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Since the increase in number of hate crimes during the last decade, there has been a sense of 

urgency to respond to the problem of hate violence in Turkey. The purpose of the research was 

to examine relations between homophobic ideologies and the perceptions of liability of 

perpetrators and victims of hate crime based on sexual orientation. Data were collected from 

281 university students by using hate crime vignettes and questionnaires. Consistent with our 

predictions, participants perceived the victims in the sexually biased hate crime vignettes as 

more liable than the victims in unspecified crime vignette. Participants reported the victims 

based on sexual orientation would have avoided the danger more than the victims in 

unspecified vignette. Our findings provide additional insight into attitudes and beliefs leading 

tolerance or hostility toward the victims of hate crimes.  
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INTRODUCTION 

Since the increase in number of hate crimes during the last decade, there has been a sense of 

urgency to respond to the problem of hate violence in Turkey. The LGBT Rights Association 

KAOS-GL (2009) indicated that the most of lesbian, gay, bisexual, travesty and transsexuals 

reported some form of victimization in their lifetimes based on their sexual orientation in 

Turkey. In addition, the human rights violations against LGBT individuals committed by the 

police in Turkey were monitored and reported by the LGBT Rights Platform consisting of six 

LGBT organizations; 34 reports about the attacks of the police and civil people against LGBT 

individuals in 2008. 
There has been a great deal of research in the past few decades examining attitudes toward 

homosexuals (see Herek, 1991, 1994; Kite & Whitley, 1996). Theoretic research has 
demonstrated that antihomosexual attitudes are expressed in cognitive, affective, and behavioral 
components (Haddock, Zanna, & Esses, 1993). In other words, antihomosexual attitudes may 
result in negative affective reactions but may also result in behavioral reactions and policy 
decisions that can negatively affect homosexuals (Haddock et al., 1993). There is no single 
definition for the term of ‘homophobia’, as it covers a wide range of different viewpoints and 
attitudes. Homophobia is generally defined as hostility towards or fear of LGBT people, but can 
also refer to social ideologies which stigmatize homosexuality (Herek, 2004; Williamson, 2000). 
Negative feelings or attitudes towards non-heterosexual behaviour, identity, relationships and 
community can lead to homophobic behaviour and is the root of the discrimination experienced 
by many lesbian, gay, bisexual and transgender (LGBT) people. Homophobia manifests itself in 
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different forms, for example homophobic jokes, physical attacks, discrimination in the workplace 
and media representation. 

In the early 1980s, activists and lawmakers, first in California and then throughout the 
United States, began to respond to what was feared as an epidemic of racial, ethnic, religious, 
and other forms of intergroup conflict with an original —the criminalization of bias-motivated 
intimidation and violence. As a result, a new category of crime emerged (Jenness & Broad, 1997; 
Jenness & Grattet, 2001). Hate crimes became recognized as violent acts against people, 
property, or organizations specifically because of the group to which they belong or identify 
with. Rather than the victim being chosen simply at random, hate crime victims are selected 
based on their group membership or identity (Cogan, 2002). The legal definition of a hate crime 
depends on the hate crime law considered. What makes a crime a hate crime is the existence of 
bias or prejudice of the perpetrator who committed the crime against an individual based on the 
victim’s real or perceived social grouping. Yet, definitions may differ in terms of whichgroups 
are included. Gender, disability, and sexual orientation may or may not be included, whereas 
race, ethnicity, religion, and national origin usually are (Cogan, 2002). The intent of the act is to 
express condemnation, hate, disapproval, dislike, or distrust for that group (Herek, 1989). There 
is some empirical evidence that hate crimes are more psychologically damaging to the victims 
than nonhate crimes. In a questionnaire-based survey study about the psychological sequelae of 
sexual orientation–based hate crimes, Herek, Gillis, and Cogan (1999) compared gays and 
lesbians who had been victimized by hate crimes with those victimized by nonbiased crimes. The 
study concluded that antigay hate crimes are associated with greater psychological distress for 
gay men and lesbians than victimization in nonbiased crimes. Hate crime victims reported more 
symptoms of depression, anxiety, traumatic stress, and anger and exhibited more changes in 
worldview (e.g., “The world is a dangerous place”) than non-hate crime victims. An additional 
explanation for the alleged differential impact of hate crimes involves the public’s reaction to 
hate crime victims. Perhaps, bystanders, who are defined as people within the victim’s social 
environment, react more negatively toward the victims of hate crimes than toward the victims of 
nonhate crimes. This, in turn, may lead to more psychological suffering on the part of the hate 
crime victim. Most people believe in a “justworld,” where everyone “gets what they deserve” 
(Lerner, 1977; 1980). Hence, they conclude that in order to suffer misfortune, the victim must 
deserve the attack in someway. This leads to “secondary victimization” (i.e., the escalation in 
victimization as both social supports and the larger community further blame the victim) 
(Symonds, 1980). Consequently, negative societal feedback further exacerbates anger, 
depression, and helplessness in the aftermath of the crime. Thus, the issue of 
bystanders’reactions to hate crime victims is important (Rayburn, Mendoza & David, 2003).  

Although there has been research on the victims of hate crimes and increasing attention to 
the documentation of hate crimes and their outcomes for less is known about people’s 
perceptions and attitudes about hate crimes. Craig and Waldo (1996) investigated perceptions of 
hate crime victims. College students responded to a sentence-completion task to assess their 
perceptions of the typicality of hate crimes, their victims, and their perpetrators. Results 
indicated that demographic status of the participant and the victim affected the perceptions of 
hate crimes. To further investigate perceptions of hate crimes, college students evaluated a hate 
crime in which the motivation for the attack (racial, religious, heterosexist, or ambiguous) and 
the sex of the victim were varied (Craig & Waldo, 1996). Participants differentially evaluated the 
hate crime based on the motivation and the sex of the victim. Moreover, the sex and race of the 
participants influenced their perceptions of the crime. These studies provide evidence that 
variables other than the facts of a hate crime case may be influencing people’s perceptions.  

The present study examines these issues. It used the person perception method to investigate 
bystanders’ immediate impressions and attribution of blame regarding the victims and 
perpetrators of hate crimes. University students read one of four hate crime vignettes. The hate 
crime vignettes described a violent hate crime against either a unspecified person, a gay person, a 
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lesbian person and a travesty-transsexual person. The unspecified crime vignette did not specify 
the victim’s sexual orientation but was otherwise identical to the hate crime vignettes. 
Participants then were required to answer several questions about the vignettes. In addition, we 
were interested in characteristics and level of homophobic attitudes of bystanders that might be 
associated with their perception of the hate crime and unspecified crime victims and perpetrators. 
Hence, bystanders’ level of homophobic attitudes may affect their perception of hate crime 
victims’ liability. Herek (1993) proposed that heterosexism is rampant in society and creates a 
climate of nonacceptance and hostility for victims of sexual orientation–based hate crimes. As an 
alternative, Herek (2000) recently proposed that the phenomenon usually labeled homophobia 
instead be called sexual prejudice, defined simply as negative attitudes toward an individual 
because of her or his sexual orientation. Consequently, it is conceivable that bystanders’ 
prejudicial attitudes influence their judgment of the hate crime victim and perpetrator.  

METHOD 

Participants:    The sample consisted of 281 undergraduate students (39,1% men, 60,9 % women) 

and ranged in age from 18 to 51 years old (M = 21.56 years, SD =3.34). Approximately % 14,9 

were born in the biggest cities of Turkey (eg. Istanbul, Ankara and Izmir), %5,8 Central, %11,9 

Mediterranean, % 16,9 Aegean, %10,4 Marmara, %14,4 Black Sea Region, %8,6 the Balkans 

and other countries with a low and median annual family income between 450 – 3000 Turkish 

Lira. %20,4 of participants enrolled in Psychology course, %30,7 Geography, %14,3 History, 

%16,4 Linguistics, %18,2 Science. More than the %50 of participants (151 students) were an 

introductory students.     
Procedure: Participants completed questionnaires containing the crime vignettes and 

measures of homophobia and other several questions related with the crime. This study 

employed a between-participants design. Participants were randomly assigned to read one of four 

crime vignettes depicting an assault of a person. The four vignettes were identical with the 

exception of a few words that identified the assault as either sexual orientation (gay-lesbian or 

transsexual)  based hate crime or a unspecified crime. We focused on this specific type of hate 

crimes because the majority of hate crimes in the Turkey are committed on the basis of sexual 

orientation. 
One independent variable were manipulated in the vignettes. The group membership of the 

target was manipulated by the target’s name and by the type of the association which organized 
the party. For example, the gay target was named “Ahmet” (a name commonly used for males in 
Turkish)  and the type of the association was “an homosexual association”. The names and the 
types of the association were used to give participants a clue in order to make them believe that 
“Ahmet is a gay”. Thus, the sexual orientations of targets were provided implicitly in the 
vignettes using such the descriptors stated above. 

There are three types of sexual orientation-based hate crimes. The “Gay Hate Crime” 
vignette presented the victim as Ahmet who was attacked while returning to his home following 
a party which was arranged by an “Homosexual Association”. The names and types of 
association were used to describe targets belonging to each of four different groups: Ahmet – 
Homosexual (Gay) Association; Zeynep (a name commonly used for females in Turkish)  – 
Homosexual (Lesbian) Association; Deniz (a unisex name commonly used in Turkish)  – 
Transexual Association; Deniz- Unspecified”. The vignette used by Rayburn and et al. (2003) 
adopted to Turkish language and culture as follows:

“Last night at 11:45PM Ahmet (Zeynep, Deniz) was heading back to his/her home 

following a party which was arranged by an homosexual association in downtown when 
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he was attacked after being followed by two males. The first assailant hit Ahmet from 

behind, and the second assailant ran over from across the street and joined the attack, 

kicking and punching Ahmet. The assailants broke off the attack and fled when cars 

approached the scene. Witnesses reported to the police that during the attack, the 

assailants shouted, “Do not come here, stay out of our neighborhood.” 

After reading the vignette, participants answered several questions related with the crime 
and in the last part they filled out the Homophobia Scale. Approximately 75 participants 
participated in each vignette condition. Participation in the study required approximately 20 min.   

MEASURES 

Demographic questionnaire. Participants answered demographic questions requesting their age, 
sex, place of birth, mountly family income, department.

Attitudes towards Liability of the Victim for the assault.  Attitudes towards the liability of 
the victim for the assault were assessed with one item. Participants rated the victim on a 7 point-
scale ranging from “absolutely he/she is not liable” to “absolutely he/she is liable”. High scores 
reflect a more unfavorable view of the victim.  

Attitudes towards Liability of the Perpetrator for the assault.  Attitudes towards the liability 
of the perpetrator for the assault were assessed with one statement. Participants rated the 
perpetrator on a 7 point-scale ranging from “absolutely he/she is liable” to “absolutely he/she is 
not liable”. High scores reflect a more favorable view of the perpetrator.  

Perception of Victim’s Prevention the Assault. Perception of victim’s prevention of the 
assault was assessed with one item. Participants rated the victim on a 7 point-scale ranging from 
“absolutely he/she would have prevented” to “absolutely he/she would not have prevented”. The 
higher score indicating a more negative victim evaluation. 

Homophobia Scale (Hansen, 1982).  Participants were required to indicate on a five point 
scale the degree to which they agreed or disagreed with each statement of the scale (strongly 
disagreed,  disagreed, undecided, agreed, or strongly agreed). The range was 10 to 50, after 
adjustment of reverse-scored items with higher scores indicating a more homophobic response. 
The scale has a high reliability coefficient (alpha = .89, with a mean of 24,26 and a standard 
deviation of 9,93).  

Open-ended questions. Participants were asked to answer two open-ended questions (“What 
would the victim have done in order not to live this assault?” and “How would the victim have 
reacted to this assault?”) in order to describe their own attributes towards victim’s possible 
responses to assault.  

RESULTS 

As shown in  Table 1, “Homophobia” correlated significantly with  “liability of the victim for the 
assault” (r=.44), and “the perception of victim’s prevention of the assault” (r=.21). These 
positive correlations indicated that the more homophobic attitudes of participants the more they 
believe that the victim could prevent the assault. Also there were significant correlative relations 
between homophobia and  the perception of liability of the victim.  



June 12, 2011 12:39 Research Publishing : IJAS Sample ijas-0403

Who is Guilty? Undergraduate Students’ Attitudes Towards Hate Crime based on Sexual Orientation 257

Table 1. Intercorrelation matrix (Pearson’s r) for 281 students.

Variable 1 2 3 4 

1. Perception of Victim's Prevention 

of the assault 1       

2. Liability of the Victim for the 

assault ,361** 1     

3. Liability of the Perpetrator for the 

assault ,154* ,282** 1   

4. Homophobia ,210** ,442** ,206** 1 

* p < .05   ** p <.001     

Attitudes towards Liability of the Victim for the Assault.  A two-way ANOVA compared the 
Attitudes towards Liability of the Victim for the Assault item mean scores among the four 
different vignette conditions and between male and female participants. The main effect for sex 
was significant, F(1, 272) = 5,039, p = .026. Men (M = 4,06, SD = 0,170) perceived the victim as 
more liable than did women (M = 3,57, SD = 0,135). There was no significant interaction 
between vignette conditions and participants’ sex. 

Perception of Victim’s Prevention the Assault. A two-way ANOVA compared the 
“Perception of Victim’s Prevention the Assault” item mean scores among the four different 
vignette conditions and between male and female participants. The main effect for vignette 
conditions and participant’s sex were not significant. There was no significant interaction 
between vignette conditions and participants’ sex. 

Attitudes towards Liability of the Perpetrator for the assault. A two way ANOVA compared 
the Attitudes towards Liability of the Perpetrator for the Assault item mean  scores among the 
four different vignette conditions and between male and female participants. The main effect for 
crime conditions and participant’s sex were not significant.  

Homophobic Attitudes. A two-way ANOVA compared the Homophobia Scale scores among 
the four different vignette conditions and between male and female participants. The main effect 
for sex was significant, F(1, 242) = 9,715, p = .002.  Men (M = 26,47, SD = 10,228) had higher 
homophobia scores than women (M = 22,76, SD = 9,417). There was no significant interaction 
between vignette conditions and participants’ sex. 

A one-way ANOVA compared the Homophobia Scale scores among the five different 
departments (Psychology, Philosophy, Geography, History, Linguistics, Science). The main 
effect of the department was significant, F(4, 247) = 5,526, p = .000. A Bonferroni post hoc test 
showed that students enrolled in Science (M= 27,09 SD = 9,080 ) and Geography (M= 26,58, SD 
= 10,07) had higher homophobia scores than students enrolled in Psychology (M= 19,83 SD = 
8,743).  

Attribution of Participants towards Victim’s Possible Responses to the Assault  

The open-ended questions were analyzed using the qualitative content analysis method in order 
to describe the attributes of participants towards victim’s possible responses to assault. The 
speech of participants were reviewed and recoded by hand to capture the subtlety of concepts 
and contextual meanings. Categories were created and emerging themes identified. The analysis 
was highly systematic and achieved good intercoder reliability. The following list is the main 
five themes and frequencies for attributes of victim’s prevention the assault.  
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Table 2. Category Themes and Frequencies for Attributes of Victim’s Prevention the Assault and Relation with 

Homophobia Mean Scores (N=281).

Homophobia  

Category 

Response 

Records 

Coded to 

Category 

% Total 

Records  Mean SD 

BELIEF IN A JUST WORLD  113 42,5 % 24,00 9,221 

DISCRIMINATION 46 17,3 % 29,42 10,824 

ANTI-HOMOPHOBIC VIEW 44 16,5 % 18,97 9,106 

VICTIM  DEROGATION 34 12,8 % 22,55 7,677 

HETEROSEXIST VIEW 28 10,5 % 24,79 10,244 

Belief in a Just World. 42,5 % of the respondents reported that the victim should have been 

provident and have guarded to such kind of attacks. Responses generally indicate that the victim 

shared the responsibility for what happened to her/him. According the respondents the victim 

brought on the attack by walking home alone in the dark. Examples:  

 “He/she shouldn’t have walked back home alone in late hours; He/she would have 

walked on a crowded street at 11:45PM; He/she would have left the party earlier; He/she 

would have taken a taxi; He/she would get on a taxi at the front of the party place; 

He/she would have gone to the party by his/her car; He/she would left the party with 

his/her friends;  He shouldn’t have been alone there, especially if he was a transsexual”. 

Discrimination. 17,3 % reported a view of discrimination.  Responses generally represent a 

critical and prejudiced view of the victim because of his/her attendance to a party which was 

arranged by a homosexual organization. In some cases (9 participants) the victim was accused of 

his/her dress, lifestlye or private life. Respondents believe that he would have hided the 

indicators of group membership especially in public places. Examples:   

 “The victim shouldn’t have gone to a party which was arranged by a homosexual 

organization; Ahmet should recognise that attending to such kind of a party contrasts 

with the society’s common values; He can give up homosexuality and he can be medically 

treated; He should have been aware of that the place he had gone was socially not 

acceptable, that’s why he shouldn’t have attended the party; He should have expressed 

himself in accordance with the social norms; She shouldn’t have gone to that party;  If 

our babe (a pejorative adjective given to Zeynep)  is a homosexual, then we should also 

look from the viewpoint of perpetrators; We should ask to the perpetrators “What would 

has she done in order to stop you?”; Getting an attack after such kind of a party is very 

normal; Instead of attending to gay parties he would spent a “normal” life; He shouldn’t 

have had socially annoying life; He should have been aware that there can be people who 

are irritated by himself; He has to correct his abnormal personality; Instead of being a 

transsexual, he would have featured himself more utilitarian for the society; He would 

have hided the indicators of group membership; He should have tidied himself up; He 

should have made himself presentable” 
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Anti-Homophobic View. In 16,5 % of the cases, respondents expressed that this kind of assaults 

are one of the major social justice issues. Anti-homophobia education should be done in a variety 

of ways in order to be respectful of differences and inclusive of diversity. Examples: 

“This is a social issue and he/she had nothing to prevent this assault; This is a problem 

related with the public opinion, public awareness is needed; I suppose that Ahmet is gay 

and he would not have prevented this assault, because it is beyond his power; Social 

conditions should be regulated; Much more efforts are required in order to change the 

attitudes of perpetrators mind; Ahmet would have been hurted because of prejudiced 

society; I guess he has nothing to do without anti-homophobic efforts; Being seen guilty 

because of sexual preferences is illogical; He/she is guiltless; he/she is totally innocent”.  

Heterosexist view. In 10,5 % of the responses were related with heterosexist viewpoint. 

Respondents disapprove of going out alone and leaving the party alone especially in late hours. 

Examples: 

“She wouldn’t have gone to the party alone; she wouldn’t have gone out singly; she 

shouldn’t have gone out at that time; she shouldn’t have been single, because there is no 

any safe place around; she shouldn’t have gone out at night; she shouldn’t have been 

outside singly, this is not a guilt but the outside is not safe; she should have gone with an 

accompanion”.   

Victim Derogation. 12,8 % of the respondents assumed that the victim already knows the 

perpetrators and basing on this assumption these participants suggested that the victim could 

solve the problem before such a big assault. Besides some of these respondents mentioned that 

the victim should have realized the perpetrators by watching his/her back. Examples:  

 “He/she shouldn’t have done what ever he/she has done in the past;  The victim was 

attacked because she behaved against to social values; The victim should have reached 

an agreement with the perpetrators before the assault; The victim would have recognized 

the perpetrators while he/she was walking; The victim should have covered his/her back; 

The victim would have carried a pepper spray with him/her;  He/she would have 

protected him/herself more; He/she would have carried a weapon with him/her”.  

In addition, participants expressed their opinions about the victim’s possible reactions to the 

assault. Table 3 illustrates the category themes and frequencies for the concerning attributes.  

Table 3. Category Themes and Frequencies for Attributes of Victim’s Reaction to the Assault and Relation with

Homophobia Mean Scores (N=281).

Homophobia 

Category 

Response 

Records 

Coded to 

Category 

% Total 

Records  Mean SD 

PHYSICAL REACTION 70 26,3 23,88 8,746 

LEGAL ADVICE 64 24,1 23,41 9,862 

LEARNED HELPLESSNESS 59 22,2 23,41 9,662 

VICTIM DEROGATION 52 19,5 22,84 9,416 

BELIEF IN A JUST WORLD 13 4,9 37,80 9,321 

ANTI-HOMOPHOBIC EFFORTS 8 3,0 17,71 6,626 
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As shown in Table 3, while 26,3 % of the respondents reported that the victim would have 
physically reacted. 22,2 % of the respondents believed that the victim was helpless at the 
moment of assault and even if he/she tried to defend himself, it would have brought more harm 
on. On the other side, in 24,1 % of the cases, responses including such as “reporting the attack to 
police, going to law” indicated that victim needs legal advice.  19,5 % of respondents expressed 
that the victim would have called or screamed for help at the moment of assault. These responses 
may represent a belief that the victim did not make any effort to escape from perpetrator’s grasp, 
therefore she/he holds responsibility as well. Besides these expressions some of the respondents 
reported that the victim is liable and he/she must have done something to cause it.  

The Relations between Homophobia and the Qualitative Data 

A one-way ANOVA compared the Homophobia Scale mean scores among the five different 
category themes (Belief in a Just World, Anti-Homophobic View, Discrimination, Heterosexist 
view, Victim Derogation). The main effect of the category theme was significant, F (5, 235) = 
5,322, p = .000 (Table 2). A Bonferroni post hoc test showed that participants who had 
discriminative view (M= 29,42 SD = 10,824) and who had belief in a just world (M= 24,00 SD = 
9,221) had higher homophobia scores than participants who had anti-homophobic view  (M= 
18,97 SD = 9,106).  

A one-way ANOVA compared the Homophobia Scale mean scores among the six different 
category themes (Physical Reaction, Legal Advice, Learned Helplessness, Victim Derogation, 
Belief in a Just World, Anti-Homophobic Efforts). The main effect of the category theme was 
significant, F(5, 237) = 6,127, p = .000. A Bonferroni post hoc test showed that participants who 
had belief in a just world (M= 37,30 SD = 9,321) had higher homophobia scores than all 
participants belonging to other category theme groups (Table 3).   

Graphic 1. The Relation Between Four Different Vignettes and Attributes of Victim’s Prevention the Assault. 

As it can be observed in Graphic 1, attributes to victim’s possible responses to the assault 
are distributed in terms of the four different vignettes. In Ahmet-gay sample, it is observed that 
the highest ratio among five different category themes belongs to the participants who had belief 
in a just world (44.1 %). The ratio of anti-homophobic view reached 23.5 %that is a little higher 
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than the ratio of discrimination (22,1 %). A similar distribution except the share of heterosexist 
view (17.1 %) is observed in Zeynep-lesbian sample.  While 17.1 % of the Zeynep-lesbian 
sample and 17.2 % of the Deniz-neutral sample had heterosexist attributions, this value is lower 
in Deniz-travesty (7.9 %) and nonbeing in Ahmet-gay sample. In Deniz-travesty sample, it is 
observed that the share of belief in a just world is dominant. While 47.6 % of the sample had 
belief in a just world towards the victim’s prevention the occurance of the assault, 25.4 % had 
discriminative attributes and 14.3 %had anti-homophobic attributes. While the share of belief in 
a just world is 40.6 %  in Deniz-neutral sample, the share of victim derogation reached 23.4 %  
which is the highest share when it is compared with the other samples. 

Graphic 2. The Relation Between Four Different Vignettes and Attributes of Victim’s Reaction to the Assault. 

As it can be observed in Graphic 2, most of the participants thinks that the victim should 
physically react at the moment of assault and take legal advice in order to charge the perpetrators 
formally in four vignette conditions. The ratio of victim derogation in Zeynep-lesbian and Deniz-
unspecified vignettes are higher than the ratios in Ahmet-gay and Deniz-travesty vignettes.  

DISCUSSION 

The primary purpose of this study was to examine the university students’ attribution process of 
a hate crime regarding perpetrators and victims in relation with homophobic ideologies. 
Quantitative and qualitative methods were used in this study in order to evaluate the bystander’s 
perception approach to hate violence.  

First of all, the findings of this study revealed that the homophobic ideologies were related 
with the attribution of hate crimes. The significant high levels of positive correlations were found 
between homophobia, “the liability of the victim for the assault” and “the perception of victim’s 
prevention of the assault”. This result supported the mutual relation between homophobic 
ideology and the attribution of responsibility to the victim in all vignette conditions as it was 
predicted (Rayburn, Mendoza& Davison, 2003).  

Consistent with the previous finding (Seltzer, 1992) males were more homophobic than 
females. In addition compared the females, men tend to attribute greater liability to victims 
(Sheldon-Keller, Lloyd-McGarvey, West, & Canterbury, 1994; Whatley&Riggio, 1993). 
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Contrary to this finding the main effects of other demographic variables (age, income, place of 
birth, class) were not statistically significant except the department of participants. This 
undifferentiation can be explained by the homogenity of the participants in terms of socio-
demographic variables. Students enrolled in Science and Geography had higher homophobia 
scores than students enrolled in Psychology. It can be assumed that compared to studying 
Science and Geography, education of Psychology leads students to be more sensitive to social 
issues through their courses. 

ANOVA results were consistent with the qualitative measures. The participants who had 
higher levels of discriminative view and a higher level of belief in a just world had higher 
homophobia mean scores than participants who had anti-homophobic ideology (anti-homophobic 
efforts, physical reaction, legal advice).  These discriminative and prejudiced attributes may 
reflect society’s negative regard for any nonheterosexual behavior, identity, relationship, or 
community (Herek, 2009). Sexual stigma is a cultural belief system through which 
homosexuality is denigrated, discredited, and socially constructed as invalid relative to 
heterosexuality (Herek, 2009; Herek, Chopp, & Strohl, 2007). 

The qualitative content analysis of speech revealed two main attribution motive for the 
victim’s possible response to the assault. These attributions reflected the “blaming the victim” 
phenomenon (Lerner, 1977,1980;  Ryan, 1976) and the belief in a just world (Rubin and Peplau; 
1975) mentioned earlier. Belief in a just world hypothesis is defined as the belief that the world 
is a just place where people generally get what they deserve. It states that individuals have a need 
to believe that they live in a just world; they believe in a world where people get what they 
deserve and where people deserve what they get. Individuals believe that who work hard or who 
perform good acts obtain rewards for their actions, while the sinners and the laggards receive 
punishments instead. Similarly, individuals want to believe that positive outcomes, whether 
money, success, or happiness, are obtained only by good people and, conversely, that negative 
outcomes only happen to bad persons. Justice beliefs have been hypothesized as adaptive for 
dealing with day-to-day stres. Just world beliefs protect individuals from the daily negative 
psychological consequences of living in what is realistically an unjust world. In addition, just 
world beliefs are thought to enhance feelings of security to the extent that if the individual 
satisfies the conditions for being "good," he or she is protected from injustice. The belief in a just
world, like other positive illusions, should contribute to the maintenance of one's mental health 
(Dalbert, 2001; Furnham, 2003; Kleinke & Meyer, 1990; Lerner, 1977; 1980). 

Rubin and Peplau (1975) have conducted surveys to examine the characteristics of people 
with strong beliefs in a just world. They found that people who have a strong tendency to believe 
in a just world also tend to be more religious, more authoritarian, more conservative, more likely 
to admire political leaders and existing social institutions, and more likely to have negative 
attitudes toward under privileged groups. To a lesser but still significant degree, the believers in 
a just world tend to "feel less of a need to engage in activities to change society or to alleviate 
plight of social victims." 

The results of this study suggest that the belief systems of the general public, combined with 
vignette characteristics, shape their attitudes toward LGBT people. In order to protect their belief 
system, people with a strong belief in a just world will devalue and blame the victim. 
Specifically, individuals with a strong belief in a just world respond differently than those with a 
weak belief to LGBT people who make multiple efforts to improve their situation. These 
findings imply that efforts to garner wide-ranging support for policies designed to change 
negative attitudes to LGBT people and to enhance the given awareness on homophobia. 



June 12, 2011 12:39 Research Publishing : IJAS Sample ijas-0403

Who is Guilty? Undergraduate Students’ Attitudes Towards Hate Crime based on Sexual Orientation 263

REFERENCES 

Cogan, J. C. (2002). Hate crimes as a crime category worthy of policy attention. American Behavioral 

Scientist, 46, 173-185. 

Craig, K. M., & Waldo, C. R. (1996). “So what’s a hate crime anyway?” Young adults’ perceptions of 

hate crimes, victims, and perpetrators. Law and Human Behavior, 20, 113-129. 

Dalbert C. (2001). The Justice Motive as a Person Resource: Dealing with Challenges and Critical Life 

Events. New York, Springer,  

Furnham A. (2003). Belief in a just world: Research progress over the past decade. Pers Individ Diff ,

34:795-817. 

Haddock, Geoffrey, Mark P. Zanna, and Victoria M. Esses. (1993). “Assessing the Structure of 

Prejudicial Attitudes: The Case of Attitudes Toward Homosexuals.” Journal of Personality and 

Social Psychology 65(6):1105-18. 

Hansen, G. L. (1982). Measuring prejudice against homosexuality (homosexism) among college students. 

A new scale. The Journal of Social Psychology, 117, 233-236.  

Herek, G. M. (1991). Stigma, prejudice, and violence against lesbians and gay men. In J. C. Gonsiorek, & 

J. D. Weinrich (Eds.), Homosexuality: Research implications for public policy (pp. 60-80). 

Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage. 

Herek, G. M. (1993). Documenting prejudice on campus: The Yale Sexual Orientation Survey. Journal of 

Homosexuality, 25(4), 15-30. 

Herek, G. M. (1994). Assessing attitudes toward lesbians and gay men: A review of empirical research 

with the ATLG scale. In B. Greene, & G. M. Herek (Eds.), Lesbian and gay psychology (pp. 206-

228). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage. 

Herek, G. M. (2000). The psychology of sexual prejudice. Current Directions in Psychological Science, 

9, 19-22. 

Herek G. (2004, April), 'Beyond “Homophobia”: Thinking About Sexual Prejudice and Stigma in the 

Twenty-First Century' Sexuality Research and Social Policy 1(2). 

Herek, G.  M., Chopp,  R., &  Strohl, D. (2007). Sexual stigma: Putting sexual minority health issues in 

context. In I. Meyer & M. Northridge (Eds.), The health of sexual minorities: Public health 

perspectives on lesbian, gay, bisexual, and transgender populations (pp. 171-208). New York: 

Springer.Herek, G. M. (1989). Hate crimes against lesbians and gay men: Issues for research and 

policy. American Psychologist, 44, 948-955. 

Herek, G. M. (2009). Hate crimes and stigma-related experiences among sexual minority adults in the 

United States: Prevalence estimates from a national probability sample. Journal of Interpersonal 

Violence, 24, 54-74.  

Herek, G. M., Gillis, J. R., & Cogan, J. C. (1999). Psychological sequelae of hate-crime victimization

among lesbian, gay, and bisexual adults. Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 67, 945-

951. 



June 12, 2011 12:39 Research Publishing : IJAS Sample ijas-0403
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