Pride, but is There Respect at Work? Survey Based Evidence from Lesbian, Gay, and

Bisexual Workers in the United States

Do Leshian, Gay, and Bisexual (LGB) workers experience less workplace respect than
heterosexual workers? To date, answers to this question have been limited; few studies have
explicitly examined these outcomes for LGB workers. Research examining labor-related
outcomes have found marked disadvantages for sexual minorities in the workplace. In a 2007
study Badgett and colleagues summarized findings from numerous U. S. based studies and
reported that between 16 percent and 68 percent of lesbian, gay, bisexual, and transgender
(LGBT) persons experienced employment discrimination and between 12 percent and 30 percent
of heterosexual coworkers of LGBT workers reported witnessing discrimination against LGBT
peers. Gay males earned 10 percent to 32 percent less than their heterosexual counterparts.*

Adverse labor outcomes for sexual minorities are also prevalent outside of the United
States. For example, researchers Gocmen and Yilmaz conducted a study in Turkey which found
LGBT people felt discriminated against in education, employment, and healthcare settings.?
Studies focusing on the European Union found between 11 percent (in Denmark) to 30 percent
(in Cyprus) of LGBT individuals reported perceptions of discrimination in the workplace.® More
recent studies have found that gay men and lesbians experience adverse outcomes, including
discrimination in hiring, earning less than heterosexual counterparts, and perceiving
discrimination in the workplace.* As the abovementioned studies support, LGB workers face
various challenges; as such, it is critical to understand the factors and how they influence
workplace respect.

In light of the above findings regarding labor-related outcomes for sexual minorities, we

address the following research questions:



e Research Question 1: Do LGB workers experience lower levels of workplace respect

relative to heterosexual workers?

e Research Question 2: What factors account for workplace respect disparities in LGB

workers?

The present study used data from the 2018 U.S. General Social Survey (GSS) data to
examine workplace respect for LGB workers in the United States and the factors that influence
these disparities. This study advances the literature on sexual minority discrimination in three
ways. First, few studies have examined sexual orientation and labor-related outcomes.
Specifically, this study focused on the understudied area of perceived workplace respect. Second,
this study controlled for a variety of demographic and labor-related outcomes, which provide a
broader understanding of the factors that influence workplace respect for sexual minorities.
Third, prior studies have had relatively small sample sizes. The present study utilizes a larger
sample size and utilizes data collected after same-sex marriage was legalized in the United States
in 2015. The pages that follow present a review of key areas related to workplace respect for
sexual minorities including an examination of empirical studies, followed by a presentation of
methods and results, discussion of findings, and policy implications.

Literature Review

Lack of workplace respect has been found to lead to various adverse outcomes, including
lower levels of job satisfaction, decreased commitment to an organization, and reduced trust in
management.® In order to effectively study workplace respect we need to first examine its
conceptualization. As a concept, the idea of respect has changed over time. For example, in
1999 Heuer and colleagues defined respect as treatment that is polite and respectful,® within a

few years the definition of respect had evolved incorporating the wider constructs of having



positive social evaluations and enjoyable inclusive relationships.” By 2010, the definition of
respect had evolved, to one’s attitudes towards people who they see a reason that by itself
“justifies a degree of attention and a type of behavior that in return engenders in the target a
feeling of being appreciated in important and worth as a person.”® For the purposes of this
paper, workplace respect is defined as being treated in a polite and inclusive manner, which
reflect the need for individuals to be treated with dignity, respect, and professional treatment in
the workplace.

A key component of workplace respect is group membership.® Members of stigmatized
groups may be more negatively impacted by perceptions of disrespectful treatment relative to
those in non-stigmatized groups.'® Members of stigmatized groups face threats to personal well-
being and motivations in the workplace.* Further, by virtue of being a member of stigmatized
groups, these individuals face the threat of prejudice, discrimination, and exclusion.*?

These negative experiences may impede establishing social connections in the
workplace.'® For example, in their 2007 study, Embrick, Weather, and Wilkens interviewed
thirty-eight subjects at a baked-goods company based in the southwestern United States, finding
that 90 percent of participants would not hire someone they perceived as homosexual. Further,
those who did hire gays or lesbians in the past would not do so in the future as they felt it would
harm the company image.'* More recently, a 2021 report by Sears, Mallory, Flores, and Conron
examined the experiences of employment harassment and discrimination of LGBT adults and
found almost 30 percent of LGBT employees in the study experienced being fired or not hired
due to their sexual orientation or gender identity. In regards to harassment, almost 38 percent
had experience at least one type of harassment, including physical violence, such as getting hit or

beaten up at at work due to their gender identity of sexual orientation.® Findings like these



suggest that despite the development of more progressive attitudes towards LGB individuals in
recent decades, being a member of a group that has historically been stigmatized can still impact
workplace outcomes.

Respectful treatment is an essential component of the workplace. It can help reassure
those in stigmatized groups of their inclusion by other groups in society.'® Scholars such as
Bergsieker, Shelton, and Richeson®’ have stated that due to the implications for social inclusion,
those in stigmatized groups have a strong preference for respect, even if it impedes financial
advancement.*® Those concerned about being treated with respect, such as LBGT workers, may
be particularly sensitive to, and affected by, workplace treatment.®
Explaining Inequality & Workplace Respect in LGBT Individuals

In order to empirically study workplace respect in LGB populations, we need to
understand why these groups may receive less respect in the workplace than heterosexual
individuals. Legislation and labor laws in the United States have contributed considerably to the
marginalization of LGBT individuals. Historically, LGBT individuals faced unequal social and
legal standing, including criminalizing same-sex relationships, lack of marital rights, and unequal
protection against employment discrimination. In 2015, the U.S. Supreme Court legalized same-
sex marriage, increasing the overall rights of LGBT persons. However, it was not until 2020
when the U.S. Supreme Court ruled that the 1964 Civil Rights Act protected LGBT rights in the
workplace.?° Prior to 2020, employment protections were primarily driven by state and local
governments, creating a patchwork of protections that were a challenge for legal compliance in
organizations that operated in multiple locations.?! Protections offered by the Supreme Court

ruling expanded legal protections for LGBT employees, at least on paper. However, employee



experience goes beyond basic legal protections. LGBT persons may still face issues of workplace
hostility or bullying, which may negatively influence perceptions of workplace respect.??

Many studies have found that LGBT employees face hostile workplace conditions.?
Hostile environments, which undermine workplace respect for LGBT workers, may come in a
variety of forms including, demeaning comments, “jokes,” and verbal or physical abuse.?* LGBT
individuals subjected to these behaviors often report feeling victimized? and that feeling of
victimization may negatively impact perceptions of workplace respect.?

Workplace harassment may be rooted in inherent workplace biases.?” Status inequality
theory helps explain how LGBT identity may affect workplace experiences. Status inequality
theory argues that interpersonal inequalities are grounded in broadly shared cultural attitudes and
beliefs about the "types” of people in different status categories (such as sexual orientation, race,
gender, age).?® LGBT identity has been identified as a devalued status similarly to race and
gender.?® The status inequalities of LGBT persons have been characterized by common negative
beliefs, including heteronormativity (the normative assumptions about the normality
heterosexuality),*® negative stereotypes of LGBT persons as aloof, incompetent, or
untrustworthy,3! and perceptions of LGBT individuals as irresponsible, lazy, deviant, and
immoral.2

Prior studies, such as Smith and Son, have found that more than half of Americans have
some disapproval toward non-heterosexual sexuality; these beliefs are spread across various
social and institutional contexts.®* Though it should be noted more recent Gallup data suggests
there are greater levels of acceptance of same sex marriage in the United States and more people

find same sex relations more acceptable than in the past.>> However, these recent trends may not



necessarily translate to the experiences of LGBT persons in the workplace. To contextualize this
for the present study, workplace respect (or lack thereof) may be rooted in larger social biases.

Despite cultural shifts and legal victories in recent years for LGBT persons, many people
may still hold negative stereotypes of LGBT persons. As such, LGBT persons may still
experience lower levels of workplace respect, relative to heterosexual colleagues. In light of
historically widespread and consistent disparities in for LGBT workers, as well as other
disadvantages in society, we expect that LGBT employees will have lower levels of workplace
respect.

LGBT persons have experienced a variety of disparities, and some scholars have
associated these with differences in demographics such as family structure, marital status, and
level of education.®® As such, we would expect that demographic characteristics may predict
whether a person feels respected in the workplace.

Methodology
Data

Data from the 2018 General Social Survey (GSS) was used in this analysis. The GSS
began in 1972 and is the largest project funded by the Sociology Program of the National
Science Foundation. The GSS is conducted every two years by the University of Chicago, Social
Science Research Center.®” The GSS program has two goals: to study the structure, development,
and changes facing American society and to collect and distribute current, high-quality data to
social scientists.® The GSS has provided crucial data to study social changes and the issues
facing American society for nearly fifty years and has provided data for over 14,000 papers,
presentations, books, and dissertations.*

GSS data were used in this study for several reasons. First, the data contains demographic

information regarding age, gender, race/ethnicity, education, income, and measures related to



employment outcomes (e.g., variables measuring respondents' views on fairness at work, taking
part in decisions as work, and being treated with respect). Second, the GSS is a nationally
representative study with a probability design that allows for greater generalizability of findings.
Finally, prior studies have utilized the GSS that examined labor-related outcomes, including job
satisfaction,*® and economic insecurity for sexual minorities.*!

The 2018 GSS data included 1,271 heterosexuals (94 percent of the analytic sample) and
82 LGB individuals (6 percent of the analytic sample). The popular perception that LGBT
individuals are 10 percent of the population is based on the work of Alfred Kinsey in the 1940s.%?
However, recent estimates of the number of LGBT persons in the U.S. conducted by Gallup
estimate the number to be 5.6 percent of the U.S. population.*® The 6 percent represented in the
analytic sample approximate the current population estimates of LGBT persons in the United
States. It should be noted that GSS sexuality variable only included measures of Lesbian, Gay,
and Bisexual individuals. However, given the similar social experiences, types of discrimination,
and likely similar experiences in the workplace, Lesbian, Gay, and Bisexual persons (LGB) are
acting as a proxy for the wider Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual, Questioning, Transgendered, Asexual,
plus populations. It is expected results of the present student will reflect what would likely be
found in LGBTQIA+ population, though future studies, especially those collecting primary data
are advised to use the more inclusive LGBTQIA+ focus. Studies including the wider
LGBTQIA+ focus are more limited, though the existing literature (e.g., Badgett et al., 2009)**
suggest the experiences across these populations would be similar.
Outcome Variable

In order to capture various dimensions of workplace respect, a series of variables in the

GSS were reviewed and subjected to reliability analysis to test viability in capturing this concept.



The first question gauging workplace respect, measured by, "respondent is treated with respect at
work," coded on a 4-point scale (1 = strongly agree, 2 = agree, 3 = disagree, 4 = strongly
disagree). The second variable was "proud to work for the employer” was originally coded on a
4-point scale (1 = strongly agree, 2 = agree, 3 = disagree, 4 = strongly disagree).

The next variable measured “promotions are handled fairly" and was coded on a four-
point scale (1 = very true, 2 = somewhat true, 3 = not too true, and 4 = not at all true). The fourth
variable measured use of skills through "job allows the use of skills" and was measured on a
four-point scale (1 = very true, 2= somewhat true, 3 = not too true, and 4 = not at all true). The
next variable examined fairness of earnings (“earnings are fair') and was coded on a four-point
scale (1 = very true, 2= somewhat true, 3 = not too true, and 4 = not at all true). The sixth
question gauged perceived job security, on a four-point scale (1 = very true, 2= somewhat true,

3 =not too true, and 4 = not at all true). The final variable examined was work satisfaction ("how
satisfied is the respondent at work™) and was coded on a four-point scale from: "very satisfied,"
to "not at all satisfied.”

All variables were originally coded so that a higher score reflected less satisfaction;
variables were reverse coded so that a higher score reflected a greater level of satisfaction with
employment. The scale items were subject to reliability analysis and produced an a =.716. Based
on the reliability analysis results, construction of the survey, and theoretical conceptualizations,
an outcome scale was created.

Predictor Variable

Sexual orientation, was measured using the question, "What is your sexual orientation?"

Responses included: "Gay, Lesbian, or Homosexual," "Bisexual," "Heterosexual or Straight," or

"Don't Know." During the period from 2008 through 2018, the GSS did not include transgender



as a response category in the responses to sexual orientation survey. Also, prior studies such as
Chai and Maroto*® and Alden et al.*® that have examined related outcomes (economic insecurity
and job satisfaction respectively) have focused on LGB populations, the present study will be
doing the same. The sexual orientation variable was recoded into a dichotomous variable with 0=
heterosexual or straight; 1 = LGB.
Control Variables

Prior studies exploring labor market outcomes with LGB populations have included a
variety of control variables such as age, gender, and race. The present study does the same. Age
was a continuous variable measured on a scale from 18 to 89 or older. Race was coded as a
dichotomous variable with White coded as 1 and Non-White coded as 0. Sex was a dichotomous
variable coded with female coded as 1 and male coded as 0. Given the history of workplace
discrimination against women, we would expect that women would have lower levels of
workplace respect compared to men. As in prior studies using GSS such as Brooks 2018,*
categories of respondents who responded as non-white were small and unable to be further
specified.
Mediating Variables

Prior studies examining labor-related outcomes for LGB populations have included a
series of mediating variables. The present study does the same, including several variables to
specifically test the second hypothesis.

Educational attainment was measured in the GSS with a higher score reflecting a greater
level of educational achievement (0 = less than high, 1= high school, 2 = junior college,
3 = bachelors, 4= graduate). Prior studies have argued education provides social capital, higher

occupational prestige, and commands respect in the workplace, which may moderate the



expected lack of workplace respect with LGB individuals. It is expected that those with higher
levels of education would have greater levels of workplace respect.

The next variable, Occupational Prestige was included because that many LGB persons
work in jobs with lower levels of occupational prestige and be occupationally segregated from
the mainstream.*® In addition, other studies using GSS to examine labor-related outcomes such
as job satisfaction have included occupational prestige.*® The occupational prestige variable was
coded, so a higher score reflected higher occupational prestige. The updated 1989 occupational
prestige score® was used for this study. It was expected that those with higher occupational
prestige will have higher scores on the workplace respect scale.

Workplace Characteristics

A series of variables gauging workplace characteristics were included in some models.
These variables have either been used in prior studies using GSS data or in other studies that
have examined labor-related outcomes for LGBT populations. These variables included
economic insecurity and job satisfaction (see Henry 2011, Brooks, 2018; Pink- Harper et al.,
2020). These variables were included, "coworkers can be relied on to help respondent” and
"coworkers take a personal interest in respondent.” Responses for both measures were captured
on a four-point scale (1 = very true, 2= somewhat true, 3 = not too true, and 4 = not at all true).
These variables were reverse coded so that higher values reflected higher levels of coworker
reliance and interest in the respondent. It was expected that those with higher levels of coworker
reliance and coworker interest would report being treated with greater respect.

Inclusive decision making ("how often the respondent takes part in work decisions" was coded
on a four-point scale (1= often, 2 = sometimes, 3 = rarely, and 4 = never). This variable was

reverse coded so that higher values reflected greater perceptions of inclusion in workplace



decision-making. Workplace freedom was measured by, "respondent has a lot of freedom on
how to do the job," all of these variables were originally coded measured on a four-point scale
(1 = very true, 2= somewhat true, 3 = not too true, and 4 = not at all true). It was expected that
higher levels inclusive decision making and freedom at work would be associated with greater
workplace respect.
Family Structure

In order capture the potential influence of the legalization of same-sex marriage and the
legitimizing influence of additional family support, a series of variables were included in some
models to capture family structure. Marital Status was recorded to Married = 1 and Not
Married = 0. The number of children a respondent had was captured as a continuous variable. It
was hypothesized that having children legitimizes LGB workers in the eyes of coworkers and
therefore, having children may increase perceptions of workplace respect. A final indicator, total
household income, was included (higher score= higher income). The hypothesize is that those

with higher household incomes may perceive greater workplace respect (see Table 1).



Table 1. Descriptives of Dependent, Control, Mediating, and Independent Variables

Variable

Frequency

Perc
ent

Min/Max

Mean/SD

Workplace Respect
Scale

Sexual Orientation
Heterosexual
Lesbian, Gay,
Bisexual

Age

Gender
Males
Females

Race
Non-White
White

Education
Occupational Prestige
Coworkers Help
Coworkers Interested
Proud to Work

Takes Part in Workplace
Decisions

Marital Status
Not Married
Married

Number of Children

Total Family income

1298

1291
82

640
758

655
1693

700
816

45.8
54.2

27.9
72.1

5/97

8.14//24.71

18/89

0/4

1/4
1/4
1/4
1/4

0/8
1/26

19.97 (SD 2.89)

48.97 (SD 18.06)

1.68 (SD 1.21)
49.44 (SD 26.03)
3.40 (SD .733)
3.24 (SD .794)
3.25 (SD .605)
3.22 (SD .725)

1.86 (SD. 1.67)
17.73 (S.D. 5.94)




Analytic Strategy

The analysis begins with a description of the variables included. Next, correlation
analyses were conducted to examine the direction and strength of the relationships between the
outcome variable and the predictor, mediator, and independent variables. Finally, a series of
stepped regression models were specified to explore the differential impact of key concepts.

All regression models were unweighted to avoid biasing coefficients due to the GSS
sample weights being largely drawn from demographic variables used in the study.>* Prior
studies examining labor-related outcomes using GSS data (see Brooks, 2018) have also
conducted analyses without weighing data. All models were estimated using SPSS version 26.
Correlational analyses suggested that multicollinearity would not inhibit further analyses.
Results

Results show partial support for Lesbian, Gay, and Bisexual individuals experiencing
lower levels of workplace respect relative to heterosexual individuals. Correlational analysis
indicated a significant relationship between workplace respect and sexual orientation. It was also
correlated with additional control, mediating, and independent variables. These were generally in
the expected direction, with lower levels of respect reported by LGB respondents (Table 2). The
results of the correlational analysis provided support for the hypothesis and justification to

continue to the next stage of the analysis.



Table 2. Correlations with Workplace Respect Scale

Workplace
Respect
Scale

Workplace Sexual Age Race Sex Ed. Occ. Coworkers Coworkers ~ Take Part ~ Work Marital Number Family
Respect Orientation Attainment Prestige Help Interest in Work Freedom Status of Income
Scale Decision Children

1.0 -113** .088*  .053 -.008 116** .180** A463** A50%* 174%* .386** .002 .027 .160**

*

In the regression models, Model 1 included sexual orientation only, Model 2 accounts for

demographics and other characteristics, Model 3 added mediating variables, Model 4 added

workplace characteristics, and Model 5, the fully specified model, incorporated measures of

family structure. Sexual minorities reported lower levels of workplace respect in Models 1, 2, 3,

and 5. A variety of factors were found to be predictors of workplace respect including age,

occupational prestige, several workplace characteristics, and family income.



Table 3. Results of Linear Regression Models

Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5
Sexual -.880* -.78* -.687 -1.58**
Orientation
Age .023*** .019** -.011 -.055
Race .306 197 .160 .084
Sex .036 .042 -.035 .006
Educational -.007 -.099 -.238*
Attainment
Occupational 019*** .009** .004
Prestige
Coworkers Help 1.13*** 913***
Coworkers T74%** 1.105***
Interested
Take Part in .381** .538**
Workplace
Decisions
Workplace BTT7*** 585***
Freedom
Marital Status -.294
Number of .024
Children
Family Income .065**

*p<.01, **p<.05, ***p<.10

Sexual orientation was generally negatively associated with perceptions of respect. LGB
individuals were associated with a 1.58-unit reduction in perceived respect (Model 5) relative to
their heterosexual counterparts. This effect was relatively stable across models, except in Model
4 where the inclusion of other workplace characteristics (e.g., inclusive decision making) washed

out the association between sexual orientation and perceived respect. However, in the fully



specified model, that included control for income, sexual orientation was again significantly
related to perceived workplace respect.

Age, race, and sex had inconsistent relationships with perceptions of workplace respect.
Although age was significantly associated with perceptions of respect (with increased age
associated with increased respect) this effect was mediated by other workplace and person-level
characteristics. Irrespective of model specification, race and sex were not associated with
reported respect.

Table 4. Fully Specified Final Model

B SE T Sig

(Constant) 1.12 9.61 <.01
Sexual Orientation -.14 .61 -2.61 <.01
Age -.02 01 -41 .69
Race 01 .32 .26 79
Sex .00 .28 .02 .98
Educational Attainment -11 14 -1.71 .09
Occupational Prestige .04 .01 .56 .58
Coworkers Help .23 22 4.22 <.01
Coworkers Interested 31 .20 5.68 <.01
Take Part in Workplace A1 27 1.99 .05
Decisions

Workplace Freedom A7 19 3.04 <.01
Marital Status -.06 .28 -1.06 .30
Number of Children .01 10 24 81

Family Income A2 .03 2.04 .04




Educational attainment and occupational prestige were inconsistently related to
perceptions of workplace respect. Under partially specified models (model 3 and 4) educational
attainment was not significantly related to perceptions of workplace respect while increased
occupational prestige was associated with perceived workplace respect. However, in the fully
specified model (model 5), increased educational attainment was associated with lower levels of
perceived workplace respect. Under the fully specified model, occupational prestige was no
longer associated with perceived workplace respect.

Other dimensions of workplace environment were consistently related to perceptions of
workplace respect. Increased coworker helpfulness, coworker interest, participatory decision
making, and workplace freedom were all associated with greater degrees of perceived workplace
respect. These relationships were stable in both partially (model 4) and fully specified (model 5)
models.

Marital status and number of children were not associated with perceptions of workplace
respect. Family income, however, was associated with perceptions of respect. Greater income
was associated with greater levels of perceived respect, controlling for other person and
workplace characteristics (model 5).

Discussion and Conclusion

Scholarship in recent years has examined labor market outcomes related to sexuality,
often finding mixed results regarding the influence of sexual orientation on employment-
associated characteristics.® Studies have found that members of sexual minority groups earn
less,®® and have lower job satisfaction than their heterosexual peers.>* This paper expands the
labor market literature by examining if the apparent disparities in employment characteristics

extends to workplace respect. Results suggest that there was support for the idea of LGB



individuals report lower levels of perceived workplace respect compared to heterosexual
counterparts. It identified several key factors, including age, educational attainment, occupational
prestige, coworker's help, coworker's interest, taking part in workplace decisions, level of
freedom at work, and family income as factors that influence reported workplace respect.

Prior studies have found that differences in labor-related outcomes like earnings are
related to discrimination against sexual minorities,> variations in family structure,®® and social
capital.®>” This study examined if those factors could explain differences in percieved workplace
respect for sexual minorities relative to heterosexual individuals. Results show that differences in
demographic characteristics such as occupational prestige may play a role in how sexual
minorities are perceived in the workplace. Interestingly, educational attainment was not a factor
found to influence workplace respect in most models, though it was a significant factor in the full
model, the same model in which occupational prestige was not significant. These findings may
suggest that factors like family income may interact with variables like educational attainment
and moderate the influence of occupational prestige, perhaps greater levels of income mediates
the role of occupational prestige.

One of the most interesting findings of the present study was in Models 4 and 5 where
workplace characteristics and family income mediates the role of sexual orientation on
workplace respect. It is possible that these factors are moderating, or at least partially
moderating, the impact of sexual orientation on perception of workplace respect. Workplace
characteristics, such as having coworkers who are interested and helpful, having freedom at
work, and participatory decision making reflect greater inclusion and appreciation of diversity
that workplaces have attempted to develop in recent years. These characteristics may make

sexual minority status less of a factor influencing perceived respect in the workplace.



Despite the contributions of this study, there are limitations. First, no single survey
question may completely describe a person’s sexual orientation. Second, the currently available
GSS data do not capture the impact of the 2020 ruling from the U.S. Supreme Court, which
banned employment discrimination based on sexual orientation. As future waves of the GSS are
collected, a replication of this analysis could capture the potential impact of the 2020 Supreme
Court ruling that outlawed discrimination in the workplace based on sexuality. Next, the present
student only includes data looking at Lesbian, Gay, and Bisexual (LGB) persons in the United
States, instead of the more inclusive LGBTQIA+ (Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual, Questioning,
Transgendered, plus). Like similar national surveys (e.g., National Longitudinal Study of
Adolescent and Adult Health) GSS data were limited the LGB populations. However, future
national surveys (e.g., GSS, Add Health) will likely include LGBTQIA+ populations to more
fully capture these populations, rather than utilizing the more limited LGB populations as a
proxy for LGBTIA+ populations. Finally, as with any quantitative study, findings, relationships
are identified, but the 'why" of these relationships is limited by the nature of the data. Qualitative
studies can provide a deeper look into the role sexual orientation plays in the workplace. Open-
ended questions could allow participants to identify and discuss factors not included in the GSS
or similar surveys. Alternative approaches, such as observation-based studies, could provide an
opportunity to examine workplace dynamics, which could reveal situational factors that impact
respectful behaviors. These observations could include microaggressions in the workplace that
may not be captured in the quantitative questions in surveys like the GSS.

Understanding disparities in perceived workplace respect is key to understanding the
well-being of sexual minorities both nationally and internationally. While the rights and

protections of sexual minorities have made great strides in recent years, workplace inequality



may impact financial wellbeing, mental and physical health, and the lives of partners and other
family members. If workplace respect is in fact, becoming less of a challenging area for sexual
minorities, employers may want to consider what is ‘working' and apply these strategies to other
minority groups and challenge areas in the workplace (e.g., disparities in pay based on minority
status).
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