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Abstract: Despite an increase in the promotion of equal opportunities at work, there is still persistent
discrimination against lesbian and gay (LG) workers. In this vein, this study aimed to systematically
review the research investigating the peculiarities of the work experience of LG people, particularly
considering the theoretical frameworks in the approach to sexual minorities” work-related issues, as
well as individual and contextual variables influencing the work experience and the impact they may
have on health and well-being. We explored the PsycArticles, EMBASE, Scopus, and Web of Science
electronic databases and the EBSCOHost (PsycInfo, Psychology and Behavioral Sciences Collection)
scholarly search engine, between 01/01/2013 to 01/03/2023, with regards to the search terms “Igb*”,

7

“gay*”, “lesbian*”, “homosexual*”, and “sexual minorit*”, associated with “employee*”, “personnel”,

”oou

“worker*”, and “staff”, and with “workplace”,

voou

work”, “job”, “occupation”, “employment”, and
“career”. Data were narratively synthesized and critically discussed. Of the 1584 potentially eligible
articles, 140 papers contributed to this systematic review. Five main theoretical frameworks were
identified: (a) minority stress, (b) sexual prejudice and stigma, (c) queer and Foucauldian paradigms,
(d) social identity theories, and (e) intersectionality. Furthermore, significant individual (e.g., out-
ness, disclosure, and work—family conflict) and contextual (e.g., heterosexist and heteronormative
workplace climate and culture) variables influencing LG people’s work experience were identified.
This review highlights the need to develop a unified theoretical model for the construction of spe-
cific measurement tools to assess the work experience of LG people and for the implementation of

interventions aimed at minimizing the effects of stigma in work contexts.

Keywords: LG workers; intersectionality; heterosexism and heteronormativity; outness and disclosure;
organizational climate

1. Introduction

In recent decades, the debate on lesbian, gay, bisexual, transgender, and queer (LGBTQ+)
issues has been the focus of political and media attention, both in its more positive declinations
of openness, recognition, and deconstruction of old discriminatory myths and habits and in
its more negative aspects, such as the persistence and exacerbation of discriminatory forms
by individuals, communities, or states towards the expansion of this liberalizing push for
sexual orientations and gender identities. In this polarized social climate [1], research on
LGBTQ+ community issues has become increasingly necessary to produce up-to-date and
original knowledge that deals with analyzing and deconstructing negative behaviors, beliefs,
and affectivities related to homo-bi-trans—queerphobia and the social stigma surrounding
gender identity and sexual orientation, and such is aimed at devising interventions useful for
implementing psychophysical well-being.
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Chapter 3 of the Charter of Fundamental Rights of the European Union (EU) [2]
enshrines people’s equality and the right to non-discrimination. The European Commission
establishes schemes and laws to promote equality for LGBTQ+ people in Europe, which
suffers from wide territorial heterogeneity, as evidenced by the ILGA 2018 Europe section’s
laws and policies [3].

For example, on 24 March 2022, an ISTAT (Italian National Institute of Statistic) and
UNAR (National Office Against Racial Discrimination) survey involved approximately
twenty-one thousand LGBTQ+ people—in current or past civil unions and residing in
Italy as of 1 January 2020—with the aim of exploring employment discrimination against
LGBTQ+ people [4]. Although the results cannot be considered representative of the
LGBTQ+ Italian population, some of these data could be relevant to this research. Indeed,
26% of employed or formerly employed people reported that being homosexual or bisexual
has been a disadvantage in terms of their working life, career, and professional growth,
recognition or appreciation of their professionalism, and regarding income and pay. Con-
cerning their last job, 40.3% avoided talking about their private lives and associating with
colleagues in their free time to keep their sexual orientation hidden and to reduce the
risk of revealing it. Furthermore, about six out of ten people have experienced at least
one form of micro-aggression in the workplace related to their sexual orientation, with
micro-aggression being defined as sending disparaging messages and subtle insults to
minority individuals within short daily exchanges, often of an unconscious nature [5-7].
A high percentage (34.5%) of employees have experienced at least one discrimination event
during their employment, with a higher incidence among women and bisexual individuals
and a predominance in individuals employed on fixed-term contracts, thus suggesting
a more protective condition for those working in public settings. Finally, about one in
five experience a hostile climate or aggression in their work environment, such as slander,
mockery, and verbal humiliation. Therefore, despite an increase in the promotion of equal
opportunities at work, both subtle and blatant discrimination still exist.

Discrimination against LGBTQ+ people at work is, as stated by Anastas [8], “a form
of violence that denies them full participation in essential social and economic activities
and institutions, perpetuates economic injustice, and reduces their opportunities to realize
human potential” (p. 84). It is also a direct violation of Article 23 of the 1948 United Nations
Universal Declaration of Human Rights [9] on the universal right to work, free choice of
employment, just and favorable work conditions, protection against unemployment, and
equal pay for equal work [10].

In occupational research, a tailored focus has been increasingly given to developing
research and interventions to prevent stress and discrimination in the workplace. This is
also due to the growing recognition of the doubtless evidence that promoting workers’ psy-
chological and relational health conditions will benefit the quality of the work organization
and society as a whole [11,12].

For this perspective, according to one of the main theoretical frameworks for evaluat-
ing occupational well-being, namely the job demand-resources model [13], there is always
a kind of interplay of forces within work contexts. Indeed, the latter model [13] allows
researchers to simultaneously investigate the effects of the interplay between perceived job
demands (physical, social, or organizational aspects of the job requiring physical and/or
mental effort and associated with physiological and psychological costs) and perceived job
resources (physical, social, or organizational aspects of the job that can be instrumental in
achieving work goals, reducing job demands, and/or stimulating personal development)
in terms of workers” wellbeing. Specifically, if workers perceive high demands along with
low resources (i.e., imbalance between perceived demands and resources), this state of
fatigue (e.g., due to workplace conflicts) can have adverse outcomes on workers’ health,
especially in terms of anxiety and depression [14].

However, the work experiences of LG people may require tailored research attention,
also given the higher risk they are exposed to in terms of further specific sources of stress
and discrimination. Indeed, “minority stressors have a unique negative effect on health
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and well-being that cannot be reduced to stress in general” [15] (p. 2), and experiences of
stigma and rejection are correlated with significantly higher rates of depression and anxiety
than in the heterosexual population [16-20].

Therefore, this systematic review aims to (1) identify the theoretical frameworks
used in the approach to sexual minorities” work-related issues and (2) identify the main
individual and contextual variables influencing the work experience of LG people.

2. Methods
2.1. Database Search

This review was conducted between March 2023 and June 2023, following the Preferred
Reporting Items for Systematic Reviews and Meta-Analyses (PRISMA) guidance [21]
(See PRISMA 2020 checklist in the Supplementary Materials—Table S1). Furthermore,
as a review of preexisting study reports, the Psychological Research Ethics Committee
of the Department of Humanities of the University of Naples deemed it exempt from
ethical approval. The study was registered on the Open Science Framework (OSF) platform
(https://doi.org/10.17605/OSEIO/5DH92, accessed on 29 May 2023).

We conducted an electronic search of four electronic databases and one scholarly
search engine between 1 January 2013 and 1 March 2023, namely EBSCOHost (PsycInfo,
Psychology and Behavioral Sciences Collection), PsycArticles, EMBASE, Scopus, and the
Web of Science. There were no language restrictions. The following keywords were used
in a [Abstract] search: “(Igb* OR gay* OR lesbian* OR homosexual* OR sexual minorit*)
AND (employee* OR personnel OR worker* OR staff) AND (workplace OR work OR job
OR occupation OR employment OR career)”.

The reference lists of the identified studies were searched to find relevant articles and
to ensure that all related publications were included in the analysis. The full-text versions
of the literature were screened and analyzed for methodologic quality. Three research team
members performed the processes independently, and disagreements were resolved by
discussion and consensus with a fourth member of the research team.

2.2. Selection: Inclusion and Exclusion Criteria

We screened all observational studies analyzing LG workers” experience. The specific
inclusion criteria were as follows: (a) publication date between 1 January 2013-1 March 2023;
(b) original research articles published in all languages; and (c) studies reporting qualitative
and/or quantitative data. Specific exclusion criteria were as follows: (a) abstracts; (b) letters;
(c) editorials; and (d) commentaries (see Figure 1).

[ Identification of studies via databases and scholarly search engines ]

Records identified from
databases and scholarly search
engines
(n=1,548)

l

[ Identification ]

]

Screening

[

Records after duplicates removal
(n=987)

!

Records

(n=987)

|

Records excluded:
Not relevant (n = 740)
Abstracts (n =2)
Letters (n=1)
Editorials (n=1)

Full-text articles
assessed for eligibility
(n=243)

Full-text articles excluded:
Commentaries (n = 57)
Reviews (n = 46)
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|

Studies included in the review
(n = 140)

Figure 1. PRISMA flow diagram of study identification and selection process.
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Furthermore, a quality assessment was conducted for all the articles that met the
inclusion criteria. The Mixed-Methods Appraisal Tool (MMAT) version 2018 [22] was
used to assign the quality rating. The MMAT is a critical appraisal tool widely used in
systematic mixed studies reviews since it allows the appraisal of the methodological quality
of the main categories of studies, namely qualitative research, randomized controlled trials,
non-randomized studies, quantitative descriptive studies, and mixed methods studies.
Three reviewers (M.L., ER., and F.V.) were firstly involved in the appraisal process and
independently assigned the quality rating to each paper according to the study design
category (five specific methodological quality criteria for each category; rating 0-2; range:
0-10). Any discrepancy or disagreement was solved by discussions supervised by M.S. and
involving all the authors. Studies reporting a score > 5 were included in the final analysis.

The data extraction and synthesis were performed narratively considering the ob-
jectives settled for the purposes of the current review study, namely (1) to identify the
theoretical frameworks used in the approach to sexual minorities” work-related issues and
(2) to identify the main individual and contextual variables influencing the work experience
of LG people.

3. Results
3.1. Characteristics of Selected Literature

A total of 1548 records were identified through an electronic search. When duplicates
were removed, 987 records remained and were screened. Of these, 744 records were
excluded (as being not relevant, abstracts, letters, and editorials). A total of 243 potential
papers were assessed for eligibility. Of these, 103 papers were excluded (commentaries
and reviews). One hundred forty papers were judged relevant and contributed to this
systematic review (see Supplementary Materials—Table S2). All the papers were evaluated
as reaching a quality score of >5 in MMAT [22].

The 140 studies considered involved more than 14.116.688 million participants. Only
one study (0.71%) [23] does not specify the sample size. Compared with the total number
of participants, 344.974 identified themselves as homosexuals. Furthermore, 34 studies
(24.29%) [16,23-55] used compound acronyms (LGB, LGBT, sexual minority, etc.) to name
their populations, which does not allow precise estimation of the homosexual subsample.

Considering the study design, only nine studies (6.4%) [56—64] were longitudinal,
while the majority used an observational/cross-sectional research design. Only 17 studies
(12.1%) [26,33,47,48,52,56,65-75] were conducted with representative samples, while the
majority were conducted with convenience, purposive, or theory-based samples. Further-
more, only 11 studies (7.9%) [76-86] compared populations from different countries.

Finally, sample descriptions vary significantly among studies. Indeed, only 36 studies
(25,71%) [51,57,58,64,71,76,78-80,85-111] specify the population in terms of both sexual
orientation and gender identity (see Limitations).

3.2. Theoretical Frameworks in the Approach to Sexual Minorities” Work-Related Issues

The most represented theoretical frameworks in the approach to sexual minorities” work-
related issues—all clearly defined in the introduction section of the reviewed studies—are as follows:
(a) minority stress theory [19] (16.4%, 21 out of 140 studies) [26,43,44,49,73,85,89,90,93,106,112-122]
which has been used extensively for decades, allows for the multidimensional, unique, and com-
plex experience of LG individuals in work contexts through the analysis of specific proximal
and distal stressors that alter actual and perceived experiences; (b) sexual prejudice and stigma
theories [123,124] (11.4%, 16 out of 140 studies) [32,33,75,84,94,110,117,120,125-131] focus on compre-
hending society’s negative regard for any behavior, identity, or community that is not heterosexual,
the cultural ideology that perpetuates sexual stigma, and the negative attitudes based on sexual
orientation with their consequences on LGBTQ+ individuals; (c) queer theory and Foucauldian
paradigms [132,133] (10%, 14 out of 140 studies) [33,36,45,46,60,85,88,101,134-138] are largely present
in contemporary policy debates on the topic and aim to deconstruct hegemonic stereotypes re-
lated to LGBTQ+ identities, posit the marginalization of sexual minorities as a given, and rethink
concepts, such as resistance and non-assimilation; (d) social identity theories [139] (9.3%, 13 out of



Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2024, 21, 1355 50f 16

140 studies) [34,40,51,59,77,78,86,95,99,130,140-142] refer to identity as a construct that continuously
interacts with and is negotiated with work/organizational contexts and as a complex continuum,
rather than a monolithic point. Furthermore, the concept of identity is considered most salient in a
specific context that influences whether, when, and how to let one’s sexual identity emerge; and
(e) intersectionality paradigm [143] (6.4%, 9 out of 140 studies) [34,38,43,63,81,92,96,117,144] turns
out to be an essential key for a thorough understanding of the complexity of the self. In this sense,
from the concept of identity, also understood as a social construction, it is possible to deduce that
numerous variables can replay themselves in work contexts, such as ethnicity, gender, organizational
hierarchical position, the type of work, and the specific place where it is performed.

Of the remaining 66 studies, 12 (8.6%) [16,52,55,57,58,62,69,125,145-148] present var-
ied theoretical frameworks, such as: (a) the multilevel relational framework to diversity
management [16], which proposes an interconnected and situated analysis of individual
(at the micro-level, taking into account individual influences on equal opportunities), or-
ganizational (at the meso-level, assessing organizational approaches and strategies), and
structural (at the macro-level, examining legal, institutional and socio-cultural structures)
variables related to diversity management; (b) the communication theory of identity [145],
which posits that people communicatively manage and construct identity with others
through personal, enacted, relational, and group identity frames; (c) the social exchange
theory [69], which posits that LG employee’s job satisfaction and affective commitment
depend on the effect of their perceptions of organization’s inclusive work environment
human resources practices; and (d) the disclosure process model [62], which posits that the
decision to disclose one’s identity depends on the extent to which an identity management
event activates approach goals (involving moving closer to a rewarding outcome, such as
increased authenticity and relational intimacy) versus avoidance goals (involving moving
away from a potential negative outcome, such as rejection and harassment).

On the other hand, 54 studies (38.6%) do not specify a clear theoretical framework of refer-
ence, essentially presenting generic reviews of the literature on the topic [29,48,80,87,99,149,150]
and mainly focusing on heterosexism [64,104,151-153] heteronormativity [81,100,103,111,154],
cisnormativity [27,41,67,82,105], and pressure to conform to masculine gender norms [56,155,156]
in workplaces (see Table 1).

Table 1. Summary of review findings: theoretical frameworks in the approach to sexual minorities’
work-related issues, individual and contextual variables influencing the work experience of LG people.

Review Aims

(1) To identify the theoretical frameworks
used in the approach to sexual minorities’

work-related issues

Theoretical Frameworks

Minority stress theory

Sexual prejudice and stigma theories

Queer theory and Foucauldian paradigm

Social identity theories

Intersectionality paradigm

Multilevel relational framework to diversity management
Communication theory of identity

Social exchange theory

Disclosure process model

No specific theoretical framework: heterosexism, heteronormativity, cisnormativity, and
pressure to conform to masculine gender norms

SPRNNOTE N

=

Individual Variables Contextual Variables

Outness and disclosure Homophobia

(2) To identify the main individual and Agthenticity. Heterosexis.m.
contextual variables influencing the work Coping strategies Heteronormativity

experience of LG people.

Diversity within diversity Valorization of traditional masculinity
Work life/affective life Modified labeling
Organizational climate
Workplace incivility
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3.3. Individual Variables Influencing the Work Experience of LG People

Most of the studies address the issue of being or not being out in the workplace, as
it is believed that this experience affects interpersonal relationships, performance, and
well-being [25,77,108,157,158]. The first finding is that disclosure and outness can positively
affect interpersonal relationships and social comfort [130]. Indeed, it has been found that,
due to identity concealment, subjects may experience a decrease in positive affect and an
increase in negative affect [62]. Outness, however, is not necessarily a precise moment
but is represented as a continuum in individuals’ lives. In this vein, a recurring concept
is that of visibility management, understood as “regulation of disclosure of one’s sexual
orientation to maintain privacy and minimize stigma, harm or marginalization” [159]
(p. 1). This is also a dimension strongly related to specific cultural and organizational
contexts. In this vein, the concept of “negative face” [95] is interesting in exploring people’s
desire to express their sexual identity freely, to emphasize both how life and work are in
a mutually necessary relationship and how, in the workplace, identity is relational and
socially produced. Therefore, the desire for authenticity turns out to be part of the process
of identity negotiation [83,87,95,103].

A central issue, then, seems to be that of authenticity. For example, the State Authen-
ticity as Fit to the Environment (SAFE) [160] model is effective in exploring how people
with devalued social identities can feel comfortable in an “identity-safe context, according
to which there are three types of adaptation that can lead to authenticity: self-concept fit,
goal fit, and social fit” [57] (p. 3). It has emerged that disclosure is situated in different
contexts, and indeed, many workers are out in the office but in the “closet” in the field,
as well as that disclosure is predicted by perceived support from the potential recipient
of this information [23,50,55]. Thus, negative aspects of authenticity also emerged, espe-
cially when implemented in contexts that do not provide psychological safety and do not
support employees who choose to be out in the workplace [58]. But while it seems that
the possibility of being openly oneself is a central issue for an individual’s subjective and
relational well-being, it turns out to be equally true that being out does not always seem to
be the right choice for personal and occupational safeguards [58,90]. Indeed, being out is
crucial in the most challenging and most at-risk work contexts as a political strategy aimed
at change [126]. In this vein, homonegative events can deter and encourage disclosure,
understood as an act of resilience [103,104].

The review also highlighted different coping strategies implemented by LG people to
manage challenges and difficulties in the workplace, such as finding safe spaces, negotiating
identity, connectedness, having heterosexual allies, and having a context with company net-
works and policies that promote inclusiveness and safety. These strategies can contribute sig-
nificantly to LG employees’ well-being and their ability to cope with work pressures [31,110].

In analyzing individual variables influencing the work experience of LG people, the
concept of “diversity within diversity” [93] is also helpful in understanding how LG people
share many of the experiences of exclusion with other minority groups [161]. Indeed, in
light of the intersectional theory, it emerges that bisexual people have a unique experi-
ence [162], marked by a higher rate of post-traumatic stress disorder (PTSD) and bullying
than single-sex individuals [112], as they are “doubly stigmatized”, both in heteronor-
mative contexts and within sexual minorities themselves [99]. Furthermore, significant
differences emerged between male and female subjects. Indeed, it has been found that
regarding homosexual women, there is a mixture of homophobia and sexism [163], fewer
opportunities to develop their careers [150], and, as with bisexual individuals, double
discrimination. It has also been found that LG workers with poor mental health are mostly
cis or trans women [43] and that gay men are more often job-satisfied than lesbian women,
albeit less so than heterosexual men [65].

It also emerged that work and affective life are in a continuous interchange, without
the balance of which well-being seems impossible. Indeed, disclosure in the work context
was often positively associated with partner satisfaction but negatively with family inter-
ference with work [131]. Furthermore, although support for life beyond work is positively
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correlated with job satisfaction, even in the presence of high levels of support, the job
satisfaction of LG employees remains lower than that of their heterosexual colleagues [52].
In the same vein, it emerged that a significant individual variable is the perception of
incongruence between one’s family identity and workplace expectations, as well as that
the stigmatization of one’s family is often the basis of the work—family conflict [80,120,147].
Indeed, it emerged that although outness in work contexts is also generally associated
with greater life and couple satisfaction, the interference of this private dimension at work,
sometimes driven by the desire not to make one’s family invisible, can have adverse effects
on one’s work life, compromising life satisfaction and, thus, establishing a closed circle
from which an individual is impoverished and more at risk for outcomes, such as anxiety
and depression [75,113,119,164] (see Table 1).

3.4. Contextual Variables Influencing the Work Experience of LG People

The analysis of the literature reviewed revealed the entrenchment of homophobia,
heterosexism, heteronormativity, and the valorization of traditional masculinity in specific
work contexts [34,88,128]. For example, regarding the relationship between homophobic
prejudice and the expression of masculinity, it emerged that, within heterosexist contexts,
in which masculinity must be exhibited to consolidate one’s status, sexual harassment
often becomes part of that exhibition and contributes to the creation of a homophobic
climate [130]. It also emerged that gender harassment often occurs in coexistence with
heterosexist harassment and that the severity of heterosexist harassment is significantly
associated with high rates of job burnout and job dissatisfaction [156,165]. In addition, it
was found that greater compliance with male gender norms is associated with an increase in
risky behaviors, such as isolating behaviors or discriminatory organizational practices [56].
In sum, the presence of a “heteroprofessional” tendency to exclude and discriminate against
homosexuality emerges in work contexts [29,82,97,166].

Furthermore, the concept of segregation, i.e., the overrepresentation of a group in
some occupations and its underrepresentation in others, regarding the occupational dis-
tribution of the relevant economy among professions [68], is particularly significant in
comprehending how homophobia, heterosexism, and heteronormativity can affect organi-
zational experiences. Indeed, it emerged that the high concentration of gays and lesbians
in high-independence jobs may be due to bias during the selection phase [39]. In this
vein, the discourse of employment discrimination of LG persons could be extended in an
ecological perspective from the purely subjective individual life and psychic suffering to
the macroscopic whole definable with the dominant heteronormative culture in biological,
sociological, psychological, economic, and political domains, thus indicating that even
an unspoken can create and nurture a “discourse of exclusion” [95] causing the issue of
“closeting” to go beyond the perception of the individual.

Thus, homonegative events significantly inhibit disclosure processes [159] with specific
psychological consequences. But this is only one of the ways the heteronormative culture
manages workers’ sexual identities [36]. Indeed, it has also been found that norms governing
gender and sexuality within workplaces continually influence work-related migration [81]
and that sexual minority status is often associated with turnover intention [37]. Furthermore,
greater experiences of heterosexism were found to be associated with fear and anger [167],
which, in turn, were associated with greater mental and physical distress, turnover intentions,
and lower job satisfaction [118,168], thus indicating a possible mediating role of fear between
heterosexism and psychological distress [107]. In this vein, even usually effective coping
strategies, such as disclosure with coworkers, can, when implemented in contexts with high
levels of discrimination, lose their power as a “buffering effect” [121].

The construct of “modified labeling” [125], according to which stigmatization is believed
to be the product of a social process whereby those with power can negatively label those with
less power as “deviant” from the dominant social norm, emerged as particularly interesting.
In such a situation, the negatively labeled person experiences a stigma that links him or her to
undesirable characteristics or a devalued social position. This construct very effectively brings
together the concept of stigma with that of heteronormativity. In this vein, from a Foucauldian
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perspective, it is not only sexuality that can be the target of repression/discrimination but
also non-sexuality [138]. This seems to “in-form” us about the fact that heteronormative and
stigmatizing power logics within work contexts push in the direction that all employees be
made sexually intelligible and bound to a clear sexual identity.

Furthermore, organizational climate and culture are significantly related to work-
ers’ perceived subjective experiences [24,35,109]. In this vein, Holman [169] understands
climate as a “general level of support or hostility”, which is a recurring finding in the re-
viewed studies. We could see the importance of the voice-silence issue concerning minority
identities in work contexts as an expression, first and foremost, of employees’ intention
to be heard on relevant issues, with trade union significance as well [146]. In this context,
the concept of perceived organizational support [64,78] carries considerable weight as, first
and foremost, an antecedent of countless psychological outcomes of LG employees and dis-
closure processes [115]. In addition, the perception of a non-discriminatory climate toward
sexual minorities, represented, for example, by the use of appropriate pronouns when ad-
dressing employees, appears to be correlated with increased developmental networks and
positive organizational attitudes [79,82,146,170]. Indeed, a possible intertwining of profes-
sional life and sexual identity emerges, thus suggesting that sexuality and professionalism
can mutually enhance or deny each other [60].

Furthermore, the sedimentation of a culture of silence prevents LG employees from
constructing a work identity that includes their sexual identity, and this, in turn, prevents
the organizations themselves from being fully inclusive [45]. It is then possible to think that
at the moment when an employee expresses himself or herself on highly relevant issues,
such as sexual identity, the interests of the individual and those of the organization are
congruent, thus creating the conditions for the individual to feel part of a context that rec-
ognizes them and in which he or she can identify, with a spillover effect on well-being and
an organizational payoff in terms of productivity and corporate citizenship [57,92,102,115].
But it is also possible to see that the dyscrasia between the interest of the individual and
that of the organization leads to an increase in turnover intentions, a decrease in per-
ceived support [77], and lower job satisfaction, lower inclusiveness [134], and lower work
engagement [69].

Finally, the concept of protection seems to play an important role in safeguarding the
dignity of LG workers [87]. In this vein, the concept of “workplace incivility” [171] can be
used to define a series of continued low-intensity acts that violate norms of respect and
whose intent to harm is ambiguous (see Table 1).

4. Discussion

Regarding the theoretical frameworks in the approach to sexual minorities” work-
related issues, minority stress theory [19], sexual prejudice and stigma theories [123,124],
queer theory and Foucauldian paradigms [132,133], social identity theories [139], and inter-
sectionality theory [143] emerged as the most represented in the reviewed studies. Despite
the preponderance of such theoretical frameworks, other models are proposed that focus
on specific variables or issues, such as the management [16] or the communication [145] of
sexual identity and the disclosure process [55,62].

Regarding individual and contextual variables influencing the work experience of
LG people, outness and disclosure emerged as the main variables highlighted by the re-
viewed studies. Indeed, a general trend seems to be that the more central and salient
one’s sexual identity is, the less likely one will be to disown it and, therefore, to deny it
in the workplace [114]. But it has also been found that coming-out processes are often
influenced by multiple individual and contextual factors that prevent their unfolding,
such as being placed in an organizational context that does not guarantee safety, having
previously experienced heterosexist assaults, perceiving homonegativity among colleagues,
knowing that other colleagues who have come out have been discriminated against and/or
dismissed, knowing that they are placed in a broader cultural context characterized by a
strongly heteronormative bias [41,53,56,59,77,82,126,135]. Furthermore, the review high-
lighted that the work context’s non-preparedness toward these issues often motivates
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subjects to disclosure, which becomes a political and claiming act witnessing a necessary
change [28,87,146]. In this vein, the voice-silence question emerged as a cross-cutting issue.
Indeed, organizational policy-induced silence, self-induced silence, and internalization of
the culture of silence were significant factors influencing the subject’s ability to practice
disclosure [82,100,145,146,154]. Moreover, organizational climate—i.e., the set of percep-
tions individuals have of a context—also emerged as a key factor affecting the experiences
of the individuals who inhabit it [30,54,172,173], inscribed in organizational culture, just
as organizational culture is inscribed in the larger context in which it is situated [174,175].
Indeed, a heterosexist workplace climate has been found to mediate the relationships
between outness and job satisfaction, and anticipatory discrimination [153] has been found
to result in moderate relationships between disclosure and job satisfaction.

Thus emerges a highly varied conceptual framework in dealing with sexual minorities’
work-related issues, in which, despite the recurrence of cross-cutting issues, both at the
individual and contextual levels, an underlying unity seems to be lacking. Moreover, in
reviewing the literature on the subject, it seems to emerge that the variety of theoretical
frameworks of reference are often accompanied by significant terminological and concep-
tual confusions in dealing with sexual minorities’ issues that complicate, if not limit, the
possibility of arriving at a coherent overall conceptual framework of reference. In this sense,
it would be desirable to implement a more unified theoretical model to keep within the
most relevant issues that have emerged from this systematic review while paying particu-
lar attention to a more correct and consistent use of specific terminologies and concepts.
Moreover, this model could be very useful in constructing new measurement instruments
to evaluate LG people’s work experience and to develop interventions to minimize the
effects of stigma and heterosexism in work contexts on LG employees’ experience.

Limitations

There are some limitations in this review. The first limitation relates to the type of
literature selected, which only concerns scientific articles. Indeed, future reviews on this
topic could include additional sources, such as books, clinical guidelines, and training
materials. Furthermore, although no filters have been settled to restrict the search by
language, the use of an English string (and keywords) may have limited the access to
relevant scientific articles written in languages other than English. This limitation should
be taken into account when considering the generalizability of the review findings.

Moreover, although this review focused on the work experience of LG people, the
participants in the studies analyzed were significantly diverse in sexual and gender identity,
including, for example, bisexuals, transgender people, etc. Indeed, the way the studies
describe the research populations revealed a frequent overlap in sexual orientation and
gender identity, which often made it impossible to identify specific sub-populations: in
the particular case of this review, this sub-population was the LG population. This within-
group diversity implies caution in interpreting our results and highlights the importance,
in future reviews, of paying attention to the intersection of sexual and gender minority
status, as well as to sampling strategies.

5. Conclusions

Taken together, the results of the present review indicate that the majority of LG partic-
ipants involved in the studies suffer from the dominant heteronormativity and segregation
policies and have experienced discrimination and micro-aggressions in the workplace, with
important and recurring effects on their psychological health (e.g., anxiety, depression),
job satisfaction (e.g., sense of belonging to the organization, career expectations) and life
satisfaction (e.g., perception of authenticity, work-family balance, couple relationship, etc.).
This means that, despite an increase in the promotion of equal opportunities at work,
there is still persistent discrimination against LG workers. Finally, the results suggest the
need to develop a unified theoretical model that would serve as a solid foundation both
for the construction of specific measurement tools to assess the work experience of LG
people and for the implementation of interventions aimed at minimizing the effects of
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heterosexism, heteronormativity, and stigma in work contexts on LG employees’ experience
and promoting their psychophysical health and well-being.

Supplementary Materials: The following supporting information can be downloaded at: https://www.
mdpi.com/article/10.3390/ijerph21101355/5s1, Table S1: PRISMA 2020 Checklist. Table S2: Studies
included in the systematic review.
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Tab. S1. PRISMA 2020 Checklist

i Location
Sec'glon i Mol Checklist item where item is
Topic #

reported
TITLE
Title 1 | Identify the report as a systematic review. p.1
ABSTRACT
Abstract 2 | See the PRISMA 2020 for Abstracts checklist. p.1
INTRODUCTION
Rationale 3 | Describe the rationale for the review in the context of existing knowledge. p.1-3
Objectives Provide an explicit statement of the objective(s) or question(s) the review addresses. p.3
METHODS
Eligibility criteria Specify the inclusion and exclusion criteria for the review and how studies were grouped for the syntheses. p.3-4
Information Specify all databases, registers, websites, organisations, reference lists and other sources searched or consulted to identify studies. Specify p.3
sources the date when each source was last searched or consulted.
Search strategy Present the full search strategies for all databases, registers and websites, including any filters and limits used. p.3-4
Selection process Specify the methods used to decide whether a study met the inclusion criteria of the review, including how many reviewers screened each p.4
record and each report retrieved, whether they worked independently, and if applicable, details of automation tools used in the process.
Data collection 9 | Specify the methods used to collect data from reports, including how many reviewers collected data from each report, whether they worked p.4
process independently, any processes for obtaining or confirming data from study investigators, and if applicable, details of automation tools used in
the process.
Data items 10a | List and define all outcomes for which data were sought. Specify whether all results that were compatible with each outcome domain in each p.4
study were sought (e.g. for all measures, time points, analyses), and if not, the methods used to decide which results to collect.
10b | List and define all other variables for which data were sought (e.g. participant and intervention characteristics, funding sources). Describe any | p.4
assumptions made about any missing or unclear information.
Study risk of bias 11 | Specify the methods used to assess risk of bias in the included studies, including details of the tool(s) used, how many reviewers assessed p.4
assessment each study and whether they worked independently, and if applicable, details of automation tools used in the process.
Effect measures 12 | Specify for each outcome the effect measure(s) (e.g. risk ratio, mean difference) used in the synthesis or presentation of results. NA
Synthesis 13a | Describe the processes used to decide which studies were eligible for each synthesis (e.g. tabulating the study intervention characteristics p.3-4
methods and comparing against the planned groups for each synthesis (item #5)).
13b | Describe any methods required to prepare the data for presentation or synthesis, such as handling of missing summary statistics, or data .p.-3-4
conversions.
13c | Describe any methods used to tabulate or visually display results of individual studies and syntheses. p. 4
13d | Describe any methods used to synthesize results and provide a rationale for the choice(s). If meta-analysis was performed, describe the p.4
model(s), method(s) to identify the presence and extent of statistical heterogeneity, and software package(s) used.
13e | Describe any methods used to explore possible causes of heterogeneity among study results (e.g. subgroup analysis, meta-regression). p.4
13f | Describe any sensitivity analyses conducted to assess robustness of the synthesized results. p.4
Reporting bias 14 | Describe any methods used to assess risk of bias due to missing results in a synthesis (arising from reporting biases). p.4
assessment
Certainty 15 | Describe any methods used to assess certainty (or confidence) in the body of evidence for an outcome. p.4
assessment
RESULTS
Study selection 16a | Describe the results of the search and selection process, from the number of records identified in the search to the number of studies included | p.4
in the review, ideally using a flow diagram.
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Section and Checklist item where item is
Topic

reported

16b | Cite studies that might appear to meet the inclusion criteria, but which were excluded, and explain why they were excluded. Figure 1
Study 17 | Cite each included study and present its characteristics. p. 5-12
characteristics
Risk of bias in 18 | Present assessments of risk of bias for each included study. p.4
studies
Results of 19 | For all outcomes, present, for each study: (a) summary statistics for each group (where appropriate) and (b) an effect estimate and its Supplementary
individual studies precision (e.g. confidence/credible interval), ideally using structured tables or plots. Tables
Results of 20a | For each synthesis, briefly summarise the characteristics and risk of bias among contributing studies. p. 5-16
syntheses 20b | Present results of all statistical syntheses conducted. If meta-analysis was done, present for each the summary estimate and its precision NA

(e.g. confidence/credible interval) and measures of statistical heterogeneity. If comparing groups, describe the direction of the effect.

20c | Present results of all investigations of possible causes of heterogeneity among study results. NA

20d | Present results of all sensitivity analyses conducted to assess the robustness of the synthesized results. p.4
Reporting biases 21 | Present assessments of risk of bias due to missing results (arising from reporting biases) for each synthesis assessed. Limitation

section

Certainty of 22 | Present assessments of certainty (or confidence) in the body of evidence for each outcome assessed. NA
evidence
DISCUSSION
Discussion 23a | Provide a general interpretation of the results in the context of other evidence. p. 8-10

23b | Discuss any limitations of the evidence included in the review. p.8-10

23c | Discuss any limitations of the review processes used. p. 9

23d | Discuss implications of the results for practice, policy, and future research. p. 10
OTHER INFORMATION
Registration and 24a | Provide registration information for the review, including register name and registration number, or state that the review was not registered. p.3
protocol 24b | Indicate where the review protocol can be accessed, or state that a protocol was not prepared. p.3

24c | Describe and explain any amendments to information provided at registration or in the protocol. p.3
Support 25 | Describe sources of financial or non-financial support for the review, and the role of the funders or sponsors in the review. NA
Competing 26 | Declare any competing interests of review authors. p. 10
interests
Availability of 27 | Report which of the following are publicly available and where they can be found: template data collection forms; data extracted from included | p.3-4

data, code and
other materials

studies; data used for all analyses; analytic code; any other materials used in the review.

From: Page MJ, McKenzie JE, Bossuyt PM, Boutron I, Hoffmann TC, Mulrow CD, et al. The PRISMA 2020 statement: an updated guideline for reporting systematic reviews. BMJ 2021;372:n71. doi: 10.1136/bmj.n71
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Tab. S2. Studies included in the systematic review

SN AUTHOR (OR YEAR COUNTRY GENERAL THEME
FIRST
AUTHOR)
1 Achyldurdyyeva 2021 Taiwan Individuals’ employment environment
2 Alden 2020 Sweden Sexual orientation and job satisfaction
3 Anand 2022 India Heterosexist harassment at work
4 Austin 2021 U.S.A. Masculine gender norms and adverse
workplace safety outcomes
5 Baker 2017 U.S.A. Experiences of workplace dignity
6 Barnard 2022 UK. Negotiation of sexual identities at work
7 Barrantes 2018 US.A. Sexual orientation and leadership
suitability
8 Beatriz 2022 Portugal Employees’ workplace experiences

WORK FIELD

Finance/insurance,
manufacturing, electronics,
services, informatics,
communication, construction,
real estate, food, chemical,
iron, steel

Manufacturing, construction,
trade, information,
communication,
transport/warehousing,
finance/insurance/business,
public administration, law,
technology, education, health
care, social services, and
others (n.s.)

Marketing, management,
tourism

Manufacturing, retail,
construction, finance,
insurance, and others (n.s.)
Education, mechanics,
finance, waiting, hospitality,
social work, amusement
parks, police, restoration, law,
arts, music, marketing,
informatics, military forces,
consulting, real estate, sales,
and others (n.s.)
Construction

Management

POPULATION

N =2.171: all self-
identified as homosexual
and/or bisexual

N =2.504: 703 gay men,
626 lesbian women, 549
heterosexual men, 626
heterosexual women

N = 6: 2 gay men, 4 lesbian
women

N =904: 215 homosexual,
689 heterosexual

N =36: 27 gay men, 9 self-
identified as queer women,
bisexual, lesbian woman,
gay woman, queer,
pansexual, transgender

N=25

Interviews: 1 transgender
man, 2 transgender women,
1 bisexual cisgender
woman, 8 cisgender men
self- identified as gay, and 5
cisgender women self-
identified as lesbians.
Focus groups: 1 transgender
woman, 1 bisexual
cisgender woman, 5
cisgender men who identify
as gay, and | cisgender
woman self-identified as
lesbian

N =401: all self-identified
as gay, gay and out, gay and
closeted, heterosexual

N = 63: 25 gay/lesbian, 17
bisexual, 4 pansexual, 1
queer, 1 asexual, 1
transgender, and 1 non-
binary (28 cisgender men,
23 cisgender women, 5
non-binary, 2 transgender
women)

RESEARCH DESIGN

Cross-sectional
Convenience sample

Cross-sectional
Representative sample

Cross-sectional
Convenience/purposive/the
ory-based sample
Longitudinal

Stratified sample

Cross-sectional
Convenience/purposive/the
ory-based sample

Cross-sectional
Convenience/purposive/the
ory-based sample

Cross-sectional
Convenience sample

Cross-sectional
Convenience sample

ANALYSIS
Quali-

quantitative

Quantitative

Qualitative

Quantitative

Qualitative

Qualitative

Quantitative

Quasi-
qualitative
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11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

Blanck
Bonaventura

Bryson

Capell

Cech

Cech

Chen

Clark

Collins

Compton

Compton

Connell

Corlett

Day

del Rio

2020

2016

2017

2018

2020

2022

2020

2022

2018

2016

2017

2021

2021

2022

2019

US.A.
U.S.A.

UK.

EU - Israel -
U.S.A. - Latin
America

U.S.A.

US.A.

US.A.

US.A.

US.A.

USA.

US.A.

UK.

Ecuador - Spain

US.A.

US.A.

Employees’ workplace accommodations

Disclosure of sexual orientation at work

Wage differences

Trust embedded in organizational
practices

Workplace inequality

Marginalization and devaluation at work

School  climate
commitment

and  professional

Workplace inclusion

Disclosure and employees’ engagement

Sexual identity management at work

Co-sexuality at work

Career experiences

Employees’ workplace experiences

Workplace bulling and PTSD

Occupational segregation

Law
n.s.

Economy (all sectors)

n.s.

Federal services

Science, Technology,
Engineering, and Math
(STEM)

Psychological health care

Federal services

Law enforcement services

Sales, government, retail,
chaplaincy, federal services,
management, restoration, and
others (n.s.)

Media, informatics, technical,
education, library,

management, restoration, arts,

and others (n.s.)

Clergy

n.s.

Law, health care, police,
security services, media, art,
education/training, social
services, community services,

human resources, social work,

N =2740: 17% self-
identified as LGBQ

N = 500: all self-identified
as LGBT

N =21.981 participants
(19.741 respondents): 331
heterosexual or straight,
331 gay/lesbian, 123
bisexual, 80 other, and 803
prefer not to say

N =431:250 gay men, 139
lesbian women, 31
bisexual, 6 queer, and 5
transgender (258 men, 155
women, and 42 other)

N =330.414: 11.094 self-
identified as LGBT

N = 14.434: 594 self-
identified as LGBTQ

N = 88: 19 gay men, 28
lesbian women, 26
bisexual, 2 transgender, 10
queer, and 3 questioning
(19 men, 66 women)

N =901.346: 28.736 self-
identified as LGBT

N = 12: all self-identified as
gay men

N =20: 8 gay men, 12
lesbian women

N =30: 15 heterosexual 7
bisexual, 4 pansexual, 2
homosexual, 1
heteroflexible, and 1
pansexual (11 male, 1
cisgender male, 12 female,
4 women, 1 transgender
woman, and 1 cisgender
tomboy)

N = 6: all self-identified as
LGB

N =30: 14 gay men, 15
lesbian women, and 1
bisexual

N =840: 155 gay men, 100
lesbian women, 57 bisexual
men, 108 bisexual women,
93 heterosexual men, and
327 heterosexual women

N =7.000.000: 25.874 gay
men, 27.158 lesbian women

Cross-sectional
Convenience sample

Cross-sectional
Convenience sample

Cross-sectional
Representative sample

Cross-sectional
Convenience sample

Cross-sectional
Representative sample

Cross-sectional
Convenience sample

Cross-sectional
Convenience sample

Cross sectional
Representative sample

Cross-sectional
Convenience/purposive/the
ory-based sample
Cross-sectional
Convenience/purposive/the
ory-based sample

Cross-sectional
Convenience/purposive/the
ory-based sample

Cross-sectional
Convenience/purposive/the
ory-based sample
Cross-sectional
Convenience/purposive/the
ory-based sample
Cross-sectional
Convenience sample

Cross-sectional
Representative sample

Quali-
quantitative

Quantitative

Quantitative

Quantitative

Quantitative

Quali-
quantitative

Quantitative

Quantitative

Qualitative

Qualitative

Qualitative

Qualitative

Qualitative

Quantitative

Quantitative



24

25

26

27

28

29

30

31

32

33

Dewaele

Dhanani

Di Marco

Donaghy

Einarsdéttir

Fahie

Federman

Felix

Ferfolia

Fletcher

2019

2022

2018

2022

2016

2016

2017

2018

2015

2021

Netherlands

U.S.A.

Spain

Australia

U.K.

Ireland

USA.

Brazil

Australia

UK.

Visibility management at work

Sexual identity management at work

Workplace sexual

prejudices

incivility — and

Workplace well-being

(Dis)embodied disclosure of sexual
identities at work

Personal and professional security at
work

Sexual orientation, gender identity, and
perceptions of personal safety and
security, job satisfaction, and diversity
issues

Co-construction of a climate of
voice/silence in organizations

Employees’ workplace experiences

Supportive practice and employees’ life
satisfaction

design, waiting, hairstyling,
cosmetics, psychological

care, science, public relations,

transportation/travel, and
others (n.s.)
Government

Education, health care, retail,
and others (n.s.)

Education,
accounting/finance, civil
engineering, communication,
public sector,
marketing/advertising, health
care, charity, media/culture
ns.

Royal Navy, high security
prison, NHS trust,
international retailer, national
charity, financial services
Education

Federal services

Technology, entertainment,
health care, consumer
products, advertising,
manufacturing, banking,
construction, hospitality,
mining, education,
transportation, utilities,
chemicals

Education

Education, professional
occupations, and others (n.s.)

N =4.239: 88.2%
heterosexual, 267 (6.3%)
gay/lesbian, 1.8% bisexual,
0.5% do not know, and
3.2% do not want to answer
N =308: 139 (45,1%)
gay/lesbian, 46,4%
bisexual, 7,5% pansexual,
and 1% queer (90.9%
cisgender)

N =39: 15 gay men, 24
lesbian women

N =5.270: 3415 (64.8%)
gay/lesbian, 21.2%
bisexual, 5.8% pansexual,
4.9% queer, 2.1% asexual,
0.6% straight, and 0.5%
other (42.2% cisgender
men, 42.2% cisgender
women, 1.5% transgender
men, 2% transgender
women, 3.5% non-binary,
0.5% agender, and 0.8%
other gender identity)

N = 50: 25 self-identified as
LGB men and 25 self-
identified as LGB women

N =23:11 gay men, 11
lesbian women, and 1
bisexual woman

N =376.577: percentage of
LGBT n.s.

N = 65: all self-identified as
gay men

N = 158: 69 gay men, 89
lesbian women

N =150: 90 (60%) gay
men, 27 (18%) lesbian
women, 9% bisexual, 8%
other minority sexual
identity, and 5%
heterosexual

Cross-sectional
Convenience sample

Cross-sectional
Convenience sample

Cross-sectional
Convenience/purposive/the
ory-based sample

Cross-sectional
Convenience sample

Cross-sectional
Convenience/purposive/the
ory-based sample

Cross-sectional
Convenience/purposive/the
ory-based sample
Cross-sectional
Convenience sample

Cross-sectional
Convenience/purposive/the
ory-based sample

Cross-sectional
Convenience sample
Longitudinal
Convenience sample

Quantitative

Quantitative

Qualitative

Quantitative

Qualitative

Qualitative

Quantitative

Qualitative

Quali-
quantitative

Quantitative



34

35

36

37

38

39

40

41

42

43

44

45

46

47

Fric

Fric

Gacilo

Gardner

Gates

Gates

Gates

Giwa

Goetz

Green

Hastings

Hatton

Henderson

Holman

2019

2021

2018

2022

2013

2014

2019

2022

2020

2021

2021

2019

2018

2019

27 EU Member
States - Croatia
Belgium -
France -
Germany -
Ireland -
Luxembourg -
Netherlands -
Poland -
Slovenia
North America -
Western Europe
- Australia -
New Zealand -
South Africa -
Thailand -
Jordan -
Indonesia -
Philippines
U.S.A.

US.A.

US.A.

US.A.

Canada

Germany

US.A.

USA.

U.K.

U.S.A.

US.A.

Being out at work, discrimination, and
unemployment

Employees’ tenure

Discrimination and perceived career
advantages

Authenticity and psychological safety at
work

Workplace stigma-related experiences

Outness at work and
consciousness

stigma

Sexual orientation and friendship in
workplace empowerment

Employees’ workplace experiences

Outing at work

Group perception of acceptance of
racial/ethnic, sexual, and gender
differences

Interactional constructor of “closet”

Intersectional view of the self

Sexuality-professional
integration and leadership

identity

Organizational climate, support, and
hostility

n.s.

Elementary occupations,
operators/assemblers, craft,
agriculture, services/sales,
clerks, technical,
professionals, management,
armed forces

Media, art, security services,
nurse, non-profit agencies,
social work, hospitality,
consulting, health care, and
others (n.s.)

Management, community
services, social services, sales
and others (n.s.)

Social work

Police

Social work

Military forces

Health care, education, social
work, risk services, retail,
hospitality, government,
activist, banking/finance,
theatre, law

LGBT voluntary
organizations, military forces,
social work

Retail/sales, consulting,
insurance, social work,
technological support,
education, and others (n.s.)
n.s.

N =93.079: 59.490 gay
men, 16.170 lesbian women

N =2.296.435: 9392 gay
men, 8367 lesbian women

N =150: 86% gay/lesbian,
11% bisexual, 3% straight,
and 6% transgender

N =216: 186 (53,7%) gay
men, 32 (14,8%) lesbian
women, 31,5% bisexual,
and 5% non-binary

N =460: 215 self-identified
as LGBT

N =215: 120 gay men, 2
transgender, and 94 other

N = 204: 54 self-identified
as LGB

N = 3: 2 lesbian women, 1
bisexual woman

N =189: 57 (30%) gay
men, 132 (70%) lesbian
women

N = 544: 248 self-identified
as LGBT

N =35:13 gay men, 7
lesbian women, 5 bisexual,
1 bisexual queer, 2
transgender men, 2
transgender women, 1
queer, 2 queer lesbian, 1
queer gay, and 1
transgender queer

N = 15: cisgender women
self-identified as lesbian,
gay, bisexual or queer

N = 135: 89 homosexual,
32 bisexual, and 12 non
heterosexual

N = 442 participants
Subsample 1, N = 343: 108
(31.5%) gay men, 145
(42.3%) lesbian women,
15.7% bisexual, and 10.5%
queer/pansexual.

Cross-sectional
Convenience sample

Cross-sectional
Convenience sample

Cross-sectional
Convenience sample

Cross-sectional
Convenience sample

Cross-sectional
Convenience sample

Cross-sectional
Convenience sample

Cross-sectional
Convenience sample

Cross-sectional
Convenience/purposive/the
ory-based sample
Cross-sectional
Convenience sample

Cross-sectional
Convenience sample

Cross-sectional
Convenience/purposive/the
ory-based sample

Cross-sectional
Convenience/purposive/the
ory-based sample
Cross-sectional
Convenience sample

Cross-sectional
Convenience sample

Quantitative

Quantitative

Quali-

quantitative

Quantitative

Quantitative

Quantitative

Quantitative

Qualitative

Quantitative

Quantitative

Qualitative

Qualitative

Quantitative

Quantitative
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49

50

51

52

53

54

55

56

57

58

Holman

Holman

Hur
Jepsen

Jiang

Jin

Johnson

Jones

Jones

Kattari

Katz-Wise

2019

2022

2020

2017

2019

2016

2021

2015

2022

2016

2022

US.A.

U.S.A.

US.A.

US.A.

China

U.S.A.

US.A.

UK.

US.A.

US.A.

U.S.A.

Minority stressors at work and same-sex
relationship
Workplace  climate and
centrality

identity

Inclusive work practices and employees’
satisfaction and commitment

Self-employment, earnings, and sexual
orientation

Workplace climate, self-concealment,
and self-acceptance

Employees’ engagement and job

satisfaction

Gender pronouns and organizational
identity-safety cue

Experiences of
discrimination

workplace

Employees’ workplace experiences

Housing and
discrimination

employment

Experiences and perceptions of the
workplace climate

Social work, technical,
accounting, and others (n.s.)

n.s.

Federal services

Self-employment

Federal services

Police

Health care, prevention

n.s.

Health care

Subsample 2, N = 99: 67
(67.35 %) exclusively
gay/homosexual, 25
(25.51%) predominantly
gay/homosexual, and 7.14%
equally gay/homosexual
and straight/heterosexual

N = 6: all self-identified as
lesbian women

N =319: 102 (32%) gay
men, 134 (42%) lesbian
women, 17,3% bisexual,
and 9% queer or pansexual
N =421.748: 6.444 self-
identified as LGBT

N =302.432: 67.581 gay
men, 53.703 lesbian women

N =315s: 137 gay men,
121 lesbian women, and 57
bisexual

N =687,687: 13.599 self-
identified as LGBT, 65.562
prefer not to identify as
LGBT, and 78.686 missing
N =445

Study 1, N =106: 42
homosexual, 62 bisexual, 1
pansexual, and 1queer (5
transgender)

Study 2, N =172: 30
homosexual, 98 bisexual,
15 heterosexual, 14 asexual,
7 pansexual, 5 queer, and 3
other (98 transgender, 70
non-binary, 37 men, 30
women, 17 genderfluid, 14
agender, and 4 other)
Study 3, N =167: 27
homosexual, 70 bisexual,
19 heterosexual, 13 asexual,
15 pansexual, 11 queer, and
12 two or more (125
transgender, 70 non-binary,
42 men, 24 women, 8
genderfluid, 12 agender,
and 11 other)

N = 836: all self-identified
as LGB

N = 28: all self-identified as
gay men

N =3.838: 2.039 gay men,
1.155 lesbian women, 336
bisexual, 295 queer, 166
transgender or gender
variant

N =791: 20% self-
identified as LGBQ or other

Cross-sectional
Convenience/purposive/the
ory-based sample
Cross-sectional
Convenience sample

Cross-sectional
Representative sample

Cross-sectional
Representative sample

Cross-sectional
Convenience sample

Cross-sectional
Representative sample

Experimental design
Convenience sampling

Cross-sectional
Representative sample

Cross-sectional
Convenience/purposive/the
ory-based sample
Cross-sectional
Representative sample

Cross-sectional
Convenience sample

Qualitative

Quantitative

Quantitative
Quantitative

Quantitative

Quantitative

Quantitative

Quantitative

Qualitative

Quantitative

Quantitative
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60

61

62

63

64

65

66

67

68

Kerrigan

Kim

King

Klare

Kollen

Kuyper

Laurent

Lee

Lent

Lewis

2020

2019

2017

2021

2015

2015

2017

2019

2012

2016

Ireland

U.S.A.

US.A.

US.A.

Germany

Holland

France

US.A.

US.A.

Canada - U.S.A.

Sexual identity in media work

Work-Family conflict

Employees’ workplace experiences

Sexual identity, psychosocial factors,
organizational differences, and
intentions-to-quit

Management of sexual orientation at

work

Employees’ workplace experiences

Sexual orientation, unemployment, and
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N = 10: all self-identified as
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transgender men, 7 gender
queer, 6 transgender
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N =61: 38 gay men, 17
lesbian women, 5 bisexual
women, and 1 transgender
bisexual woman
N=1.188: 1.021
heterosexuals, 167 sexual
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N =1.308: 471 gay men,
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heterosexual and bisexual
(excluded by the study)
N=9.417:4.007
heterosexual men, 90
bisexual men, 118 gay men,
4.888 heterosexual women,
202 bisexual women, and
112 lesbian women

N =106.751: 106.342
heterosexual men, 409 gay
men

N =124: 94 (75.8%) gay
men or lesbian women,
23.4% bisexual (92.7%
cisgender, 1.6%
transgender, and 4.8% other
gender)

N =534

Study 1, N =214: 165 self-
identified as gay/lesbian
Study 2, N = 320: 142 gay
men, 56 lesbian women, 88
bisexuals, and 34 pansexual
(151 cisgender men, 137
cisgender women, 9
transgender men, 10 trans
women, and 13 other
identity)

N =48: all self-identified as
gay men

Cross-sectional Qualitative
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justice
Interdependence and discrimination at
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Workplace characteristics and outness
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prejudice
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stigmatization
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Employees’ workplace experiences

Employees’ workplace experiences

Employees’ workplace experiences

Customer abuse and aggression
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Banking/finance/insurance,
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services, consulting,
mining/oil/gas

n.s.

Design, information
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communication, fashion

n.s.
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service, sales/office,
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production/transportation
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identified as LGBT

N =333

Study 1, N = 113: all self-
identified as LGBT

Study 2, N = 220: all self-
identified as LGBT

N =952: 485 gay men, 369
lesbians, 66 bisexual
women, and 32 bisexual
men

N = 29: all self-identified as
lesbian women

2 lesbian chat community
N=21:12 gay men, 9
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N=1.177: 471 gay men,
337 lesbian women, 221
bisexual, 88 transgender
and intersex, and 60 other
sexual and gender identity
N =500.000: 5.598 gay
men

N = 347: 80% heterosexual,
55 (16%) gay/lesbian, 3%
bisexual, and 1% asexual
N =29: 16 gay men, 11
lesbian women, 1 bisexual
woman, and 1 bisexual
gender queer

N = 544: 248 self-identified
as LGBT

N =9: 4 gay men, 4 lesbian
women, and 1 bisexual

N=16:9 gay men, 7
lesbian women

N = 32: all self-identified as
gay men

N = 723: all self-identified
as LGBT

N =536: 21 completely
homosexual, lesbian or gay,
9 mostly homosexual
lesbian or gay, and 434
completely heterosexual

N = 6.233: percentage of
LGBT n.s.

Cross-sectional
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Cross-sectional
Convenience sample

Cross-sectional
Convenience/purposive/the
ory-based sample

Cross-sectional
Convenience sample

Cross-sectional
Representative sample

Cross-sectional
Convenience sample

Cross-sectional
Convenience/purposive/the
ory-based sample

Cross-sectional
Convenience sample

Cross-sectional
Convenience/purposive/the
ory-based sample
Cross-sectional
Convenience/purposive/the
ory-based sample
Longitudinal
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Cross-sectional
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Experimental design
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Employees’ health risks
Heteroprofessionalism at work

Inclusive workplace

Revelation and concealment of sexual
identity at work
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psychological well-being

stress, and

Employees’ workplace experiences
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Employees’ and organizational value
discrepancies

Roles and routines of media production

Perceptions of anticipated stigma
Gay-friendly and post-closeted work

Work-related
health
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Microaggressions at work

Employees’ visibility management at
work

Improvement of employees’ well-being

Employee’s differences at work

Humanitarian aid

Education
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finance, and others (n.s.)

Television, film production

Health care
Park entertainment worker

Mining, manufacturing,
transportation, agriculture,
construction, finance,
administration, information,
management, real estate,
education, health, public
administration, food service,
retail, arts/entertainment, and
others (n.s.)

Social work

Social work

Government, private sector
and others (n.s.)

Federal services

N =77.968: 1952
gay/lesbian, 432 bisexual

N = 8: all self-identified as
gay men

N = 15: 7 cisgender gay
men, 2 cisgender lesbian
women, 2 transgender
queer, 1 non-binary queer, 1
cisgender pansexual man, 1
cisgender pansexual or
bisexual woman, and 1
cisgender bisexual man
N=61:38 gay men, 17
lesbian women, and 6
bisexual

N = 366: 137 heterosexual,
134 gay men, 61 lesbian
women, and 34 bisexual

N = 1: self-identified as
lesbian woman

N =35: 24 gay men, 11
lesbian women

N = 180: 77% heterosexual,
14 (8%) gay/lesbian, 13%
bisexual, and 2% other
(53% cisgender men, 46%
cisgender women, and 1%
non-binary)

N = 10: all self-identified as
gay/lesbian

N =32: 16 gay men, 16
lesbian women

n.s.

N = 531: all self-identified
as LGBT

N =10: 4 cisgender gay
men, 3 cisgender lesbian
women, and 3 cisgender
bisexual

N = 10: 4 cisgender gay
men, 3 cisgender lesbian
women, and 3 cisgender
bisexual

N =31.277: 5.538 self-
identified as LGBTQ+
N =4029

Study 1, N=2.014: 1917
gay men, 1462 lesbian
women
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Employees’ job satisfaction

Coming out and job satisfaction
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satisfaction
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identity disclosure in the workplace
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silencing and voice
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Workplace climate

Discrimination, sexual harassment, and
workplace power
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services, health care, arts,
travel
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sector, technology, health
care, business, social service
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scientific/intellectual,
technical, cleaning, laborer,
primary sector and factory
operatives, secretarial
Manufacturing,
transportation, construction,

communication, law, banking,

insurance,

retail, restaurants, personal
services, federal and/or
government

Federal services

Study 2, N =2.015: 2067
gay men, 1619 lesbian
women

N =392.752: 9.855 self-
identified as LG (5.518
male, 4.054 female)

N =1.460: 1.003 gay men,
343 lesbian women, 49
bisexual men, and 65
bisexual women

N = 20: all self-identified as
LGBT

N = 20: all self-identified as
LGBT

N = 144: 98 (68.1%) gay
men, 25 (17.4%) lesbian
women, and 14.5% bisexual
(74.31 male, 25.69%
female)

N =212: 126 (59.7%)
completely homosexual,
lesbian or gay, 60 (28.4%)
mostly

homosexual, lesbian or gay,
and 11.9% bisexual

N =11: 4 gay men, 7
lesbian women

N =09: 7 gay men, 2 lesbian
women

N =18: 10 gay men, 8
lesbian women

N =644: 197 (30.6%) gay
men, 193 (30%) lesbian
women,

16.9% queer, 10.6%
bisexual, 6.7% pansexual,
1.9% heterosexual, 1.1%
asexual, 0.9% fluid, 1.4%
none of the above

N =587: 291 (49.6%) gay
men, 155 (26.4%) lesbian
women,

23.3% bisexual, and 5.1%
transgender

N = 6.000: percentage of
LGBT n.s.

N =421.748: 34.5% self-
identified as sexual
minorities

Cross-sectional
Convenience sample

Cross-sectional
Convenience sample

Cross-sectional
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Cross-sectional
Convenience/purposive/the
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Cross-sectional
Convenience sample

Cross-sectional
Convenience sample

Cross-sectional
Convenience/purposive/the
ory-based sample
Cross-sectional
Convenience/purposive/the
ory-based sample
Cross-sectional
Convenience/purposive/the
ory-based sample
Cross-sectional
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Cross-sectional
Convenience sample

Cross-sectional
Representative sample

Cross-sectional
Representative sample
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Quantitative
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2022
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U.S.A.

US.A.

U.S.A.

Australia

Australia

Finland

Germany
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France

US.A.

France

US.A.

Work-Family conflict

Health, wellness, and employees’
workplace experiences

Work stress and acceptance and
commitment therapy

Heterosexist workplace discrimination

Psychological ownership and working
theory

Employees’ sexual identity work online

Personality factors and disclosure of
sexual orientation at work

Employees’ sexual orientation,
perceived supervisory support, and job
satisfaction

Concealment and disclosure of sexual
identities at work

Workplace climate and job satisfaction

Perceived workplace discriminations
and disclosure at work

Concealable stigma and occupational
segregation

Education, business, retail,
pharmaceuticals,
manufacturing, management
and others (n.s.)

Social work

Arts, design, entertainment,
sports, media, physical/social
science,
education/training/library,
sales, office/administrative
support

n.s.

Office work, law, accounting,
education, management, and
others (n.s.)

n.s.

Private and non-profit
organization

Audit

Psychological health
care/health care, law,
education,
management/training,
technical, informatics,
mortician/funeral, arts/media,
urbanistic, sociology,

N =53: 14 gay men, 26
lesbian women, 11
bisexual, and 2 not
identified with a category
N = 6.112: percentage of
LGBT n.s.

N = 8: 3 gay/lesbian, 1
pansexual, 2 asexual, 1
queer, and 1 sexually fluid
(4 males,3 females, and 1
gender queer)

N = 367: all self-identified
as LGBT

N =240: 27 (11.3%) gay
men, 28 (11.7%) lesbian
women,

58.3% bisexual, 9.2% queer,
and 9.6% additional sexual
identity not listed (25%
male, 63.3% female, 20.4%
cisgender, 7.1%
transgender, and 9.2%
agender, gender non-
conforming, non-binary)
Netnographic study on 24
discussion threads from 2
online forums (296 pages)
N =372: 230 homosexual,
104 bisexual, 3 polysexual,
19 pansexual, 10 asexual,
and 6 other (43.8% male,
52.7% female, and 3.5%
other)

N =21.981: percentage of
LGBT n.s.

N =38: 12 gay men, 6
lesbian women, 11
heterosexual men, and 9
heterosexual women

N =214: 164 (76.6%)
gay/lesbian, 15.9%
bisexual, and 7.5 other
(60.3% male, 36% female,
2.8% genderqueer,
non-binary, etc., and 0.9%
transgender)

N = 234: percentage of
LGBT n.s.

N =4.900.000: 30.343 self-
identified as gay/lesbian

Cross-sectional
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networks, psychosocial support, and job
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Co-workers and (homo)sexuality at
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Sexual orientations disclosure and
concealment at work

Outness at work

engineering, transport/travel,
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n.s.
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N =1.179: 803 (68%) gay
men, 377 (32%) lesbian
women

N =319: 212 (66.5%) gay
men, 107 (33.5%) lesbian
women

N =9: 2 transgender
women self-identified as
heterosexual, 7 homosexual
and/or bisexual, 5 queer,
and 4 refrained from
revealing their sexual
identity

N =09: 4 gay males, 1
lesbian females, 1 bisexual
male, 1 bisexual female, 2
heterosexual females self-
identified as transgender

N =50: 16 gay men, 10
lesbian women, 7 bisexuals,
13 queer, 3 unlabeled, and 1
other (22 males, 26 females,
and 1 non-binary)
N=31:21 gay men, 10
lesbian women

N =326: 104

(62%) gay/lesbian, 22%
bisexual, 13% mostly
gay/lesbian, and 3% other
minority orientation (53%
women, 43% men, 2%
transgender women, 2%
other gender, and 0.9%
transgender men)

N = 84: 68 (80.7%)
gay/lesbian, 11.7%
bisexual, and 7.6% queer
(48.7% women, 42.9%
men, and 8.4%
transgender/queer)

N =447: 203 gay men, 125
lesbian women, and 119
bisexual
N=273:30(10.9%)
homosexual, 10.9%
preferred not to say

N = 500: percentage of
LGBT n.s.

N =371: 125 self-identified
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N = 13: all self-identified as
gay men
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lesbian women Convenience sample
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