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Abstract
Sexual identity in the workplace is an exploratory topic in an age when sexuality is
becoming a topic of discussion. However, protection of sexual minorities (Lesbians, Gays,
and Bisexuals) is not universal despite evidence that heterosexist climates are
disadvantageous for employers. In this study, I examined if sexual minorities who perceive
their place of employment to be relatively free of heterosexism would be more satisfied
with their jobs, perceive more organizational fit, and report less work stress. In addition, I
sought to determine if selected personality variables would mediate the relations among
critical study variables. The personality variables were internalized homophobia, level of
“outness,” and cynicism. Two samples of university students consisting of sexual minorities
(n =43) and heterosexuals (n = 67), completed questionnaires online. Results revealed a
positive correlation for both groups between organizational climate (i.e., less perceived
heterosexism) and job satisfaction, although the correlation for the sexual minority group
did not achieve statistical significance, likely due to the small sample size. Due to statistical
conditions not being satisfied, partial correlations were performed instead of mediational
analyses. Internalized homophobia was found to partially account for the relations
between perceived organizational climate and job satisfaction and perceived
organizational climate and work stress, respectively. This study encourages further
investigation into the role of sexual identity in the workplace, particularly the role of
internalized homophobia as possibly influencing sexual minorities to perceive their
workplace environment more pejoratively than necessary.
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Introduction
Identification as a minority can be challenging. Minorities may experience
discrimination in various aspects of their lives such as in social interactions, class standing,
and even job opportunities. In some cases, people go to great lengths to submerse their
minority status in order to appear like the majority. Although racism still exists, people
tend to realize that people do not choose their race, and race tends to be more apparent.
There are still some, though, who believe a homosexuality is a choice, which may be deeply
rooted in religious beliefs. Currently, 29 states lack statewide laws protecting Lesbian, Gay,
Bisexual (LGB) employees from discrimination or being fired due to sexual identity or
perceived sexual orientation, making identification as a sexual minority at work a serious
concern for some. As the nation is growing more supportive of LGB rights, such with
national coverage of same-sex marriage and adoption, it is worth investigating the
variables that influence how people identify as a sexual minority and the aspects that
predict their well-being.
It has been found that minority employees who do not openly identify with a
minority status are likely to perceive relatively more discrimination and thus be less
satisfied with their jobs (Madera, King & Hebl, 2012). By contrast, employees who identify
with their minority status are likely to be more satisfied with their job. This finding is
consistent with past work on sexual minorities that has found that “outness” (the degree to
which a person is open about their sexuality) in the workplace was negatively related to
perceived incidents of heterosexism, or discrimination of homosexuals by heterosexuals

(Brenners, Lyon & Fassinger, 2010). Although it is unclear if heterosexist environments
directly diminish the work performance of sexual minority employees, turnover intentions
are higher in perceived hostile environments, which can be disadvantageous for employers.
The person-environmental fit model is the degree to which individual and
environmental characteristics align (Kristof-Brown, Zimmerman, & Johnson, 2005;
Muchinsky & Monahan, 1987). The extent to which individuals perceive fit in their job is a
good indication of how they experience the job and how they feel about it. Discrimination,
such as heterosexism, is perceived more frequently when the person perceives lower
organizational fit (Lyons, Brenning, & Fassinger, 2005). Heterosexism in the workplace has
shown to mediate the perceived fit model in LGB (Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual) supportive
climates, and is negatively and indirectly linked to job satisfaction and positively linked to
turnover intentions (Velez & Moradi, 2012). For example, in interviews with sexual
minorities in the police field, those in environments that supported them and their sexual
identity were more satisfied with their careers and happier overall with their lives (Charles
& Arndt, 2013). Self-satisfaction in general appears to be linked to an increased perceived
fit, which also is indicative of increased happiness among employees (Park, Monnot, Jacob,
& Wagner, 2011). In general, employees that perceived fit in an organization tend to be
more satisfied with their jobs, making it an important factor consider.
Work stress is a concern regarding sexual minorities because of stress’ impact on
the quality of life. (Goldbach & Gibb, 2015). Minority stress theory has indicated that
perceptions of sexual minority status can lead to higher levels of stress due to negative
perceptions of social status and homosexuality. (Meyer, 2003). This information is relevant
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to the workplace because employees that exhibit more stress are likely to perceive
additional victimization and feel less satisfied with their jobs (Steiner & Wooldredge,
2015). Ethnic minorities are an example of how minority status has negatively affected
perceived job satisfaction, as ethnic minority teachers in the UK experienced significantly
more stress and poorer mental health when compared to their ethnic majority
counterparts (Miller & Travers, 2005). Due to the effects of minority status on mental
health and perceptions in the workplace, I believe it is worth exploring how these
perceptions are affected specifically to sexual minorities and how organizational tolerance
and personality factors may relate. Sexual minorities with higher levels of internalized
homophobia, for example, were likely to have more negative perceptions. (Dispenza, 2015).
While sexual identity, may account for stress experienced in the workplace, it appears
individual differences, such as personality may also contribute.
Certain personality variables may influence sexual minorities’ job satisfaction. For
example, cynicism is the negative view of people and social institutions and is a trait linked
to low job satisfaction, which has been demonstrated cross-culturally (Leung, Ip & Leung,
2010). This personality aspect is important to consider because highly cynical sexual
minorities may over-attribute their job dissatisfaction to heterosexism. Cynicism of an
organization has been linked to lack of congruence between an employee’s personal values
and the perceived values of organization, along with the degree to which the job is
autonomous. Cynicism likely extends to other aspects of life and may influence perceptions
of discrimination due to the negative outlook on life.
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Internalized homophobia is another personality variable that appears to contribute
to sexual minorities’ perceptions of the workplace due its potential to affect perceived
discrimination in a work environment (Rostosky & Riggie, 2002). This variable has been
found to be associated negatively with outness in the workplace, which in turn, was linked
positively to job satisfaction and turnover rates. This variable is also significant because
sexual minorities with a negative self-image of LGB identification are more likely to conceal
their identity in all aspects of their lives and perceive more heterosexism (Moradi, et al.,
2010). These findings suggest that life outside and inside the workplace for sexual
minorities are likely related and can affect their quality of life across contexts.
Higher incidences of discrimination in general are linked to high turnover rates and
lower job satisfaction (Madera, King & Hubl, 2010). This research demonstrates the
significance of workplace discrimination in regards to the well-being of employees. Thus
far, perceived heterosexism’s role, specifically, in organizational fit has been inconclusive.
When incidents of heterosexism were examined vis-a-vis employees’ depiction of
organizational citizenship behaviors (OCB), which are characteristic of hard working
employees, evidence of a relation between these two variables was inconclusive (Brenner,
Lyons, & Fassinger, 2010). Although evidence of their relation is ambiguous, distress as a
minority facing discrimination is evident in the workplace, and higher incidences of
heterosexism are linked to higher job burnout and job dissatisfaction. In fact, perceived fit
has been found to be mediate the relation between a person’s display of OCBs and the
ethical culture of the workplace (Ruiz-Palomino & Martinez-Cañas, 2014). This finding
suggests that a relation between the perceptions of the workplace interplay with the level
4

of fit and job satisfaction, sexual minorities are likely to enjoy a job that is perceived to be
intolerant to heterosexism.
Personality’s influence on organizational perceived fit is evident in certain contexts.
However, little research has been done to show the role that sexual identity plays in
perceived fit particularly when considering the work context’s level of LGB culture support.
By measuring participants’ personalities on factors such as cynicism, internalized
homophobia, and outness, along with workplace perceptions such as overall job
satisfaction, work stress, and perceived fit in the organization, links may be observed to
determine how personality may mediate these perceptions. The results of this study may
have important implications for the well-being of LGB employees in work environments
and in terms of how to increase fit perceptions of employees.
I hypothesize that sexual minority participants who perceive their workplace to
have less LGB friendly environments will perceive less fit, more work stress and less job
satisfaction than those who perceive their workplace to have LGB friendly environments. I
also believe that personality factors of sexual minorities will likely mediate the relationship
between organizational perceptions and job satisfaction, along with organizational
perceptions and work stress respectively. Moreover, I hypothesize that these personality
variables, such as high internalized homophobia and cynicism, will correlate with more
perceived heterosexist climate, less perceived fit, less job satisfaction, and additional
perceived work stress.

5

Method
Participants
Approximately 43 sexual minority students (14 males, 23 females, and 6
transgendered; M age = 20.59, SD = 2.68) were recruited from social media (UCF Official
Facebook pages from classes of 2015, 2016, 2017, 2018, and 2019) and from recruitment
e-mails from UCF’s Honors in the Major program. All non-heterosexuals were arbitrarily
collapsed into the sexual minority category in an effort to increase the population size and
have a better representative sample. Regarding sexual orientation, the sexual minority
sample self-identified as the following: 32 as lesbian or gay, 5 as asexual, 2 as pansexual, 2
as "questioning," 1 as bisexual, and 1 as "does not label self.” Regarding ethnicity, they selfidentified as the following: 25 non-Hispanic Whites, 10 Hispanics/Latinos/as, six “Other,”
one African American, and one Asian American
An additional population of 67 heterosexual students (19 males, 48 females; M age
= 21.66, SD = 5.50) served as a control group, and was gathered through the same means as
the sexual minority group. Regarding ethnicity, they self-identified as the following: 51
non-Hispanic Whites, six Hispanics/Latinos/as, five African Americans, three as “Other,”
and two Asian Americans.
All participants had to be at least 18 years of age, attend the University of Central
Florida, and be currently or recently employed as conditions for participation in the study.
No restrictions were placed on number of hours per week, as many University students are
not employed full-timed. Participation in the survey was voluntary and no compensation
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for participation was provided. Prior to data collection, this study was reviewed and
approved the university’s institutional review board.
Measures
Demographic Information
On a demographic page, participants were asked to indicate age, gender,
race/ethnicity, and type of sexual identification.
Organizational Attitude Towards LGB Employees
The Organizational Tolerance for Heterosexism Inventory (OTHI; Waldo, 1999) was
designed to measure organizational context in regards to perceived heterosexist
discrimination. Five generic stories of heterosexism (See APENDIX B) to be applied within
the participant’s respective organization were provided to respondents and participants
rated three variables: the risk of registering a complaint (1 being very risky and 5 being
little risk); likelihood a complaint would be taken seriously (1 being very serious and 5
being not very serious [reversed scored]); and likelihood of punishment for employee
committing heterosexism (1 = very likely; 5 = not very likely). The scores were averaged to
form an overall mean of the organization’s tolerance of discrimination to LGB employees,
with higher scores reflecting more tolerance. Based on the present sample of participants,
this scale demonstrated adequate reliability (Cronbach alpha = .97)
Perceived Organizational Fit
The Person-Organization scale (P-O; Saks & Ashforth, 1997) measured the degree to
which respondents perceive that they belong or fit within their organization. This scale
contained one item to which respondents indicate their agreement with the statement.
Response option range from 1 (to a very little extent) to 5 (to a very large extent). Scores
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could range from 1 to 5, with higher scores reflecting more perceived fit with the
organization.
Perceived Occupational Stress
The Workplace Stress Scale (AIS, n.d.) measured the degree to which respondents
perceive stress due to their place of employment. This scale contains 8 items to which
participants would indicate the frequency of the statements, with a 1 meaning “Never
Occurring” and a 5 meaning ‘Always Occurring.” Higher scores on this scale indicated
higher perceived stressors in their respective workplace. Based on the current sample of
participants, this scale demonstrated adequate reliability (Cronbach alpha = .83)
Outness
Openness about sexual orientation was measured using the Outness Indicator scale
(Mohr & Fassinger; 2000). This scale contains ten items that assess whether participants
are “out” to the world and family, based on a 7-point response option. Participants
indicated if they were out to the types of people indicated in each item, with 1 = definitely
does not know about sexual orientation, and 7 = sexual orientation is known and openly
talked about (the midpoint of 4 = probably knows about my sexual orientation, but rarely
discussed). Scores are summed and averaged and can range from 1 to 7, with higher scores
reflecting a greater degree of being open about one’s sexual orientation. Based on the
present sample of participants, this scale demonstrated adequate reliability (Cronbach
alpha = .89)
Job Satisfaction
Perceived job satisfaction was measured by the Minnesota Satisfaction
Questionnaire (MSQ; Weiss, Dawis, England, & Lofquist, 1967). The MSQ contains 20 items
8

that display different dimensions of job satisfaction. Respondents indicate their level of
agreement to each item using a 5-point scale, with 1 = very dissatisfied, and 5 = very
satisfied. Items were summed and averaged to derive a total score, with higher scores
reflecting higher levels of job satisfaction. Based on the present sample of participants, this
scale demonstrated adequate reliability (Cronbach alpha = .89).
Cynicism
Social cynicism was measured with four items taken from the Leung and Bond
(2004) Cynicism scale. Respondents indicate their agreement with statements that were
designed to assess cynicism. Response options range from 1 (highly disagree) to 5 (highly
agree). Item scores are summed and averaged to derive a total score, with higher scores
reflecting higher levels of cynicism. Based on the present sample of participants, this scale
demonstrated adequate reliability (Cronbach alpha = .77).
Internalized Homophobia
Internalized homophobia was measured with the Internalized Homophobia Scale
(IHP; Meyer, 1995). This scale contains nine items to which respondents indicate their level
of agreement using a 5-point response option (1 = strongly disagree; 5 = strongly agree).
Item scores are summed and averaged and can range from 1 to 5, with higher scores
reflecting higher levels of internalized homophobia. This scale is widely used for measuring
internalized homophobia. Based on the present sample of participants, this scale
demonstrated adequate reliability (Cronbach alpha = .91).
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Results
Hypothesis Testing
The table contained in Apendix A shows the means and standard deviations for study
variables as a function of sexual orientation. To test the first hypothesis, that participants who
perceived their organizational climate (i.e., work environment) to be more tolerant toward LGB
employees and customers would report relatively higher levels of job satisfaction and lower
levels of work stress, a series of zero-order correlational analyses were performed for each
population separately. For sexual minorities, although in absolute terms perceived organizational
climate correlated positively with job satisfaction, the correlation was not statistically significant
(r [38] = .21, ns). There was a trend toward organizational climate correlating negatively with
work stress, although the correlation approached, but did not achieve statistical significance (r
[35] = -.33, p = .05). For heterosexuals, perceived organizational climate correlated significantly
with job satisfaction (r [56] = .33, p < .05). Perceived organizational climate correlated
negatively with work stress, although the correlation approached, but did not achieve statistical
significance (r [52] = -.25, p = .07).
It was not possible to test the second hypothesis as specified—that select personality
variables (e.g., cynicism, internalized homophobia, and level of “outness”) would mediate any
observed relations between organizational climate and job satisfaction and work stress—because
conditions for conducting mediational analyses were not satisfied (Baron & Kenny, 1986). More
specifically, cynicism and level of outness failed to correlate significantly with organizational
climate, job satisfaction, or work stress (all ps > .05). Also, although internalized homophobia
correlated significantly with organizational climate (r [26] = -.62, p < .001), internalized
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homophobia did not correlate significantly with job satisfaction or work stress (rs [26] = -.10 and
.24, ps > .05, respectively). Thus, I elected to examine the role of internalized homophobia using
partial correlation analyses. Among sexual minorities, with internalized homophobia controlled
for, the correlation between organizational climate and job satisfaction declined from .21 to .01,
and the correlation between organizational climate and work stress declined from -.33 to -.07.
These findings suggest that internalized homophobia accounted for a portion of the observed
variance between organization climate and job satisfaction and between organizational climate
and work stress, respectively.
Exploratory Comparative Analyses
To compare sexual minorities and heterosexuals on relevant study variables, I conducted
a multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) on the data. The independent variable (IV) was
population (sexual minority vs. heterosexual). The dependent variables (DVs) were age,
organizational climate, job satisfaction, work stress, cynicism, and P-O fit (defined by the
statement: “To what extent does your organization measure up to what you were seeking?”).
Overall, population was associated with a significant effect on the DVs (using Wilks’
Lambda, F [6, 78] = 3.09, p < .01, η2 = .19). The variables that achieved significance were
organizational climate and job satisfaction. Specifically, on average, heterosexuals were
significantly more likely to perceive their work environment as more hospitable to sexual
minorities than were sexual minorities (Ms = 3.63 and 3.02, SDs = .79 and 1.11, respectively; F
[1, 83] = 8.71, p < .01, η2 = .10). Also, heterosexuals reported significantly more job satisfaction
than sexual minorities (Ms = 3.90 and 3.65, SDs = .45 and .65, respectively; F [1, 83] = 4.42, p <
.05, η2 = .05).
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Discussion
It was hypothesized that participants who perceived their organization climate to be
tolerant toward LGB employees and customers would report higher levels of job satisfaction and
less work stress. In a qualified way, LGB tolerance in the workplace was associated with
increased job satisfaction among both sexual minority and heterosexual participants. It bears
noting that the correlation between workplace tolerance and job satisfaction did not achieve
statistical significance among sexual minorities. In all likelihood, the non-significance of the
finding is an artefact of the small sample size of sexual minorities in my study (n = 43) (Kalla,
2009). With that caveat in mind, my results are similar to the results of other studies, such as
how participants internalized homophobia accounted for some of the negative perceptions about
their organization and their level of stress (Dispenza, 2015) and participants in organizations
with higher tolerance to LGB were more satisfied with their place of employment (Velez &
Moradi, 2012). It seems logical that for sexual minorities, the more they perceive their workplace
environment to be tolerant toward LGB individuals, the more satisfied they would feel with their
jobs. Perhaps more interesting was that this correlation between perceived tolerance in the
workplace and job satisfaction also was observed among the heterosexual participants. One
possible explanation for this is that the heterosexuals who participated in my study were
supportive of equality for sexual minorities; thus, having supportive views of LGB individuals,
the heterosexual participants felt more satisfied with their jobs the more they perceived that their
place of employment nurtured an atmosphere of acceptance for sexual diversity. Participants
were not asked of their stance on LGB rights, however it is possible that their participation in a
study on sexual identity indicates at least some degree of tolerance to the subject. Another
12

possible explanation of this finding among the heterosexual participants is that perceived
tolerance for LGB individuals in the workplace—although possibly not affecting heterosexual
employees directly—possibly symbolized the type of company and management they desired.
Specifically, heterosexuals who perceived that their place of employment was tolerant toward
sexual minorities likely perceived that their place of employment was an employee-friendly
environment in a broad way.
The second component of the first hypothesis also was supported in a qualified way.
Perceived tolerance for LGB individuals at the workplace did correlate inversely with work
stress for both sexual minority and heterosexual participants. However, again, likely due to small
sample sizes, the correlation only approached significance for sexual minorities, and did not
achieve statistical significance for heterosexuals. I can only speculate that with a larger sample
size of sexual minorities, the observed correlation between perceived organizational climate and
work stress would have achieved significance. Although the non-significant correlation for
heterosexuals may also be due to their relatively small sample size, I speculate that the nonsignificant correlation may also reflect the possibility that as heterosexuals, they would be less
affected directly by an intolerant workplace for sexual minorities (given they are the majority),
and consequently may feel less stress in relation to a perceived intolerant workplace
environment. The directions of these correlations were in accordance with my hypothesis and are
consistent with findings from other studies (e.g., Dispenza, 2015; Steiner & Wooldredge, 2015).
In light of this finding among my heterosexual participants, I wish to note that the
heterosexuals in my sample tended to perceive less heterosexism in their organizational climate
compared to the sexual minorities. Because of limitations of the data, it is difficult to know with
13

certainty the meaning of these findings. For example, the heterosexuals in my study neither
worked at the same place of employment nor worked at the same places of employment as the
sexual minorities. Consequently, in unknown ways the comparison of perceive organizational
climates between the sexual minorities and heterosexuals was an “apples and oranges”
comparison. Moreover, it is possible that heterosexuals fail to fully notice heterosexism when it
occurs compared to sexual minorities. It equally is possible that sexual minorities may
overestimate the prevalence of heterosexism in their places of employment possibly due to
heightened sensitivities or expectancies related to heterosexism. My data do not clarify these
questions.
Arguably, the most dramatic findings from this study were related to the link between
internalized homophobia and the three critical study variables (organizational climate, job
satisfaction, and work stress). Because personality variables often influence how people interact
with the world (e.g. Dispenza, 2015; Moradi, et al., 2010; Rostosky & Riggie, 2002), I had
included measures of a select set of personality variables that I had deemed relevant to this study.
They were cynicism, internalized homophobia, and level of outness. However, among sexual
minority participants, all three variables did not correlate significantly with the critical study
variables with one exception: internalized homophobia correlated significantly with perceived
organizational climate. As a result, I was unable to examine if these variables mediated any of
the observed relations between critical study variables. However, given that internalized
homophobia correlated significantly with perceived organizational climate, I elected to conduct
partial correlation analyses between perceived organizational climate and job satisfaction and
work stress, respectively, controlling for internalized homophobia.
14

Among sexual minority participants, when internalized homophobia was controlled for
statistically, the previously obtained correlations between perceived organizational climate and
job satisfaction and work stress were reduced dramatically. In fact, the correlation between
perceived organizational climate and job satisfaction almost became non-existent when
controlling for internalized homophobia. These findings highlight the power of perceiving the
world through our own idiosyncratic filters (Friedman & Schustack, 2003; Murray, 1962). More
specifically, I cautiously interpret these results in the following: the more sexual minorities
struggled to accept their own sexual minority status, the more they perceived that their places of
employment to be less tolerant of sexual minorities; and in turn, their own lack of selfacceptance tended to account for the observed relation between their perceptions of
organizational tolerance of sexual minorities and their own job satisfaction.
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Summary and Conclusion
Many of the present findings must be interpreted with caution given that some of the
reported findings did not achieve statistical significance. As discussed, in all likelihood, some of
the non-significant findings may have been due to the small sample sizes of the participants,
particularly sexual minorities. With that caveat in mind, I found that, for both sexual minorities
and heterosexuals, the more they perceived their places of employment to be tolerant of sexual
minorities, the more satisfied they were at their jobs, and for sexual minorities, the less stress
they reported related to their jobs. Overall, my findings suggest that companies might promote
better employee morale—which might translate into enhanced productivity—if they were to
actively strive to create work environments that are accepting of sexual diversity. Moreover,
such work environments might reduce subjective work stress among their sexual minority
employees.
My findings also suggest that the reality of the workplace is not the sole variable that
influences people’s job satisfaction and work stress. Employees bring their own variables to the
workplace that may interact with the work environment. These variables are based on their own
history of experiences, personality traits, expectations, and so on. Based on my results, it seemed
that sexual minorities who have not fully accepted their sexual orientation may unwittingly
perceive their workplace environments as less tolerant of sexual diversity than they may be (by
contrast, sexual minorities who accept their sexual orientation may perceive their workplace
environments as more accepting). My results highlight the importance of considering idiographic
variables when examining people’s perceptions of situations, such as workplace climate.
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As indicated, these data and the conclusions made from them must be viewed with
caution. A major study limitation was the small sample sizes of the two groups, particularly the
sexual minorities. Small sample sizes increase the possibility of spurious findings (in either
direction). Also, the participants were college students who, compared to the general population,
tend to be relatively homogenous on multiple dimensions (e.g., being more socially liberal). This
may have skewed the findings to some degree. Finally, there may have been other personality
variables that may have influenced the observed relations among study variables that were not
included in this study. Variables such as self-esteem, sociability, and self-efficacy are some
examples. Future studies should be conducted with larger sample sizes, community populations,
and with additional personality variables that may shed more light on the meaning of the present
findings.
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APPENDIX A: MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS ON STUDY
VARIABLES AS A FUNCTION OF POPULATION.
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Means and Standard Deviations on Study Variables as a Function of Population
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________
POPULATION
Sexual Minorities
(n = 43)

Heterosexuals
(n = 67)

VARIABLES
Organizational Climate
M (SD)

3.02 (1.10)

3.63 (.79) **

Job Satisfaction

3.65 (.65)

3.90 (.45) *

Work Stress

2.36 (.74)

2.24 (.69)

P-O Fit

3.36 (1.27)

3.33 (1.13)

Cynicism

3.58 (.71)

3.29 (.77)

_________________________________________________________________________________________________________
** p < .01; *p < .05
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APPENDIX B: SURVEYS.
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Surveys Used:
Demographic Data
1. Your Gender:
Male
Female
2. Your age: ______
3. Your ethnicity:
White American (non-Hispanic)
African American/Black
Asian
Hispanic (see below)
Other
5. Highest level of education:
Elementary
Secondary (Junior High)
High School
Vocational School/Community College
College/University
6. Sexual orientation:
Heterosexual (Straight)
Homosexual (Gay/Lesbian)
Bisexual
Other (please indicate) ______________

Transgendered

Organizational Tolerance to LGB
One of the COWORKERS in your department continually makes many negative comments
about lesbian, gay, and bisexual co-workers and calls them “sinners” and “perverted” to their
faces.
1) How RISKY would it be for a lesbian, gay, or bisexual person in your department to
complain to someone in charge about this person?
a. Extremely risky; she or he would almost certainly create serious problems for
herself/himself.
b. Very risky.
c. Somewhat risky.
d. Slightly risky.
e. No risk; she would not create any problem for herself/himself.
2) How LIKELY is it that a lesbian, gay, or bisexual person in your department would be
TAKEN SERIOUSLY if she complained to someone in charge about this person?
a. Almost no chance he/she would be taken seriously.
b. Little chance.
c. Some chance.
d. Good chance.
e. Very good chance that he/she would be taken seriously.
22

3) What do you think WOULD BE DONE if a woman in your department complained to
someone in charge of this person?
a. Probably nothing would be done.
b. Very little; maybe someone would talk to him.
c. The man would be told to stop.
d. The man would be given a formal warning.
e. There would be a very serious punishment.
A male COWORKER in your department repeatedly asks a female employee why she isn’t
married. In addition, he has tried to set her up on a date with a man several times even though
she has said “no” each time. She doesn’t want to confront the co-worker directly because she is
afraid of letting him know she is a lesbian.
1) How RISKY would it be for a woman in your department to complain to someone in
charge about this man?
a. Extremely risky; she would almost certainly create serious problems for herself.
b. Very risky.
c. Somewhat risky.
d. Slightly risky.
e. No risk; she would not create any problem for herself.
2) How LIKELY is it that a woman in your department would be taken SERIOUSLY if she
complained to someone in charge about this man?
a. Almost no chance she would be taken seriously.
b. Little chance.
c. Some chance.
d. Good chance.
e. Very good chance that she would be taken seriously.
3) What do you think WOULD BE DONE if a woman in your department complained to
someone in charge of this man?
a. Probably nothing would be done.
b. Very little; maybe someone would talk to him.
c. The man would be told to stop.
d. The man would be given a formal warning.
e. There would be a very serious punishment.
A SUPERVISOR in your department talks a lot about how he thinks it’s “disgusting that
homosexuals are asking for special rights” and that “they should just keep quiet about what they
do in their bedrooms.” He says this in front of his subordinates whom he knows are lesbian, gay
and bisexual, generally making them all feel disliked, unwanted, and concerned about keeping
their jobs.
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1) How RISKY would it be for a lesbian, gay, or bisexual person in your department to
complain to someone in charge about this man?
a. Extremely risky; he/she would almost certainly create serious problems for
herself/himself.
b. Very risky.
c. Somewhat risky.
d. Slightly risky.
e. No risk; he/she would not create any problem for herself.
2) How LIKELY is it that a lesbian, gay, or bisexual person in your department would be
TAKEN SERIOUSLY if she complained to someone in charge about this man?
a. Almost no chance he/she would be taken seriously.
b. Little chance.
c. Some chance.
d. Good chance.
e. Very good chance that he/she would be taken seriously.
3) What do you think WOULD BE DONE if a woman in your department complained to
someone in charge of this man?
a. Probably nothing would be done.
b. Very little; maybe someone would talk to him.
c. The man would be told to stop.
d. The man would be given a formal warning.
e. There would be a very serious punishment.
A SUPERVISOR in your department has said several times that lesbian, gay, or bisexual
employees should be stay quiet about their “personal lives” when people who don’t work at the
company (e.g clients, customers) are around. At the same time, he encourages married
heterosexual employees to discuss their families and display family pictures at their workplace
because he wants to highlight the organization’s “family values.”
1) How RISKY would it be for a lesbian, gay, or bisexual person in your department to
complain to someone in charge about this man?
a. Extremely risky; he/she or he would almost certainly create serious problems for
herself/himself.
b. Very risky.
c. Somewhat risky.
d. Slightly risky.
e. No risk; he/she would not create any problem for herself.
2) How LIKELY is it that a lesbian, gay, or bisexual person in your department would be
TAKEN SERIOUSLY if she complained to someone in charge about this man?
a. Almost no chance he/she would be taken seriously.
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b. Little chance.
c. Some chance.
d. Good chance.
e. Very good chance that he/she would be taken seriously.
3) What do you think WOULD BE DONE if a woman in your department complained to
someone in charge of this man?
a. Probably nothing would be done.
b. Very little; maybe someone would talk to him.
c. The man would be told to stop.
d. The man would be given a formal warning.
e. There would be a very serious punishment.
A male SUPERVISOR in your department always tells stories about the women he dates. He
keeps asking one of his male subordinates to also tell him about his dates with women. The man
tries to avoid the topic, but the supervisor persists and continues to ask him about his dating life.
The man does not want to tell his supervisor about his dates because he is gay and he fears that
disclosing this would lead to discrimination.
1) How RISKY would it be for a lesbian, gay, or bisexual person in your department to
complain to someone in charge about this man?
a. Extremely risky; he/she or he would almost certainly create serious problems for
herself/himself.
b. Very risky.
c. Somewhat risky.
d. Slightly risky.
e. No risk; he/she would not create any problem for herself.
2) How LIKELY is it that a lesbian, gay, or bisexual person in your department would be
TAKEN SERIOUSLY if she complained to someone in charge about this man?
a. Almost no chance he/she would be taken seriously.
b. Little chance.
c. Some chance.
d. Good chance.
e. Very good chance that he/she would be taken seriously.
3) What do you think WOULD BE DONE if the subordinate in your department
complained to someone in charge of this man?
a. Probably nothing would be done.
b. Very little; maybe someone would talk to him.
c. The man would be told to stop.
d. The man would be given a formal warning.
e. There would be a very serious punishment.
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P-O Fit:
To what extent does your new organization measure up to the kind of organization you were
seeking?
1. To a very little extent.
2. To somewhat of an extent.
3. Neither to an extent nor to no extent.
4. To a somewhat large extent.
5. To a very large consent.
Outness:
How open about your sexuality are you to each of these parties?
Heterosexual friends
1. Definitely does not know about your sexual orientation status.
2. Probably does not know about your sexual orientation status.
3. Definitely may not know about your sexual orientation status.
4. Definitely may/may not know about your sexual orientation status.
5. Definitely may know about your sexual orientation status.
6. Probably does know about your sexual orientation status.
7. Definitely knows about your sexual orientation status.
Work peers
1. Definitely does not know about your sexual orientation status.
2. Probably does not know about your sexual orientation status.
3. Definitely may not know about your sexual orientation status.
4. Definitely may/may not know about your sexual orientation status.
5. Definitely may know about your sexual orientation status.
6. Probably does know about your sexual orientation status.
7. Definitely knows about your sexual orientation status.
Work Supervisors
1. Definitely does not know about your sexual orientation status.
2. Probably does not know about your sexual orientation status.
3. Definitely may not know about your sexual orientation status.
4. Definitely may/may not know about your sexual orientation status.
5. Definitely may know about your sexual orientation status.
6. Probably does know about your sexual orientation status.
7. Definitely knows about your sexual orientation status.
Strangers
1. Definitely does not know about your sexual orientation status.
2. Probably does not know about your sexual orientation status.
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3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

Definitely may not know about your sexual orientation status.
Definitely may/may not know about your sexual orientation status.
Definitely may know about your sexual orientation status.
Probably does know about your sexual orientation status.
Definitely knows about your sexual orientation status.

Job Satisfaction:
On a 1-5 scale.
1. Being able to keep busy all the time.
2. The chance to work alone on the job.
3. The chance to do different things from time to time.
4. The chance to be “somebody” in the community.
5. The way my boss handles his/her workers.
6. The competence of my supervisor in making decisions.
7. Being able to do things that don’t go against my conscience.
8. The way my job provides for steady employment.
9. The chance to do things for other people.
10. The chance to tell people what to do.
11. The chance to do something that makes use of my abilities.
12. The way company policies are put into practice.
13. My pay and the amount of work I do.
14. The chances for advancement on this job.
15. The freedom to use my own judgment.
16. The chance to try my own methods of doing the job.
17. The working conditions.
18. The way my co-workers get along with each other.
19. The praise I get for doing a good job.
20. The feeling of accomplishment I get from the job.
Work Stress:
Never Rarely Sometimes Often Very Often
A. Conditions at work are unpleasant or sometimes even unsafe. 1 2 3 4 5
B. I feel that my job is negatively affecting my physical or emotional well being. 1 2 3 4 5
C. I have too much work to do and/or too many unreasonable deadlines. 1 2 3 4 5
D. I find it difficult to express my opinions or feelings about my job conditions to my superiors.
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E. I feel that job pressures interfere with my family or personal life. 1 2 3 4 5
F. I have adequate control or input over my work duties. 5 4 3 2 1
G. I receive appropriate recognition or rewards for good performance. 5 4 3 2 1
H. I am able to utilize my skills and talents to the fullest extent at work. 5 4 3 2 1
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Cynicism:
Scale of 1-5 to the degree participant agrees with statement.
1. Power and status makes people arrogant.
2. Kind-hearted people are easily bullied.
3. Powerful people tend to exploit others.
4. Kind-hearted people usually suffer losses.
Internalized homophobia:
1-5 point scale.
I have tried to stop being attracted to the same-sex in general.*
homosexual/bisexual.*
homosexual/bisexual is a personal shortcoming for me.*
homosexual/bisexual to straight.*
the opposite sex.
onal or social involvement with other homosexual/bisexual
same-sex people.
homosexual/bisexual.
the opposite sex.
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