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ABSTRACT
The results confirms the conventional wisdom that in terms of familiarity family and friendship
relations tend to be more important predictors of attitudes than work relationships. However, the
sex of the person you are familiar with appears to have no effect.

This paper examines the concept of “familiarity” in attitudes toward gays and lesbians. We define
familiarity as being in persona contact with gays and leshians. There are many examples of
familiarity including having gay/lesbian friends and family or working with them. This effort isa
continuation of past research [18,19,20,21] that has focused on the attitudes toward gays and
leshians as managers.

These previous efforts examined the influence of the sex and religion of the perceiver. The sex of
the object of perception was also studied. Familiarity was asmall part of previous research. It was
found that women had a more positive attitude toward gay<s/lesbians as managers than did men.
Those who were more regular church goers had more negative views and that those with some
familiarity with gays/lesbians had more positive views.

What is missing is the impact of the sex the person with whom the respondent was in contact.
Research has shown that people tend to have a higher opinion of leshians than they do of gay
males. Thusif a man works with aleshian does this moderate his views on gaysin general and on
gay</leshians as managers? In essence this research attempts to determineif the sex of the person
you are in contact with influences attitudes toward gays and leshians.



LITERATURE REVIEW

Most studies of attitudes toward gays and lesbians are found in the psychology and social
psychology literature. [For example see 1,2,7,8,9] Much of this work attempts to identify the
factors that influence bias toward gays and lesbians. In general, the conventional wisdom is
validated. Those with less contact with homosexuals are more likely to hold negative attitudes.
[1,2,10] Individuals who are heavily involved in religious activities and especialy of a
fundamentalist nature, are more prone to negative attitudes. [ 21] The view that homosexuality is
biologically determined, not a preference but an orientation, is associated with more positive
atitudes. [ 6,12,14] Also, agenera view that the cultural values of the gay “community” are
against majority values, leads to negative attitudes. [6,7,14 ]

The literature a so noted differences in attitudes depending upon the demographics of the
perceiver and the object of that perception. Males tend to be more negative about homosexuality
than are females. It was also noted that people had more negative attitudes about male
homosexuals than leshians.[2,7,8,9,12,16,17] This effect was especially true for male
perceivers. It has been noticed that the race of the homosexua plays arolein the perceivers
attitudes. [ 3] However, this effect is smaller and less pronounced for lesbians than for gays. [3]
Whileit appearsin the literature that attitudes differ depending on the sex of the person being
perceived thereislittle if any research devoted to the sex of the person with whom you are
familiar.

SAMPLE

Data were collected in the summer and fall of 2004. The respondents were students attending a
mid-sized regional university. All were undergraduate students in the College of Business, taking
the introductory management course. The sample which had an average age of 21.4 years, was
composed of 293 usable responses. Table One displays the sample demographics. Tables two and
three display the number and percent of the “familiarity” data.

TABLE ONE
Sample Descriptive Statistics
Variable Percentage
Male 61
African-American 11
White 85
Regular church attendee. 24
Have a gay/leshian family member or friend. 46
Have a gay/leshian co-worker or fellow dorm resident. 60

We are interested in the 46% with a gay/lesbian friend or family member and the 60% who have
lived in the dorm with or worked with a gay/lesbian person.




TABLE TWO
Sex of Gay- L esbian Friend/Family Member

Number percent
No gay/leshian family members or friends 157 54
Gay male family member or friend 71 24
L eshian family member or friend 22 8
Both agay male and alesbian family member 43 15
or friend

TABLE THREE
Sex of Gay- Leshian Co-Worker/Fellow Dorm Resident

Number percent
No gay/lesbian co-workers/fellow dorm 120 40
residents
Gay male co-workersg/fellow dorm residents 83 28
L eshian co-workers/fellow dorm residents 23 8
Both agay male and aleshian co- 66 22
workers/fellow dorm residents

It should be noted that among those who reported having a friend or family member or afellow
dorm resident or co-worker who was gay or lesbian the highest percentage is for those who know
agay male and the lowest for knowing alesbian only.

The overall study included a variation of the Blacks in Business Scale [22] to access the attitudes
toward Leshians as managers. ( The demographic questions are displayed in Appendix One.)The
attitudinal questionsin the survey are displayed in Table four-below) concern attitudes toward
homaosexuality in general and will form the basis of the main analysis for this paper. These
guestions get to the core of beliefs about homosexuality. They are basically moral judgments.
Thus how the responses are affected by familiarity will be an important step in our understanding
of attitudes toward gays/lesbians.




ANALYSIS

TABLE FOUR
Attitudinal Questionsrelated to Homaosexuality

With one (1) being strongly disagree and ten (10) being strongly agree please indicate your
response to the following question:

| believe the homosexual lifestyle iswrong. [LIFESTYLE]

I believe homosexuals should have the same rights as anyone el se. [RIGHTS

| don't care what homosexuals do, | just don’t want to be told all about it. [TALK]

Being homosexual is a preference not biologically determined. [PREFERENCE]

The responses to the above questions were subjected to a one way ANOV A by avariable that
combined the two familiarity questions. Thus the independent variable was:

No contact with gays or leshians

Family/friend contact but not work/dorm

Co-worker/dorm resident contact but not family/friend

Both family and co-worker
The variable did not attempt to identify the sex of the contact person but only that there was one.
Severa of the relationships among the types of familiarity indicated significant differencesin the
means, these are displayed in Table Five.

TABLE FIVE
Means of Attitudinal Questions by Types of Familiarity
QUESTION MEAN
Type of familiarity
LIFESTYLE
No contact with gays or leshians 6.91*
Family/friend contact but not work/dorm 5.88
Co-worker/dorm resident contact but not family/friend 5.34
Both family and co-worker 4.93*
* different at the .05 level
RIGHTS
No contact with gays or leshians 6.32*
Family/friend contact but not work/dorm 6.97
Co-worker/dorm resident contact but not family/friend 7.92
Both family and co-worker 8.25*
* different at the .05 level




TALK
No contact with gays or leshians 7.53
Family/friend contact but not work/dorm 7.55
Co-worker/dorm resident contact but not family/friend 6.36
Both family and co-worker 7.26
No relationships significantly different at the .05 level
PREFERENCE
No contact with gays or leshians 7.34*
Family/friend contact but not work/dorm 6.95
Co-worker/dorm resident contact but not family/friend 5.98
Both family and co-worker 5.84*
* different at the .05 level

When the attitudinal questions were analyzed by one way anovas only one relationship was found
to be statistically significant with regard to the sex of the contact person in terms of family/friend
contact. There were no differences among the work/dorm dimension.

The only difference was that those who reported a gay family member or friend were more
inclined to believe that homosexuality was a preference than those with aleshian friend or family
member.

DISCUSSION

While familiarity does seem to affect attitudes toward homosexuals the magnitude of that effect
appears dight. Only three of the four attitudinal questions showed differences related to
familiarity and those were all between having no contact and contact in family/friend groupings
and work/dorm environments. Thus those people were assumed to have much more contact.
While research has indicated that attitudes are affected depending on the sex of the perceiver and
the perceived no relationship was found relating to the sex of the contact person. So it would
appear that the effects of familiarity would not be related to the sex of the person in contact.
Study limitations might also account for the lack of measured differences.

Further studies will need to inquire as to family and friend status with separate questions as it
would seem likely that contact with family members would lead to more acceptance. Further the
family relationship will need to be enumerated. Ti would seem likely that the closer the family
ties the more the acceptance.
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APPENDIX ONE
RELEVANT PORTION OF THE OVERALL SURVEY

The following demographic is being collect for analysis purposed only; nothing here can be used
to identify you.

SEX: MALE FEMALE

AGE:

| attend church regularly? YES NO

RACE: WHITE ; AFRICAN AMERICAN: ; ASIAN

| have ahomosexual friend or family member? YES NO

This family member-friend(s) isare: MALE ; FEMALE ; BOTH

This family member-friend(s) is/are:
WHITE ; AFRICAN AMERICAN: ASIAN




| have worked with or have lived in the same dorm with homosexual s?
YES NO

Thig/these person(s) is'are: MALE ; FEMALE ; BOTH

This/these person(s) isare:
WHITE ; AFRICAN AMERICAN ; ASIAN

With one (1) being strongly disagree and ten (10) being strongly agree please indicate your
response to the following question:

| believe the homosexual lifestyle is wrong.

| believe homaosexuals should have the same rights as anyone el se.

| don't care what homosexuals do, | just don’t want to be told all about it.

Being homosexual is a preference not biologically determined.




