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Abstract

The goal of the current study is to examine the role of parental attitudes, social economic status,
and individuals’ religious beliefs in university students’ attitudes towards gender, racial, religious,
and homosexual discrimination. The sample of the study consisted of 643 (408 male and 335
female) university students attending Sport Science and Physical Education programs in large
urban public universities in Turkey. Demographic questionnaire and Discriminative Attitudes
inventory were employed. Multiple regression was applied to understand and document the
predictive role of the study variables in the participants’ homosexual discriminative attitudes. The
researchers found that perceived parental attitudes and religiosity had statistically group differences
in the individuals’ discriminatory attitudes. Moreover, the findings indicated that parental attitudes,
social economic status, and religious belief were significant predictors of university students’
attitudes towards homosexuality. The study implications and future directions were discussed.
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Introduction

Discrimination refers to prejudiced or an example of discriminating categorically rather than
individually because of religious belief, gender, sexual preference, and race (e.g., Basar & Oz, 2016;
Cabuk, 2010; Jackson, Johnson, & Roberts, 2008; Meyer, 2007). In fact, psychological well-being
associated with discrimination is claimed that have a direct and indirect effect on the development
of psychological and sociological problems within the individual in any society. Thus, in recent
years, researchers have increasingly examined the nature of inequalities in the areas of gender, race,
ethnicity, religion, and sexual preferences ( Davis, 2008; Perry, Harp, & Oser, 2013). For instance,
Hunler (2013) pointed out that negative attitudes toward woman and gender discrimination are
associated with higher level of depression among Turkish women. Furthermore, Celik, Pasinoglu,
Tan, and Koyuncu (2015) examined the university students’ attitudes about gender equality and the
findings indicated that health science students have more positive perceptions regarding gender
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equality. Accordingly, Alkan, Erdem, and Celik (2016) put forward that gender, race, religion, and
belief systems might be source of discrimination in Turkey. However, there is a scarcity of
educational research to understand and document the impact of social economic status, parental
attitudes, and religiosity on the individuals’ discriminative attitudes toward some people different
than others because of some of their characteristics or belief systems in Turkey. Although, very
little attention was paid to ethnic, regional, and religious identity in Turkish culture, Turkey has a
religiously and an ethnically diverse identity. Moreover, the leading forces for change on Turkish
culture are Islam and nationalism, therefore it might be interesting to examine how Turkish
university students’ attitudes toward discrimination.

Individuals of stigmatized groups, including woman, African American, homosexuals,
experience poor outcomes across a wide variety of educational and social contexts. For instance,
Sidanius and Pratto (1999) pointed out that African Americans and Mexicans might face
discrimination across their educational, social, and work lives. Women, unfortunately, continue to
face various difficult barriers across key life domains including family, work, and education
(Barreto, Ryan, & Schmitt, 2008). For the religious belief, perceived group discrimination and
negative ethno-religious attitudes toward Muslim community in western cultures might lead to
inequalities and economic disadvantages among Muslims (Cheung, 2014; Connor & Koenig, 2013).
Unfortunately, Muslims tend to lower rates of labor force and chance of occupational attainment.
Furthermore, Awad (2010) investigated the role of acculturation, ethnic identity, and religious
affiliation on perceived discrimination for Arab and Middle Eastern people in the US. The study
findings showed that Muslims with high level of dominant society immersion were exposed to the
most ethnic and religious discrimination. Strikingly, Lehrer (2004) posited that religious affiliation
might be a significant indicator of economic and demographic outcomes in American culture and
therefore, religious involvement in the dominant belief system (Christianity) has usually crucial
effects on health and economic well-being. Similarly, parents’ ethnic-racial and religious
socialization practices play a role in transmission of information, values, and perspectives about
ethnicity, race, and religion to their children. Furthermore, negative parental doctrines and
socialization process deteriorate their children’s negative attitudes toward any discrimination
(Hughes et al., 2000).

Homosexuality refers to sexual desire, attractions or behavior directed toward individual of
one’s own sex (Sahin & Bilgic, 2016; Yilmaz & Demirbas, 2015). Nowadays, homosexuality is not
considered as an illness by most psychologists and scientists. Accordingly, the American Psychiatry
Association and the World Health Organization excluded homosexuality from their lists of illnesses
in late 20" century (Cabuk, 2010). Although extensive biological and psychological researches
indicated that homosexuality as an inmate drive is not a disorder, negative attitudes towards gay
relationships is still growing (e.g., Lombardi, Wilchins, Priesing, & Malouf, 2001; Jackson, Johnson,
& Roberts, 2008; Meyer, 2007). In fact, both cultural norms, parental rearing, and economical
difficulties might be a result of a larger social climate that severely sanctions the individuals for not
conforming to the dominant society’s values regarding sexual preferences. Homosexuality is
popular topic within many fields of research in western countries, but few discuss the role of
parent, SES, and religious belief in the individuals’ attitudes towards homosexuality in Turkey.
Accordingly, lesbians, gays, and bisexuals might vary in social economic status, cultural identity, age,
education, religious belief, parental rearing, and their rejection or acceptance of societal prejudges
against homosexuality (Lombardi et al., 2001). Unfortunately, although homosexuality started to be
discussed in the mid-1980s (Cabuk, 2010; Goregenli, 2004), homophobia is still very controversial
and common issue in Turkish culture and negative attitudes and stereotypic prejudices against
could lead to serious psychological and sociological problems for them and the whole society.
Attitudes toward homosexuality have become hot-button issues in contemporary politics and
society; however there is little known about personal dynamics drive such attitudes, including
parenting (Weinstein & Ryan, 2015). In fact, parents, who are perceived as supporting autonomy,
may convey to their children that love and affection is not dependent on the cultural climate, their
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preferences, and sexual orientation (Chitkow & Ryan, 2001). The success to support autonomy
often contributes to higher well-being (Assor, Kaplan, & Roth, 2002). Unfortunately, even
autonomy supportive parents in western culture are often reported at least some degree of
negativity and maladaptive attitudes towards homosexuality (Savin-Williams & Ream, 2003). In fact,
being rejected or stigmatized by parents or important others more likely to contributes to an
increase in their children’s negative attitudes towards gay and lesbians (Legate, Ryan, & Weinstein,
2011). Industrialized countries have, in recent years, shown increasing support and respect for gay,
lesbian, and bisexual rights. However, despite the growing support, there is still little known about
how social economic status affects the individuals’ attitudes towards the homosexuality. Previous
research indicated that the indicators of middle and upper-class status, including higher levels of
education and income, are significantly related to more positive social attitudes towards the same-
sex marriages and the homosexuality in western cultures (e.g., Lee & Chou, 2017; Nowosielski,
Kurpisz, Lew-Starowicz, & Samochowiec, 2016). Similarly, Perry and collogues (2015) examined
the role of ethnicity and SES in the individuals’ attitudes towards the homosexuality. They found
that the effect of social economic status is statistically significant predictor and higher or upper class
individuals are more likely to support the right to have the same-sex marriages and show more
acceptance and less rejection than those from lower class backgrounds. Despite recent
developments in the direction of LGBT equality in western countries, homosexuality is not widely
accepted by religious communities across wotld (Moreira, 2007). In fact, religious groups
representing a huge group vocal faction debate over the homosexuality issues. The linkage between
homosexuality and religion has received continued attention from researchers and politicians.
Extensive number of research pointed out that frequent attendance at religious places and a
commitment to conservative theological view in any belief system are markers of more restrictive
and castigatory standings on LGBT and same-sex marriages (e.g., Adamczyk &Pitt, 2009; Correa,
2010; Ogland & Verona, 2014; Olson, Cadge, & Harrison, 2006). Accordingly, Moon (2002)
claimed that a moral-philosophical-theological viewpoint often tries to locate the basis for
homonegativity within the holy writings of religions, including Islam. However, we are little known
about the religious denomination of an individual and his/her religiosity to explain her/his attitudes
toward the homosexual discrimination.
Summary of research questions and hypothesis
The goal of the study was summarized by the following research questions:

1. Does the individuals’ discriminatory attitudes vary as a function of perceived parental

attitudes?
2. Does the individuals’ discriminatory attitudes vary as a function of social economic status?
3. Does the individuals’ discriminatory attitudes vary as a function of religiosity?

Method
Participants

The study participants included a group of 643 (408 male ; 335 female) Physical Education
and Sport Science students in four large urban city universities in Turkey.All participants were born
in Turkey and were Turkish-speaking. The participants’ mean age was 19.87 (SD = 2.93).
Procedures

Participants voluntarily took part in the current study and the researchers asked them to rate
report their percetions regarding the gender, ethnic, religious, homosexual discrimination and
demographic information (e.g., age, gender, parent attitudes, religiousness, and income).
Instruments

Discrimination scale (Vural & Gomleksiz, 2010) is a 21-item self-report measure that is
used to assess the individuals’ discriminatory attitudes toward gender, homosexuality, race, and
religion. It uses a 6-point Likert format, which ranges from “totally disagree” (1) to “totally agree
(6). This scale consists of four subscales: gender discriminatory (7-item) attitudes, homosexuality
discriminatory attitudes (7-item), race discriminatory attitudes (4-item), and religion discriminatory
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attitudes (3-item). The scale has demonstrated good reliability across all scales: for the total .91,
gender, .82, homosexuality, .84, race, .79, and religion, .83. The instrument has also showed
acceptable evidence for concurrent and constructs validity across extensive research studies.
Data Analysis

The correlational research design was employed in the current research. Parenting style,
SES, and Religiosity differences were examined using independent sample t-test and ANOVA. The
alpha level was set at .05. The researchers also conducted multiple regression method to examine
the role of parental attitudes, SES, and religiosity in the individual’s discriminatory attitudes.

Results

The researchers found that there was a statistically significant perceived parental attitude
group effect on the individuals’ general discriminatory attitudes (F (3, 642) = 9.62, p<.05). For the
discriminatory attitudes toward gender discrimination, there was a statistically significant group
mean differences (F (3, 642) = 14.73, p<.05). However, the results did not find any statistically
significant group effect on the sub-scale of race, homosexuality, and religion discrimination (see
Table 1). More specifically, authoritarian parental attitudes (M=4.06, SD= .06) had more
discriminatory attitudes than democratic type (M=2.07, SD= .08), permissive (M=2.09, SD= .05),
and uninvolved (M=2.30, SD= .04). We also examined the impact of social economic status on the
participants’ discriminatory attitudes. Based on the findings, there was not any statistically
significant mean difference in terms of SES on discriminatory attitudes toward gender,
homosexuality, race, and religion (see Table 2). Interestingly, the participants with high social
economic status (M=2.99, SD= .06) had more negative discriminatory attitudes toward
race/ethnicity than that of the middle (M=2.81, SD= .05) and low SES group (M=2.91, SD= .00).
For the religiosity, the individuals with strong religious belief group showed statistically less
discriminatory attitudes toward race (7 (1, 642) = -2.87, p<.05) and religion (7 (1, 642) = -3.08,
p<.05) discrimination than the participants with low or non-religious believers. However, the
religiously conservative group showed more discriminatory attitudes toward homosexuality
(M=3.68, SD= .08) and gender (M=3.37, SD= .06) than low or non-believer group’s attitudes
toward homosexuality (M=3.06, SD= .06) and gender (M=2.11, SD= .03). Therefore, as expected,
there was a statistically significant difference between religious and non-religious group in terms of
homosexuality (7 (1, 642) = 3.39, p<.05) and gender (7 (1, 642) = 2.84, p<.05). In addition, religious
M=2.94, SD= .05) and non-religious group (M=3.07, SD= .08) were statistically significant
different from each other in terms of overall discriminatory attitudes (7 (1, 642) = 2.26p<.05).

Table 1
One-Way Analysis of Variance of Discriminatory Attitude Scores by Perceived Parental Attitudes
Source Parental Mean SD F b
Alttitudes
Discriminatory Attitude Total Democratic 2.07 0.08 9.62 0.007%+*
Permissive 2.09 0.05
Uninvolved 2.30 0.04
Authoritative 4.06 0.06
Gender Discrimination Democratic 2.07 0.08 14.73 0.00%*
Permissive 2.09 0.05
Uninvolved 2.30 0.04
Authoritative 4.06 0.06
Homosexuality Democratic 2.63 0.09 8.41 0.00%*
Permissive 2.67 0.08
Uninvolved 3.04 0.06
Authoritative 411 0.07
Race/Ethnicity Democratic 1.79 0.07 0.09 0.96
Permissive 2.02 0.06
Uninvolved 2.13 0.07

Authoritative 2.89 0.06
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Religion Democratic 1.93 0.09 0.93 0.43
Permissive 2.01 0.07
Uninvolved 2.18 0.08
Authoritative 2.52 0.07
Table 2
One-Way Analysis of Variance of Discriminatory Attitude Scores by Social Economic Status (SES)
Sonrce SES Group Mean SD F p
Discriminatory Attitude Total Low 291 0.06 1.63 0.19
Middle 2.81 0.05
High 2,99 0.06
Gender Discrimination Low 271 0.07 0.99 0.37
Middle 2.27 0.05
High 2.78 0.09
Homosexuality Low 2.73 0.08 0.68 0.51
Middle 291 0.05
High 3.06 0.07
Race/Ethnicity Low 2.67 0.06 2.15 0.06
Middle 2.42 0.05
High 2.39 0.06
Religion Low 2.53 0.09 0.88 0.42
Middle 2.02 0.05
High 2.16 0.06

After examining the group effects on the discriminatory attitudes, we also conducted a
multiple regression to examine the role of perceived parental attitudes, SES, and religiosity in the
individuals’ discriminatory scores. The current study’s findings indicated that perceived parental
attitudes, SES, and religiosity statistically and significantly predicted the participants’ general
discriminatory attitudes (R2=.29, F (3,642) =4.57, p<.01). It was found that perceived parental
attitudes significantly predicted discriminatory attitudes (8 = .34, p<.001), as did religiosity (3 = .16,
p<.001); however SES was not a significant predictor (3 = -.09, p = 0.11). The results of the
regression indicated the three predictors explained 27.6 % the variance.

Table 3

Multiple Regression Results of Discriminatory Attitude Scores by the Study Variables
Variable B SE B B P
Perceived Parental Attitudes 1.86 0.82 0.34 0.007+*
Religiosity 1.02 0.51 0.16 0.00%*
SES 0.34 0.19 -0.09 0.11
R2 0.29

F (3, 642) = 4.57 0.00%**

Discussion and Implications

The goal of the study was to examine the role of perceived parental attitudes, SES, and
religiosity in the sport science students’ discriminatory attitudes. Accordingly, we also scrutinized
how the participants’ attitudes toward gender, homosexual, race, and religion discrimination vary by
the variables indicated above. As expected, the participants’ discriminatory attitudes statistically
significantly varied by their perceived parental attitudes. Consistent with the literature, parental
perceptions of children’s abilities, cultural norms, and parental doctrines are impactful ingredients
of the individuals’ socialization process (e.g., Cheung, 2014; Connor & Koenig, 2013). In fact,
autonomy supportive and democratic parental attitudes might convey to their children love and
affection and healthy socialization process (Assor, Kaplan, & Roth, 2002). Negative patrental
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attitudes toward gender, ethnic, homosexuality, and religion discrimination may increase their
children’s hate and intolerance and therefore, their psychological well-being deteriorate rapidly
(Alkan, Erdem, & Celik, 2016). In the current study, after testing each sub-domains of
discriminatory attitudes, we only observed the group differences in gender discrimination for
parental attitudes Consistent with previous research, parental gender roles and attitudes are
significantly linked to young adults’ attitudes toward gendered family role, housework allocation
(Cunningham, 2001; Williams, Radin, & Allegro, 1992). Accordingly, youth with fathers, who are
highly involved in childrearing practices, hold less stereotypical thoughts and perceptions regarding
gender discrimination that the individuals with authoritative fathers (Blair, 1992). Inconsistent with
the previous research (e.g., Sinclair, Dunn, &Lowery, 2005), we did not find any significant group
differences in homosexual, ethnic, and religion discrimination. This might be because, sport science
students have more positive perceptions regarding homosexuality and negative attitudes toward
ethnic and religion discrimination (Celik, Pasinoglu, Tan, & Koyuncu, 2015). In addition, Turkish
culture are not welcome to prejudicial discriminatory thoughts and attitudes toward religion and
ethnicity because of religious and normative belief system in society.

Research findings also indicated that the role of social economic status in discriminatory
attitudes, in consistent with the previous studies (Simons, Simons, & Burt, 2000), there was not any
statistical group differences. However, students with high social economic status had more
discriminatory attitudes than middle and low group. For instance, parents with high SES provides
more supportive and affection to their children, and so supportive parenting reduces the
individuals’ discriminatory attitudes toward gender, race, and homosexuality (Brown & Bigler,
2004). Accordingly, Latino immigrant children in White and high SES community hold positive and
important ethnic identities and perceived very low rates of discrimination (Brown & Chu, 2012).

For religiosity, we examined how religious and non-religious sport sciences students’
perceptions of discrimination changes. Results showed that religious and conservative participants
showed less discriminative attitudes toward race; however, as expected, they had more prejudicial
discriminative perceptions of homosexuality and gender than low or non-religious group. Similatly,
Arnd and Bruin (2006) examined the impact of gender and religiosity on negative attitudes toward
lesbians and gay men in South Africa. They found that gender and religiosity play a significant role
in attitudes on homosexuality. In other words, male students had more negative prejudicial
thoughts and perceptions regarding homosexuals. Furthermore, there was a consistent tendency for
male and religious students to express more hostile attitudes towards lesbians and gays than female
and non-conservative group. Societal values, as characterized by religion, are crucial dynamics
linked to the formation of prejudicial attitudes and stereotypes about specific groups (Thomas &
Greiner, 19906). In this sense, religious fundamentalist groups are quite highly correlated with
religious ethnocentrism and higher degrees of hostility toward homosexuals and gender, racial-
ethnic minorities (Altemeyer, 2009). In addition, as Adamczyk and Pitt (2009) posited, cross-
national differences in cultural orientations might explain the role of religion in the linkage between
homosexual and gender attitudes and a society’s cultural context. Namely, Turkish culture has
dominantly collectivistic and conservative background and therefore, the notion of homosexuality
and gender might be different from the individualistic culture, including American and European.
Unfortunately, most women in Islamic society have to struggle for human rights and gender
equality and so it is expected to have some prejudicial attitudes toward gender roles in a given
culture. As shown in regression model, parental attitudes, social economical background, and
religiosity are key factors to explain the individual’s prejudicial discriminatory attitudes toward
specific group of people in Turkey. In addition, the current sample consisted of sport science
students and therefore as expected, their prejudicial attitudes towards racial and homosexual
discriminatory attitudes were low. Similatly, Roper and Halloran (2007) conducted a study to
explore male and female student athletes’ attitudes toward homosexuality. Findings showed that
there were no significant differences in their attitudes toward lesbians and gays. Moreover, they
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reported that having contact with homosexual athletes helped them to develop more positive
attitudes toward gay men and lesbians.

It is crucial to address the current study’s limitations and the future recommendations. We
need to be cautious regarding the generalizability of the research findings because the current
sample only consisted of sport science college students. Furthermore, future researchers may want
to consider include the need to not only examine the demographic factors, but also various
psychological variables including empathy. In addition, it is crucial to investigate how discriminatory
attitudes may influence the individuals’ psychological well-being. In educational context, we need to
help the students to develop positive attitudes toward special population.
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