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Abstract

Despite the growth of negative attitudes to homosexuals in Russia the research into this topic has
been extremely scarce. Based on the analysis of social discourse, we have created a pool of items and
undertaken three empirical studies aimed to develop and validate the Russian Attitudes to
Homosexuals Inventory (RAHI) and investigate the associations of homophobic attitudes with a
range of demographic and psychological variables. In Study 1 we used an online sample (N = 1,007)
and explored the structure of the item pool, finding 8 factors, 5 of which referred to different dimen-
sions of perceived threat of homosexuals (to individuals, morals, society, Russian culture, and hetero-
sexual lifestyle) and 3 described social strategies directed at homosexuals (criminal punishment,
medical treatment, and discrimination vs. protection). The scales were highly reliable (a« = .82—91)
and formed a single second-order dimension, labelled general index of homophobia. Negative attitu-
des to homosexuals were stronger in males, religious respondents, and those heterosexuals who denied
having experienced any feelings of same-sex attraction in their life. In Study 2 (paper-based sample,
N = 292) we cross-validated the second-order structure of the RAHI. Using hierarchical multiple
regression we found that homophobia was positively predicted by authoritarianism and negatively
predicted by experience of same-sex attraction and social contact with homosexuals as friends. We
also found weaker positive associations of homophobia with religiosity, social identification with gen-
der, masculinity, extraversion, and social desirability, as well as a negative association with openness.
In Study 3 we used contrast groups of neutral and anti-homosexual online community members (N =
330 and N = 107) to check the criterion validity of the RAHI. The findings are in line with the existing
body of research from other countries, but reveal the culturally-specific features of the content of
Russian homophobia (e.g., homosexuality is viewed as a result of Western influence). The RAHI
emerged as a valid and reliable tool, which can be used for future Russian-language studies.

Keywords: attitudes to homosexuality, homo-negativity, homosexual prejudice, perceived threat
of homosexuals, authoritarian personality.

the world homosexuality was condem-

Social context ned and homosexuals were systematical-

ly discriminated against. This situation

The problem of negative attitudes  of institutionalized homo-negativity
to individuals with homosexual orien-  undermined the life and social integra-
tation is a global one. During the past  tion perspectives for individuals with
centuries, in many countries around  homosexual orientation and induced
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distress leading to mental health pro-
blems. Many research studies have
shown that individuals facing homop-
hobia experience higher levels of anxie-
ty and depression and are less satisfied
with their lives (Bachmann & Simon,
2014; Feinstein, Goldfried, & Davila,
2012; Frost, Parsons, & Nanin, 2007,
Meyer, 2003; Wight, LeBlanc, de Vries,
& Detels, 2012). Besides its direct
negative effects on homosexuals,
homophobia has a wide range of less
obvious negative social outcomes that
affect heterosexuals as well, such as
declining social capital (Andersson,
2011), hate crimes (Alden & Parker,
2005), teenage suicides (Poteat, Me-
reish, DiGiovanni, & Koenig, 2011),
and school shootings (Kimmel &
Mahler, 2003), to name only a few.

During the past decades, the situa-
tion has been changing. In many deve-
loped countries of Europe and North
America social movements advocating
human rights have influenced the pub-
lic opinion and legislation concerning
homosexuals. As of 2015, 29 countries
have legalized same-sex marriage or
civil unions, 17 countries allow joint
adoption by same-sex couples, and 62
countries have laws prohibiting
employment discrimination based on
sexual orientation in the professional
sphere (Carroll & Itaborahy, 2015).

At the same time, Russia has been
moving in the opposite direction.
According to a Pew Research Center
survey (2013) done in 39 countries,
74% of Russians believed that society
should not accept homosexuality and
only 16% reported a contrary opinion
(down from 20% in 2007). This finding,
showing that the attitude to homose-
xuality in Russia was the most negative
among non-Islamic countries, is parti-

cularly surprising, given that Russia
had a low religiosity index. The results
of a Levada-Center study (Plotko,
2013) confirm the negative trend.

The deterioration of popular attitu-
des to homosexuals is happening in line
with adoption of discriminatory legi-
slation. Since 2013, the federal law pro-
hibiting the distribution of information
accessible to minors and aimed towards
“promotion of non-traditional sexual
attitudes” (Rossiyskaya Gazeta, 2013)
effectively prevents any public messa-
ges presenting homosexuality in a non-
negative way. A government order pas-
sed in 2014 forbade international adop-
tion not only by individuals engaged in
same-sex unions, but by any unmarried
person coming from a country where
such unions are legal (Rossiyskaya
Gazeta, 2014).

The association of discriminatory
laws with public position on homose-
xuality may go in two directions. On
the one hand, discriminatory laws
appear on the basis of existing negative
attitudes to homosexuals in certain
countries. On the other hand, they
institutionalize homophobic attitudes
and shape the environment which rein-
forces them. Research shows that when
people face social norms reflecting a
positive attitude to homosexuals, their
own attitudes become more positive,
whereas priming or perception of
norms involving discrimination against
homosexuals reinforces the negative
attitudes towards them (Hall &
LaFrance, 2012; Klein, Snyder, &
Livingston, 2004; Pereira, Monteiro, &
Camino, 2009; Worthen, 2014). Thus,
apart from its specific purposes, the
new Russian legislation regarding
homosexuality serves as a source of
explicit social norms directed against
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homosexuals and reinforces the social
attitudes.

However, even in countries where
discrimination is a social and legal
norm, there is always a range of indivi-
dual opinions regarding homosexuality.
In such countries individual attitudes
toward homosexuals are strongly asso-
ciated with individual psychological
characteristics, such as personal values
(Kuntz, Davidov, Schwartz, & Schmidt,
2015), in contrast to countries with
positive norms regarding homosexuali-
ty. Thus, Russia provides an interesting
research context for a study of indivi-
dual differences associated with attitu-
des toward homosexuals.

Predictors of attitudes toward
homosexuals

Contemporary social psychology
presents two different perspectives on
the factors explaining negative attitu-
des to social groups. One perspective
suggests that certain personality types
or characteristics are associated with a
general proneness to exhibit prejudice
(negative attitudes) based on race, eth-
nicity, gender, sexual orientation, reli-
gious affiliation, etc. A number of studi-
es have found such individual characte-
ristics serving as universal predictors of
prejudice toward members of various
groups (Akrami, Ekehammar, & Bergh,
2011; Altemeyer, 2003; Chambers,
Schlenker, & Collisson, 2012; Ekeham-
mar, Akrami, Gylje, & Zakrisson, 2004;
Grey, Robinson, Coleman, & Bockting,
2013; Falomir-Pichastor & Mugny,
2009; James, Griffiths, & Pedersen,
2011; Tadmor, Hong, Chao, Wiru-
chnipawan, & Wang, 2012). Another
perspective puts emphasis on specific
characteristics that only predict nega-

tive attitudes toward members of certa-
in groups. Studies of attitudes toward
homosexuals often include both gene-
ral predictors of prejudice and those
specific for sexual prejudice. We focu-
sed on three clusters of the predictors
of attitudes to homosexuals: demograp-
hic characteristics, psychological cha-
racteristics, and experience of contact.

The demographic characteristics
most often studied in relation to attitu-
des to homosexuals include gender, age,
and education. Studies from different
countries across FEurope, North
America, and Latin America indicate
that negative attitudes to homosexuals
are more often found in males, rather
than females (Cannon, 2005; Haider-
Markel & Joslyn, 2008; Herek &
McLemore, 2013; Hooghe & Meeusen,
2012; Negy & Eisenman, 2005; Poteat
& Anderson, 2012; Sarac, 2012;
Steffens & Wagner, 2004; West &
Cowell, 2014), in respondents advan-
ced in age, rather than younger ones
(Baiocco, Nardelli, Pezzuti, &
Lingiardi, 2013; Herek & Gonzales-
Rivera, 2006; Steffens & Wagner,
2004), and in individuals with lower
levels of education (Cannon, 2005;
Haider-Markel & Joslyn, 2008; West &
Cowell, 2015). Out of these three vari-
ables, gender emerges as the most uni-
versal predictor of negative attitudes to
homosexuals across countries.

The psychological predictors of
homophobic attitudes include general
personality traits, political attitudes
(right-wing authoritarianism and soci-
al dominance orientation), religiosity,
and gender identity. The personality
trait studies carried out during the past
two decades were mainly based on the
Five-Factor Model of personality traits,
generally finding openness to experience
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and agreeableness to be weak negative
predictors of prejudice toward homose-
xuals (Cullen, Wright, & Alessandri,
2002; Shackelford & Besser, 2007;
Ekehammar & Akrami, 2007). How-
ever, recent studies suggest that the
association of personality traits with
attitudes toward social groups is
mediated by general political attitudes,
right-wing authoritarianism and social
dominance orientation (Ekehammar et
al., 2004; Sibley & Duckitt, 2008).
Right-wing authoritarianism is a
combination of attitudes towards aut-
hority and existing social norms. It
includes three components, a high level
of submission to established authoriti-
es, uncritical approval of traditional
social conventions, and high levels of
aggression in the name of authority
(Altemeyer, 1988). A related construct
is social dominance orientation, which
is a general attitudinal orientation ref-
lecting a preference for hierarchy in
intergroup relations (Pratto, Sidanius,
Stallworth, & Malle, 1994). A large
body of research indicates that authori-
tarianism and social dominance orien-
tation are associated and are both
strong positive predictors of prejudice
toward members of various groups,
including homosexuals (Chambers et
al., 2012; Grey et al., 2013; Herek, 2000;
Herek & Gonzales-Rivera, 2006; James
et al., 2011; Jonathan, 2008; Poteat &
Anderson, 2012; Poteat & Mereish,
2012; Rowatt, LaBouff, Johnson,
Froese, & Tsang, 2009; Sibley, Ro-
bertson, & Wilson, 2006; Whitley &
Lee, 2000; Wilkinson, 2004).
Religiosity is another universal pre-
dictor of prejudice. Strongly negative
attitudes to homosexuals are characte-
ristic of individuals with high levels of
religious involvement, religious funda-

mentalism, and religious orthodoxy
(Altemeyer, 2003; Cannon, 2005; Grey
et al,, 2013; Haider-Markel & Joslyn,
2008; Herek, 2000, 2009; Herek &
Gonzales-Rivera, 2006; Herek &
McLemore, 2013; Horvath & Ryan,
2003; James et al., 2011; Jonathan,
2008; Kirby & Michaelson, 2015; Leak
& Finken, 2011; Maney & Cain, 1997
Miller & Chamberlain, 2013; Negy &
Eisenman, 2005; Papadaki, Plotnikof,
& Papadaki, 2013; Poteat & Mereish,
2012; Rowatt et al., 2006; Rowatt et al.,
2009; Sanabria, 2012; Sarac, 2012;
Whitley, 2009; Wilkinson, 2004; Wood
& Bartkowski, 2004). These associa-
tions are found across different confes-
sions (different branches of Chris-
tianity, Islam, Buddhism).

Gender identity is a specific factor
contributing to sexual prejudice.
Higher levels of homosexual prejudice
are typically found in males who
strongly identify with their gender
(Falomir-Pichastor & Mugny, 2009)
and support a traditional view of mas-
culinity, which includes beliefs that a
male should be self-sufficient, tough
and even aggressive, avoiding emotio-
nality and femininity (O’Neil, 1981).
Because homosexuals often do not con-
form to the rigid standards set by tradi-
tional gender roles, they provoke anxie-
ty in males who strongly identify with
heterosexual gender roles. Negative
attitude to homosexuals may emerge as
a result of coping with this conflict by
enforcing traditional gender role stan-
dards, with authoritarianism and social
dominance orientation contributing to
this process (Goodnight, Cook, Par-
rott, & Peterson, 2014; Grey et al.,
2013; Herek & Gonzalez-Rivera, 2006;
Parrott, 2009; Parrott, Peterson, &
Bakeman, 2011).
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Finally, attitudes to homosexuals
are predicted by the experience of con-
tact with members of this group.
People who spend more time communi-
cating with homosexuals on a regular
basis or report having homosexuals
among their close friends or relatives
show lower levels of prejudice toward
homosexuals (Cannon, 2005; Collier,
Bos, & Sandfort, 2012; Haider-Markel
& Joslyn, 2008; Herek & Gonzales-Ri-
vera, 2006; Heinze & Horn, 2009;
Herek, 2000, 2009; Hooghe & Meeu-
sen, 2012; Horvath & Ryan, 2003;
Papadaki et al.,, 2013; Smith, Axelton,
& Saucier, 2009; Turner, Hewstone,
Voci, Paolini, & Christ, 2007; Wood &
Bartkowski, 2004). The negative
effects of religious fundamentalism,
authoritarianism, and heterosexual
identity on attitudes to homosexuals
tend to be weaker in individuals who
have had positive experiences of con-
tact with members of sexual minorities
in the past (Cunningham & Melton,
2013; Hodson, Harry, & Mitchell,
2009). In short, heterosexuals who
communicate with homosexuals tend
hold more positive views of them,
regardless of their own attitudes and
personality characteristics.

Measurement of attitudes to
homosexuals

There are over 30 questionnaire
measures (see Grey et al., 2013, for
review) operationalizing various
aspects of attitudes toward homose-
xuals. Most of these measures tap into
negative attitudes under different
labels (homophobia, homo-negativity,
homosexual prejudice) and were deve-
loped by researchers from the USA and
Canada, based on the discourse existing

in these countries. Despite the vast evi-
dence of validity and reliability of these
measures, their certain drawback is a
dependence on the content and forms
of social discourse regarding homose-
xuality specific to particular societies.
The Russian discourse on homosexuali-
ty has its unique features (e.g., homose-
xuality is viewed as a result of a
Western influence) hardly captured by
existing English-language measures.

The aim of the present research was
to develop and validate the first Russian-
language comprehensive measure of atti-
tudes to homosexuals. Study 1 was
aimed to develop the instrument and
investigate its structure and associa-
tions with demographic predictors,
controlling for sexuality, in a large onli-
ne sample. Study 2 was aimed to cross-
validate the structure of the new
instrument in an independent sample
and to analyze the associations of atti-
tudes to homosexuals with personality
traits, and gender identity variables.
Finally, Study 3 was aimed to check the
criterion validity of the new instru-
ment by using a contrast-group appro-
ach.

Study 1

Sample and procedure. The partici-
pants (N = 1007) were Internet users,
33.7% males and 66.3% females, aged 18
to73 (M =31.5,SD =10.0). Most respon-
dents had completed one (57.7%) or more
university degrees (24.3%), only a minori-
ty had some college (11.1%) or high scho-
ol (6.9%) diplomas. The questionnaire
was placed on a dedicated online research
website and advertised through social
networks using snowball approach. The
procedure was completely anonymous
and used informed consent forms.
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Instruments. We included instru-
ments measuring prejudice to homose-
xuals and demographic characteristics.

Attitudes to homosexuals. To develop
a measure sensitive to the Russian cul-
tural context, we analyzed the content
of online forums concerning homose-
xuality and formulated a list of themes
relevant to the evaluation of homose-
xuality and possible ways of action
with respect to homosexuals. In a series
of group discussions, we formulated
48 items operationalizing these themes,
34 reflecting negative attitudes and 14
reflecting tolerant or positive attitudes
to homosexuals (in line with the ratio
of these attitudes in online discussions
and in Russian society in general). The
respondents were asked to evaluate
each statement on a 5-point Likert
scale, from 1 “completely disagree” to 5
“completely agree”.

Demographics. The general variables
included gender (1 — “male”, 2 —
“female”), age, and education (1 —
“incomplete secondary”, 2 — “seconda-
ry school”, 3 — “professional school”,
4 — “some university”, 5 — “university
degree”, 6 — “two university degrees or
a PhD”). The family variables included
parental family type (1 — “two-parent
family”, 2 — “one-parent family”, and
3 — “non-parental family”) and the pre-
sence of minors in one’s household (1 —
“yes”, 2 — “no”). When listing their
religious affiliation, respondents could
choose a confession (8 options, inclu-
ding “other”, all coded 3) or two other
answer options (2 — “I believe in a god,
but do not consider myself a member of
a confession” and 1 — “I do not believe
in god (I am an atheist)”).

Sexuality. Two items tapped into
respondents’ sexual experience: “Have

you ever experienced attraction
(romantic feelings) to a person of your
own sex?”, “Have you ever had a homo-
sexual experience” (each with 4 answer
options: 1 — “no, never”, 2 — “yes,
once”, 3 — “yes, from time to time”, 4 —
“prefer not to answer” treated as mis-
sing data). Finally, sexual identity was
measured with the item “How would
you characterize your sexual orienta-
tion?” (5 — “100% homosexual”, 4 —
“mostly homosexual”, 3 — “bisexual”,
2 — “mostly heterosexual”, 1 —“100%
heterosexual”; the two other options 6 —
“not sure/other”, and 7 — “prefer not to
answer” were treated as missing data).

Data analysis. To investigate the
structure of the attitudes to the homo-
sexuals questionnaire, we used a hie-
rarchical clustering procedure (Ward’s
method with a Squared Euclidean met-
ric on standardized z-scores by variab-
le) to find out parcels of items centered
around a single idea. With complex and
hierarchically structured datasets this
approach reveals the structure more
efficiently than the traditional explora-
tory factor analysis (Revelle, 1979). We
proceeded by performing principal
component analysis to ensure the uni-
dimensionality of each parcel and retain
4-5 best indicator items based on their
factor loadings. Finally, we performed a
confirmatory factor analysis in Mplus
7.31 using robust maximum likelihood
estimator with Satorra-Bentler chi-
square estimator to establish the struc-
ture of the new measure. Because the
chi-square test is overly sensitive in
large samples, we relied on Hu and
Bentler’s (1999) criteria of acceptable
model fit (CFI close to .95 or greater,
RMSEA close to .06 or below, SRMR
close to .08 or below).
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Results and Discussion

The structure of negative attitu-
des. Based on the cluster model and
the results of item selection using prin-
cipal component analysis, we arrived at
a set of 34 items (25 negative and
9 positive) grouped into 8 parcels ref-
lecting different themes relevant to
attitudes to homosexuals (the complete
list of item formulations is given in
Appendix).

The first five parcels referred to the
evaluation of homosexuality, reflecting
its perceived threat.

1. “Threat to morality”, a view of
homosexuality as a deviation from the
natural and social norm, a perversion,
an immoral way of life.

2. “Threat to individuals”, beliefs
that homosexuals may endanger indivi-
duals by molesting children, “conver-
ting” heterosexuals, and spreading con-
tagious diseases.

3. “Threat to society”, beliefs that
homosexuals and homosexuality threa-
ten the future of the society as a whole
by challenging the social morals and
the traditional family, as well as by
undermining the birth rate.

4. “Threat to culture”, a view of
homosexuality as a fashion spread by
mass media and resulting from Western
influence, which is alien to Russian cul-
ture.

5. “Threat to heterosexual lifestyle”,
a view of homosexuals as an aggressive
group, trying to attract universal atten-
tion and “impose” their norms and way
of life on everyone.

Three other parcels referred to diffe-
rent social strategies for dealing with
homosexuals.

6. “Punishment strategy”, a view
that homosexuality should be a punis-

hable crime and homosexuals must be
prosecuted and isolated from society.

7. “Treatment strategy”, a view that
homosexuals should be “cured” or assi-
sted in overcoming their homosexuali-
ty by means of medical treatment.

8. “Protection strategy”, a view that
discrimination of homosexuals is a
negative phenomenon, homosexuals
should be provided with equal rights
and protected from hate crimes.
Because this scale was the only one
fully comprised by items reflecting
positive attitudes to homosexuality, for
simplicity we treated it as reverse-sco-
red and labelled it “Discrimination
strategy.”

We used confirmatory factor analy-
sis to investigate the fit of the 8-factor
to the data. The initial model with a
simple structure showed nearly accep-
table fit to the data (2(499) = 1791.51,
p < .001; CFI = .934; RMSEA = .051,
90% CI: .048-.053; SRMR = .057).
Based on analysis of modification indi-
ces, we added two error covariances, for
a pair of items reflecting the idea that
homosexuality is a crime, and for a pair
of items reflecting the evaluation of
homosexuality as a norm. The resulting
modified measurement model showed a
good fit (x2(497) = 1237.49, p < .001;
CFI = .962; RMSEA = .039, 90% CI:
.036—.041; SRMR = .035). All the item
factor loadings were significant and
high (A in the .61-.90 range).

To investigate whether a single fac-
tor reflecting negative attitude to
homosexuals could explain the 8 scales,
we proceeded by introducing a second-
order factor. The practical fit indices
for the resulting second-order model
were still fairly good (}2(517) = 1544.06,
p < .001; CFI = 947, RMSEA = .044,
90% CI:.042—.047; SRMR = .045), and
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the difference in their values from those
obtained for the modified measurement
model was small (ACFI = .015,
ARMSEA = .005, ASRMR = .010),
suggesting that a one-dimensional
model explains the structure of the
Russian attitudes to homosexuality
fairly well. The standardized loadings
of the first-order factors on the general
second-order factor ranged from .80 to
99. The resulting second-order model
is shown on Figure 1; the first-order
factor loadings are given in Appendix.

The scale scores were calculated as
mean scores for each group of items.
The descriptive statistics and internal
consistency coefficients (Cronbach’s a)
for the scales are presented in Table 1.
All the 8 subscales and the total score
showed sufficient reliability (a > .80).
The respondents tended to agree most
with statements reflecting the threat
posed by the activity of homosexuals as
a group to the heterosexuals’ way of
life, followed by threat to Russian cul-
ture and society. The respondents ten-
ded to endorse discrimination strategy
more than punishment or treatment.
However, the overall level of homopho-
bic attitudes was not high (M = 1.83,
well below the scale mean of 3).

Predictors of attitudes to homose-
xuals. We used Spearman correlations
to investigate the first-order associa-
tions of different dimensions of attitu-
des to homosexuals with demographics.
The results are shown in Table 1.
Negative attitudes to homosexuals are
stronger in males, believers, and indivi-
duals with underage children at their
household. Predictably, attitudes to
homosexuality were more positive in
individuals who do not see themselves
as 100% heterosexual or have experien-
ced attraction or had some sexual expe-
rience with members of their own sex.
We found only marginal associations
with parental family characteristics,
suggesting that individuals from single-
parent families tend to hold more posi-
tive attitudes to homosexuality. No sig-
nificant associations were found with
age or education. These associations
were mostly uniform across the 8 scales.

When we performed the same ana-
lysis in the subsample of individuals
who identified as 100% heterosexual
(N =563), we found the same set of sig-
nificant associations. We also perfor-
med One-way ANOVA to compare atti-
tudes to homosexuals in individuals who
identified as completely heterosexual

Figure 1

Second-order structure of the Russian Attitudes to Homosexuals Inventory




Attitudes to Homosexuals in Russia 87
Table 1
Descriptive statistics and Spearman correlations of Russian Attitudes to Homosexuals
Inventory with demographic variables (Study 1, N = 1007)
. Family
M [SD | « Sex Age | Education
type
General index of homophobia 1.83 | 0.88 | .95 | —.10** |—.01 -.03 —.08**
Threat to morality 191 | 1.08 | .90 | —.10** 04 .02 = pEEE
Threat to individuals 1.60 | 0.89 | .82 | —.09** |—-.02 .01 —.05
Threat to society 1.82 | 1.13 | .89 | —.09** |—-.03 .00 —.05
Threat to culture 1.97 | 114 | 87 | —12*%** | 04 .00 —.09%*
Threat to heterosexual lifestyle | 2.77 | 1.34 | .90 | —.09** .03 -.03 —.08**
Punishment strategy 1.22 1 0.64 | 91 | —.09** |—.00 .04 —.02
Treatment strategy 1.46 | 0.82 | 91 | —12*** | .04 .02 —.06
Discrimination strategy 1.89 | 097 | .84 | —.05 —.07%| —.04 —.08**
Sexual Same-sex | Same-sex
Children | Religion | . . romantic sexual
identity . .
attraction | experience
General index of homophobia — 2% | DQFRE —.28FFF | — Qg E —.23%**
Threat to morality S e BN ol BT e I e s —.27%*
Threat to individuals —.09%* 20%%% | —24%FR | — DQFE* A
Threat to society —.08% J9¥FE | —26%FR | — D4R —.23%x*
Threat to culture —.12%* ASFER | —p4FER | — )RR —.19%**
Threat to heterosexual lifestyle | —.09%** A6¥FE | = 25%xR | — Ok —21%*
Punishment strategy —.07* 5 — A7 = 20%H —. 18%**
Treatment strategy —.10%* 20%%% | = 23%xR | — DR —.23%x*
Discrimination strategy —.08* 2 —22mEE = Qe —. 19%**

*p <05, % p < .01, *** p < .001.

and reported no past homosexual expe-
rience or attraction (42.7% of the sam-
ple), those who identified as complete-
ly or mostly heterosexual and reported
some homosexual experience or attrac-
tion in the past (32.2%), and those who
identified as bisexual (9.6%) or homo-
sexual (7.1%). The effect of the sexuali-
ty factor was significant (F(3,918) =79.90,

p < .001, n2 = .11), but Tukey’s HSD
post-hoc test showed that only the first
group differed significantly from the
other three (p < .001, Cohen’s d was
0.56, 0.70, and 0.77, respectively),
which, in turn, did not reveal any signi-
ficant differences among each other.

In order to clarify the contribution
of different variables to the attitudes
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toward homosexuals, we performed a
hierarchical (sequential) regression
analysis using the combined score of
negative attitudes to homosexuals as
the dependent variable. The results are
shown in Table 2.

Gender, age, education, children,
parental family type, and religious affi-
liation entered at the first step explai-
ned 7% of the variance. Males, mem-
bers of religious confessions, individu-
als who grew up in two-parent families,
and individuals with children at their
households showed stronger negative
attitudes to homosexuals, suggesting
that the effects of these variables are
independent. Controlling for these, the
three variables relevant to one’s sexua-
lity explained a further 9% of the vari-
ance at Step 2. The unique effect of
homosexual experience was non-signi-
ficant, suggesting that it may be fully
explained by sexual identity. However,
the effect of homosexual attraction
remained significant, indicating that

those individuals who had experienced
and acknowledged an attraction
toward members of their own sex at
some point in their lifetime were more
tolerant of homosexuals, regardless of
their own sexual orientation. Only the
effects of gender and religion remained
significant at Step 2, when sexuality
variables were controlled for.

These data correspond to the fin-
dings of international studies, showing
gender to be a more important predic-
tor than age or education. Taken toget-
her, these demographic variables only
explain a minor proportion of the vari-
ance in attitudes to homosexuals, sug-
gesting that psychological variables
may play a role in the process.

Study 2
Methods

Sample and procedure. The res-
pondents (N = 292), 38.3% males and

Table 2
Demographic predictors of homophobia (Study 1)

Pearson Step 1 (B) Step 2 (B)
Sex e —. 3% —.12%*
Age .03 .02 .01
Education —.02 -.01 —.04
Family —.08** —.08* —.04
Children —. 2% —.09** —.06
Religion 20%%* N Gl 20%**
Sexual orientation —.28%** —.16%**
Same-sex romantic attraction —.29%** —.18***
Same-sex sexual experience —24%** .01
R? adjusted 07%%* 5%
AR? at step 07%% 09

*p <05, %% p < .01, *** p < .001.
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61.7% females aged 18 to 40 (M = 22.2,
SD = 5.70), were university students
and some adult volunteers. Most repor-
ted some tertiary study (61.8%) or uni-
versity degree (28.7%), some (9.5%)
had a high school diploma. Anonymous
questionnaires using informed consent
forms were administered on paper in a
university setting. The students com-
pleted the questionnaires for course
credit in paper-and-pencil format.

Instruments. We used the 34-item
Russian Attitudes to Homosexuals
Inventory (RAHT) developed in Study 1
supplemented by a set of measures tap-
ping into criterion variables: personali-
ty traits, religiosity, authoritarianism,
gender identity, and contact with
homosexuals. We also used the same
items for sex, age, education, and
sexuality as in Study 1.

Personality traits. We used the
Russian version of the BFQ-2 invento-
ry (Caprara, Barbaranelli, Borgogni, &
Vecchione, 2007; Osin et al., 2015),
which measures Big Five personality
traits: Extraversion (o = .82), Agree-
ableness (a = .80), Conscientiousness
(a =.85), Stability (a =.88), Openness
(a =.79), and includes a lie scale (o =
=.76). Each scale is comprised by two
facets omitted here for the sake of bre-
vity (detailed results are available upon
request).

Religiosity. Two items tapped into
religious identity: «Do you consider
yourself a believer?», «Do you consider
yourself a follower of a religion, confes-
sion?» (both with 4 answer options,
ranging from 1 “no” to 4 “yes”). Two
other items tapped into religious prac-
tice: “How often do you visit a temple
(church, mosque, ..)?” (6 answer
options from 1 “once a week or more” to
6 “never”), “Do you turn with a prayer

to God or a higher power?” (7 answer
options, from 1 “several times a day” to
7 “never”). Using principal component
analysis, we found that the 4 items form

a single index (a = .82; items were
inverted so that higher scores reflect
higher religiosity).

Right-wing authoritarianism. We
used a Russian version of the Right-Wing
Authoritarianism scale (Altemeyer,
1988) developed by O.V. Mitina and
A.L. Gorbunova (based on McFarland,
Ageeev, & Abalakina-Paap, 1992),
which includes 30 items rated on a
6-point Likert scale. We excluded four
items which tapped into attitudes to
homosexuality, in order to prevent the
construct overlap. The remaining
26 items reflected the components of
authoritarianism, such as obedience,
aggression, and conventionalism, and
formed a reliable scale (a = .86).

Gender identity. We used two
instruments tapping into the gender
role and in-group identification aspects
of gender identity. The Gender Identity
Inventory developed by V. A. Labuns-
kaya and M. V. Burakova (Burakova,
2000) based on Bem Sex Role In-
ventory (Bem, 1974), following the ori-
ginal procedure in the Russian context
includes 30 characteristics rated on a
7-point scale, 10 of which are perceived
as masculine (a« =.80) and 10 as femini-
ne (a =.79) by Russian respondents.

The identification with one’s gender
was measured by the Russian-language
in-group identification inventory
(Lovakov, Agadullina, & Osin, 2015;
based on Leach et al., 2008). The
instrument includes 14 items rated on a
7-point scale and grouped into two
second-order dimensions, in-group self-
investment (a = .84), tapping into satis-
faction and solidarity with in-group
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and its subjective importance, as well as
in-group self-definition (a = .82), ref-
lecting perceived in-group homogenei-
ty and self-stereotyping as a member of
in-group. The questionnaire had two
different versions with in-group defi-
ned as “men” and “women” used for
male and female respondents, respecti-
vely.

Contact with homosexuals. Two
items tapped into personal contact
with homosexuals: “Are there any
homosexuals among your friends?” and
“Are there any homosexuals among
people you know personally, but don’t
consider friends (acquaintances, collea-
gues, neighbours, etc.)?”, each with
4 answer options (1 “no”, 2 “maybe/
not sure”, 3 “yes”, and 4 “prefer not to
answer”, treated as missing data).

Results and Discussion

We used confirmatory factor analy-
sis to test the structure of the Russian
Attitudes to Homosexuals Inventory.
The 8-factor measurement model fit
the data well (x? = 1140.09, df = 497,
p<.001; CFI = .939; RMSEA = .054,
90% CI:.050—.058; SRMR = .046), and
the model with a single second-order
factor still fit the data acceptably (x? =
=1309.84, df = 517, p < .001; CFI =
=.924; RMSEA =.058,90% CI: .055—.062;
SRMR =.053). The change in practical
fit indices after the introduction of the
second-order factor (ACFI = .015,
ARMSEA = .004, ASRMR = .007) was
similar to Study 1. Overall, these fin-
dings indicate that the structure was
successfully cross-validated.

The distributions of RAHI scale
scores and the general index were close
to normal, with skewness and kurtosis
values well below 1, except for the

punishment strategy scale (skewness
1.37, kurtosis 1.51). Descriptive stati-
stics and reliability coefficients are pre-
sented in Table 3. The scales were suffi-
ciently reliable. The paper-based sam-
ple respondents showed higher levels of
negative attitudes toward homosexuals
(the difference ranged from 0.77 to 1.15
standard deviations for different scales).

We proceeded by investigating the
correlations of attitudes to homosexua-
lity with psychological variables. The
associations with personality traits are
presented in Table 3. Negative attitu-
des to homosexuality were associated
with extraversion and conscientio-
usness, and showed inverse associations
with openness. All of these associations
were quite weak. We did not find any
significant associations with agreeable-
ness, but negative attitudes were posi-
tively related to social desirability (lie),
suggesting that a negative stance to
homosexuals is perceived as a social
standard.

The associations with other variab-
les are presented in Table 4. Negative
attitudes to homosexuality showed
only marginal associations with gender
roles in the combined sample. In male
(N =110) and female (N = 182) groups
taken separately these associations
were similar, but mostly failed to reach
the level of significance. In males, mas-
culinity was positively associated with
approval of discrimination strategy (r =
=.26, p < .01) and perceived threat of
homosexuality to individuals (r = .22,
p < .05). In females, femininity showed
weak positive associations with appro-
val of treatment strategy and perceived
threat of homosexuals to society (both
r=.17,p <.05).

The associations of RAHI with soci-
al identification with one’s gender were
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Table 3
Descriptive statistics and Pearson correlations of the Russian Attitudes to Homosexuals
Inventory with personality traits (Study 2)
M SD a Extraversion | Agreeableness
General index of homophobia 2.85 1.10 94 5% .07
Threat to morality 2.87 1.11 87 .05 .03
Threat to individuals 2.48 1.04 .83 20%* A1
Threat to society 3.04 1.12 78 A4 .09
Threat to culture 311 1.1 .82 2% .08
Threat to heterosexual lifestyle | 3.82 0.96 81 5% 01
Punishment strategy 1.77 0.93 .87 .07 .05
Treatment strategy 2.37 1.19 90 .08 10
Discrimination strategy 2.89 0.93 8 19** —.04
Conscientiousness | Stability | Openness Lie

General index of homophobia 5% .02 —.12* A6%*
Threat to morality 4% .05 —.14* 15%
Threat to individuals A7F* —.02 -.07 19%*
Threat to society 4% —.06 —.06 2%
Threat to culture 5% -.05 —.10 2%
Threat to heterosexual lifestyle 11 .08 -.02 .07
Punishment strategy A4 .07 —.13* 9%
Treatment strategy .09 .06 -1 5%
Discrimination strategy .08 .07 —.14* 2%

*p <05, %% p < 01, *** p < 001.

stronger and similar for both gender
identification components. When gen-
der groups were analyzed separately,
the associations of general index of
negative attitudes to homosexuals with
gender self-definition and gender self-
investment were stronger (p < .05) in
the male group (» = .40 and .44, respec-
tively, p < .001) than in the female
group (r=.19 and .21, p < .01).

Predictably, authoritarianism emer-
ged to be the strongest correlate of
negative attitudes toward homose-
xuals; this association was somewhat
stronger (p <.05) in males (r =.74,p <
.001) than in females (r = .60, p <.001).
The association of religiousity with
negative attitudes to homosexuals did
not differ significantly between males
(r=.43,p <.001) and females (r = .27,
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Table 4

Pearson correlations of attitudes to homosexuality with gender and social variables (Study 2)

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

General index of A4 | 04 | 32 | 29wex | 33wer | gEEer | 30EnE | 43w
homophobia

Threat to morality 08 03 | 23%mx | o@ess | 33wex | Gk | 39wk | gk
Threat to individuals | .13* | .06 | 27%%* | 2100 [ 330 | 5giex | ggess | 35w
Threat to society 11 40 | 29%wx | o | gQEex | G | 30wk | 37wk
Threat to culture 08 03 | 2670 | o7xxs | 9fwex | 5Qwss | gfiek | 3G
g:tgfszgua] lifestyle | 137|708 | 207 |20 5T | AGme 15T | - 34
Punishment strategy | .11 | —.02 | .26%% | 30%%* | 32wsx | 5geex | - 97wk | 3
Treatment strategy 14* A0 | 27FRR | D-EEE | DREEE | [oREE | — DpEEE | — FpHEx
Discrimination A8%% | —.03 | 28%*% | 48 | 23wxx | 5owex | q7ex | gqeex
strategy

Note. 1 — Masculinity, 2 — Femininity, 3 — Gender group self-investment, 4 — Gender group self-defi-

nition, 5 — Religiosity, 6 — Authoritarianism, 7— Contact: personal acquaintance, 8 — Contact: friends.

*p <05, %% p < .01, *** p < .001.

p < .001). The experience of contact
with homosexuals was inversely asso-
ciated with negative attitudes to homo-
sexuals in males (r = -.48 and -.42 for
friends and acquaintances, p < .001)
and in females (r = -.38, p <.001 for fri-
ends and r = -.20, p < .01, for acquain-
tances; only the latter was significantly
different across genders, p < .05).

In order to separate the individual
contribution of different predictors, we
performed a hierarchical (sequential)
regression analysis. Gender, age, and
education were entered at Step 1, follo-
wed by sexuality variables at Step 2,
personality traits at Step 3, gender
identity at Step 4, ideology at Step 5,
and experience of contact with homo-
sexuals at Step 6. We focused on the
contributions of variables entered at
steps 3 to 6, controlling for demograp-

hics and sexuality. Because the sample
was relatively small, we did not model
the interactions between the variables.
The results of this analysis are presen-
ted in Table 5.

At Step 1, education accounted for a
small proportion of the variance in
homo-negativity, suggesting that hig-
her levels of education are associated
with lower levels of negative attitudes
to homosexuals. At Step 2, additional
13% of the variance were explained by
sexual orientation and homosexual
attraction. Regardless of their sexual
orientation, individuals who report
having experienced romantic feelings
towards a member of their own sex at
some point in their life tend to be less
homophobic. Interestingly, the effect of
homosexual experience does not seem as
important and is, most likely, completely
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Table 5

Correlations and hierarchical regression model of psychological predictors of negative attitudes
to homosexuals (Study 2)

reasons 55 %e? e[ " i)
Sex —.06 -.08 | —.03 —.05 -.07 —19%* | —18%*
Age —.08 —.01 .00 —.01 —.01 .07 .08
Education —.16** —16* | —.14* —.09 —.09 -.02 .00
S;Iﬁer;i’éesexual — 267 -06 | =05 | —02 05 10
ijtf;ec'tsifj;mmamic — 3w —A8F | —19%F | —18%F | —16%* | —.16%*
Sexual orientation —.33%%* —=20%* | —A7* | —147* | —11 —.07
Extraversion 6% 4% A2 11 A1
Agreeableness .07 A2 .02 -.07 —.04
Conscientiousness 2% .09 .08 .00 —.02
Stability .02 —.10 —.10 —.09 —.09
Openness —.12* —19%* | —15* .00 .00
Social Desirability 16%* .09 .07 —.04 -.02
Masculinity A4 .00 —.02 —.01
Femininity .06 .05 .09 .07
Gender self-investment | .32%** A7* .06 .07
Gender self-definition 27F** .09 .03 .02
Religiosity 32k 2% .09
Authoritarianism 65%** D8HEE VA
Homosexual friends — 4 2RH* =2 R
Homqsexual g 05
acquaintances
R? adjusted .02 14 19 23 49 .53
AR? at step 03* A3FEE L 06%F | 05%F | 25%FF | 04%**

*p <05, %% p < 01, *** p < 001.

explained by sexual orientation. At
Step 3, personality traits explained a
further 6% of the variance, revealing a
significant positive effect of extraver-
sion and a negative effect of openness
on homophobic attitudes. Controlling

for the variables at previous steps, gen-
der identity variables explained a further
5% of the variance at Step 4, indicating
that subjective importance of gender
identity is associated with higher levels
of negative attitudes to homosexuals. At
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Step 5, religiosity and authoritarianism
revealed significant and independent
effects on homophobic attitudes, with a
much stronger effect of authoritaria-
nism. Finally, at Step 6 experience of
personal contact with homosexuals
explained a further 4% of the variance,
indicating that individuals having
homosexuals among their friends are
less likely to hold homophobic attitu-
des, regardless of their own sexual ori-
entation, religiosity, etc.

These findings suggest that the
contribution of authoritarianism to
negative attitudes toward homosexuals
remains strong even after controlling
for demographic variables, personality
traits, and religiosity. Besides authori-
tarianism, experience of homosexual
attraction and contact with homose-
xuals have emerged as relatively strong
negative predictors of homophobia.

Study 3
Methods

Sample and procedure. The study
used two contrast groups of respon-
dents.

The control group was comprised by
330 social network users recruited in
online communities that did not have
any explicit reference to homosexuali-
ty. This group included 38.5% males
and 61.5% females aged 18 to 59 (M =
=26.1, SD = 7.70). A majority of res-
pondents had a university degree
(51.0%), some reported having incom-
plete university degree (24.8%) or
high /professional school (24.2%).

The comparison group was compri-
sed by 107 social network users recrui-
ted in online communities focused on
fighting or overcoming homosexuality.

This group included 63.6% males and
36.4% females aged 18 to 62 (M = 31.2,
SD = 9.10). Most of these respondents
had university degrees (57.9%), some
reported high/professional education
(26.2%) or incomplete university
degree (15.9%).

Instruments. Both groups comple-
ted the Russian Attitudes to Homo-
sexuals Inventory with 34 items rated
on a 5-point Likert scale and responded
to the same set of items tapping into
religiosity, sexuality, and experience of
contact with homosexuals as that used
in Study 2.

Results

Descriptive statistics for the two
contrast groups are presented in Table 6.
The groups demonstrate strong diffe-
rences in negative attitudes. Pre-
dictably, visitors of anti-homosexual
communities report stronger negative
attitudes, with emphasis on views of
homosexuality as a threat to society,
culture, and heterosexual way of life.
Visitors of anti-homosexual websites
were also more religious and less likely
to report having homosexuals among
their friends and personal acquaintan-
ces (with a stronger effect size for fri-
ends). Predictably, they were also less
likely to report any same-sex acts or
romantic feelings.

Because the two groups differed in
demographics, we performed a hierarc-
hical multiple regression to control for
sex, age, education, and sexual orienta-
tion, and investigate whether the diffe-
rences in attitudes to homosexuality
between the two groups could be
explained by religiosity.

Controlling for self-identified sexual
orientation, males and older respondents
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Table 6
Descriptive statistics for the Study 3 samples
Neutral Anti-homosexual
Citors. | “Visitors | 3| e
M SD M SD
General index of homophobia 215 1.28 4.05 1.14 13.76 1.53
Threat to morality 217 1.43 4.28 1.28 13.64 1.52
Threat to individuals 1.98 1.29 3.75 1.14 12.60 1.41
Threat to society 217 1.49 4.26 1.29 13.01 1.45
Threat to culture 2.28 1.41 4.29 1.22 13.19 1.47
Threat to heterosexual way of life | 2.78 1.48 | 4.35 1.10 10.10 1.13
Punishment strategy 1.68 1.28 3.50 1.40 12.46 1.39
Treatment strategy 1.84 1.30 3.88 1.33 14.03 1.56
Discrimination strategy 2.29 1.38 4.13 1.17 12.43 1.39
Religiosity 8.69 451 | 14.28 5.39 10.45 1.18
Same-sex sexual experience 1.71 0.90 1.10 0.41 6.69 0.76
Same-sex romantic attraction 1.87 0.95 1.21 0.58 6.69 0.76
Homosexual friends 2.20 0.89 1.37 0.72 8.65 1.03
Homosexual acquaintances 2.51 0.73 2.10 0.87 4.79 0.51
Note. All the differences are significant at p <.001.
turned out to be more homophobic.
However, when religiosity was introdu- Discussion

ced at Step 2, the effect of age became
non-significant suggesting that the vari-
ance of these two variables overlaps. Both
the effects of religiosity and visiting anti-
homosexual community were significant,
suggesting that despite their higher reli-
giosity, individuals visiting anti-homose-
xual communities may hold negative atti-
tudes to homosexuals for non-religious
reasons. These effects remained at Step 3,
when contact and sexuality variables
were included into equation. Similar to
Study 2, having homosexual friends and
same-sex attraction in the past were asso-
ciated with more positive attitudes
toward homosexuals.

Studies conducted around the
world reveal the existence of prejudice
toward homosexuals in many countries.
However, the existence and extent of
prejudice is dependent on the social
context. More specifically, in countries
with more liberal legislation, where the
rights of homosexuals are protected,
the negative attitudes tend to be less
pronounced (Kuntz et al., 2015).
Contemporary Russia can be viewed as
a conservative country, where discrimi-
nation of sexual minorities is gaining
increasing legal codification. We expec-
ted this specific cultural context to
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Table 7
Hierarchical regression model of psychological predictors of negative attitudes to homosexuals
(Study 3)
Pearson r Step 1 (B) Step 2 (B) Step 3 (B)
Sex Y — 17 — 11 —.04
Age 20%* 2% -.02 -.01
Education 10% .03 .03 .02
Sexual orientation —.60%** —.D5*** Y —.16**
Religiosity H3EHE 29%** 26%**
Anti-homosexual community SEFE* 2TERE itk
Same-sex sexual experience —.53Fx* .08
Same-sex romantic attraction —.61%** —.16**
Homosexual friends = TR —.38***
Homosexual acquaintances AL —.08*
R? adjusted .38 .56 .68
AR? at step 39 18F* 2%

*p <05, % p < .01, *** p < .001.

influence the content, structure, and
the set of predictors of negative attitu-
des toward homosexuals in Russia.
The present research has revealed
the structure of Russian homosexual
prejudice. We found that negative atti-
tudes toward homosexuals include a
perception of threat originating from
homosexuals viewed as an active group.
Individuals with high levels of prejudi-
ce see homosexuality as a deviation
from a natural and moral norm that
may threaten social morals, unless it is
contained. Homosexuality is seen as a
fashion, spreading due to Western
influence, which is alien to Russian cul-
ture and threatens indigenous Russian
values. In addition to that, homose-
xuals are perceived as a source of threat
to individuals (as they are believed to
be inclined to molest children and
“convert” “normal” heterosexual adults

to homosexual ways) and to the
Russian society as a whole (as they do
not contribute to the national birth
rate, bringing nearer the extinction of
the nation). Finally, Russian people
with high levels of prejudice believe
that homosexuals have become too
active, forcing heterosexuals to adopt a
homosexual way of life as a universal
norm. Despite the fact that all of these
beliefs have very little ground in reality,
they tend to form a coherent whole in
the minds of homophobic Russian res-
pondents. Predictably, these individu-
als with high levels of prejudice also
tend to endorse social action strategies
aimed to eliminate homosexuals and
their influence by criminalizing homo-
sexual acts between consenting adults,
by referring to medicine to “help”
homosexuals overcome their condition,
and, finally, by preventing the society



Attitudes to Homosexuals in Russia

97

from providing homosexuals with equal
civil rights and legal protection on par
with heterosexuals.

The discrimination approach recei-
ved more approval than did medical
treatment or punishment and isolation.
The respondents tended to endorse
more strongly the beliefs reflecting the
perceived threat of homosexuals to the
rights and way of life of heterosexuals,
as well as to the society as a whole and
Russian culture. This perception of the
threat of homosexuals implies a view of
them as a socially active and well-orga-
nized group, which is particularly sur-
prising, given how little real influence
the Russian LGBT community has
(Kon, 2009). The threat of homose-
xuals to individuals was rated lower by
respondents from all samples, including
the anti-homosexual community visi-
tors. Thus, homosexuals are viewed as a
source of symbolic threat, rather than
that of realistic threat.

Confirmatory factor analyses have
revealed that all these beliefs about
homosexuality and corresponding
action strategies can be modelled as a
single dimension, indicating that atti-
tudes to homosexuality in Russian
society are extremely polarized.
Prejudiced individuals tend to paint
homosexuals in black, ascribing to
them simultaneously a whole range of
negative properties in manner reminis-
cent of 1930s’ German anti-semitism.
One can expect that in future, with
changing social context, the structure
of Russian attitudes to homosexuals
may become more differentiated.
Another specific feature of Russian
homophobia is its “anti-Western” cha-
racter acknowledged earlier by Kon
(2009). Homosexuals and LGBT agen-
da are seen as manifestations of “harm-

ful” Western influence, along with non-
government organizations, the human
rights movement as a whole, and
Western democracy (as opposed to
Russian “sovereign” democracy). This
“besieged fortress” view of reality has
many adherents among Russian politi-
cians and is even promoted by some
social scientists through supposedly
peer-reviewed research outlets (Ustin-
kin, Rudakova, & Eminov, 2016).

We found some demographic cha-
racteristics to be weak predictors of
homosexual prejudice. Gender and reli-
gious affiliation emerged as relatively
strong predictors, with males and reli-
gious respondents showing higher
levels of homophobia. Age and educa-
tion showed weaker associations,
which one can expect to detect with
sufficient statistical power only in large
and representative samples. This
pattern is in line with Western studies
(Sarac, 2012; West & Cowell, 2015).
Respondents with children and those
who grew up in complete families
reported somewhat higher homopho-
bia, in line with the content of Russian
homophobic social discourse, which
emphasizes the threat of homosexuals
to children and traditional family.
Altogether, the contribution of these
demographic variables was rather
small.

A number of individual psychologi-
cal characteristics emerged as predic-
tors of attitudes to homosexuals.
Negative attitudes are more likely to be
found in individuals with low openness
to experience, high subjective impor-
tance of gender identity, and high aut-
horitarianism. Thus, we separated the
contribution of the variables that serve
as general predictors of prejudice
toward various outgroups (personality
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traits, authoritarianism, intergroup
contact) and those peculiar to homose-
xuality (gender identity, one’s past
romantic attraction and sexual experi-
ences). Identification with homose-
xuals (self-identified sexual orienta-
tion), authoritarianism, and personal
communication with homosexuals
emerged as the strongest predictors.
The studies of authoritarian perso-
nality typically find that authoritarian
individuals tend to hold negative views
of outgroups (Altemeyer, 1988). These
individuals also tend to obey the
powers in an uncritical manner, adhere
to social conventions, and are intole-
rant of transgressors. Because Russian
discriminatory legislation originates
from the authorities and because
homophobic discourse is promoted
through Russian high-status state
media, one can only expect homopho-
bic views to have a particularly strong
influence on authoritarian individuals.
The effect of religiosity was weaker, but
independent of authoritarianism.
Predictably, individuals who identi-
fy themselves with non-heterosexual
orientation demonstrated lower levels
of negative attitudes to homosexuality.
This can be explained within social
identity framework (Tajfel & Turner,
1986) showing that individuals who
identify with a group tend to evaluate
their in-group more positively than
out-groups. Depending on one’s sexual
identity, homosexuals can be viewed
either as an in-group or an out-group,
explaining the differences in prejudice.
Interestingly, however, past homo-
sexual romantic attraction did show a
unique effect on homophobic attitudes,
independently of sexual identity, in all
three samples. In Study 1, the level of
homophobia in individuals who identi-

fy as heterosexuals but reported having
had same-sex romantic attraction in
the past was nearly as low as in bise-
xuals and homosexuals. This is in line
with the findings showing that higher
homophobia is associated with incon-
gruence between explicit and implicit
sexual orientation (Weinstein et al.,
2012). Negative attitudes to homose-
xuals may result from defensive proces-
ses triggered by one’s own feelings of
same-sex attraction which conflict
with the heterosexual norm imposed by
controlling social environments (Ibid.).
This suggests that educational inter-
ventions promoting the idea that
romantic feelings towards members of
one’s own sex are not only acceptable,
but also do not necessarily indicate
that one is a gay or a lesbian may help
to tackle homophobia.

The findings concerning the com-
munication with homosexuals are in
line with the intergroup contact hypot-
hesis (Pettigrew & Tropp, 2006).
According to this hypothesis, personal
communication with outgroup mem-
bers on a regular basis tends to improve
one’s attitude toward the outgroup as a
whole and specific individuals belo-
nging to it. Our data support this
hypothesis, showing that having homo-
sexual friends is predictive of lower
homophobia even after the other vari-
ables are controlled for. The effect of
having homosexual close friends is
stronger than the effect of being perso-
nally acquainted with homosexuals as
colleagues, neighbours, etc. First, this
suggests that those homosexuals who
are open about their orientation to
their close friends may encounter signi-
ficantly lower levels of homophobic
attitudes. Second, it suggests that
interventions addressing homophobia
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and based on intergroup contact might
be effective in the Russian context.
This study was the first to investiga-
te the relative contribution of demog-
raphic and psychological predictors to
homophobia in Russian samples. Its
limitations include the use of non-
representative samples. However, futu-
re studies can draw from the pool of
items tapping into different aspects of

homophobia, choosing a set of RAHI
items / subscales depending on specific
research purposes. The new instrument
has strong face and criterion validity.
We hope that the present attempt will
facilitate future Russian-language rese-
arch of homophobia, leading to deve-
lopment of interventions that could
tackle this phenomenon at microsocial,
as well as macrosocial level.
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Appendix
Russian Attitudes to Homosexual Inventory (translated)

The statements in this questionnaire describe different attitudes toward homosexuals
and homosexuality as a social phenomenon. Different people hold different opinions on
these matters. It is important that you express your own opinion here.

Please rate your agreement with each statement using the following scale:

L S NS SO SR S B S B
Completely Mostly Neither agree Mostly Completely
disagree disagree nor disagree agree agree

If homosexuals want to be treated well, they should stop attracting

L attention to their sexual orientation. 23 45
Homosexuals are a threat to the traditional family. 1 2 3

3. Homosexuality is a way of life that must be condemned. 1 2 3 4
Homosexuals should stop complaining about the way they are treat-

4. . . . . . 1 2 3 4 5
ed in the society and live their own lives.
Homosexuals increase in their number as a result of spreading

5. 1 2 3 4 5
Western values.
Hatred toward homosexuals is a sign of poor moral climate in the

6. . 1 2 3 4 5
society.

7 It's time for homosexuals to stop thrusting their way of life on other { 9 3 4 5

© people.

8. Homosexuals must be cured. 1 2 3 4 5
Homosexuals are particularly dangerous, because they spread sexu-

9. . . 1 2 3 4 5
ally transmitted diseases.

10. Homosexuals have no place in our society. 1 2 3 4 5
A homosexual should do anything to overcome the attraction to

11. . 1 2 3 4 5
members of his/her own sex.

12. Homosexuality is an expression of laxity. 1 2 3 4 5
Homosexuals need to work with a therapist to change their sexual

13. . . 1 2 3 4 5
orientation.
A punishment for homosexuality needs to be introduced in the crim-

14. . 1 2 3 4 5
inal code.
Existence of homosexuals does not cause any harm to people with

15. . . . 1 2 3 4 5
traditional sexual orientation.

16. Homosexuality is a crime that must be prosecuted by law. 1 2 3 4

17. Homosexuality is a natural form of human sexuality. 1 2 3

18 Fighting homosexuality in a society does not lead to any good out- { 9 3 4 5

comes.
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19. Spreading of homosexuality leads to extinction of the nation. 3 4 5
Existence of homosexuals harms the ethical climate in the society as

20. 3 4 5
a whole.

21. Homosexuality is a normal variant of sexual orientation. 3 4 5

22. Homosexuals need legal protection from oppression and discrimination. 3 4 5

23. Homosexuality is a sexual perversion. 3 4 5
Homosexuals pose a threat to children, because they can molest

24, 3 4 5
them.

25. Increasing numbers of homosexuals indicates a decay of social mores. 3 4 5

26. Homosexuals must be isolated from the society. 3 4 5

27. Homosexuals do not threaten the society in any way. 3 4 5
The danger of homosexuals is that they can convert people with tra-

28. ... . . 3 4 5
ditional sexual orientation to homosexuals.

29. In their strife for their rights homosexuals have become too aggressive. 3 4 5
Police must protect homosexuals from assaults and aggression of

30. 3 4 5
those who hate them.

31. Homosexuals need help to become "normal”. 3 4 5

32. Homosexuality is a completely alien phenomenon to Russian culture. 3 4 5

33. Homosexuality is a fashion spread by mass media. 3 4 5
Life will be better if the society offers equal rights to homosexuals

34. 3 4 5
and heterosexuals.

Scale Item numbers with factor loadings

Threat to morality 3(.81) 12 (.81) 23 (.85) 17 (=.71) 21 (—.78)

Threat to culture 5 (.80) 25 (.90) 32 (.64) 33 (.83)

Threat to individuals 9(61)  24(84) 28(78)  15(—73)

Threat to society 2(85)  19(84)  20(90) 27 (—71)

Threat to heterosexual lifestyle 1(.84) 4 (.80) 7 (.84) 29 (.88)

Punishment strategy 10 (.86) 14 (.82) 16 (.75) 26 (.87)

Treatment strategy 8 (.82) 11 (.82) 13 (.87) 31 (.84)

Discrimination strategy 6(—63) 18(—.65) 22(-75) 30(—.66) 34 (—.85)

Note. The numbers in parentheses indicate standardized loading of each item on its respective fac-

tor in the Study 1 sample (N=1007). Negative loadings correspond to reverse-scored items, which need

to be inverted. The general index of homophobia is calculated as a mean of the 34 items.
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Pe3siome

HecmoTpst Ha POCT HETATMBHOTO OTHOIIEHUST K TOMOCEKCyasaM B Poccun, aTa Tema ocTaercst
KpaiiHe MasionccseoBanHoi. Onmupasich Ha aHAJIN3 COIMAIIBHOTO JIMCKYPCa, Mbl ¢(hOPMYJIHPOBAIIN
Habop yTBEP)KAEHUI U [POBEIU TPH SMITMPUYECKUX UCCJIEIOBAHUSI, MOCBSIIIEHHBIX Pa3paboTKe 1
Basmmsanu Poceniickoro onmpocHuKa oTHomeHnst kK romocekcyasam (RAHI), a taxke usydyenuio
CBsI3ell ATOTO OTHOIIEHWS C JeMOrpadMuecKUMHU U TCUXOJOTHYECKMMU TepEMEHHbBIMU.
B uccnenoBanuu 1 ¢ ucnosnbsoBanueM oniaiiH-Bbi60pku (N = 1007) Mbl BbIIEIIWIM CTPYKTYPY U3 8
(hakTOpPOB, 5 M3 KOTOPHIX OTPAKAIN PA3JIMIHBIE ACTIEKTHI BOCIPHHUMAEMON YTPO3bI CO CTOPOHDI
rOMOCEKCYasioB (yrposa MHMBH/IAM, HPABCTBEHHOCTH, OOIIECTBY, POCCUIICKON KyJIBTYPE, HpaBam
TETEPOCEKCYATOB), & 3 — O0OPEHNE COIMATLHBIX CTPATErHH MO OTHOIIEHMIO K TOMOCEKCyaIaM
(Hakazanve, Jleyenve, MTUCKpUMIHAIM/3ammTa). [Ikampl mokasasm BBICOKYIO HAlEKHOCTH (o =
.82-91) n B KoH(pUPMATOPHOI (PaKTOPHON MOEI 0OPA3OBAIN ENHOE U3MEPEHNE, 0003HAYCHHOE
Kak o0l nokasaresb romodobur. HeraTnBHOe OTHOIICHHE K TOMOCEKCYaTaM ObLIO CUIbHEE
BBIPAKEHO Y MY’KUUH, DEJIUTHO3HBIX PECIIOH/IEHTOB 1 F€TEPOCEKCYAIOB, HUKOT/IA He UCITBITHIBABIIITX
POMaHTHYECKHMX YYBCTB K MPEACTABUTENSIM CBOEro 110J1a. B uccsienosatnun 2 (GymaskHast BBIGOPKa,
N = 292) ¢daxropHas CTpyKTypa ONpPOCHMKa Oblia YCIENHO BoclpousseaeHa. [1o aaHHBIM
UepapxXuyecKod MHOKECTBEHHOI pPerpeccuy aBTOPUTAPU3M OKasajicsl Haubojiee CUJIbHBIM
MO3UTUBHBIM [IPEAUKTOPOM ToMO(hOOHH, & HATIMYIE TOMOCEKCYAJIOB CPE/IN IPY3€eil 1 POMAHTHIECKIE
YyBCTBA — €€ HETATUBHBIMU TIPEANKTOPAMU, BKJIAJT KOTOPBIX COXPAHSJICS ITPU KOHTPOJIE CEKCYaIbHOMN
opuenTaru. Bosiee c1abbIMU OKA3aJIMCh MOJIOKUTENbHBIE CBSI3M TOMOGMOONN ¢ PETUTHO3HOCTBIO,
CONMabHONU uaeHTU(UKaIMel co CBOMM TeHJePOM, MACKYJIUHHOCTHIO, IKCTpPaBEPCHUeil 1
COIMAIBHOH JKeIATeIbHOCTBIO,  TAKIKE OTPUIATENIBHAS — C OTKPBITOCTHIO ONBITY. B riccsienoBannm 3
MBI UCIHOJIb30BATIM KOHTPACTHbBIE TPYIIIbI TTOCETUTENEN HEUTPATBHBIX M aHTUTOMOCEKCYTbHBIX
ontaitn-coobmects (N = 330 u N = 107 COOTBETCTBEHHO) [isi MPOBEPKU KPUTEPUAIBHOI
BaJIMTHOCTH ONPOCHHKA. Pe3yJIsTaThl TpeX MCCAEJ0BAHMIA HE TOJBKO COOTBETCTBYIOT MMETOIIIMCS
JIAHHBIM U3 JIPYTUX CTPAH, HO 1 PACKPBIBAIOT KYJIBTYPHO-CIIenuduuHbie 0ocobeHHoCTU roModobun B
Poccun (Hampumep, TOMOCEKCYaJbHOCTb PACCMATPUBACTCSI KAaK CJEACTBHE BIMSHUS 3amajia).
Omnpocruk RAHI siBjisieTcst BaMINBIM U HAJEKHBIM PYCCKOSI3BIYHBIM HHCTPYMEHTOM, KOTODPBIN
MOJKET ObITh UCIIOJIb30BaH JJ1s1 OYAYIIMX UCCIIEN0BAHUIT OTHOILIEHUS K TOMOCEKCYaIaM.

Kmouessie cioBa: OTHOIIEHNE K TOMOCEKCYQJIBHOCTH, TOMOHETATUBHOCTD, MPEIPACCYAKU IO
OTHOLIEHUIO K TOMOCEKCYyaslaM, BOCIIPHHIMaeMasl yIpo3a FOMOCEKCYaJIOB, aBTOPUTAPHASL JIMUHOCTD.
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IHpunoocenue
Poccuiicknii onpocHuk oTHOomeHus k romocekcyaitam (RAHI)

YTBGPX(Z[GHI/IH ATOI aHKETHI OIMCHIBAIOT pa3anyHble BapuaHTbl OTHOIIEHHA K TOMOCEK-
CyajlaM 1 K TOMOCEKCYaJIbHOCTU KaK K O6II.[€CTB€HHOMy saBJIeHnIo. PasHble J10/11 3aHUMAIOT
Ppa3Hbl€ IMMO3UIUN T10 9THUM BOIIPpOCaM. [I]IH Hac BayKHO MMEHHO Baie cobcTBEeHHOE MHEHME.

Ho;xanyﬁcm, OIICHHUTE, HACKOJIbKO Bor cormmacub ¢ KayK/IbIM 13 CJCAYIOINX yTBer(Z[eHI/IfII

1 2 3 4 5
CosepliieHHO Ckopee Heuro cpennee Ckopee CoBepiiienno
He coracen He coriacen (e yBeper) coryacen coryacen

Ecim TOMOCEKCYaJIbl XOTAT, lITO6BI K HUM XOPOIIO OTHOCHJIUCD,

1. mycTh mepecTaHyT IpUBJIEKATh BHUMAHNE K CBOEH ceKCyaTbHON 1 2 3 4 5
OpHUEeHTAINH.
2. TomocekcyaJbl Ipe/CTABISIOT YIPO3Y ISl TPAJUIIMOHHON CEMbH. 1 2 3 4 5
3 TomocekcyanbHOCTh — 5TO 00pa3 JKU3HHU, KOTOPbII CIeLyeT { 2 3 4 5
" OCYK/ATb.
4 Tomocekcyasam 110pa 1epecTarh KajoBaTbCs Ha TO, KAK K HUM { 2 3 4 5

OTHOCATCA B O6LL[€CTB€y " IPOCTO JKUTb CBOE JKU3HbIO.

5 FOMOCeKcyaJIOB CTaHOBUTCS BCE OOJIbINE B pesyJibraTte
’ pacpoCcTpaneHu:A 3alla/IHbIX HeHHOCTefI.

HenaBucts x TOMOCEKCYaJslaM CBU/IETEJIBCTBYET O IIJIOXOM

6. 1 2 3 4 5
HPABCTBEHHOM KJIMMaTe B 00IIECTBE
7 Tomocexcyanam Topa IPeKPaTUTh HABSI3bIBATD APYTHUM JIIOJSIM CBOM { 2 3 4 5
© obpas KU3HU.
8. TomocekcyasioB HEOOXOIUMO JICYUTh. 1 2 3 4 5
9 Tomocekcyasibl 0COGEHHO OMACHBI IOTOMY, YTO OHU PACIIPOCTPAHSIIOT { 2 3 4 5
* BeHepuueckue 3a60JI€BaHUSI.
10. Tomocekcyasam HET MecTa B HaleM 00IIecTBe. 1 2 3 4 5
1 TomMoceKcyas I0JIKEH CIesIaTh BCe BOZMOYKHOE, 4TOOBI TIPEOI0JIETH { 2 3 4 5
" CceKcyaslbHOe BJIedeHHe K IIPeJICTaBUTEISIM CBOETO HOJIA.
12. TomocekcyaTbHOCTb — 3TO MPOSIBJIEHUE PACIYIIEHHOCTH. 1 2 3 4 5
13 TomocekcyanaM HYKHO paboTaTh ¢ IICUXOTEPANIEBTOM, YTOObI { 2 3 4 5
" M3MEHHTb CBOIO CEKCYAJIbHYIO OPUEHTAIINIO.
14 Heo6xoaumo BBECTH B yTOJOBHbII KOJEKC HaKa3aHue 3a { 92 3 4 5
" rOMOCEKCYaJIbHOCTb.
15 Cy1iecTBOBaHNE TOMOCEKCYAIOB He HAHOCUT HIKAKOTO Bpezia { 2 3 4 5
" JIIO/ISIM C TPAIUITMOHHON CeKCYyaabHOM OpreHTaInei.
TomocekcyasibHOCTh — 3TO MPECTYILIeHNE, KOTOPOE TOJIKHO
16. Y pecty  KOTOPOEA 1 2 3 4 5

Ipecjae10BaTbCA 3aKOHOM.
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rOMOCGKCyaJIbHOCTb — 9TO O/IHa U3 €CTECTBEHHbIX /IJId YE/IOBEKa

17. 1 2 3 4 5
dopm cexcyambHOCTH.

18 Bopbba ¢ roMoceKCcyaIbHOCTBIO B 00IIECTBE HE IPUBELET HUL K YeMY { 2 3 4 5
" Xopoliemy.

19 PacrpocTpanenme roMoCeKCyaTbHOCTH TIPHBOANT K BEIMUPAHIIO { 2 3 4 5
| Haluu.

20 Cy1iecTBOBaHME TOMOCEKCYAIOB BPEAUT HPABCTBEHHOMY COCTOSTHIIO { 92 3 4 5
* o011ecTBa B 1IEJI0M.

927 TomocekcyasbHOCTh — 3TO OJIMH M3 HOPMATbHBIX BAPUAHTOB { 2 3 4 5
' CeKCyasIbHOU OpUeHTallUMU.

929 Tomocexcyasrbl HyKIAIOTCST B 3aKOHO/IATETBHON 3aIIUTE OT {2 3 4 5
" TIPUTECHEHMS U TUCKPUMHUHAIINN.

23. TomocekcyambHOCTb — 3TO CEKCyaTbHOE N3BpalleHue. 1 2 3 4 5

2% Tomocekcyasibl MPeACTaBISIOT OMIACHOCTD JIJIS JIETeH, TIOTOMY YTO { 2 3 4 5
" MOTYT COBPATUTD HX.

95 VBesmuenne KOJMIECTBA TOMOCEKCYAJIOB CBUIETETBCTBYET 06 { 2 3 4 5
" ymnajike HpPaBOB.

26. TomoceKcyanoB HeOOXOAUMO U30JIMPOBATh OT OOIIECTBA. 1 2 3 4 5

27. ToMmoceKkcyasibl HUKAK He YTPOKaIOT OOIIEeCTBY. 1 2 3 4 5

28 OrnacHOCTb TOMOCEKCYAJIOB B TOM, YTO OHU MOTYT TIPEBPAIIaTh { 2 3 4 5
" mozielt TPAUIIMOHHON OPHEHTAIINH B TOMOCEKCYaJIOB.

29 B 6opb0e 3a cBOU TIpaBa FOMOCEKCYaJIbl CTAJIU CIIUIIKOM {9 3 4 5
' arpeccUBHBI.

30 [Mosuiust 10/KHA 3AMIUIIATH TOMOCEKCYAJIOB OT HATIAJEHHIA 1 { 2 3 4 5
" TIPOSIBJIEHUI arpeccuu CO CTOPOHBI T€X, KTO HEHABU/IUT HX.

31. Tomocekcyasam HY>KHO TOMOYb CTaTh «<HOPMATIBHBIMU». 1 2 3 4 5

39 TomocekcyasbHOCTD — 3TO COBEPINEHHO YYIK/I0€ SBIEHME [Tt { 2 3 4 5
" pOCCHUICKOI KyJIbTYPBI.

33 TomocekcyanbHOCTD — 3TO MOJIa, KOTOPYIO PACIIPOCTPAHSIOT { 2 3 4 5
" cpencTBa MacCcoBOU MH(pOpPMAITIN.

34 JKusub craner sydiie, ecau B 061ecTBe OyyT PaBHbIE MTPaBa JJIsk { 2 3 4 5

TOMOCEKCYaJIOB U TeTEPOCEKCYAJIOB
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IIkana Homepa nyHkToB 1 MX (haKTOpPHBIE HATPY3KH
¥Yrpo3a HpaBCTBEHHOCTH 3 (.81) 12 (.81) 23 (.85) 17 (=.71) 21 (—.78)
Yrposa KyJbsrype 5(.80) 25 (.90) 32 (.64) 33 (.83)
¥Yrposa unauBuIAM 9 (.61) 24 (.84) 28 (.78) 15 (—.73)
VYrposa obiectBy 2 (.85) 19 (.84) 20 (.90) 27 (—.71)
Yrposa mmpaBam reTepoceKcyaiosn 1(.84) 4 (.80) 7 (.84) 29 (.88)
CrpaTterns Haka3aHus 10 (.86) 14 (.82) 16 (.75) 26 (.87)
CrpaTterus jeqeHns 8 (.82) 11 (.82) 13 (.87) 31 (.84)
Crparerusi IMCKPUMUHATINN 6(—63) 18(—65) 22(—=75) 30(—.66) 34 (—.85)

IIpumeuanue. Yucia B cKoOKax OTPaKAIOT CTAaHIAAPTU30BAHHBIE HATPY3KH KAKIOTO YTBEPIKICHUS
Ha dakrop 110 gaHHbM uccaepoBanus 1 (N=1007), orpurateibHbie HArpy3KH JaHbl st 0OPaTHBIX
MYHKTOB, KOTOPble HEOOXOAMMO MHBePTUPOBaTh. OO MoKazaTe b roMOGOOHN PACCUMTHIBACTCS
KaK cpejiHee 110 BCeM 34 yTBepIKIACHUsIM.

I'ynesuy Onabra AnexcanapoBHa — npodeccop, JenapTaMeHT MNCHXO0TIOTHH, (DaKyJIBTeT COUAIb-
HBIX HAYK, BEAYIIUil HAyYHBIH COTPYIHUK, TabOPaTOPUst SKCIIEPUMEHTANLHOI U TTIOBEIEHUECKOI
9KOHOMMKH, HallmoHanbHbIil HCcIe0BaTe/IbeKUil YHUBEPCUTET «BhICIiast IKoIa 9KOHOMUKI»,
JIOKTOP TICUXOJIOTHYECKNX HaYK.

Kontakrsr: goulevitch@gmail.com

Ocun Eprenmii HuxonaeBuy — JIOIEHT, JleNapTaMEHT TICUXOJIOTHH, (DaKyJIbTET CONMATbHBIX
HAyK, BeYIHil HAYYHbII COTPYAHNK, MEXIyHAPOIHAs JTab0PAaTOPHs O3UTUBHOI TICHUXOJIOTUI
JIMYHOCTU W MoTuBanmu, HanmonanpHbII MccenoBaTebcKuil yHUBepeuTeT «Bpicimas mkoma
HKOHOMUKHU», KAaH/IU/IAT TICUXOJIOTHYECKUX HAYK.

KonTakTsr: evgeny.n.osin@gmail.com

Hcaenko Hazexna AnekceeBHa — TeJeCHOOPUEHTHPOBAHHBIIL TPAHCIIEPCOHAIBHBIN TEPAIIEBT,
caysk6a Bzanmorionumanust «/lesa CeMeiiHble», MArMCTP MCUXOJIOTUH.

Cdepa HaydHBIX HHTEPECOB: TePAIMSA TPABMbI, MEKIMYHOCTHBIE OTHONIEHHs1, (PEHOMEHOIOTUSL.
Kownraxrer: whole.psyche@gmail.com

Bpaitnuc JInana MuxaiinoBHa — opranmnsaTop, jJarepb «KamyaTka», MarucTp ncuxoJIo0Tum.
Cdepa HayuHBIX HHTEPECOB: OMOIIUU, HMOIMOHATIBHOE PETYJIUPOBAHUE, TICUXOJIOTUST Pa3BUTHS.
Kontakrsr: lilia.brainis@gmail.com



