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1o atoctvery vork i and adate forlstians, gay men, and thee famiies, e has o be awaa of o Incicua,

olaional and societl ocesthatmay negaively afect e,

Tha focus o s rcle s o famikarzo h rosdor i

fermanology used 1o antly and lbol sexua resice, dscrminaton, and opessin, Tha rcs and o of b
itorcal Used anguage nd newor teminciogy st Gecusssd.

Colned eaty 40 years ago, the word hmephobia s srgusbly
e most ecognized tem usd o dscrite the margaliza.
on and disetunchisement o lsbiansand gay men (Herek,
2000).Those who signaize homesexualty fame i 36 1
individea pabology ongistin romproblems inychesenal
deveopment, abose,orasinl s, Harley, e, Me-
Cormick,ad Tice (2002 ottt he practiceof discusing
minoriesintermsofpahology has had 3 conious history
inthe United Stts” (. 218) Waththe imentionof e trm.
amophobia, Wenber (1972) 1 alber scarchers psbed
1o depaologas homosexualy ad efocused convertions
10 inluce e preudice mbedded n indiduas and iy
(Ferek. 2000, The consequence of Wi reting lbel
o ecognize ratonal fer sbout sy oo the
oo 10 recognizing oppesicn based o sexcs oictation
e spked 3 movenen it mertal et eofseons 1
[ —-——

Ataghtetem homophoa sl cratod i 1967
{ocmixedytheronal arofsians nd gy men (Wenber.
1972, the meaning has expanded ve time o cocompes ay
e atiades oward sexusl e Sexil i
e groapcomposd f shian g3y, s, masgender, nd.
s indivial, a5 wel a people quesionin e sl
oxgnderdeiy nesence, e ferm el minoriy s
myonewhose sl otation el ity il e
o, gender oentaton,or gender ey fllouisdeof what .
considea “mormal” orticl by deiast sty Becuse
b scual minoies 35 roupand he aiudes v e
e qute divee, some resarcher v qusioned whehr
concep of hmephotia s sl sl for desring s
sl minotics erck 2000)

‘Altough Wenbergs (1972 naming of homophobia was
stremendoussep forwand i dvocacy focertun sexaal i
poritie, i single ermcannct ceount o the contiam of
prjudice, dicrimnation and cppresion hat sl minor-
s fac. Consequenly,ober terms havebeen reated, For
nstance, Hre (2000) propose th use of he term secual

predice for the scienaic amtysis of all ngativ stitudes
hasd on sexual arienation. ncding heterosexvaly, b
sexualty rnsexealiy, and homoscculiy. Inadiion,oiher
Concepssuch s omonegativiy gy ostley heronce.
mativiy heteocesm, hteroscxalis sexal g, i
intrnlized omaphobia have beencestd o captrea e
complex picure ofthe dividual, elatons,an scictl op-
prsson with whih sesual minores contend.

A lager ool of anguage now exists o dscribe ega-
e aitudes and acions toward sexal minorie, 4nd 1
s importan for cliicans (0 understand the various terms
nd he pomible consequences of puricuar gusg. Pt
o beingseniive 10 woking withesbisn nd gy chents s
e ity 1o be are of,identiy, and name he mulific-
ted e ofopprssion. The e homophobia i no fongee
pecise cnowgh o encaplae the manifs and surreptions
acets of scual prjudice I addiion 1o knowledge about
sexual developmentand the coming out poces,counilors
houid have 3 more nuanced vocalary 1 b shie o name
and exermalize bt covertand overt expresions o sexial
inolerane. i mporten forcoumselors o b e tordent
and udersand oppeesion to el tervene withclint and
advocat for sexaal mimoriies within the couneling profes-
Son 1d scity.

"Therle of  pofesional counsclr goes beyond beng
 sympathee carfo an ndividual let. The sandard of
e profssion compel s counslor o undertind oppression,
develop heror is own cultul areess, promote socil
Jutce, advocat fr the climnaton of bias snd prjcics,
Sruage gt eenicns nd nientional dcrimnatin,
and dvocat o the overll welness o s Consantie,
Hage, Kindsich, & Bryant, 2007; Councl fo Acerediation
of Conselingand Relted Educatons rograms, 2009, Her
mann & Ricer, 2006; Sue, Arrdondo, & MeDavis, 1992,
Pat of reaching hesc lofy goals i hiving swarenes and
ndersanding ofthe anguage vsod o encomps opprssion,
prvilge, dcriminaton, and e
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[image: image2.png]The focus f this aile it fmlarize the reader with
‘erminclogyused 1 ideneifyandlbel sxun preudice, dis-
crimision, and cppresion. We dscuss the pros and cons
of both hisoicaly used langiage and pewer frmiology
Becaus sexsal minorites ercompass & diers colction
of marginalized peoie, it may do sn inusice o indiidusl
‘roups 0ty and discuss the homogeneously. or i s
5o, oue discasionoftermincogy s spcifcally dieted
Tesians nd ay e, alhough somef e followang cocps
[tpat—

MOppression, Privilege, and Empowerment

Defore we dcuss pecife trminolgy,  dicusion o doms-
Dan groups and he proesses of cpprssion, pviee, and
mponermentis et Indaduals o belong 0 domnas
roupsar those witina soiey whoby it r b atame
‘e membersofgroups tha e s s sl or ave e i
iyt fuenc hedefinio of rorma. Thos withdominst
roup memberships gaincutal pover, which i gl
st based meely o coescleurl ey (s, Dean, &
Chang. 2007, ndhidual witha heeosesual entation ce
ebio, gy and bisoual people who do ot comet the a-
‘sumpion htheyae hesroscaual) e e brefs o beng
urtof dominant roup Leshas, g2y e, andthe sexu
minortes st desl withoppession basd on heit sexal
inorystatus and e consequences ofhtroseal prviege.
Addionaly o hetcosexual divicals,avocating sgins.
cppresion s heling 0 empower lesbans 14 ey mien
eccssatesbecoming avare of one’s ownprviegs besed 6
beerosexualiy (St & Chen-Hoyes, 200

Oppression
Oppresion i th exercse of powes 0 disenfanchise, ar-
gz, o ususlyostrczepaticaarindividuls o growps.
Sysemaic opressionosurs through repesed egrsion of
ecjudice and dsenmination nto seceal insttons (6.2
o, sacal policy, school, lguage, medi) ad hrough
rets of vioence,romoval of rihts, and excusion fom
decision making proceses. I addsion, oppresion ca b
inentional o nienional andexiss n ay sy n which
her e dominan nd sbordinat groups.

Haraa, Tlley an Guindon 2000)described opresion
o ot tht nces he coneeps o ey oppes

Sccomdaryoppresion oceurs when s prson o group remain
Slen shout sntber person o oup perperating oppesion
rough foeeordeprvatan.Fnally e opresion hap
pens whn 3 merber or mersbers of  margialized o)
Sk aceptance o the dominan roup at te xpenss of
otersinthe margialized groep.
Oppeession and privloge may be more casily under

so0d 1 terms of targets and agents (Cetar & Dermer,

2008) Targes e merbers of soil deniy grous that
are disenfanchised, xploted, marginalized, victmized
a0 made poverles n 3 variety of ways by ppresss and
by oppresors ysems and nstisions (. Adams, Bl
& Gritin, 2007, Young, 1990). Agens are members of 4
dominant social group that i privilged ither by bit o
by atinment. Whethe deliberately or nwitingly agents
explit o gainan unfai advantage over mermbersof arget
eroups (M. Adams e al, 2007)

Privege
The beneis, advantages, and immenity from pejucice and
discriminaton afordod t sgents are known 35 piviege.
Priviged people gain power “because of the coements,
sdvaniages, nd dominanceconfered upon the by sty
These prvieges were ganid sokly a 3 bithright, not
becuuse of tellgenc, abily,or personal merit” (Black
& Stose, 2005, . 243) Privlge contains fve core compo-
s 0 it pecial avantag, () it i ganed because
of doinant group membership or s a birhrgh, ()it s
elated 0. prefred satus, ) i benefis e ecpient and
excudes otvers, ad (6 aied saus may or may not be
ueide f thepriveged person's svrences (Bisck & Sone,
2005; Melosh, 1998)

“These benefs of prvilege ar asigned 0 mermbers of
dominant groups whethe they want them ornot. Merly by
g 3 member of a group that s consdered privilged.
ane inherits he rights nd beact f tht group. Mclnosh
(1998) argued that priviege s not only  sae of being
vorsd aver othe groups bat a3 et of conditions st
selecively cmponers pacular groups whilepot mpowse-
o oters,

Empowerment
Enpomermni oo igh ich s s

Share thie power and coni. Accrding (o Lindukog sad
Crethr 2005,

empovemntcinbe fod s he i actonbywhich
adrd, 1055, o syt Ot e comrn
s poveies, b, e g 3 e
v of e powr e o ok e e comer,
{ncding nstieionl snd socil b, (9) develap
il and capust o aiin e esvablc ol v
hee e s 1 comen,gven e consins f e
i, 0 gz e o s where ey can
e T
e o begi gl pporto conot mstutorsl.
s Rople becre oy empered hen ey o -
shove () i nffiging o e rghs o freedomsof ot
() whle ey spprig evcurgng ad deveiping
b cnporcenectof eher e conmuiy.1.7)
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Tarough dentty g and naming pasems of oppeesion bl
on sexal orenaton, heterosexul counclos can becom:
awareof the owm priviege and help cmpower sbins, gy
men,and thee fumilis,

MLanguage

Folowing the rdion of artive thrpists s soial -
s, coray eniying, aming, a0 hen exermalizing i
e ————
v dcr b pomero gt gainsti. Spcicalyneing e
ocesesof e, dscimnaie, and oppresion agaie
sxualminories elps o quesion sty values,cagorics,
and s bout el . Even e sl actof v
ingsoity'pejuie and hosliy counsclors hp “idenify &
5 proiem foridviduasand sociy” (Herk, 200, .9).

“Theterm komephobi xiended Churchils(1967) concept
of homacrolophona, 3 consimet excompassing the il
ear of ot o sexual ontact with pople of e ame ex.
Homosotophobia argeed scieal o culuralproscrpions
agans same-sx srctons ndsecal btavior The ntoncl
homophabi, howerer, ghlighed ndividaldiscomfort Witk
omsesualey raber th focsing anciey mbodded o the
scietalleve (Smith, e, Ng. & Bart, 2007

“Adbiona viows of emopbobi b cvved ovr e, .
pundinghe gl noonofbomophobia FE. Adarns,Weiht
& Lok 199 Fyf, 983 Hudon & Rihes, 980 Lo, 1976,
Levin & Kiaen, 1974; Morin & Garl,197) For campl.
Hadsonand Richees (1980) decried howophobis 3+
mensceal consrc composed of secrl ot eponses
€. e, g diogt ot s xprice e nercing
‘willean, gy il ransendes ad questonng LGBTO)
adividals(Hcson & Ricket 1980, A Uveedinension view
of homophobincosising of egative atioes,culue-bount
commimens t0 adiiora s ol nd ey s s
e proposed (Fyf, 1953 Inaéditon O Dot and Caselles
(1993 outined an seraciv model ofcograive,bebaviol,
el comparts i itstons determrans nprocs
homophobiaden sggresion O escachers e gzt
‘6 orophobi i consruc atcossts of e e,
e registion and leokce ovard ksbirs and gy men
OUE Adumsecl 1996

Albough the word homaphobiatroughtprejacice aains.
sl mimoristo theforfont,the erm i s el
0 bt years (Here, 198, 2000, 2004 Hudson & ickers,
1980; Lehne, 976, Mori & Garfkl, 1978, O'Donchue &
Cascls 1993; s & Harrian, 198) One such e
s it phosia i  dingnosi tem, even though Weibery
(1972) i o niend 1 use i a iagostc sense. Most
iy prejuicedocs ot rise 0 the el of 3 rve phobi
(Herek, 2006 Shieds & Harrman, 1986) The cenel eno-
on imalved in hobias s e, wheeas e ceaal cmoton
inmostprfucice s ager (Herk, 2004 Stilds & Harrima,
1984). Also, Aamaphoba s 3 erthat ens t ighlght

indiviual, micrleve prjudices ather han focsing on
prejudie, dcrimination, andoppression at the macrolevel,

Homopnobia

denityingsnd ging  name o inividsa,scial, nd cl-
ralpocesssofdcrminaton wnd predice s “rysa-
iz the exgurienceofreecion,hoslit,and sty tat

s and gy idividuals el troughoot e ives”
(Herek, 2004, . 3). T frs widly accepted term used o
extrmlize digrminaton ovard esians and gay men was
nomophobia. Th tem homephobia vas incaly coined in
196710 signy an eratonallynegative atude owardesbisn
and gy people (Weinberg, 1972) The definitio nclded the
noton of dead ofbeieg n close uarer wih sbians and
iy en,a well s an aioal fa,hred,and imlerane
by heterosexuals.

Heterosaxism

The term heerosevism was craied 1  parlie (0 nguige
hat extermlized other fsms,such as racism and sexism
(tHere, 1990) Whereas homophobia hasbee defind 1 3
ndiviuals negativ, earful emosonl espense 1o homo-
sexulity, htraseim hs een definecd i ccogicl terms,
hat s, 25 3 sysemati procssof privige toward etere.
sexuliy ebive 0 homasexalty basd on e nosion e
Becrosexuality is normal and des (Herk, 2004; Plma &
Stnley, 2002 Prre, 1999

Heterosxismisalsorfered 3 clta eerosexalty
e o e presumpion that invidual are htersexial
aness ther is evidence o the conzary. Th iended orus-
Intended (Braun, 2000) el of viewing hetcosexaity 35
the social, cultra,and behavioral norr is tat i stas
mplcs hatall e sxual orenatons s ented prctces
ae abormalordeviart. Theimpletionofheterosexam s
‘at nenhetroseaalty sutomatclly becomes open o qes.
tionad subsequently h bjectof various orms ofpreudice
and dcrimatin

D'Augeli (199) discussd the heterocentic bis in e
Urited States and the conexs in which same sex aecion
s acceptble I generl, Amecicasae soiaaed i bt
erosexsalmode of sexal prvilege and oppession. Socical
fastinuionsae created i a culue that avors heterocenic
it e 10 gender conformity and hetecerot: atch-
mems. Nevertclss, s sex gy of ffction may b
deemed acoptable under ceruin prescribed condiions. The
e homsociobityhas e s s a ey o enfyscily
accepable sam.sex diplays of aflecron withn 3 s,
it sty At frs, homosocibility may seem o cxpand th
boundarics of aceplance. Nevrteless, by it vry naure,
Homasciabily s o i heteroscal prvicge

Homosmcbiy s he nly cepsle vy b exress .
e s, b s cls il s o s cpren
S For oy, sprts paicpton s he sl sanconcd
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Thedeathtsame-sx xprssionsof sexaltyae et
and unsccepable i iigraed o the micr-, meso-, and
macrolovls of socity. The isidions natre of heteosex-
o incultul ntuions means it il around,while
simulaneousy redered nvisil. The roup that olds
prvileged satus s 3 pariclar society goes sqesioned
nd unaticod andis the assumed group membeshi forall
{dividuns wnlssher s cvidenc o the contray.

Whereas homaphoba rfers o individul beliefs and.
behaviors emanaing from personal deology, heteroses
s refers 10 the cultrl idelogy that maintsins socieal
prejudce against seual minorties (Herek, 2004). The tem
hetromormaiity has 50 ben suggsted 1 reprsent this
idea. The adantage of wing concepts sch s etrwsexism,
nd ocroncematviy, s ppesed o bomphobia i st ey
acknovlde the colusion i ntgay e  ll soieal
Tevels Thee terms undencor th excluionof vty of
sxual minities; e disdaniage sthey il o scknowledge
ovetlyintlerant s and behvions

Sewal Prejudce
Herk (2004) suggested that the tem sxual prejudice b
st represcnt regatn s bosed o sl et
o, He posied tat using th term sexul prejdice woul
enancestudy o sntigy e becaune € docs ol prey
10 some o he disadvanages ofusiag the erm homophobic
and ks hsilty B o sl orataton 0 escarchon
ter forms of prejdice. reudic s defined s an titde
basd on judgment o cvaluton diected a3 specific socal
group o its members and involving negativiy, bostly, o
ke (Herek, 2000 Fusthernore, et sexsal preuice:
s ot ivove the implid vaue of iatonlity o fesr
Cacompassed i he e homophobi

Herk (0M4) bl tht e concept of sexaal prejice
ouldreplace the e of e erms homophobia s e
{om. Homopbobia i not n ccurte deserption s dscsed
previosly,and hteoseism focuses s i o the ol
Tevel v ut nividul e, Uik et
oned erms sl prlic s bl o gt micro- -,
ol e Neverhele, ersal prjudice e
ottt hr than beaviors herelore, s 0 sccou:
fortheoutomesresulin from the st

‘Soxal Sigma

Signai the socieal shame asiociaed witha peson bsedca
am ety o chascteisisht e comiant grop devaloc
or finds unacceptable. According to Herek (2004), “sexual

sgma efers o he shared koowledge ofsoiety s egaive
egand o anynonbecrosesual e, eniy, elaionshp,
o communiy” (.15) One s group i sigmatized,he i
matizd porsion of  peson’s eatry “rumps il b rals
and qalitis .. Othes rspond o e ndvidal maily in
ermsof i (Herek. 2004, p. 14 Stgna s seenas something
within’ perion aherhana 3 scially constrcte bl st
hers ffi o that persorgrou (Link, 2000)

S sl v e sy o s
ity (o xbe e comeent e gl g, esricied
ey, exchision, dncrminaton, and s et powe -
s (Herek, 2004 Link, 2000 I akision,when -
s brought up i  scicly ht signzs embeship in
 purtialr group the same, jecion, and asciied grosp
erstyps may b nenalied by e iy roup, Seval
g s perptunc throagh ction o LGBTQpeopie, -
s relaionsips, et LGBTOQ commanty (Herck, 2004)
Sexual o adopting hese negive, domirant bt -
beleda g el homopiobia

Internaized Homoghobia
Athough homophobia was previously desribd as 3 pro-
cess exernl o seual minorities, € can also manifs sl
inernally (Reynoids & Hanjoriis 2000) Simply pu, iner-
alzed homophobia refers 1o negave eelins abos one’s
e bomoscsualyorbucxualty el fom igratied
Satus tinolves segatve sl atrbution boutone sexil
arientation based o societal valuce that heteronexuaty snd
epposke-sx relaonships ar mor healty, nimate, com-
it and pormal than e ot types of sl orieaions
o claionships. Oversl, ifemalzed bomophobia eta
scepung the dominam ocity's prjudice sgaint sexual
minriies +xd tuming hose alues and arindes invard.
Itcmaliing societal setudesand belics may manies
el within sexual minoites 2 hrat o sel-sceptanc o
v s selhate (Herek, 2004, Loacan, 989; Renolds &
Hanjorgiris 2000). Idiiduas who hve ot dsclosed their
sexus minooty st r more kel o expeience el
{2 homophobia. Nevertheless, even hase who ar ot
by gay-aftmatve and sefacceping may bave ingering
sociaal messages ofnferoriy. The e covert ntrnalized
omophobi has been sed o bl the enduring clfcts of
nternlizedomahobia n hose who hvesrugzld sgaist
ocietal seronyes

‘Again, the term homaphobia may not be techcally
sppropriic i tha phobia coanots fear of sl rathe than
Mahlighing the fclings of shame, i, or anger Other
eseashers bave ifereniatod betwsen Bomoncgatrity and
homeshobia. Homonegaiiy s seen as mulidimensional
consirct that incudes antigay acudes, belcs, and juds-
menis (Herek, 2004 and cold be used concomitatly 1
denot xtemaland el components fsoietlatituces
Th teoms mernalzdhomonegaiity o coers tenalzed
Aomomegtioky s mose ccmstc dcacripgions efthleguocess
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‘Sexual rrsaton Victimizaton (SOV)

Iteralized bomonegaivityay cotibut 0 deelopmensl
opporanitylos, slf-doub, constcon of e, socal ig-
e, uring awey of socaloppertunites,and nashenc
eercsxual ole-laying or eatioships (D' Augel, 1998
Tpically s chidren and adolescets develop, hy become
v of seualatracion and exeriment wih this st
o teough varous forms of dteg bebavior Becaue of
intemalized horonceaivit. youth and young aduts who
have same-sex anractons may shy awsy from dating op-
portuniis or engage in oppostesex daing 1o it n with

Soiea expectaion (Smilh Demer, & Astmovich, 2005
nadtion, LGTQ indviduls my esict thei expression
ofaffctand hyperigiantly monio e ow bekavors 0
a5 no o transgress gende sl o, Socal viglnce
volves maitoring one’s o behavior (o the b of the
apparen prcptions of othes) o make sure on conforms
10 gender and sewial crictaion sorms. Sexal misorites

" Auge, (1998)bellved that these et o -
thenic expeiencsareall forms o SOV.SOV resuls b
{heiniernl effcs of s eling comforble i o’ own sk
and he nabiliy o oy exprssseual srcton nd
fccon wihout e of signatization o rerbotion. There
e four manifsstion o vicimizaon: () dvclopmenal
opporanity los; () sef-dosbt indced by culturl eero-
s e nstinsionl victmization; and (0 irect tacks
by those who know,suspec, o asume he vicim s  sexaal
minonty. Diret atacks may ke he form of verbl abuse
(e, e, hrssment), property atacks (., vandlism,
arion) physical atacks (.., chased, icked, i, beten,
murde, orsexalatacks (e, sexal vl e, inces)
58 rsult o eveled o susected membership s  sexual
minorsy. Thesedect tacks may et rom amly mers-
e, s, poes, o sranges, Instiusona vietimiztion
rnges froman imvsibiley nscial nsttions (.. schoo,
Iegal,governmental, rligous) 0 usoutright crmialzation
afhomocroic bekviar

SOV anges from secmingly insocuos jokes, o bostle
vebalcomments, 0 pysicl o sevaal tacks sl ina
ormaive vitimizaon in which beteusexuiy s viewed
a5 normal and atacton o member of thesame sx (omo-
rotcamm) s abnormal nd eviant Norrativ vietmization
sl been eferd 35 Aeeroseri:

Minorty Stress
(Coping with th contatbonbardrmentof negativ titudes

rom sociey can be overwhelming and drining. Minory
sress stems from the prejudice, discrimination. and oppres.

sion sssocised with being & marginalized group in society
(Mieye, 1995, 2003 e may cmate from both extereal
and memal soures,

Lesbisns, gy sl st s iy,
and e oter maries. ey o s by e mry
i mach s and discripation. Y, uniemos e
ity ot ey r ol gt s it
[ P -
dcrimiaton (OiPcid, 1985 138)

Adiional,unbke mos minoiies who shire expericnces
with e familisand rly on fily suppor i the fuce of
margaalzion and vctimizaton, mary sexsal mnorives
o ok have simiar exerinces a i amiles (D" Augll
1998). Sexal minoitesare usually ased in heteosevsal
Homes, s tey do ot shre that parcaar minory stas
Withthei il In fact the famiy may be purveyors of
someofha abuse and vitmizatin.

“The atidot 0 intrnalized homoncgativiy and minorty
s s o ralgnment o lerion ofsxeal orentation
oward he dominant socieys view of normal sexualy;
rathr, the atidote s i advoting fo cuturs charge
while aciing cents oward a rsocialzaion that eads 1o
Selfccepiance (Meye & Dean, 1998;Perso, 2003) Mcyer
and Dean (199 arged tht sl mincrities st shake off
e ll el ofa“hterosess opportuntysrtur: norms
and intittion that pomotecpposte-sex relionsips nd
devalue and discourage same sex it eaionship” (5
165). ndividuns mustcreat spac ntei e nd minds
or  ew sructure that efines seusl mnores s ormal,
valued and acceted.Only incrstng und intgratin sch s
iracue can sexealmisorites e sxual ejudce fom
ancmpowered positon (Meyer & Dean, 1998 andcambat
leenous effecon LGBTQ individuss,same-sex eltion.
ips, and the family member 1ad organizatons hat kove
and suppot them. Cotesting th msidiou efcs ofsexal
prjusice without adoping  new value srscure opens e
Goortocovert memalzed homonegaiviy.

WConclusion

The advens of specificlanguage o cncapsuate sociey’s
prjuce agains sexulminortis opened the dor o sccng
preudicial nd hamonegative views of sciety a h il o
be combated rter thin scig homoseruaity s individial
pathology Naming sexsal prjodice llows t o become a50-
il s capaie o e sy and merenion (Herc,
2000, The ctof g alogivesactivits, ivocsies, s
e he sl 0 exiermlize nd bt agaast negativly
lenced aiudes hat may 1, scem nebous bt rsit
in el sysemte ppeession.

o eMectvely work with and sdvocst fr lesbisn, gay
‘men, and their fumilis,one ba 10 be wware of the individual,




[image: image6.png]reationl, dsoital forces hat iy vy afct hern
(Pescn, 2003; Pope, 1995). Dominant sciey infences
views o what I sccpuble nd typcal. Socieal messages
shoutbomosexuality may maifet themseves i deas and
behaviorstha rangefrom ncortect of misguidd 10 dnger-
ous nd vioen (Herek, Gl & Cogan,1999) Auchs nd
scarchers bave ointd o the st of adyin vays
toreduce orelimiat preudic agais sbians and g3y men
and the mportance of ding ways o ncrese ndersading
ofthe dominant group toward sexual minriies (Herek, 2004,
Herektal. 1099, Lojacano, 1989; Pama & Sanly, 2002,
Parson, 2003 Poge, 195; Seymarsk, 2005)

Meyer aad Dean (1998) emphasized that atbough
omosexuality 15elf i mot ndicaive of mental ealth
problems,thestecssrlted 10 senaalminorty sttssmay
Contribte toemtional dificltie.Theit escrch cings
on the negaive effct of iternlized homanegativity
{adicaed the “need for interention st the social vl
rduce atigy atitudes and pejudice, nd at he ndrvidual
leve 0 help lesbian, gy, and bisexual people (0 develop
bealy sexaal idetiies” (Meyer & Dean, 198, p. 182)
I addiion o legilativ and cducaional inrvestions,
thy suggesed tha menta health practiones conduct
ay-affmative therapy and b sesstive t0 socilzation,
iae coming-outproces,and the el fovert andcovert
sexual prejudice. Having the proper language o descibe,
ndersand, o esarchscxual oppresion nd prelic s
one step n belping practtoners,researchers, the LGBTQ
commanity, and socity a large create an opportunity
sructure tht ot nly acepes butalo sormalizs same-
e atacion and relaionshps.
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