other 
religion), God will make many of my choices for me. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 (8) Most mentalillnesses would be cured if people would get right 

with God. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 (9) There are no errors of any kind in the Bible. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 (10) Happiness or unhappiness depends mostly upon personal 
choices, not what God causes to happen to you. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 (11) The more you expose yourself to secular (non-religious) ideas, 
the more likely you are to weaken your faith. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 (12) rfs always better to have a teacher with strong religious beliefs 
than it is to have one who is not religious. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 (13) People would be better off if they depended upon God, rather 
than medicine for their physical health. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 (14) God will deliver people from their problems if their faith is strong 
enough. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 (15) You don t have to believe that every word of the Bible is true to 
be a truly religious person. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 (16) Some illnesses are God's judgment on individuals for their sins. 
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Student ID # School Class 

DEFINING ISSUES TEST 
James Rest 

(Copyright 1979, All Rights Reserved) 

The purpose of this questionnaire is to help us understand how people think about social problems. 
Different people have different opinions about questions of right and wrong. There are no "right' answers 
to such problems in the way that math problems have right answers. We would like you to tell us what you 
think about several problem stories. You will be asked to read a story. Then you will be asked to mark 
your answers in the space provided. 

Here is a story as an example. 

Frank Jones has been thinking about buying a car. He is married, has two small children and 
earns an average income. The car he buys will be his family's only car. It will be used mostly to get to 
work and drive around town, but sometimes for vacation trips also. In trying to decide what car to buy, 
Frank Jones realized that there were a lot of questions to consider. For instance, should be buy a larger 
used car or a smaller new car for about the same amount of money? Other questions occur to him. 

What should Frank do? Check one answer. 

buy a new car cant decide buy a used car 

Importance 
Great Much Some Little None 

1. Whether the car dealer is on the same block where Frank 
lives. (Note that in this sample theperson taking the 
questionnaire did not think this was important in decision 
making.) 

2. Would a used car be more economical in the long run 
than a new car? (Note that a check was put in the far left 
place to indicate that this was an important issue in making a 
decision about buying a car.) 

3. Whether the color was green, Frank's favorite color. 

4. Whether the cubic inch displacement was at least 200. 
(Note that if you are unsure what "cubic inch displacement' 
means, then mark the answer as "None.") 

5. Would a large roomy car be better than a compact? 

6. Whether the front connibilies were differential. (Note that if 
the statement sounds like nonsense, marl it "None." 

Now from the list of questions above, select the most important one of the whole group. Put the number of 
the most important question in the space below left. Do likewise for your 2nd, 3rd, and 4th most important 
choices. Note that the top choices in this case come from the statements that were checked on the far left 
side - statements 2 and 5 were thought to be very important. In deciding what was the most important, a 
person would re-read statements 2 and 5, then decide which was most important, then put the other as 
2nd most important, and so on. 

most important 2nd most important 3rd most important 4th most important 
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DOCTOR'S DILEMMA 

A lady was dying of cancer which could not be cured, and she had only about six months to live 
She was in terrible pain, but she was so weak that a good dose of pain-killer, like morphine, would make 
her die sooner. She was delirious and almost crazy with the pain, and in her calm periods, she would ask 
the doctor to give her enough morphine to kill her. She said she couldnt stand the pain and that she was 
going to die in a few months anyway. 

Should the doctor give her an overdose of morphine that would make her die? Check one answer. 

give her the overdose cant decide not give her the overdose 

Great 
Irr 

Much 
iportance 
Some Little None 

1 
1 
i 
i 

1 
, 
1 
i 

1. Whether the woman's family is in favor of giving her the 
overdose or not. 

2. Is the doctor obligated by the same laws as everybody else 
if giving an overdose would be the same as killing her? 

3. Whether people would be much better off without society 
regimenting their lives and even their deaths. 

4. Whether the doctor could make it appear like an accident. 

5. Does the state have the right to force continued existence 
on those who dont want to live? 

6. What is the value of death prior to society's perspective on 
personal values. 

7. Whether the doctor has sympathy for the woman's suffering 
or cares more about what society might think. 

8. Is helping to end another's life ever a responsible act of 
cooperation. 

9. Whether only God should decide when a person's life should 
end. 

10. What values the doctor has set for himself in his own 
personal code of behavior. 

11. Can society afford to let everybody end their lives when they 
want to? 

12. Can society allow suicides or mercy killing and still protect 
the lives of individuals who want to live? 

From the list of questions/statements above, select the four most important. 

most important 2nd most important 3rd most important 4th most important 
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ESCAPED PRISONER 

A man had been sentenced to prison for 10 years. After one year, however, he escaped from 
prison, moved to a new area of the country, and took on the name of Thompson. For eight years, he 
worked hard, and gradually he saved enough money to buy his own business. He was fair to his 
customers, gave his employees top wages, and gave most of his own profits to charity. Then one day, 
Mrs. Jones, an old neighbor, recognized him as the man who had escaped from prison eight years before, 
and whom the police had been looking for. 

Should Mrs. Jones report Mr. Thompson to the police and have him sent back to prison? Check one 
answer. 

should report him cant decide should not report him. 

Great 
lm| 

Much 
Xrrtance 
Some Little None 

t 

i 

1. Hasnt Mr. Thompson been good enough for such a long 
time to prove he isnt a bad person? 

2. Every time someone escapes punishment for a crime, 
doesnt that just encourage more crime? 

3. Wouldnt we be better off without prisons and the oppression 
of our legal system? 

4. Has Mr. Thompson really paid his debt to society? 

5. Would society be failing what Mr. Thompson should fairly 
expect? 

6. What benefits would prisons be apart from society, 
especially for a charitable man? 

7. How could anyone be so cruel and heartless as to send Mr. 
Thompson to prison? 

8. Would it be fair to all the prisoners who had to serve out 
their full sentences if Mr. Thompson was let off? 

9. Was Mrs. Jones a good friend of Mr. Thompson? 

10. Wouldnt it be a citizen's duty to report an escaped criminal, 
regardless of the circumstances? 

11. How would the will of the people and the public good best be 
served? 

12. Would going to prison do any good for Mr. Thompson or 
protect anybody? 

From the list of questions/statements above, select the four most important. 

most important 2nd most important 3rd most important 4th most important 
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MR. WEBSTER 

Mr. Webster was the owner and manager of a gas station. He wanted to hire another mechanic 
to help him, but good mechanics were hard to find. The only person he found who seemed to be a good 
mechanic was Mr. Lee, but he was Chinese. While Mr. Webster himself didnt have anything against 
Orientals, he was afraid to hire Mr. Lee because many of his customers didnt like Orientals His 
customers might take their business elsewhere if Mr. Lee was working in the gas station. When Mr. Lee 
asked Mr. Webster if he could have the job, Mr. Webster said that he had already hired somebody else 
But Mr. Webster really had not hired anybody, because he couldnt find anybody who was a good 
mechanic besides Mr. Lee. 

Should Mr. Webster have hired Mr. Lee? Check one answer. 

should hire Mr. Lee cant decide should not hire Mr. Lee 

Great 
Inn 

Much 
tportance 
Some Little None 

1. Does the owner of a business have the right to make his 
own business decisions or not? 

2. Whether there is a law that forbids racial discrimination in 
hiring for jobs. 

3. Whether Mr. Webster is prejudiced against Orientals himself 
or whether he means nothing personal in refusing the job. 

4. Whether hiring a good mechanic or paying attention to his 
customers' wishes would be best for his business. 

5. What individual differences ought to be relevant in deciding 
how society's rules are filled? 

6. Whether the greedy and competitive capitalistic system 
ought to be completely abandoned 

7 Do a majority of people in Mr. Webster's society feel like his 
customers or are a majority against prejudice? 

8. Whether hiring capable men like Mr. Lee would use talents 
that would otherwise be lost to society. 

9. Would refusing the job to Mr. Lee be consistent with Mr. 
Webster's own moral beliefs? 

10. Could Mr. Webster be so hard-hearted as to refuse the job, 
knowing how much it means to Mr. Lee? 

11. Whether the Christian commandment to love your fellow 
man applies to this case. 

12. If someone's in need, shouldnt he be helped regardless of 
what you get back from him? 

From the list of questions/statements above, select the four most important. 

most important 2nd most important 3rd most important 4th most important 
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HOMOPHOBIA LECTURE 

I- Small Group Experience (15 minutes) 

Have the class count off by twos, and form two concentric circles. The inner cirde is 
composed of ones who face outward; the outer circle composed of twos who face 
inward. The following instructions are given to the group: "Each of you is facing your 
partner. You will have two minutes to answer a question given you. The inner cirde will 
begin first, and after two minutes I will announce 'switch' and the person in the outer 
tircle will have a chance to answer the question. The partner listening should give 
undivided attention to the partner speaking." After each partner has had a chance to 
answer the question, rotate the members of the outer circle two people to the left so that 
everyone has a new partner for each question. 

1. Growing up, what were all of the names (positive, negative, and neutral) 
that you heard related to homosexuals? 

2. Growing up, what stereotypes did you hear about 
homosexuals? 

3. What were some of the things you heard about these groups 
growing up that you have come to find out were not true? 

II. information Component 

A. Myths about homosexuality: 

1. Myth: I dont know any gay, lesbian, or bisexual people. 
Fact. You probably dont know any who are out to you, 
although a significant percentage (between 7 and 10%) of the population 
is gay, lesbian, or bisexual. 

2. Myth: Homosexuality is abnormal and sick. 
Facr: According to the American Psychological Association, 
"It is no more abnormal or sick to be homosexual than to be left-
handed." Homosexuality is not a disease, therefore there is no cure. 

3. Myth: Gay men are child molesters and recruit children into 
their life-style. 
Fact. By far, the majority of child molesters are heterosexual men. 
There are no laws keeping heterosexual men away from children. 

4. Myth: Lesbians are failed females, who either havent found 
the right man, or who want to be male. 
Fact. Most lesbians enjoy being women and are attraded to women 
rather than men. 

5. Myth: Gay males are feminized, failed males and want to be 
female. 
Fact. Most gay males enjoy being males and are attraded 
to men rather than women. 
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6. Myth: Gay men, lesbians, and bisexuals are promiscuous 
and cannot maintain long-term relationships. 
Fact. As do heterosexuals, gays, lesbians, and bisexuals 
form a variety of relationships, lasting from one night to many years. 
Besides, some define the term promiscuous as "anyone who gets more 
than me." Also, heterosexuals had a 49% divorce rate in 1989, which 
suggests that there is nothing inherent in heterosexuality that maintains 
strong, long-term relationships. 

7- Myth: Lesbians, gay males, and bisexuals could change if 
they really wanted to. 
Fact. Most studies indicate that those who are highly 
motivated to change their sexual orientation may change their behavior, 
but not their underlying desire. In fad, it is often societal homophobia 
that forces people to attempt change. Therefore, energy should go into 
dismantling homophobia so that people will feel comfortable with their 
sexuality. 

B. Homophobia and Heterosexism 

1. Homophobia: 
a. Coined by Weinberg (1972) 
b. Defined as "an aversion to gay or homosexual people 

or their lifestyle or culture" and "behavior or an ad based on this 
aversion." Other definitions identify homophobia as an irrational 
fear of homosexuality. 

c. Problematic: 
(1) empirical research doesnt indicate that heterosexuals' 

antigay attitudes can 
reasonable be considered a phobia in the clinical sense; 

(2) the term homophobia implies that antigay 
prejudice is an individual, clinical entity rather than a 
social phenomenon rooted in cultural ideologies and 
intergroup relations; 

(3) phobia implies a dysfundional or unpleasant 
experience; but antigay prejudice is often highly 
fundional for the heterosexuals who manifest it 

2. Heterosexism 
a. Defined as "discrimination or prejudice against gay or 

homosexual people by heterosexuals" and as an 
ideological system that denies, denigrates, and stigmatizes any 
nonheterosexual form of behavior, identity, relationship, or 
community. 

b. Highlights the parallels between antigay sentiment 
and other forms of prejudice, such as racism, antisemitism, and 
sexism. 

c. Manifests at: 
(1) cultural level: pervades societal customs and 

institutions; operates through a dual process of 
invisibility and attack; homosexuality usually remains 
culturally invisible because when people engaging in 
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homosexual behavior become visible they are open to 
attack; examples: ban against gay military personnel, 
lack of legal protedion from discrimination; hostility 
toward gay committed relationships; continued 
existence of sodomy laws. 

(2) psychological or individual level: individual 
expression of heterosexism; manifested in hostility, 
feelings of personal disgust, and condemnation of gays 
and lesbians; public opinion polls indicate heterosexism 
to be widespread; heterosexism is expressed 
behaviorally, through verbal abuse, discrimination, and 
physical assault based on sexual orientation. 

C. Prevalence of homophobia and heterosexism 

1. General Social Survey (GSS) regularly includes several 
items concerning homosexuality: 
a. free speech rights of admitted homosexual: 1973, 

61% of respondents granted a right of free speech and this 
increased to 79% in 1994. 

b. right of homosexual to teach in college or university: 
1973, 47% of respondents would allow a homosexual teacher 
and this increased to 71% in 1994. 

c. opposition to censoring book by homosexual author. 
1973, 54% opposed censorship and this increased to 68% in 
1994. 

d. question of whether sexual relations between two 
adults of the same sex are "always wrong, almost always wrong, 
wrong only sometimes, or not wrong at all": between 1973 and 
1993, more than 2/3 of public considered homosexuality to be 
"always wrong." The proportion responding "never" or "only 
sometimes" ranged about 20%. In 1996, 56.5% responded 
"always wrong." 

2. Gallup poll questions on homosexuality 
a. whether homosexuality should be considered an 

acceptable lifestyle: between 1982 and 1992, 51% to 57% do 
not consider homosexuality an acceptable lifestyle. 

b. equal employment opportunity for homosexuals: 
1977, 56% supported equal opportunity and this increased to 
74% in 1992. 

c. whether homosexual relations between consenting 
adults should be legal: in 1977, 43% opposed legalization and 
this decreased to 39% in 1982. 

Discussion 
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INSTRUCTIONS 
FOR ADMINISTRATION OF 

POST-TEST 

The packets provided for the post-test are identical to the packets given to the 
students in the pretest. 

A list of students who participated in the pretest is provided for each class. 
Please have the students check the list for their ID number in case of errors in 
the first testing. 

Students who have taken the pretest only need to take the three instruments. 
They do not need to fill out the demographic sheet or sign the consent form 
again. 

Instructions for the instruments: 

For those of you who participated in the pretesting, there is no need to fill 
out the Consent for Research Participation or the Demographic Information 
Sheet. You only need to take the three test instruments. Please fill out the 
information requested at the top of each instrument: name, school and class. 
Please read and follow the instructions as written on each instrument. Answer 
each question/statement as honestly as possible. Be sure that you complete the 
packet. When you finish the test instruments, put them in the manila envelope 
provided. Do not give the instrument package to Dr. Copeland. Thank you for 
your participation in this study. 
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X-Sender: jsdynis@peseta.ucdavis.edu 
Date: Tue, 09 Sep 1997 10:30:36 -0700 
To: ljgould@hub.ofthe.net 
From: Webmaster ,psychology@pobox.com> 
Subject: Re: L.J. Gould 

Hello, 

There is no need to obtain formal permission. Just use my chapter from the 
1994 book: Lesbian & Gay Psychology (B. Greene & G. Herek, eds; Sage 
Publications). It has a gootnote about permissions for using the ATLG. 

Good luck with your research. 

Sincerely, 
Greg Herek 

Date: Thu, 25 Sep 1997 11:55:15 -0500 
From: tcopeland.psyc@hsutx.edu (HSU Tom Copeland) 
Organization: hardin-simmons university 
To: "L.J. Gould" <ljgould@hub.ofthe.net> 
Subject: Re: dissertation 

DearL.J.: 

You have my permission to use the Copeland Fundamentalism Scale 
in your dissertation research. 

Tom Copeland 
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CENTER for the study of 
ETHICAL DEVELOPMENT 

University of Minnesota 

lames Rest, Research Director / 206-A Burton Hall / 178 Pillsbury Drive SE / Minneapolis, MN 55455 / (612) 624 0876 / FAX: (612) 624-8241 
Muriel Befaeau, Education Director /15136 Moos Tower /Health Ecology / 515 Delaware Street SE / Minneapolis. MN 55455/(612) 625-4633 
Darcia Narvaez, Executive Director/ 125G Peik Hall / 159 Pillsbury Drive SE / Minneapolis, MN 55455 / (612) 627-7306 

Tuesday, September 09, 1997 

Ms. LJ. Gould 
2014 48th St. 
Lubbock, TX 74192 

Dear Ms. Gould: 

I grant you permission to use the Defining Issues Test in your current study. If you are 
making copies of the test items, please include the copyright information on each copy (e.g., 
Copyright, James Rest, 1979, All Rights Reserved). 

I also grant you permission to reprint the Defining Issues Test as an appendix in your 
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Table 67: ATLG Frequencies 

Item 
# 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

Disagree 
Strongly 

FRQ % 

82 

138 

59 

80 

61 

65 

71 

68 

73 

110 

37 

69 

130 

60 

196 

48 

26 

47 

39 

63 

19.1 

32.2 

13.8 

18.6 

14.2 

15.2 

16.6 

15.9 

17.0 

25.6 

8.6 

16.1 

30.3 

14.0 

45.7 

11.2 

6.1 

11.0 

9.1 

14.7 

Disagree 
Moderately 

FRQ % 

84 

85 

45 

57 

26 

26 

67 

49 

36 

63 

26 

38 

47 

28 

58 

35 

20 

32 

31 

41 

19.6 

19.8 

10.5 

13.3 

6.1 

6.1 

15.6 

11.4 

8.4 

14.7 

6.1 

8.9 

11.0 

6.5 

13.5 

8.2 

4.7 

7.5 

7.2 

9.6 

Disagree 
Somewhat 

FRQ % 

110 

64 

76 

73 

42 

55 

69 

72 

78 

49 

41 

42 

74 

46 

54 

52 

31 

35 

34 

63 

25.6 

14.9 

17.7 

17.0 

9.8 

12.8 

16.1 

16.8 

18.2 

11.4 

9.6 

9.8 

17.2 

10.7 

12.6 

12.1 

7.2 

8.2 

7.9 

14.7 

Agree 
Somewhat 
FRQ % 

81 

56 

104 

70 

47 

83 

50 

111 

88 

62 

50 

71 

64 

74 

57 

71 

37 

36 

49 

46 

18.9 

13.1 

24.2 

16.3 

11.0 

19.3 

11.7 

25.9 

20.5 

14.5 

11.7 

16.6 

14.9 

17.2 

13.3 

16.6 

8.6 

8.4 

11.4 

10.7 

Agree 
Moderately 
FRQ % 

37 

39 

59 

66 

28 

49 

52 

59 

57 

36 

49 

42 

28 

37 

34 

38 

61 

44 

48 

46 

8.6 

9.1 

13.8 

15.4 

6.5 

11.4 

12.1 

13.8 

13.3 

8.4 

11.4 

9.8 

6.5 

8.6 

7.9 

8.9 

14.2 

10.3 

11.2 

10.7 

Agree 
Strongly 
FRQ % 

35 8.2 

47 11.0 

86 20.0 

83 19.3 

225 52.4 

151 35.2 

120 28.0 

70 16.3 

97 22.6 

109 25.4 

226 52.7 

167 38.9 

86 20.0 

184 42.9 

30 7.0 

185 43.1 

254 59.2 

235 54.8 

228 53.1 

170 39.6 
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Table 68: ATLG Scale Scores 

TOT 

ATL 

10 

11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 

FRQ 

Scale 

4 
1 
1 
4 
3 
7 
3 
7 
4 
1 
8 
6 
8 
10 
7 
11 
11 

ATG Scale 

14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 

1 
6 
5 
2 
1 
4 
6 
10 
4 
4 
6 
8 
4 
4 
2 
6 

% 

0.9 
0.2 
0.2 
0.9 
0.7 
1.6 
0.7 
1.6 
0.9 
0.2 
1.9 
1.4 
1.9 
2.3 
1.6 
2.6 
2.6 

0.2 
1.4 
1.2 
0.5 
0.2 
0.9 
1.4 
2.3 
0.9 
0.9 
1.4 
1.9 
0.9 
0.9 
0.5 
1.4 

TOT 

27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 
40 
41 
42 
43 

30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 
40 
41 
42 
43 
44 
45 

FRQ 

12 
8 
8 
11 
14 
11 
16 
10 
7 
17 
6 
19 
13 
8 
15 
22 
13 

5 
8 
11 
6 
6 
11 
7 
15 
11 
10 
13 
10 
11 
17 
14 
9 

% 

2.8 
1.9 
1.9 
2.6 
3.3 
2.6 
3.7 
2.3 
1.6 
4.0 
1.4 
4.4 
3.0 
1.9 
3.5 
5.1 
3.0 

1.2 
1.9 
2.6 
1.4 
1.4 
2.6 
1.6 
3.5 
2.6 
2.3 
3.0 
2.3 
2.6 
4.0 
3.3 
2.1 

TOT 

44 
45 
46 
47 
48 
49 
50 
51 
52 
53 
54 
55 
56 
57 
58 
60 

46 
47 
48 
49 
50 
51 
52 
53 
54 
55 
56 
57 
58 
59 
60 

FRQ 

11 
8 
14 
14 
15 
6 
10 
9 
6 
4 
10 
6 
2 
4 
1 
3 

17 
11 
13 
14 
27 
15 
21 
14 
6 
45 
4 
2 
1 
1 
1 

% 

2.6 
1.9 
3.3 
3.3 
3.5 
1.4 
2.3 
2.1 
1.4 
0.9 
2.3 
1.4 
0.5 
0.9 
0.2 
0.7 

4.0 
2.6 
3.0 
3.3 
6.3 
3.5 
4.9 
3.3 
1.4 
10.5 
0.9 
0.5 
0.2 
0.2 
0.2 
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Table 69: ATLG Total Scores 

TOT 

25 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
39 
40 
41 
42 
43 
44 
45 
46 
47 
48 
49 
50 
51 
52 
53 
54 
55 
56 
57 
58 
59 

FRQ 

1 
3 
5 
6 
1 
3 
4 
3 
1 
2 
1 
3 
3 
2 
2 
1 
3 
3 
6 
3 
5 
3 
1 
4 
1 
4 
5 
8 
5 

% 

0.2 
0.7 
1.2 
1.4 
0.2 
0.7 
0.9 
0.7 
0.2 
0.5 
0.2 
0.7 
0.7 
0.5 
0.5 
0.2 
0.7 
0.7 
1.4 
0.7 
1.2 
0.7 
0.2 
0.9 
0.2 
0.9 
1.2 
1.9 
1.2 

TOT 

60 
61 
62 
63 
64 
65 
66 
67 
68 
69 
70 
71 
72 
73 
74 
75 
76 
77 
78 
79 
80 
81 
82 
83 
84 
85 
86 
87 

FRQ 

8 
8 
3 
2 
6 
4 
8 
3 
4 
2 
5 
4 
6 
6 
7 
9 
9 
8 
7 
5 
10 
9 
2 
4 
5 
8 
8 
9 

% 

1.9 
1.9 
0.7 
0.5 
1.4 
0.9 
1.9 
0.7 
0.9 
05 
1.2 
0.9 
1.4 
1.4 
1.6 
2.1 
2.1 
1.9 
1.6 
1.2 
2.3 
2.1 
0.5 
0.9 
1.2 
1.9 
1.9 
2.1 

TOT 

88 
89 
90 
91 
92 
93 
94 
95 
96 
97 
98 
99 
100 
101 
102 
103 
104 
105 
106 
107 
108 
109 
110 
111 
112 
113 
115 
116 

FRQ 

8 
6 
9 
14 
6 
11 
10 
8 
5 
10 
9 
5 
7 
5 
6 
8 
5 
6 
7 
3 
2 
6 
4 
1 
1 
1 
4 
1 

% 

1.9 
1.4 
2.1 
3.3 
1.4 
2.6 
2.3 
1.9 
1.2 
2.3 
2.1 
1.2 
1.6 
1.2 
1.4 
1.9 
1.2 
1.4 
1.6 
0.7 
0.5 
1.4 
0.9 
0.2 
0.2 
0.2 
0.9 
0.2 
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Table 70: CFS Frequencies 

Item 
# 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

Disagree 
Strongly 

FRQ % 

128 29.8 

117 

84 

132 

128 

33 

89 

112 

76 

116 

68 

69 

110 

37 

103 

156 

27.3 

19.6 

30.8 

29.8 

7.7 

20.7 

26.1 

17.7 

27.0 

15.9 

16.1 

25.6 

8.6 

24.0 

36.4 

Disagree 
Moderately 

FRQ % 

76 17.7 

83 

55 

66 

72 

30 

41 

74 

45 

74 

39 

53 

79 

24 

82 

54 

19.3 

12.8 

15.4 

16.8 

7.0 

9.6 

17.2 

10.5 

17.2 

9.1 

12.4 

18.4 

5.6 

19.1 

12.6 

Disagree 
Somewhat 

FRQ % 

90 21.0 

92 

108 

104 

105 

79 

48 

82 

84 

85 

53 

81 

99 

44 

90 

68 

21.4 

25.5 

24.2 

24.5 

18.4 

11.2 

19.1 

19.6 

19.8 

12.4 

18.9 

23.1 

10.3 

21.0 

15.9 

Agree 
Somewhat 
FRQ % 

59 13.8 

66 

107 

68 

74 

64 

72 

93 

54 

64 

74 

82 

90 

102 

37 

102 

15.4 

24.9 

15.9 

17.2 

14.9 

16.8 

21.7 

12.6 

14.9 

17.2 

19.1 

21.0 

23.8 

8.6 

23.8 

Agree 
Moderately 
FRQ % 

46 

37 

49 

33 

29 

49 

56 

36 

58 

35 

85 

67 

33 

101 

38 

27 

10.7 

8.6 

11.4 

7.7 

6.8 

11.4 

13.1 

8.4 

13.5 

8.2 

19.8 

15.6 

7.7 

23.5 

8.9 

6.3 

Agree 
Strongly 
FRQ % 

30 

34 

26 

26 

21 

174 

123 

32 

112 

55 

110 

77 

18 

121 

79 

22 

7.0 

7.9 

6.1 

6.1 

4.9 

40.6 

28.7 

7.5 

26.1 

12.8 

25.6 

17.9 

4.2 

28.2 

18.4 

5.1 
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Table 71: CFS Total Scores 

16 
17 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 

2 
2 
1 
2 
2 
1 
2 
2 
2 
1 
4 
3 
2 
7 
2 
4 
6 
4 
4 
8 
6 

0.5 
0.5 
0.2 
0.5 
0.5 
0.2 
0.5 
0.5 
0.5 
0.2 
0.9 
0.7 
0.5 
1.6 
0.5 
0.9 
1.4 
0.9 
0.9 
1.9 
1.4 

TOT FRQ % TOT FRQ % 

39 12 2.8 
40 7 1.6 
41 8 1.9 
42 8 1.9 
43 8 1.9 
44 10 2.3 
45 6 1.4 
46 10 2.3 
47 8 1.9 
48 11 2.6 
49 13 3.0 
50 13 3.0 
51 9 2.1 
52 8 1.9 
53 17 4.0 
54 13 3.0 
55 16 3.7 
56 17 4.0 
57 12 2.8 
58 13 3.0 
59 14 3.3 

TOT FRQ % 

60 
61 
62 
63 
64 
65 
66 
67 
68 
69 
70 
71 
73 
74 
75 
76 
78 
79 
81 
82 
85 

8 
11 
16 
6 
9 
9 
9 
9 
8 
6 
9 
4 
4 
1 
6 
5 
1 
3 
2 
2 
1 

1.9 
2.6 
3.7 
1.4 
2.1 
2.1 
2.1 
2.1 
1.9 
1.4 
2.1 
0.9 
0.9 
0.2 
1.4 
1.2 
0.2 
0.7 
0.5 
0.5 
0.2 
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