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Abstract Previousresearchhas linkedconservativepolitical ide-

ology with homophobia. Political ideology has also been linked to

differences in moral decision-making, with research suggesting

that conservatives and liberals may use different values in their

moral decision-making processes. Moral foundations theory is a

model of moral decision-making that proposes that individuals

emphasize different domains in moral decision-making. Conser-

vatives tend to emphasize binding foundations, while liberals tend

toemphasizeindividualizingfoundations.Utilizinglarge,ethnically

diverse college samples, the purpose of these two cross-sectional

studies(Study1N=492;Study2N=861)wastoexplorewhether

moral foundations mediate the relationship between political ide-

ology and homophobia. These studies explored economic and

social political ideology separately and utilized a two-factor model

of moral foundations theory (individualizing and binding foun-

dations). Results of both studies found that conservative economic

and social political ideology was positively associated with homo-

phobia. Study 1 found that both conservative economic and social

political ideology had an indirect effect on homophobia through

binding foundations. Study 2 found that both economic and social

political ideology had an indirect effect on homophobia through

both binding and individualizing foundations. Overall, the results

wereconsistentwiththenotionthatmoralfoundationsmayexplain

the relationship between political ideology and homophobia.

Keywords Moral foundations theory �Politicalpsychology �
Morality � Homophobia � Sexual orientation

Introduction

Levels of homophobia—also known as homonegativity or nega-

tive attitudes toward same-sex relations and opposition to lesbian,

gay, and bisexual (LGB) rights (Rosik, Dinges, & Saavedra,

2013)—havedeclinedoverthepastfewdecadesintheUSA.How-

ever,LGBindividualsstillencounterhomophobiaandprejudicein

both the personal and political spheres (Baunach,2012;Keleher&

Smith, 2012; Loftus, 2001; Yang, 1997). Political ideology—

specifically,conservativepolitical ideology—hasbeenlinkedwith

homophobia (Morrison & Morrison, 2002; Whitley & Lee, 2000;

Wood & Bartkowski, 2004). Political ideology has also been

linked to differences in moral decision-making, as research sug-

gests that conservatives and liberals may use different values in

their moral decision-making processes (Federico, Weber, Ergun,

& Hunt, 2013; Graham, Haidt, & Nosek, 2009; Van Leeuwen &

Park,2009;Weber&Federico,2013).Moral foundations theoryis

an individual differences model of moral decision-making, and

emphasis on certain moral foundations has been linked to homo-

phobia (Koleva, Graham, Iyer, Ditto, & Haidt, 2012).

Moral Foundations Theory

In contrast to developmental theories of morality (Fiske, 1992;

Gilligan, 1982; Kohlberg, 1969; Shweder, Much, Mahapatra, &

Park, 1997), moral foundations theory adopts a trait-based

approach to moral decision-making (Graham et al., 2012). Moral

foundationstheoryisbasedondistinctdomainsofmoraldecision-

making that are dichotomized into individualizing and binding

foundations. Individualizing foundations (i.e., Harm/Care and

Fairness/Reciprocity) affirm the rights of the individual over

broadergroup-related interests (Weber&Federico,2013).The

Harm/Care foundation describes ‘‘perceptions of suffering with

motivations to care, nurture, and protect’’ (Graham et al., 2012,

p. 12), while the Fairness/Reciprocity foundation measures
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‘‘concerns about unfair treatment, inequality, and more abstract

notions of justice’’ (Haidt, Graham, & Joseph, 2009, p. 111). In

contrast to individualizing foundations, binding foundations (i.e.,

In-GroupLoyalty,Authority/Respect,andPurity/Sanctity)empha-

sizemorality in thecontextofagrouporcollective(Smith,Aquino,

Koleva, & Graham, 2014). The In-Group Loyalty foundation is

based on‘‘recognizing, trusting, and cooperating…with one’s co-

residing in-group’’while viewing other groups with suspicion and

lack of trust (Haidt & Graham, 2007, p. 105). The Authority/Re-

spect foundation represents the ability to effectively exploit hier-

archicalsystemstocreateamenablerelationsoverthosewhodonot

possess thesameaptitude(Milojevetal., 2014).Finally, thePurity/

Sanctity foundation employs a ‘‘behavioral immune system’’ to

evaluate environmental dangers present that may violate sacred or

pure aspects of society (Graham et al., 2012). Moral foundations

theory extends beyond the context of survival and has implications

that extend to politics (Haidt & Graham, 2007).

Moral Foundations Theory and Political Ideology

Haidt and Graham (2007) suggest that differences in moral judg-

ments between conservatives and liberals may be attributed to

emphasis of different moral foundations. Moral foundations have

been linked with political ideology (Bloom, 2013); political con-

servatism is associated with the binding foundations (Weber &

Federico, 2013), while political liberalism emphasizes individu-

alizing foundations (Federico et al., 2013; Graham et al., 2009).

Theseresultshavebeenfoundwithexplicitaswellasimplicitasso-

ciation tests of political ideology (Van Leeuwen & Park, 2009).

This suggests that liberals tend to emphasize the rights of individ-

uals,whereasconservativesaremorelikelytoconsiderthestability

of the group or society as a whole.

Although political ideology has been viewed as a bipolar con-

tinuumbetweenconservatismandliberalism(Grahametal.,2009;

Haidt&Graham,2007),thissystemmayoversimplifyindividuals’

political views. Individuals’ social and economic political views

are often distinct and may appear contradictory (Jost, Federico, &

Napier,2009;Talhelmetal.,2014).For this reason,viewingpoliti-

cal ideology through the lens of a liberal–conservative binary is

problematic. Jost et al. (2009) found that, although economic and

socialpoliticalviewsarecorrelated,theyaredistinctvariables.Eco-

nomicpolitical issuesconcerngovernmentregulationandtaxation,

whereas social political issues concern civil liberties such as gay

rights, legalization of marijuana, and abortion (Talhelm et al.,

2014). Individuals’ ideologicaldifferencesoneconomicandsocial

issuesmaydivergefromtraditionalconservative–liberalemphases

onspecificfoundations(Grahametal.,2009,2011;Iyeretal.,2012;

Weber&Federico,2013).Forexample, libertarians tendtobecon-

servative on economic issuesbut fairly liberal on social issues (Jost

et al., 2009; Iyer et al., 2012; Milojev et al., 2014; Talhelm et al.,

2014;Weber&Federico,2013),andintermsofmoralfoundations,

libertarians are more likely than other self-identified conservative

groups to endorse individualizing foundations (i.e., emphasize

individual rights) and less likely to endorse binding foundations

(i.e., deemphasize group cohesion; Weber & Federico, 2013).

Thesestudies followcurrent research testingpolitical ideologyby

separating economic and social political views (Carney, Jost,

Gosling,& Potter, 2008; Iyer et al.,2012; Talhelmetal., 2014).

Moral Foundations and Homophobia

Moralfoundationsarealsolinkedtohomophobia(Rosiketal.,2013).

HaidtandGraham(2007)contend thatconservativeandmoder-

ate opposition against gay marriage is due to moral concerns of In-

GroupLoyalty,Authority/Respect, and Purity/Sanctity (i.e., binding

foundations), whereas liberal support is largely due to concerns of

Fairness/Reciprocity and Harm/Care (i.e., individualizing founda-

tions); however, they did not empirically test this assertion. Differ-

ences in emphasis on moral foundations between conservatives and

liberals may explain links between political ideology and homo-

phobia in that individuals who are more politically liberal may pri-

oritizeminorityrightsandfairness(i.e., individualizingfoundations),

while individuals who are more politically conservative may view

acceptance of LGB individuals as a threat to a traditional way of life

anddefianceofreligiousorthodoxy(i.e.,bindingfoundations).Moral

foundations theory—specifically, analyzing the relative contribu-

tions of the individualizing and binding foundations as mediators—

can provide a broader analysis of the importance of individual rights

versus social cohesion in determining moral attitudes toward same-

sex sexual behavior.

Study Aims

The purpose of our studies was to explore whether moral founda-

tionsmediatetherelationshipbetweenpoliticalideologyandhomo-

phobia in large, ethnicallydiverse samplesofU.S.college students.

Study 1

In Study 1, we sought to gain insight into the relationship between

economicandsocialpolitical ideologyandhomophobiabyexplor-

ing the mediating role of binding and individualizing moral foun-

dations. We chose to investigate economic and social political ide-

ology in separate models in order to isolate relationships between

eachaspectofpoliticalideology,moralfoundations,andhomophobia.

Inthemoralfoundationsliterature,bothfive-factor(i.e., includ-

ing all five moral foundations) and two-factor (i.e., grouping the

five moral foundations into binding and individualizing founda-

tions; Davies, Sibley, & Liu, 2014; Graham et al., 2011; Lewis &

Bates, 2011; Nilsson & Erlandsson, 2015; Van Leeuwen & Park

2009) models of moral foundations theory have been utilized.

Given that previous research has linked conservative political

ideology with the binding foundations and liberal political ideol-

ogy with the individualizing foundations, and because we wanted

to construct the most parsimonious and stable model possible, we
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were primarily interested in the role of the binding and individu-

alizing foundations considered together; therefore, we utilized a

two-factor model of moral foundations theory (Napier & Luguri,

2013; Van Leeuwen & Park, 2009; Wright & Baril, 2011). We

chose multiple mediation models in order to explore the relative

contributions of binding and individualizing foundations in medi-

ating between political ideology and homophobia. Finally, given

that levels of homophobia are declining (Baunach, 2012; Keleher

& Smith, 2012; Loftus, 2001; Yang, 1997) and blatant public dis-

plays of homophobia are becoming more rare (Morrison & Mor-

rison, 2002), we operationalized homophobia as modern homo-

phobia,whichreferstomoresubtlenegativeattitudestowardLGB

individuals. We believed that, particularly with a college sample,

modern homophobia would be a more effective way to tap into

negative attitudes toward LGB individuals.

Consistent with the assertions made by Haidt and Graham

(2007), it was expected that both individualizing foundations and

binding foundations would have a mediating effect between

political ideology and homophobia. We hypothesized that:

1. H1 Conservative economic political ideology would be

positively associated with homophobia.

2. H2a Conservative economic political ideology would exert

an indirect effect on homophobia through higher endorse-

ment of binding foundations.

3. H2b Conservative economic political ideology would exert

an indirect effect on homophobia through lower endorse-

ment of individualizing foundations.

4. H3 Conservative social political ideology would be posi-

tively associated with homophobia.

5. H4a Conservative social political ideology would exert an

indirect effect on homophobia through higher endorse-

ment of binding foundations.

6. H4b Conservative social political ideology would exert an

indirect effect on homophobia through lower endorse-

ment of individualizing foundations.

Method

Participants

Participants consisted of self-identified heterosexual undergrad-

uatestudentsage18–30(N=492;65.4%female;43.7%white) at

theUniversityofNorthTexas.Participantswererecruited through

the department research Web site, where they signed up to take a

sex survey. Participant characteristics are shown in Table1.

Procedure

This study was approved by the university committee for the

protection of human subjects. Informed consent was obtained

from all participants. Participants completed a survey online

(remotely) and received course credit for their participation. The

measures were administered in a randomized order to control for

sequencing effects. In order to encourage self-disclosure, the

survey emphasized that responses were anonymous, and the sur-

vey did not request any identifying information from participants.

Measures

Political Ideology

Consistentwith previous moral foundations research (e.g., Graham

etal.,2009;Kolevaetal., 2012;Talhelmetal.,2014;VanLeeuwen

&Park,2009;Weber&Federico,2013),participantsindicatedtheir

political ideology on two items. The first item read:‘‘How would

you describe your political outlook on economic issues?’’ The

second item read:‘‘How would you describe your political outlook

onsocialissues?’’ParticipantsrespondedtobothitemswithaLikert-

type scale ranging from 1=very liberal to 7=very conservative.

Homophobia

We used nine items from the Modern Homophobia Scale (Raja &

Stokes, 1998) to assess modern homophobia. Five items were

directedtowardgaymen(e.g.,‘‘Moviesthatapproveofmalehomo-

sexuality botherme’’), andfour itemsweredirected toward lesbians

(e.g.,‘‘Lesbiansshouldundergotherapytochangetheirsexualorien-

tations’’). Participants responded to each item using a five-point

Likertscale rangingfrom1= stronglydisagree to5= strongly

agree. Responses were summed so that higher scores indicated

higher levels of homophobia. This approach has been used in

prior studies (e.g., Aosved, Long, & Voller, 2009). For this sam-

ple, Cronbach’s a was 0.89.

Moral Foundations

The Moral Foundations Questionnaire—Short Form (MFQ-SF;

Graham et al., 2011) is a self-report measure of the emphasis

placed on five distinct moral foundations in moral decision-

making.Theshort formconsistsof two10-itemsections fora total

of 20 items. In the first section, participants were asked how rel-

evant to their moral decision-making various considerations are,

and they responded on a six-point Likert-type scale ranging from

1=not very relevant to 6=extremely relevant (e.g.,‘‘Whether or

not someone cared for someone weak or vulnerable,’’which loads

on the Harm/Care scale). In the second section, participants

responded to statements on a six-point Likert-type scale ranging

from 1= strongly disagree to 6= strongly agree (e.g., ‘‘People

should be loyal to their family members, even when they have

done something wrong,’’which loads on In-Group Loyalty). The

MFQ yields one scale for each of the five moral foundations:

Harm/Care (e.g.,‘‘Oneof theworst thingsapersoncoulddoishurt

a defenseless animal’’), Fairness/Reciprocity (e.g., ‘‘Whether or

not someoneactedunfairly’’), In-Group Loyalty (e.g.,‘‘I amproud
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of my country’s history’’), Authority/Respect (e.g., ‘‘Whether or

not someone showed a lack of respect for authority’’), and Purity/

Sanctity (e.g.,‘‘I would call some acts wrong on the grounds that

they are unnatural’’). Higher scores indicate a higher level of

emphasis on that particular moral foundation in moral decision-

making. In this study, Cronbach’s alpha for each subscale was:

Harm/Care (a=0.77), Fairness/Reciprocity (a=0.78), In-Group

Loyalty (a= 0.64), Authority/Respect (a= 0.65), andPurity/

Sanctity (a=0.74). The items loading on the In-Group Loyalty,

Authority/Respect, and Purity/Sanctity scales were summed to

form binding foundations (a=0.87), and the items loading on the

Harm/CareandFairness/Reciprocityscalesweresummedtoform

individualizing foundations (a=0.88).

Data Analysis

Multiple mediation was explored with a bootstrapping procedure

(Hayes, 2013) in which 95% confidence intervals were used and

10,000bootstrappingresampleswererun.Bootstrappingisanon-

parametric procedure in which samples are taken multiple

times from an existing dataset to create an empirical approx-

imation of the sampling distribution. Confidence intervals are

then generated based on this sampling distribution to test the

indirect effects associated with mediational models. If the com-

puted confidence intervals do not include zero, this indicates that

the variable is a significant mediator in the proposed model (for a

detailed discussion, see Hayes, 2013).

Results

Bivariate correlations between and descriptive statistics for all

variables of interest are shown in Table 2.

Economic Political Ideology

In order to test H1, H2a, and H2b, a multiple mediation model was

run in which economic political ideology was the independent

Table 1 Demographics for Study 1 (N= 492) and Study 2 (N= 861)

Study 1 Study 2

n % n %

Gender

Male 170 34.6 248 28.8

Female 322 65.4 613 71.2

Age (in years)

M 20.71 – – 20.46 – –

SD 2.26 – – 2.19 – –

Range 18–30 – – 18–30 – –

Ethnicity

White/Caucasian 215 43.7 446 51.8

Black/African American 96 19.5 132 15.3

Asian/Pacific Islander 45 9.1 78 9.1

Hispanic 113 23.0 177 20.6

Native American 4 0.8 1 0.1

Other 19 3.9 27 3.1

Academic classification

Freshman 122 24.8 242 28.1

Sophomore 118 24.0 193 22.4

Junior 123 25.0 226 26.2

Senior 127 25.8 194 22.5

Other 2 0.4 6 0.7

Political affiliation

Republican 79 16.1 130 15.1

Lean Republican 37 7.5 76 8.8

Independent 117 23.8 184 21.4

Lean Democratic 39 7.9 128 14.9

Democrat 134 27.2 191 22.1

Libertarian 38 7.7 97 11.3

Other 48 9.8 55 6.4
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variable, binding foundations and individualizing foundations

were the mediators, and homophobia was the dependent variable.

We hypothesized that (H1) conservative economic political ide-

ology would be positively associated with homophobia. Conser-

vative economic political ideology had a positive total effect on

homophobia (pathc:b=0.21,SE=0.04, t=4.76,p\.001,95%

CI[0.12,0.29]);however, itonlyexplained4.4%ofthevariancein

homophobia. We also hypothesized that conservative economic

political ideology would exert an indirect effect on homophobia

through (H2a) higher endorsement of binding foundations as

well as (H2b) lower endorsement of individualizing foundations.

Conservative economic political ideology had a positive effect on

binding foundations (path a1: b=0.21, SE=0.04, t=4.89, p\.

001, 95% CI [0.12, 0.30]) but only explained 4.6% of the variance

in binding foundations. Conservative political ideology did not

haveaneffectonindividualizingfoundations(patha2:b=-0.01,

SE=0.04, t=-0.34, p= .72, 95% CI [-0.10, 0.07]). Binding

foundations had a positive effect on homophobia (path b1: b=
0.49, SE=0.04, t=10.89, p\.001, 95% CI [0.40, 0.58]), and

individualizing foundations had a negative effect on homophobia

(path b2: b=-0.68, SE=0.04, t=-15,51, p\.001, 95% CI

[-0.77,-0.60]). Together, conservative political ideology,

binding foundations, and individualizing foundations explained

36.6%of the variance in homophobia. Conservative economic

political ideology had a positive direct effect on homophobia

(path c0: b=0.09, SE=0.03, t=2.46, p= .014, 95% CI [0.01,

0.16]) and an indirect effect on homophobia through binding

foundations (b=0.10, SE=0.02, 95% CI [0.06, 0.16]) but not

individualizing foundations. The multiple mediation model is

shown in Fig. 1.

Social Political Ideology

In order to test H3, H4a, and H4b, a second multiple mediation

modelwas run; thiswas identical to thepreviousmodelexcept that

socialpolitical ideologywas the independentvariable.Wehypoth-

esizedthat(H3)conservativesocialpolitical ideologywouldbepos-

itively associated with homophobia. Conservative social political

ideology had a positive total effect on homophobia (path c: b=
0.45, SE=0.04, t=11.34, p\.001, 95% CI [0.37, 0.53]), and it

explained 20.8% of the variance in homophobia. We also hypoth-

esized that conservative social political ideology would exert

an indirect effectonhomophobia through (H4a) higherendorse-

ment of binding foundations as well as (H4b) lower endorsement

of individualizing foundations. Conservative social political ide-

ology had a positive effect on binding foundations (path a1: b=
0.21, SE=0.04, t=4.78, p\.001, 95% CI [0.12, 0.29]) and

explained 4.4% of the variance in binding foundations. Conser-

vative social political ideology had a negative effect on individ-

ualizing foundations (path a2: b=-0.15, SE=0.04, t=-3.51,

p\.001, 95% CI [-0.24, -0.06]) and explained 2.4% of the

variance in individualizing foundations.Bindingfoundationshad

apositiveeffectonhomophobia (pathb1:b=0.40,SE=0.04, t=

9.00, p\.001, 95% CI [0.31, 0.49]), and individualizing founda-

tions had a negative effect on homophobia (path b2: b=-0.59,

SE= 0.04, t=-13.41, p\.001, 95% CI [-0.68, -0.50]).

Together, conservative political ideology, binding foundations,

and individualizing foundations explained 42.3% of the variance

in homophobia. Conservative social political ideology had a

positive direct effect on homophobia (path c0: b= 0.27,

SE=0.03, t=7.29,p\.001;95%CI[0.20,0.34])andanindirect

Table 2 Bivariate correlations and descriptive statistics for Study 1 (N= 492) and Study 2 (N= 861)

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 M SD

1. Economic political

ideology

– 0.60*** 0.21*** -0.01 0.20*** 4.09a 1.54

2. Social political ideology 0.57*** – 0.21*** -0.15*** 0.45*** 3.43a 1.70

3. Binding foundations 0.20*** 0.36*** – 0.56*** 0.12*** 43.62b 9.96

4. Individualizing

foundations

-0.09** -0.15*** 0.37*** – -0.41*** 33.22c 7.58

5. Homophobia 0.18*** 0.42*** 0.24*** -0.37*** – 21.00d 7.20

M 3.99a 3.30a 62.26e 48.32b 49.63f

SD 1.54 1.64 12.55 7.73 15.42

Study 1 coefficients and descriptive statistics are shown above the diagonal and in the rightmost columns, respectively, while Study 2 coefficients and

descriptive statistics are shown below the diagonal and in the bottommost rows

** p\.01; *** p\.001
a Absolute range, 1–7
b Absolute range, 12–72
c Absolute range, 8–48
d Absolute range, 9–45
e Absolute range, 18–108
f Absolute range, 25–125
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effect on homophobia through binding foundations (b=0.08,

SE=0.02, 95% CI [0.04, 0.13]) and individualizing foundations

(b=0.09, SE=0.02; 95% CI [0.04, 0.14). The multiple media-

tion model is shown in Fig. 2.

Discussion

The purpose of this study was to explore the relationship between

economic and social political ideology and homophobia, specifi-

cally exploring whether binding and individualizing moral foun-

dationsmediatetherelationship.Conservativeeconomicandsocial

political ideology were both positively associated with homo-

phobia, supporting H1 and H3. This supports prior research linking

conservatism and homophobia (e.g., Burnett & Salka, 2009;

Morrison & Morrison, 2002; Whitley & Lee, 2000; Wood &

Bartkowski, 2004).

Economic political ideology had an indirect effect on homo-

phobia through binding, but not individualizing, foundations,

meaning that H2a was supported while H2b was not. Individ-

ualizing foundations did not mediate the relationship between

political ideology and homophobia because the path from polit-

ical ideology to individualizing foundations was not significant;

indeed, thetwovariableswerenotcorrelatedat thebivariate level.

This result is interesting because it suggests that conservative

economic political ideology may be associated with homophobia

through the binding foundations. Social political ideology had an

indirect effect on homophobia through binding foundations and

individualizingfoundations,supportingH4aandH4b.Thisresult is

consistent with the notion that social conservatives have higher

Fig. 1 Multiple mediation model for Study 1: political ideology (economic; IV), binding and individualizing foundations (mediators), homophobia

(DV)

Fig. 2 Multiple mediation model for Study 1: political ideology (social; IV), binding and individualizing foundations (mediators), homophobia (DV)
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levels of homophobia through greater emphasis on the binding

foundations and less emphasis on the individualizing founda-

tions—and, conversely, that social liberals have lower levels of

homophobia through greater emphasis on the individualizing

foundations and less emphasis on the binding foundations.

Taken together, these results suggest that binding and individu-

alizingfoundationsmediatetherelationshipbetweensocialpolitical

conservatismandhomophobia.Additionally,thesefindingssupport

prior researchonthedivergenceofmoralvaluesbetweeneconomic

andsocialconservatives(Grahametal.,2009,2011;Iyeretal.,2012;

Jostetal., 2009;Milojevetal.,2014;Talhelmetal.,2014;Weber&

Federico, 2013). This suggests a nuanced approach to analyzing

conservatism is more effective as economic and social conserva-

tives may exhibit conflicting views on moral foundations similar to

the liberal–conservative divide (Weber & Federico, 2013). Thus,

higher endorsement of the binding foundations better accounts for

the relationship between political ideology and homophobia in the

case of both economic and social conservatism.

Study 2

Introduction

In Study 2, we sought to replicate the findings from Study 1 with a

larger sample and more extensive measures, specifically using the

fullMFQ-30anda lengthiermeasureofhomophobia.However, in

Study 2, we also altered our operationalization of homophobia. In

Study 1, we utilized a measure of modern homophobia in order to

tap into more private and subtle attitudes about LGB individuals.

Having found clear relationships with modern homophobia, in

Study 2 we sought to explore whether relationships could be found

with a less subtle measure—that is, a measure of traditional

homophobia. For this, we utilized the Homophobia Scale (Wright,

Adams, & Bernat, 1999), which measures three aspects of tra-

ditionalhomophobia: Affect/BehavioralAggression, Behavior/

Negative Affect, and Cognitive Negativism. We wanted to deter-

minewhethersimilar relationshipswouldbefoundwithlesssubtle,

more explicit measure of traditional homophobia. Our hypotheses

in Study 2 were identical to those in Study 1.

Method

Participants

Participants consisted of self-identified heterosexual undergrad-

uatestudentsage18–30(N=861;71.2%female;51.8%white)at

the University of North Texas. Participant characteristics are

shown in Table 1.

Procedure

The procedure was identical to that from Study 1.

Measures

Homophobia

The Homophobia Scale (Wright et al., 1999) is a self-report mea-

sureof threefacetsofhomophobia:Affect/BehavioralAggression,

Behavior/Negative Affect, and Cognitive Negativism. Affect/Be-

havioral Aggression measures aggressive behaviors and negative

affect directed at gay men and lesbians (e.g.,‘‘Homosexual behav-

ior should be against the law’’). Behavioral/Negative Affect mea-

suresnegativeaffectandavoidancebehaviors towardgaymenand

lesbians (e.g.,‘‘Gaypeoplemakemefeelnervous’’).Cognitive

Negativism measures negative attitudes toward gay men and les-

bians (e.g.,‘‘I avoidgay individuals’’). Participants responded to 25

items on a five-point Likert scale ranging from 1= strongly agree

to 5= strongly disagree.The three subscale scores were summed

together to form an overall homophobia scale (Cronbach’s a=
0.92),inwhichahigherscoreindicatedhigherlevelsofhomophobia.

Moral Foundations

In Study 2, the full 30-item version of the MFQ (Graham et al.,

2011) was used. The MFQ-30 has demonstrated reliability and

validity (Davies et al., 2014; Graham et al., 2011). In this study,

Cronbach’s alpha for each subscale was: Harm/Care (a=0.70),

Fairness/Reciprocity (a=0.70), In-Group Loyalty (a=0.67),

Authority/Respect (a=0.70),andPurity/Sanctity (a=0.81).The

items loading on the In-Group Loyalty, Authority/Respect, and

Purity/Sanctity scales were summed to form binding foundations

(a=0.89), and the items loading on the Harm/Care and Fairness/

Reciprocity scales were summed to form individualizing founda-

tions (a=0.83).

Results

Bivariate correlations between and descriptive statistics for all

variables of interest are shown in Table 2.

Economic Political Ideology

InordertotestH1,H2a,andH2b,weranamultiplemediationmodel

identical to that from Study 1. We hypothesized that (H1) conser-

vative economic political ideology would be positively associated

withhomophobia.Conservativeeconomicpolitical ideologyhada

positive total effect on homophobia (path c: b=0.18, SE=0.03,

t=5.65,p\.001,95%CI[0.12,0.25]);however, itonlyexplained

3.6% of the variance in homophobia. We also hypothesized that

conservative economic political ideology would exert an indirect

effect on homophobia through (H2a) higher endorsement of bind-

ing foundations as well as (H2b) lower endorsement of individu-

alizing foundations. Conservative economic political ideology had
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a positive effect on binding foundations (path a1: b= 0.20,

SE=0.03, t=6.19, p\.001, 95% CI [0.14, 0.27]) and explained

4.2% of the variance in binding foundations. Conservative eco-

nomic political ideology had a negative effect on individualizing

foundations (path a2: b=-0.09, SE=0.03, t=-2.73, p= .006,

95% CI [-0.15, -0.02]) but explained\1.0% of the variance in

individualizing foundations. Binding foundations had a positive

effect on homophobia (path b1: b=0.42, SE=0.03, t=13.48,

p\.001, 95% CI [0.36, 0.48]), and individualizing foundations

had a negative effect on homophobia (path b2: b=-0.52, SE=

0.03, t=-16.98,p\.001, 95%CI[-0.58,-0.46]). Together,

conservative economic political ideology, binding foundations,

and individualizing foundations explained 31.0% of the variance

in homophobia. With binding and individualizing foundations in

the model, the direct effect of conservative political ideology on

homophobia fell short of statistical significance (path c0:b=0.05,

SE=0.02, t=1.76, p= .07, 95% CI [-0.005, 0.11]). Conserva-

tive economic political ideology had an indirect effect on homo-

phobia through binding foundations (b=0.08, SE=0.01, 95% CI

[0.05,0.12])andindividualizingfoundations(b=0.04,SE=0.01,

95% CI [0.01, 0.08]. The multiple mediation model is shown

in Fig. 3.

Social Political Ideology

InordertotestH3,H4a,andH4b,weranamultiplemediationmodel

identical to that from Study 1. We hypothesized that (H3) conser-

vative social political ideology would be positively associated

with homophobia. Conservative social political ideology had a

positive total effect on homophobia (path c: b=0.42, SE=0.03,

t=13.65, p\.001, 95% CI [0.36, 0.48]) and explained 17.8% of

the variance in homophobia. We also hypothesized that conser-

vative social political ideology would exert an indirect effect on

homophobia through (H4a) higher endorsement of binding foun-

dations as well as (H4b) lower endorsement of individualizing

foundations. Conservative social political ideology had a positive

effect on binding foundations (path a1: b=0.36, SE=0.03, t=

11.35, p\.001, 95% CI [0.29, 0.42]) and explained 13.0% of the

variance in binding foundations. Conservative social political ide-

ology had a negative effect on individualizing foundations (path

a2: b=-0.15, SE=0.03, t=-4.53, p\.001, 95% CI [-0.21,

-0.08])butonlyexplained2.3%ofthevarianceinindividualizing

foundations. Binding foundations had a positive effect on homo-

phobia (path b1: b=0.32, SE=0.03, t=9.85, p\.001; 95% CI

[0.26,0.39]),andindividualizingfoundationshadanegativeeffect

on homophobia (pathb2:b=-0.46, SE=0.03, t=-14.65,p\.

001,95%CI[-0.52,-0.39]).Together,conservativesocialpolit-

ical ideology, binding foundations, and individualizing founda-

tions explained 35.0% of the variance in homophobia. Con-

servative social political ideology had a positive direct effect on

homophobia (path c0: b=0.23, SE=0.03, t=7.44, p\.001,

95% CI [0.17, 0.29]) and an indirect effect on homophobia

through binding foundations (b=0.11, SE=0.01; 95% CI [0.09,

0.15])andindividualizingfoundations(b=0.07,SE=0.01;95%

CI [0.03, 0.10]). The multiple mediation model is shown in Fig. 4.

Post Hoc Analyses

Having found results with traditional homophobia in Study 2 sim-

ilar to those found with modern homophobia in Study 1, we con-

ducted a series of post hoc analyses in order to investigate rela-

tionships between political ideology, moral foundations, and the

three facets of traditional homophobia: Affect/Behavioral Aggres-

sion, Behavior/Negative Affect, and Cognitive Negativism. Our

purpose in theseanalyseswas todetermine the relativecontribution

of political ideology and moral foundations in predicting each

subtype of traditional homophobia. Given this purpose and the

exploratory nature of these analyses, we utilized three hierarchical

multiple regression analyses, each with economic and social politi-

cal ideology as independent variables entered simultaneously into

Fig. 3 Multiple mediation model for Study 2: political ideology (economic; IV), binding and individualizing foundations (mediators), homophobia (DV)
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thefirststep,bindingandindividualizingfoundationsenteredsimul-

taneouslyasindependentvariablesinthesecondstep,andoneofthe

threesubtypesof traditionalhomophobiaas thedependentvariable.

All four variables explained 25.6% of the variance in Cognitive

Negativism,F(4,856)=73.66,p\.001;theuniquepredictorswere

conservative social political ideology (b=0.31, p\.001), binding

foundations (b=0.30, p\.001), and individualizing foundations

(b=-0.23, p\.001). For Behavior/Negative Affect, all four vari-

ables explained 30.4%of the variance,F(4, 856)=94.87,p\.001;

the unique predictors were conservative social political ideology

(b=0.24, p\.001), binding foundations (b= 0.29, p\.001),

andindividualizingfoundations(b=-0.44,p\.001).Finally, for

Affect/Behavioral Aggression, all four variables explained

27.6% of the variance, F(4, 856)= 82.77, p\.001, and were

all unique predictors: conservative economic political ideol-

ogy (b=-0.08,p= .020), conservative social political ideology

(b=0.22,p\.001),bindingfoundations (b=0.27,p\.001), and

individualizing foundations (b=-0.45, p\.001). The three

multiple regression analyses are shown in Table 3.

Discussion

As in Study 1, conservative economic and social political ideology

both had a positive total effect on homophobia, supporting H1 and

H3. When the moral foundations were included as mediators in the

model, the relationship between conservative economic political

ideologyandhomophobiawasnolongersignificant, indicatingthat

binding and individualizing foundations fully mediated the rela-

tionship between conservative economic political ideology and

traditional homophobia. This suggests that the relationship

between economic political ideology and traditional homo-

phobia is attributable to underlying differences in emphases in

moral decision-making. Both economic and social political ideol-

ogydemonstratedanindirecteffectonhomophobiathroughhigher

endorsement of both the binding and individualizing foundations,

supportingH2a,H2b, H4a, andH4b.These findings suggest thatboth

economic and social political ideology exert an indirect effect on

traditional homophobia through both binding and individualizing

moral foundations. Finally, results of the post hoc analyses found

Fig. 4 Multiple mediation model for Study 2: political ideology (social; IV), binding and individualizing foundations (mediators), homophobia (DV)

Table 3 Multiple regression analyses for political ideology and moral foundations predicting three subtypes of traditional homophobia (N= 861)

Cognitive Negativism Behavior/Negative Affect Affect/Behavioral Aggression

B SE B b DR2 B SE B b DR2 B SE BE b DR2

Step 1 0.18*** 0.14*** 0.12***

EPI -0.13 0.08 -0.06 -0.29 0.17 -0.06 -0.36 0.17 -0.08*

SPI 0.92 0.07 0.45*** 1.79 0.16 0.42*** 1.66 0.16 0.38***

Step 2 0.07*** 0.15*** 0.15***

EPI -0.13 0.07 -0.06 -0.30 0.15 -0.06 -0.37 0.16 -0.08*

SPI 0.62 0.07 0.31*** 1.05 0.16 0.24*** 0.94 0.16 0.22***

BMF 0.08 0.01 0.30*** 0.16 0.01 0.29*** 0.15 0.02 0.27***

IMF -0.10 0.01 -0.23*** -0.40 0.03 -0.44*** -0.41 0.03 -0.45***

EPI economic political ideology, SPI social political ideology, BMF binding moral foundations, IMF individualizing moral foundations

* p\.05; *** p\.001
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that conservative social political ideology predicted all three sub-

types of traditional homophobia and that while binding and indi-

vidualizing foundations contributed approximately equally to

negative cognition, for Behavior/Negative Affect and Affect/

Behavioral Aggression, individualizing foundations accounted for

a larger share of variance than binding foundations. This suggests

that a moral emphasis on protection and fairness appears to act as a

greater buffer against more behavioral forms of homophobia.

General Discussion

The purpose of these studies was to investigate relationships

between economic and social political ideology, binding and

individualizing moral foundations, and homophobia. Four overall

findingswereclearandconsistentacrossStudy1andStudy2.First,

consistentwithprior research (Whitley &Lee,2000;Wood&

Bartkowski, 2004), the results of both studies found that conser-

vative economic and social political ideology were both positively

associated with homophobia. Second, social political ideology

explained more variance in homophobia than economic political

ideology. This is consistent with the notion that homophobia is

more closely related to political ‘‘culture war’’ issues rather than

thoseoftaxationandregulation.Third,acrossbothstudies,political

ideology had an indirect effect on homophobia through both

binding and individualizing foundations in three of the four mul-

tiple mediation models. This supports the notion that political

ideology influences homophobia through moral foundations.

Fourth, acrossboth studies, political ideologyhadan indirect effect

on homophobia most consistently—in all four multiple mediation

models—through the binding foundations. This finding provides

empiricalsupportfor theassertionofHaidtandGraham(2007)that

higher endorsement of the binding foundations explains the rela-

tionship between political conservatism and homophobia; further-

more, it isconsistentwithprevious research thathas foundthat

Purity/Sanctity—one of the binding foundations—was the stron-

gestpredictorofattitudesinculturewar issues(Kolevaetal.,2012).

Thus, the relationship between conservative political ideology and

homophobia may result fromdifferences inconservatives’ and

liberals’ moraldecision-making processes, with conservatives’

emphasis on shared cultural values accounting for higher levels

of homophobia.

There were some discrepant findings in Study 1 and Study 2. In

Study 1, economic political ideology was not significantly asso-

ciated with individualizing foundations, yet in Study 2, conserva-

tiveeconomicpolitical ideologywasnegativelyassociatedwiththe

individualizingfoundations.Thismaybedue to theuseof theshort

form of the MFQ in Study 1, which omits one economically rele-

vant item from the full MFQ-30 (‘‘I think it’s morally wrong that

rich children inherit a lot of money while poor children inherit

nothing’’). Another discrepant finding was that, in Study 1, eco-

nomic political ideology had a positive direct effect on homopho-

bia;however,inStudy2,economicpoliticalideologydidnothavea

positive direct effect on homophobia, suggesting full mediation.

Thus, when the path between economic political ideology and

individualizing foundations is significant, then economic political

ideology exerts its effect on homophobia exclusively through the

moral foundations. This suggests that any link between economic

political ideology and homophobia may be explained entirely by

underlying differences in moral decision-making.

Results of the post hoc analyses suggest that social political

ideology was a stronger predictor of all three subfacets of homo-

phobia than economic political ideology. Indeed, economic polit-

ical ideologywasonly associatedwithAffect/BehavioralAggres-

sion. Binding foundations were positively associated, and indi-

vidualizing foundations were negatively associated with all three

subfacets of homophobia.

These studies have implications for the study of political ide-

ologyandmoral foundations.Althougheconomicandsocialpolit-

ical ideology were positively correlated in both studies, the results

that economic political ideology was not associated with individ-

ualizing foundations in Study 1 but was in Study 2 and that social

political ideology was associated with binding and individualizing

foundations in both studies suggests that there is value in making

the distinction between economic and social political ideology in

futureresearch(Carneyetal.,2008;Iyeretal.,2012;Talhelmetal.,

2014). Additionally, across both studies—using the MFQ-SF in

Study 1 and the MFQ-30 in Study 2—we found high correlations

between the scale scores for the three binding foundations and the

two individualizing foundations, supporting a two-factor model of

moral foundations.ThediscrepancyinresultsbetweenStudy1and

Study 2 with regard to the relationship between economic political

ideology and the individualizing foundations suggests the impor-

tanceofusing theMFQ-30inorder to tap into thesalienteconomic

aspects of the individualizing foundations.

These studies were limited in several ways. They utilized a

cross-sectional research design, limiting conclusions that can be

drawnaboutcausalityanddirectionalityof results.Additionally,

these studies utilized a convenience sample of college students

whowereage30oryounger.Recentpollingshowsanoverwhelm-

ing 78 percent of millennials support same-sex marriage, a sig-

nificant increase fromadecadeago(Clement, Barnes,&Craighill,

2015). Also, sampling university students raises the question of

generalizability for results. Future research should incorporate

a more representativesampleof theU.S.population to increase the

generalizabilityofresearchfindings.Inaddition,samplesincluding

non-college-educatedadultsshouldbestudiedtomeasuretheeffect

levelofeducationhasonmoral foundations,political ideology,and

homophobia. Further, samples including college-educated adults

should be studied to assess the effects of age on moral foundations,

political ideology, and homophobia. Further study should assess if

utilizing the full MHS-L and MHS-G as measures of homophobia

will replicate the mediating relationships produced by the Homo-

phobia Scale. Also, further study should incorporate newer mea-

sures of homophobia to analyze the effect of revised and updated

measures on the relationship between political ideology and

1192 Arch Sex Behav (2018) 47:1183–1194
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homophobia.Futurestudiesshouldcontinueexploreeconomicand

social conservative political ideology separately as predictors of

homophobia to account for libertarian and other ideology that

confound the liberal–conservative binary on social issues.
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