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Although homosexuality can evoke disgust, the extent to which disgust influences judgments about transgres-
sions committed by homosexuals remains unclear. To address this knowledge gap, participants high (HHD)
and low (LHD) in homosexual disgust provided disgust and immorality ratings of offenses committed by homo-
sexuals or heterosexuals. The present study also examined the extent to which judgments about violations of so-
cial mores by homosexuals or heterosexuals differed as a function of the purity of the violation. Consistent with
predictions, HHD participants had significantly higher disgust and immorality ratings than LHD participants for
violations committed by homosexuals. However, the two groups did not differ in ratings of violations committed
by heterosexuals. The findings also revealed that the difference between violations committed by homosexuals
and heterosexuals in disgust was greater when the violation did not contain impurity versus when impurity
was present. However, this pattern of findings was not observed for differences in ratings of immorality. Lastly,
pathogen, but not sexual or moral disgust mediated the association between moral purity and ratings of viola-
tions committed by homosexuals. This mediated effect was not observed for ratings of violations committed
by heterosexuals. The implications of these findings for better understating moral perceptions of homosexuality
are discussed.
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There is increasing emphasis on the role of disgust in guiding moral
judgments (Rozin, Haidt, &McCauley, 2000). In fact, labeling certain ac-
tivities as disgusting appears to be an effective strategy for reducing
their occurrence, as it leads to internalization of their immorality
(Rozin & Singh, 1999). Experimental research has shown that
experiencing trait and state disgust results in harsher moral judgments
(Jones & Fitness, 2008; Wheatley & Haidt, 2005). The link between
experiencing disgust andmoral condemnationmay be especially robust
when evaluating the behavior of various social out-groups. Indeed, ex-
perienced disgust is a strong predictor of negative attitudes towards for-
eigners, immigrants, and morally deviant groups (Tapias, Glaser,
Keltner, Vasquez, & Wickens, 2007). Contact with social out-groups
may trigger feelings of disgust, which in turn can be alleviated by phys-
ical cleansing. It is not surprising then that disgust has been linked with
the moral foundation of purity (Koleva, Graham, Ditto, Iyer, & Haidt,
2012). This moral foundation reflects value of chastity, control of de-
sires, and respect for “the sacredness” of things or their immaterial
value.

Purity violations have also been defined as actions that go against
the natural order of things (Rozin, Markwith, & McCauley, 1994),
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which is a primary reason that many object to homosexuality. Em-
pirical evidence linking disgust and homosexuality has been fairly
consistent. For example, research has shown that disgust sensitivity
(DS) correlates with implicit negative moral attitudes towards ho-
mosexuals (Inbar, Pizarro, Knobe, & Bloom, 2009; Terrizzi, Shook, &
Ventis, 2010). Disgust inductions have also been found to result in
less favorable evaluations of homosexuals (Adams, Stewart, &
Blanchar, 2014; Inbar, Pizarro, & Bloom, 2012). The demonstrated ef-
fect of experienced disgust on negative judgments about homosexu-
ality also appears to be unique to disgust. For example, Dasgupta,
DeSteno, Williams, and Hunsinger (2009) found that induced dis-
gust, but not anger, resulted in more negative implicit attitudes to-
wards homosexuality.

Although the available evidence has implicated disgust in judgments
about homosexuality, it is unclear if preexisting disgust responses
towards homosexuality shift judgments about transgressions commit-
ted by individuals that are homosexual. A related question is if such a
shift is limited to disgust responses to transgressions committed by ho-
mosexuals or if such a shift in judgment also extends to how morally
wrong the transgressions are perceived to be. The answer to this impor-
tant question may depend, in part, on the nature of the transgressions.
Disgust has been found to influence moral judgments about purity
violations, but not fairness violations (Horberg, Oveis, Keltner, &
Cohen, 2009). Given that the gay stereotype is characterized by con-
cerns of impurity (e.g. ‘diseased’), impurity violations (e.g., urinating
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on someone's car) committed by homosexuals may be evaluated as
more disgusting and morally wrong than violations unrelated to purity
(e.g., keying someone's car).

It is unclear if preexisting disgust responses towards homosexuality
shift judgments about transgressions committed by individuals that are
homosexual. Based on the existing literature (e.g., Adams et al., 2014;
Inbar et al., 2012), we argue that those experiencing high disgust
towards homosexuals may think negatively about them and look for
reasons to negatively evaluate them on other mores violations.
Accordingly, the present study aims to examine the extent to which
preexisting levels of disgust towards homosexuality biases ones evalua-
tion of transgressions committed by homosexuals compared to those
committed by heterosexuals. It was predicted that those high in homo-
sexual disgust would rate violations committed by homosexuals as
more disgusting and morally wrong than participants low in homosex-
ual disgust. However, the two groups were not predicted to differ on
ratings of violations committed by heterosexuals. It was also predicted
that purity violations committed by homosexuals would be evaluated
as more disgusting and morally wrong than violations unrelated to
purity, especially among those high in homosexual disgust. Lastly,
exploratory analyses were conducted to examine the extent to which
the association between the foundation of moral purity and disgust
and moral judgments of homosexual transgressions are mediated by
pathogen, sexual, or moral disgust sensitivity.

1. Method

1.1. Participants

Participants high (N=33) and low (N=34) in homosexual disgust
were selected from undergraduate psychology and participated in this
study in exchange for course credit. This sample was selected from a
large pool (N=549) of undergraduate participants that were screened
on the basis of their mean disgust response to the following five homo-
sexual acts: seeing two homosexuals kissing, hearing two homosexuals
having sex, watching a gay pornography, finding out that someone of
the same sex has sexual fantasies about you, a stranger of the same
sex intentionally rubbing your thigh in an elevator). The final sample
sizewas determined as the number of participants that agreed to partic-
ipate from the available pool. Disgust responses to the homosexual acts
were assessed on a scale from 0 (not at all) to 7 (extremely). The high
homosexual disgust (HHD) group met the following criteria: scoring
one or more standard deviations above the mean in disgust responses
to the homosexual acts (M=6.45, SD=0.38). The lowhomosexual dis-
gust (LHD) group met the following criteria: scoring one or more stan-
dard deviations below themean in disgust responses to the homosexual
acts (M = 0.93, SD= 0.46).

1.2. Measures

The Three Domains of Disgust Scale (TDDS; Tybur, Lieberman, &
Griskevicius, 2009) is a 20-item measure of disgust across three do-
mains: pathogen disgust, sexual disgust, and moral disgust.

The Moral Foundations Questionnaire (MFQ30; Graham et al., 2011)
assesses to what extent individuals use various moral foundations in
their moral decision-making. Specifically, moral concerns for Fairness,
Harm Avoidance, Ingroup Loyalty, Obedience to Authority, and Purity are
assessed.

The Heterosexual Attitudes Toward Homosexuals (HATH; Larsen,
Reed, & Hoffman, 1980) is a 20-itemmeasure of attitudes about homo-
sexuals, including rights of homosexuals, the labeling of homosexuality,
and willingness to associate with homosexuals.

1.2.1. Moral transgressions
Twenty descriptions of transgressions that resulted in harm were

designed for the present study (See Appendix A). Half of the violations
contained an element of impurity, while the other half did not. To indi-
cate the sexual orientation of the actor, a reference was made to his or
her romantic partner. An example of an impurity transgression with
an actor and same-sex partner is: “After hefinished bikingwith his part-
ner, Jack urinated on someone's car door handle.” An example of a no
impurity transgression with an actor and an opposite sex partner is:
“Natalie tampered with evidence in the courtroom before she met her
husband for lunch.” Thus, half of the perpetrators were described as ho-
mosexual and the other perpetratorswere described as heterosexual for
both impurity and no impurity transgressions.

1.2.2. Morality and disgust ratings
Participants were asked to rate how immoral they found each trans-

gressor on a scale from 0 (not immoral at all) to 7 (extremely immoral).
Theywere also asked to indicate how disgusting they found each trans-
gressor on a scale from 0 (not at all disgusting) to 7 (extremely
disgusting).

1.2.3. Behavioral disgust task
After rating all 20 moral transgressions, participants were offered

hand sanitizer. This behavioral measure was included to obtain an im-
plicit measure of disgust induction less likely affected by participant im-
pression management concerns.

1.3. Procedure

Participants were first screened in large classrooms on levels of ho-
mosexual disgust. Those high and low in homosexual disgust were
then invited to the lab on a subsequent date to complete the study.
Upon arrival to the lab participants were informed that the study
aimed to “measure how people judge the behaviors of others.” After in-
formed consent was obtained, all participants rated each moral trans-
gression in terms of immorality and disgust. The order of the
vignettes, as well as sexual orientation of the actor was randomized.
After rating all 20 transgressions, participants were then offered
sanitizer for their hands. The experimented then recoded whether or
not the participant used the hand sanitizer. This was employed as a be-
havioral measure of disgust proneness. Immediately after, participants
completed the above-mentioned measures and were debriefed.

2. Results

2.1. Manipulation checks for pre-existing differences

HHDandLHDparticipants did not significantly differ (p'sN 0.05) in age
(M= 19.35, SD= 1.20), gender (% Female = 72), or ethnicity (% Cauca-
sian = 74). A higher percentage of participants in the HHD group (66%)
chose to use hand sanitizer compared to those in the LHD group (41%)
after providing morality and disgust ratings of the moral transgressions
(χ2=4.0, p b 0.05). Participants in the HHD group reported higher levels
of pathogendisgust (M=20.21, SD=5.50vs.M=15. 87, SD=6.21; par-
tial η2 = 0.12) and sexual disgust (M= 20.06, SD= 5.95 vs.M= 13.75,
SD = 6.10; partial η2 = 0.22) compared to those in the LHD group
(p's b 0.01). However, the HHD and LHD participants did not significantly
differ in moral disgust (M= 15.00, SD=6.74 vs.M= 13.34, SD=5.39;
partialη2=0.01), as assessed by the TDDS (p N 0.05). The twogroups also
did not significantly differ in the moral foundations of harm avoidance
(M = 17.96, SD = 3.99 vs. M = 17.15, SD = 6.29; partial η2 = 0.00)
and fairness (M = 18.93, SD = 3.58 vs. M = 17.50, SD = 4.84; partial
η2=0.02) (p's N 0.05). However, participants in theHHD group endorsed
greater concern for the moral foundations of ingroup loyalty (M=18.60,
SD=3.66 vs.M=16.00, SD=3.68; partial η2 = 0.11), obedience to au-
thority (M = 19.69, SD = 4.02 vs. M = 16.96, SD = 3.92; partial η2 =
0.10), and purity (M=21.45, SD=4.52 vs.M=17.09, SD=5.06; partial
η2 = 0.17) compared to those in the LHD group (p's b 0.01). Participants
in the HHD group also reported significantly less tolerant attitudes
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towards homosexuals (M=40.42, SD=13.82 vs.M=49.06, SD=20.31;
partial η2 = 0.06) than those in the LHD group (p b 0.05).
Fig. 1. Disgust and immorality ratings of violations by homosexuals and heterosexuals by
participants high (HHD) and low (LHD) in homosexual disgust.
2.2. Disgust and morality ratings of transgressions

A 2 (Group: HHD, LHD) × 2 (Sex: Homosexual, Heterosexual) × 2
(Purity: Impurity, No impurity) × 2 (Rating: Disgust, Morality) mixed-
factor analysis of variance (ANOVA) was conducted to examine ratings
of the transgressions. The analysis revealed a significant main effect of
group [F(1,65) = 7.58, p b 0.009, partial η2 = 0.10], sex [F(1,65) =
19.15, p b 0.001, partial η2 = 0.22], purity of the violation [F(1,65) =
250.65, p b 0.001, partial η2 = 0.79], and rating [F(1,65) = 7.29,
p b 0.01, partial η2=0.10]. Thesemain effectswere qualified by a signif-
icant Group × Sex interaction [F(1,65) = 5.38, p b 0.03, partial η2 =
0.07] (see Table 1 for means and standard deviations). Disgust and mo-
rality ratings were averaged to examine this interaction. The results re-
vealed that while HHD and LHD participants did not significantly differ
on average disgust and immorality ratings of violations by heterosex-
uals (M = 4.44, SD = 0.84 vs. M = 4.04, SD = 0.87) [F(1,65) = 3.75,
p = 0.057, partial η2 = 0.05], HHD participants reported significantly
higher ratings for violations by homosexuals (M = 4.85, SD = 0.85 vs.
M = 4.16, SD = 0.83) [F(1,65) = 11.15, p b 0.002, partial η2 = 0.14].
Fig. 1 also shows that while disgust and immorality ratings of violations
by heterosexuals and homosexuals did not significantly differ among
the LHD group [t (33)=1.92, p=0.063], ratings of violations by homo-
sexuals were significantly higher than those for heterosexuals among
the HHD group [t (32) = 3.92, p b 0.001].

The mixed-factor ANOVA also yielded statistically significant
Sex × Purity [F(1,65) = 45.59, p b 0.001, partial η2 = 0.41],
Sex × Rating [F(1,65) = 160.91, p b 0.001, partial η2 = 0.71], and
Purity × Rating [F(1,65)= 285.19, p b 0.001, partial η2 = 0.81] interac-
tions that were qualified by a significant Sex × Purity × Rating interac-
tion [F(1,65) = 55.65, p b 0.001, partial η2 = 0.46]. To examine this
interaction, a mixed factor Sex × Purity ANOVA was conducted sepa-
rately for disgust and immorality ratings. For disgust ratings, the results
yielded a significantmain effect of sex [F(1,66)=105.39, p b 0.001, par-
tial η2 = 0.61] and purity [F(1,66) = 364.66, p b 0.001, partial η2 =
0.84]. These main effects were qualified by a significant Sex X Purity in-
teraction [F(1,66) = 88.29, p b 0.001, partial η2 = 0.57]. Subsequent
analyses showed that disgust ratings of violations by homosexuals
were significantly higher than those of heterosexuals when the viola-
tion had no element of impurity [t (66)= 12.29, p b 0.001]. Disgust rat-
ings of violations by homosexuals were also significantly higher than
those of heterosexuals when the violation was impure [t (66) = 2.19,
p b 0.04]. However, the difference between disgust ratings of violations
by homosexuals and heterosexuals was greater when the violation had
no element of impurity (M=1.54, SD=1.02) compared towhen impu-
rity (M = 0.20, SD = 0.76) was present [t (66) = 9.39, p b 0.001]. For
immorality ratings, the results yielded only a significant main effect of
sex [F(1,66) = 22.08, p b 0.001, partial η2 = 0.25].
Table 1
Groupmeans and standard deviations for disgust and immorality ratings for violations by
homosexuals and heterosexuals as function of type of violation.

Rating Disgust Morality

Group HHD LHD HHD LHD

Impurity – Homosexual 5.91 (0.84) 5.30 (0.90) 4.74 (1.11) 3.92 (1.01)
Impurity – Heterosexual 5.61 (0.92) 5.19 (1.00) 5.00 (1.01) 4.56 (1.11)
No impurity – Homosexual 4.07 (1.03) 3.45 (1.01) 4.69 (1.05) 3.98 (1.03)
No impurity – Heterosexual 2.32 (1.67) 2.11 (1.53) 4.85 (0.84) 4.28 (0.91)

Note. HHD = high homosexual disgust, LHD = low homosexual disgust.
2.3. Delineating distinct mediators of ratings of homosexual transgressions

The extent towhich pathogen disgust, sexual disgust, andmoral dis-
gust (TDDS subscales) mediates the relationship between the moral
foundation of purity (MFQ Purity subscale) and disgust and immorality
ratings of violations by homosexuals was then examined (see Fig. 2). A
test of mediation was conducted with Preacher and Hayes (2008)
bootstrapping procedure, which does not impose distributional as-
sumptions often violated in smaller samples. Bootstrapping is a non-
parametric method that generates an estimate of the indirect effect,
including a 95% confidence interval. When zero is not in the 95% confi-
dence interval, one can conclude that the indirect effect of moral purity
on disgust and morality ratings of violations by homosexuals through
the proposed mediators is significantly different from zero at p b 0.05
(two-tailed). Themediational analysis revealed that the true indirect ef-
fects for pathogen disgust, sexual disgust, and moral disgust were esti-
mated to lie between 0.01 and 0.05, −0.05 and 0.00, and −0.00 and
0.02, respectively (Total z = 2.16, p b 0.04). Because zero was not in
the 95% confidence interval for pathogen disgust only, it can be conclud-
ed that the indirect effect is significantly different from zero at p b 0.03,
and that pathogen disgust (z=2.28, p b 0.03)mediates the relationship
between moral purity and disgust and immorality ratings of violations
by homosexuals, whereas sexual (z = −1.40, p = 0.16) and moral
(z = 0.55, p = 0.58) disgust do not.

As a point of comparison, we also examined the extent to which
pathogen disgust, sexual disgust, and moral disgust mediates the rela-
tionship between the moral purity and disgust and immorality ratings
of violations by heterosexuals. The mediational analysis revealed that
the true indirect effects for the threemediators was onlymarginally sig-
nificant, Total z = 1.89, p = 0.058. Furthermore, pathogen (z = 1.77,
p = 0.07), sexual (z = −1.04, p = 0.29), and moral (z = 1.40, p =
0.15) disgust did not mediate the relationship between moral purity
and disgust and immorality ratings of violations by heterosexuals.
3. Discussion

The present study examined the extent to which preexisting levels
of disgust towards homosexuality influences disgust andmorality judg-
ments about moral transgressions committed by individuals that hap-
pen to be homosexuals. Consistent with predictions, the present study
found that HHD participants had significantly higher average disgust
and immorality ratings of violations committed by homosexuals than
LHD participants. However, the two groups did not significantly differ
in ratings of violations committed by heterosexuals. This finding is
fully consistent with the extant literature linking disgust to outgroup
avoidance (Terrizzi et al., 2010). Furthermore, thesefindingsmay beun-
derstood in the context of a disease-avoidance perspective (Schaller &
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Duncan, 2007). More specifically, these findings indicate that it may be
the disease-avoidance motivation prescribed by disgust (i.e., pathogen
disgust) and not necessarily moral disgust that differentiates HHD par-
ticipants from LHD participants. This is consistent with the disease
avoidance literature which suggests that disgust motivates outgroup
avoidance (Hodson & Costello, 2007).

Disgust has been found to be instrumental in shaping moral intui-
tions (Haidt, 2001; Wheatley & Haidt, 2005). Experiencing disgust to-
wards homosexuals may function in a similar fashion—it may make
HHD individuals harsher moral judges of violations committed by ho-
mosexuals. Although the perpetrators sexuality had no bearing on the
criminal act, HHD individuals appear to have difficulty inhibiting this in-
formation when evaluating the transgressions. Of note is that themoral
hypervigilance of HHD individuals appears to be limited to the judg-
ment of homosexuals. Indeed, the two groups did not significantly differ
in ratings of violations committed by heterosexuals. Nor did the two
groups differ in self-reported moral disgust, as assessed by the TDDS.
As a result of preexisting levels of homosexual disgust, reference to
the perpetrator's sexuality may result in antecedent appraisals about
purity which then influences consequent judgments.

Moral judgment can be intuitive and amenable to affective and mo-
tivational influence (Haidt, 2001). For HHD individuals, reference to the
perpetrator as a homosexual may increase feelings of disgust, which
then amplifies the perceived severity of the transgression. It has been
argued that a “behavioral immune system” has evolved as a shield
from exposure to pathogens (Schaller & Duncan, 2007). According to
this view, engaging in socially novel sexual practices raises one's risk
of encountering infectious agents. HHD individuals may have a higher
behavioral immune system activation that results inmore negativity to-
wards the actions of those that deviate from established sexual norms.
Consistent with this view, a higher percentage of participants in the
HHD group used hand sanitizer compared to those in the LHD group
after providingmorality and disgust ratings of themoral transgressions.
Participants in the HHD group reported higher levels of pathogen dis-
gust compared to those in the LHD group. The finding that the sexuality
of the perpetrator influenced judgments of HHD individuals, but not
LHD individuals, also supports the notion that moral judgments can de-
rive from factors that may be viewed as irrelevant to a rational moral
analysis, such as one's liking for the actor or the actor's social group
(Ditto, Pizarro, & Tannenbaum, 2009). An important implication of
this finding is that HHD individuals may have significant difficulty
with operating as objective moral rationalists when the perpetrator is
a homosexual. When passing judgment on a perpetrator that happens
to be a homosexual, HHD individuals appear to be influenced by moti-
vations that are consistent with their moral intuitions about
homosexuality.

Although HHD participants were found to report higher disgust and
morality ratings of violations committed by homosexuals than LHD par-
ticipants, the nature of the desires or motivations that may account for
this group difference is not entirely clear. Kahan (1999) explains that
disgust can motivate compliance with social norms by prescribing “ap-
propriate” behavioral reactions towards those who elicit disgust. Given
the role of disgust in perceptions of outgroups, HHDparticipantsmay be
especially biased towards evaluating any negative act (even those unre-
lated to sex) by a homosexual as inappropriate. This biasmay reflect the
virtues and values that serve as the foundation of their moral decisions.
Haidt and Graham (2007) suggest that moral foundations are influ-
enced by distinct socialization processes, thereby stimulating moral in-
tuitions about some behaviors but not others. Purity is one moral
foundation that is shaped by disgust and underlies the widespread
idea that the body is a temple that can be desecrated by immoral activ-
ities (Koleva et al., 2012). Consistent with this view, the present study
found that those high inmoral purity also had higher disgust and immo-
rality ratings of violations committed by homosexuals. However, it is
unclear the nature of the disgust response that may shape this relation-
ship. Tybur et al. (2009) recently proposed three functionally special-
ized domains of disgust that may be the result of selection pressures
that recurred over evolutionary history. The three domains include:
pathogen disgust, which motivates the avoidance of infectious microor-
ganisms; sexual disgust, which motivates the avoidance of sexual situa-
tions that would jeopardize one's reproductive success; and moral
disgust, which motivates the avoidance of social norm violators. The
present study found that pathogen, but not sexual or moral disgust me-
diated the association between moral purity and ratings of violations
committed by homosexuals. Importantly, this mediated effect was not
observed for ratings of violations committed by heterosexuals. This
finding suggests that themoral foundation of puritymay result in infor-
mation processing systems that facilitate the detection of infectious mi-
croorganisms andmotivate their avoidance. This detection of infectious
microorganisms and their avoidance may partially explain why moral

Image of Fig. 2
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purity leads to heightened disgust and immorality ratings of violations
committed by homosexuals.

Contrary to predictions, preexisting levels of homosexual disgust did
not influence differences in disgust and immorality ratings as a function
of the purity of the violation. However, the present study did observe an
important dissociation between disgust and morality ratings when
evaluating violations committed by homosexuals versus heterosexuals
as a function of the purity of the violations. Specifically, the difference
between violations committed by homosexuals and heterosexuals in
disgust was greater when the violation did not contain an element of
impurity compared to when impurity was present. However, this pat-
tern was not observed with immorality ratings. This suggests that the
sexuality of the perpetrator may represent an implicit determinant of
the relative purity of the transgression. This view may account for
why transgressions committed by homosexuals were evaluated as
more disgusting than those committed by heterosexuals even when
the transgressions were unrelated to purity. Although a similar pattern
was observed when the transgression contained an element of impuri-
ty, the gap between disgust ratings of transgressions committed by ho-
mosexuals and those committed by heterosexuals was significantly
smaller when the transgression contained an element of impurity. The
explicit reference to impurity in the transgressions and the implicit ref-
erence to the perpetrator as a homosexual may both activate pathogen
concerns that serve a similar rejection function.

The present findings found no significant differences between viola-
tions committed by homosexuals and heterosexuals in immorality rat-
ings when the violation was impure compared to when impurity was
not present. In the present study however, participants provided ratings
of transgressors of perpetrators thatwere indirectly referenced as either
homosexual or heterosexual without any explicit reference to sexual
acts. Prior research has shown that homosexual acts are often found to
be immoral because they are perceived to be impure (e.g., Horberg
et al., 2009). This suggests that immorality judgments about the trans-
gressions committed by homosexuals may be facilitated by explicit ref-
erence to sexual acts. This finding highlights an important disconnect
between judgments of disgust and morality when considering the sex-
uality of the perpetrator, as well as the level of purity associated with
the transgression. In fact, the present study found higher disgust ratings
towards violations byhomosexuals compared to heterosexuals. Howev-
er, acts by heterosexuals were found to be more immoral than acts by
homosexuals. Although higher levels of disgust towards violations by
homosexuals may reflect concerns of purity (Inbar et al., 2012; Koleva
et al., 2012), it is not immediately clear why acts by heterosexuals
would be rated as more immoral than those of homosexuals. This find-
ing may partially reflect the rapidly declining moral condemnation of
homosexuals and opposition to antigay discrimination (Herek, 2000).
This finding may be also reflect the observation that egalitarian values
canmotivate individuals to correct for strong negative implicit attitudes
towards some outgroups (Fazio, Jackson, Dunton, & Williams, 1995).

Although the present findings contribute to the literature on the in-
fluence of disgust on morally-relevant judgments, limitations of the
present investigation do warrant consideration before definitive infer-
ences can be made. For example, the assessment of disgust and immo-
rality was explicit and limited to a single item response. Prior research
suggests that there may be important differences between implicit
and explicit responses towards homosexuality (Inbar et al., 2012). In-
clusion of implicit measures may offer a more precise delineation of
the multiple levels in which the effects of homosexual disgust on
morally-relevant judgments about violations committed by homosex-
uals can be observed. The present study is also limited by the exclusive
reliance on self-report. Convergence of self-report and autonomic mea-
sures in future research may offer greater confidence in the present
findings. The present study is also limited by the exclusive use of a rel-
atively small college sample that makes generalizability difficult. Use
of a larger community sample in future research will prove valuable in
examining the robustness of these findings in more diverse and
representative samples. Despite these limitations, the present study
suggests that those with heightened levels of homosexual disgust may
be biased towardsfinding homosexualsmore culpable for various viola-
tions. Future research that addresses the study limitations will be valu-
able in determining the potential implications of this bias, particularly in
the legal arena.

Appendix A

No impurity – Heterosexual perpetrator

1. Before meeting his fiancée for dinner, John lied to a good friend.
2. After visiting his wife at work, Bob spread unflattering rumors about

a friend.
3. Rick lied about how many hours he worked before he went to meet

his girlfriend for coffee
4. Kevin intentionally knocked someone off of a bike while he was

walking through the park with his girlfriend.
5. Tom left his grandmotherwaiting at the hospital for 3 hwhile hewas

out with his wife.

No impurity – Homosexual perpetrator

1. Steve spray-painted on someone's favorite jacket while at a party
with his life partner.

2. Pete scratched someone's car with a key after leaving his boyfriend's
house.

3. Andy broke someone's window with a rock next door to his boy-
friend's house.

4. After having lunch with his boyfriend, Mark purposefully sold a cus-
tomer a defective product.

5. While on the phone with his boyfriend, Bill backed into someone's
car and didn't leave a note.

Impurity – Heterosexual perpetrator

1. Sean spit into someone's drink while he was at a party with his
girlfriend.

2. After a quick lunch breakwith his girlfriend, Adam knowingly served
someone food past its expiration date

3. Jim poured spoiled milk down someone's throat after dropping off
his fiancée Sarah.

4. Jason pushed someone into a dirty dumpster on the way to his girl-
friend's house.

5. After his girlfriend went home, Dan hazed members of his group by
urinating on them

Impurity – Homosexual perpetrator

1. During a road trip with his partner, Brian urinated on someone's car
door handle.

2. Before picking up his boyfriend, Carl threw someone's cell phone in
an unflushed toilet.

3. David rubbed someone's toothbrush on the floor of a public restroom
at his boyfriend's dorm.

4. After his boyfriend left, Ryan handled food at a restaurant without
first washing his hands.

5. Ben intentionally aimed his vomit onto an air filter at a friend's house
before going to a party at his boyfriend's house.
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