
J. INDIVIDUAL EMPLOYMENT RIGHTS, Vol. 4(4) 319-336,1995-96 

MOVING FROM BIAS TO DISCRIMINATION: 
A STUDY OF PERCEPTIONS OF 
HOMOSEXUALS IN THE WORKPLACE 

STEPHEN M. CROW 

LILLIAN Y. FOK 

SANDRA J. HARTMAN 

University of New Orleans, Louisiana 

ABSTRACT 

This research sought to determine whether biases exist against homosexuals 
with respect to perceptions of hypothetical situations involving sexual harass­
ment. We reasoned a hypothetically drawn sexual harassment scenario may 
kindle visceral biases against gays and lesbians. This study found no adverse 
homosexual effects in perceptions related to decision making in arbitration 
cases resulting from the hypothetical harassment scenarios. While we did find 
differences in perceptions, these differences were related to rater gender and 
age rather than to differing perceptions of homosexuals. These findings con­
flict with the widely held view that biased perceptions of gays and lesbians 
may lead to adverse judgments in work-related situations. 

The current gay and lesbian movement bears all the markings of earlier social 
revolutions: considerable debate over civil rights for homosexuals, mass demon­
strations, and angry backlashes. The forces for and against federal civil-rights 
legislation for gays and lesbians are gaining momentum. In 1994, Senator Edward 
Kennedy and Representative Henry Waxman pieced together a federal gay civil 
rights bill modeled after the Americans with Disabilities Act [ 1 ]. On June 24,1994 
the bill was introduced by Sens. Kennedy and John Chaffee and twenty-eight 
co-sponsors [2]. This bill would extend existing federal protection against job 
discrimination on the basis of race, religion, gender, national origin, age, and 
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disability to include sexual orientation [3]. The rationale for a civil-rights law is, 
of course, that widespread discrimination exists against homosexuals. According 
to Senator Kennedy, the Employment Nondiscrimination Act is all about "righting 
senseless wrongs" in the workplace against gays and lesbians [3]. 

For many concerned individuals, a random review of media events confirms the 
existence of homophobia and serious problems arising from discrimination in the 
workplace. The furor raised by President Clinton's 1993 initiative to end dis­
crimination against gays in the military is just one example. Another is the 
Vatican's support of discrimination against homosexuals in public housing, 
family health benefits, and hiring [4]. There is also the debate about whether 
homosexuality is chosen or genetically determined (e.g., [5, 6]) which, at least in 
part, includes the idea that homosexual behavior, if freely chosen, is far more 
"evil" than if genetically determined. Homosexuality is so controversial and 
homophobia may be so widespread that some sort of legal action to provide 
protection for gays and lesbians may be in order. But is the discrimination 
significant enough to justify a comprehensive civil-rights law for homosexuals? 

In the workplace, for example, protection may be warranted if there is evidence 
that homosexuals and/or their actions receive treatment different from hetero­
sexuals. Note that we are contending at least two elements are necessary for a 
problem to exist in the workplace. The first is evidence of negative attitudes 
toward homosexuals. Even apart from the sensationalized reports presented by the 
media, there is objective evidence of negative stereotyping of homosexuals. For 
example, persons who are aware of a person's homosexuality are more negative 
toward the homosexual than are persons who are unaware, regardless of their 
attitudes toward homosexuality [7-9]. 

The second element that must be considered is the presence of differential 
negative treatment of homosexuals in the workplace. Evidence of this requires a 
logical leap from negative biases involving individuals and their sexual orienta­
tions to bias against them in the workplace. Our area of investigation centers on 
this second issue. Do negative attitudes translate into a willingness to treat gays 
and lesbians differently in the workplace? 

This research represents an effort to clarify one of the possible issues involved. 
Specifically, we consider perceptions about homosexually oriented sexual harass­
ment and whether this form of sexual harassment is perceived differently in a 
simulated arbitration situation than other forms of sexual harassment in the 
workplace. 

Several concerns led us to believe a need exists for dispassionate, objectively-
based research in this area. Specifically, we see little evidence of academic 
attention to whether bias against homosexuals adversely affects their treatment in 
the workplace. Many problems are associated with the related research [10]. 
For example, opinion research predominates, and much reported as research 
is based on perceptions of homosexual respondents; little research has been 
conducted in the organizational setting using heterosexual subjects. Additionally, 
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in the area of how people judge and react to sexual harassment, even the issues 
of gender differences, age differences, and perhaps racial differences remain 
unresolved or not considered. A review of the literature seems to support these 
conclusions. 

PREVIOUS RESEARCH 

An extensive body of research and commentary supports the supposition of 
job-related discrimination against homosexuals (e.g., [11-21]). However, much of 
the research has been conducted by gay and lesbian activist groups [22], a practice 
suggesting a possible conflict of interest. Virtually all of the available studies 
involve opinion research based on self-reported discrimination by gays and les­
bians [23]. The validity problems associated with self-reported opinion research 
are well-documented (e.g., [24]), and there is probably no reason to expect higher 
accuracy for self-reports by homosexuals than for any other subgroups. 

In fact, further complicating the issue of self-reported discrimination is 
evidence that gays and lesbians may be overly sensitized to discrimination and 
other forms of workplace harassment. Presumably, overly sensitized individuals 
could be somewhat more likely to report incidents as discriminatory in situations 
where others would not perceive discrimination. In one study [25], a gay sample 
perceived discrimination against six minority groups (included was a gay group) 
to be significantly greater than did a general community sample. Schneider 
[26] found lesbian workers are more likely than heterosexual female workers to 
label a variety of specific social-sexual behaviors directed toward them as sexual 
harassment and lesbians reported more social-sexual behaviors directed toward 
them than did heterosexual women. In summary, Levine [19] suggested that in 
studies of bias against them, homosexuals may overstate the extent and degree of 
discrimination. 

Empirical research in organizations or of organizational decision makers is 
practically nonexistent (e.g., [19, 22, 27-28]). John P. DeCecco, editor of the 
Journal of Homosexuality [23], was not aware of any empirical research in 
organizational frameworks. He doubted if any such research exists. 

Why the paucity of empirical research? Levine suggested that due to the 
sanctions against homosexuals, exact measurements of job discrimination are 
beyond the grasp of social science [19]. More specifically, many gays and lesbians 
fear discrimination if they reveal their sexual orientation. As a result, when 
studying homosexuality, it is not always possible to accurately identify the sub­
jects of the research, much less obtain accurate responses from them. To some 
extent, their fears "about coming out" are justified in terms of antihomosexual 
stereotyping (see, for example [7-9]). However, we must repeat our caution that 
negative attitudes toward homosexuals, even if present, does not necessarily imply 
the presence of job-related discrimination against them. 
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What's more, few managers are willing to open their organizations to 
research—fewer still to homosexual-related research. Quite naturally, many 
managers would be fearful of involvement in research related to gay and lesbian 
issues. A classic double-bind prevails, as there is the potential for controversy 
whether research indicates tolerance or intolerance of homosexuals. Consider, for 
example, the recent debates associated with gays in the military (e.g., [29-30]) and 
the decision by Cracker Barrel Old Country Store executives to fire homosexual 
employees (e.g., [31]). 

Additionally, to insulate themselves from criticism, many scholars may be 
reluctant to get involved in research in such an emotionally charged field of study. 
All things considered, it is relatively easy to see why there is so little empirical 
research in organizational settings. 

Sexual Harassment as a Research Focus 

In this research study, we focus on one area where it seems reasonable to 
suspect bias by heterosexuals against homosexuals—sexual harassment. Perhaps, 
for example, heterosexuals feel more outrage or offense when a homosexual 
makes a sexual advance toward them than when a heterosexual makes the 
advance. Or perhaps heterosexuals are more offended by homosexual sexual 
harassment in the workplace than by heterosexual harassment, even when they are 
not personally involved. Certainly, some of the objection raised against President 
Clinton's initiatives toward bringing homosexuals into the military was couched 
in terms of sexual harassment. It became clear that there was considerable senti­
ment that sexual advances by homosexuals would work to the detriment of the 
military's ability to function effectively (e.g., [29-30]). 

However, any discussion of sexual harassment must include a definition of the 
term itself, and it quickly becomes clear that we may be farther than we suspect 
from fully understanding what is meant by the term sexual harassment. Some 
evidence suggests that perceptions about what constitutes sexual harassment are 
influenced by social-sexual behavior expectations. Many studies assert that social-
sexual behavior is inherently "gendered," and that men and women have different 
experiences because there are defined roles for men and women in social-sexual 
behavior [32-33]. Men and women are expected to behave in a manner consistent 
with established gender roles and those expectations are likely to carry over into 
their work role, a phenomenon Gutek and her colleagues [34-35] call sex-role 
spillover. In sexual behavior, men are expected to initiate and women are expected 
to respond [33,36]. 

Overall, research findings involving sex roles suggest that expectations involv­
ing gender have a significant impact on judgments about sex-role behaviors 
(e.g., [37-38]) and social-sexual behaviors (e.g., [39-43]). Men and women are 
considered to have systematically different orientations toward sexually-related 
behaviors at work (e.g., [44]) and different reactions to sexual harassment (e.g., 
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[33, 45]). Differences observed in the workplace are believed to be grounded in 
sex roles learned at an early age (e.g., [46]). 

Generally speaking, men have been found to have a more positive image of 
sexually-oriented work behaviors than women (e.g., [40]) and to be more tolerant 
of sexual harassment than women (e.g., [47]). Men tend to rate hypothetical 
scenarios [48] and specific social behaviors [33] as less harassing than women. 
Men, more so than women, are likely to believe that sexual harassment in the 
workplace is exaggerated [49]. One conclusion that can be drawn from this 
research is that men view the workplace as one of the playing fields for sexual 
games, while women resent sexual overtures at work [50] and react to sexual 
harassment scenarios more negatively than men. 

In fact, a number of findings indicate there are differences in expectations of 
men and women and these differences are shared by all subjects, regardless of 
gender (e.g., [51-56]). The available evidence seems to suggest the lay person's 
understanding of sexual harassment is that it usually involves male behavior (e.g., 
[57]). Out-of-role behavior, such as the sexual advances of a woman to a man are 
seen as less likely and perhaps also seen as less harassing than the same advances 
by a man to a woman. Hypothetical scenarios involving a woman as an initiator of 
social-sexual behavior are seen as relatively nonharassing [48]. Thus, this research 
suggests that all subjects, regardless of gender, may have different expectations of 
men and women in terms of sexual behavior. 

However, there are also reports of mixed findings involving the gender of a 
research subject. For example, Kenig and Ryan [58] found significant differences 
by gender in the definition of what constituted sexual harassment among non-
tenured faculty (women were more comprehensive in terms of what they per­
ceived as sexual harassment) but in the other four groups (tenured faculty, 
graduate and undergraduate students, and staff employees), there were no signifi­
cant differences. Taken as a whole, our sense of this research is that differences in 
expectations about the behavior of men and women may affect judgments about 
how seriously a harassment action may be judged, but that differences between 
men and women as judges of sexual harassment are minimal. 

In our discussion to this point, we have focused on differences in expectations 
of men and women by all subjects who might be asked to rate a given instance of 
harassment, regardless of whether the rater is a male or a female. However, we 
have not considered whether differences between male and female raters in terms 
of tolerance toward homosexuality could affect the judgment process or whether 
heterosexuals, regardless of gender, react more negatively toward gays than 
toward lesbians. 

Regarding the first question, there has been some study of male/female dif­
ferences in tolerance. In attitudes related to homosexuals, females have generally 
been found to be more tolerant than males [59-60]. In a recent Gallup poll, 56 
percent of women and 35 percent of men agree with extending civil-rights protec­
tion to gays [61]. Another indication of differences in tolerance by gender is that 
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males who report being the target of sexual harassment are more likely to 
report the incident if it involved homosexual harassment [62]. However, one study 
found no significant differences between males and females in tolerance of 
homosexuals [63]. 

There has also been some consideration of the second question, attitude dif­
ferences toward gays versus lesbians. D'Augelli [22] suggested that gay men are 
more often victimized (harassment, discrimination, and violence) than lesbian 
women. Gay men are more likely to experience the consequences of negative 
attitudes toward homosexuality than are lesbians [64-67]. There is also evidence 
that female homosexual behavior is labeled erotic while male homosexual 
behavior is seen as repugnant [66]. Taken as a whole, this body of research 
suggests that there are at least some gender-related differences in tolerance toward 
homosexuality, with women being more tolerant, but that gays are judged more 
negatively than lesbians, regardless of the gender of the individual responding 
to the survey. 

Several ideas grow out of our review of the literature to this point. When sexual 
harassment is considered in isolation, we find that sexual harassment research has 
focused on social-sexual behavior directed at individuals (e.g., [68-69]) and on the 
impact of sexual harassment on work environments [33, 50, 70]. While there has 
been a prodigious amount of research, there is no research about the relationship 
between sexual preference and perceptions about what constitutes sexual harass­
ment. When we consider sexual harassment sensitivity, we note the bulk of the 
sexual harassment sensitivity research relates to the traditional relationships in 
sexual harassment—male aggressor and female victim. 

When we turn our attention to discrimination in the workplace involving 
homosexuals, we find evidence of negative attitudes toward homosexuals—per­
haps more negative toward gays than toward lesbians. We also see opinion 
research which posits that discrimination exists, but we can find little direct 
evidence to show specifically what may be occurring. 

One potential area for evidence of bias against homosexuals in the workplace 
may lie in perceptions about sexual harassment. This area seemed an important 
one to investigate, both in terms of the considerable attention it has received in 
recent years, and also because it is a likely area for bias to appear. Sexual 
orientation is where homosexuals and heterosexuals differ, and any negative 
attitudes that exist toward homosexuals should therefore center around sexual 
activities. 

In considering judgments about an incident, we use the full range of gender and 
sexual preference combinations—1) male aggressor, female victim; 2) female 
aggressor, male victim; 3) male aggressor, male victim; 4) female aggressor, 
female victim—to facilitate the detection of both heterosexual and homosexual 
effects and to tease out relationships. We also consider differences between male 
and female subjects. We do this because the literature suggests that individuals 
involved in a sexual harassment incident will be judged on a number of factors, 
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such as gender of the perceiver, gender of the harasser, and gender of the harassée 
(e.g., note our discussion suggesting women are more tolerant). In considering 
gender of harasser and harassée, as noted previously, there is evidence that males 
and females may perceive sexual harassment situations differently. Note that it 
would have been of interest to include sexual orientation as a control variable as 
well (i.e., reactions of lesbians versus heterosexual women to the scenarios, etc.), 
but we believed it unlikely the subjects would be truthful about their orientations, 
so we did not request this data. 

We might also expect respondents to react along lines of sex role expectations. 
For example, raters may consider it the role of men to make sexual overtures to 
women and that female-initiated sexual overtures and homosexual sexual over­
tures are outside gender role expectations. Theoretically then, perceptions of 
sexual harassment should be influenced by gender of the initiator and by sex-role 
expectations. We also consider specific reactions to harassment by homosexuals. 
Does it matter whether the harasser is a gay or a lesbian? When we look at the 
full range of possible harasser-harassee relationships—man/woman, woman/man, 
man/man, woman/woman—we are also afforded the possibility of identifying any 
differences in judgments of homosexuals that may be occurring. 

Hypotheses 

As we have noted, there has been almost no research directed specifically to the 
issues under investigation in this study. As a result, we consider our research 
exploratory and state our purpose as a research question with three associated 
hypotheses: 

Research Question: 

What homosexual and heterosexual effects are detected when male and female 
subjects are presented with a full range of hypothetical situations of sexual 
harassment? 

Hypothesis 1 : The gender of the subjects will affect their perceptions of sexual 
harassment—females, more so than men, will perceive higher levels of sexual 
harassment in the research situations. 
Hypothesis 2: The gender of the victim in the case will affect the subjects' 
perceptions of sexual harassment—subjects will perceive lower levels of 
sexual harassment in the research situations when the victim is a man. 
Hypothesis 3: The type of case, homosexual versus heterosexual, will affect 
the subjects' perceptions of sexual harassment—subjects will perceive higher 
levels of sexual harassment when the case involves homosexually initiated 
harassment. 

Note that the research we have cited leads us to feel far more confident in 
our first two hypotheses than in our third, simply because of the paucity of 
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empirical study in the area. Furthermore, while our three hypotheses specified 
main effects, our research also involved an examination of any interactions 
that may be occurring. 

METHOD 

Sample 

We collected responses from 244 full-time workers in the health-care field (156 
males and 88 females). The sample was employed in managerial, professional, 
and technical categories. 

Measures 

To examine perceptions of sexual harassment, we developed a questionnaire 
(Appendix A) based on York's [56] study of sexual harassment in the workplace.1 

York identified eight categories for classifying sexual-harassment behaviors. We 
used the responses to the eight scenarios as dependent variables. One category 
involved the status of the sexual harassment aggressor, the supervisor. The other 
categories were history (how long the victim and the aggressor had worked 
together), place (where the harassment occurred), form (the nature of the harass­
ment), reaction (how the victim reacted to the harassment), coercion (if the 
aggressor put pressure on the victim to comply), job consequences (whether the 
victim suffered any job-related consequences by refusing to comply), and prior 
evidence (whether the aggressor had a history of sexual harassment). Subjects 
indicated degree of sensitivity to each scenario on a 7-point Likert scale, with 1 
being not important and 7 being very important. 

To examine the full range of sexual preference combinations, four versions 
of the questionnaire were developed by combining the nature of the case 
(homosexual versus heterosexual) and the gender of the victim: 1) male aggressor, 
female victim; 2) female aggressor, male victim; 3) male aggressor, male victim; 
and 4) female aggressor, female victim. Versions 1 and 2 are heterosexual cases 
where the aggressor and the victim are of the opposite sex and versions 3 and 4 are 
homosexual cases where the aggressor and the victim are of the same sex. Since 
the gender of the subjects can be different, we had a 2 x 2 x 2 research design. 

In the analysis of effects, we included age as a control variable. Age effects are 
inconsistent in research studies related to sexual harassment and homosexuals. 
One study indicated a greater acceptance of sexual harassment by younger stu­
dents [47], however, Lee and Heppner [53] found no significant age differences 
in responses to sexual harassment sensitivity. West [71] reported that older, 

1 Note that this is not a replication of York's study. York classified categories of sexual harassment 
in a way we believed would be logical in analyzing the full range of sexual harassment sensitivity. 
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less-educated people are more intolerant of homosexual behavior. Other research 
suggests that age has consistently demonstrated little or no effect in attitudes 
toward homosexuals [66,72]. 

Data Analysis 

ΜΑΝΟ VA was used to test the effect of the three treatment variables—gender 
of subjects, type of cases (homosexual versus heterosexual), and gender of 
victim—on the eight dependent variables (the perception of the eight harass­
ment situations). We used age as a control variable (covariate). 

RESULTS 

The ΜΑΝΟ VA results for our sample are summarized in Table 1. The covariate 
(age of subjects) and one of the main effects (gender of the subjects) were 
statistically significant. There were no other significant main effects and no 
significant interaction effects. 

Tables 2 and 3 illustrate directionality of the two effects. As illustrated in 
Table 2, the age of subjects was inversely related to pfoce and positively related to 
coercion and prior evidence. In comparison to the younger subjects, the older 
subjects thought that where the harassment occurred (place) was less important 
when determining the severity of the harassment. In addition, the older subjects, 

Table 1. Summary of MANOVA Results 

Effect3 Approx. F Sig. of F 

Covariate 

Age 3.127 .002**" 

Interactions 
Gender by case by victim 1.008 .431 
Case by victim 1.467 .170 
Gender by victim 1.035 .410 
Gender by case 1.009 .430 

Main effects 
Victim 1.008 .431 
Case 0.906 .512 
Gender 1.981 .050* 

"Age = age of subjects, Gender = gender of subjects, Case = type of case (homosexual 
vs. heterosexual), Victim = gender of victim. 

'Significant at .05 level 
"Significant at .01 level 
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Table 2. Summary of Univariate Test Results 
of Age of Subjects 

Variable F Sig. of F Beta Coef. 

Status 0.002 .965 
History 0.010 .922 
Place 14.956 .000*** - .245 
Form 2.583 .109 
Victim reaction 2.402 .123 
Coercion 4.979 .027* .144 
Job consequences 0.512 .475 
Prior evidence 3.213 .050* .116 

'Significant at .05 level 
"Significant at .01 level 
"'Significant at .001 level 

Table 3. Summary of Univariate Test Results 
of Gender of Subjects 

Variable F Sig. of F Male Female 

Status 0.361 .549 
History 0.928 .166 
Place 2.985 .085 
Form 6.974 .009** 6.50 6.78 
Victim reaction 3.620 .050* 6.13 6.39 
Coercion 5.136 .024* 6.44 6.71 
Job consequences 2.641 .105 
Prior evidence 1.175 .279 

'Significant at .05 level 
"Significant at .01 level 

more so than the younger subjects, assigned importance to scenarios where the 
aggressor put pressure on the victim to comply (coercion) and scenarios where 
the aggressor had a history of sexual harassment (prior evidence) when assessing 
the severity of the harassment. 

Table 3 indicates that the gender of the subjects was significant in three of the 
sexual harassment situations—form, victim reaction, and coercion. In general, 
subjects, regardless of their gender, thought these three harassment situations were 
very important in terms of judging the severity of the harassment—the averages 
were 6.13 to 6.78 on a 7-point scale. However, averages for the female subjects 
were significantly higher than those of the male subjects. 
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DISCUSSION 

Our findings in this study were unexpected: we found some support for Hypoth­
esis 1 but no support for Hypotheses 2 and 3. First, we consider our findings with 
respect to Hypothesis 1. In line with our speculation at Hypothesis 1, our female 
subjects rated/οττη, victim reaction, and coercion as significantly more important 
in their judgments of harassment than did our male subjects. Note that, in line with 
our discussion, the pattern evidenced by the females is not different—all subjects 
found these three aspects important; our female subjects simply found them more 
important than did the males. This finding supports our overall suggestion that all 
raters, whether male or female, show similar patterns, but women differ in their 
relative intolerance for sexual harassment. This finding is consistent with earlier 
reports that men are less sensitive to sexual harassment than women—possibly as 
a result of socialization or early experiences. 

While none of our hypotheses specified an age effect—primarily because 
this effect was not a central interest in this study—we did control for age. 
The age effects we found were that older subjects put relatively more emphasis 
on coercion and prior evidence of sexual harassment, while younger sub­
jects emphasized place where the harassment occurs. In general, these findings 
may suggest there has been a shift over time and younger subjects are more 
willing to cull some sexual encounters among coworkers depending on the 
place and circumstances. Perhaps this is a finding that will warrant further 
investigation by those interested in projecting future developments in sexual 
harassment. 

Several comments about the lack of support for Hypotheses 2 and 3 may be in 
order. That there were no distinctions made about the severity of the sexual 
harassment scenarios with respect to the victim's gender was not altogether 
unexpected. We assumed, incorrectly as it turned out, that subjects would 
find more evidence of sexual harassment in situations where the victim was 
a female. Assuming they are replicated, we believe these findings reflect a 
shift in perception over recent years. Specifically, presuming that stereo­
types, expectations of differences of men and women, and expectations 
about "correct" sex-role behavior for men and women are blurring, it may 
very well be that sexual harassment is no longer being seen as something men 
do to women! 

We were surprised however, that we found no "gay and lesbian" effects and that 
our subjects appeared to judge harassment by a gay or lesbian no differently than 
heterosexual sexual harassment. Specifically, we see a conflict with the view that 
bias against gays and lesbians may lead to different assessments in work-related 
situations. In this study, however, when asked to judge the severity of the harass­
ment in various situations where the full range of sexual orientation was explored, 
subjects made no distinctions. 
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There are at least three plausible explanations for these results. First is the 
intriguing possibility that in their decision making, and regardless of their own 
personal feelings about homosexuality, people in the workplace are relatively 
indifferent to sexual orientation. In responding to the scenario in the role of 
an arbitrator, respondents did not vary in their assignment of importance to 
the severity of sexual harassment based on the sexual orientation of the sexual-
harassment aggressor. Intuition would suggest that, for example, heterosexual 
men are biased against homosexual men and it might be reasonably expected that 
heterosexual men would manifest their bias by assigning more weight to the 
severity of the act of sexual harassment by homosexuals. This was not the case in 
this study. While we did see differences related to the age and the gender of the 
subject, these differences manifested themselves as differences in severity with 
which harassing behavior was judged or in the specific situational aspects that 
were deemed harassing, rather than with differences in the way homosexual 
versus heterosexual harassment was judged. 

A second plausible explanation is that sexual orientation does affect work-
related decision making in ways not tapped by this study. For example, we are 
dealing with a paper-and-pencil measure rather than observed behavior on the job. 
It is conceivable that subjects may simply be sensitized to the importance of 
making socially correct responses (i.e., "I judge everyone the same.") but may, in 
reality, treat the groups differently in an actual job situation. While it is possible 
that our measure is simply not picking up events occurring on the job, we believe 
our general approach is sound. Moreover, we are presently involved in four 
additional projects related to discrimination against gays and lesbians. Our 
preliminary statistical analyses of the second project show similar findings—no 
homosexual effects. In the second study, respondents make a work-related 
decision where disciplinary action is taken against employees who violate rules 
related to sexual harassment. 

A third possible explanation for our findings involves sample generalizability. 
Perhaps our research sample did not represent the attitudes of typical Americans 
toward homosexuality. There may be some merit in this concern. The research 
was conducted in a community—New Orleans—noted for its large population of 
gays and lesbians. New Orleans has been one of the traditional enclaves for 
homosexuals, and there may be more tolerance for gays and lesbians in New 
Orleans than in other parts of the country. However, other than speculation, we 
have no reason to suspect a biased sample. 

Obviously, more research is needed. If it develops that our finding of no adverse 
impact based on sexual preferences holds across a wide range of work-related 
decisions and samples, such results would seriously challenge the assumption of 
widespread workplace discrimination against gays and lesbians. As a conse­
quence, the argument for extending special protection to gays and lesbians 
through civil-rights legislation could be significantly weakened. 
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APPENDIX A 
A Hostile Environment Case Study 

Mark and Tom are both union workers employed in a local company. Tom 
complained to the Human Resources Department that Mark harassed him. The 
Human Resources Department investigated the charges, and as a result, Mark was 
fired. Mark then filed a grievance through his union chairman that his termination 
was not based on just cause. The grievance was denied and now the case will be 
heard by a labor arbitrator who will decide if the company had just cause to fire 
Mark. You are the arbitrator. Your task is to decide which of the following factors 
are most important to you in deciding a case like the above. You will make 
judgments by circling a number from 1 to 7 on the scales provided under each 
factor. Try to make your judgments as if these hypothetical incidents are real. 

STATUS 
Mark was Tom's supervisor and had influence over his position. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
not very 

important important 

HISTORY 
Tom and Mark have worked together for a long time. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
not very 

important important 

PLACE 
Mark asked Tom to come into the office and close the door. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
not very 

important important 

FORM 
Mark asked Tom to come to his place after work and have sex with him. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
not very 

important important 

VICTIM'S REACTION 
Tom tried to discourage Mark's behavior. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
not very 

important important 
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COERCION 
After the alleged incident, Mark demanded that he cooperate or he would 
make things hard for him. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
not very 

important important 

JOB CONSEQUENCE 
After the incident, Tom was fired the next day. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
not very 

important important 

PRIOR EVIDENCE 
There have been other incidents with Mark and other employees, but not 
with Tom and other employees. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
not very 

important important 

Professor Hartman and Associate Professors Crow and Fok are with the 
Management Department at the University of New Orleans. They have a diverse 
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