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Attention to same-sex marriage has increased in the past decade. This study examines the
perceptions of same-sex marriage among social work faculty. Faculty play a critical role in
preparing future social workers for competent, ethical practice—including advocacy for
social policies inclusive of sexual minorities. The present study investigates endorsement of
same-sex marriage among teaching faculty in U.S. and English-speaking Canadian MSW
programs. Twelve factors were found to be significant in the bivariate analyses; however,
only four retained significance in the multivariate analysis. Specifically, the multivariate anal-
ysis found “other race” and religiosity to be negatively associated with support for same-
sex marriage, whereas acceptance of same-sex relationships and understanding gender-based
oppression as the root cause of domestic and sexual violence were positively associated with
same-sex marriage support. The results highlight the importance of social attitudes concern-
ing same-sex relationships and gender-based oppression for endorsement of same-sex mar-
riage. Implications for social work education and future research are discussed.
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Same-sex marriage is a controversial policy
issue around the world. Currently, same-
sex marriage is legal in 11 countries, nine

U.S. states, and the District of Columbia. Given
the legal and social significance that marriage
holds in society, the issue of same-sex marriage
raises many social justice and human rights quest-
ions for same-sex couples and the social work prof-
ession (Fredriksen-Goldsen, Hyun-Jun, Murraco, &
Mincer, 2009;Woodford, 2010).

Social workers have an ethical responsibility
to advocate for social justice for sexual minorities
(Canadian Association of Social Workers [CASW],
2005; NASW, 2000). Moreover, social work pro-
gram educational accreditation standards mandate in-
clusion of content regarding sexual minorities and
oppression related to sexuality (Canadian Association
of Schools of Social Work, 2007; Council on Social
Work Education [CASWE] Gay, Lesbian, Bisexual,
Transgendered Caucus, 2008). However, recent re-
search in the United States demonstrates that content
on sexual orientation (and gender identity and ex-
pression) needs to be more comprehensively inte-
grated into social work curriculums (Martin et al.,
2009). Similar conclusions have been drawn in

Canada (CASWE Gay, Lesbian, Bisexual, Transgen-
dered Caucus, 2008).

Researchers have devoted attention to social
workers’ (Berkman & Zinberg, 1997; Crisp, 2006;
Green, 2005; Krieglstein, 2003), social work
students’ (Brownlee et al., 2005; Logie, Bridge, &
Bridge, 2007), and social work educators’ (Ben-
Ari, 2001; Fredriksen-Goldsen, Woodford, Luke, &
Gutierrez, 2011) attitudes toward homosexuality.
However, minimal attention has been given to atti-
tudes about same-sex marriage.

Both CASW (Newman, Brotman, Ryan, &
OASW, 2003) and NASW (Webb, n.d.) publicly
support same-sex marriage. Although endorse-
ment of same-sex marriage by these organizations
is important in advancing same-sex couples’ access
to marriage, support for same-sex marriage
among social work faculty is likely more impor-
tant, as faculty play a central role in preparing
students for competent and ethical practice—in-
cluding advocacy for and with same-sex couples.
Faculty who oppose or are unsure about same-sex
marriage may avoid the topic in their courses,
thereby negatively affecting students’ preparedness
to advocate for inclusive marriage policies and

doi: 10.1093/swr/svs033 © 2012 National Association of Social Workers 301



related social policies. Furthermore, faculty who
oppose same-sex marriage may minimize its im-
portance or advocate to students that marriage
remain a heterosexual institution. Also, anti–gay
marriage views among faculty may foster an
unwelcoming, “chilly” learning environment for
sexual-minority students. Given the role faculty
play in developing students’ professional values,
knowledge, and skills, it is important to understand
faculty’s views about same-sex marriage.

This study identified the correlates of endorsing
same-sex marriage among social work graduate
faculty in the United States and Canada. Previous
research on public attitudes toward homosexuality
and same-sex marriage, as well as related social work
research, guided our analysis. We discuss this research
after a brief overview of same-sex marriage.

BACKGROUND

Same-Sex Marriage
Marriage is a societal institution that confers access
to critical social benefits and rights. Denial of
marriage to same-sex couples, as a form of dis-
crimination, reinforces stigma related to sexual
identity and may undermine the health and well-
being of lesbians and gay men (Herdt & Kertzner,
2006). Advocates argue that same-sex marriage is a
question of human rights and is essential for full
equality for same-sex couples, whereas opponents
assert that same-sex marriage threatens society and
is immoral (Woodford, 2010).

Legalization of same-sex marriage in the United
States and Canada is relatively recent, and it has oc-
curred within various jurisdictions. In the United
States, federal legislation defines marriage as a union
“exclusively between one man and one woman”
(Defense of Marriage Act [P.L. 104-199]), but
same-sex marriage became legal in Massachusetts in
2004 and is currently legal in eight other states and
the District of Columbia. In Canada, the federal
definition of civil marriage has included same-sex
couples since July 2005. During the preceding two
years, same-sex marriage was legalized in eight Ca-
nadian provinces and one territory (Woodford,
Newman, Brotman, & Ryan, 2010).

Attitudes toward Gay Men and Lesbians
Public opinion in the United States and Canada
regarding homosexuality has become increasingly
accepting over the past 30 years, with Canadians’

views tending to be more accepting than those of
their U.S. peers’ (Andersen & Fetner, 2008).
Some studies suggest that women (Andersen &
Fetner, 2008; Herek & Capitanio, 1995; Rowatt,
LaBouff, Johnson, Froese, & Tsang, 2009) and
younger people (Andersen & Fetner, 2008; Herek
& Capitanio, 1995; Lewis, 2003) have more ac-
cepting attitudes regarding homosexuality than do
men and older people. However, research con-
ducted with random samples of MSW-holding
NASW members found gender and age to be in-
significant (Berkman & Zinberg, 1997; Crisp,
2006; Green, 2005), except concerning heterosex-
ism at the bivariate level (Berkman & Zinberg,
1997). In a sample of social work faculty in Israel,
men were less accepting of homosexuality than
were women (Ben-Ari, 2001).

Studies have explored racial identification as a
determining factor in attitudes toward homosexu-
ality. The Pew Research Center for the People
and the Press and the Pew Forum on Religion
and Public Life (2003) randomly polled 1,515
U.S. adults and found that Hispanics were most
supportive of homosexuals, followed by whites
and then blacks. Most national studies have limited
their analyses to comparisons between blacks and
whites and have produced mixed results; some
investigations have found no significant differences
(Herek & Capitanio, 1995; Rowatt et al., 2009).
Drawing on 31 national studies conducted in
the United States between 1973 and 2000, most of
which used nationally representative samples, Lewis
(2003) found that blacks held more negative views
about homosexuality than did whites when religi-
osity and education level were controlled, but blacks
were significantly more supportive regarding gay
civil rights and legal protections for homosexuals
(gay marriage was not included).

Among social work students, studies exploring
racial identification as an attitudinal determinant
have also yielded mixed results (Black, Oles,
Cramer, & Bennet, 1999; Black, Oles, & Moore,
1998; Logie et al., 2007). One study of undergrad-
uate social work students at 12 universities found
that race had no enduring effect in multivariate
analysis when contextual and ideological factors
were included (Swank & Raiz, 2007). Only one
study examined the effect of race among social
workers and found it to be not significant (Crisp,
2006). The role of race has not been assessed
among social work educators.
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Researchers have also investigated the relation-
ship between religion and attitudes toward homo-
sexuality. National studies in the United States
indicate that identifying with conservative ideolo-
gy and being strongly religious are factors associat-
ed with more negative views toward homosexuals
(Herek & Capitanio, 1995; Rowatt et al., 2009).
Among social workers, Crisp (2006) found Catho-
lics and Protestants to be significantly less accept-
ing of gay and lesbian people than those without
a current religious affiliation. Religiosity (that is,
importance of religion in one’s life) is linked to
both greater heterosexism and homophobia in
bivariate analyses, with an enduring effect on
homophobia in multivariate analysis (Berkman &
Zinberg, 1997).

Attitudes toward Same-Sex Marriage
Public attitudes toward same-sex marriage in both
the United States and Canada have changed over
time and have become generally more favorable.
According to Gallup Poll research in the United
States, 27% of Americans supported same-sex
marriage in March 1996 (Avery et al., 2007), and
40% did so in May 2009 (Jones, 2009). Polls con-
ducted in Canada found that 49% of Canadians
favored same-sex marriage in 1996 (Ipsos-Reid,
2004), and 59% were supportive in 2006, almost a
year after the nationwide legalization of same-sex
marriages (Environics Research Group, 2006).

Similar to attitudes about homosexuality, endo-
rsement of same-sex marriage tends to be a func-
tion of being female and younger (Brumbaugh,
Sanchez, Nock, & Wright, 2008; Haider-Markel
& Joslyn, 2005; Olson, Cadge, & Harrison, 2006).
Being “nonwhite” has been found to be asso-
ciated with opposition to same-sex marriage
(Haider-Markel & Joslyn, 2005). On the basis of
multivariate models, using a representative sample
of adults in three states, Brumbaugh et al. (2008)
found that black people reported less support
for same-sex marriage than did white people; no
significant differences were found between white
peoples and those of other races.

Religiosity has been found to be negatively
associated with support for same-sex marriage
(Haider-Markel & Joslyn, 2005; Pearl & Galupo,
2007). Regarding religious affiliation, a study con-
ducted in California found no differences between
Christian church attendees and the general public
(Waugh, Plake, & Rienzi, 2000), though Olson

et al. (2006) found that identifying with any reli-
gious affiliation other than mainline or evangelical
Protestantism increases the probability of supporting
same-sex marriage when other key factors are con-
trolled for (for example, religious practices, attitudes
about morality, secularism).

Among social work students in the United States,
a study conducted at one Midwestern university
found that 63% of students surveyed (N= 172) sup-
ported same-sex marriage (Cluse-Tolar, Lambert,
Ventura, & Pasupuleti, 2004), whereas a multiuni-
versity study found 55% support among 748 under-
graduates (Swank & Raiz, 2010).When Swank and
Raiz (2010) examined social work students’ support
for same-sex relationship rights in general, they
found that gender, race, and age failed to emerge as
antecedents of support, but certain attitudinal (for
example, views toward gender role expectations)
and contextual (for example, having a friend who
accepts homosexuality) factors were significant pre-
dictors. Cluse-Tolar et al. (2004) documented more
support for gay rights among white college students,
including social work majors, than among “non-
white” students.

PURPOSE
The present study aimed to examine support for
same-sex marriage among social work faculty.
Our goal was to identify sociodemographic, con-
textual, and attitudinal covariates of endorsing
same-sex marriage in a sample of graduate faculty
teaching in U.S. and Anglophone Canadian social
work programs. We specifically explored possible
attitudinal predictors regarding diversity and social
justice issues, examining whether possessing pro-
gressive attitudes toward sexual minorities as well
as issues beyond sexuality contribute to endorse-
ment of same-sex marriage.

The person-in-environment perspective holds that
people are influenced by their contexts, including
the policy milieu in which they reside. It is possible,
therefore, that national marriage laws affect individual
support for same-sex marriage. Thus, we examined
endorsement for same-sex marriage among U.S.
and Canadian social work faculty, asking whether
different national policy contexts influence faculty
members’ respective views on the topic.

Unlike previous studies (for example, Lannutti
& Lachlan, 2007; Pearl & Galupo, 2007; Swank &
Raiz, 2010), we purposefully included sexual mi-
nority respondents in the sample, on the premise
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that not all sexual minority faculty may support
same-sex marriage. Though level of education is
an important factor in national studies about atti-
tudes toward gay and lesbian people (Herek &
Capitanio, 1995; Lewis, 2003) and in polls on
same-sex marriage (Ipsos-Reid, 2004), we did not
examine the role of education because of the edu-
cational homogeneity of our sample: all graduate
degree holders.

METHOD

Sample
We conducted a cross-sectional study and used an
anonymous online survey to collect data. The
original study explored faculty’s support of multi-
cultural and social justice content in the MSW
curriculum. Survey distribution procedures fol-
lowed Dillman’s (2007) “tailored design” method
for anonymous Web-based surveys. The sampling
frame for both the United States and Canada was
constructed from e-mail addresses of full-time
faculty members listed on the Web sites of schools
that offered accredited social work master’s pro-
grams. We included Puerto Rico in the United
States sample and, given study resources, limited
the Canadian sample to English-speaking schools
(United States N= 2,691, Canada N= 236). A
randomly generated sample of 400 U.S. faculty
was selected and invited to participate (51 were
ineligible for participation as they were no longer
teaching). Of these, 175 U.S. faculty participated
in the survey (response rate = 50%). To develop a
similar-sized Canadian sample, we invited all
members of the research population in Canada to
participate. Of these, 152 Canadian faculty re-
sponded (response rate = 64%). For this analysis,
we use the combined sample of 327 (response
rate = 56%). Because of missing data on our
outcome variable, the final analytical sample con-
sists of 300 respondents (response rate = 51%).

As displayed in Table 1, the sample was primarily
female, white, heterosexual, and from urban schools.
Age ranged from 28 to 74 years, with a mean of 53
years. Almost 40% affiliated with a Christian religion,
and 33% had no religious affiliation. On average, re-
ligiosity was moderate among the sample. The ma-
jority of participants held a doctoral degree.3

Measures and Covariates
In the original survey, respondents’ views toward
same-sex marriage were measured through the

item “Lesbian/gay couples should not be able to
be legally married” on a four-point Likert-type
scale (1 = strongly disagree, 4 = strongly agree).
Because we were interested in factors related to
endorsing, rather than opposing, same-sex mar-
riage, for this study we reverse-coded this item so
that a higher score represents greater support.

Demographic covariates included age, gender,
race, sexual orientation, and religious affiliation.
Using a five-point Likert-type scale, we also asked
about religiosity (1 = not important, 5 = very
important).

The original survey inquired about attitudes
on a range of diversity and social justice issues.
Respondents indicated agreement with each state-
ment by selecting answers from a four-point Likert-
type scale (1 = strongly disagree, 4 = strongly agree).
For this study, we purposefully selected three items
that assessed attitudes across historically disadvan-
taged populations, including sexual minorities,
people of color, and women. Two items adapted
from the Attitudes Regarding Lesbian, Gay, and
Bisexual Relationships Scale (Liang & Alimo, 2005)
assessed views about sexual minorities (“Romantic
and sexual relationships between homosexuals are
as acceptable to me as relationships between hetero-
sexuals” and “If I found out a friend was gay,
lesbian, or bisexual, I would be accepting and
supportive”). An item adopted from a scale used in
research on multicultural education in higher
education (Lopez, Gurin, & Nagda, 1998) was used
as an indicator of views about people of color
(“Most people of color have the drive and determi-
nation to get ahead”). As an indicator of attitudes
toward women, we measured perceptions about
gender oppression and domestic and sexual violence
using a researcher-created item (“Gender-based op-
pression is a root cause of domestic and sexual
violence”).

Data Analysis
All analyses were conducted with Stata version
11.1 (StataCorp, 2009). Descriptive statistics were
computed for all variables. To assess for multicolli-
nearity, we calculated correlations between contin-
uous predictors, and no problems were detected.
To estimate the statistical model, we used ordinary
least squares (OLS) regression. We report both
bivariate and multivariate OLS regressions. For
regression analyses, because of small group sizes,
Hispanic, Pacific Islander/Asian, and “other” were
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combined into “other race,” and race was coded as
white (referent category), black, and “other race.”
Similarly, we combined Eastern religions and “other
non-Christian” categories into “other religious affili-
ation,” and religious affiliation was coded as Christian

(referent category), Jewish, no religious affiliation,
and “other religious affiliation.” The multivariate
linear regression model included all variables tested at
the bivariate level, as we were interested in their ad-
justed effects on the outcome.

Table 1: Descriptive Statistics for Sample and Study Variables

Variable M (SD) Skew Kurtosis %

Continuous

Support for same-sex marriage 3.63 (0.82) –2.16 3.54

Age (in years) 52.72 (8.50) –0.36 2.81

Religiosity 3.17 (1.45) –0.21 1.73

Romantic and sexual relationships between
homosexuals are as acceptable to me as
relationships between heterosexuals. 3.71 (0.64) –2.62 10.12

If I found out a friend was gay, lesbian, or
bisexual, I would be accepting and
supportive. 3.94 (0.24) –3.63 14.18

Most people of color have the drive and
determination to get ahead. 3.50 (0.55) –0.59 3.02

Gender-based oppression is a root cause of
domestic and sexual violence. 3.38 (0.72) –1.16 4.38

Categorical

Gender

Male 37.5

Female 62.5

MSW degree

Yes 92.0

No 8.0

Doctoral degree

Yes 83.2

No 16.84

Race

White 71.3

Hispanic 3.3

Pacific Islander/Asian 6.9

Black 12.7

Other 5.8

Sexual orientation

Sexual minority 13.9

Heterosexual 86.1

Religious affiliation

Christian 38.9

Eastern religion 2.8

Jewish 13.0

Other non-Christian 12.6

No religious affiliation 32.8

School location

Urban 63.8

Suburban or rural 36.2

Country of residence

Canada 46.0

United States 54.0
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RESULTS
Descriptive statistics for the study variables are re-
ported in Table 1. Correlation results for the con-
tinuous variables are reported in Table 2. Results
from bivariate and multivariate OLS regressions
are reported in Table 3.

The average score for endorsement for same-
sex marriage was very high in the combined
sample and the two subsamples (Canadian faculty:
M = 3.80, SD = 0.71; U.S. faculty: M = 3.48,
SD = 0.87). Among the Canadian faculty, 92%
strongly agreed with same-sex marriage, 2% some-
what agreed, and 6% strongly disagreed. In the
U.S. sample, 69% strongly agreed with same-sex
marriage, 15% somewhat agreed, 12% somewhat
disagreed, and 4% strongly disagreed.

Bivariate Results
Of the 14 predictors, 12 were statistically signifi-
cant. Among sociodemographic characteristics,
sexual orientation, race, religious affiliation, and re-
ligiosity were significantly associated with support
for same-sex marriage. Specifically, respondents
who were heterosexual reported significantly lower
levels of support than did their sexual minority
counterparts. Faculty who were black and those
who identified as “other race” had significantly
lower mean scores than did their white colleagues.
Also, those who were Christian (versus no religious
affiliation) and those reporting higher levels of reli-
giosity tended to report lower levels of endorse-
ment for same-sex marriage. Moderate effect sizes
were found for those who identified as black, those
with no religious affiliation, and religiosity, whereas
the effect sizes for the other significant demograph-
ic predictors were small.

Country of residence was associated with the
outcome and had a small effect size. Canadian
faculty tended to express more support for
same-sex marriage than did their U.S. colleagues.
Each social attitude was positively associated with
support for same-sex marriage, in that faculty
tended to report higher levels of support for gay
marriage when they also held more progressive
views about homosexual relationships; gay, lesbian,
or bisexual friends; people of color; and gender-
based oppression being a root cause of domestic
and sexual violence. The effect size for the item
concerning the acceptability of homosexual rela-
tionships was large, whereas the items about accept-
ing and supporting a sexual minority friend and
gender-based oppression had close to moderate
effect sizes, and views about people of color had a
small effect.

Multivariate Results
The multivariate regression model significantly
explained endorsement of same-sex marriage
[F(14, 195) = 10.09, p< .001] and accounted for
42% of the explained variance. Four of the pre-
dictors that were significant at the bivariate level
had sufficient explanatory power to maintain their
significance in multivariate analysis, and their direc-
tion remained the same. Specifically, the final
model suggested that race—namely, “other race”—
religiosity, and social attitudes about the accept-
ability of homosexual relationships and gender-
based oppression were associated with support
for same-sex marriage. The relationship between
perceptions about the acceptability of same-sex re-
lationships had the greatest effect (a high-moderate
effect), followed by views about gender-based

Table 2: Intercorrelations for Continuous Variables

Measure 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

1. Support for same-sex marriage —

2. Age –.06 —

3. Religiosity –.33 .02 —

4. Romantic and sexual relationships between homosexuals
are as acceptable to me as relationships between
heterosexuals. .57 –.07 –.37 —

5. If I found out a friend was gay, lesbian, or bisexual,
I would be accepting and supportive. .24 –.18 –.12 .47 —

6. Most people of color have the drive and determination to
get ahead. .12 –.10 –.05 .11 .09 —

7. Gender-based oppression is a root cause of domestic and
sexual violence. .27 .01 .01 .14 .12 .22 —
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oppression, religiosity, and “other race,” each of
which had a small effect size.

DISCUSSION
Faculty have considerable influence in preparing
students for professional social work practice, in-
cluding the promotion of social justice among
marginalized groups. Understanding the factors
associated with faculty’s endorsement of same-sex
marriage—a controversial social policy issue with
considerable implications for same-sex couples—
can help to inform social justice education.

Among MSW teaching faculty in U.S. and
English-speaking Canadian schools, we found very
high levels of support for same-sex marriage.
Indeed, the rates were considerably higher than
those documented among the general population
in the United States and Canada and among U.S.
social work students. Given that our respondents
held graduate degrees, taught in social work pro-
grams, and tended to hold very progressive social

justice attitudes toward sexual and other minorities,
finding high levels of support for same-sex mar-
riage was not surprising. Yet approximately 12% of
respondents opposed same-sex marriage. Opposi-
tion for same-sex marriage may surface in the class-
room and negatively affect students’ preparedness
to advocate for inclusive policies for same-sex
couples, and it could also create a negative learning
environment for sexual minority students. Further-
more, among those supportive of equal marriage (n
= 265), an estimated 10% were somewhat suppor-
tive versus being very supportive. Faculty who are
somewhat supportive of same-sex marriage may
overlook the topic in course content, especially
given competing demands in a crowded curriculum.

Regarding covariates of support for same-sex
marriage, interesting findings emerged. Twelve
predictors were significant at the bivariate level;
when, however, we controlled for confounding
variables, only the sociodemographic variables of
“other race” and religiosity, as well as social

Table 3: OLS Regression for the Associations between Endorsement of Same-Sex
Marriage among Teaching Faculty in U.S.-accredited and Anglophone Canadian–

accredited MSW Programs

Variable

Bivariate Analyses Multivariate Analysisa

Coefficient SE β Coefficient SE β

Sociodemographic characteristics

Age –.01 .01 –.12 .00 .01 –.04

Gender (male) .10 .10 .06 –.01 .10 .00

Sexual orientation (sexual minority) –.29 .14 –.13* .10 .15 .04

Race (white)

Black –.85 .14 –.34*** –.30 .16 –.12

Other race –.41 .13 –.18** –.36 .13 –.16**

Religion (Christian)

No religious affiliation .61 .12 .35*** –.03 .16 –.02

Jewish .51 .16 .21*** .01 .16 .00

Other religious affiliation .46 .15 .20** .02 .15 .01

Religiosity –.20 .03 –.35*** –.11 .05 –.18*

Contextual characteristic

Country of residence (United States) .33 .09 .20*** –.19 .10 –.11

Social attitudes

Romantic and sexual relationships between
homosexuals are as acceptable to me as relationships
between heterosexuals. .78 .06 .61*** .65 .10 .47***

If I found out a friend was gay, lesbian, or bisexual,
I would be accepting and supportive. .91 .19 .27*** –.12 .24 –.03

Most people of color have the drive and determination
to get ahead. .20 .09 .14* .06 .09 .04

Gender-based oppression is a root cause of domestic
and sexual violence. .30 .07 .27*** .27 .07 .22***

Notes: Reference categories are given in parentheses. OLS = ordinary least squares.
an = 210.
*p < .05. **p < .01. ***p� .001.
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attitudes about the acceptability of homosexual
relationships and gender-based oppression as a
cause of domestic and sexual violence, retained
significance. This suggests that bivariate relation-
ships alone likely misspecify and oversimplify the
relationships between sociodemographic, contex-
tual, and attitudinal variables and support for
same-sex marriage. We see essentialist claims that
link particular demographic variables to a position
on same-sex marriage as ill advised. We now
discuss what we see as the primary findings.

Policy Context
Andersen and Fetner (2008) suggested that Canada’s
pro-gay policy context, including legalized same-sex
marriage, may help to account for Canadians having
more accepting views toward homosexuality than
do their U.S. counterparts. Though significant in
the bivariate analysis, country of residence did not
have an enduring effect in our multivariate analysis.
Brumbaugh et al. (2008) found similar results in
their study involving citizens of three U.S. states
with differing same-sex relationship legislative
frameworks. Individual factors, such as social atti-
tudes, appear to be most predictive when it comes
to social work faculty endorsing same-sex marriage.

Race
Race remains a controversial issue in public debates
about same-sex marriage, and media reports often
claim that racial minority groups oppose same-sex
marriage. Our bivariate results are consonant with
previous research conducted with broadly represen-
tative samples of the general U.S. population
(Haider-Markel & Joslyn, 2005) indicating that
being “nonwhite” is associated with decreased
support for same-sex marriage. In multivariate anal-
ysis, we see that the question of what factors shape
faculty attitudes toward same-sex marriage is ex-
tremely complicated, with variables such as attitudes
about the acceptability of homosexual relationships
playing a more critical role in support for equal
marriage than do race and other factors. Our
finding that only “other race” was significant in
multivariate analysis contrasts with large-sample
findings (Brumbaugh et al., 2008).

Given the low number of black faculty and
other minority races participating in the study and
the diversity possible within the “other race” cate-
gory, we apply caution in interpreting our results.
Attitudes about same-sex marriage among racial

minority groups likely intersect with cultural and
religious norms about gender roles, family, pro-
creation, and homosexuality—an intersection that
may help to explain our findings. Being homo-
sexual may be seen as unacceptable or deviant
in Latino, Asian American, and African Ameri-
can communities; thus, keeping silent about
homosexuality is common in these communities
(Akerlund & Cheung, 2000; Chan, 1989; Greene
& Boyd-Franklin, 1996; Morales, 1992). Religion,
which frequently but not always constructs ho-
mosexuality as morally wrong, often plays a
central role in minority communities (Eliason,
1996; Greene & Boyd-Franklin, 1996). Given
these circumstances, same-sex marriage—which
would give formal recognition to homosexual re-
lationships and, ultimately, homosexuality—may
be seen to conflict with the normative silence and
invisibility surrounding homosexuality in many
racial minority communities, including, possibly,
among minority social work faculty.

Religion
The bivariate findings concerning religion and
religiosity are consistent with previous studies
about attitudes toward homosexuality (Black et al,
1999; Herek & Capitanio, 1995) and same-sex
marriage (Haider-Markel & Joslyn, 2005; Pearl &
Galupo, 2007). Among our sample, only religiosi-
ty maintained significance in the multivariate
analysis. Support for same-sex marriage, when
considered in relationship to religion, is a compli-
cated issue and requires a multidimensional un-
derstanding. Perhaps religious affiliation did not
predict support for gay marriage at the multivari-
ate level because our grouping of religious affilia-
tions did not capture nuances across religious
groups or within a particular religion. For
example, the category “Christian” does not reflect
diversity among Christian denominations, such as
those that perform same-sex marriages (Buzzell,
2001). The core concern with religion may not be
religious affiliation but adherence to fundamentalist
religious views (Fulton, Gorsuch, & Maynard,
1999). Future studies will need to further examine
these relationships.

Sexual Orientation and Gender
We found that sexual orientation was significant
only in the bivariate analysis. Given the small
number of sexual minorities in the study, we
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interpret this finding with care, but it does suggest
that sexual orientation is not influential when other
factors are controlled. It is somewhat unexpected
that gender was not a significant predictor of atti-
tudes about same-sex marriage, especially given the
documented link between gender and heterosexism
among social workers (Berkman & Zinberg, 1997)
and between gender and homophobia among
social work faculty in Israel (Ben-Ari, 2001). It is
possible that having a graduate degree and working
in contemporary social work education—both
factors requiring sustained exposure to diverse ideas
and people and to training in critical thinking
skills—may help explain the results concerning
both gender and sexual orientation.

Social Attitudes
Pearl and Galupo (2007) reported that affirmative
attitudes toward homosexuality are positively asso-
ciated with support for same-sex marriage. In our
study, both attitudinal items regarding sexual mi-
norities were significant in the bivariate analyses,
but only the item concerning the acceptability of
homosexual relationships remained so in the mul-
tivariate model. Why did the item about being
“accepting and supportive” of a gay, lesbian, or
bisexual friend lack an enduring effect? Differences
in the nature of each item provide a possible ratio-
nale. The “accepting and supportive” item was
oriented toward interpersonal relations, specifi-
cally with a friend, and personal comfort, whereas
perceiving homosexual relationships to be as ac-
ceptable as heterosexual ones focuses on the
couple relationship and does so in a way that may
relate more closely to marriage and perhaps is
more politically oriented. This latter variable,
therefore, may be consistent with a social justice
orientation, which may have been the paradigm
adopted by faculty who endorsed same-sex marriage.

When sociodemographics, context, and other
social attitudes were controlled for, only views
about gender-based oppression as a cause of do-
mestic and sexual violence retained significance,
whereas attitudes about people of color did
not. Past research among social work students
has found a positive relationship between sexism
and homophobia (Black et al., 1998) and a
belief in traditional gender roles and opposition
to same-sex relationship rights (Swank & Raiz,
2010). Green (2005) found a positive relationship
between views about gender equity and affirming

attitudes toward gay and lesbian people among
social workers. Our findings imply that progres-
sive social attitudes linking gender-based oppres-
sion to domestic and sexual violence may have a
spillover effect regarding endorsement of same-sex
marriage among faculty.

Limitations
This investigation was conducted among social
work faculty—a group with very high awareness
of social justice issues; therefore, the findings may
not apply to other groups. Although our study
had a very good response rate for a Web-based
survey (Yetter & Capaccioli, 2010), one that was
comparable to those for paper-based surveys in
this field (Berkman & Zinberg, 1997; Green,
2005), a higher response rate is desired to provide
a larger sample for additional exploration, such as
interactions between race, religion, and religiosity.
On a related note, the anonymous nature of our
design prevented us from comparing the charac-
teristics of respondents and nonrespondents.

The study design had an inherent problem
of temporal ordering; thus, covariates were not
guaranteed antecedents of support for same-sex
marriage. Social desirability is another concern;
however, ensuring respondent anonymity and em-
bedding questions about same-sex marriage and
homosexuality within other attitudinal questions
likely helped to alleviate this limitation. Also, with
respect to attitudinal covariates, the use of Likert-
type scales enabled variability. Similar to large-
scale attitudinal research on same-sex marriage
(Brumbaugh et al., 2008; Haider-Markel & Joslyn,
2005; Olson et al., 2006), we used a one-item
measure to assess endorsement of same-sex mar-
riage. Tested scales that capture various dimensions
of the same-sex marriage debate are available
(Lannutti & Lachlan, 2007; Pearl & Galupo,
2007), and future research should consider adopt-
ing these. Likewise, although beneficial in mini-
mizing respondent burden, we measured social
attitudes by using single items, and future studies
using multidimensional measures are needed.

In addition, our measure of religion did not
reflect the complexity of religion and individuals’
personal beliefs in relation to church doctrine
concerning homosexuality and gay rights. Fur-
thermore, it is difficult to interpret “other race”
and “other religious affiliation” in terms of identi-
fying practical implications.
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Although opposition to same-sex marriage is
often linked to conservative views (Brumbaugh
et al., 2008), some gay-rights advocates and queer
theorists purport that same-sex marriage regulates
and heteronormalizes same-sex relationships (Mulé,
2010). Moreover, opponents of same-sex marriage
may cite feminist critiques of marriage generally
and not support marriage in any form (Josephson,
2005). Our study did not capture reasons such as
these that may inform respondents’ views on
same-sex marriage; therefore, additional research is
needed to examine the interplay of such factors.

CONCLUSION
Same-sex marriage remains a controversial social
policy issue, with important implications for social
work. Drawing on a cross-national sample from
different same-sex marriage policy contexts, we
examined support for same-sex marriage among
MSW teaching faculty and explored the relation-
ship between various social attitudes and same-sex
marriage endorsement. With nine of 10 social
work faculty supporting same-sex marriage, the
issue could serve as an entrée through which
social work educators help future and current
social workers better understand the lives of, and
marginalization experienced by, gay men and les-
bians and the important role of social work advo-
cacy in this and other policy debates affecting
same-sex couples. Such discussions could be op-
portunities for faculty to realize accreditation stan-
dards concerning the preparation of students for
culturally competent and ethical practice with
sexual minorities. The need to more comprehen-
sively integrate content regarding sexual minorities
into social work curricula has been documented
(CASWE Gay, Lesbian, Bisexual, Transgendered
Caucus, 2008; Fredriksen-Goldsen et al., 2011;
Martin et al., 2009).

As marriage bears social and political signifi-
cance and also confers legal and economic rights
and responsibilities, social justice and human
rights implications are deeply embedded within
the question of same-sex marriage. Our findings
provide important insights that may help identify
faculty more or less likely to endorse same-sex
marriage in their teaching (and beyond). Advo-
cates for curriculums inclusive of content on
sexual minorities might effectively build allies by
addressing social attitudes, such as views about
gender oppression and violence and the

acceptability of same-sex relationships. Linking
issues related to equal marriage to sexism and
gender oppression might also provide a much-
needed bridge for social work educators, students,
and practitioners to better understand intersecting
oppressions. Targeted interventions might focus
on building allies among those supportive of same-
sex marriage across a range of cultures and faith
communities.

REFERENCES
Akerlund, M., & Cheung, M. (2000). Teaching beyond

the deficit model: Gay and lesbian issues among
African Americans, Latinos and Asian Americans.
Journal of Social Work Education, 36, 279–292.

Andersen, R., & Fetner, T. (2008). Cohort differences in
tolerance of homosexuality: Attitudinal change in
Canada and the United States, 1981–2000. Public
Opinion Quarterly, 72, 311–330.

Avery, A., Chase, J., Johansson, L., Litvak, S., Montero,
D., & Wydra, W. (2007). America’s changing atti-
tudes toward homosexuality, civil unions, and same-
gender marriage: 1977–2004. Social Work, 52, 71–79.

Ben-Ari, A. T. (2001). Homosexuality and heterosexism:
Views from academics in the helping professions.
British Journal of Social Work, 31, 119–131.

Berkman, C. S., & Zinberg, G. (1997). Homophobia and
heterosexism in social workers. Social Work, 42,
319–332.

Black, B., Oles, T. P., Cramer, E. P., & Bennett, C. K.
(1999). Attitudes and behaviors of social work stu-
dents toward lesbian and gay male clients: Can panel
presentations make a difference? Journal of Gay &
Lesbian Social Services, 9(4), 47–68.

Black, B., Oles, T. P., & Moore, L. (1998). The relation-
ship between attitudes: Homophobia and sexism
among social work students. AFFILIA, 13, 166–189.

Brownlee, K., Sprakes, A., Saini, M., O’Hare, R., Kortes-
Miller, K., & Graham, J. (2005). Heterosexism
among social work students. Social Work Education,
24, 485–494.

Brumbaugh, S. M., Sanchez, L. A., Nock, S. L., &
Wright, J. D. (2008). Attitudes toward gay marriage
in states undergoing marriage law transformation.
Journal of Marriage and Family, 70, 345–359.

Buzzell, T. (2001). Gay and lesbian activism in American
Protestant churches: Religion, homosexuality, and
the politics of inclusion. In B. A. Dobratz, L.
K. Waldner, & T. Buzzell (Eds.), The politics of social
inequality (pp. 83–114). Bingley, England: Emerald
Group Publishing.

Canadian Association of Schools of Social Work. (2007).
Educational policy statements. Ottawa: Author.

Canadian Association of Social Work Education Gay,
Lesbian, Bisexual, Transgendered Caucus. (2008,
May). Report of the CASWE Gay, Lesbian, Bisexual,
Transgendered Caucus. Presented at the Annual
General Meeting, Canadian Association for Social
Work Education, Toronto.

Canadian Association of Social Workers. (2005). Code of
ethics. Ottawa: Author.

Chan, C. (1989). Issues of identity development among
Asian-American lesbians and gay men. Journal of
Counseling and Development, 68, 16–20.

Cluse-Tolar, T., Lambert, E., Ventura, L., & Pasupuleti, S.
(2004). The views of social work students toward gay

310 Social Work Research Volume 36, Number 4 December 2012



and lesbian persons. Journal of Gay & Lesbian Social
Services, 17(3), 59–84.

Council on Social Work Education. (2008). Educational
policy and accreditation standards. Alexandria, VA:
Author.

Crisp, C. (2006). Correlates of homophobia and use of gay
affirmative practice among social workers. Journal of
Human Behavior in the Social Environment, 14,
119–143.

Defense of Marriage Act, P.L. 104-199, 110 Stat. 2419
(1996).

Dillman, D. (2007). Mail and Internet surveys (2nd ed.).
Hoboken, NJ: John Wiley & Sons.

Eliason, M. (1996). Identity formation for lesbian, bisexual,
and gay persons: Beyond a “minoritizing” view.
Journal of Homosexuality, 30(3), 31–58.

Environics Research Group. (2006, May 14). Canadians for
equal marriage. Retrieved from http://erg.environics.
net/media_room/default.asp?aID=609

Fredriksen-Goldsen, K. I., Hyun-Jun, K., Murraco, A., &
Mincer, S. (2009). Caregiving in historically disadvan-
taged communities: Chronically ill midlife and older
lesbians, gay men and bisexuals and their informal
caregivers: The impact of the social context. Journal of
Sexuality Research and Social Policy, 6(4), 52–64.

Fredriksen-Goldsen, K. I., Woodford, M. R., Luke, K. P.,
& Gutierrez, L. (2011). Support of sexual orientation
and gender identity content in social work education:
Results of national surveys of U.S. and Anglophone
Canadian faculty. Journal of Social Work Education, 47,
19–25.

Fulton, A. S., Gorsuch, R. L., & Maynard, E. A. (1999).
Religious orientation, antihomosexual sentiment, and
fundamentalism among Christians. Journal for the Sci-
entific Study of Religion, 38, 14–22.

Green, R. (2005). The use of bidimensional social scale to
assess social worker’s attitudes toward lesbians and gay
men. Social Work Research, 29, 57–60.

Greene, B., & Boyd-Franklin, N. (1996). African
American lesbian couples: Ethnocultural consider-
ations in psychotherapy. Women and Therapy, 19(3),
49–60.

Haider-Markel, D. P., & Joslyn, M. R. (2005). Attribu-
tions and the regulation of marriage: Considering the
parallels between race and homosexuality. Political
Science and Politics, 38, 233–239.

Herdt, G., & Kertzner, R. (2006). I do, but I can’t: The
impact of marriage denial on the mental health and
sexual citizenship of lesbians and gay men in the
United States. Sexuality Research & Social Policy:
Journal of NSRC, 3(1), 33–49.

Herek, G. M., & Capitanio, J. P. (1995). Black heterosexu-
als’ attitudes toward lesbians and gay men in the
United States. Journal of Sex Research, 32, 95–105.

Ipsos-Reid. (2004, February 1). Canadians are divided on big
federal issues: Slim majority want to see gun registry
scrapped, Canadians are split about same sex marriage,
Martin’s healthcare plan receive tepid endorsement. Re-
trieved from http://www.ipsos-na.com/news-polls/
pressrelease.aspx?id=2038

Jones, J. M. (2009, May 27). Majority of Americans continue
to oppose gay marriage: No change in support from last
year. Retrieved from http://www.gallup.com/poll/
118378/Majority-Americans-Continue-Oppose-
Gay-Marriage.aspx

Josephson, J. (2005). Citizenship, same-sex marriage, and
feminist critiques of marriage. Perspectives on Politics, 3,
269–284.

Krieglstein, M. (2003). Heterosexism in social work: An
ethical issue. Journal of Human Behavior in the Social
Environment, 8(2/3), 75–91.

Lannutti, P. J., & Lachlan, K. A. (2007). Assessing
attitude toward same-sex marriage: Scale develop-
ment and validation. Journal of Homosexuality, 53(4),
113–133.

Lewis, G. B. (2003). Black–white differences in attitudes
toward homosexuality and gay rights. Public Opinion
Quarterly, 67, 59–78.

Liang, C.T.H., & Alimo, C. (2005). The impact of white
heterosexual students’ interactions on attitudes toward
lesbian, gay and bisexual people: A longitudinal
study. Journal of College Student Development, 46,
237–250.

Logie, C., Bridge, T. J., & Bridge, P. D. (2007). Evaluating
the phobias, attitudes, and cultural competence of
master of social work students toward the LGBT
populations. Journal of Homosexuality, 53, 201–221.

Lopez, G. E., Gurin, P., & Nagda, B. A. (1998). Education
and understanding structural causes for group inequal-
ities. Political Psychology, 19, 305–329.

Martin, J. L., Messinger, L., Kull, R., Holmes, J.,
Bermudez, F., & Sommer, S. (2009). Sexual orientation
and gender expression in social work education: Results from
a national survey. Alexandria, VA: Lambda Legal and
the Council on Social Work Education.

Morales, E. (1992). Latino gays and Latina lesbians.
In S. Dworkin & F. Gutierrez (Eds.), Counseling gay
men and lesbians: Journey to the end of the rainbow
(pp. 125–139). Alexandria, VA: American Association
for Counseling and Development.

Mulé, N. (2010). Same-sex marriage and Canadian
relationship recognition—One step forward, two
steps back: A critical liberationist perspective. Journal
of Gay & Lesbian Social Services, 22(1/2), 74–90.

National Association of Social Workers. (1999). Code of
ethics of the National Association of Social Workers.
Washington, DC: Author.

Newman, P. A., Brotman, S., & Ryan, W., & OASW.
(2003, March). Statement of support for legal recognition
of same-sex unions: Submission by the Ontario Association
of Social Workers to the House of Commons Standing
Committee on Justice and Human Rights. Toronto:
OASW.

Olson, L. R., Cadge, W., & Harrison, J. T. (2006).
Religion and public opinion about same-sex
marriage. Social Science Quarterly, 87, 340–360.

Pearl, M. L., & Galupo, M. P. (2007). Development and
validation of the attitudes toward same-sex marriage
scale. Journal of Homosexuality, 53, 117–134.

Pew Research Center for the People and the Press, &
the Pew Forum on Religion and Public Life. (2003).
Republicans unified, Democrats split on gay marriage:
Religious beliefs underpin opposition to homosexuality.
Retrieved from http://www.people-press.org/report/
?pageid=764

Rowatt, W. C., LaBouff, J., Johnson, M., Froese, P., &
Tsang, J. (2009). Association among religiousness,
social attitudes, and prejudice in a national random
sample of American adults. Psychology of Religion and
Spirituality, 1(1), 14–24.

StataCorp. (2009). Stata Statistical Software (Version 11.1)
[Computer software]. College Station, TX: Author.

Swank, E., & Raiz, L. (2007). Explaining comfort with
homosexuality among social work students: The
impact of demographic, contextual and attitudinal
factors. Journal of Social Work Education, 43, 257–279.

Swank, E., & Raiz, L. (2010). Predicting the support of
same-sex relationship rights among social work
students. Journal of Gay & Lesbian Social Services,
22(1/2), 149–164.

Waugh, I. M., Plake, E. V., & Rienzi, B. M. (2000).
Assessing attitudes toward gay marriage among

Woodford et al. / Social Work Faculty Support for Same-Sex Marriage 311

http://erg.environics.net/media_room/default.asp?aID=609
http://erg.environics.net/media_room/default.asp?aID=609
http://erg.environics.net/media_room/default.asp?aID=609
http://erg.environics.net/media_room/default.asp?aID=609
http://www.ipsos-na.com/news-polls/pressrelease.aspx?id=2038
http://www.ipsos-na.com/news-polls/pressrelease.aspx?id=2038
http://www.ipsos-na.com/news-polls/pressrelease.aspx?id=2038
http://www.ipsos-na.com/news-polls/pressrelease.aspx?id=2038
http://www.ipsos-na.com/news-polls/pressrelease.aspx?id=2038
http://www.ipsos-na.com/news-polls/pressrelease.aspx?id=2038
http://www.gallup.com/poll/118378/Majority-Americans-Continue-Oppose-Gay-Marriage.aspx
http://www.gallup.com/poll/118378/Majority-Americans-Continue-Oppose-Gay-Marriage.aspx
http://www.gallup.com/poll/118378/Majority-Americans-Continue-Oppose-Gay-Marriage.aspx
http://www.gallup.com/poll/118378/Majority-Americans-Continue-Oppose-Gay-Marriage.aspx
http://www.gallup.com/poll/118378/Majority-Americans-Continue-Oppose-Gay-Marriage.aspx
http://www.people-press.org/report/?pageid=764
http://www.people-press.org/report/?pageid=764
http://www.people-press.org/report/?pageid=764
http://www.people-press.org/report/?pageid=764


selected Christian groups using the lost-letter tech-
nique. Psychological Reports, 86, 215–218.

Webb, R. A. (n.d.). Overview of same sex marriage in the
U.S.: The struggle for civil rights and equality. Retrieved
from http://www.socialworkers.org/diversity/lgb/
062005.asp

Woodford, M. R. (2010). Same-sex marriage and beyond.
Journal of Gay & Lesbian Social Services, 22(1/2), 1–8.

Woodford, M. R., Newman, P. A., Brotman, S., & Ryan,
B. (2010). Northern enlightenment: Legal recogni-
tion of same-sex marriage in Canada—Strengthening
social work’s advocacy efforts. Journal of Gay &
Lesbian Social Services, 22(1/2), 191–209.

Yetter, G., & Capaccioli, K, (2010). Differences in respons-
es to Web and paper surveys among school profes-
sionals. Behavior Research Methods, 42, 266–272.

Michael R. Woodford, PhD, is assistant professor, School
of Social Work, University of Michigan, Ann Arbor. Kather-
ine P. Luke, PhD, was postdoctoral fellow, Addiction Re-
search Center, Department of Psychiatry, University of
Michigan. Andrew Grogan-Kaylor, PhD, is associate pro-
fessor, School of Social Work, University of Michigan. Karen
I. Fredriksen-Goldsen, PhD, is professor, School of Social
Work, University of Washington, Seattle. Lorraine Gutier-
rez, PhD, is professor, School of Social Work and Depart-
ment of Psychology, University of Michigan. The authors
recognize the important contribution that Katherine P. Luke
made to this article. Katherine Luke died suddenly on Septem-
ber 12, 2009, one month after receiving her PhD. Although
she joined the research team as a student assistant, she was
actively involved in all aspects of the study. Her death was a
considerable loss to our field and to scholarship. This study was
supported by funding from the University of Michigan’s School
of Social Work, Rackham Graduate School, and Undergradu-
ate Research Opportunity Program. Address correspondence to
Michael R. Woodford, 1080 South University Avenue, Ann
Arbor, MI 48109-1106; e-mail: michwood@umich.edu.

Original manuscript received February 16, 2010
Final revision received December 23, 2010
Accepted April 6, 2011
Advance Access Publication December 21, 2012

312 Social Work Research Volume 36, Number 4 December 2012

http://www.socialworkers.org/diversity/lgb/062005.asp
http://www.socialworkers.org/diversity/lgb/062005.asp
http://www.socialworkers.org/diversity/lgb/062005.asp
http://www.socialworkers.org/diversity/lgb/062005.asp


<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /PageByPage
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile ()
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Warning
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.5
  /CompressObjects /Off
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages false
  /CreateJDFFile false
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.1000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 524288
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo false
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments true
  /PreserveOverprintSettings false
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Preserve
  /UCRandBGInfo /Remove
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
    /Courier
    /Courier-Bold
    /Courier-BoldOblique
    /Courier-Oblique
    /Helvetica
    /Helvetica-Bold
    /Helvetica-BoldOblique
    /Helvetica-Oblique
    /Symbol
    /Times-Bold
    /Times-BoldItalic
    /Times-Italic
    /Times-Roman
    /ZapfDingbats
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 150
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 175
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50286
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /JPXEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG2000
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.40
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 20
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 150
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 175
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50286
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /JPXEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG2000
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.40
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 20
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages true
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 300
  /MonoImageDepth 4
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects true
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (None)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /Description <<
    /ENU ()
  >>
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [600 600]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice




