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Abstract
Jamaica has developed an international reputation for severe anti-gay prejudice. However, in

the past few years, between 2012 and 2015, intensified waves of activism have increased the

©CoO~NOUTA,WNPE

10 visibility of LGBT Jamaicans and fought for their social and legal inclusion in Jamaican
12 society. This research investigated the effects of that activism by taking advantage of two
large, representative surveys of Jamaicans’ attitudes toward lesbians and gay men: one in
17 2012 and one in 2015. Over the 3-year period there were significant reductions in desire for
19 social distance and opposition to gay rights. However, there was no significant change in anti-
21 gay attitudes, and evidence of an increase in anti-gay behaviours. There was also no evidence
of polarisation of responses to gay men and lesbians; rather, the most prejudiced Jamaicans
26 showed the largest reductions in bias. Implications of these findings for activism in Jamaica

28 and other anti-gay countries are discussed.

46 Keywords: sexual orientation; prejudice; Jamaica; activism
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Introduction

Jamaica has earned an international reputation for blatant anti-gay prejudice (West,
2014), laws that implicitly criminalize consensual sexual relationships between gay men
(Jamaica Ministry of Justice, 1969; Wheatle, 2013), dancehall music that (whether literally or
figuratively) urges listeners to kill gay men and lesbians (Farquharson, 2005), and a series of
gruesome and sometimes deadly anti-gay attacks (Clunis, 2004; Martinez, 2013; Pearson,
2012). However, the last few years have seen a significant increase in both social and legal
activism (Reynolds, 2013; Walters, 2013), and an increased willingness to speak out against
Jamaican anti-gay prejudice (K. Walker, 2012; West & Geering, 2013). To investigate the
effectiveness of this recent period of intensified pro-gay activity, this field experiment took
advantage of two large, representative surveys of Jamaicans’ responses to gay men and
lesbians that occurred in 2012 and 2015. What changes, if any, are associated with this recent
surge in activism, and what lessons can be learned from Jamaica that may be applicable to
other severely anti-gay countries?
Jamaica’s Changing Social Climate

In Kingston, Jamaica, on an evening in November, 2012, two male students of the
University of Technology were caught engaging in sexual activities with each other. One of
them escaped, but the other was pursued across the campus by a group of fellow students. As
this group grew in size and ferocity and began calling for his death, he ran into the security
office, looking for refuge. He escaped with his life, but not without consequences; two of the
security guards took matters in their own hands, beating him themselves (“Caught on Tape!
UTech Security Guards Beat Alleged Gay Student,” 2012). This was followed by a period of
intense debate about the actions of the students and the guards, with many arguing that the
gay students should have been killed (Pearson, 2012).

Less than three years later, in August 2015 and October 2015, Jamaica’s first Pride
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events were held in Kingston and Montego Bay respectively (Spaulding, 2015). Here, in sharp
contrast with the events of three years prior “persons of all classes, sexualities and gender
expressions (including several straight allies) freely and easily rubbed shoulders in a safe, fun
and incident-free environment” (Tomlinson, 2015).

This seems to signal a very rapid change in Jamaica’s social climate. If so, it has not
occurred without effort. Several organisations including AIDS-Free World, the Canadian
HIV/AIDS Legal Network, Quality of Citizenship Jamaica, the Jamaica Anti-Homophobia
Stand, and J-FLAG — the nations largest gay rights organization — have engaged in a series of
protests and similar activities; these were intended to increase the visibility of Jamaican
LGBT persons, call attention to the seriousness of Jamaican anti-LGBT prejudice, and put
pressure on Jamaican politicians to treat the problem more seriously (Johnson, 2016;
Reynolds, 2016; Silvera, 2013a, 2013b; Walters, 2013). At the same time multiple legal
challenges have been made against Jamaica’s so-called “buggery law”, which imposes
consequences of up to ten years imprisonment for consensual anal sex between adults
(Dunkley-Willis, 2013; Jamaica Ministry of Justice, 1969; Reynolds, 2013).

While these efforts appear to have met with some success, a number of questions
remain that have important practical and theoretical implications. First, to what extent is this
apparent, highly-visible change reflected in nation-wide responses to gay men and lesbians?
Empirical research on Jamaican anti-gay prejudice has found it to be very strong (West &
Hewstone, 2012a), extremely wide-spread (West & Cowell, 2015), and part of accepted social
norms (West & Hewstone, 2012b). Thus, given the strength and apparent resilience of this
prejudice, it is important to determine whether any community-level changes in Jamaican
prejudice against lesbians and gay men accompany these efforts at pro-gay activism.

Second, it is important to investigate whether and how different types of anti-gay
prejudice have altered in the wake of this activism. Sexual prejudice - negative beliefs,

attitudes or behaviours toward others based on sexual orientation - is a serious, global
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problem with many unique, though inter-connected, manifestations (Hegarty, 2010; Herek,
2000, 2004; Ottosson, 2009). These range from social negativity, such as avoidance,
ostracism, disgust, or disapproval (Herek, 2004), to discrimination in employment and the
withholding of legal rights (Araiza, 2010; Grant et al., 2011), to violent hate crimes, sexual
attack, and murder (Herek, Gillis, & Cogan, 1999; Willis, 2004). Prior research in the
Jamaican context (e.g., West & Cowell, 2015) has identified some particularly relevant facets
of sexual prejudice that can be divided into two categories: (1) structural prejudice, such as
social distance and opposition to gay rights and (2) personal prejudice such as anti-gay
attitudes, and negative behaviours.

Structural prejudice refers to more systemic limitations that prevent LGBT individuals
from participating fully in society. Within this category, social distance reflects a reluctance to
permit members of an outgroup to occupy increasingly close social positions such as
employee, friend, or in-law (Bogardus, 1925; Brockman & D’Arcy, 1978; Link, Phelan,
Bresnahan, Stueve, & Pescosolido, 1999). Also within structural prejudice, opposition to gay
rights reflects an unwillingness to allow gay men and lesbians equal treatment under the law
(Wheatle, 2012), which is particularly relevant in Jamaica considering the continued support
for the “buggery law” (Spaulding, 2014).

Personal prejudice, on the other had, refers to a more individual level of antipathy
toward LGBT individuals. Within this category, outgroup attitudes reflect an (often negative)
affective response to an outgroup, such as fear, disgust or disapproval (Hewstone, Rubin, &
Willis, 2002) and are among the most widely researched aspect of intergroup bias (Riek,
Mania, & Gaertner, 2006). Negative behaviours, by contrast, generally receive less empirical
attention, but are extremely important as they indicate the individual’s actual treatment of the
outgroup (Devine, Evett, & Vasques-Suson, 1996; West & Turner, 2014).

Structural and personal prejudice are usually positively associated, but nonetheless

meaningfully distinct (Hewstone et al., 2002). Furthermore, each is most successfully
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managed in different ways. Structural prejudice can be effectively reduced with collective
action strategies (Iyer & Ryan, 2009). In contrast, personal prejudice is more effectively
handled with strategies that promote cross-group friendship and harmony, such as intergroup
contact and its derivatives (West & Hewstone, 2012a; West, Husnu, & Lipps, 2014). Some
researchers have noted a potential tension between these strategies, finding that the promotion
of harmony can undermine the fight for equal rights and privileges, and vice-versa (Becker,
Wright, Lubensky, & Zhou, 2013; Becker & Wright, 2011; Dixon, Tropp, Durrheim, &
Tredoux, 2010; Saguy, Tausch, Dovidio, & Pratto, 2009).

For example, Dixon, Durrheim and Tredoux (2007) found that intergroup contact
between White and Black South Africans predicted more positive attitudes between the two
groups, but also predicted less support for pro-Black structural changes among Black South
Africans. Similarly, Wright and Lubensky (2008) found that in contact with White Americans
improved Black Americans’ cross-racial attitudes, but also undermined their support for
collective action to achieve racial equality. In a genuine experiment using a minimal-group
paradigm, Saguy et al. (2009) showed that positive contact increased expectations of fair
treatment for disadvantaged groups, but did not actually cause the advantaged groups to
behave more fairly toward the disadvantaged groups. Given the focus on protest and legal
challenges employed by LGBT Jamaicans in recent years, I expect the strongest changes to be
in social distance and opposition to gay rights, rather than attitudes or negative behaviours.

Third, though there have been signs of reduction in Jamaican anti-gay prejudice, there
have also been signs of resistance to these changes. Jamaican gays and lesbians continue to be
attacked or killed at alarming rates (J-FLAG, 2013), and reactions to some pro-gay protests
have been quite negative (Reynolds, 2016). Furthermore, a number of lobby groups have
come into existence for the specific purpose of opposing equal rights for gay and lesbians in
Jamaica and retaining the law prohibiting consensual anal sex between adults (Buckley,

2012). One manifestation of these efforts is the ‘Love March’, an annual religious
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demonstration that started in 2012 with the goal of opposing homosexuality and other forms
of sexuality not supported by certain Christian beliefs (Welsh, 2013; West, 2012). Other
demonstrations include a 25,000 strong march in the centre of Kingston in 2014 that aimed to
“resist the homosexual agenda and the repealing of the buggery act” (Skyers, 2014). These
demonstrations could signal either a backlash of anti-gay sentiment, or possibly a polarisation
of Jamaicans’ attitudes with parties on both sides becoming more entrenched and extreme in
their views. These important questions must be investigated to gain a fuller understanding of

the effects of the recent period of pro-gay activism.

Current Research

This research investigated whether and how levels of anti-gay prejudice in Jamaica
changed over a recent three-year period of increased visibility and activism. This was done by
taking advantage of two large, representative surveys of Jamaicans’ responses to lesbians and
gay men, which took place at the start and end of this three-year period, in 2012 and in 2015
respectively. Specifically, the following research questions were addressed: (1) given the
increased visibility and activism, it was hypothesised that prejudice against lesbians and gay
men would have declined over that 3-year period; (2) though I expected an overall decline in
prejudice, 1 also expected differences in the patterns of changes for different types of
prejudice; specifically greater reductions were expected for social distance and opposition to
gay rights than for anti-gay attitudes and negative behaviours; and (3) given the signs of
resistance to gay rights in Jamaica, the possibility of a polarization of attitudes was also
investigated.
Method

Participants and recruitment. The data were obtained from two large, nationally
represen‘cative1 samples of Jamaican adults, one in 2012 and one in 2015, each drawn from a
diverse sample of 231 communities across Jamaica. According to the original reports (Boxill

et al., 2012; Johnson, 2016), participants were recruited in person and through word of mouth
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by an independent agency. Participants did not receive payment or other reimbursement for
participation. Each survey was completed in person with the assistance of an “experienced
interviewer” (Boxill et al.,, 2012, p. 6), who was trained to minimise intrusion and self-
presentation biases. Each participant took about 25 minutes to complete the survey.

The 2012 sample contained 945 participants: 482 men (51%) and 463 (49%) women.
The 2015 sample contained 942 participants: 429 men (45.5%) and 513 women (54.5%). In
both 2012 and 2015 the modal age group was 25 — 34 (29.7% in 2012 and 22.5% in 2015).
The median age group in 2012 was also 25 — 34, though the median age group in 2015 was 35
—44.

Measures. In both 2012 and 2015 the data were collected by an external company
hired by JFLAG and none of the data was collected with these hypotheses in mind (Johnson,
2016). Consequently, the measures are not ideal because items had to be selected from data
sets not designed for this purpose. To manage this, as far as was possible, I used exactly the
same measures as those successfully used by West and Cowell (2015) to assess both the
characteristics of the participant samples and the measures of prejudice against lesbians and
gay men: i.e., social distance, opposition to gay rights, anti-gay attitudes, and negative
behaviour. A second limitation of the measures is that there were very subtle differences in
the wording used for some items between 2012 and 2015. This limitation was managed by
using only items that seemed identical in meaning between the 2 samples. A full list of items
from both years is shown in Table 1.

Sample characteristics. Participants indicated their gender (1 = male, 2 = female). In
2012, participants had indicated and their age as a whole number between 0 and 100.
However, in 2015, participants only indicated their age group (1 = 18 —24,2=25—-34,3 =
35— 44,4 =45 - 54,5 =55 — 64, 6 = 65 and older). Age values from 2011 were thus
transformed into age groups for the purpose of the analyses in this current research.

Participants also indicated their highest level of education (1 = No formal education, 2 =
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Primary/ Prep school, 3 = Some secondary education, 4 = Completed secondary education, 5
= Vocational/Skills training, 6 = University, 7 = Some professional training beyond
university, 8 = Graduate degree, e.g., MSc, PhD). Finally, participants also indicated whether
“dancehall [was] the kind of music [they] listen to the most” (0 = no, 1 = yes), and how often
they attended church (1 = Less than once a year, 2 = Every year, 3 = 2 to 3 times a year, 4 =
Every month, 5 = Every Week). In both 2012 and 2015, participants indicated their monthly
income in Jamaican dollars, by indicating whether their income fell in particular ranges.
However, different ranges were used in 2012 and 2015 and not enough information was
present to enable translation of the income values across the two samples. Thus, income data
were not included in the analyses below.

Measures of anti-gay prejudice. 1 used items that matched, as closely as possible, the
original items used by West and Cowell (2015). Cronbach’s alphas and factor loadings are
reported for both the 2012 and 2015 items below, though only the wording 2015 items are
included in the main text below. The full wording of all 2012 items can be seen in Table 1.

Social distance. To assess social distance from gay people I selected four items (a 2012
= .82, a 5015 = .73) that addressed participants’ willingness to permit gays to occupy different
social roles. These are similar to the social distance items developed by Bogardus (1925),
contempory versions of which are still being used (see Corrigan, Green, Lundin, Kubiak, &
Penn, 2001); “If I found out that a friend of mine was gay/lesbian I would stop talking to
him/her”, “It does not matter to me whether my friends are gays/lesbians or not” (reversed), “I
would be very upset if I found out that a close friend of mine was gay/lesbian”,
“Gays/lesbians should not be allowed to work with children”. All items loaded onto a single
factor, and all factor loadings were high (.68 < A 5912 < .88, .68 <A 5015 <.80).

Opposition to gay rights. To assess opposition to gay rights I used three items (a 2912 =
.60, a 2015 = .50) that directly addressed the rights and treatment of gays in Jamaican society;

“It is acceptable for gays/lesbians to get married to each other.” (reversed), “I believe that
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gays/lesbians should be considered normal by society.” (reversed), and “Gay/lesbian sexual
behaviour should be illegal.”” Though this scale did not attain the conventional level of
reliability, I retained all items as these items had previously been used by West and Cowell
(2015), item deletion did not result in a more reliable scale, all items loaded onto a single
factor, and all factor loadings were moderate to high (.72 <A 2012 <.79, .57 <A 2015 <.79).

Anti-gay attitudes. 1 selected four items (o 2012 = .67, o 2015 = .68) to assess anti-gay
attitudes. Three of these items assessed emotional reactions toward gay people similar to the
widely-used semantic differential scale developed by Wright, Aron, McLaughlin-Volpe and
Ropp (1997; also used by West & Hewstone, 2012 to measure attitudes toward gay men in
Jamaica); “I feel you can trust a person who is gay/lesbian.” (reversed), “I get annoyed, angry
or feel uncomfortable when I see two gays/lesbians together in public”, and “When I see
gays/lesbians I think "what a waste”. The other item assessed judgments of homosexuality
similar to the Attitudes Toward Gays scale developed by Herek (1988; also used by Turner,
Crisp, & Lambert, 2007); “Homosexuality is a sin.”. All items loaded onto a single factor, and
all factor loadings were moderate to high (.59 <A 5012 <.82, .60 < A 2015 <.80).

Negative behaviour. Finally, to assess self-reported negative behaviour toward gays [
used five items (a 2012 = .77, a 2015 = .69) with which participants indicated whether they
generally behaved in specific negative ways toward lesbians and gay men. These were similar
to the behavioural intentions scale developed by Tam, Hewstone, Kenworthy, and Cairns
(2009; also used by West & Bruckmiiller, 2013) except that they assessed past behaviour
rather than future behavioural intentions; “I have threatened to hurt or damage the property of
someone who is gay/lesbian”, “I am one of those who speak badly about or say negative
things about gays/lesbians”, “I use terms such as faggot, sodomite, fish, battyman, sheman,
when I refer to gays/lesbians”, “I tease and make jokes about gays/lesbians”, “I avoid
gays/lesbians”. All items loaded onto a single factor, and all factor loadings were moderate to

hlgh (42 <Ao012<.87, .47 <A y5< 77)
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Unless otherwise stated, participants responded to all items on 5-point Likert scales (1
= Strongly disagree, 5 = Strongly agree). All four scales were coded so that higher values
represented more negativity toward lesbians and gay men. This was done for clarity of
presentation. However, it is worth noting that some were reversed, which reduced the
tendency for participants to respond similarly to all items, and that items used for the same
scale were not necessarily close to each other in the survey. No combination of scales could
be made into a single, internally reliable scale with items that loaded onto a single factor.
Results

Differences between the 2012 and 2015 participant samples. West and Cowell
(2015) found that a number of factors predicted more prejudice against lesbians and gay men.
These included participant gender (male), older age, less education, higher levels of religiosity
and a preference for dancehall music. I thus compared the two samples collected in 2012 and
2015 to determine if they differed in any of these characteristics. There were small, but
significant differences in all. In the 2015 sample, there was a lower proportion of men (45.5%
vs. 51%), x* (1) = 5.64, p = .018. Participants in the 2015 sample were also older (for the full
breakdown of age-groups by year see Table 2), ¥* (5) = 58.05, p < .001, slightly less educated
(M=421,8D=1.63 vs. M=4.57, SD = 1.30), £ (1582)* = 4.93, p < .001, less religious (M =
3.29, 8D =1.69 vs. M =3.45, SD = 1.29), ¢ (1850)3 =2.25, p =.025, and less likely to prefer
dancehall music (7% vs. 14%), x> (1) = 24.08, p < .001. Given the established relationship
between these variables and anti-gay prejudice both in Jamaica (West & Cowell, 2015), and
internationally (Herek & Gonzalez-Rivera, 2006; Herek, 1988; Irwin & Thompson, 1978;
Jensen, Gambles, & Olsen, 1988), I statistically controlled for them by including them as
covariates in all analyses below.

Changes in Jamaican anti-gay prejudice between 2012 and 2015. Levels of all four
types of anti-gay prejudice, for both the 2012 and 2015 samples, are presented in Table 3. As

expected, levels of prejudice were high; in both years, participants scored significantly above
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the midpoint of the scale on almost all facets of anti-gay prejudice (with the exception of
negative behaviours, which fell below the midpoint of the scale; see Table 3). Correlations
between all types of prejudice can be seen in Table 4.

As all 4 types of prejudice were positively correlated, I investigated the differences in
prejudice against gay men and lesbians between 2012 and 2015 with multivariate analyses of
variance; year (2012 vs. 2015) was the independent variable, social distance, opposition to
gay rights, anti-gay attitudes, and negative behaviours were dependent variables, and all
relevant demographic variables (i.e., gender, age, education, religion, dancehall music) were
included as covariates.

I found the expected significant multivariate effect of year F' (4, 1533) = 28.34, p <
.001, an = .07, indicating a change in prejudice against lesbians and gay men between 2012
and 2015. Examining each measure of prejudice individually, I found a significant decrease in
desire for social distance between 2012 (M = 3.56, SD = 1.08) and 2015 (M = 3.42, SD =
1.02), F (1, 1536) = 7.01, p = .008, an =.005, as well as a significant decrease in opposition
to gay rights (M = 4.33, SD = .78 vs. M =4.07, SD = .85), F (1, 1536) = 39.67, p <.001, n,” =
.03. There was no significant difference in anti-gay attitudes between 2012 (M = 3.93 SD =
.81) and 2015 (M = 4.00, SD = .78), F (1, 1536) = 2.71, p = .11, np2 = .002. However,
participants in 2015 reported more negative behaviour toward gay men and lesbians (M =
2.98, SD = .83 vs. M =2.80, SD = .96), F (1, 1536) = 16.56, p <.001, np2 = .01 (see Figure 1).

It was noted that 303 participants (35 in 2012 and 268 in 2015) did not report any
information about their level of education and thus had to be excluded from the previous
analysis of variance. Because this large number of missing participants may have affected the
results, I repeated the analyses without including education as a covariate, which permitted
the inclusion of these previously excluded participants. However, the results were almost
identical. I found the significant multivariate effect of year F' (4, 1830) = 39.69, p < .001, np2

= .08. Desire for social distance decreased between 2012 (M = 3.55, SD = 1.08) and 2015 (M
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=3.35,8D=1.02), F (1, 1833) = 8.89, p =.003, np2 =.005, as did opposition to gay rights (M
=4.32,8D = .78 vs. M =4.03, SD = .88), F' (1, 1833) = 50.19, p < .001, np2 =.03. There was
an increase in anti-gay attitudes between 2012 (M =3.92 SD = .82) and 2015 (M =3.98, SD =
.79), which was not quite significant at the 5% level F' (1, 1833) = 3.73, p = .054, np2 =.002.
Finally, participants in the 2015 sample reported more negative behaviour toward gay people
(M =294, SD = 85 vs. M =2.79, SD = .96), F (1, 1833) = 22.92, p < .001, np2 =.01. In
summary, structural manifestations of prejudice against lesbians and gay men (i.e., social
distance and opposition to gay rights) appear to have declined over the recent 3-year period,
while personal manifestations of this prejudice have either remained stable (as is the case for
anti-gay attitudes) or increased (as is the case for negative behaviours).

Testing the polarization hypothesis. As mentioned above, simultaneous increases in
both pro-gay and anti-gay activism suggest a potential polarization of the Jamaican population
around the issue. In other words, it is possible that individuals who were least prejudiced in
2012 became even less prejudiced, while those who were the most prejudiced simultaneously
became even more so.

For efficiency of presentation the social distance and opposition to gay rights
measures were condensed into a single measure (structural prejudice; 7 items, o = .78) as
were the measures of anti-gay attitudes and negative behaviours (personal prejudice, 9 items,
o =.79). This was done to avoid unnecessary repetition in the presentation of our results. The
polarisation results for the two structural prejudice variables - social distance and opposition
to gay rights — were extremely similar, as were the results for the personal prejudice variables
— anti-gay attitudes and negative behaviours. Social distance and opposition to gay rights
scores were also strongly correlated (» = .51, p < .001), and prior analyses showed that both
decreased between 2012 and 2015. Similarly, anti-gay attitudes and negative behaviours were
also strongly correlated (» = .54, p < .001), and prior analyses showed that both increased

(although only negative behaviours increased significantly) between 2012 and 2015.
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For both the structural prejudice and personal prejudice variables, the 2012 and 2015
samples were separated and each sample was divided into quartiles (i.e., a lower quartile,
second quartile, third quartile and upper quartile, with each successive quartile reporting
higher levels of that prejudice). I then conducted 2 separate univariate analyses of variance
(one for structural prejudice and one for personal prejudice) with year and quartile as
independent variables and level of prejudice (or quartile) as the dependent variable. If the
polarization hypothesis were correct, I should have found that between 2012 and 2015, the
largest decreases in prejudice should have occurred for participants in the lower quartiles,
while the largest increases in prejudice should have occurred for participants in the upper
quartiles.

Structural prejudice. The data did not support the polarisation hypothesis; rather, the
reverse appeared to be true. I found the expected effect of year, F' (1, 1878) = 253.78, p <
.001, an = .12; overall, participants reported less structural prejudice in 2015 (M = 3.65, SD =
.84) than in 2012 (M = 3.88, SD = .84). Unsurprisingly, there was also a main effect of
quartile, F' (3, 1878) = 4979.08, p < .001, n,,z = .89, participants reported more structural
prejudice in each of the successively higher quartiles (lower quartile, M = 2.59, SD = .45,
second quartile, M = 3.56, SD = .25, third quartile, M = 4.15, SD = .19, upper quartile, M =
4.74, SD = .25).

There was, as hypothesised, an interaction between year and quartile, F (3, 1878) =
9.03, p <.001, np2 = .014. However, participants in the lower quartiles did not become less
prejudiced while participants in the upper quartiles became more prejudiced. On the contrary,
participants in the lower quartile (mean difference = .099) and second quartile (mean
difference = .210) showed smaller reductions in prejudice between 2012 and 2015 than did
participants in the third quartile (mean difference = .303) and upper quartile (mean difference
= .228). Thus, it appeared that individuals who were initially more prejudiced experienced

larger reductions in structural prejudice (see Figure 2).
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Personal prejudice. Again, the data did not support the polarisation hypothesis; rather,
the reverse appeared to be true. I found the expected effect of year, F (1, 1878) = 113.03, p <
.001, np2 = .057; overall, participants reported more personal prejudice in 2015 (M = 3.40, SD
= .73) than in 2012 (M = 3.29, SD = .78). Unsurprisingly, there was also a main effect of
quartile, £ (3, 1878) = 4886.54, p < .001, npz = .89, participants reported more personal
prejudice in each of the successively higher quartiles (lower quartile, M = 2.37, SD = .37,
second quartile, M = 3.08, SD = .17, third quartile, M = 3.66, SD = .20, upper quartile, M =
4.34, SD = .26).

There was, as hypothesised, an interaction between year and quartile, F (3, 1878) =
5.31, p=.001, np2 =.008. Again, however, participants in the lower quartiles did not become
less prejudiced while participants in the upper quartiles became more prejudiced. On the
contrary, participants in the lower quartile (mean difference = .142) and second quartile (mean
difference = .187) showed larger increases in personal prejudice between 2012 and 2015 than
did participants in the third quartile (mean difference = .127) and upper quartile (mean
difference = .047). Thus, it appeared that individuals who were initially more prejudiced

experienced smaller increases in personal prejudice (see Figure 3).

Discussion

Anti-gay prejudice in Jamaica is both severe and widespread, with serious or even
deadly consequences; many LGBT Jamaicans live in fear of mistreatment, ostracism (even
from their own families), and violent anti-gay attacks (Johnson, 2016). Very little empirical
research has investigated solutions to this serious problem. This current research took
advantage of two large, representative surveys of Jamaican’s responses to lesbians and gay
men to investigate the effects of a recent period of pro-gay activism. Below, I discus these
findings with reference to study design and results, implications for pro-gay activism in

Jamaica and similar countries, limitations and potential future research.
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Research Design and Results

This research used a large-scale field test to investigate the effects of three years of
gay-rights activism in Jamaica. There were significant reductions in structural prejudice
during this period, but simultaneous increases in personal prejudice. There was also no
support for a polarisation of responses to gay men and lesbians; rather it appeared that the
greatest reductions in structural prejudice occurred among the most prejudiced individuals,
while the greatest increases in personal prejudice occurred among the least prejudiced
individuals.

This research has some notable strengths. Much research in social psychology,
including research on intergroup relations, is criticised for using participants who are unlikely
to be representative of the broader population, such as undergraduate students, samples
restricted to wealthy Western nations, or similar samples of convenience (Henrich, Heine, &
Norenzayan, 2010; Sears, 1986). This current research, however, profited from large,
representative, non-student samples of participants drawn from a diverse array of
communities and demographic backgrounds in a non-Western nation. As such, it adds
meaningfully to the body of evidence concerning interventions to reduce anti-gay prejudice,
particularly to its generalizability.

Furthermore, though our measures were non-ideal in that they are not derived from
prior scientific research, they also hold some potential benefits. Some intergroup relations
research has been criticised for imposing the researchers’ perspectives onto participants, to the
detriment of participants’ own interpretations of their cross-group interactions (Dixon,
Durrheim, & Tredoux, 2005). However, the items used in this research were designed by an
independent Jamaican gay rights group (JFLAG) and were designed to investigate the aspects
of anti-LGBT prejudice most important to them. As such, this research avoids the potential
criticism of limited usefulness outside of academic circles; it was able to show changes in

Jamaican anti-LGBT prejudice that mattered to the targets of this prejudice.
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Implications for pro-gay activism in Jamaica and similar countries

Implications for Jamaica. In recent years Jamaica has seen a steep rise in pro-gay
activism. Both in Jamaica and in the international Jamaican diaspora, a range of old and
newly formed organisations like AIDS-Free World and JFLAG have been increasingly public
about the human rights, legal position, and social treatment of LGBT Jamaicans (Dunkley-
Willis, 2013; “Gay protest at Emancipation Park,” 2010; Walters, 2013; West & Cowell,
2015). The recent pro-gay activism seems to have met with some success, particularly
concerning structural manifestations of anti-gay prejudice in Jamaica. However, despite some
evidence of reduced social distance and opposition to gay rights, there is also evidence of
increased negativity toward gay men and lesbians, including negative behaviours (Johnson,
2016; West, 2016b).

On a theoretical level, this may signal an important shift in the perceptions of gay men
and lesbians in Jamaica. According to the highly-influential Stereotype Content Model,
stereotypes of outgroups can be described with two axes: warmth and competence (Fiske,
Cuddy, Glick, & Xu, 2002), with specific affective responses to each kind of group. Pure
disgust or contempt, is normally reserved for groups who are perceived as neither warm nor
competent, such as homeless people and people with severe psychotic disorders (Harris &
Fiske, 2006; Sadler, Meagor, & Kaye, 2012). However, an increase in structural acceptance
coupled with an increase in personal prejudice may signal a shift in perceptions from low-
competence and low-warmth to high-competence and low-warmth (Fiske, Xu, Cuddy, &
Glick, 1999). In simpler terms, lesbians and gay men in Jamaica may be less liked, but more
respected. Future research on the implications of stereotype content for anti-LGBT prejudice
in Jamaica may prove fruitful.

On a practical level, it should be noted that the overall effect sizes, in both directions,
are rather small (despite being statistically significant). Furthermore, despite reductions in

some kinds of prejudice between 2012 and 2015, levels of prejudice against lesbians and gay

Page 16 of 35



Page 17 of 35

©CoO~NOUTA,WNPE

PDF proof only--The Journal of Sex Research

Jamaica, 3 years later 17

men in Jamaica remain very high. While this may be seen as discouraging, it could also be
seen as important reminder of the strength and resilience of this bias and the effort required to
change it. Also, while public perceptions may change slowly, the recent period of activism
may have important legal and structural effects both in Jamaica and internationally (Reynolds,
2013; Walters, 2013).

Implications for other anti-gay societies. Legal rights and anti-gay discrimination
vary widely by nation; though same-sex marriage is legally recognized in 17 states
worldwide, consensual gay sex between adults remains illegal in 76 states (including
Jamaica), and 6 states punish same-sex intimacy with the death penalty (Carroll & Itaborahy,
2015). An increasing body of research has shown that Jamaica is a strongly and openly anti-
gay society, with a powerful mixture of social and legal discrimination against LGBT citizens
(Farquharson, 2005; West & Cowell, 2015; West & Hewstone, 2012a, 2012b; West, 2016a;
Wheatle, 2012). Nonetheless, though Jamaica has been called “the most homophobic place on
earth” (Padgett, 2006), the reality is that citizens in some other countries face similar
challenges (see e.g., Elder, 2013; Smith, 2013). In this sense, Jamaica can be seen as a testing
ground for comparable anti-gay nations; like those in Jamaica, activists in these strongly anti-
gay countries must select strategies that best suit their challenging social climate.

This current research suggests that gay-rights activism can have meaningful, positive
effects on severely negative societies without leading to polarisation or a backlash in anti-gay
prejudice. This is particularly the case with regards to legal rights and social acceptance of
LGBT persons. However, these results also suggest caution, particularly concerning the types
of strategies used. While Jamaican approaches have included increased visibility, specific
legal challenges, and the recruitment of heterosexual allies (West & Geering, 2013), positive,
high-quality intergroup contact has been largely absent from the list of strategies, despite
some evidence of its effectiveness (West & Hewstone, 2012a; West, Husnu, & Lipps, 2015).

It is perhaps rather telling that structural manifestations of prejudice appear to be decreasing
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while personal prejudice (i.e., the kind best reduced by intergroup contact and other harmony-
promoting strategies) is stable or increasing.

Similar patterns emerge in other countries. In Russia, activists work hard to combat
laws prohibiting same-sex intimacy and “gay propaganda”, but the majority of Russians have
never knowingly interacted with a gay person (Elder, 2013; S. Walker, 2013). Activists in
Zambia and Uganda are similarly working against laws prohibiting ‘indecent same-sex
practices’ and public speech supporting these practices (Smith, 2013). Nothing in this current
research discourages those efforts. However, if lessons from Jamaican can be applied
internationally, these findings imply that that ardent campaigning for legal rights may not be
enough on their own, and would be most effective when accompanied by cooperative
interaction strategies aimed at promoting cross-group harmony and positive cross-group
attitudes.

Limitations and Future Research

Like most other fields-tests, particularly those conducted in non-Western nations (see,
e.g., Paluck, 2009) this research design incurred certain unavoidable limitations. As
previously mentioned, some of our measures were non-ideal, as they were not designed for
this purpose. I dealt with this limitation as well as possible by clearly defining the constructs
investigated, identifying similarities between our items and those used in prior research, and
by applying high standards of internal reliability. Nonetheless, future research could re-
examine these hypotheses using well-established scales from previously published social-
psychological research.

Perhaps most importantly, it is not appropriate to draw genuinely causal conclusions
from these findings; that is, one cannot claim to know that the changes in prejudice occurred
as a result of the recent activism. These changes in the levels of all 4 types of prejudice
between 2012 and 2015 may have been caused by a number of factors. In the case of

structural prejudice, some of the reductions in prejudice levels may be due to regression
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toward the mean (though this explanation is somewhat contradicted by the levels of personal
prejudice that increased, i.e., moved away from the mean, between 2012 and 2015).

Genuine randomised controlled trials are necessary before such causal conclusions can
be drawn, and this level of control is rarely, if ever, available at the scale of the study
conducted here. Nonetheless, despite this shortcoming, field tests like these are an essential
part of the body of evidence for the practical, real-world effects of prejudice-reducing
strategies. What this study lacks in controlled manipulation of variables it makes up for in
external validity and real-world application. Furthermore, though causality could not be
confirmed, I was able to rule out some competing hypotheses by showing that changes in
prejudice against lesbians and gay men were not due to changes in the gender-makeup, age,
religiosity, education, or musical preferences of the participants. Despite controlling for all
these variables, I still found changes in anti-gay prejudice in Jamaica across two large,
representative samples separated by three years.

Conclusions

The period of intensified pro-gay activism between 2012 and 2015 appears to have
reduced structural prejudice against LGBT persons in Jamaica, but simultaneously increased
personal prejudice against them. This does not indicate a failure of Jamaican pro-gay
activism. All organisations have limited resources and anti-gay prejudice is a multi-faceted
problem. No single strategy could tackle every aspect of Jamaican sexual prejudice.
Furthermore, recent social-psychological research has pointed to a tension between strategies
that that promote harmony or positive relations between groups (like intergroup contact) and
other strategies that focus on collective action and more equal distributions of power and
privilege (Dixon, Tropp, et al., 2010; Dixon, Durrheim, et al., 2010; Saguy et al., 2009). In
some cases, positive intergroup attitudes must be sacrificed if the immediate goal is equality
in society or before the law. However, it is also important to achieve more positive attitudes

toward gay men and lesbians in Jamaica and a reduction in day-to-day violence and negative
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behaviours. With those goals in mind, strategies like contact, that can improve cross-group

relations and reduce antipathy, will eventually be necessary.

Page 20 of 35



Page 21 of 35

©CoO~NOUTA,WNPE

PDF proof only--The Journal of Sex Research

Jamaica, 3 years later 21

References

Araiza, W. D. (2010). The long arc of justice: Lesbian and gay marriage, equality, and rights,
and: gay marriage: For better or for worse? What we’ve learned from the evidence, and:
Blessing same-sex unions: The perils of queer romance and the confusions of Christian
marriage,. Journal of the History of Sexuality, 19(2), 371-379. doi:10.1353/sex.0.0094

Becker, J. C., & Wright, S. C. (2011). Yet another dark side of chivalry: Benevolent sexism
undermines and hostile sexism motivates collective action for social change. Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology, 101(1), 62—77. doi:10.1037/a0022615

Becker, J. C., Wright, S. C., Lubensky, M. E., & Zhou, S. (2013). Friend or Ally: Whether
Cross-Group Contact Undermines Collective Action Depends on What Advantaged
Group Members Say (or Don’t Say). Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 39(4),
442-455. doi:10.1177/0146167213477155

Bogardus, E. S. (1925). Measuring social distances. Journal of Applied Sociology, 9, 299 —
308.

Boxill, 1., Galbraith, E., Mitchell, R., Russell, R., Johnson, S., & Waller, L. (2012). National
survey of attitudes and perceptions of Jamaicans towards same sex relationships: A
follow-up study. Kingston, Jamaica. Retrieved from
http://www.aidsfreeworld.org/RSS/~/media/Files/fHomophobia/Jamaica National Survey
on Homophobia.pdf

Brockman, J., & D’Arcy, C. (1978). Correlates of attitudinal social distance toward the
mentally ill : A review and re-survey. Social Psychiatry, 13, 69 —77.

Buckley, B. (2012, May 20). Balancing the gay-rights debate. The Jamaica Gleaner.

Carroll, A., & Itaborahy, L. P. (2015). State-sponsored homophobia: A world survey of laws:
criminalisation, protection and recognition of same-sex love. Geneva. Retrieved from
http://old.ilga.org/Statehomophobia/ILGA_State Sponsored Homophobia 2015.pdf

Caught on Tape! UTech Security Guards Beat Alleged Gay Student. (2012, November 2).
Jamaica Gleaner, pp. 1-7. Kingston, Jamaica. Retrieved from http://jamaica-
gleaner.com/latest/article.php?id=40911

Clunis, A. (2004, June 13). OUTRAGED!-British gays use Brian Williamson’s death to push
agenda. The Jamaica Gleaner, pp. 19-20. Retrieved from http://www jamaica-
gleaner.com/ gleaner/20040613/news/news1.html

Corrigan, P. W., Green, A., Lundin, R., Kubiak, M. A., & Penn, D. L. (2001). Familiarity
with and social distance from people who have serious mental illness. Psychiatric
Services (Washington, D.C.), 52(7), 953-8.

Devine, P. G., Evett, S. R., & Vasques-Suson, K. A. (1996). Exploring the interpersonal
dynamics of intergroup contact. In R. M. Soreentino & E. T. Higgins (Eds.), Handbook
of Motivation and Cognition, Vol 3, The interpersonal context (pp. 423 — 464). New
York: Guilford Press.

Dixon, J., Durrheim, K., & Tredoux, C. (2005). Beyond the optimal contact strategy: A reality
check for the contact hypothesis. American Psychologist, 60(7), 697-T11.
do0i:10.1037/0003-066X.60.7.697

Dixon, J., Durrheim, K., & Tredoux, C. (2007). Intergroup contact and attitudes toward the
principle and practice of racial equality. Psychological Science, 18(10), 867-72.
doi:10.1111/.1467-9280.2007.01993.x

Dixon, J., Durrheim, K., Tredoux, C., Tropp, L., Clack, B., & Eaton, L. (2010). A Paradox of



©CoO~NOUTA,WNPE

PDF proof only--The Journal of Sex Research

Jamaica, 3 years later 22

Integration? Interracial Contact, Prejudice Reduction, and Perceptions of Racial
Discrimination. Journal of Social Issues, 66(2), 401-416. doi:10.1111/.1540-
4560.2010.01652.x

Dixon, J., Tropp, L. R., Durrheim, K., & Tredoux, C. (2010). “Let Them Eat Harmony”:
Prejudice-Reduction Strategies and Attitudes of Historically Disadvantaged Groups.
Current Directions in Psychological Science, 19(2), 76-80.
doi:10.1177/0963721410363366

Dunkley-Willis, A. (2013, May 27). Church praying for gay legal challenge to be thrown out.
Jamaica Observer. Kingston, Jamaica. Retrieved from
http://www.jamaicaobserver.com/news/Church-praying-for-gay-legal-challenge-to-be-
thrown-out 14341971

Elder, M. (2013, June 11). Russia passes law banning gay “propaganda.” The Guardian.
London. Retrieved from http://www.theguardian.com/world/2013/jun/11/russia-law-
banning-gay-propaganda

Farquharson, J. T. (2005). Fiya-bon: The socio-pragmatics of homophobia in Jamaican
(Dancehall) culture. In S. Muhleisen & B. Migge (Eds.), Politeness and face in
Caribbean Creoles (pp. 101 — 118). Amsterdam, The Netherlands: Blackwell.

Fiske, S. T., Cuddy, A. J. C., Glick, P., & Xu, J. (2002). A model of (often mixed) stereotype
content: Competence and warmth respectively follow from perceived status and
competition. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 82(6), 878 — 902.
doi:10.1037//0022-3514.82.6.878

Fiske, S. T., Xu, J., Cuddy, A. C., & Glick, P. (1999). (Dis)respecting versus (Dis)liking:
Status and Interdependence Predict Ambivalent Stereotypes of Competence and Warmth.
Journal of Social Issues, 55(3), 473—489. doi:10.1111/0022-4537.00128

Gay protest at Emancipation Park. (2010, May 17). Jamaica Observer. Kingston, Jamaica.
Retrieved from http://www.jamaicaobserver.com/news/Gay-protest-at-Emancipation-
Park

Grant, J. M., Mottet, L. A., Tanis, J., Harrison, J., Herman, J. L., & Keisling, M. (2011).
Injustice at every turn: A report of the National Transgender Discrimination Survey.
Washington, D.C.

Harris, L. T., & Fiske, S. T. (2006). Dehumanizing the lowest of the low: Neuroimaging
responses to extreme out-groups. Psychological Science, 17(10), 847 — 854.

Hegarty, P. (2010). A stone in the soup? Changes in sexual prejudice and essentialist beliefs
among British students in a class on LGBT psychology. Psychology and Sexuality, 1(1),
3-20. doi:10.1080/19419891003634356

Henrich, J., Heine, S. J., & Norenzayan, A. (2010). The weirdest people in the world? The
Behavioral and Brain Sciences, 33(2-3), 61-83. doi:10.1017/S0140525X0999152X

Herek, G. M. (1988). Heterosexuals’ attitudes toward lesbians and gay men: Correlates and
gender differences. Journal of Sex Research, 25(4), 451 — 477. Retrieved from
http://www.tandfonline.com/doi/full/10.1080/00224498809551476

Herek, G. M. (2000). The Psychology of Sexual Prejudice. Current Directions in
Psychological Science, 9(1), 19-22. doi:10.1111/1467-8721.00051

Herek, G. M. (2004). Beyond “homophobia”: Thinking about sexual prejudice and stigma in
the twenty-first century. Sexuality Research and Social Policy: Journal of NSRC, 1(2),
6-24. doi:10.1525/srsp.2004.1.2.6

Herek, G. M., Gillis, J. R., & Cogan, J. C. (1999). Psychological sequelae of hate crime

Page 22 of 35



Page 23 of 35

©CoO~NOUTA,WNPE

PDF proof only--The Journal of Sex Research

Jamaica, 3 years later 23

victimization among lesbian, gay and bisexual adults. Journal of Consulting and Clinical
.., 67(6), 945 — 51. Retrieved from http://psycnet.apa.org/journals/ccp/67/6/945/

Herek, G. M., & Gonzalez-Rivera, M. (2006). Attitudes toward homosexuality among US
residents of Mexican Descent. Journal of Sex Research, 43(2), 122 — 135. Retrieved
from http://www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.1080/00224490609552307

Hewstone, M., Rubin, M., & Willis, H. (2002). Intergroup Bias. Annual Review of
Psychology, 53, 575 — 604.

Irwin, P., & Thompson, N. L. (1978). Acceptance of the rights of homosexuals: A social
profile. Journal of Homosexuality, 3(2), 107 — 120.

Iyer, A., & Ryan, M. (2009). Why do men and women challenge gender discrimination in the
workplace ? The role of group status and in-group identification in predicting pathways
to collective action. Journal of Social Issues, 65(4), 791-814. Retrieved from
http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/j.1540-4560.2009.01625 .x/full

J-FLAG. (2013). Homophobia and violence in Jamaica. Kingston, Jamaica. Retrieved from
www.jflag.org

Jamaica Ministry of Justice. (1969). Offences against the Person Act of 1864. Retrieved from
http://moj.gov.jm/sites/default/files/laws/Offences Against the Person Act 0.pdf

Jensen, L., Gambles, D., & Olsen, J. (1988). Attitudes toward homosexuality: a cross cultural

analysis of predictors. [International Journal of Social Psychiatry, 34(1), 47-57.
doi:10.1177/002076408803400107

Johnson, J. (2016, April 11). Study says Jamaicans hate gays but believe in conversion.
Jamaica  Gleaner.  Kingston, Jamaica. Retrieved from  http://jamaica-
gleaner.com/article/news/20160411/study-says-jamaicans-hate-gays-believe-conversion

Link, B. G., Phelan, J. C., Bresnahan, M., Stueve, A., & Pescosolido, B. A. (1999). Public
conceptions of mental illness: labels, causes, dangerousness, and social distance.
American Journal of Public Health, 89(9), 1328-33.

Martinez, S. V. (2013, August 13). Gov’t shouldn't let Dwayne Jones' death go in vain.
Jamaica  Gleaner.  Kingston,  Jamaica.  Retrieved  from  http://jamaica-
gleaner.com/gleaner/20130813/cleisure/cleisure3.html

Ottosson, D. (2009). State-sponsored homophobia: A world survey of laws prohibiting same
sex activity between consenting adults. Retrieved from http://archive.equal-
jus.eu/413/1/state_homophobia.pdf

Padgett, T. (2006, April). The most homophobic place on Earth? Time, 1. Retrieved from
http://www.time.com/time/world/article/0,8599,1182991,00.html

Paluck, E. L. (2009). Reducing intergroup prejudice and conflict using the media: a field
experiment in Rwanda. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 96(3), 574-87.
do0i:10.1037/a0011989

Pearson, D. (2012, November 11). Christian ethics and the UTech beating. Jamaica Gleaner.
Retrieved from http://jamaica-gleaner.com/gleaner/20121111/cleisure/cleisure5.html

Reynolds, J. (2013, June 25). Supreme court begins hearing buggery law challenge. Jamaica
Gleaner. Kingston, Jamaica. Retrieved from http://jamaica-
gleaner.com/latest/article.php?id=45984

Reynolds, J. (2016, March 27). Jamaican Prime Minister Rebukes Gay - Rights Protestors At
New York Townhall. Jamaica Gleaner, pp. 1-7. Kingston, Jamaica. Retrieved from
http://jamaica-gleaner.com/article/lead-stories/20150327/jamaican-prime-minister-



©CoO~NOUTA,WNPE

PDF proof only--The Journal of Sex Research

Jamaica, 3 years later 24

rebukes-gay-rights-protestors-new-york

Riek, B. M., Mania, E. W., & Gaertner, S. L. (2006). Intergroup threat and outgroup attitudes:
A meta-analytic review. Personality & Social Psychology Review, 10(4), 336 — 353.

Sadler, M. S., Meagor, E. L., & Kaye, K. E. (2012). Stereotypes of mental disorders differ in
competence and warmth. Social Science & Medicine, 74(6), 915-22.
doi:10.1016/j.socscimed.2011.12.019

Saguy, T., Tausch, N., Dovidio, J., & Pratto, F. (2009). The irony of harmony: Intergroup
contact can produce false expectations for equality. Psychological Science, 20(1), 114—
121. Retrieved from http://pss.sagepub.com/content/20/1/114.short

Sears, D. O. (1986). College sophomores in the laboratory: Influences of a narrow data base
on social psychology’s view of human nature. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 51(3), 515-530. doi:10.1037/0022-3514.51.3.515

Silvera, J. (2013a, September 26). Gay protest against Jamaica fizzles outside UN Assembly.
Jamaica Gleaner, p. 5. Kingston, Jamaica. Retrieved from http://jamaica-
gleaner.com/power/48234

Silvera, J. (2013b, September 27). Gay protesters heckle Simpson Miller at UN General
Assembly. Jamaica Gleaner. Kingston, Jamaica. Retrieved from http://jamaica-
gleaner.com/gleaner/20130927/lead/lead6.html

Skyers, J. (2014, July 23). Thousands rally against tossing out buggery act; shout out for
clean, righteous living. Jamaica Observer. Kingston, Jamaica. Retrieved from
http://www.jamaicaobserver.com/news/no-to-homo-agenda 17050490

Smith, D. (2013, April 9). Zambian gay rights activist arrested. The Guardian, pp. 4-5.
London, UK. Retrieved from http://www.theguardian.com/world/2013/apr/09/zambian-
gay-rights-activist-arrested

Spaulding, G. (2014, June 30). Backlash on buggery: Church leads anti-sodomy rally.
Jamaica  Gleaner.  Kingston,  Jamaica.  Retrieved  from  http://jamaica-
gleaner.com/gleaner/20140630/lead/lead2.html

Spaulding, G. (2015, July 27). No Gay Parade ... But LGBT To Stage Pride Events During
Emancipendence Week. Jamaica Gleaner. Kingston, Jamaica. Retrieved from
http://jamaica-gleaner.com/article/lead-stories/20150727/no-gay-parade-lgbt-stage-pride-
events-during-emancipendence-week

Tam, T., Hewstone, M., Kenworthy, J., & Cairns, E. (2009). Intergroup trust in Northern
Ireland.  Personality =~ &  Social  Psychology  Bulletin,  35(1),  45-59.
doi:10.1177/0146167208325004

Tomlinson, M. (2015). Deliriously happy after Jamaica’s first Montego Bay Pride. 76 Crimes.
Retrieved from https://76crimes.com/2015/10/27/deliriously-happy-after-jamaicas-first-
montego-bay-pride/

Turner, R. N., Crisp, R. J., & Lambert, E. (2007). Imagining intergroup contact can improve
intergroup attitudes. Group Processes & Intergroup Relations, 10(4), 427-441.
doi:10.1177/1368430207081533

Walker, K. (2012). Gay lobby claims not true, says Green. Jamaica Observer. Kingston,
Jamaica. Retrieved from http://www.jamaicaobserver.com/news/Gay-lobby-claims-not-
true--says-Green

Walker, S. (2013, May 14). Russia: The country that hates gay people. The Independent.
London, UK. Retrieved from http://www.independent.co.uk/news/world/europe/russia-
the-country-that-hates-gay-people-8616223.html

Page 24 of 35



Page 25 of 35

©CoO~NOUTA,WNPE

PDF proof only--The Journal of Sex Research

Jamaica, 3 years later 25

Walters, H. (2013, August 23). Queen Ifrica removed from Canadian stage show after gay
pressure. Jamaica Gleaner. Kingston, Jamaicaifri. Retrieved from http://jamaica-
gleaner.com/latest/article.php?id=47444

Welsh, B. (2013, June 5). Love March movement lacks moral compass. Jamaica. Kingston,
Jamaica. Retrieved from http://jamaica-
gleaner.com/gleaner/20130605/1etters/letters8.html

West, K. (2012, October 14). Out of Many, One People. The Jamaica Observer. Kingston,
Jamaica. Retrieved from http://www.jamaicaobserver.com/columns/Out-of-many--one-
people 12732617

West, K. (2014, June 6). Why do so many Jamaicans hate gay people? The Guardian.
London. Retrieved from
http://www.theguardian.com/commentisfree/2014/jun/06/jamaica-music-anti-gay-
dancehall-homophobia

West, K. (2016a). Sexual restrictions beyond anti-gay prejudice: Anal sex, oral sex and
masculinity in Jamaica. International Journal of Sexual Health.

West, K. (2016b, April 14). Equality is Winning in Jamaica. Jamaica Gleaner. Kingston,
Jamaica. Retrieved from http://jamaica-gleaner.com/article/letters/20160414/equality-
winning-jamaica

West, K., & Bruckmiiller, S. (2013). Nice and easy does it: How perceptual fluency

moderates the effectiveness of imagined contact. Journal of Experimental Social
Psychology, 49, 254 — 262.

West, K., & Cowell, N. M. (2015). Predictors of prejudice against lesbians and gay men in
Jamaica. Journal of Sex Research, 52(3), 296 — 305. doi:10.1080/00224499.2013.853725

West, K., & Geering, P. (2013). Across Jamaica’s Gay Divide. Jamaica: BBC World Service.
Retrieved from http://www.bbc.co.uk/programmes/p01ksh8f

West, K., & Hewstone, M. (2012a). Culture and contact in the promotion and reduction of
anti-gay prejudice: Evidence from Jamaica and Britain. Journal of Homosexuality, 59(1),
44-66. doi:10.1080/00918369.2011.614907

West, K., & Hewstone, M. (2012b). Relatively socially acceptable prejudice within and
between societies. Journal of Community & Applied Social Psychology, 22, 269-282.
doi:10.1002/casp

West, K., Husnu, S., & Lipps, G. (2014). Imagined contact works in high-prejudice contexts:
Investigating imagined contact’s effects on anti-gay prejudice in Cyprus and Jamaica.
Sexuality Research and Social Policy, 12(1), 60 — 69. doi:10.1007/s13178-014-0172-7

West, K., Husnu, S., & Lipps, G. (2015). Imagined Contact Works in High-Prejudice
Contexts: Investigating Imagined Contact’s Effects on Anti-Gay Prejudice in Cyprus and
Jamaica. Sexuality Research and Social Policy, 12(1), 60—69. doi:10.1007/s13178-014-
0172-7

West, K., & Turner, R. N. (2014). Using extended contact to improve physiological responses
and behaviour toward people with schizophrenia. Journal of Experimental Social
Psychology, 50, 57 — 64. doi:http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/].jesp.2013.06.009

Wheatle, S. (2012). The rights to equality and non-discrimination and the Jamaican charter of
fundamental rights and freedoms. West Indian Law Journal, 126-136.

Wheatle, S. (2013). Adjudication in homicide cases involving lesbian, gay, bisexual and
transgendered (LGBT) persons in the commonwealth Caribbean. Kingston, Jamaica.



©CoO~NOUTA,WNPE

PDF proof only--The Journal of Sex Research

Jamaica, 3 years later 26

Willis, D. G. (2004). Hate Crimes Against Gay Males: an Overview. Issues in Mental Health
Nursing, 25(2), 115-132. doi:10.1080/01612840490268090

Wright, S. C., Aron, A., McLaughlin-Volpe, T., & Ropp, S. A. (1997). The extended contact
effect: Knowledge of cross-group friendships and prejudice. Journal of Personality and
Social Psychology, 73(1), 73 —90.

Wright, S. C., & Lubensky, M. (2008). The struggle for social equality: Collective action vs
prejudice reduction. In S. Demoulin, J. P. Leyens, & J. F. Dovidio (Eds.), Intergroup
misunderstandings: Impact of divergent social realities. (pp. 291 — 310). New York:
Psychology Press.

Page 26 of 35



Page 27 of 35 PDF proof only--The Journal of Sex Research

Jamaica, 3 years later 27

1

2

3

1 Footnotes

5

6 1 . . s o . .

7 The samples are explicitly described as “nationally representative” in the original reports (e.g., Boxill

8 et al., 2012, p. 6). However, these reports do not specify their mechanism of assuring that the samples were

9 nationally representative (e.g., through the use of probability-based sampling). They do specify that participants
were a deliberately diverse sampling of Jamaicans drawn from 231 urban and rural communities with the aim of

12 achieving a nationally representative sample. However, it is possible that the original authors only meant that the

sample was “nationally representative” in the sense that it covered a diverse and representative set of Jamaican
12 communities.

14 2 This lower value for degrees of freedom is due to the fact that some participants (35 in 2012 and 268
15 in 2015) did not report any information about their level of education.

17 3 Similarly, this lower value for degrees of freedom is due to the fact that some participants (33 in 2012
18 and 2 in 2015) did not report any information about their level of religiosity.
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Tables

Table 1. Full wording of all items according to year (2012 vs. 2015).

Scale / Items

2012

2015

Social Distance

Opposition to

Rights

Item 1

Item 2

Item 3

Item 4

Item 1

Item 2

Item 3

If I discovered a friend was
homosexual I would end the
friendship.

It matters to me whether my

friends are homosexual or not.

It would upset me if I learned that

a close friend was a homosexual.

I think homosexuals should not

work with children.

Marriage between homosexual
individuals is acceptable. (R)
Society should recognize

homosexuality as normal. (R)

Homosexual behaviour should be

against the law.

If I found out that a friend of
mine was gay/lesbian I would
stop talking to him/her.

It does not matter to me whether
my friends are gays/lesbians or
not. (R)

I would be very upset if I found
out that a close friend of mine
was gay/lesbian.

Gays/lesbians should not be

allowed to work with children.

It is acceptable for gays/lesbians
to get married to each other. (R)
I believe that gays/lesbians
should be considered normal by
society. (R).

Gay/lesbian sexual behaviour

should be illegal.
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Table 1 (continued). Full wording of all items according to year (2012 vs. 2015).

Scale / Items

2012

2015

Anti-gay
Attitudes

Item 1

Item 2

Item 3

Item 4
Negative
behaviours

Item 1

Item 2

Item 3

Item 4

Item 5

I feel that you can trust a person
who is homosexual. (R)

It bothers me to see two
homosexual people together in

public.

When I see a homosexual I think:

“What a waste”.

Homosexuality is a sin.

I have damaged property of a

homosexual person.

I usually make derogatory

remarks about homosexuals.

I make derogatory remarks like
'faggot’ or 'batty man' to people I

suspect are homosexual.

I tease and make jokes about
homosexuals.

I avoid homosexuals.

I feel I can trust someone who is
gay/lesbian (2016)

I get annoyed, angry or feel
uncomfortable when I see two
gays/lesbians together in public.
When I see gays/lesbians I think:

"What a waste".

Homosexuality is a sin.

I have threatened to hurt or
damage the property of someone
who is gay/lesbian.

I am one of those who speak
badly about or say negative
things about gays/lesbians.

T use terms such as faggot,
sodomite, fish, battyman,
sheman, when I refer to
gays/lesbians.

I tease and make jokes about
gays/lesbians.

I avoid gays/lesbians.
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Table 2. Number of participants in each age group in 2012 and 2015.

Age Group Year

2012 2015 Total
18 -24 235 190 425
25-34 281 212 493
35-44 229 204 433
45 - 54 120 171 291
55-64 57 117 174
65 + 19 48 67
Total 941 942 1883
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Table 3: Means and standard deviations social distance, opposition to gay rights, anti-gay

attitudes and negative behaviors in 2012 and 2015.

Mean SD t df p

2012

Social Distance 3.55 1.07 15.21 943 <.001
Opposition to Gay Rights 4.32 78 51.84 942 <.001
Anti-gay Attitudes 3.92 .82 34.48 943 <.001
Negative Behaviors 2.78 .95 -6.97 943 <.001
2015

Social Distance 3.36 1.02 10.76 941 <.001
Opposition to Gay Rights 4.04 .89 35.89 941 <.001
Anti-gay Attitudes 3.98 .79 37.88 941 <.001
Negative Behaviors 2.94 .85 -2.35 941 .02

Note: Degrees of freedom, f-values and p-values are for one-sample t-test comparisons

between the level of each type of prejudice and the midpoint of the scale (3).
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Table 4: Correlations between social distance, opposition to gay rights, anti-gay

attitudes, and negative behaviors in 2012 and 2015.

(1) ) 3) 4

1. Social distance STdsk o o7k 5%k
2. Opposition to gay rights SOF** S5Fwk - DTEREE
3. Anti-gay attitudes NS I yE L L 5] %
4. Negative behaviors ot Sl & ok [

Note: 1) * =p <.05; ** =p < .01, *** p <.001.
Note: 2) Correlations for 2012 are presented above the diagonal and correlations for 2015

are presented below the diagonal.
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Figure 1: Differences in social distance, opposition to gay rights, anti-gay attitudes, and

negative behaviours between 2012 and 20135.
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Figure 2: Changes in structural anti-gay prejudice between 2012 and 2015 according to

quartile.
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Note: Lower quartile = 25% of participants who reported the least prejudice in that
sample, upper quartile = 25% of participants who reported the most prejudice in that
sample.
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Figure 3: Changes in personal anti-gay prejudice between 2012 and 2015 according to

quartile.
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44 Note: Lower quartile = 25% of participants who reported the least prejudice in that
sample, upper quartile = 25% of participants who reported the most prejudice in that
47 sample.



