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Abstract

The current research examined the proposition that debates over same-sex marriage are

characterized, at least in part, by conflicting understandings about what is and is not preju-

diced, normative and true. Toward this end, Australians’ (N = 415) prejudice judgements of

supportive and oppositional statements toward same-sex marriage were measured and

analysed with analyses of variance. Unsurprisingly, same-sex marriage supporters per-

ceived a supportive statement as unprejudiced, tolerant, truthful, in pursuit of individual lib-

erty, and normative; oppositional statements were seen in precisely the opposite manner.

Same-sex marriage opponents, however, disagreed, instead judging an oppositional state-

ment as unprejudiced, tolerant, truthful, in pursuit of individual liberty, and normative; it was

a supportive statement that was seen as relatively prejudiced. These effects remained even

after controlling for independent expressions of in-group favouritism. The current data align

with a collective naïve realism perspective, in which group members see their own views as

veridical and those of disagreeing others as biased. We argue that prejudice-reduction

efforts must be instantiated to facilitate a common in-group identity between supporters and

opponents to enable consensus over facts and, ultimately, what is and is not prejudice.

Without this consensus, each side of the political debate may simply hurl the pejorative label

of “prejudice” against the other, with likely little opportunity for social influence and social

change.

Introduction

Opposition to same-sex marriage reflects the denial of opportunities to one group of people

that are routinely afforded to another. For this reason, it is understood by many as inherently
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unjust and prejudiced [e.g., 1–3]. Empirically, research confirms this understanding, with pos-

itive associations observed between same-sex marriage opposition and both direct [4] and

indirect [e.g., 5, 6] measures of prejudice. In the current paper, however, opposition to same-

sex marriage, as well as support for it, are examined through a different conceptual and empiri-

cal lens. In particular, we do not assume from the outset that one group of people in this debate

(e.g., supporters) is somehow rational and just, while the other (e.g., opponents) has a flawed

psychology and a flawed sense of justice. Instead, we propose that political debate over same-

sex marriage is characterized, at least in part, by conflicting understandings about what consti-
tutes prejudice itself. It is this intergroup conflict over subjective understandings of what is and

is not prejudice that forms the empirical basis of the current paper.

Below we present a brief review of social-psychological conceptualizations of prejudice,

with a particular focus on the variability of these conceptualizations and their ultimate bases in

social norms. From this, hypotheses are derived that are evaluated in an experiment measuring

perceptions of prejudice, tolerance and truth in the context of the 2017 Australian national

poll on support for, or opposition to, same-sex marriage [7].

Psychological conceptualizations of prejudice

Social psychology has a long history examining prejudice [e.g., 8–11]. Most of this work has

focused on the expression of negative intergroup attitudes, and has been highly successful in

identifying the causes of these attitudes as well as various means of changing them [e.g., 12–

15]. Recent analyses, however, have highlighted challenges inherent in the prejudice concept

that make it a variable and changing target in terms of both theoretical understanding and

prejudice-reduction efforts [16, 17].

For example, although negative intergroup attitudes characterize most understandings of

prejudice [16], not all negative intergroup attitudes are equally recognized as such. In fact,

some negative intergroup attitudes are, at times, seen as just and accurate descriptions of real-

ity (e.g., negative attitudes toward child molesters; [17, 18]). At the same time, not all prejudice

research has focused exclusively on the expression of negative attitudes. Indeed, Allport’s [8]

original analysis recognized that positive attitudes can also be understood as prejudiced (see

also [19]). This variability in attitude valence is exposed in the tensions inherent in the identifi-

cation and expression of “modern,” “symbolic,” and “benevolent” prejudice [20–22]. In con-

trast to more explicitly negative “traditional” or hostile forms of prejudice, modern/symbolic/

benevolent prejudiced attitudes are often congruent with other broadly accepted group norms

and values (e.g., hard work, religious values). Unfortunately, this variability in understanding

means that psychologists often end up examining not a single concept, but multiple ones,

often with different underlying assumptions about the social and psychological processes

underlying them [23].

What consensus there seems to be among both researchers and lay people alike is that prej-

udice is about groups and it is bad [e.g., 24]. Effectively, prejudice is understood as the expres-

sion of wrong or inappropriate attitudes about groups and group members [25, 26]. Even

conceptualizing prejudice as a form of pre-judgement, for example, assumes a more appropri-

ate and correct form of judgement. This “enlightenment” perspective, thus, assumes that prej-

udice emerges because people do not have access to the full understanding of the true nature

of groups and group members [27]. This is demonstrated in work that links lower cognitive

abilities to prejudice [e.g., 28], implicitly suggesting that higher cognitive abilities would allow

one to gain a more accurate understanding of the “facts.” Similarly, an explicit purpose of

intergroup contact to reduce prejudice is that of “learning about the outgroup” [29, p. 65].

Again, this perspective presupposes that prejudice is the consequence of inaccurate beliefs.
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And, of course, educational programs that directly attempt to teach non-prejudiced ways of

understanding [30] once again presuppose that prejudice emerges from inaccurate beliefs.

Another way of characterizing this perspective is by recognizing that it assumes prejudice

emerges when attitudes and beliefs diverge from normative standards of accuracy and correct-

ness [17]. Critically, however, such normative standards have their own bases in the social psy-

chology of group life [e.g., 31, 32]. Indeed, social psychologists have long acknowledged that

divergent understandings of the same reality can be (and often are) determined by people’s

group memberships and the nature of the intergroup relations [e.g., 33–35]. In the context of

the current analysis, when group members do not agree upon what the facts are, or how to

determine facts in the first place, then they are not likely to agree on what attitudes are or are

not prejudiced as well [36]. This is seen very clearly in political debates over same-sex marriage

[37, 38]. Each side of the debate harnesses facts to support its position, and neither considers

itself to be prejudiced (a process that extends to prejudice debates beyond the same-sex-mar-

riage; [18, 39]).

When admission of prejudice is at least hinted at, it is often done with the disclaimer that

“I’m not prejudiced, but. . .” [40, 41]. The use of such disclaimers reveals speakers’ awareness

that their attitudes may be perceived as prejudiced, and that work is needed to avoid incurring

the prejudice label [42]. The need for this work emerges because the prejudice label itself is

seen as pejorative by implying irrationality and non-normative behaviour [43, 44]. Indeed,

being simply labelled as prejudiced has the potential to evoke feelings of offense and anger

[45], so that people actively seek to avoid this label across a variety of intergroup contexts [e.g.,

46, 47]. Opponents to same-sex marriage, for example, are actually “sensitive to the possibility

of being labelled homophobic” [38, p. 11].

The current research

Currently, we propose that the identification of attitudes as prejudiced or not is always, and

necessarily, done with reference to perceived norms and values of one’s salient group mem-

bership, situated within a particular intergroup context [e.g., 17, 48]. In this way, people will

view attitudes they share with a salient in-group to be rational, veridical and unprejudiced.

In contrast, non-normative attitudes will be seen as irrational, untrue and, in the case of

intergroup attitudes, prejudiced. Note that the absolute valence of the attitudes is irrelevant

in this analysis, as are independent assessments of veracity. Of course, as scientists, we do

not deny an independently verifiable reality. However, our assumption is that the means by

which people confirm this reality is tied to their salient group memberships (just as ours is

tied to science). In this manner, different people’s understandings of truth and prejudice

will be tied to their group memberships. To the degree that there is variability in group

memberships, then there will also be variability in understandings of prejudice, as noted

above.

In the case of attitudes toward same-sex marriage, this leads us to predict that (H1a): Sup-

porters of same-sex marriage will judge expression of support for same-sex marriage as unprej-

udiced and tolerant, and opposition as prejudiced and intolerant. In some ways, H1a is

unremarkable, as it is congruent with our opening observation. However, we also predict that

(H1b): Opponents of same-sex marriage will judge expression of opposition to same-sex mar-

riage as unprejudiced and tolerant, and support as prejudiced and intolerant. Moreover, we

predict that (H2): Members of each (supporting or opposing) opinion-based group will see

their own views as both veridical and normative of the broader society, while the other group’s

views will be seen as false and non-normative. We tested these hypotheses in a sample of Aus-

tralians and, as such, this “broader society” was operationalized as Australians.
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Method

Participants and design

Participants were sampled using Qualtrics Australia panel service. Data supplied by this service

included an initial sample of 460 participants who satisfied several inclusionary criteria,

including: (1) correctly responding to an experimental manipulation check (described below),

(2) correctly responding to all three included conscientious responder items [49], and (3) indi-

cating that they had well-informed views about the same-sex marriage debate. Moreover, a rel-

atively balanced male-female gender ratio was sought, as was a basic age stratification. Of

these, 44 participants asked that their data not be included in the final analyses (an ethical

requirement imposed upon the current study). Finally, one participant under the age of 18

years was excluded from analyses (an ethical requirement and a requirement of the study

design, as the minimum Australian voting age is 18 years).

Participants were sampled on 5 November, 2017–8 November, 2017. These were the final days

during which the Australian government held a non-binding, national Postal Survey of all eligible

voters’ support for, or opposition toward, same-sex marriage. Postal Surveys were distributed to Aus-

tralians from 12 September, 2017 and were required to be received by the government no later than

7 November, 2017. As such, at the time the current study was conducted, considerable public debate

about the Postal Survey had already occurred [e.g., 50, 51]. Participation rate in the Postal Survey was

79.5% of eligible voters (all Australians over the age of 18 are required by law to register to vote; [7]).

Of the final sample, 199 identified as male and 216 identified as female. Ages ranged from 18–89

years (median = 50). Two-hundred, twenty participants identified as “White”/“Caucasian”/“Anglo”

or simply “Australian;” of course, someone who identifies as “Australian” could also be of, for exam-

ple, Aboriginal, Asian or African descent, making it difficult to present accurate frequencies of the

remainder of the ethnic composition. One-hundred, sixty-three participants had completed some

level of university education, while 126 completed tertiary vocational education or apprenticeships.

Three-hundred, seventy-four participants indicated that English was their first language.

Of particular relevance to the current research on same-sex marriage, a total of 254 people

were or had been married (189 people reported being currently married, 10 separated but not

divorced, 43 divorced, and 12 widowed); a further 48 people reported being in de-facto rela-

tionships. In terms of sexual orientation, 335 people indicated that they were “only attracted to

members of the opposite sex;” twenty-seven indicated being “only attracted to members of the

same sex,” 32 people indicated being attracted to members of the same sex, opposite sex and

transgender persons, 10 indicated not “really that attracted to other people,” six indicated that

their “preferences are more complicated than the options provided,” and five preferred not to

say. Finally, 252 participants (60.7% of the sample) identified as supporters of same-sex mar-

riage while 163 participants (39.3% of the sample) identified as opponents of same-sex mar-

riage. These numbers compare quite well with the final distribution of supporters (61.6%) and

opponents (38.4%) in the broader population based on the Postal Survey.

Each participant was randomly assigned to one of two between-participants conditions in

which they were presented with a statement either supporting or opposing same-sex marriage

(described below). The research design was, thus, a 2 (measured participant support for or

opposition toward same-sex marriage) x 2 (manipulated stimulus statement supporting or

opposing same-sex marriage) between-participants factorial.

Materials and procedure

Participants first read a Statement of Informed Consent. Upon agreeing to continue, they read

a brief introduction reminding them about the same-sex marriage Postal Survey, stating
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“. . .there are a lot of different views on the matter. In the current survey, we’re interested in

what average Australians think about this matter and what they think about some of the opin-

ions people have been expressing.” This was followed by a statement informing participants

that they would be presented with “. . .one randomly selected opinion on the matter. Please

read the opinion and consider what the author has said. We will then ask you about your own

opinions about what the author said.” The subsequent screen then informed participants that

“a statement is now being randomly chosen,” which was followed by one of two statements

representing the experimental manipulations. Each statement began with “Marriage has been

around for centuries. What makes a marriage though is a life-long romantic commitment

between. . ..” The statement in support of same-sex marriage continued with “. . ..two people,

whoever they may be. That is why I’m voting YES in the survey.” In contrast, the statement in

opposition to same-sex marriage continued with “. . .a man and a woman, whoever they may

be. That is why I’m voting NO in the survey.”

These two stimulus statements were constructed to be relatively pallid in nature, simply

reaffirming support for, or opposition toward, same-sex marriage. We intentionally did not
provide explicitly negative statements. Indeed, even the oppositional statement was affirmative

about a particular understanding about human relationships. Moreover, the statement in sup-

port of same-sex marriage is, at least on the surface, explicitly and intentionally devoid of attri-

butes that would allow it to be categorized as prejudice by most conceptual accounts (e.g.,

negative intergroup attitudes or feelings; [16, 17]). Both statements also include an attribute

that, with deeper reflection, participants could have easily recognized as a falsehood: that there

is a centuries’ long tradition of marriage involving life-long romantic commitments. This

explicitly ignores, for example, arranged and forced marriages in which romance and commit-

ment may play little to no part. Our goal in constructing the stimulus statements in this nature

was not simply to reaffirm negative intergroup statements as prejudice. Instead, our goal was

to identify conditions under which statements that would not otherwise be formally catego-

rized as prejudice would be judged as such by lay perceivers. Despite our pursuit of experimen-

tal control in the design of our stimuli, we recognize that the public discourse on this issue at

the time of the national survey was often more emotionally charged and even hostile than our

more staid manipulations; participants may well have encountered this hostility outside the

context of this study, either directly or indirectly (e.g., traditional media, social media). We

reflect on this briefly in our Discussion.

A single multiple-choice manipulation check question followed the presentation of the

statement, stating, “Just to make sure you understand a bit about the statement. . .the author of

the above statement is going to vote. . ..” Response options available to participants were sim-

ply “yes”, “no”, and “did not say.” Only data from participants who correctly answered this

question were provided by Qualtrics panel service. To encourage participants to reflect on the

statement, they were then given a free-response opportunity to write their thoughts in

response to the statement, “My own views about the statement above are. . .” (the data mea-

sured here will form the basis of a separate publication).

At this point, the primary dependent variables were presented. Participants were asked to

“use the rating scales below to record your thoughts about the statement. . . ‘I think the state-

ment is. . . .’” A series of 40 items comprising six conceptual scales were randomly presented to

each participant. The items, the scales they comprised, and Cronbach’s alpha for each scale are

presented in Table 1. As can be seen, the scales measured perceptions of prejudice, tolerance,

truth, Australianness (i.e., normativeness within the broader society), individual liberty, and

sinfulness. The individual liberty and sinfulness scales were not related to our hypotheses, and

were included for exploratory purposes. Individual liberty was included because arguments in

favour of same-sex marriage often rely on this concept. Similarly, arguments against same-sex
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marriage often rely on the concept of sinfulness. Although all of the scales were uniquely devel-

oped for this study, similar methods have been used in other research [e.g., 48, 52]. All

responses were measured on seven-point Likert scales (1 = strongly disagree, 7 = strongly

agree).

Participants were then presented with a new set of 12 randomly-presented evaluative items

[e.g., 53] and were asked to provide judgements of “yes voters” and “no voters” (counter-bal-

anced) in general (i.e., not of the stimulus statement, as above). The items were “aggressive”

(reverse coded), “competent,” “friendly,” “honest,” “intelligent,” “intolerant” (reverse coded),

“pleasant,” “sincere,” “skilful,” “threatening” (reverse coded), “trustworthy,” and “warm.” All

responses were measured on a six-point scale (1 = not at all; 6 = extremely). These items

allowed us to measure directly in-group favouritism in the current intergroup context.

Finally, participants answered additional questions, including demographics. The addi-

tional questions included scales measuring social dominance orientation, right-wing authori-

tarianism, religiosity, and endorsement of political correctness attitudes; these will form the

basis of a separate paper. Including these four scales as covariates did not alter the pattern of

currently reported results. In the demographic section, participants were presented with a sin-

gle item measuring the extent of their social identification with their opinion-based group, “I

identify with YES [NO] voters” (1 = fully disagree, 7 = fully agree; [54]). The experiment

ended with a complete written debriefing, including an explanation of the fictitious nature of

the attitude statement presented.

Results

A single missing value was identified and replaced with an estimate derived from the expecta-

tion maximization procedure.

In an attempt to control for personal self-interest, each of the following analyses was re-con-

ducted with a reduced sample excluding participants who could potentially benefit personally

from the institution of a same-sex marriage law (i.e., participants who expressed same-sex

attraction). The pattern of results in all cases was identical to what we currently present.

Table 1. Evaluative scales and individual items (and Cronbach’s alphas/Pearson correlation) presented to participants to evaluate the stimulus statements.

Prejudice Tolerance Truth Australianness (i.e., normativeness) Individual Liberty Sinfulness

α = .95 α = .94 α = .96 α = .94 α = .84 r = .32**
prejudice Tolerant truth consistent with Australian values individual rights sinful

stereotyping Inclusive correct just the Australian way individual expression traditional*
discriminatory Accepting factual what Australia should be striving for freedom of speech

intolerant Welcoming objective typical of what most Australians believe freedom of religion

preconceived Progressive logical “fair dinkum”*** democratic

biased Multicultural reasonable unAustralian* independent minded

unjustified unaccepting2* legitimate

unfair valid

misguided unrealistic*
offensive

*Reverse coded

**Pearson correlation is reported because Cronbach’s alpha is inappropriate for two items, p< .001.

***This is an Australian colloquial expression used to confirm the truth or validity of a statement. We included it in the Australianness scale rather than the truth scale

because of its clear cultural association with being Australian.

https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0286063.t001
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Social identification

A 2 (measured participant support for or opposition toward same-sex marriage) x 2 (manipu-

lated stimulus statement supporting or opposing same-sex marriage) between participants anal-

ysis of variance (ANOVA) on participants’ levels of social identification with their in-group

revealed no statistically significant main or interaction effects. Importantly, there was no signifi-

cant difference in levels of social identification between supporters (M = 6.43, SEM = .08) and

opponents (M = 6.21, SEM = .10), F(1,411) = 2.93, p = .09. Participants’ overall levels of social

identification with their supporting or opposing in-group was extremely high (M = 6.34, SEM =

.06). A full 85.32% of supporters and 80.98% of opponents reported social identification levels

of either 6 or 7 on the seven-point scale. Because of the highly skewed nature of this measure,

we did not employ it further as a potential moderator in the primary analyses.

Primary analyses

Independent 2 x 2 ANOVAs were conducted on each of the six evaluative scales described in

Table 1. Statistically significant main effects for the experimental condition occurred on per-

ceptions of prejudice [F(1,411) = 56.35, p< .001, η2
partial = .12], tolerance [F(1,411) = 158.97, p

< .001, η2
partial = .25], and sinfulness [F(1,411) = 163.66, p< .001, η2

partial = .29]. Participants

overall perceived the “yes” statement to be less prejudiced (M = 3.15, SEM = .09), more toler-

ant (M = 4.65, SEM = .08) and more sinful (M = 4.21, SEM = .09) than the “no” statement

(Mprejudice = 4.01, SEM = .08; Mtolerant = 3.38, SEM = .08; Msinful = 2.65, SEM = .08). Statistically

significant main effects were also observed for participants’ own support or opposition on per-

ceptions of prejudice [F(1,411) = 11.26, p = 003, η2
partial = .02] and sinfulness [F(1,411) =

41.36, p< .001, η2
partial = .06]. Same-sex marriage supporters perceived the statements overall

to be more prejudiced (M = 3.75, SEM = .07) and less sinful (M = 3.11, SEM = .08) than same-

sex marriage opponents (Mprejudice = 3.41, SEM = .09; Msinful = 3.76, SEM = .10).

More relevant to the hypotheses, participants’ responses on each of the six dependent vari-

ables entered into highly significant disordinal interactions. The F-statistics are presented in

Table 2, and the interactions are presented in each of the panels of Fig 1. Consistent with our

hypotheses, both supporters and opponents of same-sex marriage judged the in-group state-

ment as being tolerant, truthful, and Australian, while the out-group statement was clearly per-

ceived as relatively prejudiced. A similar pattern was also found in judgements of individual

liberty. The only interaction that deviated from this symmetrical pattern was participants’

judgements of sinfulness. Along this dimension, only same-sex marriage opponents perceived

a difference between the statements, with a supporting statement being perceived as more sin-

ful than an opposing statement. Simple effects comparisons within the supporter and oppo-

nent groups were all statistically significant (all ps < .001) except for supporters’ judgements of

sinfulness (p = .39).

Table 2. F-statistics, significance levels, and η2partial for the interaction between measured participant support

for/opposition toward same-sex marriage and manipulated stimulus statement supporting or opposing same-sex

marriage.

Scale F(1,411) p η2
partial

Prejudice 424.04 < .001 .51

Tolerance 597.42 < .001 .56

Truth 660.37 < .001 .62

Australianness 637.00 < .001 .61

Individual Liberty 183.48 < .001 .31

Sinfulness 189.91 < .001 .32

https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0286063.t002
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Fig 1. Statistically significant interactions between measured participant support for/opposition toward same-sex

marriage and manipulated stimulus statement supporting or opposing same-sex marriage. The bars represent 95%

confidence intervals.

https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0286063.g001
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The common pattern replicated across the panels of Fig 1 suggests that the six scales are

likely to be correlated. Separate analyses confirms this (see Table 3). However, we chose to

maintain the independent ANOVAs (rather than averaging across all items) precisely to reveal

this common pattern emerging across conceptually different judgements. Concerns of

enhanced Type 1 errors are mitigated against in light of the currently obtained high levels of sta-

tistical significance. We also chose to maintain our original conceptual scales rather than empir-

ically deriving them because a separate principal-components analysis with varimax rotation

yielded a solution in which multiple items loaded highly across several components. As such,

the solution was suboptimal in identifying independent scales despite the varimax rotation.

Although these common patterns exist (with strong disordinal interactions), it is also visually

apparent that the magnitude of the pair-wise difference in ratings within same-sex marriage sup-

porters is often different from that within same-sex marriage opponents. To examine these

apparent differences, we recoded our data to allow us to conduct 2 (measured participant sup-

port for or opposition toward same-sex marriage) x 2 (judgement of an in-group statement or

judgement of an out-group statement) between participants ANOVAs. In these new analyses,

the interactions reported above will manifest as simply main effects for the judgement of in-

group vs. out-group statements. However, a significant interaction will now indicate that the

magnitude of this main effect differs between supporters and opponents. These significant inter-

actions were observed for three judgements only: prejudice [F(1,411) = 56.35, p< .001, η2
partial

= .12], tolerance [F(1,411) = 137.26, p< .001, η2
partial = .25], and sinful [F(1,411) = 163.66, p<

.001, η2
partial = .29]. We consider the implications of these differences in our Discussion.

In-group favouritism

The 12 evaluative items used to measure in-group favouritism had high internal reliability for

judgements made of same-sex marriage supporters (α = .96) and same-sex marriage oppo-

nents (α = .96). As such, means of the two sets of 12 items were calculated for each participant

and analysed in a 2 x 2 x 2 mixed ANOVA, with the final factor being the within-participants

judgements of each of the two groups. The only statistically significant effect to emerge was the

two-way interaction between participants’ own group and the group being evaluated, F(1,411)

= 389.65, p< .001, η2
partial = .49. Strong in-group favouritism was found: Supporters of same-

sex marriage judged fellow supporters more favourably (M = 4.77, SEM = .07, 95% CI[4.64,

4.90]) than opponents (M = 3.03, SEM = .07, 95% CI[2.90, 3.17]), while opponents of same-sex

marriage judged fellow opponents more favourably (M = 4.69, SEM = .09, 95% CI[4.52, 4.86])

than supporters (M = 3.20, SEM = .08, 95% CI[3.04, 3.36]).

Post-hoc analyses: Controlling for in-group favouritism

We recognize that the observed interactions from the primary analyses presented in Fig 1 are

similar to the in-group favouritism interaction also observed. It may, thus, be that the Fig 1

Table 3. Pearson correlations between each of the six evaluative scales (all ps< .001).

Evaluative Scales

Prejudice Tolerance Truth Australianness Individual Liberty

Tolerance -.86

Truth -.84 .87

Australianness -.82 .86 .93

Individual Liberty -.62 .71 .75 .72

Sinfulness .33 -.31 -.53 -.52 -.44

https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0286063.t003
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patterns are simply another reflection of generic in-group favouritism. To test this, we calcu-

lated the difference in in-group and out-group evaluations for each participant. Each of the

primary ANOVAs was re-run, this time treating the in-group favouritism measure as a covari-

ate. All interactions remained significant (all ps< .001) and the patterns remained unchanged.

Although there may be a component of in-group favouritism contributing to the Fig 1 pat-

terns, these effects are certainly not isomorphic with it. The effects in Fig 1 are not accounted

for merely by in-group favouritism.

Post-hoc analysis: Examining mediation

In our Introduction, we reasoned that group members are not likely to agree on what is and is

not prejudice if they do not agree on what the facts are in the first instance. We explored this

possibility by examining whether perceived truth mediated the relationship between the inter-

action of support/opposition toward same-sex marriage and the supporting/opposing stimulus

statement on judgements of prejudice (including the measure of in-group favouritism as a

covariate). Using Hayes’ Process model, the index of moderated mediation was significant

(IMM = -3.86; 95% CI[-4.45, -3.29]). The interaction process that we observed in the predic-

tion of prejudice judgements is, indeed, mediated by judgements of truth.

General discussion

The current research examined group members’ perceptions of what is and is not prejudice in

the context of a political debate over legalizing same-sex marriage in Australia. Rather than

assuming from the outset that one side of the debate was inherently just and correct while the

other was inherently prejudiced, we asked the group members themselves to provide their

own judgements of claims supporting or opposing same-sex marriage. Supporters of same-sex

marriage saw opponents’ views as prejudiced, intolerant and untruthful, while their own views

where perceived as unprejudiced, tolerant and truthful. As noted, this finding is broadly

unsurprising, as opposition to same-sex marriage denies a group of people opportunities that

others are granted. What is more novel is that opponents of same-sex marriage did not share

this view. In fact, they saw their own views, too, as unprejudiced, tolerant and truthful, while

supporters’ views were perceived as relatively prejudiced, intolerant and untruthful. Although

these judgements have an element of in-group favouritism, the patterns remained even after

statistically controlling for direct expressions of in-group favouritism.

We propose that these are genuine views held by members of each group. The patterns

were not simply about hurling the pejorative prejudice label against out-group members, but

about grounding the in-group perspective in subjective understandings of truth and in-group

normativeness. Group members on each side of the debate were essentially saying, “We see

reality as it truly is, and our fellow Australians concur with us. They do not understand this

reality and are, hence, relatively prejudiced and intolerant.” This pattern has important impli-

cations for the enlightenment perspective of prejudice described in the Introduction. This per-

spective assumes that there are objectively prejudiced people and objectively enlightened

people, and that enlightened people must educate the prejudiced if there is to be appropriate

social change. The current data suggest, however, that all people see themselves as enlightened

(at least on average). To this degree, each side may feel no need to receive further education

and, moreover, may feel responsible to “educate” those on the other side. In this case, such

education becomes a social influence attempt [55] to persuade out-group members to see the

world as they (the educators) do themselves.

These data thus pose clear conceptual and applied challenges. On the one hand, they com-

pel researchers and social-change agents alike to reflect more deeply on the concept of
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prejudice itself, and articulate precisely the parameters around which the concept is under-

stood and defined. As we observed, recent analyses have highlighted variable disciplinary defi-

nitions of prejudice that often invoke variable social and psychological processes. This, in

itself, means that researchers’ failures to come to a conclusive understanding of prejudice

emerges from researchers’ failures to come to a definitional consensus. The current data, how-

ever, clearly demonstrate that this lack of consensus is paralleled within the broader commu-

nity. It is here where the heterogeneity of understandings poses a challenge to social change

efforts. For example, same-sex marriage opponents are likely to be immune to (at best), if not

actively push back against (at worst), efforts to change their attitudes, particularly if their own

attitudes incurred the label of “prejudice” in the process. This would be, based on the current

data, because opponents again see their own views as veridical, normative and tolerant.

The perspective of same-sex marriage opponents warrants further reflection. The opening

sentence of this paper identified same-sex marriage opposition as the denial of opportunities

to some that are afforded to others. By this very description, then, how can opposition ever be

seen as anything other than prejudice, even by opponents? In answering this, it may suit sup-

porters to maintain claims that opponents are misinformed, uneducated and simply cogni-

tively lazy. But the current data suggest other possible explanations. Same-sex marriage

opponents see their own views as being veridical and in accord with individual liberties, while

supporters’ views are seen as sinful and, in fact, relatively prejudiced. Although the current

research did not include independent measures of cognitive abilities, opponents do appear to

be constructing a rational argument for their views as they understand them. Moreover, while

supporters may see opponents as prejudiced against people seeking same-sex marriages, oppo-

nents may well see supporters as prejudiced against themselves (i.e., opponents). Indeed, previ-

ous research has clearly articulated how opponents frame their views within particular

normative values (as we have currently argued; e.g., [56]). The legalization of same-sex mar-

riage, then, may be perceived by opponents as denying them opportunities (e.g., individual lib-

erty and freedom of religion) routinely afforded others (and, hence, is prejudiced).

We do note, of course, that when expressing judgements of prejudice in particular, oppo-

nents’ mean views of a supporting statement were around the midpoint of the current

response scale. As such, it is not so much that supporting statements are seen as prejudiced,

per se, but simply more prejudiced (or less unprejudiced) that opposing statements. In this

manner, opponents’ judgements may still be tempered, at least in part, by additional social

norms within Australia regarding the nature of justice and fairness (the same applies for their

judgements of tolerance). As previous authors have noted [57, 58], justice rules are bounded

within social categories. Regardless of opponents’ views of the relative Australianness of the

statements, when providing their judgements of prejudice (and tolerance), the broader self-

categorization as Australian may have been salient, thereby leading them to include supporters

as well as opponents in the same moral community to which the justice rules applied. Clearly,

this potential process is ripe for more detailed empirical examination.

Ultimately, the current conceptual and empirical work highlights an alternative path to

prejudice reduction to those that have routinely been employed by psychologists and social

change agents. We propose that debates over prejudice are, at least in part, debates over truth.

But rather than assuming a priori that one side has privileged access to this truth while the

other does not, we should enter into the debate with the recognition those on each side share

the same psychological processes despite not sharing the same attitudes.

Here Ross and Ward’s [59] analysis of naïve realism becomes particularly useful. These

authors propose that people believe that they, themselves, “see entities and events as they are in

objective reality, and that [their] social attitudes, beliefs, preferences, priorities. . .follow from a

relatively dispassionate, unbiased. . .apprehension of the information. . .” (p. 110). Ross and
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Ward also propose that people believe other “rational social perceivers” (e.g., fellow in-group

members) will see the world similarly, while those who do not are “lazy,” “irrational,” or

“biased” (p. 111). The currently obtained patterns of data could not be more closely aligned

with Ross and Ward’s analysis. The primary difference is that Ross and Ward’s analysis focuses

more on idiosyncratic perceptions aligned with personal identities (i.e., “I see things as they

are in reality.”). Our work expands this to shared perceptions aligned with social identities

(i.e., “We see things as they are in reality.”), just as has been shown in independent research

related to the Israeli-Palestinian conflict [60].

The post-hoc analysis of our data provide preliminary confirmation of the role that truth

perceptions are likely to play in mediating the relationship between participants’ own opinion-

based group memberships (same-sex marriage support or opposition) and their prejudice

judgements of supportive or oppositional statements. Clearly, when people fail to agree on

what is and is not true, they are not likely to agree on what is and is not prejudice. An impor-

tant conceptual and applied consideration of the collective naïve realism currently observed is

that prejudice reduction efforts ought to focus not so much on the truth per se (which each

side believe they have), but on the means by which the truth is determined. In this way, debates

over prejudice can be reframed as debates over epistemologies. Once intergroup consensus

and shared norms are obtained over how truth is determined, then consensus over what is and

is not prejudice should follow.

None of this is trivial in the context of same-sex marriage debates. As of writing this paper,

same-sex marriage remains legally unavailable to people in 85% of the world’s countries [61].

Millions of people are denied this simple but valued social relationship (a relationship that

often brings with it other economic and social benefits). Efforts to change this state of affairs

will be stifled if opponents are cast as irrational and uneducated. We can see this problem in

other political domains, such as in the support for populist ideologies [62] and anti-vaccine

attitudes [63]. Consensus needs first to be built over what the relevant facts are and how they

are determined. This is no simple matter, as each side may turn to ideologically incompatible

epistemologies (e.g., science and religion). But it is precisely here where the prejudice-reduc-

tion practices that social psychologists have developed become relevant and useful. The critical

point, however, is to employ these not between, say, heterosexual and homosexual people, nor

between religious and non-religious people, nor between (supposedly) educated and unedu-

cated, and not even between prejudiced and non-prejudiced people. These practices need to

be employed simply between supporters and opponents of same-sex marriage. Moreover, we

suggest that it is not sufficient simply to build intergroup friendships to reduce or eliminate in-

group favouritism. Instead, the goal must be to develop a common shared social identity [14,

64] that will form the basis for the requisite shared epistemology. Again, this is no simple task,

as we are saying nothing less than prejudice reduction is needed. But the current research does

provide guidance by proposing a mechanism through which we can pursue social change.

Before we conclude, it may be worth reflecting on the broader context in which this work

was conducted. As we noted above, the debate in Australia became, at times, emotionally

charged and hostile. Members of the broader Australian LGBTIQ community, along with

their parents, reported increased experiences of negative attitudes and behaviours directed

toward them, leading them to feel anxious, fearful and depressed [65–67]. This broader nega-

tive discourse, of course, may have impacted upon how our participants understood the claims

we presented. Indeed, it may well have contributed to the larger difference in judgements

among the “yes” supporters than the “no” supporters. At the same time, we can not deny the

strength of the disordinal interactions we observed; our effects were not driven solely by the

judgements of “yes” supporters. The current findings thus align with other recent analyses on

the partisan nature of truth–or, at least, subjective understandings of truth–that have been
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observed in the absence of intergroup hostility, among experimentally-created, randomly

assigned groups [68].

Limitations and future research

Despite clear strengths of the current research (e.g., a broad cross-section of the Australian

population, sampling during a time when people were likely to have well-formed attitudes), we

recognize that this work is not without limitations. First, by its very nature, our use of opinion-

based groups means that relationships we observe are necessarily correlational. We have

argued, for example, that people base their judgements of prejudice upon their understandings

of truth. This assumes a causal order of self-categorization (into one group or another) that

leads to truth determination that leads to prejudice determination. Clearly, there are other pos-

sible causal orderings. The most obvious alternative causal ordering is that truth and prejudice

determinations are simply developed post facto to justify one’s a priori negative intergroup atti-

tudes in a motivated reasoning manner [69]. Indeed, we believe that, in some cases, this may

well be the operative process. But the fact that directional motivated reasoning may guide

some people’s judgements does not negate the possibility of collective naïve realism as we sug-

gested above. Separation of these processes will require experimental research, not simply

surveys.

Second, we recognize that our conceptual analysis has cast opponents of same-sex marriage

in potentially a more favourable light than many readers would like. In this way, we may be

seen as nothing more than apologists for prejudice (much as psychologists have been in other

domains, as in the justification of prejudice against Aboriginal Australians; [70]). We acknowl-

edge this, but disagree. Instead, as researchers, we are seeking to understand social and psycho-

logical processes that underlie what otherwise are labelled as prejudiced attitudes. Moreover,

the current analysis seeks to understand how and why the same-sex marriage debate remains

entrenched. If we simply cast dispersions against those with attitudes we do not share, we will,

of course, be open ourselves to accusations of prejudice. Currently, we are, through the episte-

mology of science, attempting to understand and solve this social problem.

Finally, it would be of value to clarify precisely the nature and targets of perceived prejudice

in the judgements our participants currently made. As we suggested above, opponents’ judge-

ments of the relative prejudice of supporting statements may have been made with reference

to themselves as the targets of this prejudice. Future work can focus the wording of the items

used to measure specifically prejudice towards same-sex attracted people or, say, prejudice

towards religious people.

Conclusion

This research has demonstrated how opposition to same-sex marriage is seen by those holding

this oppositional view as tolerant, rational, normative, and even in pursuit of individual liberty

despite such opposition denying rights to some that are afforded to others. In fact, participants

on each side of this debate saw their own perspective as unprejudiced. Recognition of these

patterns is important both for theoretical and practical reasons. Theoretically, the data (re)illu-

minate the traditional “enlightenment” approach to prejudice reduction, reframing supposed

educational efforts more as simply social influence. In practice, given influence’s basis in

shared group membership [31], what is needed is not pejorative name-calling of opponents as

“prejudiced,” but active prejudice-reduction efforts between opponents and supporters to

build a common identity [e.g., 71, 72]. As has been detailed elsewhere, this common identity

provides a basis for shared values [17], common understandings of fairness and justice [58],

and ultimately prejudice reduction [14]. It should also form the basis within which to ground a
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shared epistemology that will facilitate consensus over facts, and allow for a common recogni-

tion of what are and are not prejudiced attitudes. Same-sex marriage supporters have a critical

role in this process, as the common identity and shared epistemology could lead to an under-

standing that actually denies same-sex marriage. Again, we recognize that this is no small

effort. But simply labelling opponents as “prejudiced” will most likely entrench the current

intergroup divide even further.

Acknowledgments

Ethical permission to conduct this research was provided by the ANU Human Research Ethics

Committee (Protocol 2016/065).

Author Contributions

Conceptualization: Michael J. Platow, Dirk Van Rooy, Martha Augoustinos, Daniel Bar-Tal,

Russell Spears.

Data curation: Michael J. Platow.

Formal analysis: Michael J. Platow, Clinton G. Knight.

Funding acquisition: Michael J. Platow, Dirk Van Rooy, Martha Augoustinos, Daniel Bar-Tal,

Russell Spears.

Investigation: Michael J. Platow.

Methodology: Michael J. Platow, Clinton G. Knight, Dirk Van Rooy.

Project administration: Michael J. Platow.

Resources: Michael J. Platow.

Supervision: Michael J. Platow.

Writing – original draft: Michael J. Platow.

Writing – review & editing: Michael J. Platow, Clinton G. Knight, Dirk Van Rooy, Martha

Augoustinos, Daniel Bar-Tal, Russell Spears.

References
1. Haslam N. Attitudes to same-sex marriage may have psychological roots, and they can change. The

Conversation. 2017 Sept 25 [Cited 2021 Dec 10]. Available from https://theconversation.com/attitudes-

to-same-sex-marriage-have-many-psychological-roots-and-they-can-change-84563.

2. Perales F. The cognitive roots of prejudice towards same-sex couples: An analysis of an Australian

national sample. Intelligence. 2018; 68: 117–127. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.intell.2018.03.012

3. NeJaime D. Bigotry in time: Race, sexual orientation, and gender. Boston University Law Review. 2019;

99(6): 2651–2670. https://heinonline.org/HOL/P?h=hein.journals/bulr99&i=2689

4. Escue M, Cochran JK. Religion, prejudicial beliefs toward sexual minorities and same-sex relations,

and opposition to same-sex marriage: Hate the sin but love the sinner. Sociological Focus, 2020; 53:

399–410, https://doi.org/10.1080/00380237.2020.1823287

5. Duncan ML, Kemmelmeier M. Attitudes toward same-sex marriage: An essentialist approach. Analyses

of Social Issues and Public Policy, 2012; 12: 377–399. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1530-2415.2012.

01290.x

6. Poteat VP, Mereish EH. Ideology, prejudice, and attitudes toward sexual minority social policies and

organizations. Political Psychology. 2012; 33: 211–224. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9221.2012.

00871.x

7. Australian Bureau of Statistics. Australian Marriage Law Postal Survey. [Posted 2017]. Downloaded 10

December, 2021 from https://www.abs.gov.au/websitedbs/D3310114.nsf/home/ABS+Media

+Statements+-+Australian+Marriage+Law+Postal+Survey

PLOS ONE Perceptions of prejudice in a Same-Sex marriage debate

PLOS ONE | https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0286063 August 29, 2023 14 / 17

https://theconversation.com/attitudes-to-same-sex-marriage-have-many-psychological-roots-and-they-can-change-84563
https://theconversation.com/attitudes-to-same-sex-marriage-have-many-psychological-roots-and-they-can-change-84563
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.intell.2018.03.012
https://heinonline.org/HOL/P?h=hein.journals/bulr99&i=2689
https://doi.org/10.1080/00380237.2020.1823287
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1530-2415.2012.01290.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1530-2415.2012.01290.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9221.2012.00871.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9221.2012.00871.x
https://www.abs.gov.au/websitedbs/D3310114.nsf/home/ABS+Media+Statements+-+Australian+Marriage+Law+Postal+Survey
https://www.abs.gov.au/websitedbs/D3310114.nsf/home/ABS+Media+Statements+-+Australian+Marriage+Law+Postal+Survey
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0286063


8. Allport GW. The nature of prejudice. New York: Addison-Wesley; 1954.

9. Bar-Tal D, Graumann CF, Kruglanski AW, Stroebe W. (Eds.). Stereotyping and prejudice. New York:

Springer; 1989.

10. Augoustinos M, Reynolds KJ. (Eds.) Understanding the psychology of prejudice and racism. London:

Sage; 2001.

11. Brown R. Prejudice: Its social psychology. 2nd ed. Chichester, West Sussex: Wiley-Blackwell; 2011.

12. Sherif M, Harvey OJ, White BJ, Hood WR, Sherif CW. Intergroup conflict and cooperation: The Robbers

Cave experiment. Norman, OK: The University of Oklahoma, 1961.

13. Tajfel H, Turner JC. The social identity theory of intergroup behaviour. In: Austin WG, Worchel S, edi-

tors. Psychology of intergroup relations ( 2nd ed). Nelson-Hall Publishers, 1986. pp. 7–24.

14. Gaertner SL, Dovidio JF. Reducing intergroup bias: The common ingroup identity model. Hove, UK:

Psychology Press; 2000.

15. Pettigrew TF, Tropp LR. A meta-analytic test of intergroup contact theory. Journal of Personality and

Social Psychology. 2006; 90(5): 751–783. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.90.5.751 PMID:

16737372

16. Dixon J, Levine M, Reicher S, Durrheim K. Beyond prejudice: Are negative evaluations the problem and

is getting us to like one another more the solution? Behavioral and Brain Sciences. 2012; 35: 411–425.

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0140525X11002214 PMID: 23164194

17. Platow MJ, Van Rooy D, Augoustinos M, Spears R, Bar-Tal D, Grace DM. Prejudice is about collective

values, not a biased psychological system. New Zealand Journal of Psychology. 2019; 48(1): 16–22.

18. Crandall C, Eshleman A, O’Brien L. Social norms and the expression and suppression of prejudice: The

struggle for internalization. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology. 2002; 82: 359–378. https://

psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/0022-3514.82.3.359 PMID: 11902622

19. Smith ER, Mackie DM. Social Psychology. NY: Worth, 1995.

20. McConahay JB. Modern racism, ambivalence, and the modern racism scale. In: Dovidio JF, Gaertner

SL, editors. Prejudice, discrimination, and racism. Academic Press; 1986. pp. 91–125.

21. Glick P, Fiske ST. The ambivalent sexism inventory: Differentiating hostile and benevolent sexism.

Journal of Personality and Social Psychology. 1996; 70(3): 491–512. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-

3514.70.3.491

22. Sears DO, Henry PJ. Over thirty years later: A contemporary look at symbolic racism. In: Zanna MP,

editor. Advances in Experimental Social Psychology (Vol. 37). Amsterdam: Elsevier, 2005. pp. 95–

150.

23. Reynolds KJ, Haslam SA, Turner JC. Social identity, prejudice and social change: Beyond the Allportian

problematic. In: Dixon J, Levin M, editors. Beyond prejudice: Extending the social psychology of conflict,

inequality and social change. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press; 2012. pp. 48–69.

24. Hodson G, Esses VM. Lay perceptions of ethnic prejudice: Causes, solutions, and individual differ-

ences. European Journal of Social Psychology. 2005; 35: 329–344. https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.251

25. Figgou L, Condor S. Irrational categorization, natural intolerance and reasonable discrimination: Lay

representations of prejudice and racism. British Journal of Social Psychology. 2006; 45: 219–243.

https://doi.org/10.1348/014466605X40770 PMID: 16762099

26. Sommers SR, Norton MI. Lay theories about White racists: What constitutes racism (and what doesn’t).

Group Processes & Intergroup Relations. 2006; 9: 117–138. https://doi.org/10.1177/

1368430206059881

27. Durrheim K, Quayle M, Dixon J. The struggle for the nature of “prejudice”: “Prejudice” expression as

identity performance. Political Psychology. 2016; 37: 17–35. https://doi.org/10.1111/pops.12310

28. Hodson G, Busseri MA. Bright minds and dark attitudes: Lower cognitive ability predicts greater preju-

dice through right-wing ideology and low intergroup contact. Psychological Science. 2012; 23(2): 187–

195. https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797611421206 PMID: 22222219

29. Pettigrew TF. Intergroup contact theory. Annual Review of Psychology. 1998; 49: 65–85. https://doi.

org/10.1146/annurev.psych.49.1.65 PMID: 15012467

30. Bezrukova K, Spell CS, Perry JL, Jehn KA. A meta-analytic integration of over 40 years of research on

diversity training evaluation. Psychological Bulletin. 2016; 142: 1227–1274.

31. Turner JC. Social influence. Milton Keynes: Open University Press; 1991.

32. Oakes PJ, Haslam SA, Turner JC. Stereotyping and social reality. Oxford: Blackwell; 1994.

33. Hastorf AH, Cantril H. They saw a game; a case study. The Journal of Abnormal and Social Psychology,

1954; 49: 129–134. https://doi.org/10.1037/h0057880

PLOS ONE Perceptions of prejudice in a Same-Sex marriage debate

PLOS ONE | https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0286063 August 29, 2023 15 / 17

https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.90.5.751
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16737372
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0140525X11002214
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23164194
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/0022-3514.82.3.359
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/0022-3514.82.3.359
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/11902622
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.70.3.491
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.70.3.491
https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.251
https://doi.org/10.1348/014466605X40770
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16762099
https://doi.org/10.1177/1368430206059881
https://doi.org/10.1177/1368430206059881
https://doi.org/10.1111/pops.12310
https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797611421206
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22222219
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.psych.49.1.65
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.psych.49.1.65
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/15012467
https://doi.org/10.1037/h0057880
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0286063


34. Abrams D, Wetherell M, Cochrane S, Hogg MA, Turner JC. Knowing what to think by knowing who you

are: Self-categorization and the nature of norm formation, conformity and group polarization. British

Journal of Social Psychology. 1990; 29: 97–119. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2044-8309.1990.tb00892.x

PMID: 2372667

35. Kahan DM, Hoffman DA, Braman D, Evans D, Rachlinski JJ. “They saw a protest”: Cognitive illiberalism

and the speech-conduct distinction. Stanford Law Review. 2012; 84: 851–906. http://www.jstor.org/

stable/41511108

36. Simon B. A realistic view on disagreement: Roots, resolutions, and the trauma of the scientist. Theory &

Psychology. 2018: 28(4): 496–509. https://doi.org/10.1177/0959354318782742

37. Jowett A. ‘But if you legalise same-sex marriage. . .’: Arguments against marriage equality in the British

press. Feminism & Psychology. 2014; 24(1): 37–55. https://doi.org/10.1177/0959353513510655

38. Jowett A. ‘One can hardly call them homophobic’: Denials of antigay prejudice within the same-sex mar-

riage debate. Discourse & Society. 2017; 28(3): 281–295. https://doi.org/10.1177/0957926516687405

39. Dunn KM, Forrest J, Burnley I, McDonald A. Constructing racism in Australia. Australian Journal of

Social Issues. 2004; 39: 409–430. https://doi.org/10.1002/j.1839-4655.2004.tb01191.x

40. Hewitt JP, Stokes R. Disclaimers. American Sociological Review. 1975; 40: 1–11. https://doi.org/10.

2307/2094442

41. Billig M. The notion of “prejudice”: Some rhetorical and ideological aspects. In: Dixon J, Levine M, edi-

tors. Beyond prejudice. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press; 2012. pp. 139–157.

42. Condor S, Figgou L, Abell J, Gibson S, Stevenson C. ‘They’re not racist. . .’ prejudice denial, mitigation

and suppression in dialogue. British Journal of Social Psychology. 2006; 45: 441–462. https://doi.org/

10.1348/014466605X66817

43. van Dijk TA. Discourse and the denial of racism. Discourse & Society. 1992; 3(1): 87–118. https://doi.

org/10.1177/0957926592003001005

44. Augoustinos M, Every D. The language of “race” and prejudice: A discourse of denial, reason, and lib-

eral-practical politics. Journal of Language and Social Psychology. 2007; 26(2): 123–141. https://doi.

org/10.1177/0261927X07300075

45. Czopp AM, Monteith MJ. Confronting prejudice (literally): Reactions to confrontations of racial and gen-

der bias. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin. 2003; 29: 532–544. https://doi.org/10.1177/

0146167202250923 PMID: 15273006

46. O’Brien LT, Crandall CS, Horstman-Reser A, Warner R, Alsbrooks A, Blodorn A. But I’m no bigot: How

prejudiced White Americans maintain unprejudiced self-images. Journal of Applied Social Psychology.

2010; 40: 917–946. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1559-1816.2010.00604.x

47. Howell JL, Ratliff KA. Not your average bigot: The better-than-average effect and defensive responding

to Implicit Association Test feedback. British Journal of Social Psychology, 2017; 56: 125–145. https://

doi.org/10.1111/bjso.12168 PMID: 27709628

48. Wang C, Platow MJ, Bar-Tal D, Augoustinos M, Van Rooy D, Spears R. When are intergroup attitudes

judged as free speech and when as prejudice? A social identity analysis of attitudes toward immigrants.

International Journal of Psychology. 2022; 57: 456–465. https://doi.org/10.1002/ijop.12775

49. Marjanovic Z, Struthers CW, Cribbie R, Greenglass ER. The conscientious responders scale: A new

tool for discriminating between conscientious and random responders. SAGE Open. 2014; 4(3). https://

doi.org/10.1177/2158244014545964

50. Hegarty B, Marshall D, Rasmussen ML, Aggleton P, Cover R. Heterosexuality and race in the Australian

same-sex marriage postal survey. Australian Feminist Studies. 2018; 33: 400–416. https://doi.org/10.

1080/08164649.2018.1536441

51. Thomas A, McCann H, Fela G. ‘In this house we believe in fairness and kindness’: Post-liberation poli-

tics in Australia’s same-sex marriage postal survey. Sexualities. 2020; 23(4): 475–496. https://doi.org/

10.1177/1363460719830347

52. Lee GC, Platow MJ, Augoustinos M, Van Rooy D, Spears R, Bar Tal D. When are anti-fat attitudes

understood as prejudice vs. truth? An experimental study of social influence effects. Obesity Science &

Practice. 2019; 5: 28–35. https://doi.org/10.1002/osp4.315

53. Platow MJ, McClintock CG, Liebrand WBG. Predicting intergroup fairness and ingroup bias in the mini-

mal group paradigm. European Journal of Social Psychology. 1990; 20: 221–239. https://doi.org/10.

1002/ejsp.2420200304

54. Postmes T, Haslam SA, Jans L. A single-item measure of social identification: Reliability, validity, and

utility. British Journal of Social Psychology. 2013; 52: 597–617. https://doi.org/10.1111/bjso.12006

PMID: 23121468

55. Mavor KI, Platow MJ, Bizumic B, editors. Self and social identity in educational contexts. Abingdon,

UK: Routledge; 2017.

PLOS ONE Perceptions of prejudice in a Same-Sex marriage debate

PLOS ONE | https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0286063 August 29, 2023 16 / 17

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2044-8309.1990.tb00892.x
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/2372667
http://www.jstor.org/stable/41511108
http://www.jstor.org/stable/41511108
https://doi.org/10.1177/0959354318782742
https://doi.org/10.1177/0959353513510655
https://doi.org/10.1177/0957926516687405
https://doi.org/10.1002/j.1839-4655.2004.tb01191.x
https://doi.org/10.2307/2094442
https://doi.org/10.2307/2094442
https://doi.org/10.1348/014466605X66817
https://doi.org/10.1348/014466605X66817
https://doi.org/10.1177/0957926592003001005
https://doi.org/10.1177/0957926592003001005
https://doi.org/10.1177/0261927X07300075
https://doi.org/10.1177/0261927X07300075
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167202250923
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167202250923
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/15273006
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1559-1816.2010.00604.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/bjso.12168
https://doi.org/10.1111/bjso.12168
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/27709628
https://doi.org/10.1002/ijop.12775
https://doi.org/10.1177/2158244014545964
https://doi.org/10.1177/2158244014545964
https://doi.org/10.1080/08164649.2018.1536441
https://doi.org/10.1080/08164649.2018.1536441
https://doi.org/10.1177/1363460719830347
https://doi.org/10.1177/1363460719830347
https://doi.org/10.1002/osp4.315
https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.2420200304
https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.2420200304
https://doi.org/10.1111/bjso.12006
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23121468
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0286063


56. van der Toorn J, Jost JT, Packer DJ, Noorbaloochi S, Van Bavel JJ. In defense of tradition: religiosity,

conservatism, and opposition to same-sex marriage in North America. Personality and Social Psychol-

ogy Bulletin. 2017; 43: 1455–1468. https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167217718523 PMID: 28918711

57. Opotow S. Moral exclusion and injustice: An introduction. Journal of Social Issues. 1990; 46: 1–20.

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-4560.1990.tb00268.x

58. Platow MJ, Wenzel M, Nolan M. The importance of social identity and self-categorization processes for

creating and responding to fairness. In: Haslam SA, van Knippenberg D, Platow MJ, Ellemers N, edi-

tors. Social identity at work: Developing theory for organisational practice). N.Y.: Psychology Press;

2003, pp. 261–276

59. Ross L, Ward A. Naive realism in everyday life: Implications for social conflict and misunderstanding. In:

Brown T, Reed E, Turiel E, editors. Values and knowledge. Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum; 1996. pp. 103–135.

60. Nasie M, Bar-Tal D, Pliskin R, Nahhas E, Halperin E. Overcoming the barrier of negative adherence in

conflicts through awareness of the psychological bias of naïve realism. Personality and Social Psychol-

ogy Bulletin. 2014; 40: 1543–1556. https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167214551153 PMID: 25246039

61. Human Rights Campaign. Resources: Marriage equality around the world. nd. Downloaded 13 Decem-

ber, 2021 from https://www.hrc.org/resources/marriage-equality-around-the-world

62. Sant E, Brown T. The fantasy of the populist disease and the educational cure. British Educational

Research Journal. 2021; 47: 409–426. https://doi.org/10.1002/berj.3666

63. Massa E. “Don’t trust the experts!” Analysing the use of populist rhetoric in the anti-vaxxers discourse in

Italy. In: Lavorgna A, Di Ronco A, editors. Medical misinformation and social harm in non-science-

based health practices: A multidisciplinary perspective. London: Routledge. 2019. pp. 69–84.

64. Turner JC, Hogg MA, Oakes PJ, Reicher SD, Wetherell MS. Rediscovering the social group: A self-cat-

egorization theory. Oxford: Blackwell, 1987.

65. Ecker S, Riggle EDB, Rostosky SS, Byrnes JM. Impact of the Australian marriage equality postal survey

and debate on psychological distress among lesbian, gay, bisexual, transgender, intersex and queer/

questioning people and allies. Australian Journal of Psychology, 2019; 71: 285–295. https://doi.org/10.

1111/ajpy.12245

66. Ecker S, Rostosky SS, Riggle EDB, Riley EA, Byrnes JM. The Australian marriage equality debate: A

qualitative analysis of the self-reported lived experience of lesbian, gay, bisexual, transgender, intersex,

and queer (LGBTIQ) people. International Perspectives in Psychology: Research, Practice, Consulta-

tion, 2019; 8(4): 212–226. https://doi.org/10.1037/ipp0000116

67. Rostosky SS, Ecker S, Riggle EDB, Riley EA, Byrnes JM. Experiences of parent allies of LGBTIQ peo-

ple during the Australian Marriage survey. Journal of Family Psychology. 2022; 36(2): 191–200. https://

doi.org/10.1037/fam0000883 PMID: 34081503

68. Wang C, Platow MJ, Newman EJ. There is an “I” in truth: How salient identities shape dynamic percep-

tions of truth. European Journal of Social Psychology. 2023; 53: 383–400. https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.

2909

69. Kunda Z. The case for motivated reasoning. Psychological Bulletin. 1990; 108: 480–498. https://

psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/0033-2909.108.3.480 PMID: 2270237

70. Dudgeon P, Rickwood D, Garvey D, Gridley H. A history of Indigenous psychology. In: Dudgeon P, Mil-

roy H, Walker R, editors. Working together: Aboriginal and Torres strait Islander mental health wellbeing

principles and practice. Canberra, ACT: Commonwealth of Australia; 2014. pp. 39–54.

71. Platow MJ, Hunter JA. Realistic intergroup conflict: Prejudice, power, and protest. In: Augoustinos M,

Reynolds KJ, editors. Understanding the psychology of prejudice and racism. London: Sage; 2001. pp.

195–112.

72. Platow MJ, Hunter JA. Intergroup relations and conflict: Beyond Sherif’s Boys’ Camp Studies. In:

Haslam SA, Smith JR, editors. Refreshing social psychology: Beyond the classic studies. London:

Sage; 2012. pp. 142–159.

PLOS ONE Perceptions of prejudice in a Same-Sex marriage debate

PLOS ONE | https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0286063 August 29, 2023 17 / 17

https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167217718523
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/28918711
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-4560.1990.tb00268.x
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167214551153
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25246039
https://www.hrc.org/resources/marriage-equality-around-the-world
https://doi.org/10.1002/berj.3666
https://doi.org/10.1111/ajpy.12245
https://doi.org/10.1111/ajpy.12245
https://doi.org/10.1037/ipp0000116
https://doi.org/10.1037/fam0000883
https://doi.org/10.1037/fam0000883
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/34081503
https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.2909
https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.2909
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/0033-2909.108.3.480
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/0033-2909.108.3.480
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/2270237
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0286063

