
Frontiers in Developmental Psychology 01 frontiersin.org
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Introduction: The current study examined adolescents’ nonprejudiced values 
toward sexual minorities over three years to determine change over time, as 
well as parenting and child characteristics as predictors of initial levels and 
change in values over time.

Methods: Participants included 573 US adolescents (M age at Wave 1  =  14.56, 
SD  =  1.68, range 12–17; 49% identifying as female; 82% completely heterosexual) 
and their mother (n  =  573, 83% completely heterosexual) and father (n  =  341, 
99% completely heterosexual), all of whom responded to surveys given annually 
over three years, starting in 2020.

Results: Growth curve analysis suggested that adolescents’ nonprejudiced values 
toward sexual minorities increased from ages 14–16 for both males and females. 
Results also suggested that both maternal and paternal teaching of nonprejudiced 
values were consistent predictors of initial levels of adolescent nonprejudiced values, 
and mothers’ teaching was associated with increases in nonprejudiced values over 
time, over and above other parenting variables like parental warmth and frequency 
of parental communication about sexual minority topics.

Discussion: The discussion focuses on the importance of parental teaching of 
nonprejudiced values on the development of adolescents’ own nonprejudiced 
values.
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Introduction

Despite increasing societal acceptance (Stuart-Maver et al., 2023), sexual minorities (SM) 
continue to be the victims of prejudice, or hostile attitudes and behavior aligned with society’s 
negative regard (i.e., stigma) toward non-heterosexuals (Herek, 2016). Sexual prejudice may 
be complicit in SM experiencing greater mental health challenges (Feinstein et al., 2023), 
additional stressors and discrimination (Gordon et al., 2024), and generally less societal power 
(Herek, 2016) than their non-SM peers. Despite evidence of rampant sexual prejudice 
(Mevissen et al., 2018), not all people exhibit prejudice toward SM (Herek, 2016), and instead 
may be internally motivated to respond without prejudice due to personal moral standards of 
nonprejudice (Plant and Devine, 1998; van Nunspeet et al., 2015). Existing research has 
demonstrated that prejudice begins at home (Allport, 1954; Degner and Dalege, 2013), and is 
socialized throughout a person’s childhood and beyond (Váradi et al., 2021), yet little is known 
about how nonprejudiced moral values are socialized.

Previous research has demonstrated that people prioritize behaving in ways congruent with 
personal moral values shared by their ingroup (van Nunspeet et al., 2015), and that families may 
function as a type of ingroup (McConnell et al., 2019). Thus, parents who teach their children to 
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be nonprejudiced toward SM may be acting as ingroup moral models for 
their children, thereby promoting prosocial attitudes and elevated moral 
feelings toward SM (Telesca et al., 2024). Since evidence suggests that 
adolescence is a fundamental developmental period when prejudice 
toward outgroups may solidify (Miklikowska, 2016; Váradi et al., 2021), 
it is important to also examine the development of nonprejudice during 
adolescence. Understanding nonprejudiced patterns and predictors may 
help scholars identify the most proactive, intentional leveraging points 
that support the crystallization of nonprejudice toward SM during 
adolescence (Váradi et al., 2021). Thus, in the current study we looked at 
adolescent nonprejudiced values toward SM over 3 years to determine 
change over time, and we explored parenting and child characteristics as 
predictors of initial levels and change in values over time.

The development of prejudice toward 
sexual minorities

Humans tend to categorize themselves into social groups that 
maximize similarities (Nam and Chen, 2022), thus creating ingroups 
(one’s membership group) and outgroups (non-membership groups; 
Hewstone et al., 2002). Social psychologists have demonstrated that 
the mere presence of ingroups and outgroups triggers discrimination 
toward the outgroup (Tajfel et  al., 1979) due to intergroup bias 
(Hewstone et al., 2002), or the tendency to esteem the ingroup over 
the outgroup (Tajfel et  al., 1979). Given the human propensity to 
create social groups (Tajfel et al., 1979), the term “sexual minority” 
effectively describes the marginalized outgroup experience of those 
individuals who identify as lesbian, gay, bisexual, transgender, queer 
and beyond (LGBTQ+).

Theoretical frameworks such as Allport’s (1954) intergroup 
contact theory emerged in an effort to define and address the 
prevalence of prejudice (specifically racial) and its origins, and was 
later expanded to include sexual prejudice (originally termed 
homophobia; Weinberg, 1972; Herek, 2004). Allport provided a 
definition of prejudice (i.e., superiority of one group over another 
derived from misconceptions, limited contact, or exaggerated 
stereotypes; Allport, 1954; Hecht, 1998), as well as its counter, which 
is tolerance. Tolerance was defined as one’s affiliation, acceptance, and 
respect of people regardless of social groupings (Allport, 1954), with 
more recent conceptualizations of the definition including the 
conscientious effort to reject or correct biased attitudes, beliefs, and 
discriminatory behavior (Witenberg, 2019). A person’s internal 
motivation to respond without prejudice (Plant and Devine, 1998), or 
being nonprejudiced (Herek, 2016), seems to closely resemble 
Allport’s definition of tolerance (1954) and the effort to reject bias and 
discrimination (Witenberg, 2019).

Using intergroup contact theory as a guide, this study will 
theoretically represent the idea of tolerance by focusing on 
nonprejudiced values (Herek, 2016). Although prior work has 
identified limitations of intergroup contact such as failure to consider 
the structural and systemic context in which interactions occur (e.g., 
the majority-minority composition of one’s environment; Dixon, 
2006), as well as individual-level characteristics that can shape the 
nature of intergroup contact (McMillan et al., 2023; Veenstra et al., 
2013), intergroup contact theory provides a framework to examine 
how the development of morals (specifically regarding prejudice and 
nonprejudice) and group identity in childhood and adolescence may 

result in full-fledged prejudice in adulthood (Rutland and Killen, 
2015). Empirical research has found that prejudice develops early in 
young children, reaches a peak in middle childhood (5–7 years), tapers 
down slightly in late childhood (8–10 years; Raabe and Beelmann, 
2011), and remains quite stable throughout adolescence, although at 
varying levels for different individuals (Crocetti et al., 2021). However, 
we know little about the development of nonprejudiced values (or 
tolerance) toward SM during adolescence. Thus, the current study 
explored the development of nonprejudiced values toward SM during 
middle adolescence (ages 14–16), and variables that might 
be associated with initial levels and changes in nonprejudice over time, 
including parenting, gender stereotypes, and prosocial behavior.

Parent predictors of nonprejudiced values

Parental teaching of nonprejudiced values
Scholars posit that prejudice is socialized at home (Allport, 1954) 

from an early age (Herek, 2007), and that parent messages may shape 
their children’s prejudiced or nonprejudiced attitudes (Pahlke et al., 
2021). Similarly, Allport (1954) related tolerance and prejudice 
socialization (specifically from parents to children) as consisting of 
two processes: first, a direct transfer of outgroup attitudes through 
parents’ words and gestures; and second, the family atmosphere 
parents create which implicitly communicates attitudes of prejudice 
or tolerance to children (Odenweller and Harris, 2018). This has since 
been supported by findings which indicate parents and children do 
tend to share similar beliefs and moral orientations (Kil et al., 2023), 
which could include the moral ideal of nonprejudice (van Nunspeet 
et al., 2015). Thus, in the current study we sought to determine if 
parental self-reported teaching of nonprejudiced values was associated 
with adolescents’ nonprejudiced values over and above other common 
correlates, including parental warmth and parental communication.

Parental warmth
Research on parental warmth has consistently established 

protective associations between warmth and a variety of positive 
adolescent outcomes (e.g., Khaleque, 2013; Liu et al., 2020; Pinquart, 
2017a, 2017b). Parental warmth is associated with secure attachment 
styles in adolescence (Brown and Whiteside, 2008), and, apropos to 
this study, evidence suggests that securely attached adolescents display 
the lowest levels of prejudice (Di Pentima and Toni, 2009). 
Additionally, parental warmth provides an environment where 
children are more likely to internalize parental attitudes (Jaspers et al., 
2008), suggesting that parental warmth facilitates the reinforcement 
of parental attitudes in the child, including parental prejudiced 
attitudes (Jaspers et al., 2008; Miklikowska, 2016; Zagrean et al., 2022). 
Thus, we  suspected that parental warmth would be  positively 
associated with adolescent nonprejudiced values, as parental warmth 
is well established as an aspect of the parent–child relationship that 
models prosocial responding and emotions and creates a positive 
environment for the internalization of values (Padilla-Walker, 2014).

Parent–child communication about sexual 
minorities

Much research has also been done supporting the importance of 
parent–child sex communication on adolescent sexual outcomes (for 
a review, see Flores and Barroso, 2017). Although a majority of 
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parent–child sex communication has traditionally focused on sexual 
risk reduction topics (e.g., HIV/AIDs; Rogers et al., 2022) as parents 
prioritize sexual safety for their children (Butts et  al., 2018), 
communication topics that promote sexual health in adolescents are 
necessarily broader than only risk reduction (e.g., positive aspects of 
sexuality; Rogers et  al., 2022), and can also include discussion of 
non-heterosexual identities (Flores and Barroso, 2017). That being 
said, evidence suggests that parents do not frequently talk about sexual 
minorities with their children (Calzo and Ward, 2009), despite 
adolescents’ reporting these topics as important (Flores and Barroso, 
2017). Aligned with the positive effects of most parent–child sex 
communication (Flores and Barroso, 2017), it could be that parental 
communication about sexual orientation would be associated with 
nonprejudice in adolescents (Herek, 2016), especially when parental 
messages are positive or neutral regarding sexual minorities (Harkness 
and Israel, 2018). Therefore, in the current study we suspected that 
frequency of sex communication about sexual minorities would 
be  positively associated with adolescent nonprejudiced values, 
although we were unsure of the strength of this relation given sex 
communication provides no indication of tone or quality of the 
conversation, and could be indicative of a high level of prejudice or 
nonprejudice communication.

Parental endorsement of gendered sexual scripts
Families are often the first source of sexual information for children 

(Flores and Barroso, 2017), providing the earliest exposure to and 
imprinting of sexual script beliefs (Leonhardt et al., 2019), which can 
be thought of as behavioral expectations of how to think and act regarding 
sexuality (Rossetto and Tollison, 2017). For instance, Stanaland et al. 
(2024) found that parents’ endorsement of hegemonic beliefs about 
masculinity directly correlated with males pressured motivation to 
conform to gender typicality and that adolescent males were likely to 
respond with aggression when they perceived a threat to their masculinity. 
Similarly, gendered sexual script beliefs (Trinh et al., 2014) set expectations 
and social norms for certain gendered behaviors in sexual relationships 
(Ward et al., 2022), tend to be hegemonic in nature (Masters et al., 2013), 
and reinforce heteronormative relationships as normal (Rossetto and 
Tollison, 2017). These gender stereotype beliefs contribute to the 
reproduction of a heteronormative, gendered sexual script (Ward et al., 
2022; Reigeluth and Addis, 2021), and conformity to a gendered sexual 
script contributes to social norms that reinforce prejudice (Váradi et al., 
2021). What is less understood, however, is whether a parent’s own 
endorsement of gendered beliefs impacts their children’s nonprejudiced 
values. Given the established relationship between gendered sexual script 
beliefs and prejudice, we  wondered whether there would also be  a 
relationship between how much parents personally endorse a gendered 
sexual script and whether that endorsement impacts their adolescent’s 
nonprejudiced values. Thus, we investigated how parental endorsement 
of gendered sexual script beliefs may be related to the development of 
adolescents’ nonprejudiced values.

Adolescent predictors of nonprejudiced 
values

Adolescent masculinity beliefs
Allport (1954) suggested that conforming to social norms was a 

key ingredient in the development of prejudiced attitudes. Traditional 

masculinity beliefs are one such social norm that reinforces prejudicial 
attitudes (Váradi et  al., 2021). Traditional masculinity ideology 
(Rogers et  al., 2017) includes stereotypes of what it means to 
be masculine, which could include being aggressive and competitive 
(Ward et al., 2022), and is associated with heterosexual men reporting 
more negative attitudes than others toward SM, SM behavior, and SM 
civil rights (Kite et al., 2021). For instance, masculine norms contribute 
to gender policing (i.e., harassment that targets nonconforming 
gender expression) commonly exhibited in the form of bullying 
during adolescence (Mittleman, 2023), thus reinforcing masculinity 
expectations through verbal, physical, and “boy code” dimensions 
(Reigeluth and Addis, 2021). While masculinity norms are perceived 
as more relevant for men than for women (Wong et al., 2016), evidence 
suggests that females also feel pressure to adhere to masculinity beliefs 
(Rogers et al., 2020), although no existing research has yet linked 
female masculinity norm adherence to prejudice. However, female 
social costs for enacting masculinity (e.g., dressing in more masculine 
fashions) may be lower than for males enacting femininity (Mittleman, 
2023), due to a patriarchal society that pedestalizes masculinity over 
femininity (Rogers et  al., 2020). Whereas masculinity beliefs and 
prejudice are associated in nuanced ways, what is not yet understood 
in the extant literature is how adolescent masculinity beliefs may 
be  related to adolescent nonprejudiced values for both males and 
females. We theorize that less adherence to masculinity norms may 
be  associated with higher endorsement of nonprejudiced values, 
although this may vary by gender given the social costs. Thus, in this 
study, we explored the role of adolescent masculinity beliefs in the 
development of nonprejudiced values.

Adolescents’ prosocial behavior
Moral development may assist a developing child or adolescent in 

considering what is unjust and unfair about prejudice toward others 
(Rutland and Killen, 2015), and includes prosocial behaviors as an 
indicator of moral identity development during adolescence (Carlo 
and Padilla, 2020). Specifically, prosocial behaviors refer to actions 
that are intended to help others (Eisenberg et al., 2016), and may 
encompass different dimensions, such as prosocial motives, context, 
and targets (e.g., prosocial behavior toward friends, family, or 
strangers; Carlo and Padilla, 2020). Prosocial behavior also includes 
behaviors reflecting tolerance and inclusion. Research has shown an 
inverse relationship between prosocial behavior and discrimination 
against sexual minorities (Srimuang and Pholphirul, 2023) and in one 
study of Latino/a adolescents, discrimination was associated with less 
altruistic prosocial behavior (Davis et al., 2021). Given the evidence 
suggesting that prosocial behaviors may be  associated with less 
discrimination, it is important to explore whether adolescents’ self-
reported prosocial behavior may also predict adolescent nonprejudiced 
values. Therefore, this study investigated adolescents’ self-reported 
prosocial behavior toward three different targets (i.e., friends, family, 
strangers), and how these might be related to the development of 
nonprejudiced values.

Current study

Taken together, the current study sought to explore two main 
research questions. First, how do adolescents’ nonprejudiced values 
toward SM develop from age 14–16? Based on existing research on the 
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development of prejudice (Crocetti et al., 2021), we expected that 
perhaps levels would remain stable over time, but this question was 
largely exploratory. The second research question was how parenting 
(parental teaching of nonprejudiced values, parental warmth, parent–
child communication about sexual minority topics and parental 
endorsement of gendered sexual scripts) and child characteristics 
(masculinity beliefs and prosocial behavior) were associated with 
initial levels and change in adolescents’ nonprejudiced values over 
time. We  expected that parental teaching of nonprejudice would 
be  positively associated with adolescents’ values over and above 
parental warmth and communication. We  also expected parents’ 
endorsement of gendered sexual scripts and adolescents’ masculinity 
beliefs to be  negatively associated with nonprejudice toward 
SM. Finally, we expected that adolescents’ prosocial behavior would 
be positively associated with nonprejudiced values.

We also considered demographic variables that might 
be associated with the development of nonprejudiced values. Given 
the focus of this study on nonprejudiced values toward sexual 
minorities, who could be  considered an outgroup in a 
heteronormative society (Herek, 2016), sexual orientation for both 
parents and adolescents seemed important to include as covariates in 
this study. Second, religiosity is often deeply implicated with sexual 
prejudice (Herek, 2016), and negative attitudes toward members of 
the SM community have been associated with higher religiosity (for 
women; Gibbs and Goldbach, 2021). However, a recent meta-analysis 
suggests that religiosity can be protective for SM youth (Lefevor et al., 
2021), and religiosity is associated with kindness and prosocial 
behavior during adolescence (Hardy and Carlo, 2005), suggesting 
potentially complex relations between religiosity and nonprejudice. 
Thus, we explored sexual orientation of both parents and children, 
and parent and child religiosity as potential correlates of 
nonprejudiced values.

Methods

Participants

Participants for this study included 573 US adolescents (49% 
identifying as females, 50% identifying as males, 1% identifying as 
non-binary; 1.6% transgender; 82% completely heterosexual; 6% 
mostly heterosexual, 8% bisexual, 3% gay/lesbian, and 1% other (e.g., 
pansexual, asexual); 56% white, 20% black, 10% Latino/a, 14% 
biracial/other; M age at Wave 1 = 14.56, SD = 1.68, range 12–17; M age 
at Wave 2 = 15.58, SD = 1.72; M age at Wave 3 = 16.39, SD = 1.76), their 
mother (n = 573, 83% completely heterosexual) and father (n = 341, 
99% completely heterosexual). Forty-seven percent of mothers were 
currently single, not married, with 44% of mothers never married to 
the child’s biological father and 15% divorced from the child’s 
biological father. Twenty-nine percent of fathers were currently not 
married to the child’s biological mother, and 7% were divorced from 
the child’s biological mother. In terms of education, 24% of mothers 
had a high school diploma, 50% had some college, 20% graduated 
college, and 5% had a graduate degree. Among fathers, 43% had a high 
school diploma, 36% had some college, 17% had graduated college, 
and 4% had a graduate degree. The average yearly income of mothers 
was between 35 and 50,000 USD and fathers between 50 and 
75,000 USD.

Procedures

Participants came from Waves 1, 2, and 3 of the Healthy 
Sexuality Project, which is a longitudinal study focused on parent-
adolescent sex communication and healthy sexual development. 
Data were collected in early 2020 after receiving IRB approval 
from the sponsoring institution (IRB # F2019-342), and 
approximately 1 year later for each subsequent year (longitudinal 
response rate was approximately 75%). For the first wave of data 
collection, mothers were recruited using a third-party research 
service called Bovitz®, which retains a national panel of research 
participants gathered through digital advertising channels (e.g., 
social media, search engines) and address-based sampling 
methods (e.g., mailing lists). A stratified random sample of this 
panel was drawn using national quotas for gender, racial/ethnic 
identity, and parent education. Quotas were reached on parental 
education and child gender, but not on race/ethnicity (Latino/a 
and Asian were under-represented and Black was over-
represented). The sample size was determined by estimating the 
power needed to conduct analyses separately as a function of the 
child’s gender and parental education. Mothers agreed to 
participate with their adolescent child who was between the ages 
of 12–17, and with the child’s father-figure whenever possible. In 
subsequent waves, we  contacted participants directly with the 
contact information provided at Wave 1.

After being informed that the study concerned parent-
adolescent sex communication and agreeing to participate, at each 
wave participants completed a 30-min online survey (via Qualtrics) 
including a variety of measures related to parent–child sex 
communication, the parent–child relationship, and adolescents’ 
sexual behavior. At the initial time point each participant was 
compensated $20. At subsequent waves each participant was 
compensated $35 if all three family members completed their 
survey within the first 2 weeks of data collection, and they were 
compensated $20 each after that point. Because participants were 
not compensated if they did not pass questions strategically placed 
in the questionnaire to ensure attention (e.g., if you are reading this, 
please choose “sometimes”), we are confident in accurate data and 
there were very few instances of missing data. That being said, 
missing data were addressed using full information maximum 
likelihood in MPLUS. It is also of note that four families were 
excluded from analyses because they had two mother-figures (and 
no father-figure), and we did not have adequate power to accurately 
determine differences for this group.

Measures

Parent and adolescent nonprejudiced values
Parents’ self-reported teaching of nonprejudiced values toward 

LGBTQ+ individuals and adolescents’ own self-reported nonprejudiced 
values toward LGBTQ+ individuals were assessed using four items 
(α = 0.80–0.83) adapted from a measure of nonprejudice toward ethnic 
minorities (Plant and Devine, 1998). Participants responded to these 
items using a five-point Likert scale of 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly 
agree). One item was reverse coded, such that higher scores reflected a 
stronger belief in nonprejudice toward sexual minorities. Sample item 
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includes “I teach my child to be nonprejudiced toward LGBT 
individuals” (see Supplementary materials for full scale).

Parental warmth
Adolescents reported on maternal and paternal warmth using 

three items (α = 0.84–0.91) from the Parenting Styles and Dimensions 
Questionnaire (PSDQ; Robinson et al., 2001). Adolescents rated how 
often behaviors were exhibited by the parent using a Likert scale of 1 
(never) to 5 (always), with higher scores reflecting higher parental 
warmth. A sample item includes “My parent gives comfort and 
understanding when I am upset.”

Parent–child communication about sexual 
minorities

Parents rated how often they talked with their child about topics 
related to sexuality in the past year using a Likert scale from 1 (never) 
to 6 (more than once a week), with higher scores reflecting higher 
frequency of communication (adapted from Rogers et al., 2022). For 
the current study, two items were averaged as an indication of the 
frequency with which parents talked with their child about sexuality 
related to LGBTQ issues (e.g., what it means to be transgender, what 
it means to experience same-sex attraction/be LGBTQ).

Parental endorsement of gendered sexual scripts
Parents’ endorsement of gendered sexual scripts was assessed using 

seven items (α = 0.82–0.83) developed by Trinh et al. (2014). Participants 
responded to these statements using a five-point Likert scale of 1 
(strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). Higher levels reflected a higher 
endorsement of a gendered sexual script. Sample items include, “It is up 
to women to limit the sexual advances of men and keep men from 
‘going too far’” and “It is difficult for males to resist their sexual urges.”

Adolescent masculinity
Adolescents’ level of agreement about statements regarding 

traditional masculinity ideology was assessed using an 11-item scale 
(α = 0.79) developed by Rogers et al. (2017). Respondents rated their 
agreement to each statement using a Likert scale of 1 (strongly 
disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). After reverse coding select items, higher 
scores represented greater beliefs in traditional masculinity ideology. 
Sample items include, “I do not let it show to my friends when my 
feelings are hurt” and “Fighting others is something I have to do to 
prove myself to my friends.”

Adolescent self-reported prosocial behavior
Adolescents reported on their prosocial behavior toward strangers, 

friends, and family members using three items for each target (α = 0.84–
0.89) based on the Inventory of Strengths (Peterson and Seligman, 2004). 
Respondents answered using a 5-point Likert-type scale, ranging from 
1 (not like me at all) to 5 (very much like me). Higher scores reflect higher 
engagement in prosocial behavior. Sample items for each scale include, 
“I volunteer in programs to help others in need (like food or clothing 
drives, working at a homeless shelter),” “I help my friends, even if it is not 
easy for me,” and “I really enjoy doing small favors for my family.”

Parent and adolescent sexual orientation and 
religiosity

Adolescents and parents answered one question about their sexual 
orientation on a 5-point scale ranging from 1 (completely homosexual), 

3 (bisexual), 5 (completely heterosexual). They were also given an open-
ended option to report other sexual orientations. Adolescents and 
parents responded to one item regarding importance of religiosity 
asking “How important is religion to you?” on a 5-point scale ranging 
from 1 (not at all important) to 5 (very important).

Results

Descriptive statistics

Descriptive statistics and correlations between continuous 
variables are found in Table 1. It is of note that both maternal and 
paternal teaching of nonprejudiced values were positively correlated 
with adolescents’ values at all three time points. Maternal and paternal 
warmth and communication, and adolescents’ prosocial behaviors 
were also positively associated with adolescents’ values. Parental 
sexual scripts and adolescents’ masculinity were negatively associated 
with adolescents’ nonprejudiced values.

Growth curve of adolescent nonprejudiced 
values

To address our first research question, we conducted a growth 
curve to assess change in adolescents’ nonprejudiced values over 
3 years from Time 1 to Time 3. We constrained the means of the 
intercept and the slope as a function of the gender of the child in order 
to determine whether model fit decreased (using a significant Wald 
test as evidence of decrease in model fit). The Wald test was significant 
when constraining the mean of the intercepts as a function of gender 
(Wald = 14.36, p = 0.0002), but not the mean of the slope (Wald = 0.096, 
p = 0.796), which suggests different starting values in nonprejudice as 
a function of adolescent gender, but not a difference in change over 
time. Thus, we ran growth curve models separately by child gender, 
leaving the intercepts free to vary. The model was fully saturated (X2(5) 
4.47, p = 0.486), females had a higher intercept than males (I 
females = 4.12, p < 0.001, I  males = 3.87, p < 0.001), and both had a 
significant positive slope over time (S = 0.049, p = 0.004). This suggests 
that females started with higher levels of nonprejudiced values than 
males at Time1, but the increase in values over time was at a similar 
rate for male and female adolescents (Figure 1).

Predictors of adolescent nonprejudiced 
values

To address our second research question, we explored Time 1 
predictors of the intercept and slope of adolescents’ nonprejudiced 
values, including demographics of the child and the parent, parental 
nonprejudiced values, more global aspects of parenting (warmth 
and frequency of sex communication), parental endorsement of 
gendered scripts, and child characteristics (prosocial behavior and 
masculinity). We  explored predictors separately for females and 
males, constraining one path at a time to determine which could 
be constrained to be equal with no decrease in model fit, and which 
needed to be  left free to vary. Based on these analyses, only two 
paths were left free to vary as a function of child gender, and the rest 
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TABLE 1  Means and correlations between continuous study variables.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15

1. M Teaching –

2. M Warmth 0.22*** –

3. M Sex Com 0.14*** 0.09* –

4. M Sex Scripts −0.25*** −0.09* −0.02 –

5. F Teaching 0.50*** 0.22*** 0.19*** −0.21*** –

6. F Warm 0.12** 0.41*** 0.17*** −0.02 0.34*** –

7. F Sex Com 0.12* 0.12* 0.50*** 0.01 0.26*** 0.29*** –

8. F Sex Scripts −0.13** −0.13** −0.10* 0.56*** −0.29*** −0.20*** −0.14** –

9. C PB 0.16*** 0.21*** 0.19*** −0.05 0.19*** 0.24*** 0.17*** −0.05 –

10. C PB Friends 0.19*** 0.23*** 0.13** −0.09 0.13*** 0.20*** 0.10 −0.06 0.58*** –

11. C PB Family 0.14*** 0.42*** 0.12** 0.02 0.25*** 0.39*** 0.20*** −0.00 0.55*** 0.56*** –

12. C Masculinity −0.18*** −0.30*** −0.13** 0.19*** −0.28*** −0.30*** −0.12* 0.24*** −0.32*** −0.32*** −0.38*** –

13. C Values1 0.53*** 0.24*** 0.23*** −0.20*** 0.53*** 0.16*** 0.18*** −0.14** 0.25*** 0.27*** 0.23*** −0.33*** –

14. C Values2 0.53*** 0.14** 0.21*** −0.21*** 0.42*** 0.08 0.11* −0.18*** 0.11* 0.16*** 0.12** −0.22*** 0.59*** –

15. C Values3 0.52*** 0.19*** 0.18*** −0.22*** 0.38*** 0.10* 0.14** −0.23*** 0.18*** 0.17*** 0.13** −0.25*** 0.60*** 0.62 –

Mean/SD 4.20/0.77 4.42/0.76 2.60/1.14 2.70/0.86 3.98/0.89 3.42/1.26 2.02/1.13 2.69/0.85 3.21/1.06 3.99/0.88 3.86/0.96 2.48/0.66 3.99/0.82 4.06/0.84 4.09/0.80

M, Mother; F, Father; C, Child; PB, Prosocial Behavior. *p < 0.05, **p < 0.01, ***p < 0.001.
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were constrained to be equal (see Table 2). This suggests that the 
majority of associations were comparable for male and 
female adolescents.

The final multiple group model had adequate model fit 
(X2(95) = 118.23, p = 0.053, CFI = 0.971, RMSEA = 0.029), with the X2 
approaching significance likely being a result of the large sample size. 
In terms of the intercepts, both maternal (b = 0.32, p < 0.001) and 
paternal (for males, b = 0.37, p < 0.001; for females b = 0.21, p < 0.001) 
teaching of nonprejudiced values were associated positively with 
adolescents’ nonprejudiced values. Adolescents’ prosocial behavior 
toward friends was also positively associated with adolescents’ values 
(b = 0.11, p = 0.007). Maternal endorsement of gendered sexual scripts 
(for females only; b = −0.10, p = 0.045), maternal (b = −0.08, p = 0.044) 
and adolescent heterosexuality (b = −0.09, p = 0.012), and adolescent 
masculinity (b = −0.13, p = 0.004) were associated negatively with 
nonprejudiced values.

In terms of slope, maternal teaching of values was associated 
positively (b = 0.07, p = 0.025) and paternal endorsement of gendered 
sexual scripts was associated negatively (b = −0.09, p = 0.009) with the 
slope of child nonprejudiced values. In addition, paternal teaching 
(b = −0.11, p < 0.001) and adolescents’ prosocial behavior toward 
friends (b = −0.06, p = 0.028) were negatively associated with slope, but 
this is likely interpreted by higher intercept values resulting in a less 
steep positive slope over time.

Discussion

Prejudice may partially explain why members of the SM 
community experience greater mental health challenges and stressors 
compared to their non-SM peers (Blashill and Calzo, 2019), including 
greater rates of suicidality (Stone et al., 2014) mood disorders (Blashill 
and Calzo, 2019), bullying (Mittleman, 2019), and feeling unsafe at 
school (Feinstein et  al., 2023). Sexual prejudice accords SM less 
societal power (Herek, 2016), and greater discrimination than their 
non-SM peers (Gordon et al., 2024). Although the mitigation of sexual 
prejudice is therefore paramount to the health and safety of all SM, 
scholars suggest that people must intentionally learn to 
be nonprejudiced (Herek, 2016). Thus, the goals of the current study 
were to (1) explore the development of nonprejudiced values across 
middle adolescence, and to (2) determine if parenting and child 
characteristics were associated with initial levels and change in values 
over time.

Development of nonprejudiced values 
across middle adolescence

The current study found that adolescents’ nonprejudiced values 
toward SM increased from ages 14–16 for both males and females, 
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Growth curve of nonprejudiced value for males and females.
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with females’ initial levels of nonprejudiced values being higher than 
were males’. This is somewhat inconsistent with research suggesting 
that prejudice is relatively stable across adolescence (Crocetti et al., 
2021), and suggests some malleability in the development of 
nonprejudice over time. It will be important for research to explore 
prejudice toward different groups, as it is possible that prejudice 
regarding race and ethnicity solidify earlier because racial 
differences are apparent from an early age (Crocetti et al., 2021), but 
adolescents may continue to navigate their beliefs and perceptions 
about sexual minorities into adolescence as sexuality continues to 
develop and youth explore and disclose their sexual orientation. 
While this is a possibility, the explanation seems somewhat unlikely, 
as development in regard to ethnic and racial identity extends into 
adolescence (Umaña-Taylor et al., 2014), suggesting that tolerance 
toward racial and ethnic minorities could also continue to 
be shaped.

It seems more plausible that the developmental trajectory of 
prejudice is simply different from that of nonprejudice (i.e., 
tolerance; Allport, 1954). In other words, the conscientious effort to 
reject or correct biased attitudes and behaviors (Witenberg, 2019) 
increases over time during adolescence, whereas prejudice stays 
relatively stable across adolescence (Crocetti et  al., 2021). It is 
possible, for example, that increases in nonprejudiced values are a 
function of the growth in common correlates of tolerance that 
increase developmentally, such as cognition and perspective taking 
(Van der Graaff et al., 2014). Although it was outside the scope of 
this paper to investigate whether an increase in tolerance is 
associated with a decrease in prejudice, it is encouraging that 
nonprejudiced moral values increase, rather than matching the 
trajectory of prejudice.

It would be interesting to explore more fully how nonprejudice 
develops toward different in-and especially out-group members, and 
whether there is variability as a function of group membership, or if 
those who strive to be nonprejudiced do so toward all groups. Existing 
theory and research suggest that adolescents’ conceptions of both 
morality (e.g., fairness; Rutland et  al., 2023) and group norms 
influence inclusion, but suggest that perhaps prejudice and 
nonprejudice are more a function of social identity (e.g., in-group and 
out-group membership) than moral conviction (Bizumic et al., 2017). 
Of utmost importance, future research should continue to explore not 
only the development of nonprejudiced values, but also how these 
values might be  reflected in behaviors that reflect tolerance 
and inclusion.

Parent and child characteristics associated 
with nonprejudiced values

The second goal of the current study was to determine whether 
parent and child characteristics were associated with initial levels or 
change in nonprejudiced values toward SM over time. Consistent with 
prior research supporting the importance of parental socialization of 
values (Kil et al., 2023; Twito-Weingarten and Knafo-Noam, 2023), 
both maternal and paternal teaching of nonprejudiced values were 
consistently associated with initial levels of adolescents’ nonprejudiced 
values, and maternal teaching was associated with increases in 
nonprejudiced values over time. It is of note that these significant 
associations were over and above the variance accounted for by 
parental warmth and the frequency of parental communication 
regarding SM issues. While the importance of parental teaching is not 
necessarily a surprising finding, it is an important extension of existing 
research as it provides support for the important role of parental 
teaching in the development of nonprejudice values toward SM, 
specifically. This is also consistent with research suggesting that 
parental teaching is often directly associated with the development of 
adolescents’ own internal moral traits or characteristics, such as 
personal values and moral emotions (Padilla-Walker, 2014), and is 
indirectly associated with adolescents’ behaviors via these personal 
traits. Given a need to focus future research on tolerance and inclusion 
behaviors, not just values, it will also be important to explore other 
mechanisms at play in this process and how they might increase 
nonprejudiced behaviors, including established correlates such as 
adolescents’ empathic concern or perspective taking toward 
sexual minorities.

TABLE 2  Time 1 variables as predictors of intercept and slope of 
nonprejudiced values.

Intercept Slope

Parent variables

M Teaching of values 0.32*** 0.07*

M Warmth (CR) 0.06 −0.01

M Sex communication 0.04 −0.01

M Sexual scripts 0.02/−0.11* 0.01

F Teaching of values 0.37***/0.23*** −0.11***

F Warmth (CR) −0.03 0.00

F Sex communication 0.00 0.00

F Sexual scripts 0.05 −0.09**

C variables

C Prosocial behavior 

strangers

0.02 0.01

C Prosocial behavior 

friends

0.11** −0.06*

C Prosocial behavior 

family

−0.02 0.01

Child masculinity −0.13** 0.03

Demographics

M Heterosexual −0.08* −0.00

M Religiosity −0.03 03

F Heterosexual 0.00 0.08

F Religiosity −0.01 −0.02

Income 0.02 0.00

C Heterosexual −0.09* 0.03

C Age 0.02 −0.01

C Black 0.04 −0.00

C Latino/a 0.01 0.06

C Other race 0.01 −0.03

C Religiosity 0.00 −0.02

M, Mother; F, Father; C, Child. *p < 0.05, **p < 0.01, ***p < 0.001. Value before/is males, 
value after is females.
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Findings also suggested that parental endorsement of gendered 
sexual scripts (mothers on the intercept of daughters only, fathers on 
the slope), adolescents’ masculinity values, and mothers’ and 
adolescents’ heterosexual orientation were negatively associated with 
adolescents’ nonprejudiced values. It is of note that masculinity values 
were negatively associated with adolescents’ nonprejudiced values for 
both males and females. Despite research suggesting that masculinity 
norms are more relevant for boys than for girls (Wong et al., 2016), 
and that social costs are higher for boys than for girls in gender 
nonconformity (Mittleman, 2023), our results are novel, suggesting 
that when adolescents who identify as male or female adhere to 
masculinity beliefs (e.g., believing they should not let friends see when 
their feelings are hurt), it is associated with lower levels of 
nonprejudiced values. Specifically for females, although acting stoic 
and tough (Rogers et al., 2020) may draw social respect (Mittleman, 
2023), it may also be  related to females becoming less tolerant of 
sexual minorities (Allport, 1954) who are less likely to adhere to 
gender and masculinity norms (Mittleman, 2023).

Because norms around sexual scripts tend to reinforce 
heteronormative relationships (Rossetto and Tollison, 2017) and 
traditional masculinity beliefs and ideology can be  reinforcing of 
prejudicial attitudes (Váradi et al., 2021), parents and educators should 
strive to embrace more flexible gendered sexual scripts and stereotypes 
so that both males and females are socialized toward characteristics 
such as empathic concern, emotional helping, and tolerance (Nielson 
et al., 2017), all of which are important to the development of inclusion 
and nonprejudice. Findings also suggested that heterosexual mothers 
and adolescents had lower nonprejudiced values. This may be due to 
a tendency to consider SM to be  outgroup members in a 
heteronormative society (Herek, 2016), which could be mitigated by 
helping heterosexual parents and teens increase intergroup contact 
with SM, which reduces stereotypes and prejudice (Pettigrew and 
Tropp, 2006).

Finally, adolescents’ prosocial behavior toward friends was 
positively associated with initial levels of nonprejudiced values. In past 
research prosocial behavior toward friends has not been consistently 
protective. More specifically, it is associated with indices of positive 
relationship quality with friends, but has also been positively 
associated with internalizing problems (e.g., anxiety; Padilla et al., 
2015) and not significantly associated with a variety of other positive 
outcomes when in the same model as prosocial behavior toward 
strangers and family members (Padilla-Walker et al., 2020; Padilla-
Walker et  al., 2022). It is possible that prosocial behavior toward 
friends is significant in this context because adolescents are most 
commonly interacting with sexual minority peers and friends rather 
than strangers, and friends with whom adolescents have a relationship 
would be more naturally considered members of one’s ingroup. While 
tolerance and nonprejudice seem consistent with a prosocial 
personality consisting of traits such as empathic concern and 
perspective taking, current findings suggest possible utility in more 
carefully exploring the benefit of promoting proximity and 
relationships (with friends, in particular), as a means of increasing 
tolerance. Given the importance of peer groups and norms during 
adolescence, future research should more carefully consider friend, 
peer, and classroom norms regarding nonprejudice toward SM, as 
teachers and peers could contribute to creating a group identity that 
includes shared norms of inclusion (Rutland et al., 2023).

Limitations and conclusions

Despite being conducted from the strength of multiple reporters 
and a longitudinal design, the current study was not without 
limitations. First, the current sample was not representative of the US 
population in terms of race or sexual orientation, and consisted of 
mostly white, cis-gender, and heterosexual parents and children. 
While studies on racism often include all White samples in an attempt 
to identify interventions for those most at risk of being the perpetrators 
of racism, we chose to include sexual minority parents and youth as 
participants in the current study because sexual minorities may 
experience internalized homophobia which directs sexual prejudice 
toward themselves (Herek, 2016). Many young people may still 
be discovering their sexual orientation and gender identity during 
adolescence, and thus may engage in prejudice and discrimination as 
part of the process of sexual identity development. To this end, a 
sample with greater variability in terms of sexual orientation and 
gender identity (in both parents and youth) would be  more 
generalizable and offer a richer view into how socialization processes 
and values differ as a function of sexual orientation and gender identity.

Another limitation of the current study is that all measures were 
self-reported, which seems appropriate when assessing internal states 
such as values, but future research should also consider nonprejudiced 
behaviors as assessed through self-and other-reports, and observations. 
Not all values are highly reflected in behaviors (Twito-Weingarten and 
Knafo-Noam, 2023), and a determination of the strength between 
nonprejudiced values and behaviors is an important next step. It is also 
a limitation that the only socialization source explored in the current 
study was parents, especially given the salience of peers and media 
during adolescence. Furthermore, research on the development of 
values suggests that parental socialization is only one reason why 
parent and child values are consistently associated, and calls for 
additional research considering other socialization agents (e.g., peers, 
schools), environmental and neighborhood influences, and genetic 
relatedness (Twito-Weingarten and Knafo-Noam, 2023).

Despite these limitations, the current study provides important 
insights into the development of adolescents’ nonprejudiced values, 
suggesting that adolescents’ nonprejudiced values toward sexual 
minorities increase across middle adolescence. Another clear 
contribution of the current study is that the process of developing 
values regarding dignity and fair treatment of SM begins at home. 
Practitioners and educators seeking to increase nonprejudiced values 
should educate parents about the essential role they play in socializing 
their children’s views of outgroup members. Attempts to increase 
adolescents’ nonprejudiced values should also focus on fostering 
adolescents’ prosocial behavior toward friends, and should seek to 
encourage more flexible parent and adolescent gender stereotypes. 
These findings are especially important and timely given high and 
increasing levels of discrimination (Gordon et al., 2024) and mental 
health challenges (Feinstein et al., 2023) among SM youth.
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