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ABSTRACT
In the past few years, Ecuador has experienced legal changes toward the
recognition of sexual minority rights. However, lesbian and gay (LG) indi-
viduals and couples still face legal obstacles to become parents and social
barriers that place their families in disadvantage compared to their hetero-
sexual counterparts. To date, it is not known whether the legal changes
reflect society’s move toward a more progressive and accepting climate.
This study analyzed the attitudes toward LG parenting in an Ecuadorian
online-recruited sample. Three hundred thirty-eight (338) participants
answered an online questionnaire about the negative effects and the ben-
efits of having LG parents. The strongest belief among participants was
that children of LG parents would be victimized because of their parents’
sexual orientation. Analyses indicated differences in attitudes based on
age, sexual orientation, marital status, education level, as well as religiosity.
Finally, regression models suggested that beliefs about the origins of sex-
ual orientation and contact with LG people predicted attitude scores.
Implications of these findings are discussed.
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Introduction

Since their beginning, studies on same-sex parenting have focused primarily on the analysis of
children’s psychological, developmental, and social outcomes, especially from lesbian (L) and gay
(G) parents, and to a lesser degree, bisexual (B) and transgender (T) parents (Goldberg, 2010;
Patterson, 2013; Salinas-Quiroz et al., 2020; Tasker, 2005). This body of literature has consistently
suggested that parental sexual orientation and gender identity do not impact children’s psycho-
logical, social, and physical well-being nor does it affect the quality of family relationships
(Carneiro et al., 2017; Patterson, 2013; Stacey, 2013). For this reason, organizations such as the
American Psychological Association, and the American Association of Pediatrics, among others,
have issued statements supporting parenting by sexual and gender minority individuals and same-
sex couples (Committee on Psychological Aspects of Child and Family Health, 2002; Paige, 2005).

Despite the scientific evidence available and the increasing levels of acceptance toward sexual
minorities in most parts of the world, people still hold unfounded prejudice against lesbian and
gay (LG) parents’ ability to provide safe and emotionally nurturing environments (Baiocco et al.,
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2020; Costa et al., 2014). Research on this matter has shown the existence of two opposing posi-
tions (Frias-Navarro et al., 2015; Pacilli et al., 2011). On the one hand, there are individuals that
believe that LG parenting can have detrimental effects for children because it inhibits them from
growing with different-sex models that teach them socially expected gender roles. These ideas
lead them to believe that children in LG parented households are more prone to develop a non-
heterosexual orientation or a non-conforming gender identity. These individuals also tend to
believe that children with LG parents experience higher levels of social isolation, rejection, and
homophobic teasing, thus leading to higher psychological problems (Frias-Navarro et al., 2006).
On the other hand, there are people that believe that the well-being of children is not related to
family structure but rather to family dynamics and the quality of family relationships. Thus, LG
couples can be as good parents as their heterosexual counterparts (Frias-Navarro et al., 2006).

To the best of our knowledge, no study in Ecuador has examined attitudes toward LG parent-
ing. In the last decade, this Latin American country has promoted several legal advancements
toward the recognition of sexual minority’s rights such as nondiscrimination laws and same-sex
marriage. However, discrimination and violence against sexual minorities, same-sex couples and
their families persists, and there are no laws that allow same-sex couples to adopt and access
other pathways to parenthood. Considering the lack of information on the attitudes toward LG
parenting and the factors that explains them in Ecuador, we collected data through an online sur-
vey using a series of self-administered questionnaires. Understanding attitudes and the factors
associated with them is a way to comprehend “the immediate environment in which people from
these minorities live, which in the worst cases constitutes a source of rejection and stress and in
the best cases a source of legitimization and support” (Vecho et al., 2019, p. 1). We believe this
information could help identify possible targets for future intervention initiatives.

LG parenting in Ecuador

Ecuador is a country with a population of approximately 17,4 million inhabitants (INEC, 2020).
Historically, religion has played an important role in shaping the political, cultural, social, and
family life of its population (Ayala Mora, 1996; Buriano Castro, 2014). To this day, Ecuadorians
place religion as one of the most important aspects of their life. According to the last population
census, 91.9% of Ecuador’s population reported having a religion. Of those, 80.4% self-identified
as Catholic and 11.3% reported being Evangelic (INEC, 2012). As with other countries in the
region, the strong religious discourses have led people to adopt conservative and heterosexist
views of family, gender roles, and parenthood, which frequently legitimize acts of discrimination
and violence against sexual minorities, their partners, and their families (Lubbe, 2013).

Regarding LG parenting, there is no available statistical data to estimate the number of sexual
minority people raising biological or adoptive children in the country. The only information
available is from a 2013 survey that shows that 10.4% out of 2,805 sexual minority individuals
reported having children, and among them, 85.6% were raising biologically conceived children
(INEC, 2013). Moreover, 45.2% of respondents without children reported having considered
becoming a parent at least once in their life (INEC, 2013).

Despite the lack of information on LG parenting, there have been important legal advances
toward the recognition of sexual minority’s family rights. In 2008, the Ecuadorian General
Assembly changed the definition of family in the National Constitution. Specifically, it defined
marriage as a product of a voluntary union between two people, excluding the previous statement
that marriage was between a man and a woman. This legal change led 385 same-sex couples to
enter into civil unions between 2014 and 2017 (El Tel�egrafo, 2017). More recently, in June 2019,
the Constitutional Court allowed same-sex couples to marry (El Universo, 2019). However, there
are legal obstacles for LG couples to raise and adopt children in Ecuador. Article 68 of the
Ecuadorian Constitution explicitly prohibits adoption by same-sex couples (Rep�ublica de

2 C. HERMOSA-BOSANO ET AL.



Ecuador, 2008), despite the law recognizing family diversity, civil union, marriage, the right of no
discrimination based on sexual orientation, as well as children’s right to have a family (Rep�ublica
de Ecuador, 2008; Su�arez Andrade & Berni, 2017). In 2012, legal contradictions were evident in
the case of two British mothers that sued the Ecuadorian State for not allowing their 6-year-old
daughter to be registered as their child. In this case, the child was denied a birth certificate with
both of their mothers’ surnames despite them both being residents in Ecuador for 14 years, hav-
ing had a civil union formalized in Ecuador and the United Kingdom, and being a couple before
their daughters’ birth. This case had a lot of media attention, and it was solved in 2018 when
Ecuador’s Constitutional Court exhorted the Civil Registry to grant the child her birth certificate
(Global Voices, 2018). In spite of the case being solved, there are still a series of questions regard-
ing the legal security of children of LG parents in the country when the biological parent dies or
when couples separate.

Attitudes toward LG parenting

Research on attitudes toward LG parenting can be traced back to the 1990s. Initial studies used
quasi-experimental designs and focused on participants’ attitudes using real or fictional adoption
cases (Crawford et al., 1999; Crawford & Solliday, 1996; Fraser et al., 1995; McLeod et al., 1999).
Crawford and Solliday (1996) used vignettes depicting the story of a couple interested in adopting
a five-year-old child. The sexual orientation and the ethnicity of the prospective parents were
manipulated to create four different conditions. After reading one of the vignettes, participants
were asked whether they would support the adoption, their opinions on the couples’ stability, and
the child’s physical safety and emotional security. Results indicated that students, especially those
with higher levels of religiosity and anxious personality traits, viewed the gay couple as less suit-
able for adoption, less emotionally stable, and more likely to provide an insecure and dangerous
environment for the child compared to the other heterosexual couples. Years later, Crawford
et al. (1999) conducted a similar study with a sample of psychologists. They found that, regardless
of participants holding affirming attitudes toward the LG couples, they were less likely to grant
adoption to them when compared to their heterosexual counterparts.

The use of vignettes has been a constant practice in the field ever since (Camilleri & Ryan,
2006; Massey, 2007; Morse et al., 2007; Rye & Meaney, 2010). Nonetheless, several self-adminis-
tered scales have been developed, especially in European countries such as Portugal (Costa et al.,
2014) and Spain (Fr�ıas-Navarro, 2009; Frias-Navarro & Monterde-I-Bort, 2012). Particularly,
Costa et al. (2014) developed the Attitudes toward Gay and Lesbian Parenting Scale, an 11-item
instrument directed at studying positive and negative beliefs about the impact of LG parenting on
children. Similarly, Fr�ıas-Navarro (2009) developed the Scale of Beliefs about Children’s
Adjustment in Same-Sex Families, a 14-item instrument designed to assess two types of prejudice
against LG parents: an openly negative position against LG parenting named individual oppos-
ition, and a more subtle and context-related position named normative opposition.

Altogether, these instruments have allowed the expansion of research over the last decade, cov-
ering a diverse range of topics and populations including psychologists (Weiner & Zinner, 2015),
social workers (Averett & Hegde, 2012), university students (Costa et al., 2014; Vecho et al.,
2019) and educators (Baiocco et al., 2020; Hegde et al., 2014; Herbstrith et al., 2013), among
others. More recently, studies have started to compare countries and regions around the globe
(Costa & Salinas-Quiroz, 2019; D’Amore et al., 2020). D’Amore et al. (2020) published the results
from a European initiative that gathered data from 13,403 self-identified heterosexual university
students from seven countries across Europe (Belgium, France, Greece, Italy, Poland, Portugal,
and Spain). They found that participants living in countries with more conservative legislation
were less supportive of same-sex marriage and LG parenting than participants in countries with
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more progressive laws. In addition, higher levels of exposure to and greater satisfaction with rela-
tionships with sexual minority people were related to greater support to LG parenting.

In Latin America, research on attitudes toward LG parenting has been limited to a few, mainly
descriptive, studies. Costa and Salinas-Quiroz (2019) conducted a study to compare the attitudes
of Portuguese and Mexican undergraduate students. Regression analyses indicated that being a
man, older, and highly religious predicted higher levels of sexual prejudice against LG parenting.
Portuguese students were more prone to believe that children in LG parented households were
more likely to face discrimination at school, whereas Mexican students tended to believe that LG
parents do not care about children’s best interest. In Brazil, Gusberti et al. (2019) conducted a
study using an online-recruited sample of 215 individuals. In their study, 63% of participants
held favorable views toward same-sex adoption, despite the majority being religious. In Colombia,
Campo Arias (2016) conducted a study that focused on the attitudes toward adoption by gay
men among a sample of nursery students, and more recently, Hermosa-Bosano et al. (2019) on
preschool teachers. Altogether, this research suggests disparate advances across the region and
important differences regarding the samples and instruments employed to measure attitudes. For
instance, in the study of Gusberti et al. (2019), the authors created a 5-item survey for their study,
whereas Campo Arias (2016) used a single item to measure attitudes. These methodological char-
acteristics certainly impose difficulties in comparing attitudes toward LG parenting across coun-
tries and arriving at solid conclusions about their nature and components.

Predictors of attitudes toward LG parenting

An important area of research has been examining demographic, psychological, and cultural fac-
tors that predict attitudes toward LG parenting. Much of this research has been done in the
Global North (Costa, 2021). Studies have consistently shown that gender, age, education level,
religion and religiosity predict attitudes toward LG parenting. Other factors such as a person’s
beliefs of the origins of sexual orientation, as well the amount of contact a person has with sexual
minority members have also been reported as key predictors (Costa, 2021).

Regarding gender, studies have consistently shown that heterosexual men tend to be more
prejudiced toward LG parenting than women (Costa et al., 2014, 2018; Massey, 2007; Webb et al.,
2017; Webb & Chonody, 2014). As an illustration, Costa et al. (2015) carried a study using a sam-
ple of 1690 Portuguese heterosexual individuals and found that men held higher levels of sexual
prejudice toward gay men, lesbians, and LG parented families than women. Heterosexism, rigid
and traditional gender roles, and masculine standards regarding virility and male dominance may
explain why males express less favorable attitudes (D’Amore et al., 2020; Massey, 2007; Pistella
et al., 2018). According to Webb and Chonody (2014), this prescription of gender norms supports
a hierarchy between the sexes and parenting roles that lead men to believe that women are natur-
ally more skilled at parenting than men, and that gay fathers are more feminine than those who
are not. These factors may also explain why some sexual minority individuals have negative atti-
tudes toward LG parenting. Research has found that lesbians and gay men with high levels of
internalized sexual stigma tend to express less support toward same-sex marriage and LG parent-
ing (Baiocco et al., 2014; Pacilli et al., 2011; Pistella et al., 2018).

Regarding age, prior research has indicated that older people tend to be more negative toward
sexual minorities and LG parents. Baiocco et al. (2013) carried out a study in Rome, Italy, with
280 heterosexual adults between 65 and 87 years old. They found that older participants had
stronger prejudice and that participants were more negative toward gay male parents than lesbian
mothers. According to these authors, it is possible that the social environments of higher preju-
dice and less contact with LG people influence older participants’ views on LG parenting.
Another possibility is that, as people get older, they show less abilities to regulate their responses
toward stigmatized groups and individuals (Baiocco et al., 2013).
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Education level may also have a role in predicting attitudes toward LG parents. Research on
attitudes toward sexual minorities and minority rights has suggested that education may be a
mechanism to promote respect toward diversity and nonconformity; also, it may create higher
critical thinking toward socially taught messages about sexual minorities (Ohlander et al., 2005).
Regarding religion and religiosity, studies have shown that the frequency of attendance of reli-
gious services significantly predict attitudes (Whitehead, 2018; Whitehead & Perry, 2015), because
attendance of religious services reinforces traditional views on families, emphasizing the import-
ance of marriage over cohabitation, differentiated gender roles, as well as post-marital conception
of children (Gross et al., 2018). Regarding religious affiliation, in a study carried out with French
heterosexual students, Gross et al. (2018) found that participants from different religious groups
preferred more traditional families composed of two different-sex parents than nontraditional
families. Regardless of gender, catholic participants were less favorable to LG parenting than par-
ticipants without a religious affiliation.

Other research has found that beliefs about the etiology and perception of controllability of
sexual orientation significantly predict attitudes toward LG parents (Costa et al., 2019; Costa &
Salinas-Quiroz, 2019; Frias-Navarro et al., 2015). According to Weiner’s attribution theory (1985),
individuals that view same-sex attraction as a conscious election endorse ideas that suggest “a
level of choice and responsibility for same-sex relationships” (Costa et al., 2019, p. 69). On the
contrary, people who believe that certain behaviors (e.g., sexual orientation) are beyond their own
will, tend to eliminate moral judgments associated with them (Dar-Nimrod & Heine, 2011).
Based on this proposition, people who view sexual orientation as genetically or biologically deter-
mined tend to be less prejudiced since they view sexual orientation as a feature outside of an
individuals’ control or decision. In contrast, people who believe that sexual orientation is control-
lable, chosen or socially learned by modeling, tend to judge LG parents in a more negative fash-
ion. Studies in this regard have found that the perception of controllability of sexual orientation
directly affects attitudes toward LG parenting (Frias-Navarro et al., 2015). Also, there is evidence
that etiological beliefs mediate the effects of demographic variables such as gender, age, and
religiosity, on the attitudes toward LG parenting (Costa et al., 2019).

Finally, interpersonal contact with other LG individuals and parents seems to matter when
developing attitudes toward sexual minorities and their families (Costa et al., 2015; Herek &
Capitanio, 1996; Vecho et al., 2019). The contact hypothesis suggests that individuals who relate
with people from groups distinct from their own show higher favorability toward them, depend-
ing on factors such as the nature and quality of the relationship and the frequency of contact,
among others (Costa et al., 2015; Lemm, 2006). Thus, knowing LG individuals increases the chan-
ces of reducing prejudiced views on sexual minorities and LG parenting since it allows people to
question critically unfounded, culturally taught, beliefs about children and parents in same-
sex households.

The current study

As in other countries in Latin America, there have been improvements toward the recognition of
sexual and gender minority rights in Ecuador. Until 1997, Ecuadorians who were not cisgender
and/or heterosexual were persecuted and incarcerated as a consequence of their sexual orientation
and gender identity. However, thanks to the work of local activist movements, there has been
legal gains materialized in antidiscrimination laws, gender identity recognition, civil unions, and
more recently, same-sex marriage (Vega Suriaga, 2018). Unfortunately, as Chaux et al. (2021) sug-
gest, the legal changes in the region are not necessarily the reflection of attitudinal changes in the
social context. In fact, after same-sex marriage was finally approved in 2019, a series of riots took
place in different cities across the country led by conservative, faith-based movements rallying
against what they called “gender ideology”, an epistemological movement interested in supposedly
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imposing women and sexual minority rights (El Universo, 2019). Data from the latest Americas
Barometer confirms the strong opposition to same-sex marriage as 51.3% of a nation-wide repre-
sentative sample opposes it (Moncagatta et al., 2020).

The lack of information in the country regarding LG parented families and the social environ-
ments where they navigate, as well as the social and political events that have occurred in the last
years, have raised questions about what people think and feel about these family configurations.
Thus, the objectives of this research were threefold. First, we sought to describe the attitudes
toward LG parenting using an online recruited sample of Ecuadorian individuals. Second, we ana-
lyzed potential differences based on sociodemographic characteristics (i.e., gender, age, sexual
orientation, marital status, having children, education level, religion, religious affiliation, and fre-
quency of attendance of religious services) as well as interpersonal contact variables (i.e., having
LG acquaintances, friends, family members and knowing LG parented families). Finally, we tested
which factors predicted attitudes toward LG parenting. In line with the empirical work previously
described, we expect to find that:

H1. Men, older, heterosexual, less-educated, more religious, and people with fewer contact with sexual
minority individuals will have stronger negative attitudes toward LG parenting.

H2. Etiological beliefs about the origins of sexual orientation, and interpersonal contact variables will
significantly predict the attitudes toward LG parented families.

Methods

Design and procedures

Data for this article was collected in the context of an international study whose aim was to
describe the attitudes toward sexual minorities, LG parenting and sexual minority rights among
people from Spanish and Portuguese speaking countries in Latin America, The Caribbean, and
Europe. Data was collected between May and October 2019 through an online survey available in
Qualtrics, an online survey distribution platform. In Ecuador, the survey was administered in
Spanish and was distributed by the first two authors. The survey was advertised through to the
first two authors’ personal social networks (Facebook, Instagram, WhatsApp, Twitter), and college
mailing lists. The first two authors also published the link to the survey on the official Facebook
account of the research group to which they belong. To take part in the study, participants had
to be at least 18 years old, be a Portuguese or Spanish speaker, and live in one of the countries
where the international study was taking place. Before completing the survey, participants pro-
vided their consent, which was displayed on the first page. The informed consent stipulated the
study’s objectives and conditions as well as information regarding possible risks and benefits.
Participation was voluntary, anonymous, and people could withdraw from the study at any point.
The corresponding author received IRB approval before launching the survey internationally. The
study protocol was also reviewed and approved by the first authors’ university.

Participants

A total sample of 407 Ecuadorian adults participated in the study. Of these, 338 completed the
measures of interest; 92.6% reported living in the country at the time of the study and 7.1%
reported living outside of Ecuador. One hundred seventeen (n¼ 117) individuals reported being
biological males (34.6%) and 221 biological females (65.4%) according to their sex assigned at
birth. Regarding gender, one hundred participants self-identified as men (33.6%), 190 as women
(63.8%) and 8 as other (2.7%). Two hundred eighty-seven participants (n¼ 287) were cisgender
(84.9%), 3 were transgender (0.9%), 8 identified themselves with other gender (2.4%)1 and 40
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participants did not respond (11.8%). Age ranged from 18 to 72 years, with a mean age of
30.0 years (SD¼ 12.1). Regarding sexual orientation, 65.1% of participants identified as heterosex-
ual, 12.4% as gay (n¼ 42), 5.0% as lesbian (n¼ 17), 14.5% as bisexual (n¼ 49), and 3.0% as other.
Those who selected the option “other” self-identified as queer or pansexual. Most participants
were single at the time of the study (n¼ 239, 70.7%) and some were married (n¼ 59, 17.5%); 18
participants reported being on a civil union (5.3%) and 22 reported being divorced (6.5%). At the
time of the study, 22.5% of the sample reported having children (n¼ 76).

In terms of the highest educational level achieved, 34.5% reported having completed high
school (n¼ 116), 37.2% completed college/undergraduate school (n¼ 125), and 28.3% completed
postgraduate school (n¼ 95). Regarding religion, 37.0% participants identified as Catholic
(n¼ 125), 8.3% as Christian (n¼ 28), 24.3% of participants reported being Atheist or Agnostic
(n¼ 82), 24.6% stated being spiritual but not religious (n¼ 83), 0.3% were Jewish (n¼ 1), 0.3%
Islamic, and 5.3% reported having other religion. Regarding religious practicing, 50.3% of partici-
pants reported practicing their religion, and the majority reported attending religious services at
least once a week (n¼ 36, 41.4%).

Measures

Sociodemographic questionnaire
The sociodemographic section of the survey included questions about participants’ age, sex
assigned at birth, gender, sexual orientation, marital status, education level, religious affiliation,
religion practice, and frequency of attendance to religious services. These questions were pre-
sented in a multiple option format at the beginning of the survey.

Attitudes toward Gay and Lesbian Parenting Scale
This scale was developed by Costa et al. (2014) and it is designed to evaluate attitudes toward LG
parenting using a five-point Likert type scale that ranges from 1 (completely disagree) to 5 (com-
pletely agree). The scale has 11 items that comprise two factors, Perception of benefits and
Negative perceptions of LG parenting. Higher scores on the Perception of benefits dimension sug-
gest higher agreement with statements that suggest positive outcomes for children with LG
parents (e.g., “children of gay and lesbian parents are more tolerant”) as well as parent’s capabil-
ities to exercise their role in a positive manner (e.g., “there are gay and lesbian people with a
high desire to have children and to be available for them). In the case of the Negative perceptions
dimension, higher scores mean stronger agreement with statements about the possible negative
psychological or social consequences for children with LG parents (e.g., “children of gay and les-
bian parents will be homosexual or will be confused about their sexuality”) as well as LG people
capacities for positive parenting (e.g., “The difficulties that gay and lesbian parents face prepare
them to be good parents”). Cronbach’s alphas for both scales were high in this study (Perceptions
of benefits dimension, a ¼ .79; Negative perceptions dimension, a ¼ .87).

Beliefs about the Etiology of Sexual Orientation (BESO)
This scale was developed by Fr�ıas-Navarro (2009) and consists of eight items that address the
common beliefs and assumptions about the origins of a homosexual sexual orientation. It has
two dimensions, Genetic etiology and Learned etiology. Genetic etiology is assessed by four items
(e.g., “The homosexual sexual orientation is an inevitable behavior that depends on genetics”)
and the Learned etiology scale is also comprised of four items (e.g., “A child who is raised by
same-sex parents will have a greater probability of having a homosexual sexual preference”). This
scale uses a Likert-type response scale ranging from 1 (completely disagree) to 5 (completely
agree). The higher the score in each subscale, the higher the endorsements of beliefs about genetic
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or learned etiology of homosexual orientation. Cronbach’s alphas were .83 for the Genetic eti-
ology and .89 for the Learned etiology dimension. The reliability scores obtained in this sample
were slightly lower from those reported by Frias-Navarro et al. (2015) in their study with Spanish
university students.

Interpersonal contact with other gay/lesbian people
The survey also included questions to identify whether people had any LG acquaintances, friends,
and family members or knew any LG parented families, all measured in dichotomous ‘yes’ or
‘no’ format.

Data analysis

Descriptive statistics, correlations, independent samples t-tests, one-way analyses of variance
(ANOVA), and multiple regression analyses were conducted using SPSS version 25 (IBM Corp.
Inc, 2017). Multiple regression analyses were conducted to predict negative beliefs about LG
parenting as well as benefits of LG parenting. Predictors included gender, age, marital status, edu-
cation level, having children, religion, frequency of attendance of religious services, etiology
beliefs about homosexuality, and interpersonal contact variables. For the multiple regression anal-
yses, homoscedasticity and collinearity were investigated before conducting the analyses.

Results

Descriptive analyses of attitudes toward LG parenting

The first objective of this study was to describe the attitudes toward LG parenting. As shown in
Table 1, the mean score for the negative beliefs of gay and lesbian parenting scale was 2.21 (SD
¼ .89). The most frequently endorsed belief was item 7 which states that “Children of gay and
lesbian parents are more victimized in school”; 61.5% of the respondents (n¼ 208) either agreed
or highly agreed with this statement. Another item with which participants highly agreed (21.3%,
n¼ 72) was item 9 which states that “Children of gay and lesbian parents do not have the needed
masculine and feminine references for their normal development”.

Regarding the perception of benefits of LG parenting, the mean score was 3.77 (SD ¼ .72).
Item 2 which states that “The main difficulties of gay and lesbian parents are due to society prej-
udice” was endorsed by 82.6% (n¼ 279) of participants. Almost 77% percent (n¼ 259) supported
the belief that “There are gay and lesbian people with a high desire to have children and to be
available for them”. Furthermore, 65.6% (n¼ 222) reported agreeing with the belief that
“Children of gay and lesbian parents are more acceptant of other people’s differences”.

Pearson correlation analyses indicated high negative correlations between scales (r ¼ �.66, p
< .001). Higher scores on the negative perception of gay and lesbian parenting scale were signifi-
cantly related to lower scores on the benefits perceptions of gay and lesbian parenting scale.
Table 1 presents the correlations between items.

Comparisons based on sociodemographic characteristics and interpersonal
contact variables

The second objective of this study was to analyze differences on attitudes based on sociodemo-
graphic characteristics. Table 2 shows the mean scores of each of the LG parenting attitudes
scales according to the sociodemographic variables analyzed.

A one-way ANOVA based on gender did not indicate statistical differences between men,
women, and those who self-identified as other. There were no statistical differences based on
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gender regarding negative beliefs, F (2, 295) ¼ .698, p ¼ .498, nor benefits of LG parenting, F (2,
295) ¼ 2.19, p ¼ .114. Regarding age, results indicated that being older was positively related to
perceiving greater disadvantages of LG parenting (r ¼ .271, p < .001) and negatively related to
perceiving benefits (r ¼ �.278, p < .001).

Statistically significant differences based on sexual orientation were found both on perception
of disadvantages, F (4, 333) ¼ 16.168, p < .001, �2

P ¼ .163, and benefits associated with LG
parenting, F (4, 333) ¼ 20.378, p < .001, �2

P ¼ .197. Bonferroni analysis indicated that hetero-
sexuals perceived greater disadvantages and less benefits than those who self-identify as lesbian (p
< .001), gay (p < .001), and bisexual (p < .001). Bonferroni tests did not suggest differences
between heterosexuals and individuals who identified with other sexual orientations (p¼ 1.00).
Bonferroni post-hoc tests did not suggest group differences among sexual minorities (p > .05).

A one-way ANOVA comparing attitudes based on marital status showed there were significant
differences between groups regarding disadvantages of LG parenting, F (3, 334) ¼ 8.780, p <

.001, �2
P ¼ .073. Bonferroni post-hoc tests indicated that single people perceived fewer negative

effects of LG parenting than married people (p < .001) and those who were divorced (p ¼ .037).
There were no differences between single and those in civil unions (p¼ 1.00). Married and
divorced individuals did not differ in their perceptions of negative effects of LG parenting
(p¼ 1.00). Differences regarding benefits of LG parenting were also found, F (3, 334) ¼ 9.439, p

Table 1. Correlations between items of the Attitudes of Gay and Lesbian Parenting Scale.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11

1. Gay men and lesbians should
not have children because it is
a sina

1

2. Gay and lesbian parents do
not care about children’s
best interestsa

.559�� 1

3. Children of gay and lesbian
parents are more victimized
in schoola

.166�� .208�� 1

4. Children of gay and lesbian
parents will be homosexual or
will be confused about their
homosexualitya

.657�� .651�� .257�� 1

5. Children of gay and lesbian
parents do not have the
needed masculine and
feminine references for their
normal developmenta

.568�� .573�� .234�� .777�� 1

6. It is not natural for gay and
lesbians to have childrena

.639�� .623�� .262�� .778�� .720�� 1

7. The main difficulties of gay
and lesbian parents are due to
society prejudiceb

�.542�� �.538�� –0.052 �.551�� �.495�� �.563�� 1

8. The difficulties that gay and
lesbian parents face, prepare
them to be good parentsb

�.276�� �.298�� �.122� �.378�� �.319�� �.391�� .358�� 1

9. Children of gay and lesbian
parents are more tolerantb

�.314�� �.364�� �.189�� �.432�� �.421�� �.429�� .404�� .486�� 1

10. Children of gay and lesbian
parents are more acceptant of
other people’s differencesb

�.336�� �.386�� –0.029 �.399�� �.341�� �.410�� .420�� .415�� .593�� 1

11. There are gay and lesbian
people with a high desire to
have children and to be
available for themb

�.457�� �.458�� –0.052 �.509�� �.462�� �.508�� .512�� .342�� .422�� .391�� 1

� p < .05; �� p < .001.
aNegative beliefs of LG parenting.
bBenefits of LG parenting.
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Table 2. Means and standard deviations for the negative and benefits of gay and lesbian parenting scales based on sociode-
mographic characteristics and interpersonal contact variables.

Negative beliefs of LG parenting Perception of benefits of LG parenting

N % M SD M SD

Sex assigned at birth
Male 117 34.6 2.23 .084 3.77 .070
Female 221 65.4 2.19 .060 3.76 .048

Gender
Men 100 33.6 2.27 .092 3.71 .076
Women 190 63.8 2.18 .063 3.78 .051
Other 8 2.7 1.96 .188 4.25 .250

Sexual orientation
Heterosexual 220 65.1 2.46 .065 3.53 .049
Gay 42 12.4 1.67 .065 4.26 .077
Lesbian 17 5.0 1.61 .076 4.16 .115
Bisexual 49 14.5 1.73 .056 4.20 .071
Other 10 3.0 2.13 .234 4.02 .175

Marital status
Single 239 70.7 2.07 .053 3.89 .043
Married 59 17.5 2.65 .136 3.40 .111
Civil union 18 5.3 2.09 .187 3.74 .149
Divorced 22 6.5 2.60 .178 3.45 .142

Children
Yes 76 22.5 2.65 .108 3.39 .086
No 262 77.5 2.08 .052 3.87 .042

Educational level
High school 116 34.5 2.11 .073 3.86 .067
Undergraduate 125 37.2 2.25 .082 3.79 .059
Postgraduate 95 28.3 2.27 .100 3.61 .082

Religion
Any religion 256 75.7 2.37 .059 3.68 .047
Agnostic/Atheist 82 24.3 1.71 .044 4.02 .063

Religious affiliation
Christian 28 8.3 2.77 .186 3.36 .159
Catholic 125 37.0 2.60 .091 3.50 .069
Jew 1 0.3 3.00 3.40
Islam 1 0.3 3.17 4.00
Spiritual but not religious 83 24.6 1.93 .070 4.02 .059
Agnostic/Atheist 82 24.3 1.71 .044 4.02 .063
Other 20 5.3 2.05 .181 3.92 .164

Religious practice
Yes 87 50.3 2.93 .111 3.21 .081
No 86 49.7 2.21 .088 3.84 .073

Frequency of attendance to religious services
Several times a week 12 13.8 3.85 .254 2.73 .211
At least once a week 36 41.4 3.03 .153 3.21 .105
Once or twice a month 21 24.1 2.53 .185 3.43 .166
Once or twice a year 10 11.5 2.43 .370 3.52 .257
Only on holidays or religious festivities 8 9.2 2.81 .457 2.98 .357

Having an acquaintance who is LG
Yes 326 96.4 2.18 .048 3.80 .039
No 12 3.6 3.00 .371 2.87 .250

Having a friend who is LG
Yes 280 82.8 2.08 .048 3.88 .040
No 58 17.2 2.82 .137 3.23 .096

Having a family member who is LG
Yes 129 38.2 1.99 .066 3.97 .056
No 209 61.8 2.34 .065 3.64 .052

Knowing a LG parent family
Yes 95 28.1 1.84 .058 4.08 .065
No 243 71.9 2.35 .061 3.64 .046
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< .001, �2
P ¼ .078. Single people perceived more benefits of same-sex parenting than married

individuals (p < .001) and divorced people (p ¼ .029); however, there were no differences
between single people and individuals in civil unions (p¼ 1.00). No differences emerged between
married and divorced people (p¼ 1.00). Additionally, an independent sample t test indicated that
those with children believed that LG parenting is disadvantageous, t (336) ¼ 5.11, p < .001 and
less beneficial for children t (336) ¼ �5.26, p < .001 than those who are not parents.

Results did not indicate statistically significant differences in the perceptions of negative effects of
LG parenting according to education levels, F (2, 333) ¼ 1.169, p ¼ .312, �2

P ¼ .007. In the case of
benefits associated with LG parenting, the analyses indicated significant differences, F (2, 333) ¼
3.439, p ¼ .033, �2

P ¼ .020. People who concluded primary and secondary school studies tended to
believe more strongly that LG parenting encompasses more benefits for children compared to people
with postgraduate studies (p ¼ .032). No differences were detected when comparing people with pri-
mary and secondary school studies with people with undergraduate studies (p > .05).

Concerning religion, participants who reported having a religion were more prone to perceive
disadvantages of LG parenting, t (336) ¼ 6.137, p < .001 and fewer benefits, t (336) ¼ �3.761, p
< .001 in comparison to those who reported being agnostic or atheist. A one-way ANOVA taking
into consideration religious affiliation, indicated significant differences both for negative effects of
LG parenting, F (4, 331) ¼ 21.600, p < .001, �2

P ¼ .207, and perception of benefits, F (4, 331) ¼
13.397, p < .001, �2

P ¼ .139. Bonferroni tests indicated Christians and Catholics did not differ in
terms of their perceptions of LG parenting negative effects (p¼ 1.00) and perceptions of benefits
(p¼ 1.00). Christians and Catholics believed there are more negative effects and less benefits of
LG parenting compared to people with other religious affiliations (p < .05).

Further, individuals who reported being active practitioners of their religion believed that LG
parenting involves more disadvantages, t (171) ¼ 5.127, p < .001 and less benefits, t (171) ¼
�5.708, p < .001 than those who are not. A one-way ANOVA taking into consideration the fre-
quency of attendance to religious services showed differences in the perceptions of disadvantages
of LG parenting, F (4, 82) ¼ 4.394, p < .001, �2

P ¼ .177. Bonferroni analysis did not indicate
difference between those who attended religious services several times a week and those who
attended at least once a week (p ¼ .132) and only on holidays (p ¼ .213). Those who attended
religious services several times a week tended to believe that LG parenting carries more negative
effects for children than those who attended religious services once or twice a month (p ¼ .003)
and once or twice a year (p ¼ .010). Lastly, regarding benefits of LG parenting, analyses did not
show statistically significant differences based on the frequency of attendance to religious services,
F (4, 82) ¼ 2.369, p ¼ .059, �2

P ¼ .104.
Finally, independent samples t-tests based on interpersonal contact variables were carried out.

Results suggested that people who had LG acquaintances, t (336) ¼ 3.184, p < .001, LG friends, t
(336) ¼ 6.115, p < .001, LG family members, t (336) ¼ 3.547, p < .001, or knew a LG-parented
family, t (336) ¼ 4.928, p < .001 believed LG parenting carries fewer negative effects for children
than those who do not. Similar results were observed when analyzing perceptions of benefits;
those who had LG acquaintances, t (336) ¼ �4.498, p < .001, LG friends, t (336) ¼ �6.493, p <

.001, LG family members, t (346) ¼ �4.163, p < .001, or knew a LG-parented family, t (336) ¼
�5.111, p < .001, compared to those who did not, believed more strongly that LG parenting car-
ries benefits for children.

Predictors of attitudes toward LG parenting

The final objective of this study was to test which factors predict attitudes toward LG parenting.
Multiple regression analyses were conducted using gender, age, marital status, education level,
having children, religion, frequency of attendance of religious services, etiology beliefs about
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homosexuality, and interpersonal contact variables as predictors. Collinearity assumptions for the
final models were met.

In the case of beliefs about the negative effects of LG parenting, analyses suggested a signifi-
cant model, F (2, 86) ¼ 145.516, p ¼ .00 that explained 77.2% of the variance. Results revealed
that learned etiology beliefs (b ¼ .840, p < .001) and frequency of attendance to religious services
(b ¼ �.144, p ¼ .008) significantly predicted negative beliefs of LG parenting. Table 3 presents
the initial and final models with the B coefficients and standard deviations for each predictor.

Regarding benefits of LG parenting, a significant model was also found, F (4, 337) ¼ 66.551, p
< .001 that explained 43.8% of variance. In this model, age (b ¼ �.130, p < .001), genetic eti-
ology beliefs (b ¼ .217, p < .001), learned etiology beliefs (b ¼ �.483, p < .001), and having a

Table 3. Multiple regression model predicting Negative beliefs of LG parenting.

Model summary R2adj F df p

Initial model .778 22.55 12 .000
Final model .772 146.52 2 .000

Initial model B SE t p
Constant 1.82 1.01 1.80 .076
Gender 0.13 0.14 0.98 .330
Age 0.01 0.01 0.85 .396
Marital status �0.01 0.24 �0.05 .962
Educational level �0.10 0.15 �0.68 .498
Children �0.03 0.26 �0.12 .907
Frequency of attendance to religious services �0.37 0.13 –2.81 .007
Genetic etiology �0.07 0.07 –1.07 .287
Learned etiology 0.68 0.06 10.87 .000
Having an acquaintance who is LG �0.27 0.23 –1.17 .245
Having a friend who is LG �0.10 0.16 �0.64 .522
Having a family member who is LG �0.09 0.13 �0.65 .517
Knowing a LG parented family �0.29 0.15 –1.90 .062

Final
Constant 1.12 0.24 4.65 .000
Frequency of attendance to religious services �0.30 0.11 –2.73 .008
Learned etiology 0.75 0.05 15.92 .000

Table 4. Multiple regression model predicting perceptions of benefits of LG parenting.

Model summary R2adj F df p

Initial model .435 5.74 12 .000
Final model .438 66.55 4 .000

Initial model B SE t p
Constant 3.19 1.15 2.78 .007
Gender 0.21 0.16 1.39 .171
Age 0.00 0.01 –0.47 .638
Marital status –0.70 0.27 –2.61 .011
Educational level 0.13 0.17 0.78 .441
Children –0.29 0.30 –0.96 .339
Frequency of attendance to religious services 0.22 0.15 1.45 .151
Genetic etiology 0.12 0.08 1.53 .131
Learned etiology –0.18 0.07 –2.46 .016
Having an acquaintance who is LG 0.67 0.27 2.51 .015
Having a friend who is LG 0.20 0.18 1.09 .282
Having a family member who is LG 0.29 0.15 1.97 .053
Knowing a LG parented family 0.14 0.17 0.82 .417

Final
Constant 3.63 0.21 16.92 .000
Age –0.01 0.00 –3.07 .002
Genetic etiology 0.16 0.03 5.11 .000
Learned etiology –0.33 0.03 –10.94 .000
Having an acquaintance who is LG 0.65 0.16 4.00 .000
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LG acquaintance (b ¼ .165, p < .001) significantly predicted the levels of benefits of LG parent-
ing. Table 4 presents the initial and final models with the values for each predictor.

Discussion

In the last few years, Ecuador has been the scenario of a series of affirmative legal changes to pro-
tect sexual and gender minorities. However, some pathways to parenthood, such as adoption and
the use of reproductive technologies, are still restricted to heterosexual couples. Furthermore,
there are specific legal and social challenges that LG parents and their children face. The strong
opposition against sexual minority rights soon after same-sex marriage was approved in 2019, has
prompt the question of whether these legal advancements do reflect a more progressive, and
acceptant society. Based on these ideas, we decided to conduct a study to learn more about the
attitudes toward LG parenting and the factors that predict them with a sample of
Ecuadorian adults.

Results from this study indicated that some participants, despite not necessarily being strongly
opposed to LG parenting, do believe that having LG parents can have negative consequences for
children. A closer inspection of the scores for each item of the Attitudes toward Gay and Lesbian
Parenting Scale indicated that respondents endorsed the idea that children need different-sex fig-
ures to develop and that children from LG parented households are more likely to be victimized
at schools. These findings are consistent with previous studies in which individuals express their
concerns about potential individual and social consequences for children raised in LG parented
households (Hermosa-Bosano et al., 2019; Pennington & Knight, 2011). Nevertheless, a significant
percentage of participants held positive views about LG parenting. More than 80.0% of respond-
ents agreed with the statement that social stressors cause the difficulties experienced by LG par-
ented families. These results suggest that participants identify society, and not people’s sexual
orientation, as one of the main sources of obstacles for LG parented families, which include
stigma, discrimination, and violence.

We believe this information is valuable as it can inform interventions in settings such as schools
and universities, worksites, health-care environments, and others, to stress the importance of trans-
forming the social environments in which sexual minorities live to promote their well-being. Also,
interventions could help people identify the strengths of LG parents. In our sample, participants
agreed with the idea that LG parents experience a strong desire for parenting leading to an increase
in their emotional availability, and that children from LG parents learn to be more accepting of
diversity. Reaffirming these ideas, by providing empirically based information, could be a way to
promote more accepting attitudes toward LG parented families. This knowledge can also be useful
to inform family policies directed at creating safe environments for LG parented families.

Analyses based on the sample’s sociodemographic characteristics confirmed most of our
hypotheses. Consistent with previous studies, people who were older, married, had children, self-
identified as religious, actively practiced their religion, and often attended religious services
tended to have less favorable attitudes toward LG parenting. On the contrary, younger, single,
and sexual minorities were more prone to identify potential benefits of having LG parents. In
general, these results are in line with previous literature that link these variables with measure-
ments of homonegativity, attitudes toward LG rights and LG parenting (Baiocco et al., 2020;
Chaux et al., 2021; Costa, 2021; Costa et al., 2014; Whitley, 2009).

One factor in which no significant differences were observed was gender. Results did not suggest
differences neither on the scores of the negative beliefs nor the benefits scales. These findings are
surprising since most of the literature suggests that (heterosexual) men are more likely than (het-
erosexual) women to disapprove LG parenting (Costa et al., 2014, 2018; Massey, 2007; Webb et al.,
2017; Webb & Chonody, 2014). We believe that the composition of the sample is the main explan-
ation as to why differences were not detected. Previous research has suggested that sexual
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minorities and people with more interpersonal contact have more affirming attitudes toward LG
parenting (Costa et al., 2015; Pistella et al., 2018). In our study, almost 35% of the participants were
sexual minority individuals, and most of the sample reported having LG acquaintances, friends, and
family members. It is likely that these characteristics may have diluted any gender differences.

Other findings that were not entirely consistent with previous research were those regarding
education levels. In this study, analyses demonstrated that those with primary and secondary
school studies believed that LG parenting had more positive effects for children compared to peo-
ple with postgraduate studies. However, there were no differences regarding negative effects. This
finding stands out since most of the literature suggests the opposite direction (e.g., Ohlander
et al., 2005). One possible interpretation is that people with higher levels of education tend to
view LG parent families more equally to those with different-sex parents and for this reason they
abstain from attributing characteristics that make LG families stand out from other family
configurations.

Regarding our third objective, we found that etiological beliefs of sexual orientation and inter-
personal contact were the strongest variables explaining levels of attitudes toward LG parenting.
Like Costa and Salinas-Quiroz (2019) study that used compared samples of Portuguese and
Mexican people, controllable beliefs of homosexuality predicted a high percentage of variance of
the negative beliefs scores. As in previous studies, these findings suggest that constructivist posi-
tions of the origin of sexual orientation (i.e., thinking that being LG is a chosen lifestyle or some-
thing taught by external models) are related to higher levels of rejection and prejudice toward LG
parents whereas essentialist, biological ideas of the origin of sexual orientation are predictors of
positive judgments of same-sex parenting (Frias-Navarro et al., 2015). Other significant variables
were those related to interpersonal contact with LG people. Results indicated that having an
acquaintance who is LG predicted higher scores in the benefits scale. These findings supports the
contact hypothesis which suggests that individuals who have access to members from groups dif-
ferent than their own have higher favorability toward them, depending on factors such as the
nature of the relationship, the frequency of contact, among others (Costa et al., 2015;
Lemm, 2006).

Altogether, these variables could be taken into consideration when designing intervention ini-
tiatives in contexts such as schools and universities, social networks, and other mass media such
as television. It is possible that educational contents reinforcing the idea of sexual orientation as
an uncontrollable and a biologically determined characteristic, would foster greater acceptance of
LG people and same-sex parented families. In addition, deconstructing the idea that sexual orien-
tation is a learned sexual “preference” would help reduce fears related to children growing up in
LG parented households. Results also suggest that increasing the exposure to and visibility of sex-
ual minority issues would increase acceptance of same-sex relationships and families. Creating
familiarity through positive representations of same-sex parents and their children would be an
important way to reduce prejudice and increase awareness of the similarities and obstacles that
they encounter in heteronormative environments.

Limitations and future directions

There are some limitations in this study that need to be acknowledged. First, we used a conveni-
ence sample employing online snowball sampling methods. It is possible that the non-probabilis-
tic procedures used in this project had a direct effect on the sample composition, their
sociodemographic and ideological characteristics. For instance, 34.2% of the sample reported
being gay, lesbian, bisexual or having other sexual orientation and only 50.5% affirmed actively
practicing their religion. Research have shown that Ecuador is a highly conservative country with
a strong religious influence (Moncagatta et al., 2020; Pew Research Center, 2013; Tummino &
Bintrim, 2016). It is very likely that the participants in this study were more liberal than the
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general population. Future projects would benefit from other recruitment methods to obtain a
sample that better represents the Ecuadorian society. Similarly, we did not gathered data on other
important characteristics such as ethnicity, and socioeconomic status. Future research should take
into consideration these variables to improve the generalization of results.

Another limitation is that despite all participants being Ecuadorian, 7.1% of them reported not
living in the country at the time of the study. We kept these participants since we were interested
in including people based on their nationality. However, people living in other contexts may have
had different attitudes because of their experiences in those environments. Future studies should
take into consideration these variables as potential exclusion criteria.

One final limitation was that this study asked participants’ attitudes toward LG parents, leaving
behind their attitudes toward other important sexual and gender minority populations such as
bisexual and transgender parents. Several authors have called researchers to pay further attention
to the experiences of bisexual and transgender parents (Carneiro et al., 2017; Hicks, 2013; Ross &
Dobinson, 2013). As far as we are concerned, there is basically no information in Latin American
countries regarding these issues. It would be of great use for future studies to understand the
social context’ characteristics of bisexual and transgender parented families. Furthermore, future
research could compare the attitudes toward LG parenting based on gender identity. In this
study, only 0.9% of our participants were transgender. Given the disparities in our sample based
on this variable, we decided not to run comparative analyses. However, given the lack of research
in the country, studying potential differences between cisgender and transgender individuals
could be useful to deepen our knowledge about these issues.

Conclusions

Understanding the nature of attitudes toward LG parenting and de-constructing prejudiced views
can help reduce the stigma and discrimination against sexual minorities and their families. This
study has provided initial information in a context where empirical data is still missing. Given
that Ecuador is a country where laws still limit sexual and gender minorities family aspirations, it
is important to start identifying ways to work toward the creation of accepting environments
toward LG parented families. Despite its limitations, this research has provided valuable data
regarding groups that might be targeted for interventions as well important factors that help to
explain people’s attitudes toward LG parenting. We hope that this study ignites new research
projects in a region of the world where knowledge is yet to be developed.
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