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Chapter 1

This phrase or some variation of it, has been heard by far too many lesbian, gay, bi+ 

(bisexual, pansexual, etc.), transgender, and otherwise queer (LGBTQ+)1 individuals 

in the workplace. Beyond crudely reducing queerness to physical intimacy, it reflects 

a deeper, more insidious sentiment: that queerness belongs in the private sphere, 

behind closed doors, and should be left at the office threshold. But this expectation 

is not equally applied. Heterosexuality, by contrast, is openly expressed and 

affirmed at work: photos of spouses and children on desks, casual conversations 

about weekend plans with a partner, or family-related small talk are rarely seen as 

“too personal.” These everyday moments are seamlessly woven into professional 

life affirming one’s identity without question or consequence. Queerness, however, 

is often stripped of this social legitimacy and flattened into a matter of private 

behavior. As if sexual orientation and gender identity are coats to be shrugged off 

and left in the closet – again.

Yet social identities, such as queerness, are not merely private characteristics; 

they are multilayered, multidimensional constructs that shape how individuals are 

seen, treated, and able to participate in everyday life - including at work (Ellemers 

& Haslam, 2012; Scheepers & Ellemers, 2019). While there have been significant 

strides in terms of visibility and representation for queer individuals, this has not 

translated into universal acceptance or safety. Estimates suggest that between 

10–30% of adults now identify under the LGBTQ+ umbrella (Pappy, 2024; Rahman 

et al., 2020). Some for their sexual orientation (or lack thereof), others for their 

gender identity (or lack thereof), or both. This growing visibility has been met with 

increasing hostility. Across Europe and globally, reports have documented a sharp 

rise in anti-LGBTQ+ sentiment, policies, and public rhetoric (2024 State Equality 

Index, 2025; European Union Agency for Fundamental Rights, 2024; Luneau, 2024). 

Trans and gender-diverse individuals, in particular, are facing intensified scrutiny, 

marginalization, and legislative rollback (Cech & Rothwell, 2020; Mehmet, 2024; 

Napier, 2024; Pereira, 2024; The Epidemic of Violence Against the Transgender & 

Gender-Expansive Community in the U.S., 2024; Timmins, 2025). 

1	 In this dissertation, the term queer is at times used as an umbrella term to refer to the broader 
LGBTQ+ community and is used interchangeably with LGBTQ+.

“

”
What you do in the bedroom has nothing to do with your work.



11

Through the Rainbow Looking Glass 

1

Within this climate, some organizations that once visibly championed queer inclusion 

are beginning to retreat. Faced with political backlash and public pressure, many 

organizations in the US have scaled down their Diversity, Equity, and Inclusion (DEI) 

efforts – with LGBTQ+ inclusion among the first casualties (Bussewitz, 2024; Leung, 

2025; Vanderford, 2024). This shift suggests the potentially conditional nature of 

institutional support for LGBTQ+ employees: often symbolic, easily reversed, and 

rarely embedded deeply enough to withstand public controversy. Despite decades 

of efforts, queer inclusion remains precarious, contested, and dependent on shifting 

social winds. 

Research into the workplace experiences of LGBTQ+ individuals is therefore 

both timely and essential. As LGBTQ+ inclusion becomes increasingly politicized 

and vulnerable to rollback, understanding how queer employees experience and 

navigate the workplace offers critical insight into the gaps between institutional 

rhetoric and lived reality. Work is a central part of life; it is not only a source of 

income that allows people to provide for themselves, but it also offers individuals a 

sense of purpose, fulfilment and allows them to form social connections. Individuals 

spend a large portion of their waking hours at work, and thus the dynamics can 

be very impactful in their daily lives (Bartoll & Ramos, 2020; Kasl & Jones, 2007; 

Rosenthal et al., 2012; Settersten et al., 2015; World Economic Forum, 2019). 

Yet for many LGBTQ+ people, the workplace remains a site of inequality. Studies 

consistently show that LGBTQ+ individuals are paid less, receive fewer professional 

development opportunities, encounter less mentorship and support, and face 

discrimination at nearly every stage of the employment process (Bryant-Lees & 

Kite, 2020; Cech & Rothwell, 2020; Galupo & Resnick, 2016; Tilcsik, 2011; Van der 

Toorn & Gaitho, 2021). These persistent disparities underscore the importance of 

examining how organizations engage with LGBTQ+ individuals, and how this group2 

responds to organizational efforts. 

The increasing prejudice against LGBTQ+ individuals, combined with the fragile 

institutionalization of their inclusion in organizations as well as the waning support 

for queer inclusion in some parts of the world prompt a pressing question: What 

does sustainable inclusion for LGBTQ+ employees really look like? How do 

2	 While I refer to “LGBTQ+ individuals” as a collective in this dissertation, I acknowledge that this 
acronym encompasses a diverse set of identities with distinct histories, needs, and experiences. 
Treating LGBTQ+ people as a single group can be a practical necessity for analysis, but it risks 
overlooking important within-group differences. Where possible, this dissertation disaggregates 
findings to reflect these differences, but the limitations of available data and sample sizes mean 
some nuances remain underexplored. 
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organizations best foster inclusion for LGBTQ+ individuals and create an where 

LGBTQ+ employees not only exist but thrive? This dissertation seeks to answer 

that question by examining the workplace experiences of queer individuals, the 

organizational practices that shape those experiences, and the mechanisms 

through which genuine inclusion and sustainable cooperation can be built. 

This dissertation forms part of the SCOOP ‘Sustainable Cooperation: Roadmaps 

to a Resilient Society’ research program (SCOOP, 2019), which explores how 

cooperation can be sustained or disrupted in the face of three key threats: external 

shocks (where events originating outside a domain threaten cooperation and value 

creation), spillovers (where one form of cooperation or satisfaction is achieved at 

the expense of others), and vicious cycles (which refers to self-defeating or self-

reinforcing feedback loops that erode cooperation over time). These dynamics 

are relevant to the inclusion of LGBTQ+ employees – including being a critical 

indicator of sustained cooperation between individuals and their work organizations. 

Across this dissertation, I examine how these forces may undermine or reinforce 

the continued engagement of LGBTQ+ workers, and how organizations can mitigate 

such threats to foster more resilient, inclusive forms of cooperation. These themes 

will be further elaborated throughout this overview and discussion. 

“QUEERING” THE WORKPLACE: LGBTQ+ ORIENTED DIVERSITY  
AND INCLUSION 

As societies grow more diverse, workplaces inevitably mirror this change. Diversity 

is increasingly recognized not just as a moral or social priority, but as a driver 

of organizational success. Studies link diverse workforces to greater innovation, 

stronger decision-making, and improved performance (Ely & Thomas, 2001, 2020; 

Li et al., 2019; Phillips & O’Reilly, 1998). However, these benefits do not emerge by 

default. They require deliberate organizational efforts to ensure safety, fairness and 

empowerment to employees (Green et al., 1969; Gröschl, 2011; Shore et al., 2018). 

These efforts are typically known as diversity, equity, and inclusion (DEI) initiatives; 

programs, policies, and practices designed to foster an inclusive and equitable 

organization. Importantly, DEI initiatives are not only vital for organizational 

performance but also play a key role in supporting the well-being and flourishing 

of all employees– both marginalized and non-marginalized. An inclusive climate, 

that fosters a sense of belonging and allows individuals to be their authentic selves 

benefits everyone across the organization (De Cock et al., 2025; Ellemers et al., 
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2018; Gündemir et al., 2017; Jansen et al., 2015; Şahin et al., 2019; Stevens et al., 

2008). 

Historically, both academic research on DEI and organizational DEI initiatives have 

concentrated primarily on more visible identity categories, most notably gender and 

race3 (Apfelbaum et al., 2016; Gündemir et al., 2019; Leslie & Flynn, 2022; Martin, 

2023; Rattan & Ambady, 2013). However, there is a growing recognition of the 

distinct and complex challenges faced by other groups, including those with more 

concealable identities – such as LGBTQ+ individuals (Clair et al., 2005; Ghumman 

et al., 2013; Gündemir et al., 2019; Jackson & Mohr, 2016). While LGBTQ+ 

employees face some forms of bias and exclusion similar to those experienced by 

racial minorities and women, such as harassment, microaggressions and bullying 

(Baert, 2018; Cumberbatch, 2021; Galupo & Resnick, 2016; Granberg et al., 2020; 

Zanoni & Janssens, 2007), they also encounter unique challenges specific to 

their identities, such as the need to navigate disclosure, the threat of social or 

professional repercussions following disclosure, and the frequent absence of openly 

LGBTQ+ role models or representation in leadership positions (Apfelbaum et al., 

2016; Capell et al., 2018; Clair et al., 2005; Johnson et al., 2019; Kirby, Barreto, et al., 

2023; Kruk & Matsick, 2021). As awareness of these issues increases, it becomes 

imperative to examine how the scholarly insights on DEI initiatives can be applied 

and adapted to meaningfully support those with more concealable identities.

LGBTQ+ employees represent a key group of interest in this context, as they are 

uniquely sensitive to the diversity dynamics within organizations (Cech & Rothwell, 

2020; Cech & Waidzunas, 2021; Colgan, 2016; Fric, 2017; Kirby, Barreto, et al., 

2023; Morgenroth et al., 2024). Yet, they continue to be under-researched and 

underrepresented in both scholarship and practice. Although academic interest 

in LGBTQ+ workplace experiences dates back to the 1980s (Badgett, 1995; Day 

& Schoenrade, 2000; Herek, 1984; Shallenberger, 1994) organizational strategies 

for LGBTQ+ inclusion remain comparatively underdeveloped, less standardized, 

and often not fully integrated into broader DEI frameworks (Anteby & Anderson, 

2014; Byington et al., 2021; Van den Dungen et al., 2023; Van der Toorn & Gaitho, 

2021). Focusing on this group offers an important lens into how individuals navigate 

diversity when the terrain is ambiguous or poorly defined. While DEI efforts around 

race and gender have made strong progress, with established practices like 

3	 I recognize that race and gender are not always unambiguous or uniformly visible or that identity 
disclosure challenges are strictly tied to specific types of identity. Rather, that on average, some 
groups may face disclosure-related challenges more frequently than others 
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representational goal setting, metrics and leadership targets, the field of LGBTQ+ 

DEI is still an emerging one. Best practices are limited and the path forward is less 

well-defined. A focus on LGBTQ+ inclusion also helps to highlight how dimensions 

of identity that are less visible can challenge prevailing assumptions about what 

diversity is and how it should be addressed. Hence, this research not only deepens 

our understanding of LGBTQ+ inclusion but also pushes the boundaries of diversity 

management more broadly. 

This dissertation aims to shed light on how organizational DEI efforts and 

organizational environment shape LGBTQ+ employees’ lived experiences and 

responses. Central to this inquiry are the perspectives, reactions, and first-person 

accounts of LGBTQ+ individuals themselves. Importantly, these insights inform 

broader organizational goals related to diversity and inclusion such as attracting 

and retaining diverse talent, fostering innovation and improved performance through 

inclusive practices, as well as identifying the barriers that prevent these goals from 

being fully realized. This dissertation integrates the lived experiences of LGBTQ+ 

employees with an analysis of organizational structures, policies, and practices 

that shape those experiences. It employs a multimethod approach combining a 

quantitative approach involving experiments and surveys with in-depth qualitative 

interviews to capture both the subjective realities of LGBTQ+ individuals and 

the structural, strategic considerations of the organizations in which they work. 

Through this integration, this research provides a more holistic understanding of 

how meaningful, sustainable inclusion can be achieved. 

Below, I begin by reviewing the literature on LGBTQ+ experiences in the workplace, 

highlighting the specific challenges faced by this group and underscoring the 

urgency and relevance of this research within the current socio-political climate. 

I then turn to organizational DEI approaches, some of the most prevalent and salient 

DEI initiatives present in organizations, outlining the two dominant approaches: 

identity-blindness4 and identity-consciousness, that often shape how diversity is 

managed and experienced in organizations. Particular attention is given to how 

these approaches may influence LGBTQ+ employees’ perceptions and workplace 

experiences. Recognizing that DEI is not a static construct, I explore diversity policy 

and practices through the lens of Human Resource Management (HRM) theory, 

using the distinction between intended, implemented, and perceived practices. This 

4	 The use of the term “identity-blindness” warrants acknowledgement, as it may be interpreted 
as ableist language. However, it is the terminology most commonly used in current research, 
and at present, we have not identified a more fitting alternative. 
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framework helps to understand whether and how organizational intentions translate 

into lived employee experiences. In the final section, I shift the focus to health and 

well-being outcomes of LGBTQ+ employees in the workplace. Building on minority 

stress theory, here I explore how broader workplace perceptions, shaped, at least 

in part by DEI efforts and climate, relate to the health and well-being experiences of 

this group, who are already at heightened risk for negative outcomes in these areas.

THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK 

LGBTQ+ Individuals in the Workplace 

The term LGBTQ+ encompasses a diverse spectrum of sexual orientations and 

gender identities, including but not limited to lesbian, gay, bi+, transgender, and 

queer individuals. While this umbrella term brings together groups that share a 

history of marginalization, it is important to recognize the variation within: the lived 

experiences of someone with a minoritized sexual orientation may differ significantly 

from those with a minoritized gender identity and differ still for those who hold both. 

Even among individuals with different sexual orientations, the type, intensity, and 

visibility of challenges encountered both inside and outside the workplace can vary 

(Einarsdóttir et al., 2016; Klysing et al., 2024; Köllen, 2013; Napier, 2024; Van der 

Toorn & Gaitho, 2021). Despite these internal differences, there remains a strong 

rationale for examining these groups collectively. Many of the struggles LGBTQ+ 

individuals face share common roots in heteronormativity - a prevailing societal 

ideology that assumes and privileges heterosexuality and cisgender identities as 

default, normal, or ideal (Marchia & Sommer, 2019; Schilt & Westbrook, 2009; Van 

der Toorn et al., 2020; Velez et al., 2021). Even in contexts where legal protections 

exist, LGBTQ+ individuals continue to face significant barriers, including social 

stigma, harassment, and exclusion (Badgett et al., 2007; Cancela et al., 2024; Cech 

& Waidzunas, 2021; Coffman et al., 2017; Sears & Mallory, 2014). In the workplace, 

heteronormativity manifests not only in interpersonal bias but also in professional 

norms and expectations that may implicitly discourage or penalize non-normative 

identity expression (Corlett et al., 2022; Mizzi, 2013; Morgenroth et al., 2024). It is 

within this ideological context that we must situate the workplace experiences of 

LGBTQ+ individuals and understand how these dynamics give rise to concepts of 

heteroprofessionalism, which further illuminate the tensions between professional 

identity and queer visibility. 



16

Chapter 1

Heteroprofessionalism 

The concept of heteroprofessionalism describes how workplace norms around 

professionalism are implicitly shaped by heteronormative ideals, thereby 

disadvantaging LGBTQ+ employees (Mizzi, 2013, 2016; Morgenroth et al., 

2024). Professionalism refers to a set of occupational or normative values that 

guide behavior in the workplace, traditionally seen as worth preserving and 

promoting (Evett, 2014). While professionalism is often treated as a neutral and 

universal standard, it is in fact a socially constructed and ambiguously defined 

set of behaviors deemed appropriate, respectable, and necessary for workplace 

success. Conformity to these standards typically grants individuals increased 

trust, legitimacy, and autonomy, along with greater access to organizational power 

(Ashcraft, 2013; Evans, 2008; Malin, 2000; Roberts, 2005). However, the underlying 

norms of professionalism have historically been defined by dominant cultural values 

often reflecting traits associated with masculinity, whiteness, cisgender identity, 

and heterosexuality. As a result, expectations of professionalism tend to uphold 

binary gender roles, reward the performance of normative gender and sexual 

expressions, and marginalize those who deviate from these scripts (Cumberbatch, 

2021; Morgenroth et al., 2024). LGBTQ+ individuals, whose identities or self-

presentations may challenge or fall outside of these norms, are thus at an inherent 

disadvantage. Expressions of queerness whether in appearance, language, 

relationships, or behavior may be subtly or explicitly read as “unprofessional,” 

creating pressure to conceal, conform, or downplay one’s identity in order to be 

accepted or advance (Bizzeth & Beagan, 2023; Corlett et al., 2022; Embrick et 

al., 2007; Schilt & Westbrook, 2009). LGBTQ+ individuals are acutely aware of 

workplace norms surrounding professionalism, and the pressure many feel to 

conceal or downplay their identity reveals a unique challenge tied to the relative 

concealability of queer identities (Capell et al., 2018; Collins & Callahan, 2012; 

Goh et al., 2019). 

This tension also exemplifies a spillover dynamic, as described in the SCOOP 

framework. The expectation that LGBTQ+ individuals manage their identity to align 

with heteronormative standards of professionalism represents a negative spillover 

effect, creating emotional dissonance and undermining authenticity. For LGBTQ+ 

employees, such spillovers can erode work motivation, belonging, and ultimately 

sustained cooperation with their organizations (Boyles, 2008; Griffith & Hebl, 2002; 

Hennekam & Ladge, 2023; Martinez et al., 2017). As such, heteroprofessionalism 

is not simply a matter of workplace culture, but a structural barrier that disrupts 

resilient and inclusive forms of collaboration posing a direct threat to the long-term 

retention and engagement of LGBTQ+ workers. 
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Coming Out? Concealment and Disclosure of Queer Identity 

An LGBTQ+ identity is relatively invisible, which introduces distinct dilemmas and 

stressors in organizational contexts. From an individual perspective, LGBTQ+ 

employees are frequently faced with the decision of whether to disclose or conceal 

their identity; a choice laden with personal and professional implications (Clair 

et al., 2005). Disclosure is rarely a one-time event; rather, it is a continuous, 

context-dependent process, re-evaluated in each new interaction or environment 

(Button, 2004; Capell et al., 2018; Follmer et al., 2020; Griffith & Hebl, 2002; 

Kirby, Barreto, et al., 2023; Schönauer & Greven, 2024). While being open about 

one’s identity is associated with a range of positive outcomes including higher 

job satisfaction, improved psychological well-being, increased organizational 

commitment, and reduced stress openness also brings potential risks, LGBTQ+ 

employees who disclose may become targets of subtle or overt forms of bias, 

such as microaggressions, exclusion, or even discrimination (Beagan et al., 2022; 

Bryant-Lees & Kite, 2020; Einarsdóttir et al., 2016; Suppes et al., 2021; Thuillier et 

al., 2021; Tilcsik, 2011). 

The concealability of queer identity complicates inclusion efforts from an 

organizational perspective as well. Common signals of organizational support such 

as visible representation, role models, or affinity groups may be less available or 

harder to interpret for LGBTQ+ individuals (Apfelbaum et al., 2016; Johnson et 

al., 2019; Kruk & Matsick, 2021; Wilton et al., 2020). Collection and reporting of 

LGBTQ+ identity data within the context of workplace inclusion presents additional 

challenges, such as concerns about data security, privacy and concerns regarding 

misuse and misrepresentation of information (Klarenaar et al., 2022; Van der Toorn 

et al., 2024). Altogether this makes it more difficult for LGBTQ+ individuals to assess 

whether an environment is truly inclusive, heightening the uncertainty around 

identity disclosure (Buizer et al., 2025). 

Unsurprisingly, much of the scholarly attention in LGBTQ+ workplace research has 

centered on the dynamics of concealment and coming out, generating valuable 

insights into the psychological and relational complexities of this process (Griffith 

& Hebl, 2002; Thuillier et al., 2021). However, this emphasis has left relatively 

less attention to other important dimensions of the LGBTQ+ work experience 

such as how queer employees perceive and respond to organizational diversity 

strategies, what signals they interpret as indicators of inclusion and safety, and 

how organizations conceptualize and implement LGBTQ+ inclusion in practice. This 

dissertation seeks to address that gap by shifting attention beyond the disclosure 
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dilemma to the broader organizational conditions that shape inclusion and identity 

safety for LGBTQ+ employees. 

Understanding these dynamics is especially timely given the resurgence of anti-

LGBTQ+ sentiment in various sociopolitical contexts (Coffman et al., 2017; European 

Union Agency for Fundamental Rights, 2024). Despite growing visibility and legal 

advancements in many regions, queer and trans individuals continue to face 

heightened scrutiny, backlash, and policy rollbacks. These developments not only 

threaten individual rights and safety but also cast a chilling effect within workplaces, 

where support for LGBTQ+ inclusion is increasingly being contested or deprioritized 

(Bussewitz, 2024; Leung, 2025; Luneau, 2024). In this climate, understanding how 

to create environments where LGBTQ+ employees feel safe, valued, and able to 

thrive is not just a moral imperative, it is a pressing organizational and societal need. 

These shifting sociopolitical landscapes represent a form of external shock, as 

defined in the SCOOP framework. When political climates grow increasingly 

hostile toward LGBTQ+ rights, the legitimacy and durability of diversity, equity, and 

inclusion efforts within organizations can be called into question. Public backlash, 

legislative restrictions, and culture wars often permeate the workplace, placing 

pressure on companies to either retreat from or defensively justify their inclusion 

strategies (Bussewitz, 2024; Leung, 2025; Vanderford, 2024). This external volatility 

renders DEI policies more precarious, exposing LGBTQ+ workers to heightened 

uncertainty about whether their identities will continue to be protected or respected 

in professional settings. 

Diversity Management Approaches 

Organizations utilize Diversity Equity and Inclusion (DEI) policies and practices 

to address the needs of minoritized employees and to foster an inclusive work 

environment that supports the well-being and performance of all staff (De Cock et al., 

2025; Gröschl, 2011; Mor Barak et al., 2016; Stevens et al., 2008). Examples include 

policies aimed at reducing bias during recruitment and selection, diversity training 

programs, resource practices such as diversity mentoring, and accountability 

structures like diversity plans (Leslie, 2019). These policies and practices are often 

based on the organizations’ diversity approaches (also known as diversity ideologies 

or diversity philosophies), “a blueprint for how individuals and organizations should 

respond to social group differences” (Wu & Apfelbaum, 2024, p. 1). Broadly, two 

approaches to diversity management are identified: identity-blindness and identity-

consciousness. While both approaches ultimately intend to promote harmony and 
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cohesion across groups, they differ in their foundational assumptions and in how 

they inform organizational strategies for managing diversity. 

An identity-blind approach is based on the belief that demographic differences 

should be deemphasized or rendered irrelevant in workplace practices. It focuses 

on shared qualities among individuals or their unique personal traits, rather than 

group-based identities. Organizations that adopt this approach may emphasize 

equal treatment, universal norms, or meritocratic principles that prioritize skills and 

competencies above all else. In some cases, this can translate into expectations for 

minoritized employees to assimilate into dominant workplace cultures. In contrast, 

an identity-conscious approach stresses the importance of acknowledging and 

valuing social group differences. It recognizes that individuals’ identities and 

backgrounds shape their workplace experiences. This perspective emphasizes the 

need to celebrate diversity and address systemic barriers. It also positions diversity 

as a source of strength, contributing positively to innovation, decision-making, and 

organizational performance (Gündemir et al., 2017, 2019; Leslie et al., 2020; Leslie 

& Flynn, 2022; Plaut et al., 2018). Organizational diversity approaches are often 

communicated to (prospective) employees through diversity mission statements 

and, at times, more indirectly through HR practices and leadership behaviors (e.g., 

Dang et al., 2022; Gündemir et al., 2019). 

While both approaches have been extensively studied, much of the existing 

literature on the impact and utility of diversity approaches focuses on these in the 

context of relatively visible dimensions of diversity – racial minorities and women 

in the workplace. This leaves important questions unanswered about whether 

and how these diversity approaches apply to less visible stigmatized identities, 

such as those related to sexual orientation and gender diversity. This represents 

a missed opportunity for theory development, as LGBTQ+ individuals navigate 

the norms of heteroprofessionalism and challenges of identity management in 

the workplace, likely making them especially sensitive and attuned to explicit 

messaging and cues of inclusion. That is, relative concealability of a queer identity, 

and a lack of readily visible cues to assess the safety and supportiveness of their 

workplace enhances LGBTQ+ employees’ reliance on the organization's diversity 

approach and messaging to determine whether their identities are acknowledged, 

respected, and supported. I propose that, in such contexts, identity-conscious 

approaches can play a crucial role in providing reassurance and clarity for LGBTQ+ 

individuals (which I explore in Chapter 2 and 3), whereas identity-blind approaches 

may obscure important signals and unintentionally signal exclusionary norms. 

Understanding how LGBTQ+ individuals interpret and respond to these ideological 
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cues is therefore critical for designing inclusive environments that offer identity 

safety, and sustainable inclusion. 

From an organizational perspective, both identity-conscious and identity-blind 

approaches offer strategic advantages, depending on which groups they aim to 

engage. In practice, organizations often combine elements of both to maximize 

buy-in, for example, by blending meritocratic ideals with multicultural messaging 

to appeal simultaneously to dominant and minoritized groups. Research has 

explored such hybrid models, including multicultural meritocracy and all-inclusive 

multiculturalism, and their potential to increase support for DEI among majority group 

members (Gündemir et al., 2017; Jansen et al., 2015; Leslie et al., 2020; Stevens et 

al., 2008). At the same time, research has cautioned that overly broadening diversity 

narratives in the interest of palatability can dilute their core message, thereby 

reducing their relevance and impact for minoritized individuals (Akinola et al., 2024; 

Kirby et al., 2023). This tension reflects broader societal trends, where organizations 

strive to uphold their diversity commitments while adjusting the language and 

visibility of those efforts to avoid backlash (Carter, 2024; Vanderford, 2024). 

This strategic ambiguity can, however, give rise to vicious cycles as described in the 

SCOOP framework. These are self-undermining dynamics in which well-intentioned 

DEI efforts, particularly those rooted in identity-blindness, inadvertently reinforce 

the very inequalities they aim to address. When diversity policies prioritize neutrality 

or universality over explicit recognition of marginalized identities, they may obscure 

systemic barriers faced by LGBTQ+ employees and reduce opportunities for 

meaningful structural change. This may prompt LGBTQ+ individuals to be less 

open or conceal their identity, further reinforcing heteroprofessionalism in the work 

environment (Pasek et al., 2017), ultimately eroding trust, dampening engagement, 

and weakening organizational commitment to inclusion over time (Chapters 2 and 3). 

Such cycles risk ineffectiveness and threaten long-term cooperation and the 

sustainability of inclusion initiatives. 

Organizations are thus engaged in a dynamic balancing act, navigating trade-offs 

between ideological clarity and strategic adaptability. Diversity management, 

far from being a static set of policies, is a complex, evolving process involving 

multiple stakeholders - top leadership, HR professionals, DEI practitioners, and 

employees across hierarchical levels and identity groups. LGBTQ+ inclusion 

within this space represents a relatively nascent and unsettled domain. There 

is no universally accepted blueprint, and practices often vary widely between 

organizations (Byington et al., 2021; Cunningham & Nite, 2020; Huffman et al., 
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2008; Priola et al., 2018). This highlights a need for deeper investigation into how 

DEI is conceptualized, communicated, and implemented specifically with regard to 

LGBTQ+ individuals. To do this, HRM literature offers a useful lens through which 

to understand how diversity policy unfolds across levels within an organization from 

formal design to everyday practice. 

Intended-Implemented-Experienced Framework 

HRM scholarship aims to understand when and why employee goals align with 

organizational ones since such alignment is a requirement for effectiveness (Jackson 

& Schuler, 1995). This literature often conceptualizes HR practices through a tripartite 

lens, distinguishing between intended practices, how they are implemented, and the 

experiences or perceptions of these practices by employees. Intended practices 

refer to the goals and strategies articulated by top management, HR departments, 

and DEI professionals, which are designed to shape behaviors and drive specific 

organizational outcomes. Implemented practices reflect how these policies are 

enacted in practice, often mediated by factors such as organizational resources, 

leadership buy-in, and middle-management interpretation. Finally, perceived 

practices capture how employees experience and interpret these initiatives. It refers 

to how they make sense of them, engage with them, and respond to them, which 

in turn shapes their attitudes, behaviors, and well-being (Makhecha et al., 2018; 

Nishii & Wright, 2008; Wang et al., 2020; Wright & Nishii, 2004).

Crucially, there is often a disconnect between the intended HR policies and 

how they are implemented and perceived by both managers and employees 

(Nishii & Paluch, 2018). This gap in translation and perception across organizational 

levels threatens the effectiveness of any organizational policy and practice since 

even the most well-intentioned policies can fall short if inconsistently implemented 

or perceived as insincere, inauthentic, or irrelevant. Hence, in this dissertation, I 

draw on this line of inquiry to unravel critical yet formerly overlooked translation 

gaps around LGBTQ+ oriented DEI policies and practices in organizations. 

Understanding such potential gaps is an especially critical area for further 

examination in the context of DEI initiatives, which involve multiple stakeholders 

and a wide range of perspectives. Given the relative invisibility of queer identities 

and a historical legacy of exclusion and stigmatization, LGBTQ+ employees are 

particularly attuned to whether DEI efforts are performative or genuinely inclusive. 

Consequently, understanding LGBTQ+ inclusion demands attention not only to the 

policies as written but also to how they are enacted within organizational systems 

and experienced by employees. This dissertation (particularly in Chapter 4) builds 

on this HRM framework to explore the tensions between DEI policy and lived reality. 
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Beyond Policy (Responses): LGBTQ+ Employee Wellbeing 

Building on the critical role of employee perceptions and subjective experiences, 

the final part of this dissertation shifts to center on the lived, day-to-day workplace 

experiences of LGBTQ+ employees, with particular attention to a crucial correlate 

of these experiences: their well-being. A focus on health and well-being is essential, 

not only because LGBTQ+ individuals face disproportionate risks to their physical 

and mental health, but also because, from an organizational perspective, supporting 

employee well-being is essential to creating inclusive and sustainable workplaces 

where everyone can thrive. 

The minority stress framework provides a foundational lens for understanding the 

heightened (mental) health challenges faced by LGBTQ+ individuals. It posits that, 

in addition to general life stressors, LGBTQ+ people experience unique, chronic, 

and socially based stressors such as identity-based stigma, discrimination, and 

internalized negativity linked to their minoritized status (Frost & Meyer, 2023; Meyer, 

2003). These stressors accumulate over time and contribute to adverse health 

outcomes, including elevated rates of anxiety, depression, and burnout. 

This framework also identifies resilience-promoting factors that can buffer against 

these effects. One such factor is community resilience; the protective strength 

drawn from social connection, solidarity, and mutual support within marginalized 

communities (Crawford & Kashubeck-West, 2023; Cunningham & Nite, 2020; 

McConnell et al., 2018; Parmenter & Galliher, 2023). While community resilience 

is traditionally conceptualized within the context of one’s identity-based community 

(e.g., LGBTQ+ networks), this dissertation seeks to extend the concept into the 

organizational realm. Specifically, it asks whether meaningful social connections 

and inclusive interpersonal relationships at work across identity lines can offer 

similar psychological protection. By integrating the minority stress and community 

resilience frameworks with workplace inclusion research, this dissertation 

(Chapter 5) examines whether favorable interpersonal workplace perceptions, 

which are often associated with effective DEI initiatives and an inclusive climate, 

can help buffer LGBTQ+ employees against the psychological toll of minority 

stress. In doing so, it advances both theoretical and practical understanding of 

how inclusive workplaces contribute to not only performance and engagement, but 

also the mental health and flourishing of queer employees. 
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EMPIRICAL CHAPTER OVERVIEW 

This dissertation offers a comprehensive exploration of LGBTQ+ employees’ 

workplace perceptions and experiences, with a particular focus on how these are 

affected by different DEI policies and initiatives. By centering their perspectives and 

experiences, it provides valuable insights and recommendations for improving DEI 

strategies in ways that meaningfully address the needs of this group. 

Chapter 2 extends diversity management research by examining how organizational 

diversity approaches shape the workplace experiences of LGBTQ+ employees, 

with specific attention to exploring differences between LGB and trans individuals. 

Integrating the diversity approach paradigm with signaling theory and the 

concept of identity safety, I explore how these approaches influence perceptions 

of organizational attractiveness and turnover intentions. I argue and find that 

LGBTQ+ employees are more likely to prefer identity-conscious over identity-blind 

approaches, as the former explicitly acknowledge and support their identities, 

thereby offering stronger identity safety cues. 

Chapter 3 builds on Chapter 2, examining the impact of diversity approaches 

on LGBTQ+ employees’ perceptions of being tolerated (rather than being truly 

accepted). Drawing on both academic and lay understandings of tolerance, I argue 

and show how seemingly “neutral” diversity messaging particularly rooted in identity-

blindness can communicate a workplace climate that signals to LGBTQ+ employees 

that they are being put up with instead of genuinely accepted. I conclude that, for 

individuals with concealable stigmas like queer identities, such environments may 

subtly encourage identity management, not sharing one’s diverse perspective and 

concealment, undermining the very benefits that diversity policies seek to achieve. 

Chapter 4 builds on the insights of the previous chapters by asking: how do DEI 

strategies unfold in practice? Policies are rarely implemented exactly as intended, 

and their impact often hinges on how they are interpreted and enacted by various 

stakeholders. Using a qualitative comparative case study of two Dutch financial 

organizations, this chapter explores how diversity management is translated from 

vision to implementation to lived experience. Drawing on the HRM literature’s 

intended–implemented–perceived framework, it centers two key stakeholder 

groups: LGBTQ+ employees and HR/Diversity professionals. The study examines 

(a) where alignment and misalignment occur between the designers and recipients 

of DEI policy, (b) how these perspectives interact across the different stages of the 

policy process, and (c) the factors that facilitate or hinder effective implementation. 
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This chapter reinforces the dissertation’s dual-level perspective by analyzing how 

organizational structures and individual experiences interact with one another. 

It positions employees not as passive recipients of policy but as active agents. 

Ultimately, the chapter offers a well-grounded, stakeholder-informed view of DEI 

as a dynamic, relational process rather than a static, top-down initiative. 

Chapter 5 shifts the focus from organizational policy to subjective workplace 

experiences of LGBTQ+ employees and the individual-level health and well-being 

implications. Specifically, it explores how the social and interpersonal dimensions of 

workplace perceptions contribute to employee well-being. Drawing on the minority 

stress framework, this chapter examines whether social satisfaction in the workplace 

can serve as a protective factor, functioning similarly to community resilience, in 

buffering against the negative mental health impacts of minority stress. In addition, it 

investigates whether these social dynamics play a more critical role in the well-being 

of LGBTQ+ individuals compared to their cisgender, heterosexual counterparts. 

Given that inclusive workplace practices can play a critical role in fostering positive 

social and interpersonal experiences for underrepresented groups, the questions 

explored in this chapter are important for helping organizations understand the 

breadth of the positive impact of inclusive policies and practices, beyond mere 

performance outcomes. 

The following section presents a detailed overview of each chapter, summarizing the 

methodologies and key findings, as well as outlining their theoretical contributions 

and practical implications. 
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Chapter 2: Celebrating The “Invisible”: The Role of Organizational 
Diversity Approaches on Attracting and Retaining LGBTQ+ Talent

In Chapter 2, I examine how LGBTQ+ individuals respond to different organizational 

diversity approaches, specifically comparing identity-conscious and identity-blind 

strategies. Using two vignette experiments and a survey study, I examine how these 

approaches influence perceptions of identity safety and organizational outcomes 

such as attraction and retention. In Study 1 (n= 398), LGBTQ+ participants rated 

organizations with identity-conscious messaging as more attractive than those 

using identity-blind messaging. Study 2 (n= 462) extended these findings by 

demonstrating that this preference was mediated by identity safety perceptions. 

Study 3 (n= 445) moved beyond hypothetical scenarios to assess LGBTQ+ 

employees’ real-world perceptions of their organizations’ diversity approach and 

their impact on their intention to stay. Results showed that working in an identity-

conscious organization was associated with stronger identity safety and, in 

turn, reduced turnover intentions. Notably, across all three studies, transgender 

participants reported lower organizational attractiveness, weaker identity safety, 

and higher turnover intentions regardless of the diversity approach, underscoring 

the specific and persistent barriers they face in workplace inclusion.

Theoretical and Practical Implications 

This chapter contributes to the diversity management literature by extending the 

diversity approaches paradigm to identities that are often invisible or concealable, 

such as sexual orientation and gender diversity, a consistent call in diversity 

approach research (Gündemir et al., 2019; Leslie et al., 2020). While existing 

research has largely focused on more visible identity markers such as race or 

binary gender, this work highlights how LGBTQ+ individuals are especially reliant on 

explicit inclusion signals, with this paper being among the first to examine diversity 

approaches for LGBTQ + workers. The findings also refine our understanding of 

identity safety, a widely cited but under-theorized construct. Despite its frequent 

use, identity safety lacks conceptual clarity, with definitions and measurements 

varying considerably across studies ranging from organizational attractiveness to 

trust and inclusion (Howansky et al., 2021; Kruk & Matsick, 2021; Purdie-Vaughns 

et al., 2008; Sanchez, 2021). This study critically examines how identity safety 

is typically understood and seeks to clarify its measurement by identifying its 

most commonly referenced elements and translating them into clear, measurable 

dimensions. I propose that identity safety comprises three core components: 

authenticity (feeling free to be oneself), belonging (feeling accepted and connected), 

and fairness (feeling that one’s identity does not impede equitable treatment or 
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opportunities). By operationalizing identity safety in this way, I offer a clearer, more 

actionable framework for future research and organizational practice. 

This chapter further links individual level perceptions of identity safety (authenticity, 

belonging and fairness) to organizational outcomes like talent attraction and 

retention. It incorporates signaling theory with the diversity approach paradigm 

to demonstrate how organizational messaging can communicate value and safety 

cues to incumbent as well as potential future employees (Bird & Smith, 2005; 

Connelly et al., 2011). 

This research underscores the importance of intentional and identity-conscious 

diversity messaging in organizational communication. For LGBTQ+ individuals, who 

often lack visible cues to assess workplace safety (e.g., salient role models), these 

explicit messages serve as vital signals that their identities will be seen, respected, 

and protected. Organizations seeking to attract and retain LGBTQ+ talent should 

therefore move beyond generic commitments to diversity and instead communicate 

clear, identity-conscious values both externally in recruitment materials and 

internally through ongoing engagement. The responses of LGBTQ+ employees to 

diversity approaches echo findings from research on racial minorities, potentially 

suggesting shared underlying mechanisms. We argue that this similarity stems from 

the fact that both groups face workplace disadvantages rooted in broader social 

inequities and disparities in opportunity (Martin, 2023). As such, identity-conscious 

strategies are particularly effective, as they acknowledge these systemic inequities 

and signal a genuine commitment to inclusion and equity. 

Finally, the consistent disparities observed among transgender participants 

underscore a critical theoretical insight: the LGBTQ+ umbrella encompasses 

diverse experiences and cannot be treated as a monolith (Brewster et al., 2014; 

Einarsdóttir et al., 2016; Köllen, 2013; McFadden & Crowley-Henry, 2016). These 

findings challenge the common tendency in diversity management research and 

practice to approach LGBTQ+ employees as a homogenous group. Theoretically, 

this calls for a shift toward identity-responsive frameworks that recognize the intra-

group variation, including intersectional differences, within minoritized populations. 

Chapter 3: “Are They Just Putting Up With Me”? How Diversity 
Approaches Impact LGBTQ+ Employees' Sense of Being Tolerated  
at Work 

Building on Chapter 2, Chapter 3 investigates the relationship between 

organizational diversity approaches and LGBTQ+ employees’ feelings of being 
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merely tolerated (versus genuinely included); Drawing on data from the last two 

studies of the previous chapter (ns = 462 and 445), this study examines how 

identity-blindness shapes workplace dynamics by signaling tolerance—defined 

as conditional acceptance—which, though often regarded as virtuous, ultimately 

reinforces existing power hierarchies. Tolerance may suppress authenticity and 

discourage the expression of diverse perspectives, thereby undermining one of 

diversity’s core promises: the value of difference. 

The findings reveal that identity-blind diversity approaches are more likely to 

communicate a tolerant (rather than inclusive) climate to LGBTQ+ individuals, both 

in hypothetical organizational scenarios and in real-world workplace perceptions. 

Importantly, the chapter also highlights the critical role of leadership in shaping such 

a climate. Leader-level diversity messaging independently influenced perceived 

tolerance and interacted with organizational diversity approaches. When both 

leaders and organizations were seen as identity-conscious, perceptions of tolerance 

were lowest, which suggests that stronger alignment fosters greater inclusion. 

This chapter also underscores how intersecting marginalized identities shape 

perceptions of workplace climate. Transgender participants and participants of color 

anticipated greater levels of tolerance regardless of diversity messaging, pointing 

to persistent structural skepticism among those most marginalized. By examining 

tolerance as a middle ground between exclusion and inclusion, this chapter adds 

nuance to our understanding of how diversity approaches are perceived and the 

subtle ways they may undermine the very goals they intend to support. 

Theoretical and Practical Implications 

This chapter extends the diversity approaches paradigm by integrating it with 

tolerance research (Gebert et al., 2017; Kelly et al., 2021; Von Bergen & Collier, 

2013), showing how identity-blind strategies by de-emphasizing demographic 

differences can unintentionally signal a climate of tolerance rather than inclusion 

to LGBTQ+ employees. 

In popular discourse, tolerance is widely regarded as a virtue essential for intergroup 

harmony. In everyday language, it is often used interchangeably with inclusion; yet, 

scholarly work highlights its more ambivalent nature (Scanlon, 2003; Van Doorn, 

2014; Verkuyten & Killen, 2021). Research further shows that while tolerance is 

generally perceived as positive (Oberdiek, 2001; Verkuyten & Kollar, 2021), those 

who are the objects of tolerance frequently experience it as a form of conditional 

acceptance rather than genuine inclusion. Our findings contribute to this body of 

literature showing that in contexts where identity is neither explicitly acknowledged 
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nor outright dismissed, employees may feel merely tolerated. It further raises 

the question whether tolerance in a work environment may in fact be preferable 

over outright rejection (Adelman et al., 2023, 2024). Since tolerance, unlike clear 

exclusion or discrimination, has an ambiguous nature, it may act as a “wolf in 

sheep’s clothing,” masking marginalization behind a façade of civility. Furthermore, 

given that it does not have inherently exclusionary connotations, it may not prompt 

a desire to change a potentially suboptimal or even unfair work environment and 

can instead serve to maintain the status quo 

The study also advances intersectional understanding within LGBTQ+ research, 

revealing that transgender and LGB participants of color reported higher tolerance 

than their cisgender and white counterparts, regardless of diversity approach. 

Extending the insights from Chapter 2, this finding similarly highlights the need to 

account for intragroup variation and the unique challenges faced individuals with 

intersecting marginalized identities. 

This chapter further contributes to identifying the critical role of leadership in 

facilitating the organizational diversity approach. Leaders, in this case direct 

supervisors, serve as both role models embodying the organizational culture and 

operational translators of organizational values (Dang et al., 2022; Grojean et al., 

2004; Nishii & Paluch, 2018), with their diversity approach predicting employees’ 

tolerance perceptions, even independent of what is communicated by the broader 

organization. Notably, alignment between identity-conscious organizational and 

leadership strategies produced a synergistic effect, significantly reducing perceived 

tolerance and fostering a more inclusive climate. This finding underscores the 

importance of coherence across organizational levels for effective diversity 

implementation. This finding further paves the way for investigating how diversity 

policies and practices are implemented in organization, highlighting alignment 

between organizational vision and leadership implementation as determinant of 

success. This is further explored in Chapter 4 through use of a qualitative interview 

study. 

Practically, this research highlights a unique way in which identity blindness can 

backfire: by making members of marginalized groups feel merely tolerated, this 

approach may undermine an organization’s ability to fully leverage the benefits 

of diversity. To leverage the full value of DEI, organizations must visibly and 

consistently adopt identity-conscious approaches both at the organizational level 

and through everyday leadership practice. 
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Chapter 4: From Vision to Reality: Examining (Mis)alignments in  
LGBTQ+ Policies 

Building on the findings of Chapters 2 and 3, which highlighted both the promise 

and potential pitfalls of diversity strategies, Chapter 4 investigates how DEI policies 

unfold in practice. While policy intentions are important, their impact ultimately 

depends on how they are enacted and interpreted by different organizational 

stakeholders. This chapter deepens the earlier insight that leadership plays a key 

role in translating diversity approaches and further expands the understanding of 

how DEI policies and practices are realized in an organization. Incorporating the 

HRM framework of intended, implemented, and experienced policies, this chapter 

asks: How do HR/diversity officers and LGBTQ+ employees perceive LGBTQ+-

focused diversity policies, where do their perspectives converge or misalign, and 

how do these (mis)alignments affect policy effectiveness? 

Using a qualitative comparative case study approach, this chapter analyses in-depth 

interviews with six LGBTQ+ employees and two HR/diversity officers from each of 

two Dutch financial organizations (total n = 16). Thematic analysis centered around 

five key organizational practices that served as recurring touchpoints in participants’ 

reflections on DEI: (1) the organization’s diversity vision and messaging; (2) 

inclusive infrastructure: especially the design and implementation of gender-neutral 

bathrooms; (3) employee networks as a core mechanism for fostering inclusion; 

(4) management support and leadership buy-in; and (5) the broader organizational 

climate, including both informal norms and formal structures such as diversity 

training and onboarding processes.

By mapping out how policies are understood and enacted at different levels, this 

chapter sheds light on how gaps in alignment between intention, implementation, 

and lived experience can undermine inclusion. It emphasizes that diversity 

management is not a linear, top-down process, but a dynamic, relational one that 

depends on stakeholder engagement and organizational coherence. 

Theoretical and Practical Implications 

This chapter extends the “intended–implemented–experienced” model from 

the HRM literature to the context of LGBTQ+ diversity policy, offering a holistic, 

stakeholder-informed view of how DEI strategies unfold in practice. By incorporating 

the perspectives of both HR/DEI professionals and LGBTQ+ employees, this 

research bridges a gap in the literature that has traditionally examined the 

experiences of policy implementers and recipients in isolation. This integration 

represents an important theoretical advancement, as it illuminates how HR/DEI 
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professionals conceptualize, enact, and rely on various actors and conditions to 

implement diversity strategies while also revealing tensions between their intentions 

and behaviors, often referred to as the attitude–behavior gap (Jansen et al., 2024). 

At the same time, this approach recasts LGBTQ+ employees not as passive 

recipients of policy but as active participants whose engagement, interpretation, 

and response are critical to the success or failure of DEI efforts. This dual-lens 

approach, considering both the perspective of HR and LGBTQ+ employees, 

combined with the Intended-Implemented-Experienced (I-I-E) framework, 

underscores that misalignments in DEI are not merely operational breakdowns but 

stem from differing cultural interpretations and expectations about what inclusion 

means, echoing broader critiques in DEI scholarship about inconsistent strategy 

execution. 

Furthermore, while prior research has highlighted the potential of combining 

identity-conscious and meritocratic frames to engage both majority and minoritized 

employees (Gündemir et al., 2017; Jansen et al., 2015; Stevens et al., 2008), our 

findings show that simply toggling between these without a coherent rationale 

creates ambiguity. Such ambiguity can dilute organizational messaging, confuse 

implementation efforts, and ultimately undermine employee trust and perceptions 

of inclusion. In contrast, integrated and transparently communicated diversity 

approaches help build coherence across organizational levels. 

We also contribute to understanding how responsibility for DEI should be distributed 

within organizations. Prior work cautions against siloing diversity work within HR or 

symbolic endorsements by leadership (Vincent et al., 2024). Our findings support 

and extend this by showing that meaningful progress requires a networked structure 

of shared responsibility where executive sponsors, ERG leaders, diversity boards, 

and middle management. By comparing an organization where DEI responsibilities 

were largely concentrated in a single individual with another where responsibilities 

were more broadly distributed, we show that a more diffuse model not only 

enhances the perceived legitimacy and reach of DEI efforts but also increases their 

effectiveness. Despite this, both cases revealed a common gap: the need for deeper 

engagement from middle management, reinforcing the idea that responsibility must 

be further shared across organizational layers (Christie & Tippmann, 2024; Garib, 

2013; Kelan, 2022). 

Our findings also caution against overreliance on "advocates" - individuals who, 

often driven by personal commitment, take the lead on DEI work. These may include 

formal DEI officers, ERG leaders, or passionate employees who voluntarily dedicate 
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time to advancing inclusion. While such individuals can be powerful catalysts, our 

research suggests that placing the burden of inclusion disproportionately on them 

signals fragile institutionalization. Their efforts are vulnerable to burnout, shifting 

organizational priorities, or attrition - any of which can result in the abrupt stagnation 

or collapse of DEI initiatives (Dobbin & Kalev, 2016; Vincent et al., 2024; Wolbring 

& Lillywhite, 2023). Interviewees repeatedly emphasized that the work of one or 

two individuals, no matter how committed, is insufficient to embed lasting change. 

Thus, a truly inclusive organization requires not just champions but structures that 

ensure their work is supported, sustained, and widely shared. 

This study also advances theorizing on heteroprofessionalism by demonstrating 

how normative expectations around gender and sexuality persist even within 

organizations widely regarded as inclusive (Corlett et al., 2022; Mizzi, 2016; 

Morgenroth et al., 2024), both by external markers (such as ERGs, dedicated 

DEI officers, and explicit diversity commitments) and by LGBTQ+ employees 

themselves. Even in these “safe” environments, LGBTQ+ participants reported 

subtle pressures to conform to traditional gender norms and professional standards, 

particularly in relation to dress codes and gender expression. These concerns 

reveal how deeply entrenched heteroprofessional expectations can shape what is 

considered acceptable behavior in the workplace even when those workplaces are 

seen as supportive. These findings challenge the assumption that formal inclusion 

mechanisms are sufficient for fostering genuine inclusion and point to the need for 

organizations to interrogate and address the implicit, often invisible, cultural norms 

that define “professionalism.” Promoting authenticity requires not only structural 

policies but also a cultural shift. However, how to meaningfully enact such change 

remains an open question for future research and practice. 

Practically, our study underscores the need for clear and consistent communication 

about DEI. Many employees are unaware of their organization’s diversity goals, 

available tools, or the rationale behind key decisions (Bokern et al., in preparation 

a, in preparation b; Bokern et al., 2022). Communication should therefore be 

intentional, value-linked, and transparent. Poorly explained shifts can appear 

reactive or disingenuous, eroding trust and weakening perceived commitment to 

inclusion. 

This chapter effectively combines both the individual and organizational 

perspectives, exploring how they interact and the dynamics between these 

perspectives. It demonstrates that effective DEI requires more than good intentions 

or policy frameworks, it demands consistent alignment, cultural coherence, and 
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structural integration. Diversity management, I argue, must be approached as a 

dynamic, relational process rather than a top-down directive. 

Chapter 5: Examining Workplace Perceptions and  
Well-Being Among LGBTQ+ Employees 

Chapter 5 shifts the focus from organizational policies to the individual-level 

health consequences of workplace (non)inclusion, examining how the perceived 

social environment at work is linked to LGBTQ+ employees’ well-being. Building 

on earlier chapters and existing literature, this chapter argues that since much of 

the disadvantage experienced by LGBTQ+ individuals lies in the social domain, 

workplace social satisfaction should be particularly important for their well-being. 

Using longitudinal data from the LISS panel, we analyze the relationship between 

satisfaction with the social environment among colleagues, along with task 

satisfaction and various well-being outcomes (sick days, work hindrance, general 

well-being, and mental health) among LGBTQ+ and cis-hetero employees. 

The results confirmed earlier findings that LGBTQ+ individuals experience lower 

task and social satisfaction, higher absenteeism, more work hindrance, and poorer 

mental health than their cis-hetero counterparts. While we hypothesized that social 

satisfaction would be a stronger predictor of well-being for LGBTQ+ individuals 

specifically, we did not find evidence supporting this. Nor did we find significant 

differences in the relative importance of task versus social satisfaction between 

LGBTQ+ and cis-hetero participants. 

Theoretical and Practical Implementation 

Theoretically, this study reinforces the enduring relevance of minority stress theory 

in understanding the workplace experiences and mental health outcomes of 

LGBTQ+ individuals. Our findings demonstrate that LGBTQ+ employees continue to 

face disproportionate challenges in the workplace as well as experience diminished 

well-being compared to their cisgender heterosexual counterparts. Notably, 

these disparities persist even in comparatively progressive and inclusive national 

contexts such as the Netherlands (Coffman et al., 2017; European Union Agency for 

Fundamental Rights, 2024; Van den Dungen et al., 2023), suggesting that advances 

in cultural and policy acceptance may not necessarily translate into lived equality. 

This underscores the importance of continued theoretical and empirical attention 

to the mechanisms through which workplace environments can either buffer or 

exacerbate minority stress for LGBTQ+ employees. 
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This research also aimed to extend the concept of community resilience into the 

workplace, exploring whether supportive workplace relationships were linked to 

positive well-being outcomes. While null results may be partially due to statistical 

power limitations, they also point to potential issues with measurement. Broad 

indicators like “satisfaction with atmosphere among colleagues” may lack the 

nuance necessary to capture inclusionary dynamics or support accurately. This 

finding validates the focus of Chapter 2 on identity safety and inclusion, suggesting 

that general social satisfaction may be too blunt an instrument to assess the 

protective effects of workplace relationships for LGBTQ+ employees. 

Practically, the chapter underscores the importance of not only attracting and 

retaining LGBTQ+ employees but also cultivating social environments that actively 

support their well-being. Efforts to promote inclusion must go beyond surface-

level collegiality and address the deeper dynamics of belonging, authenticity, and 

fairness that shape minority stress experiences. 

STRENGTHS AND LIMITATIONS 

In this dissertation, I advance theoretical contributions to several interconnected 

literatures, including on diversity management, heteroprofessionalism, inclusion, 

and sustainable cooperation. By bridging insights from human resource 

management, organizational behavior and the minority stress framework, I add to 

existing paradigms with an empirically grounded and interdisciplinary perspective. 

These contributions are supported through the use of a multi-method approach 

that combines both qualitative and quantitative methodologies to offer a robust 

and nuanced understanding of LGBTQ+ workplace inclusion. This approach 

includes in-depth interviews, vignette experiments, cross-sectional surveys, and 

large-scale longitudinal panel data. By employing diverse methods across different 

organizational and national contexts, the research captures both the richness of 

lived experience and the generalizability of broader patterns. 

Across chapters, I consistently adhere to the FAIR principles of science, ensuring 

that data and research practices are Findable, Accessible, Interoperable, and 

Reusable. The majority of the studies in this dissertation were pre-registered, 

reflecting a strong commitment to research transparency and hypothesis-driven 

inquiry. For increased replicability, I provide power calculations and/or sensitivity 

analyses for each of the quantitative studies, and ensure that the data collected, 

as well as the code underlying the analyses, are publicly available. 
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By integrating individual and organizational perspectives, the research takes a 

dual-lens approach to examine how inclusion efforts are experienced by LGBTQ+ 

employees on the ground and how these efforts are shaped by broader institutional 

and structural realities. This design enables an in-depth investigation into the 

dynamics of sustainable cooperation in the workplace, capturing not only the lived 

experiences, perceptions, and outcomes of LGBTQ+ employees, but also the 

intentions, strategies, and constraints faced by organizations in implementing DEI 

efforts. 

This dissertation contributes to the SCOOP framework by examining sustainable 

cooperation through the lens of LGBTQ+ workplace inclusion. It engages with 

the three core sustainability threats outlined in SCOOP: external shocks, such as 

shifting political climates that destabilize DEI commitments; spillover, where societal 

norms around gender and sexuality intrude into the workplace and undermine 

queer inclusion; and vicious cycles, in which well-intentioned but identity-blind 

DEI strategies inadvertently reproduce exclusion. By investigating these dynamics 

across organizational and employee perspectives, the dissertation offers both 

conceptual insight and practical guidance for advancing resilient, inclusive 

cooperation within work organizations. 

This dissertation responds to growing scholarly calls to disaggregate the LGBTQ+ 

umbrella by paying specific attention to the experiences of gender-diverse 

individuals, such as transgender and nonbinary employees (Hässler et al., 2024; 

Klysing et al., 2024). These voices are often homogenized or excluded in diversity 

research, and this work’s intentional inclusion ensures that their distinct challenges 

are neither overlooked nor diluted. Where possible, this dissertation paid attention 

to the heterogeneity within the LGBTQ+ community; however, the central focus 

remained on the group as a whole.

At the same time, this focus also highlights a key limitation of this dissertation, 

the difficulty of fully capturing the layered complexity of queer experiences, 

particularly where multiple marginalized identities intersect. Despite efforts to 

isolate and analyze subgroups, we were unable to adequately recruit and represent 

LGBTQ+ individuals of color, limiting the depth and inclusivity of our findings. While 

intersectionality was acknowledged as an important analytic lens, it was not the 

primary focus of the study design, and as such, attempts to meaningfully capture the 

experiences of those with multiple marginalized identities remained limited in scope. 

This mirrors a broader pattern in diversity research in which the most structurally 

marginalized groups particularly those at the intersection of multiple disadvantaged 
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identities are also the most likely to be underrepresented (Purdie-Vaughns & Eibach, 

2008; Settles & Buchanan, 2014; Wong et al., 2022). This limitation underscores 

an urgent need for future research to adopt a more intersectional lens that moves 

beyond additive identity models and centers the lived experiences of multiply 

marginalized LGBTQ+ individuals. 

Another limitation lies in the predominantly cross-sectional nature of the quantitative 

studies included in the dissertation. Although the use of both experimental and 

survey methods offers robust insights into how LGBTQ+ individuals perceive 

and respond to various DEI strategies, these designs cannot capture how such 

perceptions or their consequences evolve over time. This limits the ability to draw 

causal inferences or understand the longitudinal effects of diversity policies, 

particularly in relation to well-being, burnout, retention, and organizational 

identification. Longitudinal research is vital for examining how the benefits or harms 

of DEI initiatives accumulate or shift over the course of employees’ careers and in 

response to changes in organizational climate or leadership. 

Furthermore, while this dissertation adopts a dual-lens approach by integrating 

both employee and organizational perspectives, more elaborately incorporating 

the critical viewpoint of organizational leadership will be valuable in the future. 

Although leadership is discussed through examining the effects of leader diversity 

approaches in Chapter 3 and the perceptions of HR professionals and LGBTQ+ 

employees in Chapter 4, the direct voices of senior leaders themselves are not 

fully integrated. Given the pivotal role leaders play in setting strategic direction, 

modelling inclusive behavior, and shaping organizational culture (Dang et al., 2022; 

Grojean et al., 2004; İşçi et al., 2015; Nishii & Paluch, 2018), more closely capturing 

their perspectives would offer valuable insights into how DEI visions are formed, 

justified, and prioritized at the highest levels of decision-making. 

Additionally, although a strength of this thesis is derived from shifting the focus 

from majority groups to LGBTQ+ individuals, future research should incorporate, 

compare, and contrast the perspectives of cis-hetero individuals with LGBTQ+ 

individuals. As key stakeholders in the broader workplace climate and as essential 

participants in the success or resistance of DEI efforts, understanding how cis-

hetero individuals respond to, and engage with LGBTQ+-focused policies and how 

that differs from LGBTQ+ individuals could be critical for developing strategies that 

foster buy-in and reduce backlash. 
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CONCLUSION

Across five chapters this work offers a multi-layered understanding of LGBTQ+ 

workplace inclusion, bridging policy intent with lived experience and organizational 

practice with individual impact. As workplaces continue to evolve, this research 

underscores the importance of designing and implementing DEI initiatives that are 

not only well-intentioned but also well-aligned with the realities and needs of those 

they aim to serve. 
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ABSTRACT 

Organizations vary in diversity approaches. Some recognize and celebrate group 

differences (identity consciousness), while others deem these differences as 

unimportant and deemphasize them (identity blindness). Research on diversity 

approaches' impact on workplace perceptions and experiences of marginalized 

groups has grown but focuses mainly on “visible” groups (e.g., racial minorities, 

women) while largely overlooking the potential impact on “invisible” groups (e.g., 

LGBTQ+ individuals). Integrating the diversity approaches paradigm with signaling 

and identity safety theory, this research addresses this oversight. Three pre-

registered studies (N total=1,318) investigate whether LGBTQ+ individuals prefer 

identity conscious organizations for employment because they perceive this 

approach as a signal of safety and acceptance for their identity. Findings reveal 

that identity consciousness (vs. identity blindness) is associated with increased 

attraction towards organizations among prospective (Study 1 & 2) and lower 

turnover intentions among incumbent (Study 3) LGBTQ+ workers. Identity safety 

(measured through employees’ sense of authenticity, belonging and justice) 

mediates these relationships. Exploratory analyses indicate that, compared to 

their cisgender counterparts, transgender participants generally report more 

negative workplace experiences and expectations (Studies 1-3). Furthermore, there 

is suggestive evidence that transgender individuals who publicly disclose their 

identity may exhibit an even more positive response towards diversity-conscious 

organizations. We discuss the implications of these findings and conclude that 

identity consciousness signals and creates an identity safe working environment 

for LGBTQ+ individuals, improves their workplace experiences and enhances 

organizations’ ability to attract and retain LGBTQ+ talent.

Keywords: LGBTQ+, Diversity Ideology, Identity Safety, Organizational 

Attractiveness, Turnover 



55

The Role of Organizational Diversity Approaches on Attracting and Retaining LGBTQ+ Talent 

2

CELEBRATING THE “INVISIBLE”: THE ROLE OF ORGANIZATIONAL 
DIVERSITY APPROACHES ON ATTRACTING AND RETAINING  
LGBTQ+ TALENT 

Despite an increasingly diversifying labor market, many organizations grapple with 

becoming and remaining a representation of the societies in which they operate. 

To hire and retain diverse talent, organizations not only have to search and recruit in 

different pools but also create a safe and attractive work environment for people with 

different backgrounds and identities. This requires effective diversity management, 

which pro-actively addresses the needs of (prospective) employees from minoritized 

groups, who frequently experience struggles, distress, prejudice and exclusion at 

work (Cheryan & Markus, 2020; Clair et al., 2005; Cumberbatch, 2021; Ghumman 

et al., 2013; Van der Toorn et al., 2020; Van Dijk et al., 2020). 

One stream of psychology literature that is particularly relevant for creating such 

work environments is the diversity approaches paradigm (Apfelbaum et al., 2016; 

Gündemir et al., 2019; Purdie-Vaughns et al., 2008). This paradigm has outlined 

two types of approaches organizations can adopt. An identity blind organizational 

approach underlines a belief that demographic differences are inconsequential and 

should receive minimal recognition. In this view, a focus on similarities across groups 

or individual level uniqueness has a central place. An identity conscious approach 

emphasizes instead that demographic differences should be acknowledged and 

celebrated (Plaut et al., 2009, 2018; Rattan & Ambady, 2013).1 The intergroup 

and interpersonal effects of these approaches have been well documented in the 

literature (for a recent meta-analysis see Leslie et al., 2020). Yet, how and why 

these approaches contribute to organizations’ ability to attract and retain minoritized 

groups with relatively invisible characteristics has been missing (for an exception 

see Kirby et al., 2024). Addressing this oversight in the literature, the current work 

examines the effects of organizations’ diversity approaches and studies whether 

and why these approaches may impact organizations’ ability to attract and retain a 

large, but relatively understudied group: lesbian, gay, bisexual, trans, or otherwise 

queer (LGBTQ+) employees (Rahman et al., 2020). 

1	 The specific approaches to diversity in a local setting can take various forms and include differ-
ent components that reflect these two overarching approaches. For example, an identity blind 
organization can embrace an assimilationist, meritocratic, and/or individual uniqueness focused 
form. These specifications are beyond the scope of this work and have been discussed in detail 
in prior work (Gündemir et al., 2019). Here, we adopt prevailing operationalizations of the two 
overarching approaches commonly employed in organizations. 
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Integrating the diversity approaches paradigm with signaling theory 

(Connelly et al., 2011; White et al., 2019) and perspectives on identity safety (Kruk 

& Matsick, 2021; Purdie-Vaughns et al., 2008), this work advances theory in four 

ways. First, we offer a new critical extension of the diversity approaches paradigm 

to involve target groups with (partly) concealable identities. This extension is 

crucial for at least two reasons. Emerging research suggests that when it comes 

to diversity approaches, one size does not fit all. For example, research shows 

differential effects of diversity approaches for racial minorities and women, as 

well as opposing patterns of what type of approach may be most beneficial for 

these groups (Apfelbaum et al., 2016; Cheryan & Markus, 2020; Iyer, 2022; Martin 

& Phillips, 2017; Plaut et al., 2018; Purdie-Vaughns et al., 2008; Yogeeswaran 

& Dasgupta, 2014; for a review see Gündemir et al., 2019). This highlights the 

significance of accumulating empirical knowledge on the effects of diversity 

approaches on various demographic groups. Such knowledge helps understanding 

and reconciling diverse responses across these groups. Further, in comparison 

with readily visible group memberships, (partly) concealable identities present 

employees with additional identity management complexities (Clair et al., 2005). 

Compared to racial minorities and women, whose group membership is often visible 

to others, LGBTQ+ individuals are more likely to be confronted with considerations 

whether to maintain an authentic and coherent sense of self at work by revealing 

their identity or to avoid prejudice and discrimination by concealing it (Bilimoria & 

Stewart, 2009; Doyle & Barreto, 2022; Griffith & Hebl, 2002; Ragins et al., 2007). 

A lingering theoretical question in the diversity approaches paradigm is thus how the 

celebration versus deemphasizing of group membership affects members of groups 

beyond racial minorities and women, for whom the burden of expression often 

lies within the individual. Further, what constitutes cues of safety and acceptance 

remains unclear for LGBTQ+ individuals, given that previously identified safety cues 

such as numerical representation and role models in higher hierarchical positions 

(Apfelbaum et al., 2016; Johnson et al., 2019; Kruk & Matsick, 2021) may not be as 

straightforward due to the identities' relative invisibility. 

Second, this research contributes to theory by carefully unpacking the psychological 

mechanisms of why diversity approaches may impact organizations’ ability to attract 

and retain LGBTQ+ talent. Drawing on signaling theory (Bird & Smith, 2005; Connelly 

et al., 2011; Fombrun & Shanley, 1990; White et al., 2019), we suggest that LGBTQ+ 

employees’ responses to diversity approaches can be understood by examining 

the extent to which these approaches signal identity safety. Identity safety is a 

popular, yet surprisingly poorly understood variable. Its measurement often includes 

concepts like attraction and trust (Chaney et al., 2016; Hildebrand et al., 2020; 
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Purdie-Vaughns et al., 2008) which sometimes confounds the consequences 

of safety with its antecedents and processes. We resolve issues with construct 

contamination by clearly defining and testing the relationship between the predictors 

(i.e., diversity approach), processes (i.e., perceptions of key safety indicators) 

and outcomes (i.e., attraction, turnover intentions). Our work thus illuminates why 

diversity approaches affect LGBTQ+ talent and enhances construct clarity within 

identity safety scholarship.

Third, one limitation of existing research on attracting and retaining talent is that 

it primarily focused on the presence versus absence of diversity relevant cues 

(Griffeth et al., 2000; Groeneveld, 2011; Lee & Zhang, 2021; McKay et al., 2007; 

White et al., 2019). Past studies on signaling theory have often operationalized 

diversity approach as a dichotomous variable that is either present or absent in 

an organization, without specifying the exact diversity approach. However, in the 

contemporary landscape, many large organizations have some form of diversity 

message or approach in place (Gündemir & Galinsky, 2018; Kirby et al., 2023). 

Thus, studying which, rather than whether, diversity approaches are present, and 

how they affect prospective and current employees, is a highly relevant test of 

central tenets of signaling theory in contemporary organizations.

Fourth, the LGBTQ+ group is a broad and diverse community, consisting of several 

subgroups with varying degrees of stigma and unique experiences. In this study, 

we recognize the importance of accounting for potential within-group variability in 

responses. Therefore, we undertake a series of exploratory analyses to examine the 

response patterns as influenced by (a) individuals’ concealment versus openness 

about their LGBTQ+ membership and (b) the role of membership in different 

subgroups within the LGBTQ+ community. 

Taken together, this research synthesizes scattered insights and advances the 

diversity approaches paradigm, illuminating organizations’ ability to attract and 

retain minoritized groups with relatively invisible characteristics. We present our 

theoretical model in Figure 1. 
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Figure 1. Theoretical Model

Diversity Approaches as Signals for Minoritized Employee Groups 

Because of their inherently disadvantaged position, minoritized groups tend to be 

particularly sensitive to environmental cues communicating acceptance of one’s 

identity and gravitate towards organizations embodying those cues (Avery & McKay, 

2006; Lee & Zhang, 2021; Lindsey et al., 2017; Thomas & Wise, 1999; Van Dijk 

et al., 2020). The process of attending to cues to infer underlying organizational 

characteristics can be understood through signaling theory. According to signaling 

theory, there is an information asymmetry between organizations and potential 

employees. This asymmetry is reduced through signals that communicate 

competence, the type of work environment, fit and more (Spence, 2002). A critical 

assumption of signaling theory is that perceivers differ in how they seek and interpret 

signals and show variability in their vigilance to signals (Connelly et al., 2011). That 

is, cues of acceptance and fairness may become especially important for groups 

that are concerned about these the most; minoritized groups. 

Most research has examined the impact of diversity approaches on racial minorities 

and women (Gündemir et al., 2019; Leslie & Flynn, 2022; Rattan & Ambady, 

2013). For racial minorities, the benefits of an identity conscious approach have 

been frequently highlighted (Leslie et al., 2020; Plaut et al., 2018). Research has, 

for instance, documented benefits of identity consciousness over blindness in 

domains ranging from improved self-esteem (Verkuyten, 2009), work engagement 

(Plaut et al., 2009), and sense of inclusion (Jansen et al., 2016). Notably, racial 

minorities’ positive responses to diversity conscious approaches may still depend 

on their numeric representation at specific companies (Apfelbaum et al., 2016) or on 

the centrality of their racial identity (Kirby & Kaiser, 2020). 
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While women and racial minorities share common challenges in terms of visibility, 

competency concerns, pay inequality, negative stereotyping, and lack of fit concerns, 

research on gender and diversity approaches indicates that recommendations 

effective for improving the workplace experiences of racial minorities may not always 

yield similar benefits for women. Some research on women suggests that diversity 

blindness generates more favorable effects on women in the workplace including 

an increased sense of agency, confidence and pro-active behaviors (Martin & 

Phillips, 2017). Recent research has explained this by arguing and empirically 

demonstrating that because women's workplace disadvantage is often attributed to 

biological or internal stereotypes, an identity conscious approach can exacerbate 

these stereotypes, ultimately further disadvantaging them (Martin, 2023). However, 

some work nuanced these findings by showing that the benefits of identity blindness 

may be restricted to women with a strong career orientation, whose needs may 

be different from those with a family orientation (Martin et al., 2018). Other studies 

have hinted at a similar nuance, albeit more indirectly, by showing that approaches 

related to gender consciousness (such as highlighting gender-based differences) 

can benefit women in the workplace (Cheryan & Markus, 2020; Morgenroth & 

Ryan, 2018b). 

As this research stream matured over the past decades, scholars increasingly call 

for a more tailored approach that takes critical contingencies in targeted groups’ 

contexts into account and make attempts to understand the mechanisms of diversity 

approaches shifting effects across groups. In this regard, recent research attempted 

to reconcile some of the prior findings on the benefits of different diversity ideologies 

for racial minorities and women. In a series of unique studies, Martin (2023) 

demonstrated that an awareness approach may be beneficial for groups whose 

disadvantaged position is primarily attributed to opportunity-based differences (e.g., 

racial minorities) whereas a blindness approach may “work best” for groups with 

internalized (or essentialized) attributes or stereotypes (e.g., women). 

Extending the Diversity Approaches Paradigm to LGBTQ+ Employees: 
Diversity Conscious = Identity Safe? 

Because existing work on diversity approaches has focused on the study of 

employee groups with relatively visible identities (i.e., racial minorities and women), 

its utility for employee groups with concealable identities has yet to be determined. 

Here we examine this paradigm in the context of a crucial target group: LGBTQ+ 

individuals. 
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Sexual and gender minorities face unique challenges in organizations, which differ 

from other identity groups widely studied within the diversity approaches paradigm. 

First, an LGBTQ+ identity is often relatively invisible to others which presents an 

information management challenge that lies within individuals. Compared to racial 

minorities and women who can more easily gauge a supportive environment through 

numerical representation within the organizational hierarchy or by identifying role 

models to enhance perceived fit and signal safety (Apfelbaum et al., Banchefsky 

& Park, 2018; 2016; Clair et al., 2005; Johnson et al., 2019; Kruk & Matsick, 

2021), LGBTQ+ individuals often lack readily visible cues to assess the safety 

and supportiveness of their workplace. This may leave them more dependent on 

the diversity approach of the organization to signal information about the working 

environment (see Kirby et al., 2024). In addition, to find support from similar others, 

LGBTQ+ employees have to consider whether to opt for (partial) concealment 

or disclosure of their identity. Both choices carry critical personal consequences 

that are difficult to predict in advance (Clair et al., 2005). This disclosure dilemma 

presents a unique source of stress for LGBTQ+ individuals, which individuals with 

less concealable identities may not experience. Second, the expression of LGBTQ+ 

identity has historically been subject to persecution, and it remains illegal in many 

parts of the world (Flores et al., 2023). Even in places where being LGBTQ+ is 

protected by the law, LGBTQ+ individuals can face stigma, harassment and bullying 

because of their identity (European Union Agency for Fundamental Rights, 2013; 

Kuyper, 2016; Meyer, 2003). Job applicants who appear queer are perceived more 

negatively (Gorsuch, 2019; Granberg et al., 2020; Schilt & Westbrook, 2009; Tilcsik, 

2011), LGBTQ+ employees experience hiring and promotion discrimination and are 

often on the receiving end of everyday prejudice and microaggressions (Badgett et 

al., 2007; Embrick et al., 2007; McFadden & Crowley-Henry, 2016; Sears & Mallory, 

2014; Van Dijk et al., 2020). Considering the relatively limited attention LGBTQ+ 

employees receive in academia and applied settings, some scholars suggest 

that there is a significant underestimation of antigay sentiment in the workplace 

(Coffman et al., 2017). 

The experienced or anticipated bias among LGBTQ+ workers can be understood 

within the framework of heteronormative ideology. This ideology prescribes a 

heterosexual and cis-gender identity as the standard, with defined gender roles 

for males and females, branding any deviations from this norm as abnormal 

(Cumberbatch, 2021; Van der Toorn et al., 2020; Velez et al., 2021). Heteronormativity 

in the workplace manifests in professional standards that may conflict with LGBTQ+ 

identity expression. The term “heteroprofessionalism” has been coined and 

explains how heteronormative ideals in the workplace may disadvantage LGBTQ+ 
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employees (Leslie et al., 2020; Mizzi, 2013, 2016; Salvati et al., 2021; Williams & 

Giuffre, 2011). It refers to the perception of “professionalism” in the workplace, 

which is primarily shaped by norms set by the majority, often aligning with attributes 

linked to masculinity, cisgender identity, and heterosexuality. This tendency can put 

LGBTQ+ individuals, who deviate from these norms, at a disadvantage. 

Heteroprofessionalism can manifest in diverse forms. Discussions involving 

sexuality are often marginalized in professional environments, categorized as either 

“irrelevant” or, in many instances, labeled as “unprofessional”. This categorization 

delineates sexuality as a facet of the personal sphere, distinctly separated from 

the professional domain. Importantly, heterosexuality escapes these negative 

connotations as it is often the norm and thus considered an implicit part of 

professional life, whereas non-heterosexual sexuality is pushed to the margins. 

These dynamics create an environment where conversations about sexuality are 

seen as relevant only for LGBTQ+ individuals, reinforcing their outsider status while 

maintaining heterosexuality as the unspoken standard (Bizzeth & Beagan, 2023; 

Compton & Dougherty, 2017; Corlett et al., 2022; Cumberbatch, 2021; Mizzi, 2013, 

2016; Priola et al., 2018; Van der Toorn et al., 2020). Heteroprofessionalism is further 

reinforced by dress codes within numerous professions and organizations often 

conform to traditional gender norms, emphasizing distinctions between men and 

women. Expressing oneself in a way that challenges these gender binaries, such 

as men wearing skirts or heels, is often met with disapproval and might contradict 

the established dress code in many workplaces (Compton & Dougherty, 2017; 

Lehtonen, 2016; Resnick & Galupo, 2019; Schilt & Westbrook, 2009). 

Taken together, the separation of LGBTQ+ identities from the work sphere may 

lead to hesitancy in assessing LGBTQ+ workplace needs, and reporting LGBTQ+ 

inclusion in diversity reports, eliminating safety cues and sources of information 

about the degree of genuine diversity commitment of the organization (Klarenaar et 

al., 2022; Wilton et al., 2020). Further, the myriad of potential negative consequences 

associated with being openly queer at work, norms associated with sexual and 

gender identity disclosure, and the relatively invisible nature of an LGBTQ+ identity 

may motivate employees to conceal their identity (Griffith & Hebl, 2002; King et al., 

2017; Thuillier et al., 2021). 

Against this backdrop, compared to other demographic groups, employees with 

LGBTQ+ identities have less access to visible cues within organizations to infer 

how their group membership is viewed. For example, racial minorities and women 

can often infer diversity signals not only from institutional support signals but also 
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representational cues (e.g., role models or numeric representation; Apfelbaum et 

al., 2016; Clair et al., 2005; Johnson et al., 2019; Kruk & Matsick, 2021; Wilton et 

al., 2020). For LGBTQ+ individuals, signals of institutional support thus become 

especially important to shape their views of an organization and its openness to 

their identity groups (Johnson et al., 2019; Kirby et al., 2024; Kruk & Matsick, 2021; 

Thuillier et al., 2021). 

Here, we examine a potential effect of these cues as signals for “identity safety”. 

While identity safety has been recognized as a key mechanism for why minoritized 

groups respond to diversity approaches (Kirby et al., 2020; 2024; Purdie-Vaughns et 

al., 2008), there is great variability in how the term “identity safety” is conceptualized 

and measured in the literature (Johnson et al., 2019; Kruk & Matsick, 2021; Pietri 

et al., 2018). Measures assessing identity safety often include elements such as 

trust, organizational attractiveness, and work commitment (Chaney et al., 2016; 

Hildebrand et al., 2020; Purdie-Vaughns et al., 2008), leading, at times, to a blurred 

distinction between identity safety, its outcomes, and the underlying processes. 

In response, we reviewed the identity safety literature and observed that despite the 

absence of a standardized measure or definition, there were recurring aspects in 

the way the construct of identity safety is conceptualized. The common denominator 

across studies is that identity safety involves an experience or expectation that 

one’s identity is (a) welcomed and valued and (b) will form no hindrance in a specific 

context (Chaney et al., 2016; Walton et al., 2015). 

The experience of being welcomed and valued involves a workplace that fosters 

the expression of individual identity and encourages meaningful connections with 

colleagues. This underscores the significance of both a sense of authenticity and 

belonging for identity safety. Identity safety cannot be accomplished without a sense 

of belonging, as it would mean the criterion of being welcomed is not satisfied. 

However, a sole emphasis on belonging, without considering authenticity, might 

compel individuals to conform to group dynamics, risking the compromise of crucial 

aspects of their identity in the workplace (Jansen et al., 2014; Shore et al., 2011; 2018). 

In addition to the freedom to express oneself and build positive connections with 

others, identity safety also involves an absence of devaluation or bias because 

of one’s identity. This facet differs from the other two as the focus of evaluation 

shifts from oneself (e.g., Do I feel a sense of belonging?) to the organization (e.g., 

Does the organization employ equitable processes?). In this context, identity safety 

pertains to the extent individuals perceive the organizational environment as a 

potential source of inequitable treatment or fair procedures based on their group 
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membership (Ambrose & Schminke, 2009; Colquitt, 2001; Colquitt et al., 2013). 

This facet is best captured by assessing the extent to which target groups see the 

organization as a fair entity. 

In sum, to experience identity safety is to exist in an environment where one has 

a sense that their identity is embraced and respected and where the organization 

adheres to principles of justice. Thus, identity safety is characterized by a sense 

of authenticity, belonging, and fair treatment. 

We argue that LGBTQ+ individuals will be more attracted to organizations with 

an identity conscious compared to an identity blind approach because this will 

signal a more identity safe environment to them (Chaney et al., 2016; Howansky 

et al., 2021; Purdie-Vaughns et al., 2008). Considering the stigma attached to an 

LGBTQ+ identity, active acknowledgement, celebration, and incorporation of an 

LGBTQ+ identity in the diversity approach of an organization (as is the case for 

identity conscious approaches) will better facilitate feelings of authenticity and 

belonging (Hatzenbuehler, 2009; Hebl et al., 2014; Köllen, 2013). Furthermore, given 

the pervasiveness of heteronormativity at work, a focus on similarity as emphasized 

in the identity blind approach, may cue concerns about heteroprofessionalism 

and threat of prejudice for LGBTQ+ individuals (Cumberbatch, 2021; Mizzi, 2013, 

2016; Van der Toorn et al., 2020). Hence, despite the intention of a blind approach 

to promote equality and fairness, LGTBQ+ individuals may in fact perceive it as 

less fair. Past and emergent research supports this view by showing that signals 

communicating an explicit recognition and celebration of gender and sexual identity 

can indeed prompt identity safety among LGBTQ+ individuals. For example, 

research in the U.S. shows that observing others’ use of personal pronouns 

signals procedural fairness to and fosters positive organizational attitudes among 

gender and sexual minorities (Johnson et al., 2021). Other work demonstrates that 

organizational cues for diversity consciousness such as existence of LGBTQ+ 

supportive policies or diversity statements can reduce anxiety and encourage a 

sense of belonging and identity disclosure among LGBTQ+ individuals (Griffith 

& Hebl, 2002; Kirby et al., 2024).  The link with disclosure is critical because 

in environments where LGBTQ+ employees feel comfortable disclosing their 

identity, they perform better, report feelings of inclusion and identification with 

the organization, and experience less work-related stress and negative affect 

(Clair et al., 2005; Hebl et al., 2014; Martinez et al., 2017; Webster et al., 2018). 

Thus, LGBTQ+ employees are likely to use cues of identity consciousness to infer 

a work environment that offers identify safety (Griffith & Hebl, 2002; Joo et al., 2016; 

Kahn et al., 2015; King et al., 2017; Kirby et al., 2024; Purdie-Vaughns et al., 2008). 
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Attraction and Retention of LGBTQ+ Employees 

Based on the above presented integration of signaling theory and the diversity 

approaches paradigm, we have proposed that LGBTQ+ individuals make identity 

safety inferences based on organizational diversity approaches. We argue that the 

benefits of identity consciousness will extend to organizations’ ability to promote 

diversity and inclusion. 

One area where this becomes evident is how attractive an organization appears to 

LGBTQ+ talent. As prospective employees (e.g., job seekers) often face constraints 

in accessing accurate information about an organization and its attributes, they rely 

on signals to reduce their uncertainty (Connelly et al., 2011). That is, prospective 

employees infer unknown information from available cues (Lindsey et al., 2017). 

Research demonstrates that organizational cues that convey a safe working 

environment and signal fairness and trust appear more attractive to job applicants 

(Capell et al., 2018; Joo et al., 2016; Kahn et al., 2015; Leung et al., 2021). Studies 

specifically focusing on underrepresented groups consistently show that dimensions 

associated with identity safety, which we argue will be triggered by a conscious 

approach, can critically drive these groups’ attraction to organizations. For example, 

when signals during the recruitment process indicate anticipated belonging to 

women, their intentions to apply increase (Hentschel et al., 2021). Conversely, 

cues for reduced anticipated belonging (Georgeac & Rattan, 2023) or devaluation 

(Puncheva-Michelotti et al., 2014) diminish women’s reports of organizational 

attraction. Moreover, diversity signals communicating inclusive and bias-free 

environments can boost racial minority workers’ attraction towards organizations 

(for reviews see Avery & McKay, 2006; McKay, 2024). One recent study unraveled 

that sexual and gender minorities may exhibit similar responses to such cues 

and inferences. Specifically, inferences of a positive diversity climate based on 

organizational cues have been shown to heighten both organizational attraction 

and person-organization fit among members of this group (Bradley et al., 2023). 

Taken together, the literature suggests that an identity-conscious organization will 

signal an environment that meets the identity safety needs of LGBTQ+ employees, 

thereby enhancing their attraction to these organizations. In other words, we 

anticipate that LGBTQ+ individuals will perceive companies that prioritize identity 

consciousness as more appealing work environments (than those emphasizing 

blindness), due to the perceived higher level of identity safety they signal: 
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H1: LGBTQ+ individuals will find identity conscious organizations to be more 

attractive than identity blind organizations. 

H2: The relationship between organizational diversity ideology and 

organizational attractiveness will be mediated by the anticipated identity 

safety (i.e., anticipated authenticity, belonging, and justice). 

Another critical domain for the relationships of interest pertains to organizations’ 

ability to retain LGBTQ+ talent. While signaling theory has been primarily utilized 

to understand outsiders’ responses to organizations (Connelly et al., 2011), 

its relevance may extend beyond these responses and explain events within 

organizations (Lindsay et al., 2017). To test the utility of signaling in explaining 

incumbents’ responses, we examine whether a conscious approach signals 

identity safety to incumbent LGBTQ+ employees, enhancing organizations’ ability 

to retain this group of employees. This extension is critical for two reasons. First, 

research shows that LGBTQ+ employees experience more distress, harassment 

and exclusion compared to their cis-hetero counterparts (Bilimoria & Stewart, 2009; 

Embrick et al., 2007; Galupo & Resnick, 2016; McFadden & Crowley-Henry, 2016). 

These unfavorable experiences create a push factor and put them at risk for higher 

rates of turnover (Deery et al., 2011; Griffeth et al., 2000). Second, limiting turnover 

(especially among minoritized employee groups) is crucial for companies given the 

financial and reputational costs associated with it. 

Prior research underscores the critical role of employees' perceptions of the 

work environment in their retention. Organizations' ability to communicate key 

components of identity safety, such as a sense of belonging and justice, is linked 

to employees' intentions to remain with the company (Choi, 2011; Das & Baruah, 

2013). Diversity management research offers evidence that such cues may also 

substantially benefit the retention of minoritized employees. For example, favorable 

diversity climates, evaluated in broad terms (i.e., whether antidiscrimination policies 

exist, if organizations offer equal access to training or publicize their diversity 

principles; Groeneveld, 2011; McKay et al., 2007; Wagner, 2017), can be helpful 

for retaining minoritized groups. Notably, some studies have shown that key 

subcomponents of identity safety may drive these beneficial effects. For example, 

when organizational diversity-related cues signal fairness to employees of color, 

they report lower turnover intentions and higher work engagement (Buttner et al., 

2010; Lee et al., 2021). Similarly, sense of belonging, a central component of identity 

safety, is a critical correlate of intentions to stay in work domains where minorities 

are underrepresented (Rainey et al., 2018). A sense of inclusion, encompassing 
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both belonging and authenticity subcomponents, is strongly related to workplace 

satisfaction among minoritized groups; a variable linked to their likelihood of staying 

employed at a company (Jansen et al., 2016). 

In sum, based on the literature we expect an identity conscious organization to 

evoke a sense of identity safety among incumbent workers (Howansky et al., 2021; 

Sabharwal et al., 2019), making them less likely to want to leave the organization. 

Specifically, we hypothesize: 

H3: Perceptions of organizational identity consciousness will be negatively 

associated with turnover intentions among LGBTQ+ employees. 

H4: The relationship between organizational identity consciousness and 

turnover intentions will be mediated by perceived identity safety (i.e., 

perceived authenticity, belonging, and justice). 

Exploring the Role of Identity Concealment and Intragroup Variation

Given the emphasis placed on the importance of concealment versus disclosure for 

LGBTQ+ well-being at work (Hatzenbuehler, 2009; Hebl et al., 2014; Köllen, 2013), 

our study aims to investigate the potential impact of LGBTQ+ employees' level of 

identity disclosure or openness on their perception of diversity cues. Specifically, 

we explore whether the effect of the diversity approach differs for individuals who 

are more versus less open about their identity. LGBTQ+ individuals who tend to 

be more open about their queerness, often consider this aspect of their identity as 

more central to their self-concept, shaping their worldview (Suppes et al., 2021). 

Research also indicates that when an identity is central, individuals become more 

attuned to potential threats and stigma associated with that identity (Hinton et 

al., 2022). Consequently, LGBTQ+ individuals who are more open about their 

identity, compared to those who are less open, may be more sensitive to signals 

of safety or potential discrimination due to their heightened awareness of prejudice 

and discrimination. As a result, they may be inclined to seek environments that 

explicitly signal safety and acceptance of their identity, such as identity-conscious 

organizations. 

Furthermore, it is important to acknowledge that the LGBTQ+ community is not 

a homogenous one, and different subgroups within the community may have 

diverse experiences and differently responses to diversity cues. The experiences 

of individuals with only a minoritized sexual orientation can differ from those with 

a minoritized gender identity and from those with both. Previous research has 
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highlighted that among LGBTQ+ individuals, transgender individuals, especially 

those who also belong to a sexual minority group face some of the most challenging 

outcomes (Cech & Rothwell, 2020; McFadden & Crowley-Henry, 2016; Pepper & 

Lorah, 2008). Notably, even within diversity and inclusion policies for LGBTQ+ 

inclusivity, the specific concerns and experiences of transgender individuals are 

understudied (Lehtonen, 2016; Ozturk & Tatli, 2016). Moreover, individuals with 

a minoritized gender identity, such as transgender individuals, often encounter 

greater difficulty concealing their identity compared to those with only a minoritized 

sexual orientation. Physical transformations resulting from hormone treatments, 

conforming attire to match one's gender identity, or changing one's name can 

inadvertently “out” transgender individuals, placing them at heightened risk of 

facing adverse reactions as they may be perceived as challenging the traditional 

norms of a workplace (Brewster et al., 2014; Diamond et al., 2011; Granberg et 

al., 2020; Hennekam & Ladge, 2023; Mizzi, 2016). Considering the additional 

challenges faced by transgender individuals and their heightened visibility within the 

LGBTQ+ community, we anticipate that they may experience comparatively worse 

outcomes across various domains than cis-gendered individuals. Consequently, 

we explore whether transgender individuals’ gravitation towards identity conscious 

organizations, that explicitly communicate safety and acceptance, is more 

pronounced than that of cis-gender individuals. This addition is important in light of 

scholarly calls to better highlight the unique experiences of transgender individuals 

(Cancela et al., 2024; Law et al., 2011; McFadden & Crowley-Henry, 2016; Pepper 

& Lorah, 2008; Sangganjanavanich & Headley, 2013). In an effort to bridge this 

gap, we aim to conduct comparative exploratory analyses, distinguishing between 

transgender and cisgender participants, to address and highlight the distinct 

experience of this understudied group. 

Overview of Studies 

We examined our hypotheses across three pre-registered studies. Studies 1 and 2 

were vignette experiments and Study 3 used a survey design. The studies were built 

in Qualtrics and distributed using the crowdsourcing platform Prolific. Participants 

were prescreened, and only individuals who lived in the UK and who identified as 

lesbian, gay, bisexual, transgender, or otherwise queer (LGBTQ+) were invited 

through the platform. To ensure representation, the samples consisted of at least 

25% transgender participants. Information about participants’ age, work status, 

gender identity and sexual orientation was collected in each study. Text field entries 

for the gender identity and sexuality questions (“I prefer to self-describe”) were 

manually scanned and recategorized when necessary. Participants who identified 

as heterosexual and cis-gender, and participants with missing data were removed 
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prior to analyses. We supplemented our collected data with the ethnicity data 

collected by Prolific to explore potential intersectional implications of our results. 

Unless stated otherwise, all scales were measured using a seven-point Likert scale 

(1=Strongly disagree, 7=Strongly agree). At the end of each study participants were 

de-briefed and had an opportunity to provide comments about the study.

The sampling plan, data exclusions (if any), all experimental manipulations and 

measures are described in the main text, the Supplementary Online Materials 

(SOM), or can be found on the Open Science Framework. All tables and 

figures are included in the manuscript or can be found in the SOM. All analyses 

were conducted using IBM SPSS 28 and Rstudio, and ethics approval was 

obtained for all studies (21-467, 22-0334, 22-0456). The preregistration details, 

data, materials, and codes are available on the Open Science Framework 

(https://osf.io/ysx2w/?view_only=a4805c46090e40af966a376ee3fde562). 

STUDY 1 

This study tested whether LGBTQ+ individuals will on average find an identity 

conscious organization to be more attractive than an identity blind organization (H1). 

Participants and Procedure 

An a-priori power analysis indicated that we needed a sample size of 398 

participants (d=0.25, 1-β=0.80, α=.05; Faul et al., 2007). We oversampled to 

account for possible missing data and requested 420 responses. We received 407 

complete responses (Mage=31.63, SDage=10.73; for demographics see Table 1, for 

means and correlations see Table 2)2.

2	 Due to an error with Prolific, we were unable to recruit the intended number of transgender 
participants for the first study, the analyses with transgender participants are still presented but 
should be interpreted with caution given the small sample size. 
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Table 1. Demographic Composition of Participant Samples of Studies 1-3 

Study 1 Study 2 Study 3

Demographic Characteristics n % n % n %

Work Status

Employed full-time 188 46.2 217 47 333 74.8

Employed part-time 71 17.4 90 19.5 112 25.2

Unemployed looking for work 27 6.6 22 4.8 - -

Unemployed not looking for work 43 10.6 46 10 - -

Retired 7 1.7 6 1.3 - -

Student 71 17.4 81 17.5 - -

Gender Group

Male 104 25.6 151 32.7 141 31.7

Female 265 65.1 234 50.6 237 53.3

Non-binary 29 7.1 60 13 51 11.5

Genderfluid 5 1.2 8 1.7 6 1.3

Agender 0 0 4 0.8 4 0.9

Self-described 4 1.0 5 1.1 6 1.3

Transgender Identity

Yes 57 14 112 24.2 102 22.9

No 350 86 349 75.5 343 77.1

Other 0 0 1 0.2 0 0

Sexual Orientation

Gay 58 14.3 66 14.3 70 15.7

Lesbian 60 14.7 46 10 80 18

Bisexual 204 50.1 212 45.9 195 43.8

Queer 24 5.9 36 7.8 26 5.8

Asexual 34 8.4 40 8.7 25 5.6

Pansexual 26 6.4 58 12.6 42 9.4

Heterosexual 1 0.2 4 0.9 5 1.1

Self-described 0 0 0 0 2 0.4

Ethnicity 

White 363 89.2 416 90 398 89.4

Black 4 1 9 1.9 7 1.6

Asian 13 3.2 15 3.2 15 3.4

Mixed 19 4.7 18 3.9 19 4.3

Other 1 .2 2 .4 3 0.7

Missing/Unknown 7 1.7 2 .4 3 0.7
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Table 2. Descriptive Statistics and Correlations of Studies 1-3 

Variable M (SD) 1 2 3 4 5

Study 1

1. Age 31.63 (10.73) -

2. �Organizational 

Attractiveness

4.56 (1.67) .08 -

3. �Workplace Openness 

about Gender Identity

6.03 (1.85) .14** .04 -

4 �Generalized Openness 

about Gender Identity

6.19 (1.50) .13** .03 .97** -

5. �Workplace Openness 

about Sexual 

Orientation 

4.03 (2.28) .17** -.02 .24** .21** -

6. �Generalized Openness 

about Sexual 

Orientation

4.59 (1.86) .12** .00 .21** .20** .94**

Study 2

1. Age 30.48 (10.02) -

2. �Organizational 

Attractiveness

4.76 (1.53) .12* -

3. Anticipated Authenticity 4.78 (1.89) .04 .83** -

4. Anticipated Belonging 4.94 (1.55) .05 .84** .81** -

5. Anticipated Justice 4.97 (1.33) .09+ .78** .82** .81**

Study 3

1. Age 32.73 (9.41) -

2. �Organizational Diversity 

Approach

4.87 (1.37) .02 -

3. Turnover Intentions 3.71 (2.04) -.16** -.39** -

4. Perceived Authenticity 5.12 (1.60) .12* .55** -.54** -

5. Perceived Belonging 4.79 (1.61) .15** .54** -.58** .79** -

6. Perceived Justice 5.09 (1.46) .13** .44** -.58** .71** .76**

Note. NStudy 1= 407(403 for gender identity parameters due to missing data points); NStudy 2= 462; 
NStudy 3 = 445. 
+ p<.10, *p<.05, **p<.01s
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Participants were asked to form an impression of an organization based on 

limited information. After providing informed consent, participants were randomly 

assigned to either an identity blind or an identity conscious condition and rated 

that organization’s attractiveness. Finally, participants completed demographics 

questions. 

Materials and Measures 

Depending on the condition, participants were presented with a version of the 

webpage of a fictitious organization named Wynn Inc, including its diversity 

mission statement (texts are modeled after Purdie-Vaughns and colleagues, 

2008). The mission statement in the identity blind condition emphasized ignoring 

differences and fostering equality through a focus on similarities. A sample phrase 

is: “While other firms mistakenly focus on their staff’s diversity, we at Wynn Inc. train 

our workforce to embrace their similarities.” In the identity conscious condition, the 

mission statement emphasized the value of diversity and embracing differences, 

and included phrases such as: “While other firms mistakenly try to shape their staff 

into a single mold, we at Wynn Inc. believe that embracing our differences enriches 

our culture.”

The perceived attractiveness of the organization was assessed using the five-item 

attractiveness subscale of the organizational attraction scale (Highhouse et al., 

2003). A sample item is: “For me, this company would be a good place to work.” 

(α=.95). To test whether the manipulation was successful, participants rated the 

extent to which they thought Wynn Inc. valued differences (Kirby & Kaiser, 2020; 

Purdie-Vaughns et al., 2008). 

To measure participants’ openness, they rated how open they were about their 

gender identity and sexual orientation on a 7-point scale, in the following domains: 

“To colleagues”, “To supervisor/management”, “To family”, “To friends” and “In 

general”. This was adapted from the outness scale of Mohr and Fassinger (2000), 

with the wording of the questions changed to not only measure outness but also 

openness about sexual orientation and gender identity. Participants reported their 

age, employment status, and indicated their gender identity and sexual orientation 

(see Morgenroth & Ryan, 2018a). Data about participants’ ethnicity were retrieved 

from Prolific and merged with the data collected through our survey. 
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Results 

Manipulation Check 

Participants in the identity conscious condition more strongly perceived the 

organization to value group differences in the work setting (M=6.14, SD=1.12) than 

participants in the identity blind condition (M=2.67, SD=1.83, t(349.48=-23.33, 

Cohen’s d=1.52, p<.001, 95%CI [-3.77,-3.18]). The manipulation was thus successful. 

Hypothesis Testing 

Consistent with H1, participants found an identity conscious organization to be more 

attractive (M=5.38, SD=1.31) than an identity blind organization (M=3.80, SD=1.62, 

t(396.01)=-10.89, p<.001, 95%CI [-1.87,-1.30], Cohen’s d=1.48).

Exploratory Analyses: The Role of Openness and Intragroup Variation 

We first investigated if participants' attraction to organizations embodying different 

diversity approaches varied based on how open they were about their gender 

identity and/or sexual orientation both at work and in general. Organizational 

diversity approach was dummy coded, with identity blind ideology (coded as 0) 

as the reference condition. To determine how open participants were at work, 

we derived workplace openness by calculating a mean score of openness “To 

colleagues” and openness “To supervisor/management”. We derived generalized 

openness by calculating a mean score of all openness items.3 

We performed a series of regression analyses on organizational attractiveness 

with organizational diversity approach, openness, and their interaction as our IVs. 

We conducted separate analyses including openness about gender identity and 

including openness about sexual orientation. Openness was centered at the mean. 

Among sexual minority participants (n=406; i.e., almost the full sample), we obtained 

no significant interactions between diversity approach and either type of openness 

about sexual orientation (ps >.224; see Table 3). Among transgender participants 

(n=57), we observed no significant interaction between diversity approach and 

workplace openness about gender identity (p =.090; see Table 3), but we did obtain 

a significant interaction between diversity approach and generalized openness 

about gender identity, revealing that transgender participants who were generally 

3	 We included a measure of generalized openness because participants evaluate a fictitious 
organization in this study. While their responses to the workplace openness measure are likely 
influenced by factors specific to their current workplace, the generalized openness measure may 
reflect a dispositional tendency. Consequently, we deemed it relevant to take their generalized 
openness into account in their assessment of the organization depicted in the vignette. 
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more open about their gender identity found the identity conscious organization 

to be more attractive (binteraction=0.46, SE=0.20, p=.023, 95%CI [0.07,0.86]; 

see Figure 2 for a visualization).

Next, we examined potential differences between transgender and cisgender 

individuals among our participants. We performed a regression analysis to 

explore (a) possible differences between cisgender (coded as 0) and transgender 

(coded as 1) participants in organizational attraction (i.e., a main effect of gender 

identity), and (b) a possible interaction effect between organizational diversity 

approach and gender identity. We found no significant main or interaction effects 

(ps>.369, see Table 4).
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Figure 2. Moderation Effect of Generalized Openness About Gender Identity on 

Organizational Attractiveness

Exploratory Analyses: The Role of Race/Ethnicity 

We conducted an additional linear regression analysis to explore (a) potential 

differences between white (coded a 0) and non-white (coded as 1) participants 

in organizational attraction, and (b) a possible interaction effect between race/

ethnicity and organizational approach. We found no significant main or interactive 

effects (ps>.239).

Discussion 

In support of H1, this study provided evidence that organizations that recognize, 

value, and celebrate group-based diversity may be more effective at attracting 

LGBTQ+ talent than organizations ignoring those differences. 

Exploratory analyses suggest that while this preference for identity conscious 

organizations is not contingent on how open LGBTQ+ individuals are about their 

sexual orientation, some subgroup differences may occur. Specifically, transgender 

participants who were generally more open about their gender identity found 

identity conscious organizations to be more attractive. Given that gender identity 

for transgender individuals may not always conform to the gender binary, concealing 

their gender identity and expression can be challenging (Cumberbatch, 2021; 
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Law et al., 2011; McFadden & Crowley-Henry, 2016; Morgenroth & Ryan, 2021). 

Consequently, it is plausible that those who are more open about their gender 

identity may be drawn to organizations that explicitly include and embrace diverse 

social identities in their diversity approach. The pattern of results suggests an 

intriguing possibility that the degree of openness about gender identity among 

transgender participants may influence their perception of diversity cues. However, 

it is important to interpret these findings with caution due to the exploratory nature 

of the analyses and the limitations posed by the relatively small sample size of the 

subgroup. 

Considering the majority of null findings regarding the variable of openness 

in Study 1, we decided to not pursue further exploration of this variable in our 

subsequent studies. Since an error with the sampling tool resulted in limited 

representation of transgender participants in Study 1, we took extra precautions 

in the next studies to ensure we have adequate transgender representation in our 

sample. 

STUDY 2 

Study 2 sought to replicate and expand upon the results from Study 1. In addition to 

re-testing the direct relationship between ideology and organizational attractiveness 

(H1), the goal was to uncover whether identity safety perceptions could be the 

psychological mechanism underlying LGBTQ+ individuals’ preference for an identity 

conscious organization over an identity blind one (H2). 

Participants and Procedure 

Based on sample norms from other studies that used similar mediation models 

and a supplementary Monte Carlo analysis which suggested a sample of 400-

500 to achieve power values around 0.8 (Ambrose & Schminke, 2009; Joo et al., 

2016; Leung et al., 2021), we requested 500 responses on Prolific. We received 

499 responses. Thirty-seven participants did not meet our pre-registered criteria 

and were excluded before analysis. Our final sample included 462 participants 

(Mage=30.48, SDage=10.02, for demographics see Table 1, for means and correlations 

see Table 2). 

The procedure was largely identical to Study 1. One difference was that participants 

additionally indicated their anticipated experiences of authenticity, belonging and 

justice at the company. 
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Materials and Measures 

The diversity approach vignettes, the organizational attractiveness measure (α=.95), 

the manipulation check, and demographics measures were identical to the ones 

used in Study 1. 

Anticipated authenticity was measured using four items from an adapted version of 

the authenticity subscale from the Perceived Group Inclusion Scale (PGIS; Jansen 

et al., 2014). A sample item is: “This organization will allow me to present myself 

the way I am.” (α=.99). 

Anticipated belonging was measured using four items from an adapted version of 

the belongingness subscale from the PGIS (Jansen et al., 2014). A sample item is: 

“This organization will give me the feeling that I belong.” (α=.96). 

Anticipated justice was measured using four items from an adapted version of the 

Perceived Overall Justice scale (POJ; Ambrose & Schminke, 2009). A sample item 

is: “Overall, I will be treated fairly by this organization.” (α=.95).4

Results 

Measurement and Manipulation Checks 

We conducted a series of confirmatory factor analyses (CFAs) on the authenticity, 

belonging and justice items to check whether the slight rewording had affected 

the factor structure of the instruments (not pre-registered). For authenticity and 

belonging all items loaded highly (>.80) on the latent variable for each instrument 

respectively. For the justice scale all items apart from one item (“Most of the people 

who work here will say they are often treated unfairly.”) loaded acceptably on the 

latent variable (>.75). Since removing this item did not change the results, we kept 

it in analyses as originally planned. 

Participants in the identity conscious condition more strongly perceived the 

organization to value group differences in the work setting (M=6.14, SD=1.16) than 

participants in the identity blind condition (M=2.80, SD=1.78), t(401.73)=-23.99, 

p<.001, 95%CI [-3.62, -3.07], Cohen’s d=1.50), indicating our manipulation was 

successful.

4	 We additionally measured and explored the role of personal diversity ideology in Study 2. Further 
details can be found in the SOM. 
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Hypothesis Testing 

Consistent with H1, participants in the identity conscious condition found the 

organization more attractive (M=5.40, SD=1.16) than participants in the identity 

blind condition (M=4.14, SD=1.59, t(426.37)=-9.77, p<.001, 95%CI [-1.52,-1.01], 

Cohen’s d=1.40). 

We tested our full model (Figure 1) using the PROCESS procedure in SPSS 

(Model 4; Hayes, 2017). We estimated the indirect effects of diversity approach 

on organizational attractiveness through anticipated authenticity, belonging and 

justice5. Organizational diversity approach was dummy coded, with identity blind 

ideology (coded as 0) as the reference condition. To test the indirect effects in the 

model, we calculated a bias-corrected confidence interval for each indirect effect 

based on 10,000 bootstrap samples. All path coefficients can be found in Figure 3.

Figure 3. Path Coefficients for the Indirect Effects in Study 2
Note. n= 462
*p<.05, **p<.001

5	 Given that these three aspects are subcomponents of an overarching safety variable, one might 
wonder whether they should be analysed as a single construct rather than as separate parts. 
We chose to analyse the three paths separately because it provides more detailed information 
about potential variations in strength. Furthermore, a Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) has 
demonstrated that a three-factor model fits the data significantly better than a one-factor model. 
Details of the CFA can be found in the SOM. 
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Organizational identity consciousness (vs. blindness) predicted higher levels of 

anticipated authenticity, belonging, and justice. All three identity safety indicators 

were positively associated with attractiveness. There was a significant indirect 

effect of organizational diversity ideology on organizational attractiveness through 

authenticity (b indirect=0.55, SE=0.12, 95%CI [0.34,0.80]), belonging (b indirect=0.47, 

SE=0.10, 95%CI [0.28, 0.68]), and justice (bindirect=0.17, SE=0.07, 95%CI [0.05, 0.31]).

Exploratory Analyses: Intragroup Variation 

We performed a series of regression analyses to explore (a) possible differences 

between cisgender (coded as 0) and transgender (coded as 1) participants in their 

reported organizational attraction and anticipated authenticity, belonging, and 

justice, and (b) a possible interaction effect between organizational approach and 

gender identity. 

Across conditions, transgender participants reported significantly lower 

organizational attractiveness (b=-0.50, SE=0.15, p=.001 95%CI [-0.79, -0.20]), 

anticipated belonging (b=-0.52, SE=0.16, p<.001, 95%CI [-0.83, -0.22]) 

and anticipated justice (b=-0.33, SE=0.13, p=.013, 95%CI [-0.59, -0.07]) than 

cisgender participants. The difference in anticipated authenticity between 

transgender and cisgender participants was not significant (p=.128). We found no 

support for an interaction between organizational approach and gender identity on 

the dependent measures (ps >.200; see Table 5).
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Exploratory Analyses: The Role of Race/Ethnicity 

We conducted a series of linear regression analyses to examine the difference 

between white (coded a 0) vs non-white (coded as 1) participants on organizational 

attraction, anticipated authenticity, belonging, and justice. We also tested for an 

interaction effect between organizational approach and race/ethnicity. We found no 

significant main or interactive effects on any of the dependent measures (ps>.188).

Robustness Check 

We noticed that some participants from Study 1 also took part in Study 2. To adjust 

for potential inflated effects due to the sample overlap, we re-ran the results of Study 

2 after removing all participants that also participated in Study 1 (adjusted n=396). 

The results and conclusions were identical.

Discussion 

Replicating Study 1, Study 2 showed that LGBTQ+ individuals perceive an identity 

conscious organization as more appealing for employment than an identity blind 

organization. This preference is explained by identity safety. LGBTQ+ individuals 

believe that in an identity conscious company, they can be more authentic, belong 

more, and be treated fairly. 

Exploratory analyses demonstrated that transgender individuals report lower 

attraction, belonging, and justice than cisgender individuals regardless of the 

organization’s diversity approach. This finding aligns with research on transgender 

individuals in the labor market, which consistently highlights the heightened 

challenges faced by this group. (Law et al., 2011; McFadden & Crowley-Henry, 

2016; Pepper & Lorah, 2008). 

STUDY 3 

The first two studies showed that employing a diversity conscious approach can help 

organizations attract LGBTQ+ talent. In Study 3, we test whether the benefits of a 

diversity conscious approach extend to incumbents, reducing LGBTQ+ employees’ 

turnover intentions (Cohen et al., 2016; Griffeth et al., 2000). We further gauge the 

role of the three indicators of identity safety in explaining the relationship between 

perceived diversity approach and turnover intentions. 

Understanding whether a conscious diversity approach predicts employees’ 

workplace withdrawal behaviors has two key implications. First, it broadens our 
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understanding of the reach of diversity approaches beyond experimental settings. 

This complements the first two studies in important ways and adds to the ecological 

validity of our theoretical model. Second, attracting talent is only one part of the 

diversity puzzle; many organizations have difficulty retaining talent from traditionally 

underrepresented groups who have entered their company. Indeed, research shows 

that minority employees show higher turnover than majority employees (Deery et 

al., 2011; Hofhuis et al., 2014; Jones & Harter, 2005). Given that turnover is highly 

costly for organizations, understanding conditions under which this may be limited 

is of great importance for organizations. 

Participants and Procedure 

Based on similar a-priori considerations as in Study 2, we requested 500 

responses on Prolific. Fifty-five participants did not meet our criteria and were 

excluded. Our final sample included 445 participants (Mage=32.73, SDage=9.41; for 

demographics see Table 1, for means and correlations see Table 2). 

In the survey description, participants read that we were interested in their 

experiences at work. After providing informed consent, participants completed a 

short questionnaire about their demographics. They then reported the diversity 

approach of their current organization, turnover intentions, sense of authenticity, 

belonging and justice at work. 

Materials and Measures 

Organizational diversity approach was measured with nine items: four items 

assessing perceived identity consciousness of own organization and five items 

assessing perceived identity blindness, adapted from Dang and colleagues (2022). 

Example items include: “My organization behaves in ways that ignore employees’ 

demographic background.” and “My organization believes that employees’ 

demographic differences should be acknowledged and valued.”. We conducted a 

principal components analysis, using a direct oblimin rotation (Conway & Huffcutt, 

2003). The results showed two factors with eigenvalues 4.61 (four diversity 

consciousness items and two reverse-coded blindness items accounting for 51.25% 

of the variance) and 1.48 (three remaining items accounting for 16.46% of the 

variance). Consistent with our pre-registered approach, and other studies providing 

theoretical support and empirical precedent for approaching ideology as a unitary 

construct (see Koenig & Richeson, 2010; Martin & Phillips, 2017), we created a 

single measure of diversity approach using the items for the first factor with higher 

scores representing a more conscious approach and lower scores representing a 

more blind approach (α=.90). We ran a series of robustness checks on our model 
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and findings (e.g., controlling for a scale comprising the three other items), which 

yielded no meaningful changes in our result patterns or interpretations. These can 

be found in the SOM. 

The measures for demographic variables, authenticity (α=.98), belonging (α=.96) 

and justice (α=.96) were the same as in Study 2. Turnover intentions were measured 

using two items from Lawler and colleagues (1975). The items were “I often think 

about quitting.” and “I will probably look for a new job in the next year.” (r=.73).6

Results 

Initial Check: Adjusting for Common Method Bias (CMB) 

To mitigate potential risks associated with common method bias (CMB) - artificially 

inflated relationships between variables (Spector & Brannick, 2010) - we followed the 

scholarly recommendations (Simmering et al., 2015) and included a marker variable 

that was theoretically unrelated to any of our other variables (i.e., preference for 

the color green). Controlling for the effects of this variable had no notable effects 

on our findings. 

Hypothesis Testing 

A linear regression supported H3: higher levels of perceived organizational 

identity consciousness were related to lower turnover intentions amongst LGBTQ+ 

employees (b=-0.58, SE=0.07, p<.001, 95%CI [-0.71, -0.46]). We then tested the 

theoretical model (see Figure 1) using the PROCESS procedure in SPSS (Model 

4; Hayes, 2017), employing a similar strategy as in Study 2. One difference was the 

predictor: perceived organizational diversity approach was a continuous variable, 

with higher scores indicating a more conscious organization (see Figure 4 for all 

path coefficients). The results showed that greater perceived identity consciousness 

predicted a higher sense of authenticity, belonging and justice. Belonging and 

justice, but not authenticity, were in turn associated with lower turnover intentions. 

There were significant indirect effects of organizational diversity approach on 

turnover intentions through belonging (b indirect= -0.19, SE=0.06, 95%CI [-0.31,-0.07]) 

and justice (bindirect=-0.20, SE=0.05, 95%CI [-0.30, -0.11]). The indirect effect through 

authenticity (b indirect=-0.07, SE=0.05, 95%CI [-0.18, 0.04]) was not significant.

6	 We additionally measured and explored the role of supervisor diversity approach in Study 3. 
Further details can be found in the SOM. 
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Figure 4. Path Coefficients for the Indirect Effects in Study 3
Note. n= 445
*p<.05, **p<.001

Exploratory Analyses: Intragroup Variation 

Using a series of linear regression analyses, we estimated how transgender 

participants (coded as 1), compared to cisgender participants (coded as 0), 

experienced turnover intentions, belonging, authenticity, and justice. We also tested 

for an interaction effect between organizational diversity ideology and transgender 

identity. 

Across conditions, transgender (vs. cisgender) participants reported significantly 

higher turnover intentions (b=0.66, SE=0.21, p=.002, 95%CI [0.25, 1.08]) and lower 

authenticity (b=-0.53, SE=0.15, p<.001, 95%CI [-0.82, -0.23]), belonging (b=-0.60, 

SE=0.15, p<.001, 95%CI [-0.90, -0.30]), and justice (b=-0.37, SE=0.15, p=.014, 

95%CI [-0.66, -0.07]). 

Of all our measures, we found a single significant interaction for sense of belonging 

(p=.049). However, we refrain from drawing definitive conclusions regarding this 

interaction due to the large number of tests conducted, the relatively large p-value, 

and the absence of similar findings in any of our other studies. The details of the 

regression slopes can be found in Table 6.
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Exploratory Analyses: The Role of Race/Ethnicity 

We conducted a series of linear regression analyses to examine the difference 

between white (coded a 0) vs non-white (coded as 1) participants on turnover 

intentions, authenticity, belonging and justice. We also tested for an interaction 

effect between organizational diversity approach and race/ethnicity. We found no 

main or interactive effects of race/ethnicity on turnover intentions, authenticity, 

belonging or justice (ps>.106).

Exploratory Analyses: Employee Tenure 

Employees’ work experience could potentially have an impact on their sensitivity 

to diversity signals or influence the weight they might place on diversity signals. 

For example, employees who have worked at the company longer may have a 

deeper understanding of the importance of an identity conscious versus identity 

blind approach to the organizational climate compared to those who have worked 

for the company for a shorter period. To investigate this possibility, we used a series 

of linear regression analyses examining the interaction between participants' tenure 

(the number of years worked at their current organization) and the organization's 

diversity approach. We examined how this interaction influenced their turnover 

intentions, as well as their sense of authenticity, belonging, and justice within the 

organization. 

We found a negative relationship between tenure and turnover intentions (b=-0.04, 

SE=0.02, p=.041, 95%CI [-0.07, -0.00]); the longer participants had worked at their 

organization, the lower their turnover intentions were. Tenure was not associated 

with a sense of authenticity, belonging or justice. Intriguingly, we observed 

tenure by organizational diversity approach interactions, on turnover intentions 

(b=0.03, SE=0.01, p=.040, 95%CI [0.00, 0.05]), sense of authenticity (b=-0.03, 

SE=0.01, p=.009, 95%CI [-0.04, -0.01]), and belonging (b=-0.02, SE=0.01, p=.033, 

95%CI [-0.04, -0.00]). Unpacking these interactions showed that while diversity 

consciousness benefits all employees, their benefits are more pronounced among 

LGBT+ employees with a shorter tenure (see Figures 1S-3S in the SOM).

Discussion 

Study 3 offered additional evidence to the utility of a diversity conscious approach 

for organizations aiming to enhance and retain LGBTQ+ representation. Adding to 

the insights from the first two studies that demonstrated that identity consciousness 

can pull new LGBTQ+ employees to companies, this study showed that this 

approach can also help companies hold on to LGBTQ+ talent they already have. 
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Additional analyses revealed intriguing insights. First, consistent with Study 2 and 

past research, transgender employees’ workplace experiences appeared to be 

less positive than those of cisgender employees (Law et al., 2011; McFadden & 

Crowley-Henry, 2016; Pepper & Lorah, 2008). Further, while all LGBTQ+ employees 

responded positively to diversity consciousness, we did not find strong support 

for additional benefits of diversity consciousness for transgender employees. 

Second, the benefits of diversity consciousness for LGBTQ+ employees are more 

pronounced among those with relatively shorter tenures. This aligns with the idea 

that new employees may rely more on the signals conveyed by an organization’s 

diversity approach compared to those with longer tenures, who may have additional 

or alternative sources of information to form their impressions. 

GENERAL DISCUSSION 

Three pre-registered studies extended the diversity approaches paradigm to 

understand how organizations can attract and retain LGBTQ+ talent. We predicted 

and found that LGBTQ+ individuals find identity conscious organizations to be 

more attractive employers than identity blind organizations and that this preference 

is explained by anticipated authenticity, belonging and justice (identity safety). 

Critically, we also demonstrated that the benefits of identity consciousness extend 

to incumbents: LGBTQ+ employees report lower turnover intentions to the extent 

that they perceive their organization to be identity conscious, primarily because 

these contexts improve their sense of belonging and perceived justice. 

Theoretical Implications 

This work advances the diversity approaches paradigm by extending it to the 

workplace experiences of minoritized employees with group memberships that 

are often not readily visible to others. A clear show of support through identity 

conscious messaging appears to have a positive effect on LGBTQ+ individuals, who 

may find it more difficult to ascertain a safe working environment due to the lack of 

availability of visible cues of safety as are available to minorities with more visible 

stigma (Apfelbaum et al., 2016; Banchefsky & Park, 2018; 2016; Clair et al., 2005; 

Johnson et al., 2019; Kruk & Matsick, 2021). The current contribution is among the 

first to examine diversity approaches for LGBTQ+ workers, along with the recent 

work by Kirby and colleagues’ (2024), which found a positive impact of identity 

consciousness on LGBTQ+ workers’ identity disclosure, perceived fairness and 

belonging. Our study constructively extends these findings to the broader domain 
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of organizational attractiveness and employee turnover and further expands upon 

identity safety as a mechanism underlying these relationships. 

Our contribution to the broader discussions within the diversity approach paradigm 

lies in elucidating whether LGBTQ+ individuals prefer and benefit from identity-

conscious approaches, akin to racial minorities, or from identity-blind approaches, 

as observed with women in previous research. Our consistent finding that LGBTQ+ 

employees respond more positively to a conscious approach fits prior empirical 

findings regarding racial minorities. One possible explanation of this overlap is that 

both racial minorities and LGBTQ+ individuals face disadvantage in the workplace 

that is attributed to social inequities and opportunity-based differences, thus a 

conscious approach can effectively place emphasis on these inequities and highlight 

a need and support for inclusive policies. In contrast, the disadvantage faced by 

women in the workplace is often attributed to perceived biological and internal 

differences. Accordingly, research has demonstrated that a focus on consciousness 

accentuates biological stereotypes, in ways that limit women’s potential for success 

(Martin, 2023). 

It is intriguing to observe that, despite research suggesting that a blind approach 

may better cater to the needs of women in the workplace (Gündemir et al., 2019; 

Leslie et al., 2020; Martin & Phillips, 2017), LGBTQ+ women in our samples 

predominantly express a preference for a conscious approach. For instance, across 

studies we find no interactive effects of participant gender suggesting that women’s 

responses do not systematically differ from men’s or other genders’ (see SOM for 

details). We posit that, akin to the phenomenon of ethnic prominence, queer women 

in this study may be prioritizing the more stigmatized aspect of their identity—their 

queer identity—over their identity as women. Consequently, they appear to gravitate 

towards a conscious organizational approach, which proves more beneficial for 

their queerness, as opposed to a blind organizational approach that might be more 

advantageous for them as women (Levin et al., 2002; Taylor et al., 2012). 

Given the relatively concealable nature of an LGBTQ+ identity, we sought to 

understand whether the effects of an identity conscious organization would 

differ across individuals with differing degrees of openness about their identity. 

Potential shifts in the benefits of identity consciousness across persons who are 

more or less “out” would have different theoretical implications. For example, if 

effects are restricted to individuals who are out, this would suggest their reach 

is limited to public interactions. However, if their impact extends to individuals 

who are “closeted”, this could imply a broader impact on internal, psychological 
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responses. Our lack of findings with regards to one’s openness around their 

sexual orientation, in conjunction with the consistently documented advantages 

of identity consciousness for LGBTQ+ individuals in various studies, suggests 

that even for closeted LGBTQ+ individuals—whose needs may be challenging 

to assess—employing an overarching conscious diversity approach can be 

beneficial. In addition to the sexual identity, we also considered the role of one's 

openness about their gender identity. Outside of one instance where we observed 

that transgender individuals who were overall more open about their gender 

identity showed a stronger preference for conscious organizations, we found no 

strong evidence for a moderating role of gender identity openness. Overall, these 

findings suggest that identity consciousness has far reaching benefits for LGBTQ+ 

employees, even when they can and/or choose to conceal their identity. 

Our work offers valuable peripheral insights on the workplace experiences of 

transgender individuals, a subgroup often overlooked in research. The additional 

finding that transgender individuals overall anticipate and experience lower 

authenticity, belonging, and justice and show higher turnover intentions (even in 

more identity-conscious organizations) underscores the heightened struggles this 

subgroup encounters compared to their cisgender counterparts (Cancela et al., 

2024; Martinez et al., 2017; McFadden, 2015; McFadden & Crowley-Henry, 2016). 

Given that nearly all transgender participants in our study also did not identify as 

heterosexual, this additional finding contributes to the intersectionality literature, 

suggesting an additive effect of multiple stigmatized gender and sexual identities 

on reduced positive experiences and expectations in the workplace (Berdahl & 

Moore, 2006). For future research we would recommend active recruitment of 

heterosexual transgender participants to enable a nuanced examination of the 

distinctive effects arising from being both a sexual and gender minority, contrasting 

with the experiences of those who solely identify as a gender minority. Although 

our exploratory findings do not indicate an additional advantage of identity 

consciousness for transgender employees compared to cisgender employees, the 

positive responses among transgender employees to conscious approaches (as 

opposed to blind approaches) suggest that organizations implementing a conscious 

approach may be better equipped to provide a sense of safety and create an 

appealing workplace for this subgroup of LGBTQ+ individuals. 

This research examines the psychological mechanisms triggered by diversity 

approaches and highlights that LGBTQ+ (prospective) employees’ positive 

responses to a conscious approach are explained by experiences of identity 

safety. Former work has been ambiguous in conceptualizing identity safety, often 
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confounding its predictors, experiences, and consequences. By disentangling 

critical dimensions of identity safety experiences -authenticity, belonging and 

justice- this work offers additional construct clarity to the identity safety literature. 

That is, identity safety is distinct from its antecedents (e.g., organizational cues such 

as diversity messages) or its consequences (e.g., employee withdrawal behaviors) 

and should be carefully defined and operationalized in empirical work. 

The discrepancy between findings regarding anticipated (Study 1 and 2) 

and experienced (Study 3) authenticity suggests that the expectation of authenticity 

and belonging may be more distinguishable than their actual experience. Our results 

demonstrate that while identity consciousness activates all three safety dimensions, 

their impact on LGBTQ+ employee responses unfolds in different ways and depends 

on whether one is a prospective versus an incumbent employee. Moreover, our 

findings suggest that, while much research construes and studies authenticity 

and belonging in conjunction, under the umbrella of inclusion (e.g., Jansen et al., 

2014), perceivers may differentiate between them depending on the context. That 

is, scholars should consider the theoretical disentanglement of these constructs 

as separately meaningful to employees. 

Practical Implications 

A key practical implication of this research is that organizations that want to create 

a work environment that attracts LGBTQ+ talent and reduces turnover, should 

consider incorporating identity consciousness in their diversity approach. They 

should explicitly communicate this approach in job ads and internal company 

communication with employees. In addition, we find that use of an identity conscious 

approach targets multiple aspects of the diversity puzzle, in that it is not only useful 

in attracting LGBTQ+ talent but also plays a role in retaining said talent. 

Additionally, we find that the impact of the diversity approach on turnover intentions, 

authenticity, and a sense of belonging is more pronounced among newer LGBTQ+ 

employees compared to their longer tenured counterparts. We posit that this 

discrepancy arises because LGBTQ+ employees may gradually rely less on 

cues derived from an organization's diversity approach over time. For recent 

LGBTQ+ hires, the diversity approach may serve as one of the primary signals 

of a safe working environment. Longer tenured employees can identify similar 

individuals within the organization and discern additional cues of safety beyond 

the diversity approach. This underscores the importance of the HR communication 

of organizational diversity approaches as part of onboarding activities. As new 

employees, particularly those from traditionally underrepresented groups like 
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LGBTQ+ individuals, join the company, they may be particularly attentive to signals 

of identity consciousness. Organizations that embrace a conscious approach and 

proactively communicate their stance stand to benefit by fostering a more inclusive 

environment and facilitating talent retention. 

Limitations and Future Directions 

Our study was not without limitations. The primary focus on LGBTQ+ identity led us 

to forego recruiting a more ethnically diverse sample, limiting our ability to explore 

potential intersectional dynamics related to the impact of diversity approaches and 

safety signaling on racially minoritized individuals. While we were able to conduct 

exploratory analyses using meta-data from the data collection platform, which 

resulted in null effects, we are unable to draw strong conclusions from these given 

that only ~10% of our sample in each study represented non-white individuals. 

The lack of focus on intersectional dynamics is a common problem in the diversity 

management literature. Individuals are often categorized into a single minoritized 

identity and the effects of other aspects of their identity and how they interact with 

diversity approaches are left unattended (Kruk & Matsick, 2021; Martin & Phillips, 

2017; Purdie-Vaughns & Walton, 2011). While the current work is unique in unveiling 

the LGBTQ+ responses to diversity approaches, future work should delve deeper 

into the complexities of these responses by explicitly exploring the interaction with 

race/ethnicity. 

Further, the first two studies examined the effects of diversity approaches in a 

fictitious setting. While ecological validity concerns are offset by Study 3, future 

research should study LGBTQ+ candidates’ job application behavior as a factor of 

organizational diversity approach in more realistic settings. 

Another avenue for future research could involve broadening the scope of impact 

assessments related to diversity approaches by incorporating additional dependent 

measures. Although our current study primarily focused on metrics aligned 

with organizational objectives, such as talent attraction and retention, diversity 

approaches might yield broader benefits for the well-being and satisfaction of 

the target group (see Kirby et al., 2024, for empirical support for such benefits in 

the context of identity disclosure). Expanding our understanding of such impacts 

would extend beyond a strictly organization-centric perspective in management 

science. Furthermore, our research scrutinized the influence of diversity 

approaches through vision statements—abstract ideals rather than concrete 

policies. Considering previous findings indicating that the abstraction level of a 

pro-diversity focus yields different effects (see Bradley et al., 2023; Yogeeswaran 
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& Dasgupta, 2014), investigating the impact of specific diversity-focused policies 

could offer valuable complementary insights. In this regard, and also in light of 

the complexities highlighted in this study, scholarly work should explicitly unpack 

the unique ways organizations can signal identity consciousness to (prospective) 

LGBTQ+ employees. 

Conclusion 

While research on the diversity approaches paradigm has expanded, its utility 

for employee groups with invisible social identities remained largely unknown. 

The current work demonstrates that organizations that embrace and communicate 

an identity conscious approach will attract and retain more LGBTQ+ talent. 

Chapter 2 established the foundational importance of organizational DEI efforts 

(specifically diversity approaches) in shaping LGBTQ+ employees’ perceptions and 

experiences. The next chapter (Chapter 3) builds on this foundation by exploring a 

less overt but potentially significant consequence of these diversity initiatives: the 

extent to which they contribute to feelings of mere tolerance (rather than genuine 

acceptance) among LGBTQ+ individuals. 
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APPENDIX A: STUDY 1 AND 2 VIGNETTES 

A1: Identity Blind Vignette 

   

     HOME      ABOUT US  CONTACT 

  

Wynn Inc. 

OOuurr  MMiissssiioonn  

 

While other firms mistakenly focus on their staff’s diversity, we at Wynn Inc. train our workforce to 
embrace their similarities. We feel that focusing on similarities fosters a more unified, exciting, and 
collaborative work environment.  

The best work environment can be achieved if we recognize that at our core, we are all the same, 
that everyone is created equal, and that we are first and foremost an organization of individuals. 
Such an environment helps not only us but also our clients.  

At Wynn Inc., as soon as you walk through our doors, you’ll appreciate the strength that we derive 
from our similarities irrespective of your race, ethnicity, gender, sexual orientation and religion. 
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A2: Identity Conscious Vignette

   

     HOME      ABOUT US  CONTACT 

  

Wynn Inc. 

OOuurr  MMiissssiioonn  

 

While other firms mistakenly try to shape their staff into a single mold, we at Wynn Inc. believe that 
embracing our differences enriches our culture. We feel that focusing on diversity fosters a more 
unified, exciting, and collaborative work environment.  

The best work environment can be achieved if we better appreciate our differences and recognize 
and celebrate unique contributions that employees bring in based on their group memberships. 
Such an environment helps not only us but also our clients.  

At Wynn Inc., as soon as you walk through our doors, you’ll appreciate the strength that we derive 
from the diversity in race, ethnicity, gender, sexual orientation and religion of our employees. 
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ABSTRACT 

This research investigates whether and how workplace diversity approaches—

identity-conscious versus identity-blind—are associated with LGBTQ+ employees' 

perceptions of tolerance. Whilst tolerance is widely regarded as an important virtue 

for the harmonious functioning of diverse societies, it can inadvertently harm 

minoritized individuals. In workplace settings, perceptions of tolerance may hinder 

the benefits of diversity by discouraging minoritized employees from sharing their 

perspectives and prompting individuals with relatively concealable stigmas, such 

as LGBTQ+ employees, to conceal their identities. Across two studies (n = 907), 

we examine the conditions under which tolerance perceptions may arise. Study 1 

explores LGBTQ+ prospective employees' anticipated tolerance in organizations 

with identity-blind versus identity-conscious mission statements. Study 2 examines 

LGBTQ+ employees' workplace experiences, focusing on how organizational and 

leadership diversity approaches are related to perceptions of tolerance. Findings 

reveal that relatively identity-blind approaches are associated with increased 

feelings of being tolerated. Moreover, identity-conscious leadership strategies, 

when coupled with identity-conscious organizational approaches, further diminish 

perceptions of being merely tolerated. Our findings underscore an un-intended 

correlate of identity-blind diversity approaches, which may perpetuate tolerance-

focused climates and indirectly undermine inclusion for LGBTQ+ employees. 

Keywords: Tolerance, LGBTQ+, Diversity Approach, Leadership 



3

115

How Diversity Approaches Impact LGBTQ+ Employees’ Sense of Being Tolerated at Work

“ARE THEY JUST PUTTING UP WITH ME”? HOW DIVERSITY 
APPROACHES IMPACT LGBTQ+ EMPLOYEES’ SENSE OF BEING 
TOLERATED AT WORK 

The increasing diversity in the workplace has brought critical conversations to 

the forefront about how to navigate differences in identity, beliefs and values. 

In organizational contexts, these conversations are often shaped within broader 

perspectives on how diversity should be managed. Diversity approaches are 

prescriptive frameworks that guide individuals' and organizations' engagement 

with social group differences, such as race, gender and sexual orientation (Wu 

& Apfelbaum, 2024) and are widely reflected in organizational communication 

(Kirby et al., 2023b). 

These approaches can be broadly divided into two categories. On one hand, 

the conscious approach, which values and celebrates the differences between 

social groups. On the other hand, the blind approach, which downplays social 

group differences in favor of individualistic views or an overarching emphasis on 

group membership. While employees from minoritized groups tend to respond 

more positively to conscious rather than blind approaches (Gündemir et al., 

2019; Mor et al., 2025 [Chapter 2]), the broader literature presents a nuanced 

view of the impact of these approaches, with effects on belonging, organizational 

attractiveness, and other outcomes depending on conceptual and contextual 

contingencies (e.g., Kirby et al., 2021; Leslie et al., 2020; Martin, 2023). Given the 

wide prevalence and substantial impact of these approaches, scholarly interest in 

understanding which outcomes they influence, for whom and under what conditions, 

remains high (Kirby et al., 2023b). Intriguingly, studies on the impact of diversity 

approaches often focus on whether these initiatives are beneficial or harmful for 

certain groups, with outcomes of interest frequently framed in strongly valenced 

terms (e.g., Plaut et al, 2009; 2018). 

Here, we advance this past work by examining the role of diversity approaches in 

shaping a potentially critical yet understudied outcome, namely, employees’ sense 

of being tolerated, whose valence is often ambiguous rather than clearly positive 

or negative. The Cambridge Dictionary (n.d.) defines tolerance as ‘willingness to 

accept behavior and beliefs that are different from your own, even if you disagree 

with or disapprove of them.’ In popular discourse, tolerance is typically regarded 

as a virtue that promotes openness and respect (Cohen, 2004; Oberdiek, 2001; 

Verkuyten et al., 2023). However, scholarly discussions have highlighted the more 

ambivalent nature of tolerance, pointing to how it can reinforce power imbalances 
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and contribute to feelings of marginalization amongst those who are merely ‘put 

up with’ by dominant groups (Adelman et al., 2023; Cvetkovska et al., 2020, 2021; 

Verkuyten et al., 2020). Rather than signaling acceptance or equality, being 

tolerated can be experienced as conditional and sometimes even condescending. 

From this perspective, tolerance occupies a conceptual space between exclusion 

and genuine inclusion. This ambivalence renders it a particularly complex and 

meaningful perception, whose examination provides novel insights into the effects 

of diversity approaches that go beyond straightforwardly positive or negative 

outcomes. Whilst research has begun to define tolerance and examine how it is 

experienced by minoritized individuals and its consequences (Adelman et al., 2023, 

2024; Cvetkovska et al., 2021; Verkuyten et al., 2019), relatively little is known about 

the contextual or organizational factors that elicit feelings of being tolerated. In the 

present study, we aim to address these gaps by exploring the relationship between 

diversity approaches and perceptions of tolerance, focusing on an understudied 

population: LGBTQ+ employees.

Below, we begin by summarizing diversity approaches, how they are understood 

in the literature and why it is important to focus on LGBTQ+ employee experiences 

in this context. We then review the academic literature on tolerance, including 

the scholarly definition guiding this study. We further examine the relevance of 

perceived tolerance in the workplace, before outlining key organizational and 

interpersonal factors hypothesized to shape these perceptions. In this final section 

of our theory, we identify and discuss several additional factors that may moderate 

or attenuate how LGBTQ+ employees respond to diversity approaches. In addition 

to considering multiple group memberships (e.g., transgender identity and race), 

we also explore the role of diversity messages communicated by key organizational 

actors i.e. leaders - alongside broader organizational statements. This allows us to 

unpack unique dynamics across different dimensions that may influence LGBTQ+ 

employees’ workplace experiences. 

Navigating Diversity in the Workplace Through Diversity Approaches 

The diversity approach adopted by an organization often serves as a key indicator 

of its diversity climate (Leslie & Flynn, 2022; Li et al., 2019; Mor Barak et al., 

2016). In social and organizational psychology, diversity approaches are typically 

understood through two variants: identity-blindness and identity-consciousness. 

An identity-blind approach minimizes demographic differences, emphasizing either 

a shared identity or individual uniqueness. This approach is grounded in the belief 

that focusing on demographic differences may inadvertently increase stereotyping 

and prejudice. In contrast, an identity-conscious approach values and celebrates 
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demographic differences, recognizing that individuals bring unique experiences 

and perspectives shaped by their identities, which influence how they contribute to 

and experience the workplace (Plaut et al., 2009, 2018; Rattan & Ambady, 2013).1 

Despite variations in methods and specifics, the overarching goal of these diversity 

approaches is to foster a work environment where diverse groups can collaborate 

effectively and harmoniously. 

While research on diversity approaches has traditionally centered on more visible 

identities, such as race and gender, recent scholarship has begun to focus on 

minoritized groups with concealable identities, including LGBTQ+ employees. 

Examining the experiences of LGBTQ+ individuals in this context is both theoretically 

and socially significant, as the concealable nature of their identities introduces 

unique challenges. These challenges differ in important ways from those faced by 

more visible groups such as racial minorities and women who have historically been 

the primary focus of diversity scholarship (Gündemir et al., 2019). Emerging findings 

suggest that identity-conscious messaging is associated with greater psychological 

safety, authenticity, and a sense of belonging among LGBTQ+ employees (Kirby 

et al., 2023a; Mor et al., 2025[Chapter 2]). These environments make it easier for 

individuals to express their identities without fear of stigma or marginalization. While 

studies have linked identity-blindness to negative outcomes such as increased 

prejudice (Plaut et al., 2018), it is important to recognize that these approaches are 

often well-intentioned strategies for managing diversity. Given that they typically 

do not involve overtly exclusionary rhetoric, their effects may be more nuanced. 

Rather than resulting in clear rejection, identity-blind environments may lead to 

more ambiguous experiences, neither fully inclusive nor explicitly hostile. 

To better understand this in-between space, we propose that the concept of 

tolerance may help explain the dynamics at play. In contexts where identity is 

neither explicitly acknowledged nor outright dismissed, employees may feel merely 

tolerated. To explore this further, the following section reviews the literature on 

tolerance and outlines the working definition adopted in this study. 

1	 Research into diversity approaches has further identified sub-facets and combinations within 
organizational diversity strategies that reflect these two overarching ideologies, such as multicul-
tural meritocracy, interculturalism, and individual uniqueness. These more specific approaches 
fall outside the scope of this study but have been discussed in detail by others (Gündemir et al., 
2017; 2019; Yogeeswaran et al., 2021). 
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Defining Tolerance and Understanding Its Impact on Minoritized 
Individuals 

Tolerance is often viewed as a virtue almost akin to acceptance and respect. Some 

scholars define it as openness to other cultures and a generalized positive attitude 

towards differences (Allport, 1954; Hjerm et al., 2020). Some scholars propose 

a respect-based conception of tolerance, which views groups as moral equals, 

who despite differences operate from a shared framework of equal status for all 

(Forst, 2018). Others, however, argue that disapproval and negative attitudes are 

inherent to the concept of tolerance, encapsulated in the idea that ‘one cannot 

tolerate ideas of which one approves’ (Gibson, 2006, p. 22). In this view, tolerance 

is conceptualized as an attitude of accommodation despite disapproval, a form 

of forbearance or endurance of something one does not necessarily like (Cohen, 

2004; Gibson, 2006; Verkuyten et al., 2023). Whilst little is known as to what causes 

one to feel tolerated, the experience of tolerance is shaped by perceptions of 

implicit devaluation and disapproval from the dominant group, where the non-

dominant group occupies a position of relative moral inferiority (Insel, 2019), coupled 

with an attitude and expectation of non-interference from the dominant group. 

This non-interference can be further seen as legitimizing the power differences 

between the dominant and non-dominant group and reinforcing the dominance of 

those who tolerate (Verkuyten et al., 2020). Tolerance represents an intermediate 

stance, neither full acceptance and inclusion nor complete exclusion or rejection 

(Cvetkovska et al., 2020, 2021; Scanlon, 2003; Verkuyten et al., 2019). 

Whilst definitions of tolerance vary across disciplines, research in social and 

intercultural psychology commonly adopts conceptualizations that emphasize 

tolerance as enduring or ‘putting up with’ differences (Cvetkovska et al., 2020; 

Verkuyten et al., 2023). For instance, a recent free-response survey study found 

that nearly three-quarters of participants described tolerance as enduring beliefs or 

behaviors they disapproved of rather than as genuine openness (Verkuyten & Kollar, 

2021). Based on this, we define tolerance as forbearance of beliefs, behaviors, 

identities or opinions that one does not necessarily agree with or approve of, a 

definition closer to a permission-based rather than respect-based conception of 

this construct (see Forst, 2018). 

Although tolerance may be seen as a positive attribute from the perspective of 

the tolerator, research focusing on the experiences of those being tolerated paints 

a more complex picture. Minoritized individuals who feel tolerated sometimes 

experience threats to their social identity needs. For instance, ethnic minorities 

who feel tolerated report lower well-being and reduced national identification 
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compared to those who feel accepted (Verkuyten et al., 2019, 2020). Furthermore, 

perceptions of being tolerated can undermine an individual's sense of self-esteem, 

meaning, belonging and efficacy, leading to negative outcomes such as reduced 

self-worth, increased anxiety and depressive symptoms and lower life satisfaction 

(Bagci et al., 2020). Nevertheless, feeling tolerated is associated with better well-

being and more optimistic expectations of future treatment than outright rejection 

or discrimination (Adelman et al., 2023, 2024; Cvetkovska et al., 2020, 2021). 

In summary, despite the promotion of tolerance as a key to managing differences, 

research shows that for those on the receiving end, it can feel ambivalent or, 

at times, even alienating. It occupies a space between exclusion and inclusion; 

less harmful than outright rejection but falling short of genuine acceptance and 

belonging. In the workplace, this nuance becomes especially critical. Organizations 

increasingly frame diversity not merely as a fact to be managed, but as a strategic 

asset that is central to innovation, collaboration, and performance. In such settings, 

where employees with diverse identities work in close, interdependent relationships, 

mere tolerance may prove insufficient. Although preferable to discrimination, a 

culture of tolerance may still limit the full expression and contribution of minoritized 

employees. The next section explores how perceptions of tolerance may manifest 

in workplace contexts and why they matter for the lived experiences of LGBTQ+ 

employees. 

Tolerance in the Workplace 

Though tolerance may be regarded as essential for peaceful coexistence in society 

(UN, 1945), in the workplace, coexistence is not the end goal. Instead, organizations 

emphasize collaboration, mutual reliance, and the productive exchange of ideas. 

Despite this, little is known about which factors in interdependent professional 

settings engender tolerance. 

Diverse workforces are often promoted as offering a competitive advantage by 

bringing together a range of perspectives that can drive innovation, improve 

decision-making and enhance organizational outcomes (Green et al., 1969; Gröschl, 

2011; Phillips & O'Reilly, 1998; Shore et al., 2018; Wentling & Palma-Rivas, 1998). 

However, these benefits rely on an important assumption, that is, diverse viewpoints 

are not only present but also genuinely valued. If diversity is merely tolerated rather 

than actively embraced, the full potential of these varied perspectives may not be 

realized. 
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Research has shown that perceptions of inclusion and acceptance are critical 

for minoritized employees to feel psychologically safe and empowered to share 

their insights (Li et al., 2019; Mor Barak, 2015; Mor Barak et al., 2016). In contrast, 

environments where individuals feel merely tolerated may suppress openness 

and reduce engagement. Recent findings suggest that tolerance can discourage 

individuals from expressing dissenting views or challenging dominant norms 

(Adelman et al., 2023), which undermines the very diversity of thought that 

organizations seek to harness. Furthermore, because tolerance, unlike clear 

exclusion or discrimination, has an ambiguous nature, it may not prompt a desire 

to change a potentially suboptimal or even unfair work environment and can instead 

serve to maintain the status quo. This raises important questions about how 

tolerance, as a workplace dynamic, may influence the experiences of minoritized 

groups, particularly those whose identities are less visible. 

LGBTQ+ Individuals and Tolerance 

Although research has begun to uncover the negative implications of being tolerated 

(Adelman et al., 2023; Bagci et al., 2020; Cvetkovska et al., 2020, 2021), these 

effects may be particularly acute for individuals with concealable minoritized 

identities, such as LGBTQ+ employees. For these groups, the message of partial 

inclusion combined with implicit or explicit discouragement of deviation can create 

an especially fraught environment. In such contexts, individuals may feel compelled 

to hide or downplay aspects of their identity to avoid disapproval, judgment or 

marginalization (Capell et al., 2018; Cipollina & Sanchez, 2022; Follmer et al., 2020; 

Griffith & Hebl, 2002). 

However, identity concealment is associated with a range of negative outcomes, 

including reduced psychological well-being (Barreto et al., 2006; Ellemers & 

Barreto, 2006; Goh et al., 2019; Le Forestier et al., 2022), lower levels of belonging 

(Newheiser et al., 2017; Newheiser & Barreto, 2014) and diminished job performance 

(Powers & Ellis, 2014). These risks are further compounded by the persistence of 

negative social attitudes towards LGBTQ+ individuals, both inside and outside of 

the workplace (Coffman et al., 2017; European Union Agency for Fundamental 

Rights, 2024). 

Moreover, LGBTQ+ identities are often entangled with moral and religious 

discourses (Embrick et al., 2007; Hebl et al., 2014), which can heighten their 

vulnerability in workplace cultures that emphasize tolerance. When identities are 

viewed through a moral lens—particularly as ‘wrong’ or ‘sinful’, they are more 

likely to evoke swift judgement and disapproval (Verkuyten et al., 2019, 2023). 
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In workplaces where tolerance is the dominant norm, such moralized views may 

be implicitly permitted, leading LGBTQ+ employees to feel both hyper visible and 

unsupported. These dynamics underscore the precarious position of LGBTQ+ 

employees in environments that prioritize tolerance over inclusion. 

Diversity Approaches as Signals of Being Tolerated 

Recent literature increasingly emphasizes leveraging diversity approaches 

to cultivate safe and inclusive work environments (Bell et al., 2011; Li et al., 

2019; Mor Barak et al., 2016), particularly for minoritized groups such as racial 

minorities (for a review, see Gündemir et al., 2019). This research shows that 

identity-conscious approaches can decrease prejudiced beliefs (Plaut et al., 

2018; though see Wolsko et al., 2000 for contrasting effects on stereotyping), 

increase perspective-taking (Sparkman et al., 2019) and enhance self-esteem, 

work engagement and job satisfaction amongst minoritized employees 

(for a meta-analysis see Leslie et al., 2020). 

Whilst research has highlighted how identity-conscious versus identity-blind 

approaches signal in/exclusion, it has yet to address their potential connection 

to perceptions of being tolerated. Emerging evidence suggests that identity-blind 

strategies may inadvertently produce negative outcomes for minoritized groups, 

including reduced perceptions of support, diminished identity safety and increased 

concealment of identity (Kirby et al., 2023a; Mor et al., 2025 [Chapter 2]; Pichler 

et al., 2017; Schönauer et al., 2025). We argue that such strategies may un-

intentionally foster a sense of being merely tolerated. When diversity strategies 

de-emphasize or avoid recognizing minoritized identities, individuals may perceive 

this as a lack of appreciation for their identity This may then lead to feelings of 

being merely tolerated rather than genuinely valued. Relatedly, scholars argue that 

incorporating tolerance into diversity equity and inclusion (DEI) practices, such as 

diversity training, risks fostering environments where individuals are conditionally 

accepted rather than fully valued (Gebert et al., 2017; Lozano & Escrich, 2017). 

We thus propose that the de-emphasis of social group differences in identity-

blind approaches is interpreted by LGBTQ+ employees as a signal of a tolerant 

environment. Testing this link is crucial, given prior research showing that LGBTQ+ 

employees are particularly sensitive to diversity approaches when assessing how 

safe it is to be their authentic selves, feel a sense of belonging, and decide whether 

to disclose their identity (Cipollina & Sanchez, 2022; Howansky et al., 2021; Kirby 

et al., 2023a; Mor et al., 2025[Chapter 2]). Importantly, research has shown that 
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these assessments influence LGBTQ+ employees' attraction to employers and their 

intentions to remain with an organization (Mor et al., 2025[Chapter 2]). 

If identity blindness is found to contribute to perceptions of being tolerated among 

(prospective) LGBTQ+ employees, it would suggest that the impact of diversity 

approaches extends beyond shaping career decisions to impacting day-to-day 

employee collaboration and interaction. Such perceptions could stifle the effective 

exchange of diverse perspectives (Adelman et., 2023)—an essential driver of 

organizational outcomes like innovation. Hence, our first research question is 

whether LGBTQ+ individuals associate different diversity approaches, particularly 

identity blindness, with perceptions of being tolerated. 

Additional Factors of Interest 

In addition to exploring the relationship between diversity approaches and 

perceptions of being tolerated, we seek to examine two additional factors that may 

influence the direction or strength of this relationship: multiple minoritized group 

membership and the perceived diversity approach of one’s leader. 

Multiple Minoritized Group Membership 

Tolerance, when defined as forbearance of beliefs, practices or identities 

one disagrees or disapproves of, reflects an unequal power dynamic between 

those who tolerate and those who are tolerated. Such power imbalances are 

particularly impactful for individuals who are further removed from the dominant 

culture (Cvetkovska et al., 2020; Verkuyten et al., 2023). Indeed, research on 

intersectionality has widely documented the compounded and unique challenges 

that individuals with multiple marginalized identities face in gaining acceptance 

and recognition (McCluney & Rabelo, 2019; Purdie-Vaughns & Eibach, 2008). 

This suggests that LGBTQ+ individuals who also belong to other minoritized or 

marginalized groups may be especially vigilant to tolerance cues inferred from 

diversity approaches (Chaney et al., 2021; Emerson & Murphy, 2014; Hollis, 2022; 

Kruk & Matsick, 2021; Settles & Buchanan, 2014). 

Although many different intersections can be explored, this study specifically 

focuses on race/ethnicity and transgender identity. First, racial or ethnic group 

membership continues to be a significant source of bias and discrimination in 

the workplace (Salari et al., 2024; Whitaker, 2019). LGBTQ+ people of color may 

experience compounded bias, facing discrimination based on both their sexual/

gender orientation and racial/ethnic identity. Second, transgender people within 

the LGBTQ+ umbrella, particularly those who also belong to a sexual minority 
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face some of the most severe challenges (Cech & Rothwell, 2020; McFadden & 

Crowley-Henry, 2016; Pepper & Lorah, 2008). Additionally, in many countries anti-

trans sentiment is on the rise, even surpassing anti-gay sentiments (Cancela et 

al., 2024; European Union Agency for Fundamental Rights, 2024; Napier, 2024), 

further exacerbating their exposure to bias and prejudice. Both LGTBQ+ people 

of color and transgender individuals thus are likely to have heightened sensitivity 

to cues signaling acceptance or the lack thereof due to their frequent encounters 

with both anti-LGBTQ+ and racial/ethnic bias (Cech & Rothwell, 2020; Emerson & 

Murphy, 2014; Hollis, 2022). Thus, we examine whether and how these intersecting 

identities influence the inferences LGBTQ+ individuals draw about tolerance derived 

from organizational diversity approaches.

Perceived Diversity Approach of Leaders 

The role of diversity approaches in shaping an organization’s climate is well 

established. These approaches are often conveyed at an organizational level through 

formal policies and vision statements, signaling the blueprint organizations follow 

towards inclusion (Leslie & Flynn, 2022; Li et al., 2019; Wu & Apfelbaum, 2024). 

However, organizational climate is also critically influenced by leadership. Leaders 

- such as supervisors and managers not only directly shape their teams’ behaviors 

and experiences but also serve as representatives of organizational values. 

Through their actions, leaders establish norms and expectations and set the tone 

for appropriate conduct (Grojean et al., 2004; İşçi et al., 2015; Koene et al., 2002). 

The diversity approach modeled by leaders significantly impacts employees' 

perceptions of the organizational climate (Dang et al., 2022; Dwertmann & Van 

Dijk, 2020; Homan et al., 2020; Lee et al., 2021), making it a critical factor in 

shaping perceptions of tolerance among LGBTQ+ employees. Leaders influence 

these perceptions both through direct interactions with employees and by modeling 

inclusive or exclusive behaviors. Additionally, as representatives of the organization, 

leaders serve as a link between the organization’s broader values and individual 

employee experiences. This dual influence suggests that the diversity approach 

communicated by leaders may play two key roles. First, the perceived diversity 

approach of leaders may be directly associated with LGBTQ+ employees’ 

perceptions of tolerance. Second, leaders’ approaches may moderate the impact of 

the organization’s overall diversity approach on these perceptions, either amplifying 

or mitigating its effects. 
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Overview of Studies 

We explored the role of diversity approaches in shaping perceptions of tolerance 

in the workplace amongst LGBTQ+ individuals across two studies. The data were 

collected as part of Mor and colleagues (2025;Chapter 2) research on diversity 

approaches and LGBTQ+ workers. For the current analyses, we focus specifically 

on findings related to perceptions of tolerance included in the studies for exploratory 

purposes. The relevant preregistrations detailing this exploratory measure are publicly 

available (https://osf.io/my2zr/?view_only=6c5ed5842df744b8a4dd957dea8e382f). 

The studies were programmed in Qualtrics and shared via the Prolific crowdsourcing 

platform. Participants were selected based on the following inclusion criteria: 1) 

Participants had to be adults (18 years or older), 2) Participants were required 

to reside in the United Kingdom, and 3) Participants needed to self-identify as 

lesbian, gay, bisexual, transgender, or otherwise queer (LGBTQ+). Participants who 

identified as both cisgender and heterosexual, as well as those with incomplete 

data, were excluded from the analysis. Additionally, ethnicity data provided by 

Prolific were incorporated to assess potential intersectional factors in the findings. 

Unless otherwise specified, responses were collected using a seven-point Likert 

scale (1 = Strongly disagree to 7 = Strongly agree). Upon completing the study, 

participants were fully debriefed and given an opportunity to provide feedback.

STUDY 1 

Participants and Procedure 

The study uses an available dataset collected for Mor and colleagues 

(2025; Chapter 2), including 499 responses. Thirty-seven participants did not 

meet our pre-registered criteria and were excluded before analysis. The final 

sample included 462 participants (Mage=30.48, SDage=10.02). A post-hoc sensitivity 

analysis of the collected sample indicated sufficient power (1-β = 0.80, α = 0.05) 

to detect an effect size of d = 0.26 (Faul et al., 2007). Full breakdown of the sample 

characteristics can be found in Table 1.
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Table 1. Demographic Composition of Participant Samples of Studies 1-2 

Study 1 Study 2

Demographic Characteristics n % n %

Work Status

Employed full-time 217 47 333 74.8

Employed part-time 90 19.5 112 25.2

Unemployed looking for work 22 4.8 - -

Unemployed not looking for work 46 10 - -

Retired 6 1.3 - -

Student 81 17.5 - -

Gender Group

Male 151 32.7 141 31.7

Female 234 50.6 237 53.3

Non-binary 60 13 51 11.5

Genderfluid 8 1.7 6 1.3

Agender 4 0.8 4 0.9

Self-described 5 1.1 6 1.3

Transgender Identity

Yes 112 24.2 102 22.9

No 349 75.5 343 77.1

Other 1 0.2 0 0

Sexual Orientation

Gay 66 14.3 70 15.7

Lesbian 46 10 80 18

Bisexual 212 45.9 195 43.8

Queer 36 7.8 26 5.8

Asexual 40 8.7 25 5.6

Pansexual 58 12.6 42 9.4

Heterosexual 4 0.9 5 1.1

Self-described 0 0 2 0.4

Ethnicity 

White 416 90 398 89.4

Black 9 1.9 7 1.6

Asian 15 3.2 15 3.4

Mixed 18 3.9 19 4.3

Other 2 .4 3 0.7

Missing/Unknown 2 .4 3 0.7
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After providing informed consent, participants were randomly assigned to either 

an identity-blind or an identity-conscious condition. They were then presented with 

the diversity mission statement of a fictitious organization and asked to form an 

impression based on the limited information. Participants rated their perceptions 

of the statement, including perceived tolerance, and assessed the organization’s 

attractiveness. Finally, participants completed demographics questions. Full 

materials can be found in the supplementary files. 

Materials and Measures 

Depending on the assigned condition, participants viewed a version of a webpage 

from a fictional organization, Wynn Inc., which featured a diversity mission statement 

(texts are modeled after Purdie-Vaughns and colleagues, 2008; see Mor et al., 2025 

[Chapter 2]). The mission statement in the identity-blind condition emphasized 

ignoring differences and fostering equality through a focus on similarities. A sample 

phrase is: “While other firms mistakenly focus on their staff’s diversity, we at Wynn 

Inc. train our workforce to embrace their similarities.” In contrast, the identity-

conscious condition highlighted the importance of diversity and encouraged 

recognizing and valuing differences, including phrases such as: “While other firms 

mistakenly try to shape their staff into a single mold, we at Wynn Inc. believe that 

embracing our differences enriches our culture.”

Anticipated tolerance was measured with one item adapted from Cvetkovska and 

colleagues (2021). Participants rated the statement: “I anticipate being tolerated at 

this company, meaning that people will not really approve of my identity, but rather 

will endure and put up with me at work if I worked at Wynn Inc.” 

We further also collected demographic data, including the participants’ age, 

employment status, gender identity, and sexual orientation. Open-response entries 

for gender identity and sexual orientation (“I prefer to self-describe”) were reviewed 

and recategorized as needed for analysis. 

Results 

Descriptives and Correlations 

Across our sample, anticipated tolerance had a mean around the midpoint of the 

scale (M=3.77, SD=1.90). Table 2 presents descriptive statistics and intercorrelations 

for both the primary variables of the current study. The full correlation matrix with all 

the key variables from Mor and colleagues (2025;Chapter 2), from which the current 

dataset was derived can be found in the supplementary materials.
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Table 2. Descriptive Statistics and Bivariate Correlations of Studies 1 & 2 

Variable M (SD)/N(%) 1 2 3 4 5

Study 1

1. Age 30.48 (10.02) -

2. �Identity-Conscious 

Condition

228 (49.4%) .12* -

3. Transgender Identity 111 (24%) -.09+ .01 -

4. �Racial/Ethnic Minority 

Identity

44 (9.5%) -.11* -.04 .01 -

5. Anticipated Tolerance 3.77 (1.90) -.18** -.26** .17** .10*

Study 2

1. Age 32.73 (9.41) -

2. �Organizational 

Diversity Approach

4.87 (1.37) .02 -

3. �Leader Diversity 

Approach

4.73 (1.35) -.03 .67**

4. Transgender Identity 102 (22.9%) -.25** -.15** -.11*

5. �Racial/Ethnic Minority 

Identity

44 (9.9%) -.06 -.07 .00 -.05

6. Perceived Tolerance 2.65 (1.62) -.16** -.41** -.39** .26** .07

Note. NStudy 1= 462; NStudy 2 = 445. 
+ p<.10, *p<.05, **p<.01

Effect of Diversity Approach on Anticipated Tolerance 

An independent sample t-test indicated that participants in the identity-blind 

condition anticipated higher tolerance (M=4.26, SD=1.85) at Wynn Inc. compared 

to participants in the identity-conscious condition (M=3.27, SD=1.80; t[460]=5.76, 

p<.001, 95%CI[0.65,1.32], Cohen’s d=1.84). 

Further we find that in the identity-conscious condition tolerance is significantly 

lower than the mid-point of the scale (t[227]=-6.06, p<.001, 95%CI[-0.96,-0.49], 

Cohen’s d=1.81), and in the identity-blind condition tolerance is significantly higher 

than the midpoint of the scale (t[233]=2.11, p=.036, 95%CI[0.02,0.50], Cohen’s 

d=1.86).
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Multiple Group Membership: Transgender Identity 

We performed step-wise regression analyses to explore (a) possible differences 

between cisgender (coded as 0) and transgender (coded as 1) participants in their 

anticipated tolerance and (b) a possible interaction effect between organizational 

approach and gender identity. 

Across conditions, transgender participants reported significantly higher anticipated 

tolerance (b=0.71, SE=0.20, p=.001, 95%CI[0.32, 1.10]) than cisgender participants. 

We found no support for an interaction between organizational approach and 

gender identity on the dependent measures (b=-0.30, SE=0.40, p=.447, 95%CI 

[-1.08, 0.47]).

Multiple Group Membership: Race/Ethnicity 

We performed step-wise regression analyses to explore (a) possible differences 

between white (coded as 0) and non-white (coded as 1) participants in their reported 

anticipated tolerance and (b) a possible interaction effect between organizational 

approach and race/ethnicity. 

Across conditions, non-white participants reported significantly higher anticipated 

tolerance (b=0.61, SE=0.30, p=.037, 95%CI[0.04, 1.17]) than white participants. 

We found no support for an interaction between organizational approach and race/

ethnicity on the dependent measures (b=0.37, SE=0.58, p=.526, 95%CI[-0.78, 1.52]).

Discussion 

Our findings suggest that LGBTQ+ individuals are more likely to anticipate a tolerant 

environment in organizations that employ an identity-blind rather than an identity-

conscious approach in their messaging. Consistent with our expectations, the 

negative effects of marginalization are compounded for individuals with intersecting 

marginalized identities (Chaney et al., 2021; Purdie-Vaughns & Eibach, 2008; 

Settles & Buchanan, 2014). Within our LGBTQ+ sample, transgender participants 

and non-white participants anticipated higher levels of tolerance compared to 

their cis-gender and white counterparts, highlighting the heightened sensitivity to 

marginalization cues among those with multiple marginalized identities. However, 

we find no evidence that responses to diversity approaches in terms of tolerance 

differ based on multiple marginalized identities.
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STUDY 2 

Participants and Procedure 

The study uses an available dataset we collected for Mor and colleagues (2025; 

Chapter 2), including 500 responses. Fifty-five participants did not meet our 

pre-registered inclusion criteria and were excluded before analysis. The final 

sample included 445 participants (Mage=32.73, SDage=9.41). A post-hoc sensitivity 

analysis of the collected sample indicated sufficient power (1-β = 0.80, α = 0.05) 

to detect an effect size of f2 = 0.02 (Faul et al., 2007). Full breakdown of the sample 

characteristics can be found in Table 1.

The study was advertised as an investigation into employees' workplace 

experiences. After providing informed consent, participants completed a series 

of demographic questions, including age, gender identity, and sexual orientation. 

Following this, participants were asked a range of questions about their workplace, 

focusing on their perceptions and experiences as employees. These questions 

covered topics such as the diversity approach of their current organization, the 

diversity approach of their direct supervisor, their intentions to leave the organization 

(turnover intentions), and sense of being tolerated at work. The same demographic 

information as collected in Study 1 was also collected here. 

Measures 

Organizational diversity approach was measured with nine items: four items 

assessing perceived identity-consciousness of own organization and five items 

assessing perceived identity-blindness, adapted from Dang and colleagues (2022). 

Example items include: “My organization behaves in ways that ignore employees’ 

demographic background.” and “My organization believes that employees’ 

demographic differences should be acknowledged and valued.” A principal 

component analysis (PCA) was conducted on the items using a direct oblimin 

rotation (Conway & Huffcutt, 2003), the details of the PCA are available in Mor and 

colleagues (2025;Chapter 2). Following the pre-registered approach and consistent 

with theoretical and empirical support for treating ideology as a unitary construct 

(Koenig & Richeson, 2010; Martin & Phillips, 2017), a single measure of perceived 

diversity approach was created. Higher scores on this measure indicate a more 

conscious approach, while lower scores reflect a more blind approach (α = .90).

Leader diversity approach was measured using a similar scale to the organizational 

diversity approach scale. Participants were asked to think about their direct 

supervisor or the one they interact with most if they had multiple (Dang et al., 2022). 
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A principal components factor analysis, using a direct oblimin rotation (Conway 

& Huffcutt, 2003), yielded two factors with eigen values 5.16 (four identity 

consciousness items and three reverse coded blindness items accounting for 

57.40% of the variance) and 1.42 (two blindness items accounting for 15.76% of 

the variance). Leader diversity approach had one additional item that loaded on 

the first factor as compared to organizational diversity approach. For consistency 

we created a unitary construct using the same items as the ones we used for 

organizational diversity approach (α = .91). 

Tolerance was measured using a single item adapted from Cvetkovska and 

colleagues (2021). Participants rated the statement: “I experience being tolerated 

at my organization, meaning that people don't really approve of my identity, but 

rather endure and put up with me at work.”

Participants reported the number of years they had been working at their current 

place of work. Due to the nature of responses (e.g., including ‘years’ or ‘half’), this 

variable had to be manually corrected and transformed into a numerical variable in 

the statistical software program IBM SPSS (Version 27). 

Results 

CMB Correction 

Following scholarly recommendations to mitigate the risks associated with common 

method bias (CMB) – artificially inflated relationships between variables (Spector & 

Brannick, 2010)– we included a marker variable in the survey that was theoretically 

unrelated to any of our other variables of interest (Simmering et al., 2015; see also 

Mor et al 2025[Chapter 2]). This variable, namely the preference for color green 

was then controlled for in our analyses. Inclusion of this variable had no notable 

effect on our findings. 

Descriptives and Correlations 

Across our sample tolerance had a mean smaller than the midpoint of the scale 

(M=2.65, SD=1.62). Table 2 presents descriptive statistics and intercorrelations for 

both the primary variables of the current study. The full correlation matrix with all 

the key variables from Mor and colleagues (2025;Chapter 2), from which the current 

dataset was derived can be found in the supplementary materials.
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Effect of Organizational Diversity Approach on Tolerance 

We performed a linear regression to explore the effect of the organizational diversity 

approach on perceived tolerance. We found that higher perceived organizational 

identity-consciousness was related to lower tolerance (b=-0.49, SE=0.05, p<.001, 

95%CI [-0.59, -0.39]).

Multiple Group Membership: Transgender Identity 

We performed step-wise regression analyses to explore (a) possible differences 

between cisgender (coded as 0) and transgender (coded as 1) participants in their 

reported tolerance, and (b) a possible interaction effect between organizational 

approach and gender identity. 

Across conditions, transgender participants reported significantly higher 

perceived tolerance (b=0.79, SE=0.19, p<.001, 95%CI [0.46, 1.11]) than cisgender 

participants. We obtained no support for an interaction between organizational 

approach and gender identity on perceived tolerance (b=-0.01, SE=0.15, p=.939, 

95%CI [-0.29, 0.31]).

Multiple Group Membership: Race/Ethnicity 

We performed a series of regression analyses to explore (a) possible differences 

between white (coded as 0) and non-white (coded as 1) participants in their reported 

tolerance, and (b) a possible interaction effect between organizational approach 

and race/ethnicity. We obtained no main or interactive effects of race/ethnicity on 

perceived tolerance. 

Effect of Leader Diversity Approach on Tolerance 

We performed a linear regression to explore the effect of the leader diversity 

approach on perceived tolerance. We found that higher perceived leader identity-

consciousness was related to lower perceived tolerance (b=-0.46, SE=0.05, p<.001, 

95%CI [-0.57, -0.36]).

Interaction Between Organization and Leader Diversity Approach  
on Tolerance 

Finally, we aimed to explore whether organizational and leader diversity approaches 

were independently associated with perceived tolerance, as well as how leader 

diversity approach might moderate the effect of organizational diversity approach on 

tolerance. To address these questions, we performed step-wise linear regressions, 

with the main effects added in step one and the interaction effect added thereafter. 
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In these models, we included both organizational and leader diversity approaches 

as independent variables, and then added an interaction term between the two. 

We found that higher perceived organizational identity-consciousness (b=-0.33, 

SE=0.07, p<.001, 95%CI [-0.47, -0.20]) and higher perceived leader identity 

consciousness (b=-0.24, SE=0.07, p<.001, 95%CI [-0.37, -0.10]) were both 

significantly associated with lower perceived tolerance. Additionally, the interaction 

between organizational and leader diversity approach also had a significant effect 

on perceived tolerance (binteraction=-0.11, SE=0.03, p=.002, 95%CI [-0.17,-0.04]). 

An examination of the simple slopes indicated that when participants perceived their 

organization as relatively lower on identity-consciousness (-1 SD), perceived leader 

identity-consciousness was not significantly associated with perceived tolerance (b= 

-0.07, SE=0.09, p= .457, 95%CI [-0.24,0.11]), however, when participants perceived 

their organization as relatively higher on identity-consciousness (+1 SD), perceived 

leader identity-consciousness was associated with significantly reduced perceived 

tolerance (b = -0.38, SE=0.08, p<.001, 95%CI [-0.55,-0.22]). For a visualization of 

this interaction see Figure 1.  

Figure 1. Moderation Effect of Perceived Organizational Diversity Approach on 

Perceived Tolerance By Perceived Leader Diversity Approach in Study 2
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Discussion 

Study 2 builds upon and reinforces the findings of Study 1. Specifically, it 

demonstrates that an identity-blind diversity approach not only signals tolerance 

to LGBTQ+ individuals evaluating organizations from the outside but is also 

associated with LGBTQ+ employees within such workplaces perceiving higher 

levels of tolerance. In alignment with Study 1, transgender employees reported 

higher levels of tolerance compared to their cis-gender counterparts. However, 

unlike Study 1, no significant effects of race/ethnicity on perceived tolerance 

were observed in this study. Additionally, we found that the link between diversity 

approaches and perceptions of tolerance is evident not only in the organization's 

formal communications but also in the diversity approaches adopted by leaders. 

The diversity approach endorsed and modeled by leaders has an influence on 

LGBTQ+ employees' perceptions of tolerance, highlighting the critical role of 

leadership in shaping workplace climate. The diversity approach adopted by leaders 

was independently related to perceptions of tolerance, distinct from the impact of 

the organizational diversity approach. Importantly, leader diversity approaches 

also moderated the relationship between organizational diversity approaches 

and perceived tolerance. Specifically, in organizations perceived as endorsing an 

identity-conscious approach, leaders who also endorsed an identity-conscious 

approach further reduced perceptions of tolerance among LGBTQ+ employees, 

arguably fostering a more inclusive environment. These findings underscore the 

critical interplay between organizational and leadership-level diversity, highlighting 

the importance of alignment between the two in affecting workplace experiences 

for LGBTQ+ employees. 

GENERAL DISCUSSION 

Diversity approaches are widely adopted in organizations and often guide their 

actions and initiatives related to diversity issues. In recent decades, the impact of 

these approaches has received growing scholarly attention, with studies showing 

that they can influence employee responses across a variety of workplace-relevant 

domains, across many social identity groups (e.g., Gündemir et al., 2019; Kirby et 

al., 2023b; Leslie et al., 2020; Martin, 2023; Mor et al., 2025 [Chapter 2]). Whereas 

previous studies have primarily examined how diversity approaches relate to positive 

(e.g., belonging) or negative (e.g., prejudice) workplace perceptions, our focus here 

has been on a more conceptually ambiguous yet highly relevant outcome, that 

is, tolerance, a complex construct somewhere between inclusion and exclusion. 

We examined whether, and how, organizational diversity approaches might 
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inadvertently cue perceptions of tolerance rather than genuine inclusion to LGBTQ+ 

individuals in workplace settings. Our findings reveal that organizations adopting an 

identity-blind diversity approach, as opposed to an identity-conscious one, signal 

a climate of tolerance to prospective employees and engender perceptions of 

tolerance amongst current LGBTQ+ employees. Additional findings highlighted that 

diversity approaches modelled by leaders, including supervisors and managers, 

can also significantly shape perceptions of tolerance. Specifically, when leaders 

were perceived to embrace a more identity-conscious approach, perceptions of 

tolerance amongst LGBTQ+ employees were reduced. Furthermore, the negative 

relationship between an identity-conscious organizational approach and perceived 

tolerance was amplified when leaders also endorsed identity-conscious strategies. 

Theoretical Implications 

This study extends and integrates the diversity approach paradigm with tolerance 

research, revealing how an identity-blind approach by de-emphasizing demographic 

differences signals tolerance to LGBTQ+ employees. Our work contributes to 

emerging research on the impact of diversity approaches on employee groups with 

concealable identities (Kirby et al., 2023a; Mor et al., 2025[Chapter 2]). We identify 

a novel effect of these diversity strategies on such groups, who may be especially 

sensitive to cues of tolerance. 

Our examination of intersectional dynamics is valuable for untangling the intragroup 

variation within LGBTQ+ employee populations. First, our study uncovered critical 

main effects of multiple group memberships. Transgender LGB individuals 

consistently reported higher anticipated and perceived tolerance than cisgender 

counterparts, regardless of the diversity approach. For LGBTQ+ people of color, 

Study 1 showed heightened anticipated tolerance, but Study 2 found no significant 

difference in perceived tolerance compared to white LGBTQ+ participants. 

One explanation for the differences in results is that LGBTQ+ employees of color 

may have greater access to community resources, which can buffer against 

feelings of tolerance and foster inclusion, unlike transgender individuals who may 

have more limited access. However, when evaluating potential future employers 

(Study 1), such resources may be less salient, leading to heightened perceptions 

of anticipated tolerance for both groups. As a result, anticipated tolerance may 

be more prominent than experienced tolerance for LGBTQ+ employees of color 

in their current workplace (Study 2). Second, the absence of interactive effects 

between transgender or racial identity and organizational diversity approaches on 

tolerance is intriguing. Whilst the current data do not allow us to draw definitive 

conclusions about the reasons behind these null effects, one possible explanation is 
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the use of broad and inclusive language (i.e., ‘demographic groups’) in the diversity 

approach manipulations and measures, which did not explicitly reference specific 

sub-identities. This general framing may have shaped participants' perceptions, all 

of whom identify as members of the LGBTQ+ community. Specifically, the presence 

or absence of recognition of demographic group membership within the diversity 

statements or measures may have activated a more encompassing minority group 

identity amongst participants and, consequently, may not have activated specific 

facets of their intersectional identities. Whilst this remains a tentative interpretation, 

it highlights the importance of future iterations of this line of research. For instance, 

researchers could vary the degree of specificity with which intersectional identities 

are incorporated into predictor variables, in order to test whether such specificity 

elicits different response patterns. 

We further contribute to the literature by unpacking and highlighting the pivotal role 

of leaders in signaling tolerance. Leaders act as an embodiment of organizational 

culture, shaping interpersonal dynamics within their teams and serving as 

representatives of the organization's values. This dual role positions leaders 

as critical actors in translating organizational diversity strategies into day-to-

day experiences for employees (Grojean et al., 2004; Homan et al., 2020; İşçi et 

al., 2015; Koene et al., 2002). Our results suggest that the diversity approaches 

modeled by leaders can be as important as those conveyed at the organizational 

level. Moreover, our findings highlighted the amplifying or mitigating role leaders 

play in relation to organizational diversity strategies. Within organizations that 

were perceived as more identity-conscious, leaders who similarly adopted 

identity-conscious practices further diminished perceptions of tolerance, creating 

a synergistic effect that reinforced the perceived climate for inclusion. The alignment 

between organizational and leadership-level diversity strategies emphasizes the 

critical importance of consistency across hierarchical levels in the workplace (Nishii 

et al., 2018; Wright & Nishii, 2004). Such alignment not only promotes a more 

inclusive environment but also reduces perceptions of mere tolerance. By extending 

the paradigm of diversity approaches, this research demonstrates how these 

strategies function across multiple levels—organizational and leadership—and 

interact in complex ways to shape employee perceptions. 

Practical Implications 

Diversity is not only a characteristic of most modern workplaces but also frequently 

regarded as a strategic asset, capable of driving innovation, enhancing decision-

making and fostering overall organizational success (Green et al., 1969; Gröschl, 

2011; Shore et al., 2018; Wentling & Palma-Rivas, 1998). However, the effectiveness 
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of this diversity advantage depends on an inclusive environment where diverse 

individuals feel valued and empowered to share their unique perspectives. 

The results of our studies suggest that identity-blind diversity approaches, which 

de-emphasize demographic differences, contribute to perceptions of being merely 

tolerated rather than fully accepted for LGBTQ+ individuals. A tolerance-focused 

climate may undermine the collaborative and innovative potential of diverse 

teams, as employees who feel tolerated may be less likely to voice unique ideas, 

perspectives or dissenting opinions (Adelman et al., 2023). This stifling of open 

dialogue compromises an organization's ability to capitalize on the diversity of 

its workforce. Therefore, organizations should be aware of the risks attached to 

incorporating tolerance into their diversity strategies and instead consider creating 

an environment that fosters inclusion and acceptance, which can be realized by 

employing an identity-conscious diversity approach (Kirby et al., 2023a; Mor et al., 

2025[Chapter 2]). 

In addition, our results underscore the importance of alignment between 

organizational messaging and leadership behavior. Organizations should ensure 

that their formal diversity policies and vision statements are mirrored in the actions 

and attitudes of their leadership. Alignment between organizational and leader 

diversity approaches can amplify the effects of an identity-conscious approach in 

reducing perceptions of tolerance for LGBTQ+ employees. By adopting identity-

conscious diversity approaches at both organizational and leadership levels, 

organizations can not only mitigate the negative consequences of tolerance but 

potentially enhance the innovative and collaborative potential of their diverse 

workforce. 

Limitations 

This research is not without its limitations, which should be considered when 

interpreting the findings and designing future studies. Our focus on researching 

LGBTQ+ employees led to not recruiting a very ethnically diverse sample, with 

only ~10% of the sample being non-white, which limits our ability to draw strong 

conclusions on possible intersectional struggle faced by individuals with multiple 

marginalized identities. Furthermore, our focus on LGBTQ+ individuals as a group 

that responds in particular ways to organizational cues may have un-intentionally 

suggested that we view this group as a monolith, overlooking individual differences. 

It is important to clarify that our aim is to advance theory by addressing group-based 

struggles and challenges that persist in both society and the workplace. At the same 

time, we recognize the importance of considering a variety of individual differences 
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that may interact with group identity to shape responses to diversity approaches 

(e.g., Kirby & Kaiser, 2021). 

Additionally, our study measured tolerance using a single item adapted from prior 

work (Cvetkovska et al., 2020). Whilst this measure captures a core component 

and widely studied aspect of tolerance, the single-item measure limits our ability 

to assess its potential multi-dimensionality. For example, tolerance may involve 

varying experiences such as conditional acceptance, covert prejudice or subtle 

exclusion, each of which may be differentially influenced by diversity approaches. 

Furthermore, one may question whether our operationalization of tolerance as 

perceived forbearance with one's identity may conceptually overlap with our 

measure of identity blindness, which assesses the extent to which employees 

perceive their organization as downplaying demographic differences. This overlap 

could contribute to inflated correlations between constructs and should be carefully 

considered by scholars studying diversity approaches in conjunction with tolerance. 

It is, however, important to recognize distinctions between these measures in the 

context of the current contribution. Diversity approaches represent espoused or 

enacted, prescriptive frameworks on how to engage with diversity (Wu & Apfelbaum, 

2024), whereas tolerance reflects employees' evaluative psychological experience 

of these approaches. In other words, in our studies, diversity approaches describe 

policy orientation that is external to the participant and tolerance refers to a 

personal interpretation of its impact. This distinction is particularly evident in our 

experimental study, where the causal relationship between the approach and 

anticipated tolerance is examined, and participants are randomly assigned to 

different informational primes (and with no other information) and report varying 

levels of anticipated tolerance in response. Moreover, whilst high co-variance 

between blindness and tolerance could pose a greater threat to our correlational 

study, we observe only a moderate negative correlation between the two constructs 

(r = −.41). For comparison, we find a much stronger correlation between perceived 

organizational and supervisory diversity approaches (r = .67), suggesting that 

participants are capable of discerning overlap between constructs when such 

overlap is present. Furthermore, the moderately high conceptual overlap between 

identity-blindness and tolerance could be of theoretical significance and may 

inspire future research. Specifically, like identity-consciousness, identity-blindness 

represents an approach aimed at promoting cohesion and collaboration in the 

workplace. However, if this approach un-intentionally signals ‘endurance without 

acceptance’ towards individuals with marginalized identities (Leslie, 2019), it could 

reveal another psychological process explaining why minoritized groups tend to 

respond less positively to identity-blindness than to identity-conscious approaches. 
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Finally, it is worth considering the measures and manipulations of diversity 

approaches at a more fundamental level, specifically, along a valence dimension. 

For example, one may argue that identity blindness is often operationalized in 

negatively valanced terms, whereas identity consciousness is framed more 

positively. Although both approaches theoretically aim to improve intergroup 

relations, these differences in valence may confound research findings. From 

this perspective, one might expect measures of these approaches to be strongly 

negatively correlated. However, empirical evidence often contradicts this 

expectation; several studies report a positive association between measures of 

identity conscious approaches (e.g., multi-culturalism) and identity blind ones (e.g., 

color-blindness ideology; e.g., Wollast et al., 2023). Nonetheless, it is important to 

acknowledge valence-related threats to validity to enhance clarity in this research 

area. Future studies should carefully consider the role of valence, as doing so 

will enable a more precise delineation of the scope and robustness of diversity 

approach effects. 

Conclusion 

In conclusion, our research highlights that identity-blind diversity approaches in 

the workplace can signal a sense of being tolerated rather than truly accepted 

for LGBTQ+ employees. These findings highlight the importance of recognizing 

that diversity efforts that overlook or undervalue group-based differences—such 

as identity-blind vision statements—can (un-intentionally) convey mere tolerance 

than true acceptance. This approach may have negative consequences for 

underrepresented groups, including LGBTQ+ employees, and hinder open and 

safe collaborative environments necessary for the potential benefits of diversity 

to emerge. Moreover, aligning organizational diversity strategies with inclusive 

leadership behaviors can enhance support for diverse employees, foster their well-

being and create conditions that allow their unique perspectives to meaningfully 

contribute to organizational success. 

Chapter 3 builds on the foundation laid in Chapter 2 and extends it in important ways 

by demonstrating that organizational diversity approaches can vary in the extent to 

which they communicate a sense of being merely tolerated, rather than genuinely 

included, to LGBTQ+ employees. Together, the first two empirical chapters of this 

dissertation provide a clear and valuable perspective on the critical role diversity 

approaches play in shaping workplace perceptions and responses among LGBTQ+ 

individuals. This work offers a much-needed expansion of the literature by focusing 

on a key demographic group whose identities are often concealable. 
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However, these chapters stop short of exploring how diversity visions, implemented 

policies, and LGBTQ+ workplace experiences are interconnected in more nuanced 

ways. The next chapter addresses this gap by simultaneously examining both the 

perspectives of policymakers and those of LGBTQ+ employees. It explores the 

underlying intentions of DEI policies, how these policies are actually implemented 

within organizations, and how they are perceived and experienced by LGBTQ+ 

workers; the primary group of interest in this research. 
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ABSTRACT 

This study examines how diversity, equity and inclusion (DEI) policies and practices 

targeted at LGBTQ+ employees unfold within two Dutch financial organizations. 

It focuses on three interconnected stages of policy development and reception: how 

such policies are intended by decision-makers, how they are actually implemented, 

and how they are ultimately experienced by LGBTQ+ employees. Drawing on 

qualitative interviews with HR/DEI professionals and LGBTQ+ employees (n=16) 

supplemented by policy documents, the study explores how similar diversity visions 

can yield different outcomes depending on how policies are implemented and 

experienced. The thematic analysis focused on five key areas that were central to 

participants’ reflections on DEI: (1) organizational messaging and diversity vision; 

(2) inclusive infrastructure; (3) employee networks; (4) leadership support; and (5) 

the broader organizational climate. Our findings reveal that DEI is not a linear or 

top-down policy process, but a dynamic and relational one shaped by interpretation, 

translation, and engagement at multiple levels Our analysis showed that despite 

both organizations articulating inclusive visions, policies were less effective at 

the implementation stage due to overreliance on individual “advocates”, limited 

structural embedding, and a lack of leadership support 

Keywords: Diversity Policy, LGBTQ+, (Mis)alignments, Intended-implemented-

experienced framework 
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FROM VISION TO REALITY: EXAMINING (MIS)ALIGNMENTS IN LGBTQ+ 
POLICIES AND PRACTICES 

Despite growing investments and attention, diversity equity and inclusion (DEI) 

policies and practices in organizations often fall short of their goals. While DEI is 

frequently presented as a shared organizational priority, policies frequently fail to 

deliver meaningful outcomes, particularly for employees from minoritized groups 

such as LGBTQ+ individuals (Byington et al., 2021; Cech & Rothwell, 2020; Coffman 

et al., 2017). Poorly designed or implemented policies can reinforce stereotypes, 

provoke resistance, or create a false sense of fairness that obscures persistent 

inequalities (Dover et al., 2020; Kaiser et al., 2013; Leslie et al., 2020; Pietri et al., 

2019). Even well-intentioned policies may falter when they are not widely embraced 

or fail to resonate with the lived realities of the people they are designed to support 

(Ellemers et al., 2018; Fath & Proudfoot, 2024; Kirby, Russell Pascual, et al., 2023) 

A key reason why DEI policies often fall short is the assumption that organizational 

stakeholders, such as executives, HR professionals, and employees share a 

common understanding of what diversity and inclusion work entails (Ozturk & and 

Tatli, 2016). However, research suggests that these groups often hold diverging 

perspectives, shaped by their roles, identities, and positions within organizational 

hierarchies (Bacouel-Jentjens & Yang, 2019; Klarenaar et al., 2022; To et al., 2024; 

Van Douwen, 2025). These differences can lead to significant misalignments 

between how policies are intended, implemented and experienced, undermining 

their overall effectiveness. While existing scholarship has contributed important 

insights into each of these components (Khilji & and Wang, 2006; Kruk & Matsick, 

2021), it tends to treat them in isolation. Studies often focus either on the intentions 

of policymakers or the experiences of employees (Cramwinckel et al., 2018; Ellemers 

et al., 2018; Gündemir et al., 2019; Leslie et al., 2020), but rarely analyze the 

dynamic interplay between policy intention, implementation, and lived experience. 

This compartmentalized approach overlooks how mismatches between policy vision 

and everyday practice emerge and why they matter (Mosse et al., 2023). 

Our research aims to advance current debates on DEI policy effectiveness by 

examining the perspectives of both HR/DEI officers (i.e. policymakers and 

implementors) and LGBTQ+ employees (i.e. a key focus group of DEI policies). 

Specifically, we explore how HR professionals intend and implement DEI policies, 

and how LGBTQ+ employees experience those policies. By analyzing these multiple 

perspectives, we identify points of alignment and misalignment between intended, 

implemented, and experienced DEI policies. Understanding these (mis)alignments 
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sheds light on how effectively DEI policies translate from vision to reality and reveals 

the tensions that can hinder their effectiveness. 

To do so, we draw on the “Intended–Implemented–Experienced” (I-I-E) framework 

from Human Resource Management research (Wright & Nishii, 2004; Makhecha et 

al., 2018; Trullen et al., 2020). In the context of DEI, where policies and practices 

are deeply relational, context-dependent, and politically charged (Apfelbaum et 

al., 2016; Ely & Thomas, 2001; Espino-Pérez et al., 2018; Jiang et al., 2012; Plaut 

et al., 2011), this framework provides a valuable lens to understand how policies 

are constructed and negotiated across organizational levels. This framework 

conceptualizes the policy process as a chain of interpretation: from strategic intent, 

through operational implementation, to the subjective experience of employees. 

Our empirical focus is on LGBTQ+ employees, a group that remains understudied 

in DEI scholarship despite their distinct challenges (Maji et al., 2023; Mor et al., 

2025a [Chapter 2]; Van der Toorn & Gaitho, 2021). Compared to other minoritized 

groups, LGBTQ+ individuals are often confronted with unique barriers related to 

identity visibility, safety, and organizational silence (Morgenroth et al., 2024; Van der 

Toorn, in press). Moreover, LGBTQ+ policies tend to be less standardized and more 

contested, offering a critical setting to examine how these policies are practiced, 

negotiated, and at times, resisted (Anteby & Anderson, 2014; Byington et al., 2021; 

Van den Dungen et al., 2023). 

Our central research question is: How do the intended, implemented, and 

experienced dimensions of LGBTQ+ policies align or misalign within two Dutch 

financial organizations, and what does this reveal about the dynamics between 

policy makers and LGBTQ+ employees? This paper offers three key contributions. 

First, it extends the “intended–implemented–experienced” framework to LGBTQ+ 

diversity, revealing how alignment can be both structural and interpretive. Second, it 

shows how unexamined ambiguity in diversity approaches weakens implementation 

and undermines employee engagement. Third, it highlights the importance of 

distributing DEI responsibility across organizational levels and beyond symbolic 

actors like DEI officers/ERG leaders, demonstrating that structural embedding and 

shared ownership are critical to effective and sustainable inclusion. 
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Theoretical Framework 

Organizational diversity management involves more than policy design; it is a 

multi-layered process that unfolds across different organizational levels and actors 

(Blommaert & Van den Brink, 2020). Strategic leaders, HR professionals, and DEI 

officers shape diversity visions and translate them into policies, while employees 

interpret and respond to these policies in their everyday work environment. 

However, this translation from vision to reality is far from straightforward. Although 

much scholarly attention has been paid to the components of DEI, such as vision 

statements, policy goals, or employee outcomes, existing research often treats these 

elements as disconnected rather than interdependent (Dover et al., 2020; Gündemir 

et al., 2017; Kaiser et al., 2013; Leslie et al., 2020). What remains underexplored is 

the dynamic interplay between these stages: how diversity visions are translated into 

implemented practices, and how these are ultimately experienced by employees. 

Much of the literature implicitly assumes alignment across these stages, yet growing 

evidence suggests that misalignments are frequent and consequential, particularly 

in relation to inclusion outcomes (Federo, 2024; Ferdman, 2017; Tienda, 2013). 

Intended–Implemented–Experienced Framework 

To capture the complexity of DEI policy in organizations, we draw on the Intended–

Implemented–Experienced (I-E-E) framework from Human Resource Management 

(Wright & Nishii, 2004; Makhecha et al., 2018; Trullen et al., 2020). This framework 

views HR policies not as static directives but as dynamic processes shaped by 

interpretation across three stages: strategic intent (intended), operational execution 

(implemented), and employee perception (experienced). Each stage involves 

distinct actors, assumptions, and constraints. 

The “intended” stage refers to the formal goals and vision articulated by organizational 

leadership, HR, and DEI professionals, often expressed through strategy documents 

or public commitments to inclusion. Importantly, these visions are not neutral; they 

are embedded in normative assumptions about the purpose of diversity, the nature 

of difference, and the appropriate means of redress. What organizations choose to 

include in their diversity aims and what they leave out, already reflects a specific 

ideological positioning (Apfelbaum et al., 2016; Gündemir et al., 2019). 

The “implemented” stage captures how these intentions are translated into concrete 

organizational policies and practices such as training programs, resource groups, 

and communication campaigns. However, implementation is often fraught with 

ambiguity and distortion. Managers, especially those in middle management, play 

a crucial role in translating strategic goals into everyday practice (Kelan, 2022). 
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Yet their level of commitment, understanding, and perceived priority of DEI efforts 

can significantly affect whether and how policies are executed (Christie & Tippmann, 

2024; Trullen et al., 2020). Moreover, organizational constraints such as limited 

time, insufficient resources, or conflicting demands may result in partial, symbolic, 

or performative implementation, in which policies are formally adopted but not 

meaningfully enacted. Even well-resourced policies may drift from their original 

intent due to bureaucratic inertia, conflicting incentives, or miscommunication. 

The “experienced” stage focuses on how employees perceive, engage with, and are 

impacted by DEI efforts. It captures the full spectrum of employee responses from 

how policies are understood and utilized to how they shape the lived organizational 

reality. Research shows that these experiences play a critical role in shaping trust, 

engagement, and performance (Nishii & Wright, 2008; Wang et al., 2020). In DEI, 

perceptions are particularly salient because diversity and inclusion are not merely 

administrative categories: they are experienced subjectively, emotionally, and 

relationally. Employees evaluate not only whether a policy exists, but whether it feels 

sincere, inclusive, and responsive to their realities. As such, even well-designed and 

competently implemented policies may fail if they are not experienced as legitimate, 

empowering, or safe (Gündemir et al., 2019; Jansen et al., 2024; Pietri et al., 2018). 

Worse, DEI practices may backfire when they are seen as tokenistic, disingenuous, 

or imposed without regard to context (Apfelbaum et al., 2016; Dover et al., 2021; 

Georgeac & Rattan, 2023). 

These distinctions are not merely analytical; they highlight how different stakeholders 

may experience the same DEI practices in fundamentally different ways (Klarenaar 

et al., 2022; Van der Toorn et al., 2024; Buizer et al., 2025). For example, while 

HR professionals may interpret the rollout of a pronoun campaign as a bold step 

toward inclusion, LGBTQ+ employees may view it as superficial or even risky if 

organizational culture remains hostile or ambivalent. Similarly, a diversity training 

session may be hailed as progressive by leadership, but regarded as irrelevant or 

alienating by those it intends to serve. The gap between intent, implementation, 

and experience is not just procedural; it is interpretive, political, and emotional. 

Diversity Approaches 

What makes DEI particularly prone to misalignment is that it is rarely confined to a 

single organizational unit. DEI policies and practices cut across departments and 

hierarchies, often requiring collaboration between senior leadership, HR, middle 

management, employee networks, and the employees themselves. Each actor 

may operate from a different ideological standpoint regarding the value, purpose, 
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and scope of diversity. Thus, the success of DEI policies depends on shared 

interpretations and trust, not just on structural presence. 

These ideological orientations, referred to in the literature as diversity approaches, 

offer a critical layer of analysis to understand how intended, implemented, and 

experienced practices align or misalign. In organizational psychology, diversity 

policies and practices are often embedded within prescriptive frameworks on 

how to engage with group-based differences (Wu & Apfelbaum, 2024), typically 

conceptualized through two broad approaches: identity-blindness and identity-

consciousness (Gündemir et al., 2019; Leslie et al., 2020; Plaut et al., 2009; Purdie-

Vaughns et al., 2008). An identity-blind approach treats demographic differences as 

irrelevant to workplace practices, emphasizing equal treatment, individual merit, and 

shared qualities. Conversely, identity-conscious approaches explicitly recognize 

and attach value to group-based differences. They conceptualize diversity as a 

resource and seek to cultivate inclusive climates through visibility, representation, 

and structural redress. 

Both approaches aim to foster intergroup harmony and can be used in tandem 

and combined to tailor diversity approaches to employee needs, or increase 

buy-in from different organizational actors (Gündemir et al., 2017; Jansen et al., 

2015). However, misalignment may arise when these ideological frames compete. 

HR departments may design identity-conscious interventions, while line managers 

interpret and communicate them through an identity-blind lens. Employees, in turn, 

may experience policies as contradictory, confusing, or alienating, particularly when 

symbolic gestures are not backed by substantive change. Furthermore, as definitions 

of diversity expand to include increasingly broad dimensions (e.g., personality, 

communication style), identity-conscious intentions may be perceived as diluted, 

ultimately upholding the status quo (Akinola et al., 2024; Kirby et al., 2023). 

In our study, the I-I-E framework offers a powerful lens through which to examine the 

complexity of DEI policy processes. It draws attention to the interpretive and political 

nature of organizational life, foregrounding the ways in which power, ideology, 

and institutional context shape inclusion. In the case of LGBTQ+ inclusion, where 

identities are often concealable and socially sensitive, the risk of misalignment is 

particularly acute. Understanding how these policies are intended, implemented and 

experienced by different stakeholders offers critical insight into the organizational 

dynamics of DEI policies and the conditions under which it succeeds or fails. 
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METHODS 

Study Design 

This study employs a case study design to examine how DEI policies targeting 

LGBTQ+ employees are constructed, implemented, and experienced within 

organizational contexts. We focus on two large financial institutions in the 

Netherlands, referred to here as Fanhigh and Mismag, both of which have 

established DEI infrastructures and active LGBTQ+ employee networks. A case 

study design is particularly well-suited for capturing the complex, multi-actor 

and context-dependent nature of diversity policy and practices, allowing for in-

depth exploration of the interactions between policy intent, implementation, and 

experience (Eisenhardt & Graebner, 2007; Zanoni & Janssens, 2007). Rather than 

attempting to generalize across multiple settings, this design allows for a focused, 

interpretive exploration of how DEI policies are constructed, implemented, and 

experienced from the perspectives of different organizational actors. 

The selected organizations were purposefully sampled based on two key criteria: 

(1) a mature and formalized DEI infrastructure (e.g., presence of a DEI team, formal 

strategy documents, internal policies), and (2) the existence of an active internal 

LGBTQ+ employee network. These conditions were deemed necessary to ensure 

the presence of both policy design and lived experience, allowing us to examine 

(mis)alignments across the I-I-E framework. 

Data Collection 

Data were collected through semi-structured interviews and were supplemented 

by document analysis which informed some of the intended and implemented 

policies and practices. Ethical approval for the study was obtained and informed 

consent procedures were rigorously followed. Participants were fully informed of 

the study’s aims and their rights, and confidentiality was ensured through the use 

of pseudonyms and formal Non-Disclosure Agreements (NDAs) signed by the 

researchers. 

In each organization, the first author conducted interviews with two HR professionals 

directly involved in formulating or implementing DEI policies, including those in 

formal DEI roles. These interviews, along with any shared policy documents, 

aimed to shed light on how DEI policies were intended and implemented within 

the organization. To access employee perspectives, we collaborated with the 

LGBTQ+ employee networks to recruit six to eight employees per organization 

who self-identified as LGBTQ+ and were willing to share their experiences with DEI 
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practices. The combination of HR and LGBTQ+ employee interviews allowed us 

to capture multiple vantage points on the policy process. Interviews were guided 

by semi-structured topic lists tailored to each participant group (HR professionals 

vs. LGBTQ+ employees). The topic lists included questions on policy goals, 

implementation experiences, perceptions of inclusion, organizational culture, and 

stakeholder involvement. The interview style was conversational and flexible, 

allowing for elaboration and follow-up on emergent themes. All interviews were 

conducted by the first author, recorded with permission, and transcribed verbatim. 

Interview duration ranged from 40 to 65 minutes. Table 1 provides an overview of 

the participant demographics and roles. 
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To complement the interview data, we collected organizational documents including 

internal diversity plans, vision statements, and relevant public-facing materials from 

the companies' websites. As there was asymmetry in the level of detail and access 

across the two organizations, greater emphasis was placed on publicly available 

materials such as diversity statements and website content. These sources helped 

contextualize and illuminate the organizations’ intended and implemented DEI 

policies, supplementing insights from interviews with DEI professionals. Where 

relevant, these documents were referenced during interviews to seek clarification 

or deepen understanding. 

Trustworthiness 

To ensure the rigor and quality of this qualitative study, multiple strategies were 

employed to establish trustworthiness (Nowell et al., 2017; Shenton, 2004). 

Trustworthiness in qualitative research is commonly evaluated through four 

criteria. Credibility concerns the extent to which the findings accurately represent 

participants’ perspectives. Transferability refers to whether the research context 

is described in sufficient detail for others to judge the relevance of the findings to 

their own settings. Dependability addresses the transparency and traceability of the 

research process, ensuring that procedures are clearly documented. Confirmability 

relates to whether conclusions are grounded in the data rather than researcher 

bias, often achieved by demonstrating credibility, transferability, and dependability 

(Nowell et al., 2017; Shenton, 2004; Tracey, 2010). 

In this study, credibility was strengthened through prolonged engagement with 

participants and triangulation of data sources, combining insights from D&I 

officers, LGBTQ+ employees, and relevant policy documents discussed during 

interviews. The coding process was reviewed collaboratively within the research 

team to minimize researcher bias and incorporate diverse analytical perspectives. 

Transferability was supported through rich descriptions of the research context, 

participants and analytic procedures, allowing readers to assess the applicability 

of findings to other organizational settings. Dependability was enhanced by 

maintaining a detailed audit trail documenting methodological decisions, coding 

steps, and theme development to ensure transparency and consistency. Finally, 

confirmability was addressed through careful reflection and team discussion to 

ensure that interpretations remained grounded in participants’ accounts rather 

than researcher assumptions. Together, these measures sought to demonstrate 

a systematic and transparent approach to qualitative rigor, supporting the overall 

trustworthiness of the study 
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Data Analysis 

The data were analyzed using a primarily deductive qualitative approach, 

guided by the I-I-E framework and the study’s research questions (Bingham, 

2023). All interviews were transcribed using AmberScript software and verified 

for accuracy. The transcripts were imported into NVivo 14 for systematic coding 

and thematic analysis. We categorized participants into two groups: (1) HR/DEI 

officers and (2) LGBTQ+ employees. Based on the topic guides and theoretical 

framework, we created an initial set of a priori codes to capture key themes such 

as “organizational vision,” “policy implementation,” and “employee experience 

of inclusion.” This theory-driven coding allowed us to trace how different actors 

navigated DEI practices across organizational layers. Emerging themes not 

captured by the initial coding scheme were added inductively. These included 

“pushback,” “symbolic actions,” and “visibility trade-offs,” reflecting patterns that 

surfaced across interviews. This iterative approach ensured analytical flexibility 

while retaining alignment with the I-I-E framework. 

After coding, data were reviewed to identify patterns, contradictions, and tensions 

within each stakeholder group, and across policy stages. While the I-I-E framework 

served as the primary analytic lens, we also drew on the diversity approaches 

framework (e.g., Gündemir et al., 2019; Apfelbaum et al., 2016) to interpret how 

participants framed DEI either in identity-blind or identity-conscious terms. 

This helped clarify misalignments in expectations and meaning-making across 

stakeholders. 

An important analytical decision was to structure the findings thematically 

around specific DEI policies and practices. While initial coding aligned with 

conceptual dimensions (intent, implementation, experience), analysis revealed 

that participants frequently referred to concrete organizational practices such as 

diversity statements, inclusive design, ERGs, and e-learning as touchpoints for 

discussing DEI. We therefore reorganized our findings around these touchpoints to 

foreground how meaning is constructed through specific organizational practices. 

This structure enabled us to compare how similar policies and practices were 

intended, implemented, and experienced, and to surface the (mis)alignments across 

these layers. This analytical strategy also allowed us to move beyond general 

perceptions of DEI effectiveness and capture the situated dynamics through which 

policies are enacted and contested across organizational contexts. 
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FINDINGS 

This section presents the main findings from the two case study organizations, 

focusing on (mis)alignments between the intended, implemented, and experienced 

dimensions of LGBTQ+ diversity policy. We begin with a brief overview of each 

organization’s formal DEI infrastructure, before turning to key DEI policies through 

which these (mis)alignments became visible. 

DEI at Fanhigh 

Context: Organizational DEI Structure 

At Fanhigh, responsibility for DEI is distributed across multiple levels of the 

organization, including the Executive Board, the Diversity Board and the DEI 

officer. The Executive Board sets the overarching DEI vision and strategic goals 

in consultation with the DEI officer and the Diversity Board, which acts as an 

advisory body. Chaired by the CEO, the Diversity Board includes the DEI officer 

and representatives from each business unit. Business units propose candidates 

for representation, and the DEI officer makes the final selection with an eye toward 

ensuring board diversity. The board meets quarterly to monitor progress, discuss 

new policies and practices, and provide recommendations to the Executive Board, 

with meeting agendas set by the DEI officer. 

The DEI officer is positioned within HR, specifically in the leadership and diversity 

team, though they are the sole person dedicated to DEI. While others in the team 

focus on leadership and succession planning, there is overlap in efforts such as 

promoting inclusive leadership in hiring for high positions in the organization. 

The DEI officer collaborates with other HR teams as needed. Though not formally 

part of the DEI structure, Employee Resource Groups (ERGs) also contribute 

significantly to the organization’s inclusion efforts. These groups organize events 

and initiatives and maintain regular contact with the DEI officer, who communicates 

their input to the Diversity and Executive Boards. ERG boards also support specific 

projects, for instance, the LGBTQ+ ERG collaborated with the DEI officer on an 

international LGBTQ+ workplace inclusion benchmarking report. 

DEI Vision 

Fanhigh’s public DEI messaging reflects both identity-conscious and identity-blind 

elements. The diversity statement foregrounds authenticity and references sexual 

orientation, gender identity, and ethnicity, aligning with an identity-conscious 

approach that recognizes the need for group-specific inclusion. Simultaneously, 
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however, this message is interlaced with meritocratic rhetoric and a broad definition 

of diversity that includes “perspectives, skills, and thoughts.” 

This internal inconsistency was also seen in the statements from the interviewees. 

Fabian articulated a prototypical expansive view: 

“Diversity for me really is about visible and invisible characteristics… But it’s 

also a way of thinking so different points of views, different backgrounds.” 

While inclusive in tone, such framing risks promoting a flattened diversity approach; 

echoing concerns from scholarship that overly broad diversity definitions can 

undermine targeted equity efforts (Akinola et al., 2024; Kirby et al., 2023). This 

flattened approach was echoed in Kristen’s reflection on group-specific policies: 

“I think it’s necessary at this point... because we’re just not in a situation right 

now that people are treated equally… However... by really having different 

policies... you make different groups, you know. You put people in groups 

basically… Eventually... I just want to have one policy for everyone.” 

Kristen’s quote encapsulates the tension between a principled commitment to equity 

and a discomfort with categorization. Her framing, recognizing structural inequality 

yet aspiring to uniformity, reflects ambivalence in diversity approaches. The vision 

implicitly blends identity-conscious aims (e.g., identity safety and tailored inclusion) 

with identity-blind ideals of universally equal treatment, resulting in a rhetorical 

compromise that may offer strategic palatability but weakens conceptual clarity. 

Ultimately, while this blend may garner broader support within the organization 

(Gündemir et al., 2017; Leslie et al., 2020), the ambiguity risks stalling decisive 

action and renders it difficult to measure success or hold actors accountable. 

As our analysis will show, this ambivalence reverberates throughout policy design, 

implementation, and employee perception. 

Inclusive Design 

The introduction of all-gender bathrooms at Fanhigh illustrates both the symbolic 

potential and structural vulnerabilities of inclusive design policies. From the 

perspective of intended policy, the installation was a visible manifestation of the 

organization's identity conscious DEI vision: to foster a sense of safety and inclusion 

for all employees, especially those whose gender identity does not conform to binary 

norms. This policy emerged from a collaboration between the LGBTQ+ employee 
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network (Pride ERG) and the DEI officer, and was embraced by leadership as a 

flagship policy in organizational communication. 

The symbolic power of this infrastructure change was noted by several LGBTQ+ 

employees, who experienced the bathrooms as both materially affirming and 

psychologically validating. As Porter, who was involved in the implementation, 

explained: 

“It (all-gender toilets) was a very good thing. I was in the steering group… it 

was an initiative of the Pride group… I think it was a very good thing, is still 

a good thing.” 

This comment exemplifies alignment between the intended vision, the enacted 

implementation, and the experienced value of the policy among LGBTQ+ 

employees. It also highlights the integrative potential of ERG-led policymaking: a 

grassroots demand was translated into concrete action through institutional support, 

reinforcing the promise of identity-conscious inclusion. 

Yet, while the implementation reflected the Pride ERG’s goals, the broader reception 

of the policy within the organization revealed a second, conflicting layer. Several 

employees described strong resistance from non-LGBTQ+ colleagues. Cassandra 

articulated this misalignment in perception: 

“This was also a very sensitive topic when it was first introduced… the opinion 

of most of our colleagues is they don’t really like it… they don’t really get 

why it is necessary.” 

This dissonance points to a critical breakdown in implementation strategy: although 

the technical execution was completed, the broader cultural embedding was not 

sufficiently managed. The absence of inclusive deliberation in the implementation 

stage undermined its legitimacy. Kristen, the DEI officer, reflected on this issue: 

“No one from different groups were in the discussion of these toilets… there 

was so much resistance… Now we have one regular toilet on every floor. 

So not all the toilets are gender neutral anymore.” 

Kristen’s account confirms a dual misalignment. First, the implemented policy, 

though aligned with the intended vision of LGBTQ+ inclusion, was developed 

without proactive engagement of wider employee groups, resulting in low affective 
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buy-in and passive non-compliance. Second, the revised implementation, reverting 

to binary toilets on each floor, signaled a reactive posture that undermined the 

vision’s consistency and resilience. 

The misalignments here illustrate how implementation, in the absence of collective 

ownership, can falter even when symbolically potent. The partial rollback of the 

gender-neutral bathroom policy can be experienced by LGBTQ+ employees as a 

withdrawal of institutional support, thereby weakening the credibility of the diversity 

vision. While initially aligned with an identity-conscious approach, addressing a 

specific structural barrier, the reversal reflected a retreat toward identity-blind 

comfort zones, prioritizing the feelings of the majority over the needs of minoritized 

groups. 

From a theoretical perspective, this case underscores how policy success depends 

not merely on its implementation, but on whether the wider organization is prepared 

to receive and support the policy in ways that reinforce its symbolic and practical 

meaning. The bathroom policy thus acts as a barometer of organizational maturity in 

translating equity-driven intentions into sustainable institutional practice. Its partial 

reversal, meanwhile, reveals the fragility of inclusion efforts when their legitimacy 

is not co-constructed across the organizational ecosystem. 

ERGs 

At Fanhigh, Employee Resource Groups (ERGs), particularly the LGBTQ+ or Pride 

ERG, are prominently positioned within the DEI architecture. The Pride ERG is 

formally structured with a board and member list, maintains a dedicated presence 

on the company intranet, and operates as a communicative interface between 

employees and the DEI officer. This formalized design signals a clear intended 

practice that embraces an identity-conscious approach to diversity management 

(Gündemir et al., 2019; Apfelbaum et al., 2016), recognizing the importance of 

amplifying marginalized voices and tailoring inclusion strategies to group-specific 

needs. 

DEI professionals strongly endorsed the value of ERGs, identifying them as 

foundational to the organization’s inclusion strategy. Fabian emphasized: 

“We have employee resource groups… one of the biggest and most important 

parts of our DEI approach.” 
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This affirmation was echoed by LGBTQ+ employees such as Ragh, who highlighted 

both the network’s empowering function and the social risks associated with 

visibility: 

“There’s some scariness in joining a network… So one of the main goals is 

to make people comfortable… The more people in the network, the more 

voices you have and the more impact everywhere.” 

These quotes point to an alignment between intended goals and experienced 

value: both the DEI officer and LGBTQ+ employees view the ERG as a meaningful 

site of connection, belonging, and influence. In line with research on identity-

conscious approaches, ERGs can serve to increase psychological safety, promote 

group-based solidarity, and offer a platform to inform policy from the ground up 

(Dennissen et al., 2019; Shore et al., 2011). 

However, despite this conceptual alignment, closer scrutiny reveals two key 

misalignments at the implementation level. First, although ERGs are portrayed 

as central pillars in the DEI strategy, they are not structurally embedded in formal 

decision-making channels. The Pride ERG is excluded from the Diversity Board 

and has no direct voice in shaping policy agendas. Instead, the DEI officer functions 

as an intermediary relaying concerns upwards in ways that may filter or dilute 

employee voices. This illustrates an implementation drift, where strategic rhetoric 

fails to translate into meaningful structural authority (Christie & Tippmann, 2024). 

Second, the limited size, scope, and accessibility of the ERG restrict its 

representative potential. Employees noted that the group is concentrated at only 

one of their office locations, and struggles to engage LGBTQ+ staff across the 

organization. This uneven participation reduces the ERG’s ability to capture diverse 

lived experiences or advocate inclusively. Such practical barriers resonate with 

research showing that uneven implementation, even of well-intended practices, 

may lead to unequal access to inclusion (Wilton et al., 2020). 

Together, these constraints reflect a deeper misalignment: while the intended 

policy frames ERGs as central instruments of participatory diversity governance, 

the implemented reality reveals a structurally peripheral role and uneven 

engagement. This limits employees’ ability to experience ERGs as genuine vehicles 

for organizational change exposing a gap between symbolic commitment and 

institutional power (see also Dennissen et al., 2020). 
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Moreover, the lack of formal integration may signal to employees that diversity 

work remains discretionary or marginal; contingent on individual passion rather 

than embedded organizational commitment. This echoes wider critiques in DEI 

scholarship about the symbolic versus substantive roles of ERGs (Colgan, 2016; 

Dobbin & Kalev, 2022; Einarsdottir et al., 2020). In such cases, ERGs risk becoming 

“fig leaves”, visible markers of inclusion that obscure rather than transform the 

power dynamics of decision-making. 

While ERGs at Fanhigh are experienced as meaningful by both LGBTQ+ employees 

and DEI professionals, their impact is constrained by structural exclusions and 

resource limitations. This demonstrates how even well-intentioned identity-

conscious practices can falter in implementation, reinforcing the importance of 

aligning policy design with durable institutional support and representative reach. 

Management Support 

Support from leadership emerged as a salient theme in the interviews and was 

frequently cited as essential to advancing DEI within Fanhigh. The organization’s 

intended policy emphasizes shared responsibility between top leadership, HR, and 

employees to create an inclusive workplace. This vision is reflected in executive-

level engagement, which was consistently praised by both HR professionals and 

LGBTQ+ employees. As Fabian described: 

“What I also notice is that especially members from the executive board or 

people with a higher leadership position — when they speak up, that also 

has a good effect on the organization. You can see that people start talking 

about it much faster than when I, for example, speak up.” 

Fabian’s observation illustrates a strong alignment between the intended policy and 

the implemented actions of the executive board. Executive leaders not only endorse 

DEI principles but also model inclusive behavior by attending events and publicly 

voicing support, which employees experienced as both symbolic and catalytic. 

This aligns with research emphasizing the power of top management signalling 

in legitimizing DEI efforts and encouraging organizational buy-in (Dobbin & Kalev, 

2022; Shore et al., 2018). 

However, this alignment erodes at the middle-management level, where engagement 

appears markedly lower. Multiple interviewees, including Ragh, noted a lack of 

visible involvement from line managers and mid-tier leaders: 



4

169

Examining (Mis)alignments in LGBTQ+ Policies and Practices

“You feel the board is really supportive. But on an event, there's no other 

management around… leadership should interfere more with the subject. 

It can’t only be words.” 

Ragh’s account highlights a discontinuity in implementation: while DEI is embraced 

rhetorically at the top, it is not operationalized through the broader management 

hierarchy. This disconnect creates ambiguity about who is responsible for DEI 

in day-to-day operations, undermining the vision of shared ownership. Fabian 

reinforced this concern: 

“Now, it still often feels like it’s our [i.e., DEI advocates’] responsibility, or just 

my responsibility. Well, you want the whole organization to say — no, we 

really believe in diversity and inclusion.” 

This sentiment illustrates an implementation gap: DEI is experienced as reliant on 

the personal commitment of a few actors rather than embedded in organizational 

routines or leadership expectations. Such fragmentation reflects what Wright and 

Nishii (2004) describe as “misalignment across levels”, a situation where senior 

leadership may articulate strong intentions, but middle management lacks the 

training, incentives, or accountability structures to actualize them. 

Moreover, the perceived inaction of middle managers poses risks for the experience 

dimension of DEI practices. As Christie and Tippmann (2024) and Jansen et al. 

(2024) note, the absence of sustained engagement from direct supervisors, who 

are crucial in shaping employees' daily work environments, can lead to feelings 

of tokenism or abandonment, particularly among marginalized groups. When 

managerial inaction is normalized, DEI risks being seen as a side project rather 

than a core organizational responsibility. 

The case of Fanhigh reveals a critical misalignment between the intended policy of 

shared leadership responsibility and its uneven implementation across hierarchical 

levels. While executive commitment is visible and appreciated, the absence of 

middle management engagement undermines the systemic embedding of DEI 

into organizational culture and practices. This weakens the employee experience 

of inclusion as a collectively upheld norm and shifts the burden of change onto 

individual advocates, thereby limiting the reach and durability of DEI efforts 

(Vincent et al., 2024). 
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Diversity Climate 

The fragility of implementation observed in previous sections is mirrored in how 

employees describe the organization’s broader diversity climate, where symbolic 

inclusion is often not matched by systemic integration. Interviewees at Fanhigh 

generally described the organization’s diversity climate as welcoming and open. 

Most LGBTQ+ employees reported feeling accepted and supported, and indicated 

that they could express their identities without fear of backlash. This aligns well with 

the intended diversity vision of fostering an environment in which all employees feel 

safe, valued, and free to express their authentic selves. As Bill reflected: 

“Yeah, I’ve never experienced any problem. Of course, you never know what 

they say behind your back, but that doesn’t bother me… I’ve always found 

myself welcome, and I always find myself accepted because of who I am.” 

Bill’s comment exemplifies the positive perception many employees have of the 

organization’s climate. His acknowledgment of potential hidden bias (“you never 

know what they say behind your back”) also hints at a subtle form of psychological 

tension. Even in generally inclusive environments, perceptions of conditional 

acceptance or tolerance may persist (Nishii, 2012; Verkuyten et al., 2023). Other 

interviewees noted that while they personally felt included, microaggressions 

or exclusionary humor were still present in specific teams or departments. This 

indicates that pockets of resistance may coexist with an overall inclusive ethos, or 

a degree of surface-level inclusion that fails to permeate organizational subcultures. 

Beyond individual experiences, employees expressed concern about the structural 

fragility of DEI efforts. While inclusion was broadly valued in discourse, the 

organizational integration of DEI into business processes appeared limited. Fabian 

observed: 

“There’s things happening… But we’re also going through a lot of changes 

now as an organization… So that makes it already a bit more complex to put 

the topic [DEI] on the agenda at the business side.” 

This quote illustrates how competing priorities such as restructuring and 

performance demands, frequently overshadow DEI implementation. Although 

inclusive hiring or promotion goals existed in principle, employees viewed these 

practices as peripheral rather than fully embedded. Porter reinforced this perception 

of marginalization: 
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“When the going gets tough, [DEI] is the first thing I think that does not get 

any money anymore.” 

This comment, echoed by others, reveals a critical misalignment between 

the intended message that DEI is “a core pillar” of the organization, and the 

implemented reality, where it is treated as expendable when business pressures 

intensify. Kristen similarly explained that performance and profitability often take 

precedence, suggesting that strategic integration of DEI remains weak. 

The perception that DEI depends largely on the voluntary labor of passionate 

individuals, particularly the DEI officer, further reflects the fragile institutionalization 

of inclusive practices. As noted in prior research, DEI policies are less effective 

when they rely on informal efforts rather than systemic embedding in organizational 

processes (Christie & Tippmann, 2024; Jansen et al., 2024). This also affects the 

experienced component of the I-I-E framework (Wright & Nishii, 2004); while the 

vision signals long-term commitment, the employees experience inclusion as being 

precariously maintained, vulnerable to deprioritisation or underfunding. 

DEI at Mismag 

Context: Organizational DEI Structure 

At Mismag, DEI governance is shared across multiple organizational layers, 

including the Executive Board, the Diversity Board, the DEI officer, and various 

Employee Resource Groups (ERGs). The Executive Board defines the overall DEI 

vision and strategic priorities, while the DEI officer, supported by a specialized 

team within HR, is responsible for implementation and daily coordination across 

departments. 

The Diversity Board functions as a key advisory body, composed of senior 

managers representing designated focus areas (gender, disability, and non-

western backgrounds), alongside the DEI officer and one Executive Board member. 

However, not all minoritized groups, such as LGBTQ+ employees, are currently 

represented, indicating an incomplete inclusivity in governance structures. 

ERGs form an additional pillar of the strategy. Each is supported by an Executive 

Board sponsor and meets regularly with both the sponsor and DEI officer. While 

these groups independently define goals and propose policies, their influence 

remains mediated by the DEI officer, who acts as the communication conduit to 

the Executive Board. 
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DEI Vision 

Mismag’s public diversity narrative presents a clear and explicitly identity-conscious 

vision. Its diversity webpage highlights a commitment to increasing representation, 

fostering psychological safety, and enabling authenticity at work. This vision 

extends beyond surface-level inclusion, emphasizing support for specific groups 

such as LGBTQ+ individuals, cultural minorities, and women, and avoids identity-

blind rhetoric like meritocracy or equal treatment. Instead, the language aligns with 

a recognition of structural inequality and the need for targeted interventions. This 

framing is echoed in the interview with Tad, member of the DEI team, who situates 

DEI as a process of cultural transformation which ultimately benefits organizational 

outcomes. He emphasizes the importance of trust and safety, arguing that genuine 

inclusion depends on shifting power dynamics within the organization: 

“I think diversity and inclusion in the organization context is not a goal in itself. 

It's a measure towards more successful operation and results... [It] means 

feeling safe, trusted, supported for the whole person you are... We should 

start within the dominant group that is dominating the structure of power and 

decision making… And if you don't change that structure [of power], you can 

have so many diverse people. It's not going to change [the outcomes].” 

Tad’s view reflects a strong alignment between the formal DEI vision and internal 

HR discourse, both rooted in an identity-conscious understanding of inclusion. 

However, among LGBTQ+ employees, interview data revealed a more ambivalent 

set of beliefs about DEI, particularly regarding its necessity and value. For instance, 

Axelby acknowledges that LGBTQ+ inclusion is addressed in policy documents but 

questions its prioritization: 

“Current diversity policy has three spear points now… And that's female 

gender, non-Western cultural backgrounds and physical limitations… LGBT is 

not in there… I'm not convinced it should be... The inequality in male-female 

gender approach within the company in a quantitative sense is bigger… 

I don't find it (LGBTQ+ inclusion) personally the most important topic of 

society.” 

While Axelby questions the urgency of LGBTQ+ inclusion, he later expresses 

support for ERGs, recognizing their role in surfacing subtle exclusions: 
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“They're useful to have these groups as a way of informing the organization 

of the particular requirements or needs or issues that these particular 

groups face… perhaps ways in which the organization operates that aren't 

necessarily inclusive.” 

Fergus presents a similar duality. He initially advocates for identity-blind 

inclusion, stating that avoiding reference to minority characteristics helps prevent 

stigmatization. Yet, he also acknowledges that ERGs play a valuable role in 

identifying institutional oversights. However, his broader framing of inclusion is 

utilitarian, centered on whether LGBTQ+ representation improves organizational 

performance: 

“How does a gay person on the board help with decision making? How does 

a trans person…? Are they missing out on talent for not being inclusive?” 

This utilitarian reasoning aligns more closely with identity-blind logic, questioning 

the value of a focus on LGBTQ+ identity. It privileges neutrality and assumes 

inclusion only matters if it enhances productivity or profitability (Ely & Thomas, 

2020; Georgeac & Rattan, 2023). These sentiments suggest that some employees 

view DEI not as a moral or justice-based imperative, but rather as a corporate 

strategy whose legitimacy hinges on measurable returns. 

Taken together, these perspectives indicate a misalignment between Mismag’s 

intended vision, which frames DEI as structural, identity-conscious and morally 

imperative and the perceived meaning among some employees, who either 

question its relevance or reinterpret it through a business case lens. This disconnect 

may stem from limited engagement with the underlying values behind the DEI 

policy, or from broader organizational norms that reward “neutrality”. As such, 

although Mismag communicates a progressive and inclusive vision, it has not 

yet translated into a shared ideological foundation across employee groups, 

particularly in relation to LGBTQ+ inclusion. This suggests that without continuous 

dialogue and visible structural embedding, identity-conscious DEI efforts risk 

being misunderstood, trivialized, or deprioritized, undermining their transformative 

potential (Leslie et al., 2020; Plaut et al., 2018). 

Inclusive Design 

The implementation of inclusive design at Mismag surfaced complex organizational 

dynamics, particularly around the proposal to introduce gender-neutral bathrooms. 

Initiated by the LGBTQ+ ERG during the renovation of a new office facility, the 
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proposal met with resistance from the Women’s ERG, which voiced concerns about 

privacy and safety. These competing perspectives prompted deliberation among 

the Executive Board and facilities team, delaying a final decision. Although the 

organization's intention was to include all voices and prevent marginalization of 

either group, the process highlighted the tensions that arise when inclusion for one 

group is perceived to come at the expense of another. 

From an organizational standpoint, the approach taken initially reflects an attempt 

to align with Mismag’s DEI vision, which emphasizes psychological safety and 

equitable inclusion. Rather than imposing a top-down decision, the leadership 

sought input from multiple stakeholders, modelling inclusive decision-making. 

As Theodore explained: 

“I understand that it (installation of gender neutral toilets) is important for part 

of the LGBT+ community. And it will be also important for part of the female 

community in a different way, in the sense that they won't like it and they 

won't feel safe. And that's something we also need to be aware of.” 

Theodore’s reflection highlights the delicate balancing act involved in inclusive 

policy design; one that acknowledges the plurality of needs within a diverse 

workforce. Research shows that inclusive infrastructure, such as gender-neutral 

toilets, can act as both a practical accommodation and a symbolic signal of safety 

and recognition for marginalized groups (Chaney & Sanchez, 2018). However, it can 

also raise some concerns among other groups, reinforcing the need for thoughtful 

implementation that addresses distinct perspectives. 

Despite the organization’s efforts to foster deliberation, employees largely 

interpreted the handling of the issue as emblematic of hesitancy and reactive 

leadership. Evan voiced frustration with the lack of resolution: 

“You see that Mismag was first kind of okay with it, but then a lot of women 

started to protest… They try to outsource the decision to the Pride and 

Women’s networks… Sometimes, if you really value diversity and inclusion 

or really want to be ambitious… you just have to take a decision and have 

some courage.” 

This quote underscores a key misalignment: while the implementation was intended 

to reflect shared responsibility and inclusive governance, it was experienced as an 

evasion of leadership. Delegating the decision to employee networks was viewed 
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not as empowerment, but as an abdication of accountability. Fergus sharpened 

this critique: 

“People hate taking decisions… That I find really frustrating—the lack of 

leadership. If there was a real push to improve inclusion, I don’t know who 

would do that because no one wants to rock the boat.” 

Similarly, Jammer pointed to inconsistencies in how decisions were made, framing 

them as ad hoc and driven by appeasement rather than policy: 

“Now one person complained with a study from the 80s, and suddenly it 

shifted again… They just flip-flop... to seem like they’re doing the right thing 

rather than having a thought-out policy.” 

Together, these reflections point to a second misalignment: while the 

implementation process appeared inclusive on the surface, employees experienced 

it as strategically ambiguous and driven by a fear of backlash. The lack of clear 

messaging and definitive policy direction undermined trust and raised doubts about 

the organization’s capacity to uphold its stated DEI commitments when challenged. 

The inclusive design process at Mismag reveals a multilayered pattern of (mis)

alignment. The organization's vision to create a safe and inclusive space for 

all was translated into a deliberative and participatory implementation process. 

However, employees experienced this approach not as thoughtful inclusion but 

as indecisive, inconsistent, and politically cautious. Thus, although the intention 

behind the implementation was aligned with the vision, the perceived lack of 

resolve and strategic clarity produced a disconnect that weakened confidence in 

the organization's DEI trajectory. 

ERGs 

The LGBTQ+ employee resource group (ERG) at Mismag stands out as a central 

driver of policy development and inclusion efforts for LGBTQ+ employees. 

Functioning with a structured board and a clear agenda, the Pride ERG regularly 

engages with both the DEI officer and its executive board sponsor, proposing 

policies, flagging implementation gaps, and tracking organizational progress on 

LGBTQ+ inclusion. Importantly, the ERG has not only raised awareness but directly 

influenced formal policy outputs. As Evan notes: 
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“I think if you specifically look at LGBT policies, then basically almost 

everything that Mismag has was our (the LGBTQ+ ERG) initiative… in every 

policy of Mismag where you see this LGBT inclusive kind of things, either 

statements or whatever, they are usually all our initiatives. So you see that 

HR is not really proactive… they themselves don’t come with ideas on LGBT 

policy.” 

Evan’s account illustrates both the strength and the limitation of the ERG's role. 

On the one hand, it shows a high degree of alignment between employee-driven 

implementation and employee perception: the ERG is empowered to shape policy, 

has access to leadership, and operates with a clear mandate. On the other hand, 

this quote also reveals a misalignment between the organization's DEI vision; 

one that formally endorses shared responsibility across leadership, and its actual 

implementation, where the onus of LGBTQ+ inclusion appears to fall largely on 

LGBTQ+ employees themselves. 

This concern is further echoed by Theodore, who points out that LGBTQ+ issues 

are not formally embedded in the policy structure of Mismag’s DEI governance: 

“We have a diversity board. We are not on the diversity board, and we haven’t 

been on the diversity board since its conception basically… The diversity 

policy said we embrace all kinds of diversity and then said: we focus on 

women, people from a non-Western cultural background and people with 

a distance to the labour market… So do they think that for us everything is 

done?” 

Here, Theodore highlights the symbolic contradiction between institutional 

declarations of inclusivity and the exclusion of LGBTQ+ concerns from formal 

strategic frameworks. This points to a second misalignment between the intended 

diversity vision (which emphasizes inclusivity for all) and the implemented DEI 

governance structure (which omits LGBTQ+ issues from its formal priorities). 

Although the ERG enjoys strong executive sponsorship and financial support, 

elements that suggest structural backing, its exclusion from the Diversity Board 

undercuts the vision of institutionalized inclusion. 

Moreover, this structural omission has distributive consequences. The perception 

among LGBTQ+ employees is that inclusion is dependent on their own initiative 

and labour, rather than being institutionally led. This reflects what the literature 

identifies as the “minority tax”; a dynamic where members of marginalized groups 
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are expected to lead equity efforts on top of their existing roles, often without 

formal authority or recognition (Faucett et al., 2022; Ng, 2023; Tuttle & Kim, 

2025; Williamson et al., 2021). While such involvement may increase authenticity 

and relevance of inclusion efforts it can also reinforce structural inequalities by 

burdening the very groups these policies intend to support. 

Although the LGBTQ+ ERG plays a powerful and productive role in shaping Mismag’s 

inclusion agenda, its positioning reveals both strengths and vulnerabilities in the DEI 

framework. On the one hand, the ERG’s effectiveness and high visibility reflect a 

strong alignment between implementation and perception. On the other hand, the 

lack of formal integration into the DEI hierarchy and the limited initiative from HR or 

senior leadership constitute a clear misalignment between the organization’s stated 

vision of shared responsibility and the reality of minority-led implementation. As a 

result, inclusion efforts risk being experienced as opt-in rather than embedded, and 

reliant on marginalized employees rather than systemically owned. 

Management Support 

Across all interviews, the executive board of Mismag was consistently recognized 

as a key driver of DEI progress within the organization. Employees described board 

members as publicly committed, proactive, and sincere in their efforts to position 

Mismag as a DEI leader. This reflects a clear alignment between the intended DEI 

vision, which emphasizes strong top-down leadership and structural commitment, 

and employee perception where executive-level engagement is not only visible but 

also experienced as meaningful and sustained. However, this alignment weakens at 

the level of middle management. While interviewees noted declarative support for 

DEI among line managers, they also pointed to a lack of representational diversity 

and depth of engagement. As Theodore, himself a manager, observes: 

“I think everybody working in Mismag management they will probably say ‘of 

course we care about this.’ But when it comes to really understanding what 

is at stake with diversity, I think there is still room for improvement… most 

of the management is from the 'normal' group—white, straight, super highly 

educated, mostly Christian or atheist background. So this creates some kind 

of implicit coherence about what is normal.” 

Theodore’s reflection illustrates the subtle but significant way in which social 

homogeneity in middle management can undermine diversity integration. Even when 

managers express emotional or declarative support for DEI, a lack of experiential 

understanding can limit their ability to recognize structural barriers and may reduce 
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their motivation to engage meaningfully with identity-conscious practices. This 

limited engagement can undermine the effectiveness of DEI efforts, as research 

shows that while executive sponsorship signals institutional commitment, it is middle 

managers who play a pivotal role in translating diversity goals into everyday practice 

(Kelan, 2022). When they lack competence, confidence, or motivation, policies 

tend to stagnate or be inconsistently implemented (Christie & Tippmann, 2024; 

Jansen et al., 2024; Soldan & Nankervis, 2014). 

Importantly, this concern is not lost on the organization itself. Mismag’s diversity 

statement explicitly acknowledges the homogeneity of its management layer and 

outlines clear goals to increase leadership diversity, particularly with respect to 

gender and ethnicity. This suggests an alignment between the intended vision 

and employee perception; both recognize a gap in representation and the need for 

cultural as well as demographic transformation in middle management. 

However, the absence of concrete references to mechanisms that hold middle 

managers accountable for DEI responsibilities raises the risk of a partial 

misalignment in implementation. While the vision is clear and employee perception 

concurs with its goals, the question remains whether DEI forms a part of middle 

management performance metrics, training programs, or leadership pipelines. If DEI 

remains an opt-in or symbolic concern at the middle tier, it risks being decoupled 

from the everyday realities of employees, particularly those from marginalized 

groups (Toma et al., 2024). 

While executive-level engagement aligns strongly across vision, implementation, and 

perception, the role of middle management reveals both promising awareness and 

persistent structural inertia. Without deeper integration of DEI into the expectations 

and practices of this crucial layer, Mismag risks uneven implementation of its vision. 

Diversity Climate 

Employee perceptions of the diversity climate at Mismag offer a layered 

understanding of inclusion. On a surface level, most employees reported feeling 

welcome and stated they had not experienced direct discrimination, which suggests 

alignment with the organization’s stated commitment to fostering an inclusive and 

safe work environment. However, a deeper analysis reveals that this inclusion is 

contingent and moderated by unwritten cultural expectations around conformity 

and professionalism. Several interviewees described a culture in which visible 

expressions of identity, particularly those that challenge gender norms, are implicitly 

discouraged. Fergus points to this cultural tension: 



4

179

Examining (Mis)alignments in LGBTQ+ Policies and Practices

"It’s extremely Dutch. You know, the key phrases ‘doe normaal’. So be Dutch. 

And that’s not very inclusive. And that isn’t fostering diversity." 

The invocation of doe normaal (i.e., act normal) reflects an organizational climate 

shaped by dominant norms of behavior and presentation. While not openly 

discriminatory, such norms subtly discourage visible deviation from the expected 

norms (Cumberbatch, 2021), which creates a misalignment between the diversity 

vision which celebrates authenticity and difference and employee perceptions, 

which reflect the presence of a normative standard that limits full self-expression. 

This tension is further exemplified in reflections on appearance and gender non-

conforming behavior. Digsby and Evan, for instance, highlight unease with non-

traditional self-presentation, despite their support for DEI in principle:

“I also have an opinion—you can go as a man with your nails painted, 

but they need to be the same color… We need to be taken seriously by 

stakeholders.” – Digsby 

“On the one hand, people should be able to express themselves... But on the 

other hand, you’re also a public institution that represents something bigger 

than yourself.” – Evan 

These examples underscore how perceptions of professionalism and respectability 

function as regulating forces, especially for queer expression. This reflects the 

dynamics of heteroprofessionalism, where expectations of professional conduct 

are shaped by heteronormative ideals that reinforce the gender/sex binary, leading 

to conditional inclusion for those who diverge from these norms (Butler et al., 

2024; Morgenroth et al., 2024). Such dynamics illustrate the gap between inclusive 

organizational rhetoric and the lived constraints on authenticity. They echo existing 

literature on symbolic inclusion and conditional belonging (Jansen et al., 2014; 

Randel et al., 2018; Shore et al., 2011), where individuals feel welcome only insofar 

as they conform to dominant behavioral expectations. 

Despite these cultural misalignments, the organization has made considerable 

strides in structural implementation of DEI practices, which more strongly reflect 

alignment with its inclusive vision. New employees are introduced to ERGs during 

onboarding, mandatory e-learning modules on DEI are required at entry and at 

regular intervals, and DEI values are integrated into leadership development and 

recruitment processes. For example, job advertisements undergo bias reviews, 

recruitment panels are composed to maximize diverse input, and hiring managers 
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receive anti-bias training. These practices reflect identity-conscious implementation 

strategies that align with the organization's stated goals of embedding DEI 

structurally into the fabric of organizational life (Leslie et al., 2020). 

Employee responses also reflect this alignment. Jammer, for instance, expresses 

appreciation for the DEI e-learning module: 

“I think the e-learning is very good actually… But having to repeat it every 

year… I fear that it might evolve into being towards the concept of diversity 

and inclusion [itself]… There should be something more—like invite people 

to follow-up events.” 

This comment reflects an important nuance: while implementation is visible 

and appreciated, the repetitiveness of standardized training risks creating 

disengagement. This signals a subtle but relevant misalignment between 

implementation and perception, whereby the method of delivery may undermine 

the intended goal of deepening understanding and engagement. 

The structural embedding of DEI at Mismag aligns well with its strategic vision, 

particularly in onboarding, hiring, and training. However, the experienced 

diversity climate presents a more complex picture. Employees feel safe but not 

always empowered to express themselves fully, especially in ways that deviate 

from normative expectations. This suggests that while formal structures support 

inclusion, the informal cultural climate still presents barriers to authenticity, reflecting 

a persistent misalignment between intended and experienced practice. 

DISCUSSION 

This study set out to examine how DEI policies targeted at LGBTQ+ employees are 

constructed, implemented, and experienced within two large financial organizations 

in the Netherlands. Using qualitative data from HR/DEI officers and LGBTQ+ 

employees across both organizations, we explored (mis)alignments between 

the intended vision, the implemented policy, and the perceived experience of 

DEI. A comparison of the two case studies reveals that while both Fanhigh and 

Mismag articulate strong commitments to DEI, the nature and consequences of 

misalignments between vision, implementation, and employee experience vary 

significantly between them (for an overview see Table 2). 
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At Fanhigh, the core challenge lies in conceptual ambiguity. The organization 

wavers between identity-conscious and meritocratic ideals, creating a fragmented 

vision that weakens policy coherence. Implementation is structurally fragile: the 

DEI officer works largely in isolation, and DEI is not well integrated into mainstream 

HR practices. ERGs are emphasized in the DEI vision yet lack structural authority. 

Employees recognize symbolic efforts but view DEI as optional and vulnerable to 

organizational shifts. This fosters conditional inclusion where LGBTQ+ employees 

feel welcomed individually, but broader cultural norms, such as inappropriate jokes 

or team discomfort, remain unaddressed. 

Mismag presents a more coherent, identity-conscious DEI vision, supported by 

robust formal structures including inclusive hiring and mandated training. However, 

here the misalignments stem from uneven responsibility and resistance. Middle 

management often lacks proactive engagement, and although the LGBTQ+ ERG is 

highly active, it lacks institutional authority. Employees also report subtle pressures 

to conform to dominant norms, which limits authenticity and self-expression. 

Despite structural investment, these tensions signal that inclusion is still cautiously 

negotiated. 

These cases show that misalignment arises not only from policy gaps but from 

ideological inconsistency, uneven responsibility, and cultural undercurrents. 

Fanhigh’s DEI efforts struggle with institutionalization and ownership; Mismag’s 

with cultural integration. Both underscore the need for DEI to be both structurally 

embedded and culturally internalized; moving beyond symbolic gestures toward 

shared, actionable, and lived inclusion. This comparison reveals that although both 

organizations articulate an ambitious and identity-conscious DEI vision, their ability 

to translate this into coherent, consistent, and inclusive practice is uneven. In doing 

so, this study contributes to DEI scholarship in three key ways. 

Theoretical Contributions 

From Symbol to System: Extending The “Intended–Implemented–
Experienced” Framework

Our first contribution lies in extending the “intended–implemented–experienced” 

(Wright & Nishii, 2004) framework of HRM to the field of LGBTQ+ diversity policy. 

By applying this tripartite framework to concrete inclusion practices, we expose 

how alignment is not only a structural challenge, but also a cultural and interpretive 

process. Misalignments do not merely result from failures in delivery but emerge 

from divergent understandings of DEI’s purpose across leadership, HR, and 
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employees; an issue recognized in the broader literature on DEI strategy as an 

interpretive gap (Shen et al., 2014) 

At Fanhigh, ambiguity around whether DEI should be identity blind and equality 

focused, identity-conscious, or a mix of both led to conceptual drift, weakening 

implementation in hiring and training. In contrast, Mismag’s identity-conscious 

vision was clearer, but employee understanding of that vision remained superficial, 

echoing recent concerns that even coherent visions fail without cultural embedding 

(Bierema et al., 2023). Thus, misalignment stems not only from (in)action, but 

from fragmented interpretation, where the implementation does not always follow 

the intended vision. We argue that DEI policies must not only be structurally 

operationalized, but symbolically internalized through everyday meaning-making, 

cultural narratives, and norms of belonging (Van Douwen, 2025). This can include 

clear, employee centered communication about DEI, embedding DEI into hiring, 

training and promotion structures and appropriate resource allocation for DEI 

mission. This reinforces the call for DEI to be seen not as a checklist but as an 

ongoing organizational process.

The Consequences of Conceptual Ambiguity in Diversity Approaches 

A second theoretical contribution of this study lies in unpacking how ambiguity in 

diversity approaches disrupts the translation of DEI vision into meaningful practice. 

Prior research has suggested that combining identity-conscious and meritocratic 

frames can generate broader buy-in (Gündemir et al., 2017). At first glance, our 

results may suggest that combining approaches can sometimes backfire. However, 

our findings show that problems do not stem from combining diversity approaches, 

but from doing so without a coherent and explicitly articulated rationale. When 

this blending of approaches remains unexamined, it can lead to confusion, 

disengagement, and failures in implementation. 

At Fanhigh, for instance, the organization oscillates between identity-conscious 

rhetoric (focused on disadvantage) and meritocratic ideals. This lack of a coherent 

vision creates ideological drift: diversity is framed primarily as a problem to manage, 

rather than a strength to cultivate. This not only limits the scope of interventions 

(e.g., hiring or training), but also reinforces perceptions of DEI as optional or 

reactive, especially during periods of organizational pressure. 

Mismag’s case illustrates a different form of misalignment. While the DEI vision 

is more clearly identity-conscious at the top, its underlying rationale is poorly 

communicated and only partially understood by employees. Interviewees questioned 
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the need for LGBTQ+ specific policies, describing the broader climate as “already 

inclusive”; a perception that muted engagement despite visible support structures. 

This gap between strategic clarity and cultural embedding resulted in cautious, 

rather than confident, expressions of identity. 

These patterns echo findings which demonstrate that identity-conscious diversity 

approaches encourage LGBTQ+ employees to be authentic, increase perceptions 

of fairness and belonging (Mor et al., 2025a [Chapter 2]), whereas identity-blind 

or ideologically ambiguous climates foster concealment and a sense of tolerance 

(Kirby, et al., 2023; Mor et al., 2025b [Chapter 3]). Importantly, they show that 

clarity of diversity approach not only facilitates identity expression but enhances 

perceived organizational authenticity. Our study adds that this ideological clarity 

must be carried through all levels of the organization otherwise, symbolic inclusion 

at the top may mask cultural hesitation below. 

Furthermore. blending approaches without integration can create a form of 

“ideological incongruence”: a mismatch between the formal vision and the informal 

cultural logic. We observe this dynamic in both cases: Fanhigh’s managerial 

emphasis on neutrality undermines the inclusion agenda, while Mismag’s 

assimilation pressures contradict its identity-affirming goals. Together, these 

findings emphasize that clarity, consistency, and shared interpretation are essential 

if diversity approach is to enable, not hinder, LGBTQ+ inclusion. 

Distributed Responsibility as a Lever for Alignment 

Our third contribution lies in illuminating the importance of responsibility 

structures in shaping alignment across vision, implementation, and perception. 

Both organizations relied heavily on LGBTQ+ employee networks to initiate policy 

changes, from parental leave to gender-neutral facilities. While these ERGs were 

empowered and resourced, the burden of innovation fell disproportionately on 

marginalized employees, reproducing what has been termed the “minority tax” 

(Faucett et al., 2022; Ng, 2023). 

Mismag was more successful in distributing responsibility. ERG time was formally 

recognized as work, and executive sponsors were actively engaged. In contrast, 

Fanhigh's DEI officer operated largely in isolation, with middle management 

remaining passive or absent. Where responsibility is concentrated in symbolic 

or isolated actors, DEI lacks institutional traction. Where it is structurally shared 

through HR, ERGs, management training, and embedded leadership, alignment 

becomes more feasible (Vincent et al., 2024). This builds on and extends prior 
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work showing that middle management buy-in is critical for diversity efforts to 

succeed (Christie & Tippmann, 2024; Dobbin & Kalev, 2016). We argue that what 

matters is not just engagement by any one group, but the intentional diffusion of 

responsibility across multiple, complementary actors, with top leadership taking 

ultimate accountability and decision making responsibility. Effective inclusion 

requires horizontal and vertical integration: from executive board to team leaders, 

and from HR structures to grassroots networks. 

Practical Recommendations 

While not generalizable, this study offers practical insights for organizations 

seeking to strengthen LGBTQ+ DEI efforts. Firstly, it provides a proof of principle 

that strategic intentions and formal implementation do not necessarily align with 

employee experiences—and that different organizations may exhibit distinct 

patterns of alignment or misalignment. This highlights the need for organizations 

to critically examine not only what policies are in place, but how they are interpreted, 

enacted, and felt by employees. It also underscores the value of listening to 

marginalized voices to identify gaps between institutional ambition and lived reality. 

Our analysis shows that when responsibility is concentrated in a few hands, DEI 

becomes vulnerable to deprioritization or inconsistency. Instead, these efforts must 

be structurally embedded and underlying vision widely shared. This underlines 

the importance of clarifying roles across leadership, HR, middle managers, and 

ERGs, ensuring accountability, resourcing, and formal representation in governance 

structures (De Cock et al., 2025; Dobbin & Kalev, 2022; Gröschl, 2011). 

Effective communication also emerged as vital. Employees respond more strongly 

to storytelling and values-based messaging that connect DEI to personal and 

organizational meaning. Without this, many remain unaware of or indifferent to 

existing policies. Clear, emotionally resonant communication helps move employees 

from passive support, and indifference to active engagement (Jansen et al., 2024). 

Decision-making processes must also strike a balance between consultation and 

value-based, decisive leadership. While affected groups should be meaningfully 

involved, such as in discussions on gender-neutral bathrooms, final decisions 

should be guided by a consistent DEI vision. Over-compromising or deferring 

decisions entirely may erode trust and signal weak commitment. 

Ultimately, successful LGBTQ+ inclusion depends not just on policy design, but 

on building systems that enable sustained action (Ellemers & Van der Toorn, 

in press). This includes: integration of DEI into organizational processes such as 
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hiring, onboarding, evaluations and promotion. Distribution of responsibility across 

stakeholders, with the resources and authority needed to shape DEI policy and 

practice. Consistent leadership engagement at both senior and middle levels, 

supported by greater diversity in leadership and clear mandates for DEI participation; 

and employee-centered communication that links inclusion to the organization’s 

broader mission in an accessible, resonant way. Without these structural supports, 

even well-crafted policies are unlikely to translate into meaningful, lived inclusion. 

In this way, the intended–implemented–experienced framework offers both a 

diagnostic tool and a conceptual lens for designing more coherent, grounded, and 

impactful LGBTQ+ inclusion strategies. 

Limitations and Future Directions 

A limitation of this study is the lack of diversity within our participant sample. 

The sample comprising primarily white gay men, limits our ability to capture the 

broader spectrum of LGBTQ+ experiences. As such, we cannot make strong claims 

about how LGBTQ+ employees as a whole, particularly those with intersecting 

marginalized identities experience DEI policies. This is especially relevant given 

how organizations often focus on specific demographic groups (e.g., women or 

individuals with a migration background at Mismag), potentially overlooking how 

those at the intersection of multiple identities experience inclusion efforts (Gündemir 

et al., 2019; Pietri et al., 2018). Future research should prioritize more diverse 

sampling to better understand the varied and intersecting realities within the 

LGBTQ+ community and how these shape responses to DEI policy implementation. 

Conclusion 

This study used the I-I-E framework to examine how LGBTQ+ diversity policies 

unfold in practice. Rather than treating DEI policies as fixed or linear, the framework 

highlights how policies are envisioned, implemented and experienced by various 

stakeholders. Our comparative case study revealed that DEI outcomes depend on 

multiple factors, including clarity of vision, structural integration, shared responsibility, 

and communication. Even well-intentioned policies faltered when implementation 

was fragmented or when employee perceptions diverged from organizational 

goals. This highlights the need to consider both policy implementers (e.g., HR 

and DEI officers) and recipients (LGBTQ+ employees), and to understand where 

their perspectives (mis)align. Misalignments between the intended, implemented, 

and experienced dimensions of policy limit effectiveness and undermine inclusion. 

By exploring how DEI policies are reinterpreted across different actors, this study 

offers a look into how DEI actually works in an organization. It contributes both 

theoretical and practical insight into how misalignments arise, their impact on DEI 
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success, and what organizations can do to bridge gaps between intention and 

experience for more meaningful LGBTQ+ inclusion. 

Chapter 4 adds crucial depth to the findings from previous chapters by situating 

diversity approaches within the lived realities of organizational life. It shows 

that DEI policies do not operate in a vacuum but are shaped by competing 

interpretations, structural constraints, and interpersonal dynamics. Using the 

intended–implemented–experienced framework from the HRM literature, this 

chapter illuminates how the meaning and impact of diversity policies can shift as 

they move from strategic vision to everyday practice. 

By bringing together the perspectives of both organizations and employees, 

Chapter 4 examines the interplay between institutional structures and lived 

experiences. It portrays LGBTQ+ employees not as passive targets of policy, but 

as engaged participants who actively make sense of, respond to, and influence 

the implementation of inclusion efforts. In doing so, the chapter presents a more 

layered, stakeholder-driven understanding of diversity and inclusion 

Having established how diversity policies are enacted and experienced in practice, 

Chapter 5 shifts focus to the emotional and health-related consequences of inclusion 

for LGBTQ+ individuals. It explores how social satisfaction in the workplace may 

serve as a protective factor, buffering against the negative effects of minority stress. 

In doing so, Chapter 5 builds on the earlier chapters by linking structural inclusion 

efforts to individual well-being outcomes thereby underscoring what is truly at stake 

in building inclusive workplaces. 
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ABSTRACT 

LGBTQ+ individuals continue to experience less favorable outcomes both 

within and beyond the workplace compared to their cisgender, heterosexual 

counterparts. Drawing on minority stress and community resilience frameworks, 

this study investigates how different dimensions of workplace experiences, namely 

interpersonal and task-related satisfaction, relate to employee well-being, and 

whether these relationships differ between LGBTQ+ and cis-hetero individuals. 

We hypothesized that (1) LGBTQ+ individuals would report lower workplace 

satisfaction and well-being, (2) interpersonal satisfaction would be a stronger 

predictor of well-being than task satisfaction among LGBTQ+ employees, and 

(3) interpersonal satisfaction would predict well-being more strongly for LGBTQ+ 

employees than for cis-hetero employees. Using data from the LISS panel, a large 

population-based longitudinal study in the Netherlands, we conducted multilevel 

regression analyses to test these predictions (n=4794). As expected, LGBTQ+ 

participants reported significantly lower interpersonal and task satisfaction, as 

well as poorer mental health and work-related well-being. However, contrary to 

expectations, interpersonal satisfaction did not significantly outperform task 

satisfaction in predicting LGBTQ+ well-being, nor did its predictive strength differ 

from that of cis-hetero employees. We discuss possible explanations for these null 

findings, including sample-related limitations and measurement constraints, and 

emphasize the enduring need to address systemic inequalities affecting LGBTQ+ 

individuals in the workplace.

Keywords: LGBTQ+, Well-being, Workplace Satisfaction, Minority Stress 
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EXAMINING WORKPLACE PERCEPTIONS AND WELL-BEING AMONG 
LGBTQ+ EMPLOYEES 

LGBTQ+ employees face many challenges in the workplace that can negatively 

impact their well-being, as discrimination, microaggressions, and harassment 

remain persistent (Cech & Rothwell, 2020; Coffman et al., 2017; European 

Union Agency for Fundamental Rights, 2024). These employees also bear an 

additional emotional burden of navigating workplace interactions with greater 

caution than their cis-heterosexual counterparts. At times they are expected to 

educate colleagues on LGBTQ+ issues while also managing the complexities of 

identity disclosure (Cancela et al., 2024; Griffith & Hebl, 2002; Mara et al., 2021). 

The relative concealability of a queer identity means that LGBTQ+ employees often 

weigh the risks and benefits of being open about their identity. While disclosure can 

foster inclusion, authenticity, and workplace satisfaction, it also makes individuals 

vulnerable to potential bias and exclusion (Pachankis et al., 2020; Suppes et al., 

2019, 2021). Conversely, concealing one's identity may provide protection but 

can diminish authenticity, well-being, and opportunities for meaningful workplace 

connections (Beagan et al., 2022; Collins & Callahan, 2012; Follmer et al., 2020; 

Shepherd & Brochu, 2024). This ongoing identity management challenge at work 

affects how LGBTQ+ employees experience their workplace relationships, sense 

of inclusion, and professional fulfillment (Corlett et al., 2022; Cumberbatch, 2021; 

Schilt & Westbrook, 2009). 

The workplace environment plays a critical role in shaping the well-being of LGBTQ+ 

employees, with organizational conditions influencing both psychological outcomes 

and broader job-related attitudes. A meta-analysis by Webster and colleagues 

(2018) demonstrates how workplace conditions affect perceived discrimination, 

work attitudes, and—most relevant to the present study—psychological strain. 

Their findings emphasize the importance of supportive workplace relationships 

as a protective factor, buffering LGBTQ+ employees against psychological strain 

and promoting greater well-being. In the current study, we build on and extend 

this previous work in three key ways. First, we explicitly recognize that the well-

being of LGBTQ+ employees may be shaped by multiple dimensions of workplace 

experience, particularly their perceptions of both interpersonal and task-related 

relationships. Second, workplace perceptions most theoretically meaningful to 

LGBTQ+ employees may be those they experience less of compared to their 

cis-heterosexual counterparts. Third, to test the specificity of earlier findings, the 

associations between workplace perceptions and well-being need to be compared 

across LGBTQ+ and cis-heterosexual employees. If LGBTQ+ employees are indeed 
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more responsive to interpersonal dynamics, as prior research suggests, we would 

expect stronger associations between interpersonal perceptions and well-being 

within this group. Drawing on a large longitudinal dataset, we examine how both 

interpersonal and task-related aspects of workplace satisfaction relate to employee 

well-being, and whether these relationships differ systematically between LGBTQ+ 

and cis-heterosexual employees. The current study draws on a large longitudinal 

dataset to examine how both interpersonal and task-related aspects of workplace 

satisfaction relate to well-being—and whether these associations differ between 

LGBTQ+ and cis-heterosexual employees. 

Theoretical Background and Hypotheses 

LGBTQ+ employees face heightened risks and challenges in the workplace 

due to their queer identity, placing them at a disadvantage compared to their 

cisgender, heterosexual counterparts. The prevailing heteronormative culture, 

which prioritizes cisgender and heterosexual experiences as the default and is 

reinforced by implicit biases and exclusionary norms, further deepens this disparity, 

shaping both interpersonal and task-related aspects of work (Beagan et al., 2022; 

Bizzeth & Beagan, 2023; Compton & Dougherty, 2017; Corlett et al., 2022; Mizzi, 

2016; Van der Toorn et al., 2020). Socially, LGBTQ+ employees must navigate 

stigma, harassment, microaggressions, discrimination, and the complexities of 

identity disclosure, all of which negatively affect workplace relationships and 

overall belonging (Cancela et al., 2024; Corlett et al., 2022; Einarsdóttir et al., 

2015; Mara et al., 2021; Schönauer & Greven, 2024; Sears & Mallory, 2014). Beyond 

these interpersonal challenges, LGBTQ+ employees also experience challenges 

related to the job itself including reduced perceptions of fit, and lower wages 

(Badgett et al., 2007; McFadden & Crowley-Henry, 2016; Webster et al., 2018). 

Taken together, existing research strongly suggests that LGBTQ+ employees may 

experience both task-related and relationship-related aspects of the workplace 

less positively than their cis-heterosexual counterparts. While these experiences 

can be measured in various ways, we focus here on employees' self-reported 

satisfaction with interpersonal and task-related aspects of their job, as this provides 

a direct measure of how well these aspects of their jobs meet their expectations 

and needs (Locke, 1969). Furthermore, given the well-established link between 

employee perceptions of both social and task-related aspects of work and overall 

well-being (Bowling et al., 2010; Faragher et al., 2005), we argue that the challenges 

associated with navigating a queer identity in the workplace create a compounded 

risk for LGBTQ+ employees’ well-being compared to their cis-heterosexual peers. 

This leads to the following hypothesis: 
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H1: LGBTQ+ individuals will report lower levels of (a) interpersonal and task-

related workplace satisfaction and (b) well-being compared to cis-hetero 

individuals. 

It is important to recognize that workplace satisfaction and well-being are 

interconnected. Satisfaction in both interpersonal and task-related domains is 

linked to overall well-being (Bowling et al., 2010; Faragher et al., 2005; Judge et 

al., 2002; Judge & Klinger, 2008). On the job characteristics side, satisfaction with 

pay shapes perceptions of fairness, work motivation, engagement, and turnover 

intentions (Currall et al., 2005; Jawahar & Stone, 2011; Ruiz-Palomino et al., 2013). 

Satisfaction with working hours has been linked to overall life satisfaction and 

absenteeism (Bartoll & Ramos, 2020; Lee et al., 2015), while satisfaction with the 

nature of one's tasks contributes to well-being by reducing stress and fostering a 

sense of autonomy (Jiang et al., 2020; Sasser & Sørensen, 2016). 

On the interpersonal side, research emphasizes the importance of workplace 

inclusion for both performance and well-being, highlighting the detrimental effects 

of loneliness and the critical role of supportive workplace relationships (Chordiya, 

2022; Jansen et al., 2014; Lam & Lau, 2012; Randel, 2023). This mirrors findings 

from the social identification literature, which underscore the profound impact of 

social networks and identities on both mental and physical health (Holt-Lunstad 

et al., 2010, 2015; Jetten et al., 2012). Notably, some job satisfaction measures 

aggregate different aspects of workplace satisfaction into composite scores (Bowling 

et al., 2010; Faragher et al., 2005; Judge & Klinger, 2008), which possibly obscures 

the relative importance of interpersonal and task-related factors for different groups. 

LGBTQ+ individuals face unique identity-related stressors, often referred to as 

minority stress, which contribute to their heightened risk for poorer well-being 

outcomes (Frost & Meyer, 2023; McConnell et al., 2018; Meyer, 2003; Velez et al., 

2013). These stressors—rooted in societal stigma, discrimination, and exclusion—

are inherently social in nature. In the workplace this may manifest in impeded 

interpersonal dynamics, shaping employees’ experiences of inclusion, authenticity, 

belonging, and overall satisfaction. Conversely, the community resilience framework 

suggests that the negative effect of minority stress on well-being can be mitigated 

through supportive networks and strong interpersonal relationships within one’s 

community (Crawford & Kashubeck-West, 2023; McConnell et al., 2018; Parmenter 

& Galliher, 2023). We extend this argument to propose that similar benefits can also 

emerge from positive workplace relationships. Positive workplace interactions may 

serve as a crucial buffer against minority stress, fostering a sense of belonging 
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and emotional security that, in turn, enhances well-being (Schönauer et al., 2025). 

However, the absence of such positive relationships may not only exacerbate 

existing stressors but also contribute to diminished well-being by compounding 

the emotional burden of navigating workplace interactions. Taken together, these 

perspectives suggest that interpersonal satisfaction—more so than task-related 

satisfaction—may play a particularly significant role in shaping LGBTQ+ employees’ 

well-being. Hence, we hypothesize: 

H2: For LGBTQ+ employees, interpersonal satisfaction will be a stronger 

predictor of well-being compared to task-related satisfaction. 

Given the pervasive heteronormative culture in many workplaces and the 

prevailing norms of professionalism, which are often aligned with cisgender and 

heterosexual identities (Cech, 2022; Corlett et al., 2022; Cumberbatch, 2021; Mizzi, 

2013, 2016; Morgenroth et al., 2024), cisgender, heterosexual employees are less 

likely to encounter systemic identity-related stressors compared to their LGBTQ+ 

counterparts. Without these systemic social stressors, the role of interpersonal 

workplace relationships in shaping well-being may be less pronounced for cis-

heterosexual employees. As a result, we propose that the link between interpersonal 

satisfaction and well-being will be more pronounced for LGBTQ+ employees 

compared to their cis-heterosexual counterparts, as supportive workplace 

relationships may play a more significant role in mitigating/exacerbating the effects 

of minority stress. 

H3: The relationship between interpersonal satisfaction and well-being will 

be stronger for LGBTQ+ employees compared to cis-hetero employees. 

Current Study 

This study builds on existing research by highlighting the pivotal role of workplace 

relationships for LGBTQ+ employee well-being. By integrating literature on 

community resilience and workplace well-being, we extend current frameworks 

to underscore the significance of workplace inclusion. Additionally, we offer a 

comparative perspective on the experiences of LGBTQ+ employees relative to 

their cisgender-heterosexual counterparts. Here, we examine how interpersonal and 

task-related aspects of job satisfaction may differentially influence well-being among 

LGBTQ+ and cisgender-heterosexual employees. In doing so, we move beyond 

documenting disparities to exploring the mechanisms that may contribute to them—

namely, the distinct ways in which social and structural aspects of the workplace 

interact with minoritized identities. This approach deepens our understanding of 
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why well-being gaps persist across groups and offers a more nuanced view of how 

workplace experiences shape mental health outcomes. 

To achieve this, we utilize data from the LISS panel, a large, population-based 

longitudinal dataset in the Netherlands, which enables us to examine how different 

aspects of work satisfaction influence well-being over time. The LISS dataset’s 

longitudinal design allows for a robust analysis by capturing well-being variables 

several months after work-related variables. For a comprehensive assessment 

of the impact of work satisfaction on general well-being, we incorporate multiple 

well-being measures. This includes aspects that are proximal self-reports such as 

a self-report of global well-being measure and a mental health inventory, as well 

as measures more indirectly affected by health such as work hinderance and a 

measure of absenteeism. In addition, we include satisfaction with working hours, 

wages, and overall job satisfaction as supplementary predictors in our analyses to 

assess the robustness of our primary findings. These additional variables allow us 

to explore whether broader or more structural aspects of job satisfaction influence 

well-being outcomes differently across groups, and help ensure that our core results 

are not driven by omitted facets of the workplace experience. 

METHODS

Sample and Data Collection 

We analyzed data from the Longitudinal Internet Studies for the Social Sciences 

(LISS) panel, a population-based longitudinal panel in the Netherlands (LISS Panel, 

n.d.). The LISS panel is composed of participants who periodically complete online 

questionnaires in exchange for compensation (see Scherpenzeel & Das, 2011 for 

additional information about the panel). The collection of LISS panel data has been 

previously approved by a relevant ethics board, and we received additional ethics 

approval for secondary analysis of the data from our own institution. Our hypotheses 

and exploratory analyses were all pre-registered and can be found on https://osf.

io/sa4qn/?view_only=a512f53e7b3541309edbdd2b1caad976

We extracted data on work satisfaction, well-being, and demographic variables, 

including age, sexual orientation, gender assigned at birth, and gender identity. 

These variables were drawn from the Work and Schooling, Health, and Background 

questionnaires, as well as the Democratic Innovations add-on study for the sexual 

orientation question. We used the last three waves of data collection from 2022, 

2023 and 2024, which were available at the time of extraction. It is also noteworthy 
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that the gender identity question was introduced into the LISS background 

questionnaire starting in 2022, making our reliance on these waves particularly 

relevant. Sexual orientation data were obtained from the Democratic Innovations 

study, conducted in 2023.1 All other demographic variables were extracted from 

the latest wave of data collection, i.e. the 2024 Background questionnaire. In cases 

where information was missing in the 2024 wave, data were supplemented using 

responses from earlier waves, where available. Participants were explicitly informed 

that their responses would be used solely for scientific purposes. They were told 

that their answers would remain confidential, their participation in the survey was 

entirely voluntary, and they had the right to withdraw from the study at any time.

In the final dataset we had a total of 14,382 observations reflecting responses from 

4,794 individuals who were above the age of 18 and provided complete data on work 

satisfaction, well-being, sexual orientation, gender assigned at birth, and gender 

identity at one or more of the three time points. A post-hoc sensitivity analysis 

indicated that the sample size had sufficient power (1-β = 0.80; α = 0.05) to detect 

an effect size of f2 = 0.02 with 80% power (Faul et al., 2007).

Measures 

Work 

Task-Related Satisfaction.

Task-related work satisfaction was measured with a single item. Participants rated 

their satisfaction on a 10-point scale (1 = Not at all satisfied; 10 = Completely 

satisfied) in response to the question: "How satisfied are you with the type of work 

that you do?". 

Interpersonal Satisfaction.

Interpersonal work satisfaction was measured with a single item. Participants rated 

their satisfaction on a 10-point scale (1 = Not at all satisfied; 10 = Completely 

satisfied) in response to the question: "How satisfied are you with the general 

atmosphere among your colleagues?".

1	 Due to lack of sexual orientation in 2022 and 2024, we assume that the sexual orientation indicated in 
2023 was stable across the three years.
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Well-being 

General Health.

General health was measured with a single item. Participants rated their health on 

a 5-point scale (1 = Poor; 5 = Excellent) in response to the question: "How would 

you describe your health, generally speaking?".

Mental Health.

Mental health was assessed using the five-item Mental Health Inventory (MHI-5; 

Berwick et al., 1991). Participants responded to how frequently they experienced 

psychological distress and happiness during the past month using a 6-point scale 

(1 = Never; 6 = Continuously). The items included: (1) "I felt very anxious," (2) "I felt 

so down that nothing could cheer me up," (3) "I felt calm and peaceful," (4) "I felt 

depressed and gloomy," and (5) "I felt happy." Items were reverse-coded such that 

higher numbers indicate better mental health.

Absenteeism.

Absenteeism was measured with the question: "How many days during the last 

month were you unable to go to work, perform housekeeping work, or attend school 

due to disease?" Participants selected one of the following response options: 0 

days; 1–2 days; 3–5 days; 6–10 days; more than 10 days.

Work Hindrance.

Work hindrance due to poor health was assessed using a single item. Participants 

rated the extent to which their physical health or emotional problems hindered their 

work on a 5-point scale (1 = Not at all; 5 = Very much). The question was: "To what 

extent did your physical health or emotional problems hinder your work over the 

past month, for example, in your job, housekeeping, taking care of children, doing 

volunteer work, or school?".

Demographics 

Sexual Orientation.

Sexual orientation was assessed with the question: “How would you describe 

your sexual orientation?” Participants could select from the following response 

options: Heterosexual, Gay, Bisexual, Pansexual or Omnisexual, Asexual, and 

Other. Participants who selected "Other" were given the opportunity to provide a 

written response. These open-text responses were manually reviewed and, when 
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appropriate, recategorized into existing categories or excluded if they did not reflect 

a clear sexual orientation. 

Gender Identity.

Gender identity was assessed using the definition of a transgender person as 

someone who does not identify with the gender assigned at birth (Morgenroth & 

Ryan, 2018). Participants whose reported gender did not match their identified 

gender identity were categorized as transgender in the sample. 

Age.

Participants reported their age in whole years. 

Exploratory Analyses Measures 

Working Hours Satisfaction.

Working Hours satisfaction was measured with a single item. Participants rated their 

satisfaction on a 10-point scale (1 = Not at all satisfied; 10 = Completely satisfied) 

in response to the question: “How satisfied are you with your working hours?”

Wage Satisfaction.

Wage satisfaction was measured with a single item. Participants rated their 

satisfaction on a 10-point scale (1 = Not at all satisfied; 10 = Completely satisfied) 

in response to the question: How satisfied are you with your wages, salary, or profit 

earnings?".

General Satisfaction.

General work satisfaction was measured with a single item. Participants rated their 

satisfaction on a 10-point scale (1 = Not at all satisfied; 10 = Completely satisfied) 

in response to the question: "How satisfied are you with your current work?".

RESULTS 

We conducted multilevel regression analyses to account for the nested structure 

of the data, with repeated observations nested within individuals. As our primary 

interest was in individual-level differences, all predictors were specified at the 

individual level. Time-level variance was not modeled explicitly. Preliminary analyses 

indicated sufficient variance at the individual level for all key variables, justifying the 

use of multilevel modeling. Detailed variance components are presented in Table 2. 
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Hypothesis Testing 

Intergroup Differences: LBGTQ+ vs Cis-Hetero Individuals 

We first tested whether LGBTQ+ individuals will report lower levels of (a) 

interpersonal and task-related workplace satisfaction and (b) well-being compared 

to cis-hetero individuals (Hypothesis 1). Table 3 presents the results from the 

multilevel regression analyses comparing LGBTQ+ participants (n= 387) with 

cis-heterosexual participants (n = 4,407). Consistent with Hypothesis 1, LGBTQ+ 

individuals reported significantly lower levels of both interpersonal and task-related 

satisfaction. They also reported poorer mental health outcomes, more frequent work 

hindrance due to health, and a greater number of sick days. However, no significant 

difference was observed between the two groups on global well-being.

Interpersonal versus Task-Related Satisfaction Effects on Well-being 

We then examined whether interpersonal satisfaction will be a stronger predictor of 

well-being for LGBTQ+ individuals compared to task-related satisfaction (Hypothesis 

2). Table 4 presents the results of multilevel regressions examining the associations 

between interpersonal and task-related satisfaction and well-being outcomes within 

the LGBTQ+ subsample. Contrary to expectations, neither interpersonal nor task 

satisfaction significantly predicted any of the well-being indicators. Nevertheless, 

the direction of all coefficients aligned with theoretical predictions, with interpersonal 

satisfaction generally showing a stronger (though non-significant) association 

with well-being compared to task satisfaction. An additional contrast between 

interpersonal and task satisfaction was not conducted as neither of the variables 

seem to have a significant relationship with well-being. 
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Interpersonal Satisfaction and Well-being: Moderation by LGBTQ+ identity 

We also tested whether the relationship between interpersonal satisfaction and 

well-being is stronger for LGBTQ+ individuals compared to cis-hetero individuals 

(Hypothesis 3). Table 5 presents the results of multilevel regressions testing 

whether the association between interpersonal satisfaction and well-being differs 

by sexual orientation and gender identity. Specifically, we examined interaction 

effects between LGBTQ+ status and interpersonal satisfaction across multiple well-

being outcomes. Contrary to expectations, no significant interaction effects were 

observed. That is, the strength of the relationship between interpersonal satisfaction 

and well-being did not differ significantly between LGBTQ+ and cis-heterosexual 

individuals. While all interaction terms were in the hypothesized direction, the results 

do not provide statistical support for Hypothesis 3. 

Intragroup Variation: Transgender Participants 

We did not find any significant differences between transgender participants and 

LGB+ participants on well-being or workplace satisfaction perceptions in our 

sample. 

Exploratory Analyses 

In light of the non-significant findings for Hypotheses 2 and 3, we opted not 

to explore the role of additional factors such as age, tenure, or ethnicity in the 

relationship between workplace perceptions and well-being. However, we did 

conduct additional exploratory analyses to investigate whether other dimensions 

of workplace satisfaction, namely satisfaction with pay, working hours, and overall 

job satisfaction, differed between LGBTQ+ and cisgender-heterosexual individuals. 

These results are presented in Table 3. We find that, similar to the pattern observed 

for interpersonal and task satisfaction, the pay, hour and overall job satisfaction of 

LGBTQ+ individuals is significantly lower than that of cis-hetero individuals. 
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DISCUSSION 

This study set out to examine how different aspects of workplace experiences, 

specifically interpersonal and task-related satisfaction, relate to the well-being 

of LGBTQ+ employees compared to their cisgender-heterosexual counterparts. 

Drawing on theoretical frameworks such as minority stress theory (Frost & Meyer, 

2023; Velez et al., 2013) and community resilience (Crawford & Kashubeck-

West, 2023; McConnell et al., 2018), we hypothesized that LGBTQ+ employees 

would report lower satisfaction and well-being, and that interpersonal workplace 

satisfaction would play a particularly salient role in shaping their well-being. 

Summary of the Findings 

Our findings partially support these expectations. Consistent with Hypothesis 1, 

LGBTQ+ individuals reported significantly lower levels of both interpersonal and 

task-related satisfaction, as well as worse mental health, greater work hinderance, 

and more absenteeism compared to cis-heterosexual employees. These results 

align with existing literature showing that LGBTQ+ employees face more challenges 

in workplace inclusion, often due to systemic marginalization and identity-related 

stressors (Maji et al., 2023; Meyer, 2003; Webster et al., 2018). However, contrary 

to our expectations, no significant differences emerged for global well-being, 

suggesting that the impact of workplace experiences may be more pronounced on 

domain-specific outcomes (e.g., mental health, work-related functioning) than on 

general life satisfaction. Further, we did not find support for Hypotheses 2 and 3. 

Specifically, interpersonal satisfaction did not emerge as a significantly stronger 

predictor of well-being for LGBTQ+ employees compared to task satisfaction, and 

the strength of this association did not differ significantly between LGBTQ+ and 

cis-heterosexual employees. While the direction of associations was consistent with 

our theoretical expectations, the lack of statistical significance limits the strength 

of our conclusions. 

Implications, Limitations, and Recommendations 

The observed group-level disparities in both workplace satisfaction and well-being 

reaffirm the critical impact of systemic, identity-related stressors faced by LGBTQ+ 

individuals in professional settings. Lower levels of satisfaction may reflect subtle 

experiences of exclusion, microaggressions, identity concealment, or a diminished 

sense of authenticity and belonging, factors that are well-documented in the 

minority stress literature (Frost & Meyer, 2023; Velez et al., 2013). Our findings 

align with broader research and European Union monitoring reports that document 

persistent disparities in LGBTQ+ wellbeing both in and outside the workplace, 
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even in progressive contexts like the Netherlands (European Union Agency for 

Fundamental Rights, 2024; Van den Dungen et al., 2023). These findings suggest 

that despite formal advances in legal protections and social acceptance, the 

workplace remains a site of vulnerability for LGBTQ+ employees. These findings 

underscore the potential risks of recent decisions by some organizations and 

policymakers to scale back commitments to diversity and inclusion initiatives 

(Bussewitz, 2024; Leung, 2025), reinforcing the continued need for research and 

advocacy in this area. 

The absence of an interaction between interpersonal satisfaction and LGBTQ+ 

group membership on outcomes is surprising, particularly in light of the recent meta-

analysis by Webster and colleagues (2018), who found that supportive workplace 

relationships were of unique importance for reducing LGBTQ+ employees’ 

psychological strain, a variable closely linked to well-being. However, the absence 

of significant findings for Hypotheses 2 and 3 may also reflect methodological 

limitations. First, the smaller size of the LGBTQ+ subsample compared to the 

cisgender-heterosexual group may have limited statistical power to detect interaction 

effects or subtle group differences. Prior research has shown that unbalanced group 

sizes, especially in moderation analyses, can reduce sensitivity to detect cross-

level or between-group effects (Aguinis et al., 2001; Costa et al., 2013; McClelland 

& Judd, 1993). Second, both interpersonal and task-related satisfaction were 

measured using single-item indicators due to constraints associated with using an 

existing dataset. While single-item measures can be practical and are sometimes 

validated for global assessments, they are limited in their ability to capture the 

complexity and multidimensionality of constructs such as job satisfaction (Judge 

et al., 2002; Van Saane et al., 2003; Williams & Smith, 2016). In particular, the 

measure of social satisfaction - “How satisfied are you with the general atmosphere 

among your colleagues?” - may be too broad or superficial to adequately reflect 

core experiences related to inclusion, psychological safety, or social connectedness 

(Jansen et al., 2014). As a result, while the constructs of interpersonal and task 

satisfaction remain theoretically relevant, they may not have been fully or accurately 

captured in this study, potentially limiting the precision and interpretability of the 

findings. 

These insights point to several important avenues for future research. First, future 

studies should prioritize the development and use of more granular measures of 

workplace belonging, inclusion, and interpersonal connectedness, particularly as 

they relate to marginalized identities. Additionally, future research should leverage 

longitudinal designs to examine how workplace perceptions and well-being evolve 
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over time. While the present study used longitudinal data, limitations in statistical 

power led us to adopt a multilevel model that did not explicitly model time as a 

predictor. As a result, we were unable to assess how these relationships change 

or accumulate across different time points. 

Also exploring intersectional differences remains an important area to further the 

understanding of how marginalized individuals navigate workplace perceptions 

and how it shapes their well-being. An intersectional lens is especially relevant 

in this context, as the impact of workplace satisfaction and minority stress may 

not be uniform across the broader LGBTQ+ population. For instance, LGBTQ+ 

people of color may face compounded forms of discrimination which can influence 

access to support systems, perceptions of inclusion, and vulnerability to workplace 

exclusion. In the context of community resilience, research has shown that LGBTQ+ 

individuals of color may face greater challenges in accessing the protective benefits 

of community support due to experiences of racism within LGBTQ+ spaces and 

heterosexism within racial or ethnic communities (Cyrus, 2017; Parmenter et al., 

2021). This can weaken the buffering effect that social support might otherwise have 

on minority stress and well-being. As such, future research should move beyond 

broad group comparisons and instead examine how multiple, intersecting identities 

interact to shape workplace experiences and outcomes. 

In sum, this study sheds light on the persistent disparities in workplace satisfaction 

and well-being between LGBTQ+ and cisgender-heterosexual employees, 

highlighting the need for more inclusive and responsive organizational practices. 

Future research should continue to refine our understanding of the conditions 

under which workplace satisfaction contributes to well-being, particularly for those 

navigating minoritized identities in professional settings. 
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Dit proefschrift onderzoekt hoe diversiteits-, gelijkheids- en inclusiebeleid (DEI) 

en de werkomgevingen van organisaties de ervaringen en reacties van LHBTI+-

werknemers beïnvloeden. Hoewel het onderzoek naar diversiteit op de werkvloer de 

afgelopen decennia aanzienlijk is uitgebreid, heeft het zich voornamelijk gericht op 

meer zichtbare identiteitscategorieën; met name geslacht en etniciteit (Apfelbaum 

et al., 2016; Gündemir et al., 2019; Leslie & Flynn, 2022; Martin, 2023; Rattan & 

Ambady, 2013). Binnen het onderzoek naar LHBTI+ mensen op de werkvloer lag 

de wetenschappelijke aandacht vooral op de dynamiek van de keuze om wel of 

niet uit de kast te komen, met nadruk op seksuele geaardheid en minder aandacht 

voor genderidentiteit. Daarbij wordt de heterogeniteit binnen de gemeenschap 

en de specifieke uitdagingen waarmee subgroepen – zoals transgender en non-

binaire personen – worden geconfronteerd, vaak over het hoofd gezien (Anteby & 

Anderson, 2014; Kirby et al., 2023; McFadden & Crowley-Henry, 2016; Ozturk & 

Tatli, 2016; Pepper & Lorah, 2008; Thuillier et al., 2021; Van der Toorn & Gaitho, 

2021).

Er is met name relatief weinig onderzoek gedaan naar hoe queer werknemers 

de diversiteitsstrategieën van organisaties waarnemen en hierop reageren, 

welke signalen zij interpreteren als indicatoren van inclusie en veiligheid, en hoe 

organisaties LHBTI+-inclusie in de praktijk conceptualiseren en implementeren. 

Het vertrouwen op onderzoeksontwerpen met slechts één methode beperkt ons 

begrip van de genuanceerde en intersectionele dynamiek van queer-inclusie. Deze 

blinde vlekken wijzen op belangrijke lacunes in ons begrip van hoe DEI-beleid wordt 

vertaald naar de dagelijkse praktijk op de werkvloer.

Dit proefschrift draagt bij aan het vullen van deze leemtes door de vertaalprocessen 

rond LHBTI+-gerichte DEI-initiatieven systematisch te onderzoeken. Omdat 

DEI- inspanningen meerdere belanghebbenden omvatten – variërend van HR-

professionals en leidinggevenden tot werknemers zelf – is het essentieel te begrijpen 

hoe beleid wordt geïnterpreteerd, uitgevoerd en ervaren om de effectiviteit ervan te 

kunnen beoordelen. Om deze dynamiek in kaart te brengen, heb ik gebruik gemaakt 

van een multimethodisch onderzoeksontwerp waarin diepte-interviews, vignette-

experimenten, cross-sectionele enquêtes en longitudinale panelgegevens worden 

gecombineerd. Deze aanpak integreert zowel het perspectief van de organisatie als 

dat van de werknemers en biedt zo een vollediger beeld van hoe inclusie formeel 

wordt gestructureerd en subjectief wordt ervaren.
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Through the Rainbow Looking Glass

Het proefschrift begint met een onderzoek naar hoe verschillende benaderingen 

van diversiteitsmanagement de percepties en ervaringen van LHBTI+-personen 

beïnvloeden. Organisaties verschillen in de mate waarin zij groepsverschillen 

benadrukken (identiteitsbewuste benaderingen) of juist bagatelliseren 

(identiteitsblinde benaderingen). Hoofdstuk 2 is gebaseerd op drie vooraf 

geregistreerde studies (N = 1.318) – twee vignette- experimenten en een 

enquête – waarin wordt onderzocht of LHBTI+-personen de voorkeur geven aan 

identiteitsbewuste organisaties als potentiële werkgevers. De bevindingen laten zien 

dat identiteitsbewust beleid fungeert als signaal van veiligheid en acceptatie: het 

verhoogt de aantrekkelijkheid van de organisatie voor potentiële werknemers en 

vermindert het verloop onder huidige werknemers. Dit hoofdstuk draagt bij aan de 

literatuur over diversiteitsmanagement door het diversiteitsbenaderingsparadigma 

(Gündemir et al., 2019; Leslie et al., 2020; Rattan & Ambady, 2013) te verbinden 

met de signaaltheorie (Bird & Smith, 2005; Connelly et al., 2011) en benadrukt 

hoe individuen met relatief verborgen of moeilijk zichtbare identiteiten, zoals 

seksuele geaardheid en genderidentiteit, reageren op diversiteitssignalen 

binnen organisaties. Het toont aan dat expliciete diversiteitsboodschappen een 

cruciale aanwijzing vormen voor inclusiviteit op de werkvloer wanneer zichtbare 

indicatoren (zoals zichtbare representatie) ontbreken. Daarnaast verfijnt de 

studie het concept van identiteitsveiligheid, een veelgebruikt maar onderbelicht 

construct. Ondanks de brede toepassing variëren de definities en meetinstrumenten 

sterk, van organisatorische aantrekkelijkheid tot vertrouwen en verbondenheid 

(Howansky et al., 2021; Kruk & Matsick, 2021; Purdie-Vaughns & Eibach, 2008; 

Sanchez, 2021). Dit onderzoek verduidelijkt het concept door de drie meest 

genoemde dimensies – authenticiteit, verbondenheid en eerlijkheid – te identificeren 

en te koppelen aan organisatorische uitkomsten zoals het aantrekken en behouden 

van talent. Door de signaaltheorie te integreren met het diversiteitsparadigma wordt 

zichtbaar hoe organisatorische boodschappen waarde- en veiligheidssignalen 

overbrengen aan zowel huidige als toekomstige werknemers.

Hoofdstuk 3 bouwt voort op deze inzichten en richt zich op het concept van tolerantie. 

Hoewel tolerantie vaak wordt geprezen als een deugd (Allport, 1954; Forst, 2018; 

Hjerm et al., 2020), definiëren wij het – in lijn met zowel academische als alledaagse 

opvattingen (The Cambridge Dictionary, n.d.; Cohen, 2004; Gibson, 2006; Verkuyten 

et al., 2023) – als een vorm van verdraagzaamheid of voorwaardelijke acceptatie. 

We onderzoeken tolerantie als een ‘tussenliggende’ toestand die de ruimte inneemt 

tussen uitsluiting en inclusie, en betogen dat deze vorm van voorwaardelijke 

acceptatie op de werkvloer schadelijk kan zijn. Op basis van gegevens uit de 

laatste twee studies van het vorige hoofdstuk (n = 462 en n = 445) concludeert dit 



228

hoofdstuk dat identiteitsblinde benaderingen – waarbij identiteit niet expliciet wordt 

erkend maar ook niet ronduit wordt afgewezen – een werkklimaat scheppen waarin 

LHBTI+-werknemers zich eerder getolereerd dan oprecht geaccepteerd voelen.

Leiderschap speelt eveneens een cruciale rol: de diversiteitsboodschap van 

managers beïnvloedt onafhankelijk de perceptie van tolerantie en werkt samen 

met de aanpak van de organisatie. Dit onderstreept het belang van afstemming: 

wanneer managers en organisatiebeleid dezelfde identiteitsbewuste signalen 

afgeven, versterken zij elkaar en ontstaat een coherente en geloofwaardige 

boodschap van inclusie. Dit onderzoek draagt bij aan de literatuur over diversiteit op 

de werkvloer door het diversiteitsparadigma te verbinden met tolerantieonderzoek, 

waardoor een genuanceerder beeld ontstaat van hoe LHBTI+- werknemers de 

strategieën van hun organisatie ervaren. Daarnaast benadrukt het de sleutelrol 

van leiders in het vormgeven van inclusie en laat het zien dat identiteitsblinde 

benaderingen kunnen leiden tot een gevoel van louter tolerantie in plaats van 

acceptatie – een perceptie die de uitwisseling van ideeën, uitgesprokenheid en 

betrokkenheid vermindert, en daarmee samenwerking en innovatie binnen teams 

ondermijnt (Adelman et al., 2023).

Hoofdstukken 2 en 3 dragen bij aan een intersectioneel begrip van LHBTI+- 

ervaringen op de werkvloer en vullen daarmee een lacune die in de literatuur 

herhaaldelijk wordt gesignaleerd (Brewster et al., 2014; Cancela et al., 2024; 

McFadden & Crowley-Henry, 2016; Pepper & Lorah, 2008; Purdie-Vaughns & 

Eibach, 2008; Settles & Buchanan, 2014). In alle drie de studies van hoofdstuk 2 

rapporteerden transgenderdeelnemers consequent een lagere aantrekkelijkheid 

van de organisatie, een zwakkere perceptie van identiteitsveiligheid en een hogere 

vertrekintentie, ongeacht de diversiteitsaanpak. Hoofdstuk 3 vult dit beeld aan door 

te laten zien dat transgenderdeelnemers en LHBTI+-werknemers van kleur een 

hogere mate van waargenomen tolerantie rapporteerden dan hun cisgender en witte 

collega’s. Gezamenlijk onderstrepen deze bevindingen de hardnekkige barrières 

waarmee personen met overlappende gemarginaliseerde identiteiten worden 

geconfronteerd en benadrukken zij de noodzaak van intersectionele benaderingen 

van DEI. Daarnaast laten hoofdstukken 2 en 3 zien dat bewuste en identiteitsbewuste 

diversiteitsboodschappen cruciaal zijn in de organisatiecommunicatie. Voor 

LHBTI+-personen, die vaak geen zichtbare aanwijzingen hebben om hun werkplek 

te beoordelen op identiteitsveiligheid, fungeren expliciete boodschappen als 

essentiële signalen dat hun identiteit wordt erkend, gerespecteerd en beschermd.
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Hoofdstuk 4 verschuift de focus van beleidsintentie naar beleidsuitvoering en 

onderzoekt hoe DEI-strategieën in de praktijk vorm krijgen. Beleid wordt zelden 

precies zoals bedoeld uitgevoerd, en de impact hangt vaak af van de interpretatie 

en toepassing door verschillende belanghebbenden. Vanuit het “intended-

implemented-experienced” raamwerk uit de HRM-literatuur (Khilji & Wang, 2006; 

Makhecha et al., 2018; Wright & Nishii, 2004) analyseert dit hoofdstuk, aan de 

hand van een kwalitatieve casestudy van twee Nederlandse financiële organisaties, 

hoe diversiteitsmanagement zich ontwikkelt van visie naar implementatie en 

praktijkervaring. Het onderzoek richt zich op twee groepen belanghebbenden: 

LHBTI+-werknemers en HR-/DEI professionals. Het verkent (a) waar ontwerpers 

en ontvangers van beleid overeenkomen of verschillen, (b) hoe hun perspectieven 

elkaar beïnvloeden in de verschillende fasen van het beleidsproces, en (c) welke 

factoren effectieve implementatie bevorderen of juist belemmeren.

Op basis van diepte-interviews met zes LHBTI+-werknemers en twee HR-/DEI- 

professionals per organisatie (totaal N = 16) laten de bevindingen zien dat DEI 

management geen lineair of top-down proces is, maar een dynamisch en relationeel 

proces, gevormd door interpretatie, vertaling en betrokkenheid op meerdere niveaus. 

Hoewel beide organisaties inclusieve visies formuleerden, stokte de uitvoering vaak 

door een sterke afhankelijkheid van individuele ‘voorvechters,’ beperkte structurele 

verankering en inconsistente managementondersteuning. Dit creëerde een kloof 

tussen intentie en praktijk en benadrukte de kwetsbaarheid van beleidsambities 

wanneer deze niet systematisch werden ingebed. Het hoofdstuk breidt het intended–

implemented–experienced-model uit naar de context van LHBTI+-diversiteitsbeleid 

en biedt een holistisch, door belanghebbenden geïnformeerd beeld van hoe DEI-

strategieën in de praktijk worden gerealiseerd. Door de perspectieven van zowel HR-/

DEI-professionals als LHBTI+-werknemers te integreren, overbrugt het een lacune 

in de literatuur die uitvoerders en ontvangers doorgaans afzonderlijk bestudeert. 

Het hoofdstuk laat zien hoe HR-/DEI-professionals strategieën conceptualiseren 

en uitvoeren, beïnvloed door uiteenlopende actoren en omstandigheden, en 

onthult tegelijkertijd spanningen tussen intenties en gedrag, vaak omschreven 

als de attitude–behavior gap (Jansen et al., 2024). Tegelijkertijd worden LHBTI+-

werknemers niet langer voorgesteld als passieve ontvangers, maar als actieve 

deelnemers wier interpretaties, reacties en betrokkenheid doorslaggevend zijn voor 

het succes van DEI-inspanningen. Het hoofdstuk maakt duidelijk dat DEI alleen werkt 

wanneer beleid niet bij woorden blijft, maar wordt vertaald naar consistente acties, 

afstemming en er constante aandacht en vernieuwing is van dit beleid. Zo ontstaat 

een genuanceerd beeld van diversiteitsmanagement dat gedragen wordt door de 

betrokkenen. Ten slotte richt hoofdstuk 5 zich niet op beleid, maar op de manier 
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waarop LHBTI+-werknemers hun werk ervaren en de gevolgen daarvan voor hun 

gezondheid en welzijn. Het onderzoekt hoe sociale en interpersoonlijke aspecten 

van de werkvloer het welzijn van werknemers beïnvloeden. LHBTI+-personen 

worden geconfronteerd met unieke identiteitsgerelateerde stressfactoren – vaak 

aangeduid als minderheidsstress – die het risico op verminderd welzijn vergroten 

(Frost & Meyer, 2023; McConnell et al., 2018; Meyer, 2003; Velez et al., 2013). 

Deze stressfactoren zijn sociaal van aard, voortkomend uit stigma, discriminatie 

en uitsluiting, en kunnen ervaringen van inclusie, authenticiteit, verbondenheid 

en werktevredenheid ondermijnen. Hoewel onderzoek naar groepsweerbaarheid 

suggereert dat ondersteunende netwerken minderheidsstress kunnen verzachten 

(McConnell et al., 2018; Parmenter & Galliher, 2023), is er weinig bekend over 

de rol van werkrelaties als beschermend mechanisme. Dit hoofdstuk onderzoekt 

hoe goede relaties op het werk stress kunnen verminderen, verbondenheid 

kunnen vergroten en welzijn kunnen verbeteren. Daarbij laat het zien dat sociale 

tevredenheid, naast werkresultaten, een belangrijke rol speelt in de ervaringen van 

LHBTI+-werknemers.

Aan de hand van longitudinale bevolkingsgegevens uit Nederland (N = 4.794) 

wordt onderzocht of sociale tevredenheid op de werkvloer minderheidsstress kan 

mitigeren. De resultaten laten zien dat LHBTI+-werknemers consequent lagere 

werktevredenheid, hoger ziekteverzuim, meer belemmeringen op het werk en 

slechtere geestelijke gezondheid rapporteren dan hun cisgender heteroseksuele 

collega’s. In tegenstelling tot onze verwachtingen is er geen bewijs dat sociale 

tevredenheid een sterkere voorspeller is voor het welzijn van LHBTI+-personen. 

Evenzo bleken er geen significante verschillen tussen LHBTI+- en cisgender 

heteroseksuele deelnemers in het relatieve belang van taak- versus sociale 

tevredenheid.

Ondanks deze nulbevindingen onderstreept het hoofdstuk de aanhoudende 

ongelijkheden in welzijnsresultaten voor LHBTI+-werknemers en roept het op tot 

meer aandacht voor structurele en culturele mechanismen die minderheidsstress in 

stand houden. In de praktijk benadrukt het hoofdstuk het belang van niet alleen het 

aantrekken en behouden van LHBTI+-werknemers, maar ook van het cultiveren van 

sociale omgevingen die hun welzijn actief ondersteunen. Inspanningen om inclusie 

te bevorderen moeten verder gaan dan oppervlakkige collegialiteit en ingaan op de 

diepere dynamiek van verbondenheid, authenticiteit en eerlijkheid die bepalend is 

voor de stresservaringen van minderheden.

Nederlandse Samenvatting 



231

Al met al draagt dit proefschrift op verschillende manieren bij aan de wetenschappelijke 

kennis op het gebied van diversiteitsmanagement. Het breidt het paradigma van 

diversiteitsbenaderingen, signaaltheorie en identiteitsveiligheid uit naar de vaak 

over het hoofd geziene context van relatief verborgen identiteiten en integreert deze 

kaders met tolerantie. Het HRM-kader intended–implemented–experienced wordt 

uitgebreid door het te combineren met LHBTI+-diversiteitsonderzoek, waardoor 

een door belanghebbenden geïnformeerd perspectief op DEI ontstaat. Bovendien 

overbrugt het de kloof tussen beleidsontwikkelaars en ontvangers en benadrukt 

het dat LHBTI+-werknemers actieve deelnemers zijn in het vormgeven van DEI-

resultaten.

Tegelijkertijd wijst het onderzoek op belangrijke beperkingen en veelbelovende 

richtingen voor toekomstig werk. Om de complexiteit van inclusie echt te begrijpen, 

is er meer aandacht nodig voor de ervaringen van meervoudig gemarginaliseerde 

LHBTI+- personen, met name op het snijvlak van etniciteit, gender en seksualiteit, 

om de gelaagde realiteit van inclusie. Longitudinale studies zijn essentieel om te 

onderzoeken hoe de perceptie van DEI-inspanningen en hun effecten op welzijn, 

retentie en identiteit in de loop van de tijd evolueren. Verder kan het integreren 

van de perspectieven van senior leiders naast die van werknemers en HR-/DEI-

professionals het inzicht verdiepen in hoe inclusieve visies worden geconstrueerd, 

ondersteund en in stand gehouden op het hoogste organisatieniveau. Door deze 

hiaten aan te pakken, kan toekomstig onderzoek voortbouwen op de bijdragen van 

dit proefschrift om de dynamiek van duurzame LHBTI+-inclusie vollediger belichten.

Tot slot biedt dit onderzoek veelzijdige inzichten in de inclusie van LHBTI+ personen 

op de werkvloer, doordat beleidsintenties worden gekoppeld aan praktijkervaringen 

en organisatorische praktijken aan individuele resultaten. Aangezien de werkvloer 

en de bijbehorende uitdagingen voortdurend in beweging zijn, is het cruciaal dat 

DEI-initiatieven niet alleen zorgvuldig ontworpen zijn, maar ook continu worden 

herijkt om te waarborgen dat zij blijvend aansluiten bij de behoeften, ervaringen 

en realiteit van de werknemers die zij beogen te ondersteunen.
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