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ABSTRACT

Lesbian, gay, bisexual, transgender, intersex, and plus (LGBTI+) experience a
disproportionate amount of prejudice and discrimination. Indirect contact is one of the
most effective ways in reducing prejudice toward different stigmatized groups and
improving attitudes, including LGBTI+’s. Parasocial contact is a type of indirect
contact which is based on media exposure of viewers to an outgroup member(s).
Exposure to outgroup-related parasocial contact has been found to enhance positive
attitudes and lower prejudice toward outgroups. The current study aimed to test the
effects of a parasocial contact intervention on prejudice reduction toward LGBTI+s
using three different conditions: emotion-, human rights-, and economy-based
parasocial contact as well as a control group. It was hypothesized that parasocial
contact interventions would be effective in reducing prejudice against LGBTI+s
compared to the control group in the form of more positive attitudes, greater
perspective taking, reduced threat perception, increased support for LGBTI+ rights
and lowered social distancing while controlling for prior contact, gender, and social
dominance orientation. Additionally, it was hypothesized that there will be differences
between the three parasocial contact interventions regarding prejudice toward

LGBTI+.

A sample of 334 Turkish-speaking young adult university students (234 female and
110 male) at Eastern Mediterranean University completed an online-based survey.
Participants were randomly assigned to one of the four conditions. Participants then

completed the Social Dominance Orientation, Perspective-Taking, Support LGBTI+



Rights, Symbolic threat, Social Distance, Outgroup attitudes scales and demographic

information questionnaire respectively.

The findings of the study demonstrated that parasocial contact interventions were
found to improve positive outgroup attitudes and increased support for LGBTI+ rights,
enhanced perspective-taking, and decreased symbolic threat perceptions compared to
the control group. However, parasocial contact interventions were not significant in
reducing social distance toward LGBTI+’s. Lastly, there were no significant
differences between emotion-, human rights-, and economy-based parasocial contact
interventions in reducing prejudice toward LGBTI+. The findings are further discussed

within the framework of the limitations and recommendations of this study.

Keywords: Parasocial Contact, Prejudice, Outgroup Attitudes, Social Distance,

LGBTI+ Rights.



OZ

Lezbiyen, gey, biseksiiel, transseksiiel, interseks ve arti (LGBTI+) orantisiz sekilde
onyargi ve ayrimciliga maruz kalmaktadir. Dolayli temas, LGBTi+'ar da dahil olmak
tizere farkli damgalanmis gruplara yonelik Onyargiyr azaltmanin ve tutumlar
iyilestirmenin en etkili yollarindan biridir. Parasosyal temas, izleyicilerin bir dis grup
uyesine/lyelerine media yoluyla maruz kalmasina dayanan bir dolayli temas tiiriidiir.
Dis grupla ilgili parasosyal temasa maruz kalmanin, olumlu tutumlan arttirdigi ve dis
gruplara karsi Onyargiyr azalttigi bulunmustur. Mevcut ¢alisma ile bir parasosyal
temas miuidahalelerinin LGBTI+'lara yonelik 6nyargiyr azaltma iizerindeki etkilerini
tic farkli parasosyal temas kosulu; duygu, insan haklar1 ve ekonomi temelli ve ayrica
bir kontrol grubu kullanarak test etmek amaclanmistir. Parasosyal temas
miudahalelerindeki grup, kontrol grubuna kiyasla daha olumlu tutumlar, daha fazla
perspektif alma, LGBTI+ haklarina ydnelik daha fazla destek, daha diisiik tehdit algis1
ve daha az sosyal mesafe egilimi gosterecegi cinsiyet, énceki temas ve sosyal baskinlik
yonelimi kontrol edildiginde LGBTi+'lara yonelik 6nyargiy1 azaltmada etkili olacag
varsayillmistir. Ayrica, LGBTI+'lara yonelik dnyargi azaltma konusunda (i¢ parasosyal

temas miidahalesi arasinda farkliliklar olacagi varsayilmistir.

Dogu Akdeniz Universitesi'nde Tiirkce konusan 334 geng yetiskin {iniversite 6grencisi
(234 kadin ve 110 erkek) g¢evrimigi tabanli bir anketi tamamlamistir. Katilimcilar
rastgele dort kosuldan birine atanmistir. Katilimcilar daha sonra sirasiyla Sosyal
Baskinlik Yonelimi, Bakis Acis1t Alma, LGBTI+ Haklarmi Destekleme, Sembolik
Tehdit Algisi, Sosyal Mesafe, Dis Grup tutumlar1 6lgeklerini ve demografik bilgi

formunu doldurmustur.



Caligmanin bulgulari, parasosyal temas miidahalelerinin, kontrol grubuna kiyasla
olumlu dis grup tutumlarm iyilestirdigini ve LGBTI+ haklarina destegi artirdigin,
bakis agisini gelistirdigini ve sembolik tehdit algilarini azalttigini géstermistir. Ancak
parasosyal temas miidahaleleri LGBTi+lara yonelik sosyal mesafeyi azaltmada
anlamli bulunmamustir. Son olarak, LGBTI+'ya yonelik ényargiyr azaltmada duygu,
insan haklar1 ve ekonomi temelli parasosyal temas miidahaleleri arasinda 6nemli bir
fark bulunamamigtir. Bulgular, bu ¢alisgmanin sinirliliklart ve gelecek ¢aligmalara

Oneriler ¢gercevesinde tartigilmastir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Parasosyal Temas, Onyargi, Dis Gruba Kars1 Tutumlar, Sosyal

Mesafe, LGBTIi+ Haklari.
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Chapter 1

INTRODUCTION

It is known that lesbian, gay, bisexual, trans, intersex and pluses (LGBTI+) have faced
discrimination and stigma from past till present. Although the dimensions of
discrimination and stigma vary from society to society or culture to culture,
discriminatory attitudes and behaviors toward LGBTI+s remain present. These
attitudes and behaviors were analysed in various scientific fields such as economy,
politics, medicine, sociology, and psychology. Due to patriarchal and heteronormative
binary gender system LGBTI+s existence were seen as ‘unnatural’, ‘sinful’, ‘criminal’
etc. Similarly, as part of socialization processes, LGBTI+ people and issues were seen
as 'perversion’, ‘immorality’ and ‘disease’. This binary gender system known as
heteronormativity has excluded and marginalized LGBT I+s within social, cultural, and
legal spheres. In addition to these, exclusion and invisibility within the society led
various rights violations and hate crimes which also restricted the access of LGBTI+s
to equal basic human rights (e.g. right to live) which are also reported by civil society
organizations here in Cyprus and abroad (Kaos GL, 2020; Queer Cyprus Association,
2021). Further, it is also known that stigma and discrimination have severe negative
effects on LGBTI+'s well-being. It was found that sexual minorities report more
symptoms of mental health problems (e.g. depression, suicide, and anxiety) than their
heterosexual peers (Batejan et al., 2014; Meyer, 2003; 1995). In order to tackle this
prejudice and discrimination, Allport (1956) put forward the contact hypothesis. Many

studies in the literature reveal that intergroup contact has a significant effect on



prejudice reduction including that directed to sexual and racial prejudice (Schiappa et

al., 2006; Husnu et al., 2018; Vezzali et al., 2014; West et al., 2015).

In this thesis, the effect of parasocial contact interventions (emotion-, human rights-,
and economy-based) will be tested using video-type parasocial contact exposure. In
the following chapters, LGBTI+ terminology and sexual prejudice, and discrimination

against LGBTI+s are presented.
1.1 LGBTI+ Terminology

Sex refers to physical attributes that include external and internal reproductive
structures, chromosomes, and hormones. It is used to sex assign at birth an individual
as male or female, in some cases, combinations of both female and male gender
characteristics are known as intersex (APA, 2012). Gender is a concept with multiple
dimensions. Gender is the interaction of an individual's birth-assigned sex, their
perception of their own gender, and the presentation of gender and behavior outward.
The perception of oneself as a man, woman, both, or neither is referred to as gender
identity (APA, 2012). Sexual orientation is the term used to refer to the gender of
people to whom one is sexually and/or romantically attracted. Sexual orientation
diversities are mostly known in various categories: an attraction to members of the
opposite genders (heterosexual), and the sexual orientations that are also known as
LGB are the attraction to members of one's own gender (gay or lesbian), and attraction
to more than one gender (bisexual) (APA, 2012). When a person's gender identification
and assigned sex aren't congruent, the person may identify along the transgender (T)
spectrum (transman, transwoman, or gender non-conforming) (APA, 2012). In other

words, transgenders are people who do not follow traditional gender norms, societal



gender expectations, and gender assigned at birth. Together these are known as lesbian,

gay, bisexual, transgender, intersex, and plus (LGBTI+) (Kaos GL, 2020).
1.2 Prejudice and Discrimination Toward LGBTI+

Homophobia is the approval of strict notions of traditional gender roles and sexuality,
which manifest as prejudice and stigma toward homosexuals, thus justifying
discrimination based on sexual minority identities and heterosexual favoritism
(Sullivan, 2003). Similarly, transphobia refers to the feeling of disgust directed at those
who do not comply with society's gender norms according to Hill (2002). Heterosexual
favoritism also called heterosexism refers to expressing an ideological system that is
used to define both a cultural context that stigmatizes sexual minorities and denies
their full social membership, as well as individual attitudes and behaviors that indicate
heteronormativity. Furthermore, heterosexuality is seen as an acceptable and desirable,
“natural” and “normal” sexual orientation emphasized by heteronormative ideology
(Herek, 2003). According to Herek sexual prejudice: is “internalized sexual stigma
that results in the negative evaluation of sexual minorities” (Herek, 2009, p. 74).
While socially shared understanding of homosexuality's devalued position in society
is known as sexual stigma, discrimination describes a situation in which LGBTI+s are
treated unfairly because of their gender identity or sexual orientations (Gocmen &

Yilmaz, 2017).

All around the world still discrimination and hate crimes happen toward LGBTI+s in
different ways. Generally societies have seen LGBTI+’s as sick for years, further, this
point of view did not differ in many fields such as psychology and medicine (APA,
1952; 1968). The history of the Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of Mental Disorders

(DSM) as seen in the first DSM defines homosexuality and transvestitism as ‘sexual



deviations’ (APA, 1952). This classification and discrimination did not change in the
DSM-I1I published in 1973 (APA, 1980). The American Psychiatric Association in
1973 announced that homosexuals were satisfied with their sexual orientation, that
there were no cognitive or psychological impairments implicated in sexual orientation,
and hence depathologized homosexuality by excluding it from mental health disorders
in the DSM-111 edition. Despite this, gender identity disorder is still listed in the version

of the DSM-IV (APA, 2015).

Many LGBTI+s does not fit society's norms or expectations regarding sexuality, they
face sexual stigma, stereotypes, and discrimination in many areas such as friends,
families, social institutions, workplaces, and health services (Mayock et al., 2009;
Graham et al., 2011). Previous studies have shown that LGBTI+s face different forms
of discrimination as either direct (e.g., verbal, physical violence) or indirect forms
(e.g., ignoring, jokes, exclusion). A nationwide survey in the US conducted by Kosciw
et al., (2012) showed that in the school environment 71.3% of sexual minority high
school students face verbal harassment (e.g., being called a ‘fag’, or frequently hearing
the word ‘gay’ in a negative way) from other students. A study conducted with 5,000
German sexual minority (LGBT) youth reported 82% of LGBT experienced
discrimination because of their sexual orientations or gender identities, whereas 44%
in the setting of education or work (Krell & Oldemeier, 2016). Another study
conducted in the US by Kosciw et al. (2016) with a wide sample of LGBTI+ students
participation showed that 57.6% of students due to their sexual orientation and 43.3%
of students due to their perceived gender expression did not feel safe at school. The
rate of students who reported they experience discrimination was 66.2%. Further,
70.8% of students experienced verbal abuse, 27% physical harassment, and 13%

physical attack as a result of their sexual orientation. The rates of discrimination for
4



gender expression were reported by respondents as 54.5% verbal, 20.3% physical, and

9.4% sexual respectively.

In the Hate Crimes report conducted by Gay and Lesbian Cultural Research and
Solidarity Association (Kaos GL), LGBTI+s rights association based in Turkey, it was
found that students are exposed to homophobic attitudes, and physiological and
psychological bullying due to their sexual orientation and gender identity in their
schools. Further, university students experience not only individual discrimination but
also institutional discrimination. Some students also had forced to leave their
dormitories during their education due to discrimination (Guner et al., 2010). Further,
LGBTI+s experience discrimination in different areas such as health services a study
conducted by Yilmaz and Gé¢men in 2015 with a large sample of LGBTs (N=2,875)
indicated that 7.6% of LGBTs did not receive treatment or delayed treatment because
of fear of stigma and discrimination. Again, 7.2% of participants were subject to
‘conversion therapy’ to be treated for their sexual orientation and gender identity by
health care professionals.

1.3Discrimination and Negative Attitudes toward LGBTI+ in Cyprus

Recent studies conducted by the Queer Cyprus Association (QCA) an LGBTI+ human
rights-based organization in the north of Cyprus reveal the formal and informal
discrimination LGBTI+s face in the northern part of Cyprus. According to the QCA’s
the Labour Market experiences of LGBTI+ report (Bhatti and Lisanier, 2021), which
deals with the workplace experiences of LGBTI+s, 74% of LGBTI+s have to hide their
sexual orientations and gender identities to avoid negative attitudes in the workplaces.
Furthermore, 4.5% of respondents reported that they were fired due to their identity,

while 14.2% of participants changed jobs due to the LGBTI+phobic attitudes they



faced. In addition, LGBTI+s experience wage discrimination as a participant stated
that they do not have the same opportunity as their heterosexual colleagues in tax
discounts. For instance, heterosexual colleagues who are married may have tax
discounts and for each offspring they may have additional discounts, however,
LGBTI+’s cannot benefit from this opportunity due to inequality in marriage rights
(Bhatti and Lisanier, 2021). Also, transgenders are considered under the ‘mental
disorder’ list by psychologists and psychiatrists in the northern part of Cyprus which
IS not consistent with the latest version of DSM (Ergiin, & Pasa, 2021). In another
report conducted by QCA (Semi et al., 2021) about access to social services, 85.7% of
the research participants reported that they experienced violence because of their
sexual orientations and gender identity. It was reported that 39.6% of the participants
were subjected to physical violence, 32.4% were exposed to sexual violence and 27%

to economic violence (Semi et al., 2021).

In terms of public opinion and general attitudes toward LGBTI+s, in the northern part
of Cyprus limited studies have been conducted by QCA (Uluboy, 2017; Husnu, 2021).
The existing studies have shown that those residing in the north of Cyprus hold
negative attitudes toward LGBTI+, for example, in a survey on attitudes conducted in
2017 when invited by the researchers to participate in the study, some participants tore
the survey papers and threw them to the researchers once they understand the topic.
Another recent study by QCA (Husnu, 2021) examined the attitudes of the society in
the northern part of Cyprus using a large nationally representative sample (N=1002).
The findings demonstrated that attitudes toward LGBTI+s was associated with
ethnicity, Turkish participants reported more negative attitudes toward LGBTI+s
compared to Turkish Cypriots participants. Further, participants who were male, older

age, living in a rural area, and highly religious were correlated with more negative
6



attitudes toward LGBTI+s. Similarly, Uluboy and Husnu (2020) showed that in a
sample of Turkish-speaking participants in the north of Cyprus, those who hold rigid
binary gender roles hold more negative attitudes toward sexual minority groups. When
one turns to the south of Cyprus, attitudes are not very different and people also have
negative attitudes toward LGBTI+. Homophobia frequency and normality were linked
to the heteronormative family structure, the establishment of national and religious

identity, and the conservative nature of the society (Shoshilou & Vasiliou, 2016).
1.4 LGBTI+ Rights

Whereas it is common for social psychological research to look at attitudes in general,
issues pertaining to human rights have been less despite the fact that they are closely
intertwined. As laws regarding human rights are significant indicators of societal
attitudes about same-sex relations or transgender rights, according to Zhang (2014),
legislation is a reflection of society that shapes social values and norms. Further, it’s
been suggested that legislation relating to LGBTI+s rights, such as the recognition of
marriage equality of LGBTI+, might enhance respect for LGBTI+ rights by providing
the rights given by such legislation more legitimacy, acceptability, and intimacy
(Flores & Barclay, 2016; Hanley et al., 2012; Kreitzer et al., 2014). According to a
study, the recognition of marriage equality for LGBTI+ increased positive attitudes
toward LGBTI+ (Flores & Barclay, 2016). As a result, a person's own support for
LGBTI+s might be influenced by the rights provided to LGBTI+ in the country. That's
why improving LGBTI+ rights have an important influence at the individual level too.

This makes the topic worthy of further investigation.

Turning to the rights of LGBTI+ worldwide, even today most of the countries do not

have protective and supportive legislation about sexual orientation and gender identity



explicitly, such that some countries ban or punish homosexual relationships. As of
May 2017, there are 124 countries where homosexuality is not illegal, compared to 72
countries where same-sex sexual behavior is illegal (Kenny, & Patel, 2017). In some
African and Asian countries, homosexual acts are considered illegal such as Sudan,
Iran, Saudi Arabia, and Yemen whereby same-sex sexual behaviors have the death
penalty according to European Region of the International Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual
Trans, and Intersex Association (ILGA-EU) stated in a world survey of sexual
orientation laws report (Carroll, 2016). Further, homosexuality is illegal in many
African counties and the African society is the least accepting of homosexual acts in
the world (Oberth & Mondry, 2014). Although the fact that LGBTI+ existence is not
illegal in Turkey this does not provide LGBTI+s legal protection from prejudice or
discriminations because the country lacks protective legislations that comprehensively
include LGBTI+ identities. According to the latest report of the ILGA-Europe
Rainbow Map and Index 2021, Turkey is ranked 48th out of 49 countries regarding the
human rights equality of LGBTI+s (ILGA-EU, 2021). In 2015, Istanbul Governor's
Office banned the Istanbul Pride March, which has been held for 13 years,
emphasizing that such a march is "immoral and inappropriate” in Ramadan for an
Islamic country. Similarly, in 2016 Ankara Governorship banned the pride march
justified with “societal sensitivity” and refused to provide security for the march.
Despite this ban, those LGBTI+s who tried to march were subjected to police violence
in different cities of Turkey (Kaos GL, 2022). In 2022 June pride march was banned
once again, and some NGOs complained about this decision. On the other hand, the
anti-discrimination law of the European Union explicitly banned discrimination based
on sexual orientations (Ellis, 2005). Overall, Western countries' legal progress have

become more supportive for LGBTI+ rights and more accepting of same-sex sexual



acts. For example, the Netherlands was the first country to establish same-sex marriage
equality in 2000, in addition to that another 15 countries provided this right to same-

sex couples (Itaborahy & Zhu 2013, Masci et al., 2013).

Turning to the context of the study, LGBTI+s in the northern part of Cyprus still
struggles with some legal challenges. Until 2014 the northern part of Cyprus’s
legislation criminalized the relationships of same-sex individuals. Sexual intercourse
(specifically anal sex) among males were identified as an "unnatural crime™ under the
criminal code articles 171 and 173, until January 2014, encouraging an environment
of discrimination and intolerance (Human Dignity Trust, 2014). The regulations
remained as a remnant of British colonial authority after the territory attained
independence in the 1960s. The Republic of Cyprus changed its rule in 1998 to be able
to be a members of the European Union. This was changed in the north of Cyprus in
2014 (Human Dignity Trust, 2014). However, according to a recent report published
by QCA (Ergiin & Pasa, 2021) still transgenders are forced to have genital surgery for
legally recognition of their gender on their identity cards and on all other legal
documents. In terms of other civil rights, same-sex couple does not have marriage
equality, nor the adoption right (Ergiin & Pasa, 2021). According to a recent report on
attitudes toward LGBTI+s in the northern part of Cyprus, society's attitudes regarding
adoption rights of LGBTI+, or marriage equality are still negative. In addition, an
important percent of participants believed that LGBTI+ do not need laws to increase

the protection from or prevention of discrimination (Husnu, 2021).

The prejudice and discrimination toward LGBTI+s have negative consequences on
LGBTI+’s well-being. Studies have found lesbian, gay, and bisexuals have a higher

risk of mental health problems compared to heterosexuals, these risks are connected

9



to additional life stressors such as sexual orientation-based discrimination or violence
(Meyer, 1995; Meyer, 2003; Sandfort et al., 2001). According to the Minority stress
model, sexual minority groups in addition to the daily life stressors, they deal with
unique and extra proximal and distal stress factors related to LGBTI+ identities
(Meyer, 2003). Distal stress factors are experiences of discrimination from the
environment (e.g., heterosexist attitudes, gender roles, and homonegative micro-
aggressions), while proximal stress factors are perceptions and emotions that come and
are kept as a result of directly and indirectly encountering prejudicial experiences (e.g.,
internalized homonegativity, anticipated stigma) (Meyer, 2003). A national-based
study showed that compared to heterosexuals, LGBTI+s have a higher risk of the
prevalence of suicidal ideas and attempts, anxiety, and emotional problems (Gilman et
al., 2001). Other research has revealed that gays are more likely to have major
depression symptoms and panic attacks, and have greater levels of anxiety, post-
traumatic stress disorder (PTSD), and suicidality compared to heterosexual men
(Cochran & Mays, 2000; Jorm et al., 2002; Meyer, 2008). Another piece of evidence
showed that bisexual people reported higher mental health problems rate compared to
other sexual minority groups due to discrimination exposed to by both heterosexuals

and sexual minority groups (i.e., a ‘double discrimination’; Meyer et al., 2008).

These consequences of prejudice and as well as the lack of equal human rights for
LGBTI+ have negative effects on LGBTI+s’ mental health. Because of these
consequences of prejudice, researchers have looked for ways to reduce prejudice based

on sexual orientations and gender identity and enhance support for LGBTI+ rights.
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1.5 Reducing Prejudice

1.5.1 Intergroup Contact Theory

An important question raised in the literature is how such discrimination and stigma
can be changed and eliminated within societies. The answer to this question comes
from contact theory, formulated more than sixty years ago by Allport in 1954, it is the
most examined theory that is based on decreasing prejudice and changing attitudes by
bringing groups together. According to the intergroup contact hypothesis, prejudice is
caused in part by a lack of contact among ingroup and outgroup members. Therefore,
it is suggested that personal and positive contact could reduce bias between groups
(Allport, 1954; Pettigrew & Tropp, 2006). Additionally, Allport (1982) stated four
essential conditions for effective contact which are equal group status in the
circumstances of groups, common purposes, intergroup collaboration, and authority
support to be able to reduce the prejudice among ingroups and outgroups. The initial
studies were focused on the reducing of racial and ethnic-based prejudice, but the
contact hypothesis extended to different minority groups such as sexual minority (see
Herek & Capitanio, 1996; Pettigrew & Tropp, 2006), and not only explicit attitudes
but also implicit attitudes (Davies et al., 2011; Turner et al., 2008) as well as future

contact intention (Crisp & Husnu, 2011; West et al., 2015).

Much research has since been conducted and confirmed that intergroup contact is an
influential and important technique for decreasing prejudice and improving positive
relations between ingroup and outgroup (Pettigrew & Tropp, 2004). A large sample
meta-analysis study conducted by Pettigrew and Tropp (2006) examined 515 different
types of research and showed that 94% of the samples demonstrated that intergroup

contacts have effects on prejudice reduction even without Allport's proper conditions

11



are not “necessary”, they do help to foster good views toward out-group members.
Further, the study showed larger effects for sexual minority groups and disabled
groups, and for the categories of race, ethnicity, and mentally disabled individuals, a
moderate effect was found (Pettigrew & Tropp, 2006). Moreover, Pettigrew and Tropp
(2008), conducted another meta-analysis that examined more than five hundred
intergroup contact hypotheses and focused on the most studied three mediators. The
first one is knowing the outgroups, Allport (1954) proposed that intergroup contact
and interactions enhance knowledge thus improving positive attitudes toward
outgroups and reducing prejudice. According to the findings, anxiety is the second
mediation listed in the analyses. The intergroup contact associates to reduce the
intergroup anxiety and threat perception thus leading to prejudice reduction. The third
mediator examined in the meta-analysis study is empathy toward outgroups and
perspective-taking of outgroups, the findings proved that contact leads to taking
perspective and high empathy towards outgroups which in turn decreases prejudice.
Further, Pettigrew and Tropp (2008) demonstrated that shifts in emotional indicators
especially anxiety and empathy were more successful compared to cognitive variables
in prejudice. They observed that high empathy and knowledge about outgroups were
negatively associated with anxiety. As a result, there might be a causal chain between
these variables; when there is contact, it reduces the anxiety which might increase
empathy and knowledge regarding the outgroup. This basis might reduce prejudice

toward outgroups (Pettigrew & Tropp, 2008).

Intergroup contact has also been shown to be related to increased rights support across
nations, specifically for different LGBT policies, demonstrating that the beneficial
impacts of interpersonal contact are able to generalize (Earle et al., 2020). Further,

studies have shown a negative relationship between prejudice and support of LGBTI+
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rights, for instance, one cross-cultural meta-analysis showed that having contact with
lesbians, gays, and transgenders was related to stronger support for
gay/lesbian/transgender rights (Earle et al., 2020). Furthermore, Herek (2009) stated
that the discriminatory legislation reproduces the stigma and discrimination toward
sexual minority groups. Moreover, Gorska et al. (2017) collected data from 28
different EU-member countries the findings showed that legal protective legislation of
LGB enhances the positive attitude toward sexual minority groups by changing the
prevalence of intergroup interactions with LGB people, societies with more inclusive

LGB-related legislation foster more favorable attitudes about sexual minorities.

Despite these promising findings, a limitation of the theory is that it is not always
possible for groups to have direct contact to come together. Therefore, throughout the
last few decades, to be able to overcome this limitation, researchers have found new
ways of contact. When direct contact is not possible or is not feasible indirect forms
of contact may be possible, these methods do not need face-to-face interactions or
coming together. The most well-studied indirect contact methods are vicarious-,
imagined-, extended-, and parasocial contact (Crisp & Husnu, 2011; Mazziotta et al.,
2011; Husnu, & Crisp, 2010; Horton & Wohl, 1956; West et al., 2015; Wright et al.,

1997).

Briefly, the imagined contact hypothesis is the “mental simulation of a contact
experience” according to Crips et al. (2010). This imagination has effects on prejudice
reduction and breaking stereotypes (Crips and Turner, 2009). The extended hypothesis
is based on knowing that ingroup members have cross-group interactions, and
friendships, that are particularly meaningful and encourage both positive relations and

tolerance toward the outgroups. The extended hypothesis argues that having
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crossgroup friends is not required, and that simply being aware of friendships between
in-group and out-group members achieves the same impact (Wright et al., 1997). The
focus of the present study is to utilize parasocial contact as an indirect contact method,
hence it will be covered in more details in the following chapter.

1.5.2 Parasocial Contact

The term "parasocial contact” was first utilized by Horton and Wohl (1956) to refer
that communication media might provide people with "an apparently intimate, face-
to-face relationship with a performance” (p. 228). People generally respond to
broadcast actors as they would respond to an actual people because the human brain
interprets media stimuli similarly to how it perceives "direct personal experience"
(Kanazawa, 2002). According to Horton and Wohl (1956), the news media give
chances that viewers might otherwise not find the opportunity for within their own
social environment. According to the parasocial contact study, mediated contact may
replicate Pettigrew's (1998) stated mechanisms of beneficial intergroup relations if a
member of the majority group rarely has the chance to connect with individuals of the
outgroup, parasocial interactions could be able to fill that gap (Schiappa et al., 2006).
People can acquire knowledge about an outgroup through mediated communications
and representations. After having a positive experience, one's behavior is changed, and
one will often seek out greater parasocial interaction instead of avoiding it. One can
form emotional connections with people they only know through media, and whether
or not this causes one to reevaluate their opinions about outgroup members, the
parasocial connections that result could lead to an alteration in prejudice against the
outgroups to which minority group members belong (Pettigrew, 1998; Stephan &
Stephan, 1984). Further, Perse and Rubin (1989) suggested that individuals use similar

contact related cognitive processes for both of mediated and interpersonal situations,
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stating that the media is an alternative means of communication which can meet needs
and gratify its viewers in similar ways to actual people. Although parasocial ties are
similar to actual social relationships, they differ in that there is no reciprocity (Cohen,

2009).

There is a large body of evidence that parasocial contact is influential in influencing
target audiences within communication studies, this might be in the form of local TV
news reporters (Houlberg, 1984; Levy, 1979; Rubin et al., 1985) and also with soap
opera actors, celebrities who appear in commercials, radio hosts, and popular TV
personalities (Hoffner, 1996; Perse & Rubin, 1990; Rubin & Step, 2000). In terms of
social psychological research, parasocial interactions have also been found to improve
intergroup relations (Ortiz & Harwood, 2007; Schiappa et al., 2006). For instance,
looking at prejudice toward immigrants, Muslims, racial minorities, and those with
mental health difficulties, parasocial interaction has been found to be negatively
associated with prejudice (Fujioka, 1999; Moyer-Guse et al., 2019; Visintin et al.,
2017). Importantly for this research, a study conducted to examine exposure to gay
actors on TV shows found that exposure to gay TV characters led to higher acceptance
and was negatively correlated with prejudice (McLaughlin & Rodriguez, 2017).
Schiappa et al. (2006) showed that watching TV programs that portrayed positive
relationships between heterosexual males and gay males and gender nonconforming
people reduced prejudice toward these groups. There is a great opportunity to influence
public attitudes toward the LGBTI+ population favorably as the visibility of the LGBT
population in digital media expands. In a sample of straight university students, Ortiz
and Harwood (2007) showed a negative correlation between exposure to “Will &
Grace” (a popular U.S. sitcom with two gay leads) and the perception of social distance

between homosexual and heterosexual individuals. Bond and Compton (2015)
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investigated straight people’s support for the LGBT community by measuring their
exposure to homosexual TV characters when controlling for factors including gender,
ethnicity, religion, and interpersonal encounters with gay people. The results showed
that straight TV viewers endorsed and supported equality for homosexuals based just
on their media encounters with them, even in the lack of any interpersonal links with
open gays. Moreover, a study found that exposure to gay TV characters improves
beliefs about the LGBTI+ community and behaviors toward gays (Sink & Mastro,
2018). Another study concentrated on news as a source of information that could
influence perceptions of people about Muslims. Findings revealed that parasocial
contact, in the form of amount of news people were exposed to on the media, was
associated with positive attitudes toward Muslims (Abrams et al., 2018). Based on the
above literature parasocial interactions with different content pertaining to LGTBI+
(emotion-, human rights- & economy-based) were utilized in the current study. It was
expected that these interventions will result in the kind of positive attitude change that
interpersonal contact can establish.

1.5.3 Factors Influencing Prejudice

A number of factors might be implicated in the effectiveness of intergroup contact as
a prejudice-reducing technique. For the current study, the following variables were

considered.

Perspective-taking

Perspective-taking refers to “The ability to understand how a situation appears to
another person and how that person is reacting cognitively and emotionally to the
situation.” (Johnson, 1975, p. 241). According to reviews the critical component of a
successful contact intervention might be that it includes empathy, a closely related

component (Pettigrew & Tropp, 2004). Another review paper suggested promoting
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perspective-taking might increase the positive effects of interventions for prejudice
reduction (Cramwinckel, et al., 2018). It was found that those who report racial
outgroup interaction on social media are more likely to indicate perspective-taking
and, as a result, more favorable attitudes toward these outgroups (Barker, 2012).
Importantly for the current study, perspective-taking can also reduce prejudice and
increase the success of campaigns to struggle with the stigma against sexual minorities.
Perspective-taking might be improved via sharing personal experiences or information
about LGBTI+, sharing coming-out stories, or experiences of discrimination.
Additionally, training in perspective-taking might be a sufficient way to reduce
prejudice. An experimental study aimed to reduce prejudice toward transgenders
showed that talking with someone regarding transgender rights, and inviting others to
take the perspective of a transgender person significantly reduced trans prejudice

(Broockman & Kalla, 2016).

Social dominance orientation

Support for an inequality-based approach (SDO) can predict both intergroup attitudes
and prejudice according to recent research (Harnish et al. 2018; Pratto et al. 1994; Rios,
2013). The principles of the social dominance approach are that individuals have a
tendency to construct social hierarchies, which they achieve through developing belief
systems that justifying and explain the dominance of certain groups over outgroups
(Pratto et al. 1994). They found that social dominance orientation plays a critical role
in intergroup relations such that social dominance orientation has been found to be
negatively related with empathy, tolerance, and altruism, whereas positively
associated to the need of social hierarchies in roles and structures (Pratto et al. 1994).
People who hold a higher social dominance orientation utilize legitimizing myths to

be able to explain and justify own attitudes that some groups must be more powerful
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or dominant compared to others. Studies have found associations between social
dominance orientation and political-economic conservatism, negative attitudes
towards racial equality, women's movement, and sexual minority rights (Harnish et al.,
2018; Pratto et al., 1994; Rios, 2013). Research showed that people who have a high
social dominance orientation tend to perceive target groups in more threatening ways,
in addition, this tendency led to decreased support for low-status groups and promotes
prejudice against them (Eibach & Keegan, 2006; Pratto et al., 2006). Similarly,
Nierman (2007) suggested that perceiving LGBT as having an increased status may be
seen as a threat to individuals who have a high social dominance orientation. Uluboy
and Husnu (2020) examined the attitudes of Turkish speakers toward transgenders,
they found that people with higher social dominance orientation tend to have higher

transphobia.

Additionally, a longitudinal study found that positive intergroup interactions can
reduce the social dominance orientation over time (Dhont et al., 2013). Further,
decreasing the inequality-based tendency can increase the positive attitudes and
interactions between ingroup and outgroup. Shook et al. (2015) examined first-year
university students randomly assigned before the start of the academic year to live with
same-race or different-race roommates in university dormitories. Findings showed that
students who were in interracial rooms shown lower social dominance orientation and
higher positive attitudes toward other racial groups than students who shared rooms
with their own race at the end of the semester. Intergroup interactions effects the
attitudes of students toward outgroup members, especially general attitudes about
social dominance and the need for hierarchy. Another study done by Dhont et al.,

(2013) revealed that intergroup contact can impact the ideological roots of prejudice,
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therefore indirectly affecting the degree of predictors which are expected by social

dominance orientation.

Symbolic threat

Intergroup threat refers to when ingroup members believe that specific outgroup
members harm them either in a realistic way which is a loss of resources of in-group
members, or in a symbolic way which is harmful to their values, morals, traditions,
and culture (Stephan & Stephan, 2000). The studies showed that ethnic and racial
stereotypes correlated with symbolic threat perceptions such as results of past studies
consistently found that symbolic threats are related to racial prejudice (Esses et al.,
1993; Greenberg et al., 1990; Stephan et al., 2000). Another study found that non-
heterosexual people are potentially perceived as a threat by heterosexuals to their
values, norms, and morals of a society that relate to the symbolic threat (Brambilla &
Butz, 2013). Further, the symbolic threat was found positively associated with
prejudice towards sexual minorities (Rios, 2013). Moreover, scholars revealed that
sexual minority groups are associated with threatened perceptions of masculinity and
manhood. Thus, men have a higher tendency to promote and support traditional gender
roles whilst insulting and marginalizing sexual minority groups than women
(Kosakowska-Berezecka et al., 2016). This could be due to heightened sensitivity to
masculine threats. The scholars found that men's attitudes toward gays become more
hostile once they were threatened because of their gender (Rivera & Dasgupta, 2018;
Willer et al., 2013; Talley & Bettencourt, 2008). Furthermore, because of the stated
relationship between LGBT and immorality, or because gay and lesbian sexual
relationships are believed as a violation to family values, gays and lesbians are viewed
as a symbolic threat by society (Cottrell & Neuberg, 2005; Vescio & Biernat, 2003).

In the context of contact and symbolic threat, symbolic threats have been revealed to
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mediate the relation between intergroup interaction and attitudes toward outgroup
members (Tausch et al., 2007). Therefore, exposing participants to the emotion-,
economy-, and human rights-based parasocial contact might affect people’s threat

perception toward LGBTI+.
1.6 The Current Study

Based on the aforementioned literature the current study aimed to examine the
effectiveness of different parasocial contact interventions which are emotion-,
economy-, and human rights-based on attitudes and prejudice toward LGBTI+.
Differently to previous research, in the current study, we use social distance as a
dependent measure. Social distance which refers to the intentions of heterosexuals'
level of physical and social closeness might be an alternative way of examining
prejudice in society. For instance, Muraco (2005) found that heterosexual college
students who hold more traditional beliefs about gender had a tendency to keep social
distance from lesbian and gay peers. Similarly, another study showed that individuals
who hold more gender role beliefs presented greater support for segregation according
to gender roles in educational settings, and they tend to less support policies that
benefit transgenders. Lytle et al., (2016) demonstrated that attitudes toward lesbians
and gays are positively correlated to readiness for intergroup interactions and reduced
social distance. Therefore, the attitude of people toward LGBT I+ significantly predicts
the readiness to interact with them. Further, previous studies investigated that
intergroup contact is consistently related to reduced prejudice and social distance
between ingroup and outgroups (Barlow et al., 2009; Paolini et al., 2007; Pettigrew &
Tropp, 2006). On the other hand, exposure to overt sexual prejudice was linked to a
higher social distance from ingroup identification than exposure to subtle sexual

prejudice, according to the findings.

20



The current study utilized a parasocial contact intervention, namely emotion-,

economy-, and human rights-based.

The first manipulation within this study is emotion-based parasocial contact
emphasized emotionality. The intervention was about the love of a gay couple and the
difficulties of being in a same-sex relationship, how they meet, being in the closet, the
effects of LGBTI+phobia on their love. This manipulation aimed to enhance the
emotionality by focusing on a more interpersonal gay couple’s love. It is assumed that
emotion-based interventions will reduce prejudice because emotions such as anxiety,
threat, anger, and disgust may be at the root of prejudices and contact can be effective

at decreasing these negative emotions (Pagotto & Voci, 2013).

The second manipulation is human rights-based intervention was created with an
emphasis on equal human rights for all individuals without making any discrimination.
For instance, highlighted that all human rights are universal, indivisible,
interconnected, and interdependent, and the international community must respect
them equally and fairly on a worldwide scale. Additionally, in the manipulation
mentioned the adoption, marriage, gender reassignment, and prohibition of
discrimination based on sexual orientation and gender identity. Overall, the
manipulation highlighted equal rights and protective legislation for LGBTI+ by
modeling protective and supportive laws. This was thought to be effective for
prejudice reduction since recent research has demonstrated consistent effects of
interpersonal interaction, for example, Garretson (2014) showed that when people
enhanced their knowledge about lesbians and gays their attitudes toward LGBTI+

rights were more favorable. Similarly, social media publications affect peoples'
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opinions about gay rights (LaCour & Green, 2014). This might be interpreted as that

their prejudice decreased toward LGBTI+s.

Final intervention method was based on an economic rationale. This included the
economic cost of LGBTI+ prejudice which is explained how prejudice and sexual
stigma toward LGBTI+ effects the economy of countries which increases the annual
cost of health expenses, decreases the productivity of LGBTI+ workers as well as
increases the cost of the companies. For example; members of stigmatized groups are
not hired for jobs that best represent their skills and human potential because many
employers do not find the abilities of stigmatized group members attractive. Even if
they are hired there is a lack of continuity and they are not kept in the company, this
might result in a drop in productivity of countries. Furthermore, because stigmatized
groups are less likely to get hired and work fewer hours, productivity would drop
proportionally. At the same time, the number of young people out of work would
increase. In addition, stigma and discriminations have negative effects on mental
health problems risks of LGBTI+, and these risks increase the health expenses of
countries’ budgets. Further, the manipulation included the economic benefits LGBTI+
inclusion such as more welcoming countries will be more attractive for LGBTI+
tourists which will contribute to their economies. This was thought to be effective, as
a way to show that there is an economic cost of LGBTI+ prejudice to the economy of
governments and this may be used to persuade individuals as well as governments to
reduce prejudice and enhance acceptance towards LGBTI+s (Bailey et al., 2016). In
line with the above, the hypotheses of this study were as follows:

I.  Participants who are exposed to emotion-, human rights-, or economy-based

parasocial contact interventions will show more positive outgroup attitudes,
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VI.

compared to the control condition when gender, social dominance orientation,
and prior contact are controlled.

Participants who are exposed to emotion-, human rights-, or economy-based
parasocial contact interventions will show higher perspective-taking,
compared to the control condition when gender, social dominance orientation,
and prior contact are controlled.

Participants who are exposed to emotion-, human rights-, or economy-based
parasocial contact interventions will show lower symbolic threat, compared to
the control condition when gender, social dominance orientation, and prior
contact are controlled.

Participants who are exposed to emotion-, human rights-, or economy-based
parasocial contact interventions will show higher support for LGBTI+ rights,
compared to the control condition when gender, social dominance orientation,
and prior contact are controlled.

Participants who are exposed to emotion-, human rights-, or economy-based
parasocial contact interventions will report desiring less social distance,
compared to the control condition when gender, social dominance orientation,
and prior contact are controlled.

Although no hypotheses have been clearly drawn regarding which type of
contact intervention will be most effective on the dependent measures, it is
expected that there will be significant differences between emotion-, human
rights-, or economy-based parasocial contact interventions on outgroup
attitudes, perspective-taking, symbolic threat, support for LGBTI+ rights, and
social distance (while controlling for gender, social dominance orientation, and

prior contact).
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Chapter 2

METHOD

In the following chapters detailed information regarding participants' profile, used

materials, design, and procedure that is used will be further explained.
2.1 Participants

In the current study, data were collected from the Eastern Mediterranean University
Department of Psychology participant pool and from different faculty students by
using convenience sampling and snowballing techniques. 540 university students from
the undergraduate and postgraduate programs participated in the study. Further, extra
credit was given to students for taking part. This study was designed to focus on
heterosexuals’ attitudes and attitudes change, hence was only conducted with
heterosexual and cisgender participants. Participants who identified their sexual
orientation or gender identity as LGBTI+ were therefore removed from the study
(N=32). The study removed participants who failed the manipulation check or didn’t
watch the videos (N=176). The final number of participants was 334, whereby 32% of
participants identified themselves as heterosexual male (N=110) and 68% females
(N=234). The age of the participants was between 18 and 60 years (M=22.60,
SD=4.07). 15.7% of participants (N=54) were citizens of TRNC, 83.1% were Turkish
citizens (N=276) and 1.2% were selected as other citizens (N=4). In this study, the
online web-based tool Qualtrics is used to collect the data. The appropriate sample size
was determined by G*Power analysis. Seven study variables were included in the

G*Power analysis (linear multiple regression (R? deviation from zero) suggested 80
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participants (effect size f> = .20, alpha = .05, power = .80, number of predictors = 7).

Consequently, it was decided that the sample size was appropriate.
2.2 Materials

2.2.1 Social Dominance Orientation Scale (SDO)

The social dominance orientation (SDO) scale consists of 16 items, 8 items were
reverse coded, the original scale was developed by Pratto et al. (1994). The social
dominance orientation assesses two central domains: group-based dominance, which
includes 8 items that represent a desire to dominate other groups (e.g., "other groups
must sometimes be kept in their place™), and opposition to equality, which includes 8
items that are reversed and represent a desire for inequality (e.g., "all groups should be
given an equal chance in life"). However, the total scale was utilized in the current
study. Turkish adaptation of social dominance orientation was done by Akbas in 2010.
A higher score on this scale represents higher group-based dominance and higher
opposition to equality. The Cronbach’s o value was found .92 in this study.

2.2.2 Perspective Taking

The self-report measurement was developed by Batson et al. (1997 also see Davis
1983). The 5 items developed to evaluate individuals’ tendency for perspective-taking
concerns such as “When | am upset at someone, | usually try to “‘put myself in their
shoes’ for a while”, “See things from their point of view”. The scale consisted 5-point
Likert type from 1-does not describe me at all to 5-describe me very well, a higher
score on this scale is indicative of higher perspective-taking. The Cronbach’s a value
was found .90 in this study.

2.2.3 Symbolic Threat Perception

The degree of intergroup threat that individuals felt when considering LGBTI+s were

evaluated by 5 items, ranging on a seven-point scale that was used by Stathi et al.,
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(2017) and adapted for the LGBTI+ population for the current study. Some items that
were used in the study were “Turkish Cypriot and Turkish norms and values are being
threatened because of LGBTI+s” and “The values of LGBTI+s and heterosexuals are
different from each other.” A higher score on this scale means a higher threat
perception level. The Cronbach’s o value was found .86 in this study.

2.2.4 Support for LGBTI+ Rights

The scale assessed support for Lesbian and Gay Human Rights developed by Ellis et
al. (2003). A 5-point Likert-type scale was used, with 5 representing the highest
support for gay and lesbian human rights, ranging from 1-strongly disagree to 5-
strongly agree. The Turkish adaptation of this scale is not available. This scale was
therefore translated by researchers of the current study using the back-translation
method. The 17 items were used in this study, and three items were removed from the
scale because some of the items could be triggering for the LGBTI+ participants who
fill the suvery and out of the date (e.g., “if we give gays and lesbians the same rights
as heterosexuals, than we will have to give them to other “alternative lifestyles” like
incest, bestiality, and polygamy.” The 4., 7., 12., and 16. were reversed items. A higher
score on this scale means more support for the human rights of LGBTI+s. The
Cronbach’s a value was found .94 in this study.

2.2.5 Social Distance Scale

The original scale of social distance proposes to assess the social distancing tendency
of the participants via items created by Bogardus in 1959. The items included questions
to assess participants' level of discomfort in several imagined social contacts with
LGBTI+s such as working in the same company. Each item was rated from 1-1 would
not feel comfortable at all to 5-1 would feel extremely comfortable on the 5°Likert type

scale. The Turkish version of the Social Distance Scale was adapted by Cingdz-Ulu et
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al. (2016). Higher rates from this scale indicate lower levels of discomfort with
LGBTI+s. The Cronbach’s a value was found .98 in this study.

2.2.6 General Outgroup Evaluation Scale

The attitudes toward LGBTI+s were evaluated with the outgroup attitude general
evaluation scale. The scale was developed by Wright et al. (1997). Participants were
asked to indicate how they feel about lesbian, gay, bisexual, and transgenders on 6
bipolar scale items (e.g. cold-warm, friendly-hostile, disgust-admiration) anchored
from 1 to 7 (Husnu & Paolini, 2018). A higher score means a more positive outgroup
evaluation. This six-item semantic differential scale had a Cronbach alpha value is .92
in this study.

2.2.7 Intergroup Contact

We asked participants to complete items assessing contact quantity with LGBTI+s.
They answered the questions based on the quantity of contact (e.g., Do you know
anyone who is Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual, Transgender, or Intersex in your environment?,
How close are you to these people?).

2.2.8 Demographic Questionnaire

The researcher and the researcher’s supervisor created a demographic questionnaire in
order to obtain the required information about the participants of the study. The

questions include age, citizenship, gender, and sexual orientation.
2.3 Design

This study consisted of an online survey using an experimental between-subject design
(emotion-, human rights-, economy-based parasocial contact vs. control condition).
The independent variable was parasocial contact with three different manipulations
(emotion-based, economy-based, and human rights-based videos) and one control

manipulation (no video). Social dominance orientation, prior contact, and gender were
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covariate variables which are controlled for the dependent variables as moderator
variables. Because many research revealed that women have more positive attitudes
than men toward sexual minority groups (Herek, 2009; Calzo & Ward, 2009; Husnu,
2021; Kosakowska-Berezecka et al., 2016). Similarly, the studies examined the impact
of gender on support for LGBTI+ rights such as same-sex marriage or same-sex
parenting shown that women tend to be more supportive of LGBTI+ rights than males
(Becker, 2012; Lee & Hicks, 2013; Merino, 2013; Todd & Ong, 2012; Webb et al.,,
2017). Therefore, gender was controlled. According to studies social dominance
orientation and attitudes toward outgroups and prejudice are related, and those who
hold higher SDO tend to be more likely to show prejudice or to hold negative attitudes
toward low-status groups (Ekehammar et al., 2004; Perry & Sibley, 2011). Therefore,
it is expected that gender and SDO might influence the relations between parasocial

contact intervention and prejudice toward LGBTI+s and hence was controlled for.
2.4 Procedure

In order to recruit participants for this study different techniques, such as receiving
course credit and announcements were used. The announcements were posted on some
students' WhatsApp groups. At the beginning of the experiment, informed consent was
given to all participants. In the informed consent, participants read they were
participating in a study ‘aimed to evaluate heterosexuals’ social attitudes.” Before
starting to watch the videos, they read general terminology such as definitions of
sexual orientation, gender identity, and the meaning of LGBTI+s which were
presented to the participants after the consent form. Then, participants were randomly
assigned to either parasocial contact interventions or control condition. For the control
condition, participants did not receive any parasocial contact intervention, but simply

answered the scales. Those in the experimental conditions received one of three videos
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which were based on emotion (N=84), economy (N=86), and human rights (N=88).
Also, control condition was no video exposure (N=86). The videos were prepared by
the researchers with the help of a professional TV speaker, the duration of videos was
emotion-based 2.56 min, economy-based 2.49 min, and human rights-based 2.55. The
videos presented by the same speaker for three types of interventions. In the
manipulation conditions, participants were asked to watch and listen carefully to the
video they received. In an attempt to ensure participants had fully watched the video,
after the video was shown, participants were asked the question ‘I watched the video
to the end” “Yes or No” to which participants who answered “No” and hence were
excluded from the analysis. The second manipulation check question was; for
economy-based manipulation “The basic idea to be given in the video; Prejudice and
discrimination against LGBTI+s negatively affect the economic development of
countries”; emotion-based manipulation check was “The basic idea to be given in the
video; For LGBTI+s to show their love, to live with the person they love, brings some
challenges.” assessed whether participants understood the main idea of the video with
a 5 Likert scale “The main idea is definitely this, the main idea is this, I’'m not sure
about the main idea, the main idea is not this, the main idea definitely not this.”
Participants who said “I’m not sure about the main idea, the main idea is not this, the
main idea definitely not this” about the main idea of the interventions were excluded
from the analysis. After the manipulations, all participants who participated in the
study received the study questionnaire which was the same for the control group. The
scales were presented in this order: social dominance orientation, perspective-taking,
symbolic threat, support for LGBTI+ rights, social distance scale, general outgroup
attitude scale, and demographic information sheet that include intergroup contact

questions. At the end of the survey participants were presented with the debriefing
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form. The administration of the questionnaire took roughly 20 minutes. The data

collection process lasted five months.
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Chapter 3

RESULTS

The study's data were examined and reported in this part in respect to aims of the study.
Presentation of statistical findings from correlation analysis were done and

MANCOVA analyses were given in the below paragraphs.

3.1 Correlation Analysis

Table 1. Pearson Correlation Coefficient VValues of the Variables

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1. Prior Contact -
2. Social Dominance
Orientation -.30**
3. Outgroup Attitudes A8**  B7x* .
4. Perspective Taking A49** - B0** 68** -
5. Support for LGBTI+
Rights ABF* - BLXE T8R* T4%*
6. Social Distance bS0**  -46**  75**  73**  78** -
7. Symbolic Threat -40**  59** - G5*%* -G64** -B80** -65 -

Note: * p < .05, ** p <.01.

A Pearson correlation coefficient was applied to analyze the association between

variables. The simple correlations of the variables are presented in Table 1. Outgroup
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attitudes were positively correlated with prior contact, perspective taking, support for
LGBTI+ rights, and social distance, whereas negatively correlated with symbolic
threat perception toward LGBTI+ and social dominance orientation. Further, social
distance positively correlated with prior contact, outgroup attitudes, perspective taking
and support for LGBTI+ rights, however negatively correlated with symbolic threat

perception.
3.2 Multivariate Analysis of Covariance (MANCOVA)

To assess differences between groups, a Multivariate Analysis of Covariance
(MANCOVA) was performed with group conditions (emotion-, economy-, human
rights-based, and control group) as the independent variables and the five different
scales as dependent variables. Gender, prior contact and social dominance orientation
were entered as covariates. There was a statistically significant difference between the
control, emotion-based, economy-based, and human rights-based experiment groups
on the combined dependent variables after controlling for social dominance orientation
F(5, 321) = 26.741, p = .000, Wilks' A = .706, partial #? = .29, prior contact F(5, 321)
=8.531, p =.000, Wilks' A = .883, partial #?> = .11 and gender F(5, 321) = 5.697, p =
.000, Wilks' A = .918, partial #> = .082 as covariates, F(15, 886) = 2.067, p = .010,
Wilks' A = .912, partial #? = .31. Univariate F tests showed there was a significant
difference between group conditions on all the dependent measures apart from social

distance (F (3, 328) = 1.696, p = .16).

More specifically, there was a significant effect of condition on outgroup attitudes
toward LGBTI+, F (3, 328) =5.487, p =.001, % = .048; such that post hoc tests yielded
significantly more positive attitudes when participants were exposed to the emotion-

based (M = 5.52, SE = 0.12, p=0.00), economy-based (M = 5.51, SE = 0.12, p=0.01)

32



and human rights-based interventions (M = 5.23, SE = 0.12, p=0.03) compared to the
control condition (M = 4.85, SE = 0.13). However, there were no significant
differences between human rights-, emotion-, and economy-based conditions (see

Table 2).

For perspective-taking there was a significant effect of condition on taking the
perspective of LGBTI+, F(3, 328) = 4.53, p = .004, »? = .040. Post hoc analyses
showed that participants were significantly more willing to take the perspective of
LGBTI+ when they were exposed to emotion-based (M = 3.54, SE = 0.10, p=0.007).
and economy-based (M = 3.68, SE = 0.10, p=0.000) and human rights-based
intervention (M = 3.46, SE = 0.09, p=0.02) compared to control condition (M=3.13,
SE=0.10). However, there were no significant differences between emotion-, human

rights-, and economy-based conditions (p>0.05).

Further, for the dependent variable of support of human rights for LGBTI+ there was
a significant effect of condition, F (3, 328) = 4.185, p = .006, 5 = .037 such that more
support for human rights of LGBTI+ was reported when participants were exposed to
emotion-based (M = 3.94, SE = 0.07, p=0.004) economy-based (M = 3.98, SE = 0.07,
p=0.002) and human-rights-based (M = 3.93, SE = 0.06, p=0.005) compared to control
condition (M= 3.64, SE= 0.07). However, there were no significant differences

between human rights-, emotion-, and economy-based conditions (p>0.05).

Furthermore, results revealed that there was a significant effect of condition on
symbolic threat perception F (3, 328) = 3.818, p =.010, 5? = .034; such that participants
had significantly lower threat perceptions when they were exposed to emotion-based
(M = 2.08, SE = 0.08, p=0.001) and economy-based interventions (M = 2.15, SE =
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0.08, p=0.010) compared to control condition (M= 2.48, SE= 0.08). However, there
were no significant differences between human rights-based (M = 2.27, SE = 0.08,

p=0.08) and other conditions.

Lastly, results showed that there was no significant effect of conditions on social
distance F (3, 328) = 1.696, p = .168, 5?=.015; participants did not report lower social
distance tendency when they exposed emotion-based (M= 4.06, SE= 0.10), human
rights-based (M= 4.04, SE= 0.10), and economy-based interventions (M = 4.09, SE =
0.10) compared to control condition (M= 3.77, SE= 0.11). There were no significant

differences between other conditions (p>0.05).
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Table 2: Means and Standard Deviations for Study Variables by Experimental Conditions

Human Rights- Emotion- Economy-
Control Group
based based based
(N =381)
(N =85) (N=83) (N = 85)
Variable M SD M SD M SD M SD F n2
Outgroup Attitudes 4.85 0.13 5.23 0.12 5.52 0.12 551 0.12 5.48*** .05
Perspective Taking 3.13 0.10 3.46 0.09 3.54 0.10 3.68 0.10 4 53** .03
Support LGBTI+ Rights 3.64 0.07 3.93 0.06 3.94 0.07 3.98 0.07 4.18** .03
Social Distance 3.77 0.11 4.04 0.10 4.06 0.10 4.09 0.10 1.69 .01
Symbolic Threat 2.48 0.08 2.27 0.08 2.08 0.08 2.15 0.08 3.81** .03

Note: * p <.05. ** p <.01. *** p <.001.



Chapter 4

DISCUSSION

The current study aimed to examine the effectiveness of different parasocial contact
interventions which were emotion-, economy-, and human rights-based interventions
via video exposure with the hope of reducing prejudice and improving positive
attitudes toward LGBTI+’s in order to improve attitudes as well as enhance equality,
and justice. In our society sexual orientation and gender identity diversities are still
taboo due to social norms and expectations. From an individual level to an institutional
level, rules and regulations force people to follow heterosexual norms and standards
(Bhatti & Lisanier, 2021; Husnu, 2021; Uluboy & Husnu, 2020). Therefore, people
might have rigid stigma, stereotypes, and biases toward LGBTI+. Using the direct
contact method is not a feasible strategy due to difficulties to bring ingroup and
outgroup together. Even though direct contact might be the most efficient strategy to
improve ingroup-outgroup relations and to reduce prejudice toward outgroups
compared to indirect contact methods (Fazio et al., 1983), parasocial contact via media
exposure can have mass influences rather than influencing small groups of people

(Rubin et al., 1985; Schiappa et al., 2006).

The current study results revealed that the video-type emotion-, human rights, and
economy-based parasocial contact interventions led to an improvement on dependent
variables such that it increased positive outgroup attitudes, higher perspective-taking,

more support for LGBTI+s rights, and decreased symbolic threat compared to the
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control condition while controlling for gender, social dominance orientation, and prior
contact. These findings are consistent with the parasocial contact theory and earlier
studies on indirect contact interventions (Cohen, 2009; Houlberg, 1984; Kanazawa,
2002; Rubin et al., 1985; Schiappa et al., 2006). Despite this, the parasocial contact
interventions were not effective on social distance as a dependent measure compared
to the control condition. Additionally, no significant differences between any of the

parasocial contact conditions were obtained.

Intergroup contact is an essential and successful strategy for reducing prejudice and
developing positive attitudes between groups (Pettigrew & Tropp, 2006). The analyses
of the current study showed that participants who were exposed to emotion-, economy-
, and human rights-based parasocial contact reported more positive outgroup attitudes
toward LGBTI+ compared to the control group, as mentioned in the hypothesis. These
findings are consistent with earlier studies in that indirect contact impacts individuals'
attitudes toward outgroup (Fazio et al., 1983). According to Perse and Rubin (1989)
parasocial contact reduces prejudice by developing emotional bonds with viewers.
Similarly, Pettigrew (1998) showed knowing about the other group is a crucial part of
the initial intergroup contact process. Because the process of stereotyping and
prejudice includes a classification of a group based on misleading and inadequate
knowledge (Allport, 1954; Pettigrew, 1998). Theoretically the role of knowledge about
sexual minorities were consistently found effective in reducing prejudice toward
stigmatized groups. Therefore, an effective information flow on LGBTI+’s might be
important for a change in perceptions and attitudes about this group. As proposed by
Bailey et al. (2016) showing the economic cost of prejudice could also change attitudes
toward minority groups. Therefore, parasocial contact interventions aimed to enhance

the knowledge of participants about the economic cost of discrimination and prejudice
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on the economic growth of countries. Also, talking about the rights of LGBTI+ might
have an influence on increasing knowledge of people and that might lead to improving
positive attitudes toward LGBTI+. In line with this, Flores and Barclay (2016) showed
that recognition of marriage equality for same-sex couples enhanced positive attitudes
toward LGBTI+. Even more importantly, the current study findings demonstrated that
parasocial contact interventions were associated with more positive outgroup attitudes
among all three groups of intervention respondents. This study's findings demonstrate
the broad applicability of parasocial contact as a way to reduce prejudice toward

LGBTI+.

Empirical evidence have consistently demonstrated that indirect contact is effective in
perspective taking (Barker, 2012; Cramwinckel, et al., 2018). Participants who were
exposed to emotion-, economy-, and human rights-based parasocial contact
interventions reported higher perspective-taking scores compared to the control group.
In line with previous studies, emotionality and knowledge-based interventions
enhance participants' empathy level and perspective-taking tendency toward the
outgroup (Batson et al., 1997; Schemer, 2012). Similarly, Batson et al. (1997) showed
that taking a stand for others, especially fostering empathy for a member of the group
who is stigmatized, might positively impact the attitudes of the whole marginalized
community. In this study, sharing personal experiences about a gay couple and sharing
information related to LGBTI+ individuals might have improved the perspective-
taking of participants who were exposed to the interventions compared to the control
condition. This is in line with research that has found that indirect contact decreases
prejudice via encouraging perspective-taking of sexual minorities (Broockman &
Kalla 2016; Pettigrew & Tropp, 2008). The intervention might have increased

perspective-taking allowing for an opportunity to create a social bond with the
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LGBTI+ community which led to a change in stereotypical judgments and prejudice

(Galinsky, 2005).

Miller et al. (2020) demonstrated that parasocial contact has an impact on viewers to
improve policies about minority groups such that they highlighted parasocial contact’s
critical role of mass media portrayals of the sexual minority in shaping attitudes toward
sexual minority rights. In line with the past research, these findings can be useful for
LGBTI+s rights advocates for mainstreaming LGBTI+ rights in order to favor and to

enhance LGBTI+ rights via parasocial contact.

Further, emotion-, and economy-based parasocial contact interventions were found to
be effective in reducing symbolic threat perception toward LGBTI+ compared to
control condition, surprisingly there was no significant effect of human rights-based
parasocial contact on threat perception toward LGBTI+ compared to control condition.
Participants who were exposed to the emotion-, and economy-based parasocial contact
interventions reported lower symbolic threat toward LGBTI+s than the control group.
This is in line with research conducted by Coninck et al. (2021) who found similar
effects of watching news on symbolic threat perception but with a different outgroup-
refugees. However, contrary to what we expected, the human rights-based parasocial
contact did not significantly impact symbolic threat perception toward LGBTI+s. In
the human rights-based conditions participants were exposed to human rights of
LGBTI+ and equality issues such as those about adoption rights, marriage rights, or
gender reassignment rights which intensely targets societies heteronormative
expectations. One very particular belief about LGBTI+ is that this groups' values
violate the family structure and society’s traditions regarding binary gender roles

(Cottrell & Neuberg, 2005; Vescio & Biernat, 2003). Therefore, in the current study,
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participants might have been more threatened by the human rights-based messages

compared to the others which is why it was not effective.

Contrary to what we expected, the current study's findings revealed that the emotion-,
human rights-, and economy-based parasocial contact manipulations had no effect on
social distance toward LGBTI+, compared to the control condition. However, previous
research demonstrated that indirect contact is effective in reducing social distance
toward outgroups (Barlow et al., 2009; Ortiz & Harwood, 2007; Paolini et al., 2007;
Pettigrew & Tropp, 2006; Vezzali et al., 2018). Despite this, findings have been mixed,
for instance one study including indirect contact in the form of watching films that
include expert conversations outlining what intellectual disability had a small
significant effect on social distance tendency of particioants in different study (Walker
& Scior, 2013). Given that participants in the parasocial contact interventions were
solely exposed to a single message at one time and at a short length of exposure might
be one explanation for these results (Gillig & Murphy, 2016; Levina et al., 2000). That
might be because the intention for behavior and to take action requires more parasocial
contact instead of one with a short duration and single exposure. More positive,
sustained and non-superficial contact could enhance knowledge regarding minority
groups that might improve and change outgroups’ behavioral intentions which can be
explained by dissonance theory (Festinger, 1957). Sustained and non-superficial
contact are necessary to produce a dissonant situation in which previous prejudicial
ideas based on old experiences meet with new positive representations of the outgroup
based on positive new experiences thereby leading to intentions to engage in contact

(Dovidio et al., 2017; Husnu & Crisp, 2010).

Limitations
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One of the limitations for this study was that all participants were university students,
specifically psychology department students which can not be generalized to the whole
student population. The student sample may be more open minded compared to the
general population (Henrich et al. 2010). Although the students were mainly first year
students and had not yet received in-depth psychological knowledge, which might
allow for some generalizability. Additionally, in this study we did not assess the pre
attitudes of students, however we compared with control group. Further studies can
take into consideration pre- and post-exposure to the parasocial contacts see attitude
change between groups. Furthermore, most of the students got academic credits for
being part of the experiment which might motivate them to take part initially but along
the experiment they might not take it seriously compared to their voluntary
participation. Future research should consider recruiting diverse groups of people to

reach a generalizable group.

Another limitation of this study is the duration and frequency of parasocial contact
interventions. There is some theoretical support for the assumption that more mediated
contact should have a greater impact on prejudice toward outgroups, even if there is
disagreement in the research about the ideal quantity of mediated contact required to
start changes in prejudice (Schiappa et al., 2006; Bond, 2020). In this study participants
were exposed once to the short videos, however, research suggested that amount of
exposure to the parasocial contact should be repeated and long term to be able to
decrease prejudice and intentions toward outgroups (Schiappa et al., 2006). Therefore,
future research should take into consideration the duration and intensity of the
exposure to the parasocial contact to be able to assess the effect of different parasocial
contact effectiveness. One another limitation of this study is that sexual minorities are

considered to be an homogenous group and the attitudes towards lesbians, gays or trans
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indivuals are not investigated separately. Previous studies have shown that attitudes
towards sexual orientation and gender identity diversities might differ (Husnu, 2021;
Uluboy & Husnu, 2020). For further research it is suggested that each group can be
taken separately in order to see the difference and also to avoid generalisation of the

LGBTI+ community.

To further understand the function of parasocial contact on prejudice in outgroup-
related rights and attitudes to outgroups, more study is required. Future studies should
not only examine the parasocial contact with regard to LGBTI+, but also try to
determine how much parasocial contact exposure is necessary to influence people's
attitudes because the effects of short-duration exposure likely limited the impact of the
contact. For example, the durations and number of the videos that are presented may

vary to see in which intervals people’s attitudes might change.

Implications

This study's key contribution is to demonstrate how different parasocial contact
interventions might improve attitudes toward outgroups. We demonstrated that
exposure to the LGBTI+ related parasocial contact interventions has a positive impact
on outgroup attitudes. The findings from this research have practical applications
despite these drawbacks. This study provides important implications for attitude
change toward LGBTI+ and to their rights especially regarding reaching out to the
larger community. Even though direct contact might be effective for smaller numbers,
parasocial contact can be used to influence the wider society and to change the attitudes
of more people without the need of subjects also being exposed to the other group.
These applications can be adopted by the authorities and in order to prevent

discrimination and achieve equality. Some of the examples to these applications can
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be showing these various videos in the education sector or displaying them in public
TV programmes. Also, civil society organisations can use these applications to change
the attitudes of the decision making bodies in order to convince them to promote
inclusivity and diversity. Additionally, future research can study how such videos on
LGBTI+s related content on human rights-, emotion- and economy-based can be
disseminated and promoted in mass media to enhance positive attitude toward

LGBTI+ in our society.

To sum up, prejudice is one of the key factors when tackling with the discrimination
towards minority groups including the LGBTI+’s and especially when establishing
equality reduction of prejudice plays an important role. Prejudice is also detrimental
to the mental health of several minority groups including the LGBTI+s. In terms of
prejudice reduction, parasocial contact intervention promises a unique opportunity to
tackle prejudice especially when it comes to reaching out to the wider populations via

mass media in a practical way.
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Appendix A: Consent Form

“Sosyal Tutum Arastirmasi”

Degerli katilimcei, Arastirmaya katilmay1 kabul etmeden 6nce, liitfen arastirma ile ilgili
asagida bulunan bilgileri dikkatlice okumak i¢in birka¢ dakikanizi ayiriniz. Aragtirma
ile ilgili herhangi bir sorunuz varsa, asagida iletisim bilgileri olan arastirmaciyla
iletisim kurabilirsiniz. Bu arastirma Genel Psikoloji Yiiksek Lisans Ogrencisi ibrahim
Ray (19500581@emu.edu.tr) tarafindan, Prof. Dr. Shenel Hiisnii Raman denetimi
altindan yiiriitiilmektedir. Arastirmanin  amacit LGBTI+ olmayan kendini
heteroseksiiel olarak tanimlayan kisilerin LGBTI+’lara kars1 6nyargi ile iliskili baz1
faktorlerini ortaya koymak. Calisma en fazla 20-25 dakikanizi alacaktir. Caligmaya
katiliminiz zorunlu degildir ve katilmay1 reddetme hakkina sahipsiniz. Caligsmadan,
istediginiz bir anda, agiklama yapmaksizin ¢ekilme hakkina sahipsiniz. Arastirmadan
cekilmeniz  durumunda, yanitlarimiz  kaydedilmeyecektir ve  arastirmada
kullanilmayacaktir. Eger arastirmaya katilmayi ve tamamlamayi kabul ederseniz,
cevaplar ve anketler gizlilikle korunacaktir. Veriler, arastirma tamamlandiktan sonra
en ¢ok alt1 y1l boyunca muhafaza edilecektir. Verilerin analizinden sonra, arastirma ile
ilgili bir rapor yayinlanabilir. Goniilli katilmimzi belirtmek icin, litfen asagida
bulunan bilgilendirilmis onam formunu imzalayiniz.

BILGILENDIRILMIiS ONAY FORMU
Aragtirmanin Basligt: Sosyal Tutum Arastirmasi
Arastirmacilarin Adlari: ibrahim Ray, Prof. Dr. Senel Raman
Dogu Akdeniz Universitesi, GaziMagusa, Kuzey Kibris
Her ifadeye katildiginiz1 belirtmek igin liitfen yanda bulunan kutular1 isaretleriniz.
1. Bilgileri okuyup anladigimi ve soru sorma firsatimin oldugunu onayliyorum. []

2. Katilimimin goniillii oldugunu ve agiklama yapmaksizin, istedigim bir anda

arastirmadan c¢ekilebilecegimi anliyorum. ]
3. Bu aragtirmaya katilmay1 kabul ediyorum. []
Tarih .......... Imza ........

Arastirmanin etigi ile ilgili bir endiseniz var ise, endisenizi detayli bir sekilde
agiklayan yazili bir metin ile Dogu Akdeniz Universitesi, Arastirma ve Etik Komitesi
Bagkani, Prof. Dr. Senel Hiisnii Raman ile iletisime gegebilirsiniz
(shenelhusnu.raman@emu.edu.tr).
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Appendix B: Sosyal Baskinhik Yénelimi Olcegi

Litfen asagidaki maddeleri okuyunuz. Ne derecede katildiginizi veya katilmadiginizi

belirtiniz.
1-Hig katilmiyorum 5-Tamamen katiliyorum.
1. Gelirleri olabildigince esit hale getirmek i¢in ¢abalamaliyiz.
2. Istedigimizi elde etmek icin bazen diger gruplara kars: gii¢ kullanmak gerekir
3. Bazi gruplarin hayatta digerlerinden daha fazla sansa sahip olmas1 kabul edile
bilir bir seydir.
4. Toplumda higbir grup baskin olmamalidir.
5. Eger belirli gruplar yerlerini bilselerdi, daha az sorunumuz olurdu.
6. Belirli gruplarin Ustte, diger gruplarin ise altta olmasi iyi bir seydir.
7. Daha alttaki gruplar yerlerini bilmelidir.
8. Farkli gruplarin kosullarin esitlemek icin elimizden geleni yapmaliyiz.
9. Tum gruplar esit olabilseydi iyi olurdu.
10. Bazen diger gruplara hadleri bildirilmelidir.
11. Toplumda gruplar arasi esitligi arttirmaliy1z.
12. Eger farkli gruplara daha esit davransaydik daha az sorunumuz olurdu.
13. Bazi1 gruplar digerlerinden daha Ustlnd(ir.
14. Gruplarin esitligi idealimiz olmalidir.
15. Hayatta 6ne gecmek icin bazen diger gruplarin Ustline basmak gereklidir.
16. Tum gruplara hayatta esit sans verilmelidir.
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Appendix C: Perspective Taking

Litfen asagidaki her bir cimlenin size ne kadar iyi tanimlayip tanimlamadigini
isaretleyiniz.

1-beni hi¢ tanimlamryor 5-beni ¢ok iyi tanimliyor.
1. Olaylara LGBTi+’larin bakis agisindan bakabilme. ..

2. Kendini LGBTi+’larin yerine koyabilme...

3. LGBTI+ birinin ézelini paylasmas: durumunda onunla bag kurabilme...
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Appendix D: Symbolic Threat Perception

Asagidaki ciimlelere ne derecede katildiginiz1 veya katilmadiginizi belirtiniz.
1. Cok fazla LGBTIi+ oldugu icin heteroseksiieller tehdit altindadir.

Hi¢ Katilmiyorum 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Cok Katilryorum

2. LGBTI+’lardan dolay1 Kibris Tiirk ve Tiirk 6rf, adet ve degerler tehdit
altindadir.

Hig¢ Katilmryorum 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Cok Katiltyorum

3. LGBTI+’lar Kibris Tiirk ve Tiirk kiiltiiriine bir tehdittir.

Hi¢ Katilmiyorum 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Cok Katiliyorum

4. LGBTIi+larin ve Heteroseksiiellerin degerleri birbirinden farklidir.

Hic¢ Katilmiyorum 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  Cok Katiliyorum

5. LGBTI+’larin yasam tarzlar1 Kibrish Tiirk ve

Tirk aile geleneklerinden farklidir.

Hi¢ Katilmiyorum 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Cok Katiliyorum
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Appendix E: Support for LGBTI+ Rights Scale

o M D oRE

10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.

16.
17.

LGBTI+lar nefret sugu yasast ile korunmalidr.

Escinsellerin evlat edinmelerine izin verilmelidir.

Escinsellerin evlenmelerine izin verilmelidir.

Escinsellik bu iilkede yasa dis1 olmalidir.

LGBTIi+’lar kamusal alanlarda partnerlerine karsi duygularim ifade
edebilmelidirler.

LGBTI+lar yiiriiyiis yaparak veya torenler diizenleyerek escinselliklerini kamusal
alanda sergilemelerine izin verilmelidir.

Hiikiimetin escinsellikle ilgili dergileri, gazeteleri veya diger basili materyalleri
sansur etmesine izin verilmelidir.

LGBTI+ 6gretmenlerin okul c¢agindaki ¢ocuklara &gretmenlik yapmasimna izin
verilmelidir. (R)

Halk kiitiiphanelerinde escinsellik ile ilgili kitaplarun bulundurulmasia izin
verilmemelidir. (R).

Sosyal medyada LGBTI+larla ilgili paylasimlar bulunmalidir.

Bir ev sahibinin LGBTI+ birine ev kiralamasini reddetmesine izin verilmemelidir.
Bir askerin gay oldugu anlagilirsa o kisinin askerlik gorevine son verilmelidir.

Is arayan birinin ise alinmas1 kararinda kisinin escinselligi sorun olmalidir.
“Escinsel haklar1 hareketi” bu iilkede ahlakta bir diisiise isaret ediyor.

Hilkiimetin gey ve lezbiyenlerin 6zel rizaya dayali cinsel yasamlarina miidahale
etme hakk1 yoktur.

Escinsel seks i¢in riza yasi, heteroseksiiel seks i¢in riza yasindan biiyiik olmalidir.
Gey ve lezbiyenlerin insan haklarin1 savunmak, diger herkesin insan haklarim

savunmaya da yardimci olur.
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Appendix F: Social Distance Scale

Asagidaki ifadeleri dikkatlice okuyunuz.

1 Hig¢ Rahat Hissetmezdim 7 Cok Rahat Hissederdim

Asagida LGBTI+’1ar ile girebileceginiz gesitli durumlarda kendinizi ne dlcude rahat

veya rahatsiz hissedeceginizi belirtmenizi istiyoruz:

1.

Eger LGBTI+ biri sizin bir akrabaniz olsaydi, onunla goriismek konusunda
kendinizi ne 6l¢tide Rahat hissederdiniz?

Eger LGBTI+ biri sizinle arkadas

olmak isteseydi, kendinizi ne 6l¢ude rahat hissederdiniz?

Eger LGBTI+ biri sizinle ayni is yerinde olsayds, onunla is ortaminda gériism
ek konusunda kendinizi ne 6l¢tude rahat hissederdiniz?

Eger LGBTI+ biri sizin komsunuz olsayds, onlarla komsuculuk yapma konus
unda kendinizi ne 6lcude rahat hissederdiniz?

Eger LGBTI+lar sizinle aymi tilkenin vatandas: olsayds, onlarla iletisime gir
mek konusunda kendinizi ne dlglide rahat hissederdiniz?

Eger LGBTI+1ar Uilkenize turist olarak ziyaret etse, onlarla iletisime girmek

konusunda kendinizi ne dlglide Rahat hissederdiniz?
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Appendix G: General Outgroup Evaluation Scale

Asagidaki 6lgegi kullanarak liitfen LGBTI+ lar hakkindaki genel duygularimzi

belirtiniz.

Soguk 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 |Sicak
Olumlu 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 [Olumsuz
Arkadasca 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 |Diismanca
Kuskucu 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 |Given dolu
Saygil 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Saygisiz
Takdire deger 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 |Igrenme
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Appendix H: Demographic Questionnaire

1. Yasiniz: ................
2. Cinsiyet: Kadin, Erkek, Intersex, Transkadin veya transerkek.

3. Cinsel yonelim: Heterseksiiel, Lezbiyen, Gey, Biseksiiel, diger.

4. Devam ettiginiz sinif: 1. siif, 2. Sinif, 3. Sinif, 4. Sinuf, Diger (....)

5. Egitim gérmekte oldugunuz boliimiiniiz:

6. Uyrugunuz: TC, KKTC, diger (...)

7. Cevrenizde tamdigimz LGBTI+ kimse var m1: Evet, Hayir
8. Bu kisi/kisilere ne derece yakinsiniz?

Hig yakin degilim-1 Cok yakinim-5
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Appendix I: Scripts

A-Human right-based script:

Insan Haklar1 Evrensel Beyannamesi'nin 2. Maddesinde "Herkes, higbir ayrim (dil,
din, cinsiyet, cinsel yonelim, cinsiyet kimligi) gozetilmeksizin bu Bildirge'de ilan
edilen biitiin hak ve ozgiirliiklere sahiptir." denilmektedir. Benzer sekilde, Birlesmis
Milletler Sartt 1 Bolim I, Madde 1'de "herkes i¢in ayrim gdzetmeksizin insan
haklarina ve temel 6zgiirliiklere saygi gosterilmesini" tesvik eder. Tiim insan haklar
evrenseldir, boliinmezdir, birbirine baghdir ve birbiriyle iligkilidir. Uluslararasi
toplum, insan haklarina kiiresel olarak adil ve esit bir sekilde, ayni temelde muamele
etmelidir. Biitiin insanlar hiir, haysiyet ve haklar bakimindan esit dogarlar ve herkes,
Evrensel Beyannamesi'nde belirtilen tiim hak ve dzgiirliiklere sahiptir. Insan Haklari,
1k, renk, cinsiyet, cinsel yonelim, cinsiyet kimligi, dil, din, siyasi veya bagka bir goriis,
ulusal veya sosyal koken, miilkiyet, dogus veya baska bir durum gibi herhangi bir
ayrim gozetmeksizin esit haklara sahiptir (Morsink, 2010). LGBT kisileri siddet ve
ayrimciliga karst korumak, yeni bir takim LGBTI+’lara 6zgii haklarin olusturulmasini
veya yeni uluslararasi insan haklar1 standartlarinin olusturulmasini gerektirmez.
Devletlerin LGBTI+ bireylerin insan haklarini  korumaya ydnelik yasal
yiikiimliiliikleri, iInsan Haklar1 Evrensel Beyannamesi ve ardindan iizerinde anlasmaya
varilan Uluslararas: Insan Haklar1 anlasmalari temelinde uluslararasi insan haklar
hukukunda iyi bir sekilde olusturulmustur. Cinsiyet, cinsel yonelim veya cinsiyet
kimligine bakilmaksizin tiim insanlar, yasam hakki, kisi giivenligi ve 6zel hayatin
gizliligi dahil olmak iizere wuluslararasi insan haklar1 hukukunun sagladig
korumalardan yararlanma hakkina sahiptir. Keyfi tutuklama ve gozalti, ayrimciliga

ugramama hakki ve ifade 6zgiirliigii, orgiitlenme ve barisgil toplanma 6zgiirliigii gibi
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haklara her insan esit diizeyde sahiptir. Gegmisteki yasalarin aksine escinsel
birliktelikler su¢ veya dogaya aykiri olarak goriilmemekte, bugiin bir¢ok iilke
LGBTI+’lara evlenme hakki, evlat edinme hakki, kimlikteki cinsiyeti yeniden
belirleme (0z-belirlenim hakki) tanimaktadir (ILGA EU,
2021).  Ornegin; Turkiyede escinsellik hichir zaman  hukuken yasaklanmamustir.
Kibris’ i kuzeyinde 2014 yilinda ceza yasasinda yapilan degisiklikle escinsellik yasak
olmaktan c¢ikarildi yerine escinselleri koruyucu yasalar eklendi. Ayrica birgok
ulkede translarin en temel hakki olan cinsiyet degisim ameliyatlar1 desteklenmekte ve

daha erisilebilir kilinmak i¢in ¢caligsmalar yiiriitilmektedir (Egiin & Pasa, 2021).

B-Emotion-based script:

Daha 6nce onu sosyal medyada gormiistiim fakat bu hislere imkan veremedigim
zamanlardi, oyiizden hi¢ yazmayi bile diisiinmedim. Neden mi? Ciinkii iki erkegin
birbirinden hoslanmasi, birbirini sevebilmesi pekte hognut olunan bir durum degildi.
Toplumda stirekli utandirilan, ayiplanan, hor goriilen bir gruptu geyler, lezbiyenler,
biseksiiel ve translar. Bu sebeple o zamanlar LGBTI+’larla anilmak istemezdim bunu
gozler Oniine seremezdim. Kendime de! O giin tiim cesaretimi toplayip onu sosyal
medyadan ekledim. Sonrasinda ilk adimi ondan bekledim sonugta o korkmuyor
kendini gizlemek zorunda kalmiyordu. Oysa ben yillarca kendimi olmadigim biri gibi
gostermeye calistim, ergenlik yillarnm bir kiz arkadasim olsun diye ugradigim
zorbaliklarla gegti ailem, yakin arkadaslarim, 6gretmenlerimden bile. Stirekli kendimi
bastirmak veya kontrol altinda tutmak zorundaydim. Bir Aksam Ustiiydii Ilk mesaji o
yazdi1 ‘Merhaba tanisiyor muyuz?’ yiliregim agzimda ne yazacagimi bilememenin
heyecaniyla mesaji defalarca okudum, sonrasinda ona yazdim. Sohbet etmeye
basladik, heniiz beni gérmemisti (profil fotografim yoktu) kendimi gdsteremezdim

neden mi? Cilinkii korkuyordum sokakta her giin siddete ugrayan, televizyon ve gazete
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sayfalarinda, sosyal medya platformlarinda asagilanan yiizlerce lezbiyen, gey,
biseksuel, trans oluyordu. Yiiziimii gérdiikten sonra beni arkadaslarima ifsa eder mi,
bana zarar verir mi, beni tehdit eder mi, aileme LGBTI+ kimligimi sdyler mi, biitiin
bunlar diisiiniirken diger yandan her LGBTI+ diye internette aradigimda 6niime diisen
sayfalar siddete ugrayan, sokakta dldiiriilen ve hesabi dahi sorulamayan, ifsa edilen,
isinden kovulan, evinde ailesi tarafindan rencide edilen insanlarin hayatlartydi aklima
gelen. Bu kez her seyin farkli olacagina inaniyordum. Hislerimin pesinden gidiyordum
uzun sohbetler ediyorduk beni yakindan tanimak benimle goriismek istiyordu.
Hayatimda ilk defa agik¢a duygularimi ifade edebildigim biriyle goriisecektim,
kararliydim. Goriigmelerimiz siklasiyordu, her seferinde derin konulara giriyor uzun
uzun sohbetlerimiz oluyordu. Birlikte sevdigimiz aktiviteleri yapiyorduk; doga
gezmeleri, konserler, kamp maceralarimiz, uzun yollara ¢ikislarimiz. Biitiin bunlar
yasanirken aramizdaki bag giin gectikge daha da giigleniyordu. Hayatimda hig
olmadigim kadar emindim kendimden sevgimden, hislerimden... iki insanin birbirini
sevmesi kadar glizel bir sey olabilir mi, ne kotiiliikk gelebilir ki iki insanin birbirini
sevmesinden? Neden O6liimle sonuglansin, cezalandirilsin, hor goriilsiin veyahut
yasaklansinki? Sevmenin karsisinda neden nefret dursun? Hi¢ hayal etmezdim bugun

onunla 6. yilimiz1 kutlayacagimizi.

C-Economy-based script:

Lezbiyen, gey, bisekstiel, trans ve interseksler toplumda olumsuz  sekilde
damgalanmis gruplardandir. Damgalanmis gruplarin iiyeleri genellikle yeteneklerini
ve niteliklerini en iyi yansitabilecekleri pozisyonlarda ise alinmamaktadirlar. Bu
durum LGBTI+’larn niteliklerinin bir¢ok sirket ve isveren tarafindan cezbedici
bulunmamasindan ve nitelikli LGBTI+larmn elde tutulmamasindan

kaynaklanmaktadir. Bunun sonucu iretimde diisiise sebep olabilmektedir.
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Uretkenlikteki diisiise ve verimliligin azalmasina sebep olan bu durum ayni zamanda
birgok sirketin {icret kaybi yasamasina neden olmaktadir (Bailey, 2019). Ayrica
verimlilikteki kayiplar, ¢alisma saati basina daha diisiik Urin veya hizmet dolayl
olarak daha diigik toplam {retime neden olacaktir. Yani damgalanmis
gruplar/LGBTI+1ar istihdam dongusiinde daha az tercih edilmelerinin sonucunda
daha az galistiklari i¢in iliretimde ayni1 oranda azalacaktir. Ayni1 zamanda iilkelerin igsiz
geng insan orani artacak ve gelismekte olan iilkelerin ekonomilerine olumsuz sekilde
yansiyacaktir. Ornegin, bir Diinya Bankasi arastirmasi, cinsel yonelim ve cinsiyet
kimligi temelinde yaganan ayrimciligin Hindistan'a y1lda 30 milyar dolar iicret kaybina
sebep oldugunu ortaya koydu. Ciinkii ¢alisan LGBTIi+’larin ényargiya dayali daha
fazla stress yasamalarindan kaynaklanan kot saglik kosular diisiik iiretkenlige sebep
oldugu ortaya kondu. Ayrica LGBTI+lara kars1 6nyargi ve stigma sonucu diisiik
turizm gelirleri nedeniyle tilkenin yilda 30 milyar dolar kayip yasadigi saptanmistir
(Patel, 2004). Akilda tutulmaliki LGBTI+’lar1 kapsayici ve hosgoriilii olan iilkeler
bircok LGBTI+ igin cazibe merkezi olabilmektedir ve iilkelerin turizm alaninda
biiylimesine dnemli katkilar saglamaktadir. Amerika Birlesik Devletleri Uluslararasi
Kalkinma Ajanst (USAID) i¢in 39 iilke iizerinde yiiriitiilen bir bagka arastirma ise,
egitim ve istthdamda yasanan ayrimcilik, polis siddeti, ve yetersiz saglik hizmetlerine
erisim yoluyla deneyimlenen escinsel karsitt Onyarginin iilkelere maliyetinin bir
tilkenin gayri safi yurti¢i hasilasinin %3"i kadar oldugunu ileri siirmektedir. Sonuglar
LGBTI+larin maruz kaldigi ayrimciligin - sonucunda iilkelerin  kalkinmasinda
olumsuz sonuglar dogurabilecegini agik¢a gostermektedir. Bu bulgulara dayanarak,
escinsel karsiti Onyarginin ekonomik maliyetlerini gorebiliriz, dolayisiyla cinsel
yonelim ve cinsiyet kimliklerine karsi hosgorii ile iliskili ekonomik faydalar iilkelerin

kalkinmasinda faydalar dogurabilmektedir (Badgett et. al., 2014).
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