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ABSTRACT 
Friendships in the workplace have been shown to lead to greater job satisfaction 

and job commitment, but forming friendships in the workplace may be harder for some 

individuals than others.   The purpose of this study is to evaluate the friendships people 

make in the workplace and to determine if friendships at work impact job satisfaction, job 

commitment, and overall wellbeing, looking particularly to see if these factors differ by 

gender or among gay, lesbian, bisexual, and heterosexual people.  The General Social 

Survey (GSS) was utilized in this thesis, specifically questions asked in 2002 about the 

quality of working life.  This thesis found that sexual partnership status and gender were 

related to coworkers taking a personal interest in the respondent, when comparing means.  

The quality of friendships in the workplace did matter when trying to understand the 

experiences of job commitment, job satisfaction, and overall well-being.  
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CHAPTER I  

INTRODUCTION 

Work for most people is where they spend a majority of their day. Work can 

provide many things for individuals, including helping to establish a sense of purpose and 

meaning to their lives. Financial support gained from work can allow people to meet their 

needs and establish stability. Challenges, accomplishments, and interactions with people 

at work can help to guide identity development for workers.  The interactions that take 

place between coworkers can help to provide support and camaraderie in both their work 

and their personal lives.  Establishing friendships at work can improve job satisfaction, 

job commitment, and overall well-being. 

Friendships in the workplace have been shown to lead to greater job satisfaction 

and commitment to the job, but forming friendships in the workplace may be harder for 

some individuals than others (Morrison, 2004; Berman, West, & Richter, 2002).   In 

particular, individuals from underrepresented groups such as women, aging individuals, 

people of different races, and people with disabilities may have difficulty fitting into the 

mainstream workplace population.  Disclosure of sexual orientation among gay, lesbian, 

and bisexual people may affect the friendships that are formed in the workplace; and 

there is currently little protection in the workplace for sexual minorities (Van Den Bergh, 

2003).    The purpose of this study is to evaluate the friendships people make in the 

workplace and to determine if friendships at work impact  job satisfaction, job 

commitment, and overall well-being, looking  particularly to see if these factors differ by 

gender or among gay, lesbian, bisexual, and heterosexual people.  Although friendships 
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are important for all workers, sexual minorities may need more support in an 

environment where there are no polices to protect them from discrimination. 

Heteronormativity and Discrimination 

Heteronormativity is a mechanism by which sexual minorities are viewed as 

separate from the norm and suffer discrimination both in and out of the workplace.  

Heteronormativity is the ideology that the nuclear family is the correct way for a family 

to function and the “normal” standard against which every adult and every family should 

be compared (Oswald, Blume, & Marks, 2005).  This ideology allows identification of 

normal and deviant workers.  This ideology is present when a worker could be identified 

as deviant; therefore the worker is forced to be silent about identifying themselves as a 

deviant or separate worker in order not to lose privilege in the workplace.  

Heteronormativity promotes heterosexual relationships as the standard or the correct way 

for an employee to be included in the workplace without suffering discrimination 

(Oswald et al., 2005). Such an ideology in the workplace can combine with the “ideal 

worker norm” (Hochschild, 1997) to produce sexual minority discrimination.  

Discrimination in the workplace because of heteronormativity can be present if 

policies do not exist to prevent discrimination and to protect employees.  Sexual 

minorities such as gay men, lesbians, bisexuals, and transgender people are at risk for 

discrimination and harassment because there is currently no federal law in place to 

protect them (Van Den Bergh, 2003).  The Employment Non-Discrimination Act 

(ENDA) would provide protection to sexual minorities; however, it has not yet passed 

through Congress.  At this time it is legal to fire someone based on sexual orientation in 

30 states, and in 38 states it is legal to fire someone based on gender identity expression 
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(Parents, 2007).  Without legislation guiding workplace policy, sexual minorities are less 

likely to find work environments where they are committed, satisfied, supported, and 

protected (Day & Schoenrade, 2000; Van Den Bergh, 2003). 

Sexual minorities are not the only group that has been discriminated against in the 

workplace.  Women, aging individuals, people of different races, and people with 

disabilities have all fought for equality in the workplace.  The Equal Pay Act of 1963, 

Age Discrimination in Employment Act of 1967, Race Relations Act of 1976, and the 

Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 brought attention to the discrimination present in 

the workplace.  Although these legislations have not solved the problem of discrimination 

in the workplace, they are steps towards eliminating it. Groups that are discriminated 

against experience the work environment in a different way from those who do not have 

to worry about their job security, safety, and support from coworkers.  The workplace 

may not be viewed by groups that are discriminated against as a place to build 

relationships with coworkers.  

The lack of protection in the workplace for sexual minorities can affect the 

opportunity to form relationships in the workplace, an issue that women in the workforce 

have also experienced.  Women’s fight to gain access to careers has been well 

documented by the women’s movement and can be used as insight into some of the 

discrimination sexual minorities face in the workplace.  Women’s struggles with the glass 

ceiling, sexual harassment, equal pay for equal work, and medical leave also affect the 

way women experience the workplace (Hochschild, 1997; Tichenor, 2005). The presence 

of the ideology of the ideal worker norm who does not have a family and certainly does 

not let the family affect work affects not only women as employees, but also employers 
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and the value they put on the work that women are contributing.  Messages about the 

work that women do are conveyed through inequality in the salaries women receive in the 

workplace in the United States (National, 2007).  These messages limit both the women 

worker and the employer by not allowing women to perform tasks at their maximum 

ability because of gendered discrimination.  Women, like sexual minorities, may have 

less power in the workplace because of societal norms that place women in less 

privileged places in relation to their male coworkers.   

Gender is important when looking at workplace relationships, not only because 

women experience the workplace differently from men, but also because women and men 

form friendships in different ways associated with societal gender norms.  

Communication differences between men and women, for example, could be an aspect of 

how men and women form friendships in the workplace and how these friendships could 

be partly a gendered matter.   

Gay, lesbian, bisexual, and heterosexual groups could differ in the societal norms 

they follow and those they resist concerning friendship. Their friendship expression could 

be affected by heteronormativity in the workplace. To understand better how gender and 

sexuality are connected to workplace experiences, the  General Social Survey (GSS) was 

utilized in this thesis, specifically questions asked in 2002 about the quality of working 

life (Davis, Smith, & Marsden, 2006).  This approach allows for an exploration of the 

experiences, friendships, and satisfactions of men and women, including sexual 

minorities, in the workplace. 
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Feminist Theory 

Feminist theory will be used as a framework for the current study.  A feminist 

perspective can address issues such as heteronormativity, discrimination, and oppression 

by identifying those who are privileged within the United States, and more specifically, 

in the workplace.  When applying heteronormativity to the workplace, policies that place 

heterosexuals in a more privileged position relative to sexual minorities can be identified 

(Van Den Bergh, 2003).   According to a feminist perspective, oppression takes place 

because of domination in patriarchal societies, positioning groups into dichotomous 

relationships: powerful and powerless; superior and inferior; strong and weak according 

to gender (Barty, 1990).  Race, class, sexuality, and ability all position people into places 

of privilege and power.  The combination of these categories, also known as 

intersectionality, demonstrates a more comprehensive understanding of what an 

individual in a less privileged group or groups is experiencing (Allen, Lloyd, & Few, in 

press).   Deconstructing this privilege allows for  heterosexuals to be viewed in more 

powerful positions than gay, lesbian, bisexual, and transgendered people in the workplace 

(Kolmar & Bartkowski, 2000; Barty, 1990).   

By using the GSS, a larger, more representative and diverse sample is included in 

this study than would be possible without funding, particularly because the GSS sampled 

same sex partnered individuals at a greater number than would be possible by the 

researcher. This study thus provides a better understanding of the current workplace 

environment and how friendships in the workplace, job satisfaction, job commitment, and 

overall well-being may be related. Gender differences among same sex partnered people 

and heterosexual groups and their friendships at work are assessed first.  Then this study 
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explores how friendships among same sex partnered people and heterosexual people in 

the workplace are associated with job satisfaction, job commitment and overall well-

being, also taking into consideration any gender differences. 
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CHAPTER II 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

A feminist perspective is useful for focusing on the privilege and power that are 

associated with the categories in which people are placed (Allen et al., in press).   People 

fall into different groups and the group they fall into in part determines how they 

experience the workplace.  The groups are established in many different ways: race, 

class, gender, age, educational level, sexuality, and disability level are a few ways in 

which people are categorized into different groups (Allen et al., in press).  For the 

purposes of this study, I focus on how gender and sexuality may affect workplace 

experiences, particularly how one’s gender or sexuality could affect the friendships that 

are made in the workplace.  Also, this project emphasizes how being in a less privileged 

group may affect one’s overall well-being, job satisfaction, and job commitment. 

Gender in the Workplace  

Gender can affect the ways in which the workplace is experienced.  The women’s 

movement in the 1970’s brought attention to issues women faced in the in establishing 

their own careers.  Advocacy and media attention was given to the rights of women in the 

workplace.  A platform for women’s rights in the workplace was created as a result of 

exposure to issues women faced in the workplace.  Women’s surge into the workplace 

and the discrimination that women faced as a result of working outside the home 

continues today (Goldin, 1990).  Looking at the different ways gender may affect 

women’s experiences in the workplace provides a better understanding of how groups 

can be suppressed and disadvantaged.  There are many ways in which to view the 

discrimination that women face in the workplace.  By addressing economics, sexual 
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harassment, and medical leave in the workplace, I highlight multiple levels of 

discrimination. These levels can be identified as ways in which women are limited in 

their careers.  Because there is currently a lack of research on how sexual minorities 

experience the workplace, I address how women have experienced discrimination and 

how the experience of sexual minorities could parallel the experience of women.  A 

feminist perspective allows for a critical analysis as a way to understand power and 

privilege dynamics in women’s experiences at work, which can be transposed onto the 

experience of sexual minorities. 

Pay Discrimination 

Today woman still make less than their male counterparts:  in 2005, in the United 

States, women’s annual earnings were only $.77 for every $1.00 earned by men.  For 

women of color the numbers are lower only $.71 for African American women and $.58 

for Latinas (National, 2007).   The National Organization for Women found from 

reviewing the U.S. Census Bureau, Income, Earnings and Poverty Data from the 2005 

American Community Survey that fifty-five percent of all women work in female-

dominated jobs in which women consist of 70 percent or more of the workforce, and in 

which men make up 8.5 percent or less. Men working in female-dominated jobs still 

received about 20 percent more than women who work in female-dominated jobs. 

Women are paid less in every occupational classification for which sufficient information 

is available (National 2007).   Women experience the workplace differently than men in 

part because unequal distributions of salary equate to power differentials between the 

genders.  With the pay differences between men and women, workers receive messages 

that convey to women that their work is less valued than the work of men.  Women still 
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make less than men, even after The Equal Pay Act of 1963.  This inequality is evidence 

that women are still being discriminated against in the workplace.  Also with inequality 

in pay comes less capital, affecting the opportunities for improvement of life and ability 

to establish more power in our society.  Women also may experience psychological 

effects of their work being valued based on gender and not ability.  With the strong 

presence of economic discrimination, other more subtle forms of discrimination can 

remain suppressed. 

Sexual Harassment 

Sexual harassment is another way in which women experience the workplace 

differently than men.  One way harassment can take place in the workplace is by 

objectification of women. Objectification is defined as “separating out a person’s body 

parts or sexual functions from the rest of her identity and reducing them to the status of 

mere instruments or regarding them as if they were capable of representing her” (Barty, 

1990, p. 26). For example women can be reduced into their constituent body parts.  

Reducing women to objects allows the patriarchal society to oppress women and girls 

through the reduction of them into parts of a body, rather than a whole person (Kirk & 

Okazawa-Rey 1998).  Women are objectified throughout our society in media, and this 

objectification is carried over to the workplace.  Objectification of women can have a 

great negative outcome on the physical, emotional, sexual, social, and educational 

development of women. Women begin to experience this objectification when they 

encounter the male gaze or feel that they are being looked at by others (Sinclair 2006).   

Monitoring appearance can take away from performing a task with one’s full 

attention.  Paying attention to appearance can lead to women not performing at the best of 
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their abilities if they are objectifying themselves or feel that others are objectifying them.  

Self-objectification could affect performance for women in the workplace (Quinn, 

Kallen, Twenge, & Fredrickson, 2006).  If a woman feels that she is being looked at in an 

objectifying way during a presentation at work, it is likely that she is not going to be able 

to give all her attention to the presentation.  This objectification process could result in a 

poor presentation, trouble answering questions, and the appearance of being 

uncomfortable and unprepared, affecting how she is regarded in the company when it 

comes to promotions and beneficial career assets.  This process may lead to depression if 

a woman does not feel successful at her place of work.  Depressive symptoms and 

restricted eating have been shown to occur more in women who self-objectify 

(Muehlenkamp & Saris-Baglama, 2002).   

This process could also be true for sexual minorities but in a slightly different 

way.  If workers do not feel that they can disclose their sexual orientation, or that they 

cannot disclose who makes up their family, covering or lying to coworkers could be a 

result.  The processes of lying or monitoring themselves could be a similar cognitive 

process as that of women who are self-objectifying.  They have to focus not only on a 

task but also on how others perceive them.   Covering up in this way or passing as 

someone they are not could also affect the speed at which they are performing a task.  

How much they are willing to share and become a part of the working team could also 

affect relationships they are able to form in the workplace.  Sexual minorities could fear 

that associating with coworkers, and allowing them to know them, could affect their job 

security.  Fear of sexual harassment from coworkers could be another reason one may 

chose to not disclose in the workplace.  
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Sexual harassment is experienced not only through objectification, but also 

through verbal and physical sexual innuendoes explicitly or implicitly communicated to 

both men and women.  Women do report experiencing harassment more than men in the 

workplace (Welsh, 1999).  Like objectification, it is very disturbing to the work 

environment and has very negative effects on the work that is performed.    In recent 

years, more policies have been put in place to eliminate sexual harassment, but it still 

takes place and is reported at staggering rates.  Sexual harassment is a form of 

discrimination and a useful tool in establishing power.  Sexual minorities experience 

sexual harassment in the workplace as well.  Harassment of sexual minorities can take 

place in very subtle ways and be a deterrent to disclosure; for example, if language is 

used in the workplace that suggests a negative attitude towards sexual minorities, then 

fear of harassment and not being able to establish work friendships may be a result.   If 

workers think that disclosure will bring harm to them, especially if they work in a state 

that does not provide protection, they are more likely to hide their sexual orientation in 

the workplace.  A result could be fewer workplace relationships and more fear of 

harassment, both of which could be associated with less job satisfaction, job 

commitment, and overall well-being.  These aspects of work life may also be a factor 

when addressing how policies in the workplace can be discriminatory. 

Discriminatory Workplace Policies 

Workers often must comply with heteronormative workplace policies in order not 

to jeopardize their careers.  If workers do not comply with policies, they can be identified 

as separate from the norm and draw attention to their less privileged status.  A recent 

example of discrimination is taking place as a result of medical leave rights.   There has 
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been much debate in recent years concerning how much time women should have off for 

the birth of their child, if a woman can be denied a job because of motherhood, and how 

workplaces will allocate time off for sick children (Gerstel & McGonagle, 1999).   This is 

a recent debate because before women were in the workplace in such great numbers these 

issues had not been addressed so publicly.  With the Family and Medical Leave Act of 

1993, workplaces are struggling to establish policies that are in compliance with the new 

law (Gerstel & McGonagle, 1999).  Similarly, sexual minorities may face “family 

spillover” that is specific to their family form (Grzywacz, Almeida, & McDonald, 2002).  

Polices can make the workplace a very different place for those who are not in 

compliance with the heteronorms that are present.    

With all the ways in which women can experience discrimination in the 

workplace, women may rely on friendships more as a way of forming alliances with other 

women facing similar workplace pressures and discrimination.  Women may “pick up the 

slack” for coworkers whom they feel are experiencing similar work and family spillover 

issues.  Women may be doing this in a reciprocal way because they know that at some 

point they may need help with their own family.   Forming these friendships may be a 

way to avoid feeling that they are in the minority because they have people around them 

in similar situations.   Friendships may function as a way to fight against any negative 

feeling or backlash they face as they navigate both a family life and work life.   

Friendships 

Friendships provide people with support and companionship and a place to 

express feelings and thoughts about one’s own identity and the world around them.  

Friendships also create a sense of obligation to another person.  People can have multiple 
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groups of friends that serve different purposes in their lives.  Researchers find that people 

form friendships in different sectors and move in and out of these sectors throughout the 

day (Marks, 1994).  Each of these sectors can provide different opportunities to form 

relationships and communicate with different people.  Some of these sectors create 

continual contact with the same people, facilitating and increasing the likelihood of 

intimate relationship (Marks, 1994). Work may be one of these places that facilitate 

friendships.  Men and women can experience their friendships differently because of 

gender norms.   Friendship gender norms are established in our society and dictate the 

way in which men and women form both cross-gendered and same-gendered friendships.  

Women usually communicate at a deeper level than men do in their same-gendered 

friendships whereas men are more likely to do activities with less communication 

(Monsour, 1992).  When there are cross-gender friendships, the friendship styles must 

integrate in some way to form a meaningful relationship for both genders (Monsour, 

1992).  Gender may be a determining factor in forming friendships in the workplace. 

Friendships in the Workplace 

Work may facilitate and create a place where lasting friendships can be 

established.  Usually people work with their peers. Exposure through work can allow 

people who may not have another opportunity to meet to start a relationship.  Marks 

found in 1994 using the1986 GSS that 49.6% of a sample size of 669 full-time workers 

had at least one close friend at work and 29% had at least two close coworkers.  No 

significant gender differences were found in that sample.  Out of 701 fulltime workers 

important matters were discussed with at least one coworker; there was also more job 

satisfaction among this group (Marks, 1994).  



Texas Tech University, Erika Brooks, May 2009 

14 

 

In the workplace, friendships can provide a chance for open dialogue about both 

professional and personal matters.  Relationships in the workplace also allow for 

encouragement in both the work environment and in personal matters.  Friendships in the 

workplace create a support system apart from family and home life.  Because people 

usually work in close proximity to people doing their same job, power dynamics are less 

evident while spending workdays with coworkers; therefore, more communication may 

take place.  Because coworkers are in more egalitarian relationships, support networks 

can be formed, allowing for help and open communication about problems in the job or 

personal life.  Coworkers may be more likely to form close relationships with people they 

see as their equals rather than with their superiors.  In some workplaces, people may 

spend more time with coworkers working at a similar job than they do with a supervisor, 

allowing for more time to share personal aspects of life and increasing a relationship 

apart from work life.  Having at least one person at work who understands aspects of 

one’s personal life could be positive even in a negative work environment (Marks, 1994).   

Workplace friendships and how these friendships relate to job commitment and 

job satisfaction are important when addressing inclusion issues of discrimination, 

satisfaction, commitment, and openness about sexual orientation. All of these factors 

should be addressed when asking people about their current workplace environment to 

allow an account of workplace environments to be assessed.  There is, however, a 

dilemma when gathering information on sexual minorities in the workplace. If people do 

not believe that they can disclose their sexual orientation at work, they will not likely 

disclose that information when asked questions about their workplace in a research study 

(Day & Schoenrade, 2000).   This is one reason why the GSS is being utilized because 
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the GSS is able to have a bigger more diverse sample than would be possible for this 

researcher to obtain without funding. Also because the survey hits on so many different 

topics and areas of the respondent’s life, the validity of the response is increased by the 

fact that the respondent does not have time to over analyze the response.    

Workplace friendships improve productivity, satisfaction, and are positively 

related to job commitment (Berman et al. 2002; Morrison, 2004).  Friendships in the 

workplace can increase communication among workers and lead to better team work.  

They can also reduce stress, which can lead to a more productive working environment 

(Berman et al., 2002; Morrison, 2004).  Research reviewed on friendships in the 

workplace has not specifically looked at sexual minorities.  If sexual minorities believe 

that the workplace is not a place in which they can disclose their sexual orientation, they 

may be less likely to form friendships.  It could be difficult to establish close friendships 

if people were not able to disclose their sexual orientation or be honest about the people 

that make up their family.  Both the workplace environment and the lack of friendships 

may be related to less job satisfaction and less job commitment.  

There is limited research on sexual minorities and the workplace environment 

(Day & Schoenrade, 2000).  There is even less research on sexual minorities and the 

friendships that are formed at work.  From the review of research so far, no one has 

evaluated how sexual minorities may experience friendships in the workplace differently 

than heterosexuals and the effect having friends at work may have on job satisfaction and 

commitment. Furthermore, an understanding of how sexual orientation and friendships 

affect job commitment and satisfaction can be obtained.  If the Employment Non-

Discrimination Act (ENDA) is passed, most workplaces will face the issue proving safe 
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and open environment for all employees to work in without having the pressure of 

official heteronormativity encoded in workplace policy or at least not condoned officially 

(Parents, 2007; Day & Schoenrade, 2000; Van Den Bergh, 2003; Oswald, et. al., 2005).   

This study provides a better understanding of the current workplace environment 

and how friendships in the workplace, job satisfaction, and commitment may be related.  

Data was analyzed on friendships, job commitment, and job satisfaction for the 

respondent’s current workplace, and then an assessment of the relationships between 

these variables was determined.   Literature that accounts for the health risks that 

discrimination can have on a person is important to consider.  Although such literature 

comes from an analysis of race discrimination, this literature helps to identify another 

need for anti-discrimination laws for sexual minorities (Brondolo, Rieppi, Kelly, & Gerin 

2003).  If race discrimination is affecting the health of people, then discrimination 

because of sexual orientation could be having a similar effect.  Effects on a person’s 

health raise a new concern and an important one when looking at this issue of workplace 

discrimination.   

Work Experiences for Sexual Minorities 

When heteronormativity was applied to the workplace, Van Den Bergh (2003) 

found that sexual minorities needed protection, inclusion, and equality. Van Den Bergh 

gave these three terms the acronym PIE.  The standard of PIE can be used to evaluate 

sexual minorities’ experiences in the workplace (Van Den Bergh, 2003). With protection, 

less discrimination and harassment would presumably exist in the workplace.  Inclusion 

would allow sexual minorities to believe that they did not have to keep their sexual 

orientation a secret or lie about the people who made up their families.  Such openness 
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should allow them to feel valued and possibly allow for more friendships to be formed in 

the workplace.  Lack of openness in the workplace could be stressful and affect work 

productivity (Van Den Bergh, 2003).  Equality would give sexual minorities the same 

rights as their coworkers, allowing them access to the same benefits and promotions.  

Inclusion in the workplace for sexual minorities may lead to friendships being formed 

and increased job satisfaction and job commitment (Van Den Bergh, 2003).  

When Day and Schoenrade (2000) looked at disclosure of sexual orientation in 

the workplace, they found that gay and lesbian workers who were more open about their 

sexual orientation were more committed to their job and experienced lower conflict 

between work and home.  They also found that having an anti-discrimination policy that 

includes sexual minorities along with top management support was associated with more 

commitment to the job, higher job satisfaction, and lower conflict between work and 

home (Day & Schoenrade, 2000). In addition, positive work attitudes were present in 

participants who worked in organizations that prohibited discrimination against sexual 

minorities.  Emotional commitment to the job was present if sexual minority workers felt 

that they worked in an environment that allowed them to disclose their sexual orientation 

(Day & Schoenrade, 2000).  

Elements of the Workplace 

 Workplaces are striving for success with productivity, revenue, and growth.  One 

way to accomplish these goals is to have employees who are satisfied and committed to 

the job.  One way better to ensure the satisfaction of workers is to assess that all 

employees’ overall well-being is good and that they are happy in work positions (Hyland 

& Jackson, 2006.  With more satisfied workers, absences from work will decrease, and 
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workers will be more productive, creating more revenue for the workplace.  If people are 

happy in their jobs, they are less like to leave their jobs, helping to have more retention. 

More retention is important because it allows for more work and productivity to take 

place and less training of new employees that are less productive while they are learning 

the business.   

  This study aims to provide a better understanding of the current workplace 

environment and how friendships in the workplace, job satisfaction, job commitment and 

overall well-being may be related.  After reviewing the research, the research question 

concerning friendships of heterosexuals and same sex partnered men and women was 

assessed, to determine whether these groups differ in the number of friendships and 

relationships formed in the workplace.  Specifically, I predict that women will have more 

friends and better relationships at work than men and heterosexuals will have more 

friends and better relationships at work than same partnered individuals.  This study 

further explores how relationships in the workplace and friendships among same sex 

partnered and heterosexual people are associated with job satisfaction, job commitment 

and overall well-being, along with consideration of any gender and sexual identity 

category differences.  Specifically, I predict that friendships will be positively associated 

with job satisfaction, job commitment and overall well being.   Heterosexuals will have 

more job satisfaction, job commitment and overall well being.   It is possible that job 

satisfaction, job commitment and overall well being are experienced differently by gay 

men than lesbians.  
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CHAPTER III  

METHODS 

The sample for this study was acquired from the General Social Survey (GSS).  

The use of a secondary data set was necessary to attain a larger sample size that was more 

representative than a non-funded research project. Without using such a data set, the 

research undertaken in this thesis would be subject to criticism regarding the validity of 

the findings due to non-representativeness of the respondents, which was of particular 

concern when researching workplaces and when researching sexual minorities (Van Den 

Bergh, 2003). The GSS, funded by the National Science Foundation, began in 1972 and 

was conducted annually until 1994.  In 1979, 1981, and 1992 the GSS was not given due 

to lack of funding.  In 1994 the survey became biennial, given in even numbered years.   

The survey is administered in face-to-face interviews that last, on average, 90 minutes. 

Participants in the GSS must be at least 18 years old and English-speaking.  All other 

demographic information is asked in the survey (Davis et al., 2006). 

 The GSS is made up of core questions that have been asked since it began to 

monitor the social changes in the United States.  In addition to the core questions, there 

are different topic questions added to the survey.  Depending on the year that the GSS 

was administered, the topic can be different.  The topic questions usually only appear one 

time on the GSS.  For this study, the 2002 year will be used because the topic included 

quality of working life (Davis et al., 2006).  
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Sample and Measures 

 This data set was made up of a sample size of 2765 with 1228 men and1537 

women. The average age was 46 and average income of 15,000-20,000 dollars a year.  

The question “How long have you worked in your present job for your current 

employer?” with responses ranging from “less than 6 months,” “less than a year” or the 

respondent gave the number of years.  The age of the respondent was also asked in the 

interview along with educational level.  Educational level was in a series of questions.  

The interviewer first asked the respondent to indicate what grade they had completed in 

elementary school or high school.  If the respondent had completed high school the 

question was asked if they received a GED or a high school diploma.   Then if the 

respondent had received a GED or high school diploma they were asked how many 

college credits they had completed.  Demographic controls presented in Table 3.1 below 

were used in analysis along with other variables that were created from existing GSS 

questions.   

Table 3.1  

Demographic Controls 

Variables GSS Question GSS Response Range 

Gender Interviewer Coded (1) Male 
(2) Female 

 
Age        (ordinal) 

 
      (89)  89 or older 
      (-1)   NAP 
      (98)  DK 
      (99)  NA 
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Table 3.1  

Continued 
Variables GSS Question GSS Response Range 
Education A. What is the highest grade 

in elementary school or 
high school that finished 
and got credit for?  

B.  IF FINISHED 9th-12th 
GRADE OR DK*: 
Did you ever get a high 
school diploma or a GED 
certificate? 

C. Did you complete one or 
more years of college for 
credit--not including 
schooling such as Business 
College, technical or 
vocational school? 
IF YES: How many years 
did (you/he/she) complete? 

      (nominal) 
       
      (97)  NAP 
      (98)  DK 
      (99)  NA 
 

Income Which of these groups did your 
earnings from in the last year? 

(1) Under  $1,000 
(2) $1,000 – 2,999 
(3) 3,000 – 3,999 
(4) $4,000 – 4,999 
(5) $5,000 – 5,999 
(6) $6,000 – 6,999 
(7) $7,000 – 7,999 
(8) $8,000 – 9,999 
(9) $10,000 –14,999  
(10) $15,000 – 19,999 
(11) $20,000 – 24,999 
(12) $25,000 – or more 

 
Time at 
Current Job 

How long have worked in your 
present job for your current 
employer? 

      Less than 6 months 
      Less than a year 
      (number of years) 
      (-1) NAP 

      (8)  DK 

      (9)  NA 

 
*(NAP) not applicable (DK) don’t know (NA) no answer  
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Parental Status  

A new variable was created using the GSS variables “household members less 

than six years old,”  “household members six years old thru twelve years old,” and 

household members thirteen thru seventeen” for each one of these age groups the 

respondent was asked to give the number of people in each of these age groups that 

resided in the household.  Using these three variables, a two parental status variable was 

created. Parent status was categorized in to these groups with (1) father (2) man no kids 

(3) mother (4) women no kids.  Then this variable was broken down once more into 

dichotomous variables or (1) parent and (2) non parent.  Parental status presented in 

Table 3.2 below. 

Table 3.2  

Parental Status 

Variables GSS Question GSS Response Range 

 
Household Size and 
Composition 

 
 less than six years old 

 six years old thru 
twelve years old 

 thirteen thru seventeen 

 

 
(1) 1 
(2) 2 
(3) 3 
(4) 4 
(5) 5 
(6) 6 
(7) 7 
(8) 8 or more than 8 
(9) no answer 

 
 
Parental Status 
 

 
Using Gender and Household 
Size and Composition 

 
(1) father,  
(2) man no kids 
(3) mother  
(4) women no kids 

 
 
Dichotomized 
Parental Status 

  
Using Parental Status 
 

 
(1) parent  
(2) non parent 
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Typology of Sexual Partners 

 A new variable created using the GSS variables “gender” and “sex of partner” 

was named “typology of sexual partners”. The gender of the respondent was interviewer 

coded either “male” or “female.”  The question regarding sex of partner is “Have your 

sex partners in the last five years been” with a response range of “exclusively male,” 

“both male and female,” and “exclusively female.”  The new variable name of “typology 

of sexual partners” was chosen because the “sex of the partner” variable question asks 

about the gender of the respondent’s sexual partner in the past five years.  The question 

asks about a behavior of the respondent and not about the identity of the respondent.  The 

groups that were created for the “typology of sexual partners” variable are “same sex 

partnered men,” “heterosexual men,” “heterosexual women,” and “same sex partnered 

women.” Typology of sexual partners is presented in Table 3.3 below. 

Table 3.3  

Typology of Sexual Partners 

Variables GSS Question GSS Response Range 

Sex of Partner Have your sex partners in the 
last five years been… 

(1) exclusively male 
(2) both male and 

female 
(3) exclusively female 
(0) NAP 

      (8) DK 
      (9) NA 
 

New Variable Created from GSS Groups 

Typology of  Sexual 
Partners  

Using Gender and Sex of 
Partner variables 

(1) same sex partnered  
men 

(2) heterosexual men 
(3) heterosexual women 
(4) same sex partnered  

women 
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Table 3.3  

Continued 

Variables GSS Question GSS Response Range 
Dichotomized 
Typology of  Sexual 
Partners 
 

Using Typology of  Sexual 
Partners 

(1) heterosexual 
(2) same sex partners 

*(NAP) not applicable (DK) don’t know (NA) no answer  

 Variables from the GSS 2002 survey were selected based on the relevance to job 

satisfaction, job commitment, over all well-being, friendships, and relationships at work.    

Variables were selected then grouped together to measure each concept.  

Job Satisfaction  

To measure job satisfaction, two questions were selected from the GSS.  The first 

question, about job satisfaction in general, was: “All in all, how satisfied would you say 

you are with your job?” with responses ranging from “very satisfied” to “not at all 

satisfied”.  The second question selected is about how much satisfaction comes from 

work “My main satisfaction in life comes from work” with a response range from 

“strongly agree” to “strongly disagree.”   Recoding of these measures was necessary so 

that when analysis was run, the higher the number, the stronger the attitude.  When these 

items were combined to make up a scale, the Cronbach’s Alpha was .442. Such a low 

reliability did not merit their combination and use as a scale, therefore these items tested 

individually. Job satisfaction is presented in Table 3.4 below. 
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Table 3.4  

Job Satisfaction 

Variables GSS Question GSS Response Range 

 
Job Satisfaction in 
General 
 

 
All in all, how satisfied 
would you say you are 
with your job? 
 

 
(1) very satisfied  
(2) somewhat satisfied  
(3) not too satisfied  
(4) not at all satisfied 
(0) NAP 
(8) DK 

      (9) NA 
 

 
Satisfaction Comes 
from Work 
 

 
My main satisfaction in 
life comes from work 
 

 
(1) strongly agree 
(2) agree 
(3) disagree 
(4) strongly disagree 

      (0) NAP 
(8) DK 
(9) NA 
 

*(NAP) not applicable (DK) don’t know (NA) no answer  

Job Commitment  

Job commitment was measured with two items.  The first question is “Taking 

everything into consideration, how likely is it you will make a genuine effort to find a 

new job with another employer within the next year?” with a responses ranging from 

“very likely” to “not at all likely”.  The second measure was of their pride for their 

employer with “I am proud to be working for my employer.” and responses ranging from 

“strongly agree” to “strongly disagree.” The response ranges differ for these questions; 

therefore, the questions were converted to a z-score.  This conversion was done by 

determining what the standard deviation was for each item and how far that was from the 

mean.  Recoding was necessary so that each item was being measured with a common 

unit of measurement, preparing items to be combined into indices.  For the job 
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commitment questions, Cronbach’s Alpha was .488.  Therefore, these items were not 

used as a scale during analysis.  Items were recoded so that when analysis was run, the 

higher the number, the more the respondent agreed with the statement.  Job commitment 

is presented in Table 3.5 below. 

Table 3.5  

Job Commitment 

Variables GSS Question GSS Response Range 

 

Find a New 
Job 

 
Taking everything into consideration, 
how likely is it you will make a 
genuine effort to find a new job with 
another employer within the next year? 
 

 
      (1)  very likely 

(2)  somewhat likely 
      (3)  not at all likely 

(0)  NAP 
(8)  DK 
(9)  NA 
 

 
Proud to Work 
for Employer 

 
I am proud to be working for my 
employer. 

 
(1) strongly agree 
(2) agree 
(3) disagree 
(4) strongly disagree 
(0) NAP 
(8) DK 
(9) NA 

*(NAP) not applicable (DK) don’t know (NA) no answer 

Overall Well-Being   

To measure overall well-being, three questions were selected.  The first question 

was a general happiness question “If you were to consider your life in general, how 

happy or unhappy would you say you are, on a whole?” with a response ranging from 

“very happy”  to “not at all happy.”  The second well-being question is a mental health 

question “Now thinking about your mental health, which includes stress, depression, and 

problems with emotions, for how many days during the past 30 days was your mental 

health not good?” with a response range in which the participant stated the number of 
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days. The final overall well-being question is a general health question “Would you say 

your own health, in general, is excellent, good, fair, or poor?” with responses of 

“excellent,” “good,” “fair,” or “poor”. The response ranges differ for these questions; 

therefore, the questions were converted to a z-score.  This recoding was necessary so that 

each item was being measured with a common unit of measurement, preparing items to 

be combined into indices.  For the job commitment questions, the reliability of 

Cronbach’s Alpha was -.199; therefore, these items were not used as a scale during 

analysis. Also recoding of these measures was necessary so that when analysis was run 

the higher the number the more positive their well-being.  Overall well-being is presented 

in Table 3.6 below. 

Table 3.6  

Overall Well-Being 

Variables GSS Question GSS Response Range 

General Happiness If you were to consider your life 
in general, how happy or unhappy 
would you say you are on a 
whole?  

(1) very happy 
(2) fairly happy 
(3) not very happy 
(4) not happy at all 
(5) fairly unhappy 
(0) NAP 
(8) DK 
(9) NA 

 
General Health Would you say your own health, in 

general, is excellent, good, fair, or 
poor? 

(1) excellent 
(2) good 
(3) fair 
(0) NAP 
(8) DK 
(9) NA 
 

*(NAP) not applicable (DK) don’t know (NA) no answer  
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Friendships and Relationships at Work  

Four items were selected from the GSS to measure friendships and relationships 

at work.  The first measure, if coworkers take an interest in the respondent is: “The 

people I work with take a personal interest in me” with a responses ranging from “very 

true” to “not at all true”.  The next measure question is about if coworkers help each 

other: “The people I work with can be relied on when I need help,” with a responses 

ranging from “somewhat true” to “not at all true”.  The third measure is about respect at 

work: “At the place where I work, I am treated with respect,” with a responses ranging 

from “strongly agree” to “strongly disagree”. The fourth question is about how many 

friends the respondent has at work: “Thinking about people at your workplace. How 

many of them are close friends of yours?” with the respondent stating the number of 

friends.  Recoding of these measures was necessary so that when analysis was run, the 

higher the number, the more a behavior was present.  When these items were combined 

to make up a scale, the Cronbach’s Alpha was .613; therefore these items were run 

separately and not combined and used as a scale. Friendships and relationships at work 

variables are presented in Table 3.7 below. 
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Table 3.7  

Friendships and Relationships at Work 

Variables GSS Question GSS Response Range 

 
Coworkers Take an 
Interest in Me 

 
The people I work with take a 
personal interest in me. 

 
(1) very true 
(2) somewhat true 
(3) not too true 
(4) not at all true 
(0) NAP 
(8) DK 

      (9) NA 
 

 
Coworkers’ Help 
 

 
The people I work with can be 
relied on when I need help. 
 

 
(1) very true 
(2) somewhat true 
(3) not too true 
(4) not at all true 
(0) NAP 
(8) DK 

      (9) NA 
 

 
Respect 
 

 
At the place where I work, I am 
treated with respect. 

 
(1) strongly agree 
(2) agree 
(3) disagree 
(4) strongly 

disagree 
(0) NAP 
(8) DK 
(9) NA 

 
 
Number of Close Friends 
at Work 

 
Thinking about people at your 
workplace. How many of them 
are close friends of yours? 

 
       (number of friends) 
       (-1) NAP 
       (8)  DK 
       (9)  NA 

 
*(NAP) not applicable (DK) don’t know (NA) no answer  

Research Question #1 and Analysis Plan  

 Gender differences in friendships at work among same sex partners and 

heterosexuals groups were explored.  The independent variables for this question are 
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gender and typology of sexual partner (dichotomized).  There are four dependent 

variables: number of friends at work, coworker help, treated with respect, and coworker 

take an interested in respondent. 

For research question number one, ANOVA was run in SPSS to determine the 

differences between the independent variables, gender and typology of sexual partner, in 

association with the dependent variables, number of friends at work, if the respondent 

could rely on coworkers for help, if the respondent felt that coworkers treated them with 

respect, and if coworkers took a personal interest in the respondent.  The ANOVA 

yielded mean scores allowing for indicators of significance, then an association of mean 

differences between groups was determined.   

Research Question #2 and Analysis Plan 

This study explored how relationships in the workplace and friendships among 

same sex partnered and heterosexual people were associated with job satisfaction, job 

commitment and overall well-being, along with consideration of any gender and sexual 

identity category differences.   The independent variables for this question were 

demographic controls (age, income, education), years on job, parental status, gender, 

number of friends at work, if the respondent could rely on coworkers for help, if the 

respondent felt that coworkers treated them with respect, and if coworkers took a 

personal interested in the respondent variables. Gender of respondent and typology of 

sexual partner and parental status were included as interaction terms in this examination 

to see if the patterns of association vary according to these grouping variables. The 

dependent variables are job satisfaction, job commitment, and over all well-being.  
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For research question number two, several regressions were run in SPSS to 

determine variations between the dependent variables, job satisfaction, job commitment, 

and over all well-being, in association with the independent variables, friends and 

relationships at work.  An interaction term, typology of sexual preference, was created to 

incorporate gender and typology of sexual partner. Regression techniques will examine 

variations in job satisfaction, job commitment, and well-being, and whether these 

variations are associated with gender and sexual orientation.  
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CHAPTER IV  

RESULTS 

The purpose of this study was to examine how friendships in the workplace might 

be  associated with job satisfaction, job commitment and overall well-being, and in 

particular to examine if differences in these areas are associated with gender and with 

whether respondents are partnered with individuals of the same sex or heterosexual 

people. Two research questions were posed to evaluate these issues.  The questions were:  

1. Do same sex partnered people and heterosexual people differ on the number of 

friendships and relationships in the workplace?  2. How do relationships in the workplace 

among same sex partnered people and heterosexual people predict job satisfaction, job 

commitment, and overall well-being? 

Investigating Group Differences in Work Relationships: Analysis of Variance 

Analysis of variance was performed for gender and typology of sexual partner as 

the independent variables. The dependent variable was number of friends in the 

workplace.  The second dependent variable was if the respondent was treated with respect 

at work (treated with respect).  The third dependent variable was if the respondent could 

rely on coworkers for help (coworker help).  The fourth dependent variable was if 

coworkers took a personal interest in the respondent (interest).  There were four analyses 

of variance performed. 

Number of Friends in the workplace, Respect and Coworker Help   

In the first three analyses of variance, there were no significant group differences 

by respondent gender or typology of sexual partners on the number of friends in the 

workplace and the extent to which respondents perceived their coworkers to respect them 
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and to be sources of help.  This means that for this study gender and typology of sexual 

partners did not make a difference in these components of relationships in the workplace. 

Table 1 provides the means and standard deviations for men and women, heterosexual 

and same sex partnered people on each of the coworker variables that were not 

significantly different.  Although the mean scores on number of friends reported by same 

sex partnered men were quite high, the wide dispersion in this variable among this 

particular group resulted in non-significance. This same group reported the lowest scores 

on being treated with respect at work, but again, the relatively small sample size resulted 

in non-significance as shown in Table 4.1 below. 

Table 4.1 

ANOVA Not Significant Means and Standard Deviations  

Variables  Heterosexuals Same Sex Partners‡ 
  Male Female Male Female 

Number of Friends Means 2.81 2.71 3.21 1.88 
SD 3.879 3.045 6.339 2.446 

Coworker Help   Means 1.63 1.57 1.66 1.52 
SD .742 .771 .701 .712 

Treated with Respect Means 1.72 1.69 1.53 1.76 

SD .624 .696 .567 .708 
‡Same sex partnered label was used because the respondents did not identify as gay, lesbian, or bisexual. 
The measure is a report of their sexual partners in the last five years. 
 
Personal Interest 

However, there was a significant finding with the independent variables gender 

and typology of sexual partner, when the dependent variable was coworkers taking a 

personal interest in the respondent (F= 6.794, df = 1, 3, p <.01).  This indicated that 

gender and typology of sexual partner combined to produce a difference in the 

respondent’s perceptions that coworkers were taking a personal interest in them.   To 

explore which groups were significantly different, post-hoc comparison of means were 
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run for a difference at the .05 level.  A Bonferroni test showed that heterosexual females 

agreed more strongly that coworkers took a personal interest in them (x̄ = 3.37) to a 

greater extent than did heterosexual males (x̄ = 3.13).  The Bonferroni test was significant 

at p < .001 level.  Heterosexual women in this analysis perceived coworkers as taking a 

personal interest in them more often than heterosexual men in this analysis as shown in 

Table 4.2 below.  None of the means between the other groups were significant; that is, 

between typology of sexual partner groups, or between same-sex partnered men and 

women. 

Table 4.2 

Significant Means and Standard Deviations  

Variables  Heterosexuals Same Sex Partners‡ 
  Male Female Male Female 

Personal Interest 

 
Means 3.13 3.37*** 3.34 3.03 

SD .869 .781 .483 .883 

***p ≤.001    
‡Same sex partnered label was used because the respondents did not identify as gay, lesbian, or bisexual. 
The measure is a report of their sexual partners in the last five years. 

Job Satisfaction, Job Commitment, Overall Well-being: Regressions  

One regression was run for each of the dependent variables of job satisfaction, job 

commitment, and over all well-being.  The independent variables were entered into 

blocks.  Blocks one and two were used as control variables; although these were not the 

research interest, these variables had been associated in the literature with job 

satisfaction, job commitment, and over all well-being.  It is typical to account for 

potential contributions of such variables before entering the variables of interest, so that 

there can be more confidence in the analysis to detect the effects of the variables of 

interest.  Block one consisted of income, age, and education.  Parental status and time at 

current job made up block two.  Block three had typology of sexual partner and gender.   
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Block four consisted of the coworker variables; reliance on coworkers for help, number 

of close friends, perception that the respondent is treated with respect at work, and 

perception that coworkers take a personal interest in the respondent.  Block five and six 

comprised the interaction terms created with gender and typology of sexual partner, and 

gender by parental status, respectively.   

General Happiness 

When general happiness was entered as the dependent variable in the hierarchical 

regression, the full equation accounted for roughly 10% of the variance in it (R2 = .097, F 

= 3.989, df = 1, 13, p < .001).  In block five and six, respectively, the interaction term 

gender by typology of sexual partner was significant, while the interaction term gender 

by parental status approached a trend level significance.   The R2 change in the model 

with the addition of each interaction term in blocks five and six was significant or 

marginally so (p < .05 and p < .07 respectively).  Based on subgroup analyses to probe 

the interactions, the effect of sexual typology, for men, was not significant in the model 

for general happiness (β = -.028).  However, respondents’ membership in the typology of 

sex partner category did have an effect on general happiness for women at the p < .01 

level.  The direction of the beta weight indicated that same sex partner status resulted in a 

decrease in happiness relative to heterosexual women.  When the gender by parental 

status interaction term was reviewed, the non-parent variable had a trend level effect for 

men only; in the direction that non-parental status decreased happiness as compared to 

parents at a trend level (p < .06).  The effect for parental status was not significant for 

women.  Also the more the respondents believed that they could rely on coworkers when 

they needed help (p < .01) and at a trend level (p < .10) coworkers took a personal 
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interest in them, the happier the respondents were in general.  Table 4.3 displays the 

results of the hierarchical regression for general happiness. 

Table 4.3  
General Happiness 

     

  Standardized Beta  
Independent Variables Blocks 1 2 3 4 5 6 
Age .105* .080 .076 -.048 − − 
Education -.004 -.000 .002 .008 − − 
Income .068 .052 .035 -.058 − − 
Time at Current Job  .079 .085 -.081 − − 
Parental Status parents (1) non-parents (2)               -.047 -.050 .043 − − 
Gender  male(1) female( 2)                                   .067 .080 − − 

Typology of Sexual Partner  heterosexual (1)  
same sex partners (2)  -.081^ -.072 − − 
Coworker Help    .142** − − 
Interest    .097^ − − 
Respect    .021 − − 
Number of Friends    .041 − − 
Gender by Typology of Sexual Partner     -.041* .571* 
Gender by Parental Status      .397^ 
* p ≤ .05  ** p ≤ .01 ***p ≤.001 ^ p ≤ .10 
 

Job Satisfaction (General) 

In order to understand how general job satisfaction was associated with the 

variables of interest, a hierarchical regression with the same blocking format for the 

independent variables as was used in the previous regression analysis was again 

employed.  No interaction term effect was significant, however in the fourth block 

consisting of age, coworker help, interest, and respect variables did show significance (R2 

= .343, F = 23.023, df = 11, p < .001).  The parental status variable also was significant 

in block two at p < .05 level and approached a trend in block four. This mean that age of 

respondent was positively associated with being more satisfied with their jobs.  The more 

the respondent believed that they could rely on coworkers when they needed help, 
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coworkers took a personal interest in them, and they were treated with respect, the more 

satisfied they were with their jobs.  Also the significances in the second block and the 

trend in the fourth indicated that parental status (in the direction of having children) was 

associated with more satisfaction with their jobs.  In table 4.4 the standardized beta and 

significant values can be viewed.  

Table 4.4 

 Job Satisfaction 
    

  Standardized Beta  
Independent Variables Blocks  1 2 3 4 5 6 
Age .229*** .262*** .261*** .182*** − − 
Education .050 .041 .040 .010 − − 
Income -.005 .004 .000 .050 − − 
Time at Current Job  -.042 -.041 -.034 − − 
Parental Status parents (1) non-parents (2)              -.089^ -.086^ -.072^ − − 
Gender  male(1) female( 2)                                   .000 -.037 − − 
Typology of Sexual Partner  heterosexual (1) 
 same sex partners (2)  -.058 -.042 − − 
Coworker Help    .235*** − − 
Interest    .304*** − − 
Respect    .138*** − − 
Number of Friends    .029 − − 
Gender by Typology of Sexual Partner     -.214 -.226 
Gender by Parental Status      .153 
* p ≤ .05  ** p ≤ .01 ***p ≤.001 ^ p ≤ .10 
 

Satisfaction Comes From Work 

When the dependent variable was “my main satisfaction comes from work,” no 

interaction term effect was significant.  In the fourth block the respondent can rely on 

coworkers for help, coworkers take an interest in the respondent , and coworkers treat 

respondent with respect were all significant along with education and parental status 

variables (R2 = .101, F = 4.944, df =11, p < .001).  The model showed significance in the 

second block (at p = .028 value) and continued to be significant through block six.   
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Education was significant in block four at p < .05 level (and in all previous blocks) and 

this implies that the higher the educational level of the respondent, the more satisfaction 

came from work.    Also if the respondent was not a parent, more of their satisfaction 

came from work.  Parental status had a p < .05 significance level.  The more a respondent 

believed their coworkers took a personal interest in them, the more satisfaction came 

from work (p < .05).  Similarly, the more respondents believed coworkers treated them 

with respect; the more satisfaction came from work (p < .05).  The final significant value 

in this regression was the more friends the respondent had at work, the more satisfaction 

came from work (p < .01).  Table 4.5 lays out all of the significant values. 

Table 4.5  
Satisfaction Comes From Work 

   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Standardized Beta 
Independent Variables Blocks 1 2 3 4 5 6 
Age .046 .001 -.001 -.044 − − 
Education .097* .109* .110* .097* − − 
Income .002 .007 -.004 .006 − − 
Time at Current Job  .068 .071 .065 − − 
Parental Status parents (1) non-parents 
(2)               .095 .092* .113* − − 
Gender  male(1) female( 2)                                   -.046 -.052 − − 
Typology of Sexual Partner  heterosexual (1) 
 same sex partners (2)  -.041 -.038 − − 
Coworker Help 

 

.029 − − 
Interest .120 − − 
Respect .121 − − 
Number of Friends .141 − − 
Gender by Typology of Sexual Partner   -.360 -.338 
Gender by Parental Status    -.292 
* p ≤ .05  ** p ≤ .01 ***p ≤.001 ^ p ≤ .10 
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Find New Job 

This series of regressions addressed how job commitment was associated with the 

variables of interest, as measured by the statement “how likely is it that that you will 

make a genuine effort to find a new job with another employer within the next year.” No 

interaction terms (blocks 5 & 6) were significant. The fourth block with age, income, 

time at current job, coworker help, and interest was significant (R2 =.148, F = 7.644, df = 

11, p < .001).   Income was present at significant levels indicating that the more income 

the respondent reported and the longer on the job, the less likely the respondent was 

trying to find a new job.  The more responds believed they could rely on their coworkers, 

the less likely the respondents reported trying to find a new job. Reporting that their 

coworkers took a personal interest in them, along with the gender of the respondent, 

approached trend levels of significance in the model at p < 0.1, therefore; at the trend 

level, men were more likely to make an effort to find a new job than women (β = -.121).   

Respondents tended to be less likely to make an effort to find a new job if they believed 

that coworkers took a personal interest in them. Table 4.5 lays out all of the significant 

values. 
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Table 4.6 

Find New Job 
    

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 (Standardized Beta) 

Standardized Beta 

Independent Variables Blocks   1 2 3 4 5 6 
Age .250*** .207*** .206*** .178*** − − 
Education .020 .029 .034 .026 − − 
Income .127** .103* .092* .111* − − 
Time at Current Job  .017* .121* .117* − − 
Parental Status parents (1) non-
parents (2)               -.046 -.056 -.044 − − 
Gender  male(1) female( 2)                                   -.072 -.081^ − − 
Typology of Sexual Partner  heterosexual (1) 
 same sex partners (2) .026 .033 − − 
Coworker Help    .130** − − 
Interest    .080^ − − 
Respect    .023 − − 
Number of Friends    .062 − − 
Gender by Typology of Sexual Partner     .039 -.338 
Gender by Parental Status      -.292 
* p ≤ .05  ** p ≤ .01 ***p ≤.001 ^ p ≤ .10 
 

Proud to Work for Employer 

For the dependent variable measuring how proud the respondent was to work for 

their employer, no interaction term effect was significant in this hierarchical regression.  

The variables in the fourth block that were significant were time at current job, coworker 

help, interest, and respect (R2 = .411, F = 30.727, df = 11, p < .001).   Time at current job 

was significant at the p ≤ .05 level.  This indicates that the longer respondents had been at 

their jobs, the prouder respondents were to work for their employers.  Coworker help, 

interest, and respect were significantly related to pride in working for their employers at 

the p < .001 level.  The more respondents believed they could rely on their coworkers for 

help, their coworkers took a personal interest in them, and their coworkers respected 

them, the prouder respondents were to work for their employer.  Table 4.7 lays out all of 

the significant values. 
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Table 4.7 

Proud to Work for Employer 
    

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 (Standardized Beta) 

Standardized Beta 

Independent Variables Blocks  1 2 3 4 5 6 
Age .141** .126* .125* .012 − − 
Education .075 .007 .080 .046 − − 
Income -.032 -.045 -.049 -.009 − − 
Time at Current Job  .065 .065 .079* − − 
Parental Status parents (1) non-parents (2)               -.071 -.075 -.052 − − 
Gender  male(1) female( 2)                                   -.032 -.046 − − 
Typology of Sexual Partner  heterosexual (1) same sex 
partners (2) .024 .035 − − 
Coworker Help    .191*** − − 
Interest    .220*** − − 
Respect    .389*** − − 
Number of Friends    .030 − − 
Gender by Typology of Sexual Partner 

    .004 
-

.007 
Gender by Parental Status      .152 
* p ≤ .05  ** p ≤ .01 ***p ≤.001 ^ p ≤ .10 
 

General Health 

With general health as the dependent variable, no interaction term effect was 

significant; however in the fourth block education was significant (R2 = .061, F = 1.930, 

df = 11, p < .05).   The more education the respondent had, the better report of health 

from the respondent.  A trend was present for both gender and personal interest at p < 

1.0.  The direction of the effect was that being a man was associated with a positive 

direction of general health (β = -.154) and people who felt that coworkers took an interest 

in them had better general health at a trend significance level.  Table 8 that follows has all 

of the values reported.  Table 4.8 lays out all of the significant values. 
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Table 4.8 

General Health 
    

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 (Standardized Beta) 

Standardized Beta 

Independent Variables Blocks 1 2 3 4 5 6 
Age -.047 -.026 -.027 -.038 − − 
Education .141** .137* .144** .134* − − 
Income .080 .086 .068 .086 − − 
Time at Current Job  -.034 -.030 -.031 − − 
Parental Status parents (1) non-
parents (2)               -.037 -.042 -.043 − − 
Gender  male(1) female( 2)                                   -.090 -.100^ − − 
Typology of Sexual Partner  heterosexual (1) same sex 
partners (2) .011 .088 − − 
Coworker Help    .042 − − 
Interest    .117 − − 
Respect    .016 − − 
Number of Friends    .004 − − 
Gender by Typology of Sexual Partner     .331 .338 
Gender by Parental Status      -.142 
* p ≤ .05  ** p ≤ .01 ***p ≤.001 ^ p ≤ .10 

Mental Health 

The dependent variable measuring mental health had no interaction term effect 

that was significant.  However, in the fourth block, gender and coworker help showed 

significances (R2 =.081, F = 3.857, df = 11, p < .001).   Looking at gender in block four 

at the p < .001 level, this reveals that women report poorer mental health than men.  This 

was concluded from the beta weight = 2.592 since women = 2 and men =1 the higher 

number indicated that women reported more days of poor mental health. Coworker help 

was significant in the regression model at a level of p < .001, meaning the more a 

respondent believed they could rely on their coworkers for help, the better their mental 

health.  Table 4.9 illustrates the results of this regression. 

 



Texas Tech University, Erika Brooks, May 2009 

43 

 

 

Table 4.9 

Mental Health 

     

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 (Standardized Beta) 

Standardized Beta 

Independent Variables Blocks  1 2 3 4 5 6 
Age -.041 -.034 -.029 -.006 − − 
Education -.008 -.010 -.021 -.014 − − 
Income -.062 -.060 -.028 -.053 − − 
Time at Current Job  -.011 -.021 -.021 − − 
Parental Status parents (1) non-parents (2)              -.018 .000 -.033 − − 
Gender  male(1) female( 2)                                   .177*** .189*** − − 
Typology of Sexual Partner  heterosexual (1)  
same sex partners (2) .017 .004 − − 
Coworker Help    -.178*** − − 
Interest    -.064 − − 
Respect    .008 − − 
Number of Friends    -.008 − − 
Gender by Typology of Sexual Partner     -.042 -.052 
Gender by Parental Status      .126 
* p ≤ .05  ** p ≤ .01 ***p ≤.001 ^ p ≤ .10 
  



Texas Tech University, Erika Brooks, May 2009 

44 

 

CHAPTER V  

DISCUSSION 

Summary 

   The purpose of this study was to provide a better understanding of the current 

workplace environment by exploring how friendships in the workplace, job satisfaction, 

job commitment and overall well-being were related. The hypothesis that women would 

have more friends and better relationships than men at work was rejected because there 

was no difference between men and women in the number of friends they had.  A second 

prediction that heterosexuals would have more friends and better relationships than same 

sex partnered individuals at work was partially accepted, because heterosexual women 

believed that coworkers were taking a personal interest in them to a greater extent than 

did women who had same sex partnerships.  However, this hypothesis was not supported 

for other aspects of relationships, relying on coworkers for help and if coworkers treated 

the respondent with respect; there were no significant differences among the gender and 

sex partner groups in the analysis.       

This study further explored how relationships in the workplace and friendships 

among same sex partnered and heterosexual men and women were associated with job 

satisfaction, job commitment and overall well being.  The hypothesis that friendships at 

work would be positively associated with job satisfaction, job commitment, and overall 

well-being was tested.  This hypothesis was supported, because for most of the 

regressions at least one of the coworker relationship variables was significant.  The 

hypothesis that sexual partnership status (being in the heterosexual group as compared to 

the same sex partnership group) would contribute to the models explaining different well 
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being outcomes (job satisfaction, job commitment and overall well being) was for the 

most part rejected, because adding the sexual partnership status did not improve the 

model and was not a significant contributor to the model.  General happiness was the 

only regression in which sexual partnership status improved the model, revealing that 

heterosexual women were generally happier compared to same sex partnered women.     

Workplace Relationships 

This thesis found that sexual partnership status and gender were related to 

coworkers taking a personal interest in the respondent, when comparing means.   

Heterosexual women reported feeling that coworkers were taking a personal interest in 

them more than did same sex partnered women.  This analysis is congruent with the 

theory utilized in this thesis, because feminist theory lends itself to addressing issues of 

heteronormativity in the workplace.  Heterosexuals are in a more privileged position 

relative to sexual minorities heterosexual women may have more privilege in disclosing 

more of their personal life in the workplace.  In return, they may feel that coworkers are 

taking a personal interest in their lives.  Because same sex partnered women do not have 

this same freedom to disclose personal information within the workplace, fearing 

discrimination, they may not feel they have such close personal ties at work. (Van Den 

Bergh, 2003).  Conclusions made from the literature and the hypotheses that women and 

heterosexuals would have better relationships than men and same partnered people in the 

workplace because of the presence of heteronormativity in the workplace were supported 

in this analysis.   This effect may be more pronounced for women than for men to the 

extent that it is more normative for women to be discussing family issues at work and to 

communicate more in friendships than it may be for men (Hochschild, 1997; Monsour, 
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1992). As for the difference between heterosexual women and same sex partnered 

women, in the sense that coworkers took a personal interest in them, the ability to 

disclose sexual orientation in the workplace may explain the difference. Heterosexual 

women do not have to lie about who makes up their personal lives; therefore they can be 

more open and honest at work with coworkers, possibly allowing for better friendships to 

be formed.     

Gender and the typology of sexual partners were not significantly associated with 

other workplace relationships variables.  There was, however, a substantially large 

standard deviation for gay men.  This may indicate that gay men are having more variable 

experiences in the workplace than heterosexual men, heterosexual women, and same sex 

partnered women.  Workplace experiences of gay men need to be examined more closely 

in the future as suggested by Day and Schoenrade in 2000. Using different measures and 

methods may bring to light these different experiences and the dynamics behind them.  

Job Satisfaction, Job Commitment, Overall Well-being  

The quality of friendships in the workplace did matter when trying to understand 

the experiences of job commitment, job satisfaction, and overall well-being.  When 

addressing issues of intersectionality or the idea that membership in less privileged or 

powerful groups has a combined effect on workers, only general happiness seemed to be 

affected by this concept. This concept was operationalized in this study by taking gender 

and typology of sexual partner and creating an interaction term. Same sex partnered 

women reported more happiness than heterosexual women, heterosexual men, and same 

sex partnered men.  This had not been predicted in the hypotheses. However, gender and 

sexual typology was only a significant contributor to the model for general happiness. 
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Coworker Relationships Matter 

Coworker relationship variables were significant for almost all of the well being 

variables of interest: general happiness, job satisfaction, if the respondents planned to 

stay in their present jobs, how proud the respondents were to work for their employers, 

and the respondents’ mental health.  The only time coworker relationships were not 

significant were for the variables that the respondents’ satisfaction came from work and 

general health.  These findings on coworker relationships are supported by previous 

findings that friends in the workplace can result in more satisfied and committed workers 

(Marks, 1994, Day & Schoenrade, 2000, Berman et al. 2002, and Morrison, 2004).  Age, 

education, and time at current job seemed to be positively related to more satisfied and 

committed workers.  This makes sense when considering more educated, older people 

usually have been in one line of work longer than younger, less educated individuals.  

The model for general health was generally a weak model, it is to be expected that 

workplace friendships and other factors had little to contribute in explaining general 

health, given the variety of other factors that are associated with health.  

Clearly previous work by Marks (1994), Day and Schoenrade (2000), Berman and 

colleagues (2002), and Morrison (2004)  supports the finding that  the quality of 

workplace relationships matters for improving job satisfaction, job commitment, and 

well-being and is supported in this study.   However, the effects of parental status, sexual 

partner status, and even gender were minimal across the different models. Perhaps these 

findings illustrate that the factors that account for men’s and women’s job satisfaction, 

job commitment, and well-being are the same; in other words, climate matters for all, 

regardless of sexual orientation, parental status, and gender.  It is possible that people are 
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in need of relationships in the workplace that allow for personal aspects of their lives to 

be shared with coworkers and this increases job satisfaction, job commitment, and well-

being. 

Limitations  

One major limitation of this study was the number of respondents who were same 

sex partnered and the lack of questions allowing same sex partnered people to self 

identify as gay, lesbian, bisexual or queer.  Because the GSS did not have a question that 

allowed respondents to identify as gay, lesbian, or queer, no concrete conclusion could be 

made about the sexual identity.  The only question available to be used for this analysis 

was about the behavior of the respondent in the last five years. Therefore, we know about 

sexual behavior of the respondents but we do not know if the respondents who reported 

sexual interaction with same sex partners would identify themselves as gay or lesbian.  

Equally important to this analysis would be a question that allowed respondent to identify 

if they are “out” in the workplace and to whom they felt comfortable disclosing their 

sexual orientation in the workplace. A question like this could identify if workers felt that 

they could be open and honest in the workplace without being discriminated against. The 

limits placed on a researcher when using a secondary data set come mainly from the lack 

of questions in their area of research interest. However, these limitations are balanced by 

the fact that in the GSS, respondents are representative of the population of adults in the 

United States, and that there were sufficient numbers of individuals with same sex 

partnerships to analyze them. Also the measure of coworker relationships, job 

satisfaction, job commitment, and overall well-being were sound and this information can 
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be very helpful in exploring and getting insight about what people are experiencing in the 

workplace. 

 Future Directions 

Same sex partnered individuals have been greatly overlooked in workplace issues. 

Research in the field of gay and lesbian workplace issues can be advanced by using 

different methods and in general, asking more questions. Specifically, a qualitative study 

is needed to provide comprehensive information about the workplace environment.  With 

a qualitative study, an account of experiences workers have can be made, allowing for 

worker experiences to be uncovered and analyzed for a richer more complete story of the 

workplace environment.  Even though policy changes could not be concluded from this 

current study, a more extensive look at people in the workplace could identify people that 

would benefit from policy changes.  In general, more research focusing on the 

experiences of gay, lesbian, bisexual, and transgendered people is necessary. 

Coworker relationships also are an area that is in need of more research.  Such 

research is needed not only to have information about how to improve workplace 

environments, but also to see if people’s overall well-being could be improved by 

knowing how to facilitate better workplace relationships, which may contribute to better 

employees.  Such information would help both employers and employees by knowing 

more about what workers need to be happy and successful at their job.  Knowing more 

about the relationships formed in the workplace and what purpose they serve in 

individual lives would allow for another aspect of work and family life to be better 

understood. 
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