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Abstract

In this chapter, we explore how different diversity ideologies (i.e., identity blind and identity conscious) that management chooses to espouse throughout their organizations influence the experiences of lesbian, gay, bisexual, and transsexual (LGBT) employees. We begin by reviewing current legal protections for LGBT employees in the workplace, which are non-uniform and differ from the protections afforded to other historically stigmatized groups. After considering this unique patchwork of protections and non-protections for the LGBT workforce, we then describe two competing diversity ideologies that could be adopted in organizations. Next, we describe why it is important for organizations to “see” the full identity of their LGBT employees and support them through the promotion of identity conscious (versus blind) ideologies. Following this, we describe why it is important for LGBT employees to embrace organizations who adopt identity conscious ideologies by responding with the decision to “be.” That is, we believe LGBT employees who are “out” in their workplaces often accelerate pro-diversity workplace initiatives and climates. Finally, we discuss how LGBT allies can serve as strong catalysts for promoting and supporting a diversity ideology of identity consciousness.

To Be or Not to Be; and To See or Not to See:

The Benefits of LGBT Identity Consciousness for Organizations and Employees
Employees are greatly influenced by the diversity-related initiatives, management styles, and policies that organizations adopt. These initiatives are often informed by an overarching diversity ideology that top management, and ultimately the organization, holds. For instance, Plaut, Thomas, and Goren (2009) differentiated between two main diversity ideologies, one of assimilation-colorblindness and the other of cultural pluralist-multiculturalism, both of which have tremendous influence on diverse employees’ workplace experiences. With assimilation-colorblindness ideologies, or what we refer to as identity blind ideologies, people adopt a model of diversity in which they ignore others’ diversity (e.g., race) and instead focus on a sense of shared humanity (Park & Judd, 2005). With cultural pluralist-multiculturalism, or what we refer to as identity conscious ideologies, people adopt a model of diversity in which they acknowledge and embrace group differences (Norton, Vandello, Biga, & Darley, 2008). Importantly, research suggests that a more inclusive definition of organizational “diversity” is critical to the success of organizational efforts such as diversity training (see Rynes & Rosen, 1995). Unfortunately, most research on the impact of competing diversity ideologies has focused primarily on racial diversity, without full consideration of the implications of these ideologies for other types of diversity, such as diversity in sexual orientation or gender identity or diversity in multiple ways (sexual orientation and racial diversity).

In considering diversity ideologies for LGBT employees, we break this chapter into five sections. First, we consider the current level protection for LGBT employees in the workplace. This is important because LGBT individuals, unlike many other stigmatized groups, do not have uniform protection; therefore, our discussion of this major caveat must precede our investigation into diversity ideologies. Second, we describe potential diversity ideologies that could be adopted in organizations. Third, we describe why it is important for organizations to “see” their LGBT diversity and support it; hence, to adopt identity conscious (versus blind) ideologies, particularly when it comes to diversity related to sexual orientation. Fourth, we describe why it is important for LGBT employees to embrace organizations who “see” by following this up (and sometimes preceding it) with the decision to “be.” That is, we argue that LGBT employees must individually weigh the pros and cons of “coming out” in their workplaces, but that as a whole, those who “come out” may be best serving larger LGBT initiatives and support within their organizations and communities. Fifth and finally, we discuss how LGBT allies can serve as strong catalysts for promoting and supporting a diversity ideology of identity consciousness.

Status of LGBT Employees in Organizations

Before investigating the different diversity ideologies relevant to LGBT employees, we consider the status of LGBT employees in organizations, as their status differs dramatically from other groups (e.g., race, gender). Up until recently, LGBT employees in the workplace suffered from a stark lack of uniform protection from discrimination. While there is still no widespread, ubiquitous protection for LGBT employees, there have been recent changes in some existing federal and state protection. We will also discuss local protection and organizational policies. 
Federal Protection

Federal protection is afforded to U.S. employees on the basis of race, color, national origin, sex, religion (Title VII of the Civil Rights Act), age (Age Discrimination in Employment Act), and disability (Americans with Disabilities Act). Since 1994, there have been efforts to enact legislation that protects employees from discrimination based on sexual orientation, and sometimes also gender identity (Employment Non-Discrimination Act, or ENDA), but each time the bill has failed to become law. And, up until recently, the federal protections afforded by the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission (EEOC) and Title VII did not extend to transgender and gender identity. However, in April of 2012, the EEOC changed its position on transgender and gender identity under Title VII as a result of the Macy v. Holder case. Macy filed an employment discrimination complaint against the Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, Firearms, and Explosives on the basis of sex, gender identity, and sex stereotyping. The accusations stemmed from the fact that Macy initially applied for the position while being a male. During the background check and after reassurances the position was Macy’s, Macy underwent the transformation process from male to female and notified the agency. Shortly after notifying the agency of the gender change, Macy was informed the position had been cut due to budget issues; however, in reality, the position had been given to another applicant. The EEOC initially denied the complaint arguing that issues raised (gender identity stereotyping) were not under the EEOC or Title VII jurisdiction. However, the EEOC, in April of 2012, reversed its decision upon appeal and based this decision on the Price v Waterhouse (1989) case where the courts decided that gender stereotyping was a form of sex discrimination. Applying this logic to the case of transgendered individuals, it is not legal to discriminate against transgendered individuals due to their sex or the stereotypes held about them (see EEOC website for more information). 
State Protection

While federal legislation protecting LGBT employment is currently undergoing changes to afford protections to these individuals, several states had previously enacted protection for these employees within their boundaries. Wisconsin was the first state to ban employment discrimination based on sexual orientation in 1982, while Minnesota became the first state to offer protection for both sexual orientation and gender identity in 1993. Currently, eight states offer protection on the basis of sexual orientation and 15 states offer employment protection based on both sexual orientation and gender identity. At the time of this writing, an additional 13 states have executive orders that protect public (but not private) employees from discrimination on the basis of sexual orientation (four states), gender identity (two states), or both (five states). In addition, as of July 1, 2012, the House Bill 3810 went into effect in Massachusetts that explicitly prohibits gender identity discrimination towards employees or applicants. This law will also afford protections for these individuals in terms of hate crimes, harassment, school policies, public accommodations, credit and lending, and other rights. Looking at this from a national perspective, about 30 states offer some type of protection based on sexual orientation, gender identity, or both. Thus, while there is certainly a growing trend in offering protections, almost half of the states still lack any form of legal protection for LGBT employees.
Local Protection 


At the time of this writing, approximately 137 cities and counties offer local protection to LGBT individuals. However, most of these exist in states that already offer such protection. There are currently 32 cities/counties that offer protection outside of state protection on the basis of sexual orientation and/or gender identity. Thus, as with national and state protection, there is some awareness that these issues need to be addressed; however, the majority of local municipalities have yet to address protection issues for sexual orientation, gender identity, or both. 
Organizational Policies 

Even in the absence of legal protection of any kind, many large organizations enact policies that protect their own employees. The Human Rights Campaign (HRC) has provided a Corporate Equality Index that serves as a rating of how desirable an organization is on the basis of LGBT equality issues since 2002. The 2011 index reported that 337 large corporations –which employ over 8.3 million individuals – received scores of 100% (the maximum possible). 
Organizational support can take several forms. For example, organizations can enact formal policies that offer protection on the basis of diverse employees, including and not limited to sexual orientation and/or gender identity.  For LGBT employees specifically, they can extend the same benefits to partners of LGBT employees that the partners of heterosexual employees enjoy and ensure that these partners are welcome at organization-sponsored events. They can foster and support advocacy groups within the organization that cater to the needs of LGBT employees. And, they can reach out to the larger LGBT community outside of the organization by advertising/marketing at or sponsoring LGBT events (e.g., pride parades, festivals). All of these things have been shown to be related to less perceived discrimination in the workplace by LGBT employees (see Ragins & Cornwell, 2001).  In addition, controlled research on the decisions of human resource managers confirms the positive role of organizational policies in promoting more equitable hiring evaluations of gay employees (Barron, 2010a). 
Yet, in comparing the organizations that provide protection to LGBT individuals to those that do not, a clear picture emerges—organizational policies (like national, state, and local legislation) can be inadequate and inconsistently enforced. While many organizations provide protection to diverse employees including LGBT individuals, many do not. Even for organizations that provide some sort of protection for LGBT employees, the questions of “which policies work and/or are most advantageous?” and “what is the best way to implement them?” remain.  One type of policy that many organizations have already enacted is a zero-tolerance policy for transgressions against gender or race (Allen, Dawson, Wheatley, & White, 2004).  For instance, Plass (2005) highlights several instances in which employees were fired after single transgressions including sexual harassment and racial slurs, and widely argues for instituting broader zero-tolerance antidiscrimination policies. However, whether these same consequences would be effective for transgressions against LGBT employees is not conclusively known, and no research to date has examined the effects of zero tolerance policies on LGBT employees or doubly stigmatized employees (i.e., Black gay men).  
Another form of protection implemented for racial minorities and women is diversity training programs that aim to make diversity a topic for conversation and a factor that the organization explicitly focuses on and cares about  (Rynes & Rosen, 1995).  Studies examining the effects of diversity training programs show mixed results; sometimes it is effective and sometimes it is met with great resistance and can backfire (Chrobot-Mason, Hays-Thomas, & Wishik, 2008; Day, 1995; Mobley & Payne, 1992, Rynes & Rosen, 1995; Sims & Sims, 1993).   Thus, it is especially unclear how effective diversity training with respect to sexual orientation or gender identity may be.  One of the key problems with including LGBT under traditional diversity training programs it that homosexuality and gender identity issues are thematically different than gender and racial issues because often times there is an underlying notion that homosexuality and gender identity confusion greatly violate moral or religious beliefs. In addition, there may also be difficulties in tailoring diversity policies to specific issues faced by LGBT employees. For example some policies may be more important for LGBT workers than for other diverse employees (e.g., racial minorities). Specifically, Ragins and Cornwell (2001) found that of the various diversity-related initiatives enacted by organizations, gay and lesbian employees rated that having their same-sex significant other accepted at company-sponsored events (e.g., picnics, socials, parties) was the most valued, yet this is less of a concern for other diverse populations.  In conclusion, much more research is needed on the different types of policies that are currently in effect and whether they can be applied to LGBT employees and employees that belong to multiple stigmatized groups, such as LGBT and racial minority.  This need for further research is especially pertinent for diversity training programs in relation to the inclusion of LGBT employees and employees of multiple stigmatized groups.  This is particularly important because: individuals can resist diversity training programs and they can consequently backfire, the issues faced by diverse employees are not always similar, and research shows that individuals who belong to multiple stigmatized groups are often seen as “invisible” because they do not fit the prototype of any of groups to which they belong (Purdie-Vaughs & Eibach, 2008).  
Thus, organizations face complex challenges with respect to LGBT inclusiveness and protection that are simply not present with other diverse groups. Given the limited policies that exist and the importance of these policies, we next describe different diversity ideologies that may be enacted with respect to LGBT employees.

Diversity Ideologies
The extent to which organizations maintain policies supporting and protecting LGBT employees depends in large part on the types of diversity ideologies that managers within those organizations hold. Thus, in this section we describe the different types of ideologies that individuals (and ultimately, organizations) might adopt. 

Identity Blind vs. Identity Conscious Policies


Two dominant ideologies concerning group differences have been examined primarily in the context of race relations. In this context, they have been called “color blind” and “multiculturalism.” We extend the basic tenets of these diversity ideologies beyond race relations and argue that they can be applied to other diversity groups as well (e.g., LGBT employees). As such, we use the terms “identity blind” and “identity conscious” to refer to policies that encompass the ideals of color blindness and multiculturalism, respectively. 

Identity blind policies downplay or ignore group differences while identity conscious policies recognize or celebrate group differences. In the context of LGBT protection, organizations that ignore sexual orientation or gender identity would be characterized as identity blind, whereas organizations that actively address these characteristics (e.g., by having advocacy groups or otherwise actively supporting LGBT employees) would be characterized as identity conscious. Although both policies are “diversity policies” and both advocate for equality in some form, their effectiveness in achieving positive organizational climates for minorities are disparate. Specifically, organizations that adopt identity blind policies (i.e., which reflect the legal minimum with regard to race, gender) may have more bias within their organizations than organizations that adopt identity conscious policies (which are typically legally voluntary); Apfelbaum, Sommers, & Norton, 2008; Neville, Lilly, Duran, Lee, & Browne, 2000; Plaut, et al., 2009; Saguy, Dovidio, & Pratto, 2008; Richeson & Nussbaum, 2004; Verkuyten, 2005; Wolsko, Park, & Judd, 2006). However, organizations that adopt voluntary organizational identity blind policies (i.e., non-discrimination on the basis of sexual orientation or gender identity, when their localities do not afford such legal protection) have less bias or discrimination based on sexual orientation than organizations that do not adopt such organizational policies (see Button, 2001; Griffith & Hebl, 2002; Ragins & Cornwell, 2001; also Barron, 2010a). 
In addition, the diversity ideologies adopted by individual employees can affect the work lives of minority employees within the organization. For instance, White employees’ adherence to identity conscious organizational ideals (e.g., “organizational policies should support racial and ethnic diversity”) was positively related to minority employees’ psychological engagement on the job. Contrarily, Whites’ adherence to identity blind organizational ideals (e.g., “the organization should encourage racial and ethnic minorities to adapt to mainstream ways”) was negatively related to minorities’ psychological engagement (Plaut et al., 2009). 
Don’t Ask, Don’t Tell as a Diversity Ideology


The U.S. military’s Don’t Ask, Don’t Tell (DADT) policy represents a third type of diversity ideology and given the current political and public attention on the Senate’s recent repeal of the United States Military’s Don’t Ask Don’t Tell (DADT) policy, the time is particularly ripe for considering ideologies (O’Keefe, 2010). The DADT policy is characterized as a special kind of identity blindness in which gay and lesbian individuals are allowed to serve as long as they do not make their sexual orientations known. Hence, DADT resembles an assimilation-colorblindness, or identity blind, policy by the assertions of ignoring one’s sexual orientation by not asking about it. In fact, we conclude that the DADT policy was not identity blind at all (though it may have been presented as such to service members). That is, the DADT fails to protect the rights and interests of LGBT employees because the policy dictates that if one’s non-heterosexual sexual orientation becomes evident, then the military can and will discriminate based on this information. That is, LGBT service members potentially could face discharge if someone were to find out they were involved in a (monogamous, consensual) romantic relationship; yet, heterosexual service members would not have faced discharge if someone were to find out that they were involved in a romantic relationship. Thus, if one’s non-heterosexual sexual orientation is made known, the blindness is revoked and the individual is subject to expulsion on its basis. Thus, what may have reflected a desire for identity blindness, soon transforms into open discrimination. In effect, the DADT policy sends mixed signals to service members by stating that they are not inherently unfit to serve, but that the revelation of their sexual orientation to others disqualifies them because of the claimed potential disruption of unit cohesion and morale that would ensue. Thus, the DADT policy discourages the acceptance of openly gay and lesbian service members into the ranks by inherently assuming that doing so would be detrimental. This notion can foster negative expectations such that military members may expect that having an openly gay or lesbian service member would be more disruptive than if this expectation was never formed. 

Over the last 17 years, the DADT policy cost the U.S. military 13,000 discharges and over $363 million dollars (University of California Blue Ribbon Report, 2006). Thus, the negative ramifications of the DADT policy extended not just to those soldiers whose sexual orientations became public, but also to the overall military infrastructure. Public controversy over the DADT policy has risen, the senate recently repealed the policy, and the military has begun training personnel on the application of the new policy. The effectiveness of the application of a different diversity ideology within the US military still awaits testing; however, the DADT policy shows organizational detriments that can result from the application of LGBT diversity ideologies presented as identity blind. 
To See or Not to See: How Organizations Can Make a Difference
Up until the recent changes to the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission (EEOC), there was no absolutely no federal protection for LGBT employees. However, the changes in the EEOC only extend to transgender and gender identity employees and not to all LGBT employees.  Therefore, the impetus to establish policies that protect all LGBT employees is on the organizations themselves, and they are no legally liable for at least transgendered employees.  Regardless of the changes in federal legislation, organizational leaders may feel a moral obligation to treat their employees equally, including LGBT employees. Moreover, the codes of corporate social responsibility emphasize that organizations are responsible for both the well being of their immediate stakeholders and the communities in which they operate. Indeed, King and Cortina (2010) argued that LGBT employees are, in fact, important stakeholders in the organization.

And, there are many reasons to maintain an organizational climate that is aware, inclusive, and supportive of LGBT employees. One such reason is that diversity policies that include sexual orientation and gender identity can improve the workplace experiences of LGBT and multiply diverse employees. First, LGBT employees face discrimination. For example, several studies show a wage gap based on sexual orientation. This effect is particularly robust for gay men, as findings show that gay men earn between 10% and 32% less than comparable heterosexual men (Badgett, Lau, Sears, & Ho, 2007; Tebaldi & Elmslie 2006).  This statistic contradicts the stereotype that gay men are wealthy urbanites often popularized by the media.  When comparing the wages of lesbian women with those of heterosexual women, the differences tend to not be as severe, and, at times, lesbians may earn more than heterosexual women. However, these results do not indicate that discrimination does not exist for lesbians; rather, the gaps are smaller due to the already lower wages that women earn (Valian, 2000). In addition, the research shows that compared to heterosexual women, lesbian women are more likely to participate in occupations in more male-dominated (and consequently higher paying) fields (Blandford, 2003). Lesbians are also less likely to have children and this may also predict why lesbian women are more likely to participate in male-dominated jobs that typically give less incentives (e.g., time off) for child-rearing responsibilities (Blandford, 2003). In addition, the wage numbers are based on those who openly disclose their sexual orientation in the workplace and their income; therefore, the numbers reported will not include those who are not comfortable “outing” themselves in their workplace and are less likely to include those in lower income brackets because they are less willing to report their income (Weichselbaumer, 2003). Transgender employees who transition genders on the job have been particularly targeted with termination and other forms of discrimination (Gagne, Tewksbury, & McGaughey, 1997), although these experiences may subside in response to the recent legal changes with respect to gender identity protection. There is evidence to suggest, however, that transsexual individuals who transitioned from a male to a female persona experienced a reduction in salary of approximately 32%, whereas those who transitioned from a male to female persona experienced a slight increase in salary (1.5%). Additionally, those who underwent female-to-male transitions experienced an increase in authority and respect, while those who underwent male-to-female transitions experienced increased harassment and discrimination (Schilt & Wiswall, 2008). These results highlight the interactive nature that gender plays in discussions of sexual orientation and gender identity in the workplace.   More research is needed examining the interactive nature that race plays with sexual orientation and gender identity.
In addition to these formal types of discrimination, LGBT workers also experience subtle and interpersonal types of discrimination. In several field studies, job applicants who were presumed to be gay consistently were treated with more hostility and less positivity than those who were presumed to be heterosexual in areas lacking legal protection based on sexual orientation (Hebl, Foster, Mannix, & Dovidio, 2002; Singletary & Hebl, 2009). Importantly, interpersonal discrimination on the basis of sexual orientation was found to be substantially lower in areas with legal protection than in matched areas without legal protection (Barron, 2010a). 
While discrimination against LGBT individuals exists in several forms (formal and subtle), research shows that when a formal policy is in place to protect LGBT employees, then these individuals perceive lower amounts of discrimination in the organization (Ragins & Cornwell, 2001), and human resource managers themselves report more favorable attitudes towards gay and lesbian employees (Barron, 2010b). In addition, there is an increased disclosure of sexual orientation in the workplace when these formal policies exist which typically leads to greater comfort and feeling less discriminated in the workplace (Button, 2001; Griffith & Hebl, 2002; Ragins & Cornwell, 2001). The benefits of formal policies extend beyond lesser discrimination and greater comfort among LGBT employees in the workplace. The presence of these policies is related to increased job satisfaction and organizational commitment among LGBT workers (Day & Schoenrade, 2000). These positive job attitudes and the subsequent productivity (i.e., Griffith & Hebl, 2002; Ragins & Cornwell, 2001) from employees highlight an important reason why companies may want to extend formal protection to their LGBT employees, especially in the absence of federal protection. 
In addition to the workplace-related outcomes associated with lower discrimination, there are several negative health-related outcomes from which organizations can help protect their LGBT employees. For instance, discrimination based on sexual orientation can be related to mental health difficulties (Mays & Cochran, 2001) including psychological distress and depression (Smith & Ingram, 2004; Szymanski, 2009; Waldo, 1999). Although no studies link sexual orientation discrimination to physical health symptoms, previous research consistently shows relations between racial discrimination and heart disease, stroke, high blood pressure, and other serious health problems (e.g., Clark, Anderson, Clark, & Williams, 1999; Krieger, Sydney, & Coakely, 1998). Based on these findings, it is likely that LGBT employees who experience discrimination are similarly at risk for these negative physical health outcomes.  Moreover, this research also suggests that individuals who are diverse in multiple ways (e.g., LGBT and race) may be especially subject to health issues.  Thus, organizations that adopt formal policies can effectively improve the lives of their LGBT and multiply diverse employees in and out of the workplace in several ways.

While we have argued why organizations should want to promote inclusion, how they do so is another issue. One common mechanism is through formulating and promoting formal diversity policies. While organizations may try to promote inclusion through different diversity ideologies, not every policy works the same way and some are more effective than others. As discussed previously, there are two main types of ideologies: identity blind and identity conscious. 
Identity blind ideologies downplay differences.  While this may seem like an effective strategy to take, research shows that this kind of strategy typically fails. One reason why identity blind policies tend to fail may lie in research concerning thought suppression. This literature illustrates that when instructed to repress a thought, the thought, ironically, seems completely irrepressible and dominates one’s consciousness. In a classic example, participants who were told not to think about a white bear were unable to do anything but picture a white bear (Wegner, Schneider, Carter, & White, 1987). This robust phenomenon has been replicated across several domains, including stereotyping and discrimination (Macrae, Bodenhousen, Milne, & Wheeler, 1996). Relating this to identity blind ideologies, instructing employees to ignore group differences may only heighten their awareness and make the differences more salient. For instance, research shows that individuals who have an overt stigma (e.g., a disability) should discuss their stigma and do so early on in an interview setting (Hebl & Skorinko, 2005). One possible explanation for this finding is that discussing one’s stigma, especially early on, reduces the amount of suppression that an individual needs to encounter. More directly related to identity blind policies, participants in one study evaluated several old and young applicants for either a stereotype consistent, inconsistent, or neutral job. Prior to making the evaluations, half the participants viewed an identity blind anti-discrimination policy; whereas the remaining half saw no policy. Results show that those who saw the identity blind policy and evaluated a candidate for a stereotype-consistent job showed evidence of stereotype suppression and rebound. In other words, these individuals, who were instructed to ignore differences, actually showed heightened implicit stereotype activation (Eliezer & Skorinko, 2011). 
Similarly, a recent study conducted by Madera, Hebl, and Beal (2011) also showed the impact of thought suppression on identity blind policies. In a laboratory experiment, participants were asked to play the role of interviewer, either were given identity-blind or identity-conscious hiring guidelines, and asked to interview two candidates sequentially. In between the two candidates, the interviewer was asked to switch rooms and place stacked chairs in a seating arrangement for the second interview. While the guidelines did not influence reactions to the first candidate, those interviewers using identity-blind guidelines showed evidence of a stereotype rebound by setting up chairs that had a significantly greater distance from each other than those using identity-conscious guidelines. In a second, follow-up study, Madera et al. (2011) found that actual organizations were authentically more likely to be on top-rated companies to work for in terms of diversity climates if they held identity-conscious versus blind guidelines. In sum, the act of trying to enforce identity blind ideologies can ironically create environments in which group differences are even more salient. 
In contrast to identity blind policies, identity conscious policies recognize group differences. By openly recognizing differences, identity conscious policies release the tension created from trying to suppress unwanted thoughts by allowing these thoughts to exist. Thus, individuals are freed from the cycle of trying to repress thoughts, having these thoughts come to mind, and subsequently trying to repress them even more. From this basic cognitive perspective, all employees (minority and majority alike) are freed from these distractions and can devote their cognitive energy to work or interpersonal relationships with coworkers. Thus, organizations with identity conscious ideologies, which by definition value and support group differences, foster organizational climates in which LGBT employees and their coworkers can navigate sexual orientation and gender identity differences in the open without fear of negative consequences. The type of open environment that is possible in organizations with identity conscious diversity policies is especially necessary in cases that would require slight accommodations, such as transgender employees being allowed to use the bathrooms that align with their gender identities. Moreover, research shows that identity-conscious policies are better at reducing bias than identity-blind policies (Bielby, 2000; Konrad & Linnehan, 1995).  For instance, one study compared and contrasted the two types of policies through a survey to 138 employers in the Philadelphia area, and the results showed that there was much less bias and fewer disparities in career outcomes for diverse employees (e.g., gender and race) when the employer adopted an identity-conscious policy (Konrad & Linnehan, 1995).   

However, individual-level characteristics of employees may impact the efficacy of diversity policies. For instance, Gurin, Dey, Hurtado, and Gurin (2002) argue that multicultural environments provide opportunities for individuals to learn about other cultures and help form one’s own self-concept. Relatedly, some researchers (Dovidio, Kawakami, & Gaertner, 2000; Gaertner, Mann, Murrell, & Dovidio, 1989; Huo, Smith, Tyler, & Lind, 1996) advocate that minorities who adopt “dual-identity” self-concepts can benefit from participating in privileges that are traditionally withheld for majority group members, without completely discarding important cultural ideals. 
However, identity-conscious policies are not without limitations.  First, on an individual level, the effectiveness of different diversity ideologies depends on the extent to which minority individuals identify with their minority groups (see Chrobot-Mason & Thomas, 2002). Second, studies show individuals will, at times, resist diversity training programs that are meant to make identity a conscious part of the work environment, and this resistance can cause the diversity training to backfire (Chrobot-Mason, et al., 2008; Day, 1995; Mobley & Payne, 1992, Rynes & Rosen, 1995; Sims & Sims, 1993).  Third, identity-conscious policies can be viewed in a negative light because they appear to give preferences to certain groups over others, as can be seen in the backlash towards Affirmative Action (see Crenshaw, 2007).  
Thus, in comparing the two different types of ideologies, we favor identity conscious or cultural pluralist-multiculturalism ideologies. More specifically, the conglomerate of research shows acknowledging, embracing, and supporting LGBT employees is critical for the good of employees and organizations. If organizations are identity conscious, they may also engage in other diversity-related initiatives, management styles, and have policies that promote LGBT individuals. For example, organizations can engage in and sponsor events that support the LGBT community outside of the organization, provide safe spaces and encourage advocacy groups within the organization, provide ally training to employees, extend partner benefits to LGBT employees’ partners, and make a point to welcome these partners to company-sponsored social events. In sum, we argue that it is imperative for organizations to “see” and that they should do so by formally adopting diversity-related initiatives, management styles, and policies. 
To Be or Not to Be: How LGBT Employees Can Make a Difference
In addition to organizations deciding to “see,” we also believe that there is an opportunity for LGBT individuals and allies to act responsibly to ensure successful multicultural ideologies thrive in organizations. Because sexual orientation and gender identity are generally concealable identities, identity management is a critical issue for LGBT employees (Button, 2001). Unlike many other diverse groups, LGBT individuals often engage in techniques that limit the awareness of their sexual orientation.  For instance, some LGBT individuals try to “pass” or can conceal their identities (Yoshino, 2002).  Other LGBT individuals try to “cover” or downplay their sexual orientation (Robinson, 2007; Yoshino, 2002).  In other words, “covering” occurs when an individual presents themselves as LGBT, but the individual tries to restrain from behaviors that are considered “gay”, such as displays of same-sex affection in public.  
However, we propose that it is imperative for LGBT individuals to “be” in the workplace, meaning that they should feel able to “come out” and take advantage of the initiatives offered to them. These are clearly personal and individual decisions that are influenced by a number of factors; we respect those who decide the costs are too great or who prefer to remain closeted for any reasons. Nevertheless, we argue that as a whole, the opportunity for change may be facilitated by a critical mass of LGBT individuals who “come out” in the workplace. To show the complexity of this issue (and decision), we first discuss cons and then the pros of coming out in the workplace.

Cons

Deciding to come out in the workplace raises a number of issues and can result in negative consequences. One issue that needs to be considered is the belief that one’s sexual orientation may be seen as a private matter that has no place in a work setting. Another issue is that homosexuality is still condemned by others in certain contexts, especially by some religious doctrines and political orientations. Thus, the very act of disclosing one’s sexual orientation or gender identity may draw negative attention and may increase the chances of encountering some form of discrimination (formal or interpersonal) that may have otherwise been avoided (see King, Reilly, & Hebl, 2008). 

Another factor to be considered is that LGBT individuals may be hesitant to disclose their true sexual orientations or gender identities until they are confident that they have firmly established their identity. To avoid disclosure, LGBT individuals engage in practices that help avoid detections, such as avoiding conversations that may force them to lie about their true identities, actually lying about their identities, and/or inventing opposite gender romantic partners (see Button, 2004). These attempts can often be quite successful and LGBT employees who are hiding can establish fake personas that are well-liked and respected within their organizations. However, disclosing one’s true identity after carefully hiding it can interfere with and disrupt relationships that have been fostered at work. For instance, after disclosing, fellow coworkers need to learn to think about the LGBT individual in a different way, and deal with the realization that the person differs from their previous conceptions (King et al., 2008). Moreover, research concerning disclosures of sexual orientation (Griffith & Hebl, 2002) and gender identity (Law, Martinez, Ruggs, Hebl, & Akers, 2011) at work has found that disclosure is related to positive workplace outcomes when coworkers are supportive and positive about the disclosure. Thus, disclosure can be an intimidating obstacle for LGBT employees and some organizational climates may not be conducive to such disclosures, resulting in negative consequences. 
Pros

While there are potential negative consequences to disclosing one’s sexual orientation and/or gender identity in the workplace, there are also a number of positive consequences to the disclosure. First, for those who feel that being LGBT is a central part of their self-concept, disclosing at work can be a liberating and validating experience. In fact, often the decision to disclose is informed by how important being LGBT is to one’s self-concept, the level of personal acceptance one feels about being LGBT, and the degree to which one has disclosed to individuals outside of the organization (Griffith & Hebl, 2002; Law, et al., 2011). Second, managing a hidden identity is another form of thought suppression, and may result in the employee spending more time worrying about inadvertently “outing” him or herself than is necessary (or may impact other workplace outcomes, like productivity). Third, disclosing hidden LGBT identities in the workplace is related to more positive workplace outcomes (Day & Schoenrade, 2000; Griffith & Hebl, 2002; Law et al., 2011) and employees are more likely to disclose in organizations that are supportive (Ragins & Cornwell, 2001). In addition, LGBT employees who disclose report better mental and physical health as a result of lower stress on the job (Herek, 1996). Finally, research has found that hypothetical individuals who concealed their sexual orientation were rated more negatively than those who did not conceal their sexual orientation (Oswald, 2007).

Coming out in the workplace may be a necessary first step in demonstrating that LGBT employees do exist in organizations and in creating support networks. As Creed and Scully (2000) contend, such “claiming encounters are perhaps the first step in staking a claim to legitimate social standing (p. 397).” Indeed, one common response to efforts to establish LGBT inclusive policies is that they are not needed because “we don’t have any of those kinds of people working here.” That is, organizations are unaware of the LGBT employees that they already employ. Disclosing at work makes it clear that LGBT employees are a part of the workforce and they should thus be protected from discrimination based on their sexual orientations or gender identities. Similarly, disclosing can signal to other LGBT employees that they are not alone (as they likely previously thought), which can lead to the formation of informal and formal support networks. 
It is important to note that there are many exceptional reasons why LGBT employees keep their sexual orientations and/or gender identities hidden in the workplace, not the least of which is that disclosing often results in increased stigmatization and discrimination. Hence, it is imperative for each LGBT employee to carefully weigh the costs and benefits of coming out in the workplace. Furthermore, we believe it is important to state that those individuals who decide to keep their identities hidden are also an extremely important contingent in the workforce – they may serve in ally capacities and there are undoubtedly a set of LGBT individuals who might function very well without organizational support and favorable climates. Yet, we propose that in most cases, such individuals ultimately will be better served and have more supportive workplace environments if there is a presence of visible LGBT employees and accommodating organizational policies and support.

Partially “Being”

Sometimes LGBT employees decide to disclose to some and not others. Within organizations this can represent a tumultuous state of affairs because those trusted confidants may inadvertently or intentionally reveal the secret to others before the LGBT employee is ready. Furthermore, those with partially disclosed secret identities may be even more susceptible to cognitive intrusions than those who are completely hidden at work because each interaction can be painstakingly evaluated for evidence that the coworker knows, suspects, or heard a rumor. 
Those who are “out” in their personal lives but not at work similarly face the ever-present possibility that these two life spheres will collide and force disclosure in the workplace (Ragins, 2008). For instance, an LGBT individual risks being seen by coworkers outside of work with their partners doing normal activities (e.g., going to dinner, movies, museums). This possible “sighting” will induce increased stress in the employee because it can jeopardize the gay employee’s straight at-work persona. Disclosing at work, however, can theoretically reduce these disconnects and align one’s inner and home self with their work self (see Ragins, 2008).

The Role of Allies in Reinforcing Diversity Ideologies

Finally, the opportunity should not fall solely on the shoulders of the LGBT employees in promoting supportive ideologies and climates. Rather, we argue that it is also imperative for LGBT coworkers to serve as allies and support LGBT individuals and the diversity-related ideologies that support them. Clearly, the culture and climate of an organization depends upon those that work there. Organizations may take the first step in developing policies that promote diversity. In addition, the organizations have a responsibility to enforce the policies, especially when transgressions occur. 

While organizations certainly need to take the first step to implement the policies, these policies must be embraced by individual employees within the organization in order for them to be effective and salient throughout the organization (see Monteith, Deneen, & Tooman, 1996). That is, employees, like organizations, should also feel responsibility in promoting diversity and enforcing diversity initiatives. In addition, individual non-LGBT employees can work to foster an inclusive environment outside of this formal organizational protection. In most cases, discrimination occurs at the level of the individual; and thus it can be remediated there as well. Diversity-minded employees can act as role models of inclusion and acceptance within the organization. For instance, an employee who confronts discrimination in the workplace as it occurs sends a clear message that that sort of behavior is wrong and will not be tolerated. This is especially effective if non-minority individuals or otherwise respected individuals stand up on behalf of minority individuals (Czopp & Monteith, 2003; Zitek & Hebl, 2007). 
Finally, ally coworkers can improve the workplace climate for LGBT employees by joining and supporting advocacy groups sponsored by the organization or in the larger community. For example, allies who actively participate in advocacy groups show support by volunteering time and effort on behalf of LGBT employees. In addition, they could participate as organizational representatives in festivals, parades, or other LGBT-focused events outside of the organization. These acts are profound displays of support that will no doubt show all employees (not just LGBT ones) that diversity is valued and respected in the organization at the ground level. 
Conclusion

In light of the current state of affairs for LGBT employees, we argue in favor of an identity conscious organizational ideology, or cultural pluralist-multiculturalism. The main crux for this argument is research that demonstrates that it is critical for the well-being of employees and organizations as a whole to acknowledge, embrace, and support their LGBT employees. Moreover, we argued in this chapter that it is imperative for organizations to “see” and that they should do so by formally adopting diversity-related initiatives, management styles, and policies. Additionally, we argued that there are effective ways that LGBT individuals and allies should responsibly act to ensure successful multicultural ideologies thrive in organizations. Namely, we believe it is imperative for a critical mass of LGBT individuals to “be” in the workplace, meaning that they should feel able to “come out” and take advantage of the initiatives offered to them. We argue that it is also imperative for LGBT co-workers to serve as allies and support LGBT employees and the diversity-related ideologies that support them. Only from the perspective of recognizing and valuing diverse identities will LGBT employees be fully embraced by organizations.

We also call for future empirical research to continue to examine the antecedents and consequences of disclosing, and the efficacy of different diversity ideologies and policies (not just identity conscious and identity blind) at both the individual and organizational levels with respect to sexual orientation and gender identity.  For instance, future research should examine the different diversity policies that are currently being practiced at different organizations and explore whether they can be applied or modified to meet the needs of LGBT and multiply diverse employees.  More specifically, there is a dire need to investigate whether zero tolerance policies are effective for reducing discrimination towards LGBT and/or multiply diverse employees (i.e., Black gay men).  Likewise, future research needs to investigate how effective diversity training programs are for LGBT employees and employees of multiple stigmatized groups.  LGBT and multiply diverse employees would also benefit if the work on the health consequences of being part of a stigmatized group extended to their groups.  In addition, research that illuminates the best ways for allies to be supportive of LGBT employees is needed to inform future diversity management efforts. 
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	Table 1
	
	
	

	Possible Practices that Organizations can Adopt to Establish Identity-Consciousness

	Policy/Practice
	Potential Benefits
	Potential Negatives
	Mitigation Strategies

	
	
	
	

	Including SO and GI in company non-discrimination policies and having formal consequences in place for infractions
	Represents a clear message that diversity is valued and harassment will not be tolerated; legitimizes SO and GI as protected classes
	Employees who are punished for harassment may see policy as overly restrictive
	Emphasize principles of egalitarianism and justice to avoid perceptions of "special treatment"; highlight importance of respectful behaviors without trying to influence private attitudes


	Inviting partners of LGBT employees to company events
	Creates a welcoming and accepting environment for LGBT employees and their families; provides a sense of equality

	Some employees may feel uncomfortable bringing their partners
	Make clear that all families, partners, and friends are welcome and emphasize inclusiveness and camaraderie

	Sponsoring & supporting LGBT events & organizations in the organization and the community (e.g., participating in parades)
	Communicates that the organization values diversity and the well-being of the employees beyond bottom-line consequences; increases morale/commitment
	Can represent an increased cost to the organization
	Utility analyses can determine what monetary benefits may be incurred by attracting and retaining highly qualified employees. Highlight the importance of social responsibility and treating employees well


	Encouraging disclosure of SO or GI in the workplace
	Disclosure can improve work attitudes and decrease negative consequences for LGBT employees; allows for open discussion among diverse employees

	Disclosure makes employees more vulnerable to potential discrimination than if identity had remained hidden
	Establish and enforce diversity-related consequences for when harassment or discrimination occur (e.g., no-tolerance policies)

	Establish identity-conscious recruitment and selection practices
	Will reach more LGBT applicants and communicate that they are sought by the organization; communicates acceptance
	May be perceived as "special treatment" by others
	Maintain same standards of selection as with other employees; emphasize qualifications of LGBT applicants to avoid accusations of "reverse discrimination"


	Offer diversity training that includes SO and GI
	Legitimizes SO and GI as protected classes within the organization. Provides practical knowledge of how to handle diversity
	Diversity training often seen as ineffective or a waste of resources
	Establish objective indicators of success and measure whether skills taught in training are transferred to the job. Provide reminders of concepts learned in training that employees can reference quickly


	Train managers to be inclusive of LGBT diversity
	Managers can model acceptable behavior and monitor the behavior of their subordinates directly; address problems immediately
	Increased organizational cost. Some managers may be resistant to training
	Establish diversity-related goals as part of larger organizational mission; reward accomplishing and punish failing in these goals; select and promote individuals who are successful at managing diversity


