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Abstract:

Homophobia, characterised by fear or hatred of
homosexuality, remains a pervasive social problem despite
ongoing efforts to secure human rights and equality. This
essay explores the formation and styles of homophobia
from evolutionary and social perspectives. Evolutionary
factors suggest that preference for heterosexuality
may result from reproductive adaptations, while social
influences, particularly group pressures during adolescence,
shape homophobic behaviour. In addition, social
dominance orientations and adherence to cultural norms
contribute to homophobia. Gender differences in types of
homophobia have been examined, with males displaying
more fear due to societal perceptions of masculinity. The
proposed hypothesis was tested through questionnaires
and experimental methods. Understanding the formation
and styles of homophobia is essential for promoting social
inclusion and equality.

Keywords: Homophobia, evolutionary insights, social
dynamics, group influences, Social Dominance Orienta-
tion (SDO).
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1. Introduction

Holistic perception of homophobia (or homonegativity) is
conceptualized as the fear or hatred of homosexuality and
the fear of being a homosexual[1]. So far, despite ongoing
activities on human rights and equality issues, negative
influences and the manifestation of homophobia in many
cultures are still common social problems. Homophobia
has been noticed with aggressive or extreme discrimina-
tive actions, like verbal bullying, beatings, rape, rejection,
loss of employment, threats upon lives and even killing[2].
According to Blechner (2017)[3], “This is odd, since ho-
mosexuality itself has harmed no one, whereas hatred and
persecution of homosexuals has damaged many lives.” By
understanding the formation and styles of homophobia,
we can fill the research gap and help the public advance
recognition of this topic, aiding in the development of
strategies to promote inclusivity, acceptance, and equality
for all individuals. This essay explores to what extent the
evolutionary and social factors influence the formation
and styles of homophobia.

2. Evolutionary factors of Homophobia
formation

Research on the formation of homophobia from evolu-
tionary psychology insights has shown that foremost, the
socially shown preferences for heterosexuality can be un-
derstood in terms of reproductive fitness, as it fits the goal
of ensuring human gene persistence and inheritance[4].
According to research done by Kirkpatrick [5], most par-
ents will accept children’s homosexuality only when the
children have their own offspring, which means the repro-
duction aims are ensured not to be interfered with. So why
does homosexuality persist under conditions unfavorable
to reproduction? Several theories have been raised, like
genetic nonsexual advantages, altruistic upbringing of kin,
enhanced fertility of female relatives [6], and the devel-
opment of same-sex cooperative alliances. Between them,
alliance theory has been recognized as the most popular
and reasonable one to explain the origin and continuation
of homosexuality. According to Muscarella [7], same-sex
alliances can help with both survival and reproduction.
Also, sex behaviors are seen to strengthen the commit-
ment relationship and mutual trust. For example, it is re-
vealed that bonobos use homosexual sex as an important
part of their food exchange system, which will benefit
their survival issues[8]. As for reproduction, heterosexual
marriages and sexual behaviors are suggested to be com-
plementary to same-sex alliances. For example, among
the Etoro, Jagaj and Onabasulu of Melanesia, members
of same-sex alliances may share and exchange partners

of the other gender to satisfy their reproduction demand.
Thus, it can be speculated that benefits brought by same-
sex alliances consisting of homosexual people may cause
other heterosexual people’s jealousy, and then develop the
emotions of alienation and discrimination, which further
form homophobia. Thus, we raise a hypothesis: Non-het-
erosexual people in closed groups, or pairs, are more
likely to induce more severe Homophobia towards them
than they are alone. This hypothesis will be tested in our
experiment.

2.1 Hypothesis and predicted results

H1: Non-heterosexual people in groups are more likely
to induce severe Homophobia towards them than they are
alone.

3. Social Factors of homophobia for-
mation

Although current research indicates that many evolution-
ary factors could explain why homophobia exists, Thep-
sourinthone and his colleagues found that social factors
also play roles in shaping internalized homophobia and
affecting the homophobia style and severity in different
groups of people.

3.1 Group Pressure

Instead of evolutionary factors, social factors also have
a significant effect on the formation of homophobia. For
example, group pressure especially shows in homophobic
name-calling and masculine attitudes. Recently, suicides
of several gay teenagers have underscored the effects of
victimization on gay students [9]. During adolescence, the
peer group stands out as a crucial social context. Typically,
a peer group refers as a small friendship cluster of adoles-
cents who spend large amounts of time together[10]. This
study applied social network analysis and multilevel mod-
eling techniques to analyze repeated measures data, aim-
ing to investigate the formation of homophobic name-call-
ing behavior among adolescents. Specifically, it focuses
on demographic variables, homophobic name-calling,
masculine attitudes, general bullying and victimization
(aggression scale) and friendship nominations. All these
dimensions use self-reporting to rate the scale or response
to the questions. Participants are 493 middle school
students in grades five to eight. The self-report on ho-
mophobic name-calling is investigating two fields, those
called other homophobic epithets and called homophobic
epithets by others during the previous 30 days ; based on
the test, participants need to provide five perpetrations
and victimization represented items separately. Response
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options also include never, one or two times, three or four
times, five or six times, or seven or more times [11]. As a
result, group pressure or peer groups played a significant
role in the formation of homophobic name-calling. Stu-
dents who suffered from homophobic name-calling also
perpetrate on others with those homophobic name-calling
over time. Kids who are bullied even for other reasons
tend to do more homophobic bullying themselves [12].
For masculinity, they used a self-report especially for ad-
olescents, to test whether males should show masculinity
when facing problems in socializing situations. The sur-
vey got a high response in their responses. Because of the
sampling limitation, all participants are adolescents. So,
we predict that adolescents are more sensitive and gain
more attention on external evaluations; the results may
be a little different for adults. In conclusion, the develop-
ment of homophobic behaviors, particularly homophobic
name-calling in early childhood, is significantly shaped
by peer influence and rooted in concepts of gender and
gender roles. Based on these supports, masculinity is a
possibility that influences the formation but an alternative
hypothesis we predict is homophobic behavior may be a
protective mechanism for homosexual people because the
group pressure.

3.1.1 Hypothesis and predicted results

H2: Homophobic behaviour may be a protective mecha-
nism for homosexual people because the group pressure.

3.2 Social Dominance Orientation, Social and
Cultural Manifestation of Homophobia

Besides the self-hatred feelings carried by social and
group pressures on potential homosexual people, the so-
cial expectations and pressures also play roles in shaping
homophobia levels and style in non-homosexual people.
Homophobia could be the result of political propaganda,
or at least it has been manifested under the governmental
and cultural approval of homosexuality intolerance. Since
it is a hot-debated social topic, researchers have conduct-
ed many analyses on the relationship between nationalism
and homophobia [13]. According to Gellner’s theory[14],
nationalism is set of normatively commonly shared values
or beliefs on what a nation carries, such as morality, reli-
gion, cultural traditions, sexuality, gender roles, and so on.
In terms of sexual orientation, the nationalist viewpoint
emphasizes the importance of the “biological propaga-
tion of the nation[15]”. This involves pursuing political
and societal objectives that support heterosexuality and
discourage sexual orientations perceived as unproductive
[16]. Usually, non-heterosexuality has been regarded
as anti-nation and excluded from shared moral values.
In some social cultures, the level of homophobia could

be extremely severe, and the main perspective toward
non-heterosexuality is the result of Western value erosion
for internalized political attacks as it is shown in Uganda
[17], and China [13]. However, the observed homophobia
levels are quite different between Uganda and China. As
a post-colonial country, Uganda shows more intolerance
toward homosexuality [17], and China has partially legal-
ized same-sex marriage, as it is in Taiwan. Homophobia
seems to vary in the social and cultural contexts. The level
of homophobia expressed by people seems also affected
by social content.

According to Metin Orta’s study on SDO (Social Domi-
nance Orientation), people who are more adherent to the
SDO in specific cultural contexts are more likely to devel-
op sexual prejudice towards people who are not as adhe-
sive as them[18]. In particular, the researchers investigate
the influence of participants’ social dominance orientation
(SDO) and gender role orientation on their attitudes to-
wards gay men and lesbians, with a focus on the unique
Turkish cultural context. To achieve their objectives, the
researchers recruited 250 heterosexual university students
from Turkey to participate in the study. The students com-
pleted a questionnaire that gauged their social dominance
orientation, gender role orientation, and attitudes toward
gay men and leshians. The findings of the study high-
light several significant associations. Notably, research
has shown that individuals who align more strongly with
the Social Dominance Orientation tend to exhibit higher
levels of sexual prejudice. The intriguing aspect of this
correlation lies in its implication that cultural and social
contexts significantly contribute to the emergence of both
homophobia and homo-tolerance.

Within this context, our study delves deeper into the
nexus of social dominance orientation and homophobia
levels. We hypothesize that individuals are more prone to
develop and outwardly express feelings of homophobia
for the reason that they desire to reaffirm their alignment
with prevailing social norms and cultural expectations.
Besides, we anticipate a positive association between
the degree of homophobia and the level of affirmation of
Social Dominance Orientation principles. By exploring
these dimensions, we aim to unravel the intricate inter-
play between societal influences, individual beliefs, and
the perpetuation of homophobia, contributing to a more
comprehensive understanding of this complex societal
phenomenon.

3.2.1 Hypothesis and predicted results
H3: Individuals are more prone to develop and outwardly

express feelings of homophobia for under a homosexuali-
ty intolerant environment.
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4. Homophobic style differences

An interesting thing is that women engage in more same-
sex contact than men (women are more receptive to same-
sex contact than men) Touch implies status and power,
and the initiator of the touch is often seen as having a
higher status. Touching behavior is governed by socio-
cultural norms, rules, or expectations that prohibit male-
to-male touching but allow female-to-female touching
behavior. Gender differences in touching behavior may
explain why men are more homophobic for they are
more likely to be seen as gay if they have contact with
the same sex. The fear of being seen as gay is why they
avoid same-sex contact and are homophobic[19]. Men
always need to prove their masculinity, and people who
violate male gender roles are especially prejudiced. In a
patriarchal society, prejudice against homosexuality is
extremely strong among heterosexual men (and much
stronger against gay men than against lesbians). Men are
taught to be masculine in their childhood which may help
them to take control and be dominant. Also, those who vi-
olate the male gender role can have a bad impact on male
status[20]. There is also another reason why lesbians seem
to be more accepted than gay men. Homosexuals (espe-
cially gay men) are not able to produce offspring, which
hinders reproduction. Male homosexual relationships are
more prejudiced for they may waste the potential of life
(waste the semen) in sexual behavior, whereas leshians do
not[21].

One obvious but unexpected circumstance that has hap-
pened in the patriarchal society is that tomboys, who are
girls who behave in a manner, are usually considered boy-
ish, are easier to be accepted by both homosexual and het-
erosexual people[22]. The situation connects with poten-
tial social influence and gender differences. What people
have known is that individuals of different sexes will be
educated to take appropriate responsibility for their own
genders. For instance, boys learn that they should bear
the burden of social expectation of being a man, which is
also called masculinity that may include toughness and
self-discipline as traditional characteristics.

However, the formation of female gender roles is more
complicated than male gender roles. They prefer to play
all roles, both masculine and feminine, when they play
games. The ability to demonstrate both masculine and
feminine behaviors may manifest in girls learning both
male and female gender roles. Also, society is much more
likely to accept masculine females than feminine males,
because sex role norm violations are more severely pun-
ished when demonstrated by men than by women[23].
Females who demonstrate both female and male gender
behaviors are often seen as a positive action. Such women

are understood to achieve higher status[24] . Since lesbi-
ans have higher possibilities to be masculine, society will
accept them easily in case of masculinity is an important
part of a patriarchal society. So according to the research,
we elevate two hypotheses that the first one is straight
men are more likely to accept lesbians than gay males,
and the other one is straight men show more homophobia
towards gay males than straight women do.

4.1 Hypothesis and predicted results

H4: People are more likely to accept lesbians than gay
males.

H5: Stright men show more homophobia towards gay
males than straight women do.

5. Methodology

The aim of this study is to investigate the hypotheses
around three categories that 1) homophobic behaviour
may be a protective mechanism for homosexual people
because the group pressure. 2) same-sex alliances for
homosexual couples or groups cause sexual jealousy. 3)
social and cultural norms and the political propaganda’s
effects on homophobia . A convenient sampling method
is used here. All of the hypotheses formed from the Intro-
duction will be tested.

Procedure: Our questionnaires have been posted on the
Wenjuanxing ( [A]# & )website, and have been separated
through other social media platforms, such as Wechat.
Participants who are interested in this topic participated. It
was an independent measures design. There are two parts
to the questionnaire. In the first part, participants were
asked “ what is your sexuality?” and two options would
be offered, either “Heterosexual” or “Non-heterosexual”.
Participants were divided and asked different questions
based on their sexuality, but all questions were served to
test for hypotheses listed above. In answering questions,
they needed to select the choice that best described their
thoughts about question. Each of the participants was pro-
vided and informed consent. They fully knew what they
were experiencing during the questionnaire. In the follow-
ing sections, the result of the survey will be analyzed.

6. Result

Overall, we have released our questionnaire through the
Internet and multiple social media platforms in China (like
WeChat, Weblog, and other platforms). After nearly half a
month, we have successfully collected 182 useful individ-
ual responses from all over China. Among all, there are 58
responses are from non-heterosexual participants, which
are responses that only answered from questions 1 to 19.
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Besides, there are 124 responses are from heterosexual
participants, which are responses that only answered from
questions 20 to 29. Questionnaire contents and results
graphs are shown in the Appendix, generated by Wen-
juanxing( [A]£& 5 ) website.

6.1 Pairs and Singles of Homosexuality

To test H1, we designed questions number 8 and 10 to ask
non-heterosexual participants whether they felt homopho-
bia from their families or friends when participants stated

(The result of Q8)

Upon analysis, our findings did not support Hypothesis 1.
Contrary to expectations, there was no statistical increase
in reported instances of severe homophobia when non-het-
erosexual individuals were observed in pairs compared to
when they were alone. This suggests that the presence of a
same-sex partner may not necessarily amplify perceptions
of threat or discomfort among heterosexual individuals.
The lack of a significant effect challenges the notion that
the social visibility of non-heterosexual individuals ex-
acerbates manifestations of homophobia within societal
contexts.

6.2 Group Pressure

Although not directly tested in our study, qualitative data
from participant responses suggest a potential relation-
ship between homophobic behavior and group pressure,
particularly among homosexual individuals. Anecdotal
evidence indicates that some homosexual participants may
exhibit homophobic behavior as a protective mechanism
in environments where non-heterosexuality is stigmatized
or marginalized (Q10). While further research is needed to
explore this hypothesis more comprehensively, our find-
ings suggest the presence of complex social dynamics that

that they are the only non-heterosexual people in their
social circles (like it is in Q8), and when they stating that
there are many friends of them are also non-heterosexual
people to their parents (like it is in Q10). By measuring
the percentage of 5 different levels of agreement from
their responses, we found that the percentage of the com-
bination of choice “a little bit agree” and “very agree” in
two questions are very close (45.82% from Q8, and 43.1%
from Q10).

(The result of Q10)

influence the expression of homophobia within diverse
social contexts.

6.3 Tolerance and Self Expression

To test this hypothesis and theory based on SDO as we
suggested in the Introduction. We designed questions
number 16, 17, and 18 to ask non-heterosexual partici-
pants.

Our study found overwhelming support for the influence
of social environments on the outward expression of
homophobia (Q16). A remarkable 89.7% of participants
acknowledged the impact of societal attitudes towards ho-
mosexuality on the prevalence and intensity of homopho-
bia. This underscores the role of cultural norms and accep-
tance levels in shaping individual attitudes and behaviors
toward sexual minorities. Furthermore, we found that
94.23% of participants believe members of the general
public are more prone to express homophobic speech and
behaviors in less homo-tolerated societies (Q17). Similar-
ly, 86.54% of participants believe the general public tends
to be more homo-tolerating in society than more tolerating
non-heterosexual people.
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(The result of Q16)

6.4 Homophobia against Different Genders

Based on questions 19 (for non-heterosexual participants)
and 24 (for heterosexual participants) we intended to at-
tain their opinion on whether non-heterosexual males or
females are more acceptable by society by asking hetero-
sexual participants, “Which group of non-heterosexual
people do you feel more willing to work with” in question
24, and “whether gay males or leshians are more accepted
by society do you feel?” on question 19.

Our findings indicate notable differences in perceived ac-
ceptance levels between leshian and gay male individuals.

(The result of Q19)

6.5 Homophobia of Different Genders

To test this hypothesis, we designed the question with the
numbers 29 (for straight people) and 18 (for non-hetero-
sexual people) in our questionnaire by asking whether the
most homophobic behavior came from males or females
based on their observations or if there is no difference.

Consistent with existing literature, our study confirms
that heterosexual males are more likely to exhibit severe
homophobia compared to females. Among non-hetero-
sexual participants, 56.9% perceived males to exhibit
more pronounced homophobia, compared to the number
of non-heterosexual people holding that females are more
homophobic (3.45%). Almost 16 times more non-hetero-
sexual participants believe that males are more homopho-

(The result of Q17)

Among non-heterosexual participants, while 46.55% of
participants perceived leshians to be more readily accept-
ed within society, opinions were divided, with 24.14% of
participants expressing a belief that gay males are more
accepted. Interestingly, 29.13% of participants perceived
no significant difference in acceptance between the two
groups. Besides, while the majority of heterosexual par-
ticipants (65.32%) do not consider gender and sexuality
as a reason for choosing a working partner, the remaining
participants are more willing to work with lesbians (25%),
compared to gay males (9.68%).

(The result of Q24)

bic than females. Similarly, a majority of heterosexual
participants (46.77%) also perceived males to demonstrate
more severe homophobia, compared to participants who
held that females are more homophobic (16.13%), indicat-
ing the pervasiveness of gender-based biases in attitudes
towards homosexuality. However, it is noteworthy that a
substantial proportion of participants perceived no differ-
ence in homophobia levels between genders, suggesting
the need for further research to elucidate the complexities
of gender dynamics in homophobia.
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(The result of Q18)

7. Discussion

The study provided valuable insights, while also had
certain limitations, though. Based on self-reported data
through questionnaires, the results may include biases
such as social expectations and not fully reflect individ-
ual attitudes. Convenience sampling methods and online
surveys may skew the sample, thus limiting universality.
Experimental designs, while informative, face limitations
in replicating real-world social dynamics and ethical
considerations. In addition, the study’s emphasis on evo-
lutionary and social factors may ignore other influencing
factors, such as culture and religious beliefs. Addressing
these limitations and adopting more robust approaches
would deepen our understanding of homophobia and pro-
vide more effective strategies for promoting inclusion and
equality.

8. Conclusion

In conclusion, this essay provides an in-depth exploration
of the complex and multifaceted nature of homophobia,
examining its formation and manifestations from both
evolutionary and social perspectives. Through a com-
bination of literature review, theoretical analysis, ques-
tionnaire interview, and experimental methods, we have
gained valuable insights into the factors that influence
homophobia and its different styles in society. From the
evolutionary perspective, preferences for heterosexuality
may stem from reproductive adaptations, while social fac-
tors (including group pressure and adherence to cultural
norms during adolescence) also contribute to the devel-
opment of homophobic behavior considerably. According
to the interview results, several hypotheses are supported
by the data: Homophobic behaviors are influenced by the
social environment, the genders of objects and subjects.
Also, it might be a protective mechanism for homosexu-
al people because of group pressure. However, whether

non-heterosexual pairs will induce more severe homopho-
bia than individuals (H1) cannot be proved and requires
further research. By highlighting the important role of so-
cial attitudes and cultural contexts in shaping perceptions
of homosexuality and the prevalence of homophobia, our
research contributes to the creation of more inclusive and
accepting environments. A society with greater investment
in research, advocacy and education can allow everyone
to experience dignity, equality, and freedom from discrim-
ination.
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