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ABSTRACT

WHO AM | AT WORK?:
EXAMINING IDENTITY MANAGEMENT MOTIVES
IN THE WORKPLACE
By

Christine M. Y. Kermond

Employees with an invisible stigmatized identitycls as a minority sexual orientation, religion,
or psychological disorder, engage in a balancindpatwveen expressing who they are with
hiding negative aspects of themselves from otlier®. key goals are posited to underlie identity
management behaviors, a motivation to self-venifg a motivation to self-enhance (Swann,
1987). However, the specific role of each motivadentity management behaviors is largely not
well understood. The current study attempts tafgléne mediating role of both self-verification
and self-enhancement motives in the relationshiydsen identity centrality and identity
management behaviors in a sample of lesbian, gaybsexual (LGB) employees. Results
indicate that both self-verification and self-enb@ment motives mediate the relationship
between LGB identity centrality and identity managat behaviors. The different identity
management behaviors uniquely predict LGB emplgyleerceptions, turnover intentions, and
well-being. Surprisingly, perceptions of work caxiteuch as perceptions of risk of disclosure
and perceptions of diverse organizational climadendt predict the centrality of their LGB
identity specific to the workplace. Furthermoreptcality of the LGB identity at work was not
related to their identity management behaviorsspective of self-verification motive. The
findings of this study contribute to a better urs@nding of why employees manage stigmatized

identities and the job-related and health outcoofiéseir identity management decisions.
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INTRODUCTION

Who am | at work?: Examining identity managementines in the workplace

Within an era of globalization and increasing worke diversity, an organization’s
competitive advantage greatly depends on effectiaeagement of diverse employees
(Orenstein, 2005; Wilson & llles, 1999). Understaugchow organizations can maximize return
on investment by providing an inclusive work enmimeent has become a critical area of inquiry
for both practitioners and academics alike. To datganizations have mostly focused their
diversity management efforts on programs that revalround formal structures such as
company policy and procedures.

However, employees also self-manage their own sévgtentities (e.g., sexual orientation
identity, gender, religious beliefs) in the workggaby means of “bottom-up” tactics. That is,
employees actively manage the presentation of tveir diverse identities through interactions
with others at work. For example, lesbian, gayyisexual (LGB) employees may choose to
refrain from disclosing their stigmatized sexuantty such that their sexual orientation identity
does not negatively impact their workplace intacas. Alternatively, individuals may openly
discuss their sexual orientation identity to exprefo they are if they feel others will be
accepting of them. In this paper, | first defingstatized social identity as an individual’s self-
concept based on membership in a stigmatized,aalgodevalued, group that is viewed as
inferior compared to another group.

Employees with invisible or concealable, stigmatimentities engage in a balancing act of

expressing who they are and hiding their stigmenfoghers. Whether one reveals or hides a



stigmatizing identity refers to identity managemieabaviors or identity management strategies.
In the social psychology literature, two key motigas are theorized to underlie interpersonal
behaviors in general: (1) motivation to self-verdyd (2) motivation to self-enhance (Allport,
1937; Baumeister, 1982; Jones, 1964; Swann, 1983,)1Self-verification and self-
enhancement motives are dialectical in nature-\&glfication framework theorizes that people
want others to see them as they see themselveas ffe@egative identities) whereas the self-
enhancement lens postulates that people prefetiiers to think well of them in order to
enhance their own self-esteem (Swann, Pelham, 8l,Kir®89). In other words, employees with
a stigmatized identity are conflicted with opposingtives to self-verify or to self-enhance.
Figure 1 depicts the model and relations investdjiat this research. In this study, | examine
the mediating mechanisms underlying why individciese to present or hide their stigmatized
sexual identity from coworkers. | also assesstflaence of centrality of the stigmatized
identity on motives to self-verify and self-enhanthe work context will have important
implications for expressions of stigmatized ideesit Thus, | also examine workplace conditions
that influence individuals’ identity managemenastgies and the psychological and job related
outcomes (e.g., job satisfaction, perceived fitndwer intentions, psychological distress) of

adopting such strategies.
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Figure 1.Self-verification and self-enhancement model ohidg management strategies.

This study provides three contributions to therditere. First, | extend organizational
research on identity management by testing howveeification and self-enhancement motives
operate independently to drive identity managerbehtviors in the work setting. The majority
of the identity management literature focuses dirvegification as the main explanatory
mechanism for why people express their stigmatidedtity (e.g., Ragins, 2008). However, self-
verification motives often exist in tandem withfsehhancement motives (Morling & Epstein,
1997; Swann, 1987; Swann et al., 1989). Thus awosat examination of the two motives will
contribute to the identity management literaturallsgntangling the influence of the two

motives on identity management behaviors. Extéatdture has not empirically examined the



two motives as mechanisms explaining why people@gadn certain identity management
behaviors. Furthermore, determining whether onava@xplains incremental variance in
identity management behaviors over and above ther ototive provides value by teasing out
their relative role.

Second, | demonstrate the influence of organizatioantext such as perceived risks of
disclosing the stigmatized identity and perceptborganizational climate for diversity on
identity management decisions. There are seveaatipal implications managers can draw from
this research. Managing stigmatized social idesgtits a critical element of interactions in
organizations with diverse employee compositionaide& Ethier, 1998; Goffman, 1959).
Employee must learn to effectively navigate intéoas with others such that they can express
their diverse social identities while maintainingasitive self-esteem and minimizing potential
conflict from association with a socially devalug@up. However, managers must also
understand how the organizational context impdesdentity management strategies of
employees. Furthermore, understanding the influehoeganizational context, managers will
also be better positioned to know how to createkaming environment for LGB employees.
Thus, it is important for organizations to undemstéhe role of organizational context on how
diverse employees manage their own social idest#rel the consequences of such strategies.

Finally, | extend self-verification and self-enhaneent theory by examining the theory in
the context of social identity and identity managetrstrategies. Previous empirical research on
self-verification theory has traditionally focused the verification of personal characteristics
(Swann 1983; 1987). Examining self-verificationsotial identity rather than only personal

identity will shed light on how self-verificationative operate at a social identity level, in



conjunction with self-enhancement motive, whicltamtrast has been studied frequently in the
social identity literature.

In the following sections, | will introduce and debe the proposed model of how and why
employees reveal invisible stigmatized identitigglbawing on research on theories of self-
verification, (Swann, 1983), self-enhancement negtilBaumeister, 1982) and models of
disclosure (Button, 2004; Chaudoir & Fisher, 20C@&ir, Beatty, & MacLean, 2005; Ragins,
Singh & Cornwell, 2007). | begin by discussing fhwepose of verification and enhancement
motives broadly, then of managing invisible stigimed identities specifically. | then discuss the
influence of organizational context on identity mgament behaviors. Finally, | discuss the

employee job-related attitudes and health outcarhagopting such strategies.



THEORETICAL BACKGROUND

First consider two scenarios: One scenario highdigindy, a lesbian advertisement
executive, who has kept her sexual orientationtitiea secret her entire working career. The
second scenario features Carmin, an open lesbialogee who founded a professional LGBT
(lesbian, gay, bisexual, transgender) network witter company. These two lesbian employees
are drastically different in how they manage tiesbian identity. Why doesn’t Lindy disclose
her lesbian identity to her coworkers? What mo&daCarmin to disclose her lesbian identity?

In this study, | examine the identity managemeratsgies of gay, lesbian, and bisexual
(LGB) employees. The LGB identity is a social idgntSocial identity represents the portion of
an individual’s self-concept based on membershg social group. Social identity is defined as
“that part of an individual’'s self-concept which derives fr¢lhms/her] knowledge of [his/her]
membership in a social group (or groups) togetfigajfel, 1981, p. 255). Social identity theory
(Ashforth & Mael, 1989; Miller & Brewer, 1986; Talf, 1978) proposes that the self-concept is
comprised of multiple social identities. Socialntiges are comprised of membership in a
socially constructed group (e.g., Latina, femailgtes, lesbian). On the other hand, personal
identities consist of idiosyncratic personal cheeastics and personality (e.g., extraverted,
social, talented). The focus of this research ist@ymatized social identities, rather than the
personal identities. The LGB identity is consideaestigmatized social group that is socially
devalued such that others view the group and itsloees as inferior (Goffman, 1974).
Approximately 25% to 66% of LGB employees repomregeriencing workplace discrimination
(Croteau, 1996). Workers with a stigmatized idgreinploy identity management strategies to

manage others’ impressions of their competencychadacter (Roberts, 2005).



The LGB identity is unigue compared to other sogralups such as gender, age, or
race/ethnicity for several reasons. First, the LiGdhtity is a concealable identity, that is,
individuals can make choices to conceal their skeawi@ntation identity or openly discuss their
identity (Ragins, 2008). Second, unlike other mityagroups (e.g., women, racial and ethnic
minorities, persons over the age of 40, and peraathsphysical disabilities), LGB individuals

generally do not have direct federal legal protatfrom workplace discrimination in the United

States (Civil Rights Act, Title VIl 1964, 199]1)The discrepancy in legal protection for LGB

individuals across the different states allowsnfianifestation of varied organizational contexts

that likely influence identity management strategié LGB employees. The focus of this paper
is on sexual orientation identlztythat is a self-categorization of oneself as aigeminority (i.e.,
lesbian, gay, or bisexual). There is evidencettiatentrality, or importance, of a LGB identity

to the self-concept varies in range across LGBviddals (e.g., Griffith & Hebl, 2002; Ragins,

2008).



Identity Centrality

Identity centrality refers to the extent to whicpaticular identity is important to one’s
overall self-concept (Ashforth, 2001; Ragins, 2008glividuals can vary in the extent to which
they hold a social identity central to their satfacept, that is, their sense of self (cf. Ashforth,
2001; Hogg & Terry, 2000). Individuals with a cealtidentity to a social group also have strong
psychological attachments to the social group ahdragroup members (Brown, Condor,
Mathews, Wade, & Williams, 1986). The centralityasfe’s stigmatized social identity can have
important implications for how one interprets n@gatevents and one’s subsequent well-being
(e.g., Branscombe, Schmitt, & Harvey, 1999; Sell@adwell, Scheelk-Cone, & Zimmerman,
2004). For individuals belonging to stigmatizedgys, espousing a highly central identity with
the group can buffer the negative consequencesafiination and psychological distresses.
For instance, women who coped with discriminatignrzreasing the centrality of their female
identity (and their identification with other womyeslemonstrated higher well-being than women
who did not adopt a strong identification with wam&chmitt, Branscombe, & Kobrynowicz, &
Owen, 2002). Likewise, African Americans with higfrican American identity centrality
exhibited higher well-being than African Americamgh low identity centrality to the African
American group (Branscombe et al., 1991).

In sum, individuals with stigmatized identities czary in the extent to which their
stigmatized identity is central or important. THere | would expect that LGB individuals with
high LGB identity centrality may want to expressithstigmatized identity, even risking
discrimination and interpersonal conflict, becaiise an important part of who they are.
Likewise, LGB individuals with low identity centity may rather keep their stigmatized identity

a secret and view potential discrimination as nottivthe trouble of disclosing. However, what



would motivate people to disclose an invisible miggized identity (e.g., LGB identity) in face of

jeopardizing their standing in the organizatiorsocial relationships?

The Motive to Express Who We Are

Self-verification theory posits that people haveuaderlying motivation to express who they
are to others (Swann, 1983; 1987). That is, pelogle a motive to self-verify and strive to
maintain a coherent sense of self by presentirmghters as to how they view the self (Swann,
1983; 1987). The main tenant of self-verificatibedry revolves around the notion that people
desire to construct a social world that is predhileand controllable (e.g., Erikson, 1959;
Festinger, 1957; Heider, 1958; Lecky, 1961; RogE®5,1; 1959). By expressing who one is to
others, that is, by behaviorally self-verifyingopée are able to better predict social interactions
with others because they know what the other partierstands about them. Self-verifying
allows people to confirm that they know their owraracteristics and traits.

Traditionally, the self-verification literature héscused on the verification of self-views and
personal characteristics (Swann 1983; 1987). Howéwve possible that self-verification motive
can also be domain specific, such as wanting tdywaispecific social identity. Based on the
self-verification framework, it is expected thabp& will have an underlying need to verify
their social identities, that is, group identitias,well as their personal identities. According to
self-verification theory, even if people hold nagatself-views, people still want others to know
this aspect of themselves (for a reviews, see SWEIH0; Swann, Stein-Seroussi, & Giesler,
1992; Swann, Polzer, Seyle, & Ko, 2004; Swann, Rent & Guinn, 2003). Similarly,

individuals with invisible stigmatized identitiesliwant to self-verify and express this identity.



There are several reasons for why people wantitoaefy. First, self-verification fulfills
epistemic objectives such as reassurance thatraneskthe self (Swann, 1983; Swann et
al.,1992). For invisible identities, people revied identity to maintain a coherent sense of self
(Harry, 1993; Moorhead, 1999). Disclosing the staigatiows the individual to be a complete and
integrated person (Friskopp & Silverstein, 199&). €&xample, a gay man is able to disclose his
identity as a gay man consistently across multifdedomains such as at work and in his
personal life. Second, people self-verify to fliitagmatic objectives. Self-verification helps to
ensure smooth social interactions (Swann et a@2)lBecause you know what to expect in
interactions. For example, a gay man is able tontaai control of the narrative of his identity
(Herek, 1996), know what to expect in interacticarg] able to escape having to constantly
engage in concealing his identity (Charmaz, 1991).

Similar construct to self-verification. Self-verification motive is a similar construct to
authenticity, though it is different in several 8aast research has explored the role of
authenticity in employee outcomes in organizati@g., Cameron, Dutton, Quinn, &
Wrzensniewski, 2003; Kernis, 2003; Roberts, Chaylite & Settles, 2009). The core tenants of
authenticity posit that in order to achieve autlo#tyt one must first discover the “true” self by
means of introspection and reflection and thenesgthis true self through actions that are
consistent with oneself (Rogers, 1980). In otherdspauthenticity is “being one’s true self”
(lllies, Morgeson, & Nahrgang, 2005, p. 374). Sadfification is conceptually related to
authenticity, in that they both emphasize an edadisplay of consistent behaviors and identity.
However, self-verification motive is different froauthenticity in that self-verification is a much
more narrow construct. Self-verification refledie degree to which people desire to maintain a

consistency and coherence within a specific ssating, whereas authenticity focuses on the

10



gestalt of discovering a person’s self-conceptastohg genuinely in all settings. Self-
verification defined in this study focuses on teat revealing versus hiding information about
the self to others in the workplace. To fulfill seérification motive in the workplace, a gay
employee would have to either tell others or sigadlis coworkers that he is gay. Another gay
employee may have no desire to self-verify, yetdre be living authentically by engaging in
relationships with men outside of the workplacdf-8erifying at work is not necessary nor
sufficient for authenticity.

Self-verification and centrality. A great deal of empirical findings show that peogdein
fact strive to verify their self-concepts and sbmentities. For instance, in one study, college
students with roommates’ appraisal that are inasgrgrwith their self-concept were more likely
to plan to change roommates than when their rooesrtatld congruent perceptions (Swann &
Pelham, 2002; Study 2). Similarly, people exhibwér marriage intimacy when their spouses
perceive them as more or less favorable than hewabtually perceive themselves (Swann, De
La Ronde, & Hizon, 1994). Therefore, just as pe@plgage in behaviors to verify their self-
conceptions, likewise employees may engage iniigenanagement behaviors to verify their
social identities. In the context of a diverse worke, self-verification motive is manifested
through behaviors of expressing one’s social idgti group membership.

Past conceptualizations of self-verification hasswemed that all individuals are equally
motivated to self-verify (e.g., Sedikedes & Strub895; Swann, 1990). However, recent
research revealed that some individuals place greatphasis on the self-verification motive
than others (Cable & Kay, 2012). Individuals highself-verification motive are more likely to
engage in behaviors that elicit self-confirmatagdback than individuals lower in self-

verification motive (e.g., McCall & Simmons, 196®yvann, 1983, 1987; Swann & Ely, 1984).

11



For example, when interacting with partners, indiixls who were certain of their self-concepts
were more likely to self-verify their self-views wehaving in ways consistent with their self-
views (Swan & Ely, 1984). Individual differencessalf-verification motive predict new
incumbents’ job satisfaction, job performance, oargational citizenship behaviors, and
organizational commitment (Cable & Kay, 2012). Sqmeple may embrace a social identity
close to their self-concept and are thus chronjcathdy to perceive and act in terms of the
social category than others. For example, a lestmaployee, Carmin from the previous
scenario, with high identity centrality is likelg tvant to express her identity to her coworkers
and have her lesbian group membership chronicaligrg. Ragins (2008) suggested that some
individuals might not be motivated to verify andclbse a stigmatized identity to others because
the identity is not an important identity. Thus; fiedividuals, like Carmin, whose sexual
orientation identity is important the self-concepe likely to want others to know who they are
(including their sexual orientation identity); tbésre, they will have a high motive to self-verify
their sexual orientation identity. According tofsegrification theory, even if people hold a
stigmatized identity, they will still want others know this aspect of themselves, especially if
the identity is central to their self-concept.

Thus, in accordance to the self-verification frarodw | predict that individuals who are
highly identified with their stigmatized group -athis, regard their stigmatized identity as central
and important to their self-concept. — will demaoatd higher self-verification motive than those

who are less identified with their stigmatized gyou

Hypothesis la: Centrality of a stigmatized idenstpositively related to motive to

self-verify the stigmatized identity.

12



However, self-verification motive may not fully dam how employees manage their
stigmatized identities. One can imagine that tla@eeother motivators driving why employees
reveal or hide a stigmatized social identity, ottt maintaining a coherent sense of self, such

as a motive of maintaining a positive sense of aedf self-image.

The Motive to Promote Positive Self-Esteem

Some researchers have argued that the driving atmivbehind identity management
strategies is self-enhancement, that is a motivedinmtain a positive self-esteem (e.g.,
Baumeister, 1982; Jones, 1964; Jones & PittmarR)1®&st research demonstrated that people
are simultaneously motivated to self-verify as veallself-enhance and will work to satisfy both
motives (Morling & Epstein, 1997; Swann, 1987) g8tatized and non-stigmatized individuals
often want to maintain, enhance, and protect gwifresteem and desired self-image
(Baumeister, 1982). Self-enhancement refers tmegss whereby people strive to promote
positive self-perceptions. Self-esteem and seligenare linked to beliefs about how others view
the self (e.g., Mead, 1934). One technique by whdividuals maintain and protect a positive
sense of self and self image is through employdegtity-relevant self-presentation strategies
(Baumeister, 1982; Jones, 1964).

Individuals derive self-enhancement from their abgroups. According to social identity
theory (Tajfel & Turner, 1986), individuals strit@ maintain or enhance a positive social
identity. Individuals are motivated to view thearcg&al group as valued and positive. Past
research demonstrated that self-enhancement mstiaere likely to be activated for highly

central social identities central than for peri@heor less important, social identities (e.g.,
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Crocker, 2002; Sedikides, Gaertner, & Toguchi, 3008at is, individuals who consider their
identity as central to their concept are motivatediew their social group as positive. Building
on the self-enhancement framework, | propose teaple have an underlying need to self-
enhance their stigmatized social identities. Iroagdance with the self-enhancement framework,
| predict that individuals with a highly centralgghatized social identity, will demonstrate

higher self-enhancement motive.

Hypothesis 1b: Centrality of a stigmatized idenstpositively related to motive to

self-enhance the stigmatized identity.

How We Express Who We Are

Employees actively manage their social identitrethe workplace (Chaudoir & Fisher,
2010). Individuals express who they are, by venfyand confirming their identity through
displaying identity cues (Goffman, 1959; Swann,398&lentity cues may include verbalizations
of sexual orientation identity, placing photos okts same-sex partner in the office, or wearing
clothing or jewelry that signifies one’s identityowever, employees with a potentially
stigmatizing identity do not always reveal theiemtity at work. People with social identities that
are not readily apparent (e.g., sexual orientatentity) maintain the flexibility to choose to

hide or reveal the potentially stigmatizing memhgrstatus.
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Identity management strategiesFrom a stigma framework, identity management sgrage
can be generally categorized as two types of beh&\il) disclosing or integrating one’s social
identity and (2) concealing one’s social ident@lgir et al., 2005). Woods (1993) originally
identified three major identity management strasgdopted by gay men at work: (1)
integrating or disclosing; and concealing consgsbhtwo dimensions — (2) avoiding, and (3)
counterfeiting. Button (2004) demonstrated empirscgported for Woods’ three-strategy model
of identity management with lesbian and gay empsy®isclosing behaviors involve
integrating the stigmatized identity into a professal identity in the organization (e.g., telling
coworker’s of sexual orientation identity; Buttd@@04). Integrating behaviors can be subtle
(e.q., displaying identity symbols such as a ondgia gay pride flag on a keychain) or overt
(e.q., verbally telling coworkers one’s sexual otaion identity; Woods, 1993). Concealing
behaviors includes avoiding and counterfeiting lvedra (Button, 2004). Avoiding strategies
involve avoiding the topic, changing the topichot correcting coworker’s false assumptions of
group membership (Woods, 1993). Counterfeitinghenother hand, involves the active
construction of a false identity, such as talkibgwt one’s partner as if heterosexual (Woods,
1993).

Similar constructs to identity managementldentity management is distinct from similar
constructs such as impression management and faofdenformity. Impression management
refers to behaviors in which individuals enact hetis to influence the image others have of
them (Garner & Martinko, 1988; Jones & Pittman, 298entity management is dissimilar to
impression management in several ways. Impressamagement encompasses behaviors that
include management of several domains (e.g., wabkt$, personality) and not particularly

specific to managing impressions of social identitypression management behaviors are
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compelled by the dyadic interaction, that is to agmthe other party’s impression; on the other
hand, identity management behaviors can be botivatetl to manage the other party’'s
impression, but also motivated by self-verificatemwell as self-enhancement. The intended
outcome of impression management is directed tosatadining organization outcomes or
maintaining relationships. In contrast, identityrmagement behaviors may be motivated by
social or job-based reinforcements (e.g., mainpasitive relationships or avoid job
discrimination), but also an intrinsic need to fxeeind/or enhance the identity.

Facades of conformity refers to “false represeotatiemployees create to appear as if they
embrace organizational values” (Hewlin, 2009, p7)7Zhe individual suppresses his/her
personal values in order to express organizativalales that he/she does not hold. Identity
management is distinct from facades of confornmtthree ways: range of behaviors, specificity
of behaviors, and the underlying intentions. Fiaftthough aspects of facades of conformity
overlap with concealing behaviors (e.g. “I say ¢jsithat | don’t really believe in at work”),
facades of conformity is more general than idemtignagement behaviors. Facades of
conformity does not include integrating identitymagement behaviors, which would be
behaviors that are consistent with employees’ petisealues (regardless of whether it is
consistent with organization’s values). Secondhtitie management behaviors are specific to a
social identity. Facades of conformity consist isipthying behaviors consistent with a wide
territory of organizational values. Third, akinibopression management, the assumed motive
behind engaging in facades of conformity is to @ase opportunities available, and establish

positive relations for transactional purposes.
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Self-Verification Motive and Identity Management Béhaviors

Important identities are more likely to be verifi@dd integrated into the workplace identity
than less important identities (Pelham, 1991; Swaftelham, 2002), suggesting that people
differ in their need to publicly verify their idatyt and thus their identity management strategies.
For example, Carmin, from the previous scenarioy beamotivated to verify her lesbian
identity, so she tells her coworkers that sheleshian. Lindy, on the other hand, is less
motivated to verify her lesbian identity, so sheids topics about relationship and discussing
personal topics with her coworkers. Perhaps Lindgnesngages in counterfeiting identity
management behaviors and talks of fictional datés nvembers of the opposite sex. Research
on the disclosure of sexual orientation identiseewed that highly identified LGB individuals
are more likely to integrate their stigmatized iikymat work (Button, 2001; Chrobot-Mason,
Button, & DiClementi, 2001; Griffith & Hebl, 200Rostosky & Riggle, 2002) than their less
identified counterparts.

Therefore consistent with past research, | predattindividuals with high identity centrality
with the stigmatized social group will manifest ingg self-verification motive and therefore
behaviorally verify their identity by engaging megrating strategies. More specifically, |

hypothesize that:

Hypothesis 2: Self-verification motive is posityvedlated to (a) integrating strategies

and negatively related to (b) avoiding strategiesl éc) counterfeiting strategies.
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Hypothesis 3: Self-verification motive mediatesréiationship between identity
centrality with a stigmatized group and identitymagement strategies: (a)

integrating, (b) avoiding, and (c) counterfeiting.

LGB employees may engage in specific identity manaant strategies via self-enhancement
motivation. Social identity theory posits that miduals seek to affiliate with groups that are
positively valued (Tajfel, 1978). Belonging to astatized group threatens one’s self-esteem
(Crocker, Major, & Steele, 1998). Therefore, memshmrstigmatized groups will attempt to
affiliate with groups that have a more positiveissaor improve the status of their current group
in order to maintain a positive self-esteem (Mumdw®n Kessler, Klink, & Mielke, 1999;

Tajfel, 1978). Sexual minorities are unable to eewalid members of the heterosexual group,
thus they may either pretend to be heterosexuabdt, or come out about their sexual
orientation identity at work, so that they may iiong the current status of their group to
maintain their self-esteem. Employees with a stitgred identity may utilize integrating
strategies in hopes of presenting a positive intdgkReir social identity. Job applicants who
presented a gay or lesbian identity received l@sspersonal discrimination when they also
displayed increased positivity in their interac8ar gave additional information about
themselves (Singletary & Hebl, 2009). For exam@lamin, from the previous scenario, may be
motivated to be perceived positively by otherssise tells her coworkers that she is a lesbian. In
the course of sharing this information, Carmin azhtes for and speaks positively of her sexual
orientation identity group. On the other hand, hinadopts avoiding and counterfeiting

strategies to hide her sexual orientation idemtitgrder to self-enhance. In sum, employees with
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invisible stigmas may utilize integrating, avoidjrog concealing strategies to escape negative
evaluations and to maintain a positive self-concept

Therefore, | predict that individuals with high rde&ty centrality with a particular social
group will manifest higher self-enhancement motine may subsequently display any of the
three strategies: integrating, avoiding, and/omterieiting identity management behaviors. The
behavioral manifestations of self-enhancement reatan be expressing or hiding an invisible

stigmatized identity. More specifically, | hypotlwesthat:

Hypothesis 4: Self-enhancement motive is positheddyed to (a) integrating, (b)

avoiding and (c) counterfeiting strategies.

Hypothesis 5: Self-enhancement motive mediatekigonship between identity
centrality with a stigmatized group and identitymagement strategies(a)

integrating, (b) avoiding, and (c) counterfeiting.

Identity Centrality at Work

Social identity may not be important to individualsall social domains (cf. Ashforth, 2001;
Hogg & Terry, 2000). A social identity central to endividual in general, may not be a central
identity in the work setting. In environments wheraployees fear discrimination, employees
are more likely to base their self-esteem on odlotivities and domains other than the work
domain (e.g., Major et al., 1998; Steele, 1997 uslithe centrality of an identity in a specific
setting may be determined by the contextual cusgseither supports or contests the identity

(Higgins & King, 1981). For instance, Lindy, thelgan employee from previous examples, may
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adopt a lesbian identity at home and around frielid$he views the work environment as being
unsupportive of diverse employees and she expestardination based on her sexual
orientation identity, Lindy is likely to distancehLGB identity from the work setting and the
identity will be peripheral to her identity at work contrast, if Carmin perceives her
organization as supporting employee diversity gmehoess, she will likely incorporate her LGB
identity into her professional identity, and haveeatral lesbian identity at work. Thus, | expect
that the behavioral manifestations of self-verifima motive in the workplace are contingent on
the importance of the identity specific to the weskting. Individuals with a highly central
stigmatized social identity will be more likely itategrate the identity at work if it is a highly

central identity in the workplace than if a peripdaedentity at work. | hypothesize that:

Hypothesis 6a: The positive relationship betwedfveification motive and
integrating strategies is stronger for individualgh high identity central in the

workplace than for those with low identity centialn the workplace.

Individuals who do not hold their stigmatized idgntentral to their self-concept at work
will more likely to avoid or counterfeit their idéty. The use of the more passive avoidance
strategies than active counterfeiting pose lesstbfeat to the individual's self-identity (Leary,
1999). Thus | predict that for those with high itigncentrality at work, self-verification motive
will be more negatively related to avoiding stragsgthan for those low in identity centrality in
the workplace. Likewise, for those with high idépgentrality in the workplace, high self-

verifiers will be less likely to engage in activeunterfeiting strategies that actively deny an
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important identity at work than those lower in itlgncentrality in the workplace. More

specifically, | hypothesize that:

Hypothesis 6b: The negative relationship betwe#rveefication motive and
avoiding strategies is stronger for individuals lwitigh identity centrality in the

workplace than for those with low identity centialn the workplace.

Hypothesis 6¢: The negative relationship betwed#rvseification motive and
counterfeiting strategies is stronger for individsiavith high identity centrality in the

workplace than for those with low identity centialn the workplace.

In sum, identity centrality may be conceptualizederms of its subjective importance of the
identity in the context of work setting. Moreov#re organizational context can have an
influence on the centrality of a stigmatized idgnét work. Individuals are motivated to
categorize themselves in most meaningful way astid by contextual factors (Hogg &
Abrams, 1990). Reaction of others in social enviments can determine whether or not a

devalued social identity will be incorporated iniadividual’s self-concept (Jones et al., 1984).

Role of Organizational Context

Though individuals construct their self-conceptesponse to social stimuli in the
environment (Stryker, 1987), this construal camdiber stable within a specific context. The
work environment is relatively stable and constarthat demographic make-up and therefore

salience of certain social identities should nottiiate greatly. In addition, an environment that
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continually reinforces or punishes expressionoia identity (via organizational policies and
procedures and interpersonal interactions) wilhpote stable identity centrality notions within
the workplace. If an environment consistently phasor lacks positive reinforcement for
expression of diversity, then individuals are ke distance their diverse social identity from
the work domain. In response to threats, individuaspond with emotion-focused coping by
distancing from their stigmatized identity in ateatpt to reduce the applicability of the stigma
to the self (Miller & Major, 2000).

In the social psychology literature, when a stigreat individual’s identity is threatened, one
possibility to cope with the threat is to to deseea@entification with the stigmatized group
(Tajfel & Turner, 1986). Therefore, | expect thdtather or not an identity becomes central to
one’s professional identity should be influencedbyanizational context factors such as
perceived positive workplace climate for diversityd the perceived risks of disclosing one’s
stigmatized identity.

Positive perceptions of climate for diversityThe psychological climate for diversity refers
to an individual’'s perceptions of the organizat®averall atmosphere with regard to diversity
initiatives, policies, and discriminatory practiqéécKay et al., 2007). Employees draw from
climate perceptions to determine whether one’srdevsocial identity is valued or welcome in
the work setting. Empirical evidence demonstraked perceptions of a supportive climate for
sexual minorities were positively related to disohg strategies and negatively associated with
avoiding and counterfeiting strategies (Button, 2ZdDhrobot-Mason et al., 2001). Perceptions
of climate for diversity can be inferred from wagkvironments that consist of supportive

managers (Day & Schenrade, 1997) and acceptingréenso(Ragin & Cornwell, 2001).
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Perceived risks of disclosinglndividuals with stigmatized social identities meticipate
negative consequences from disclosing their idenkie perceived risks of disclosing may
include instrumental risks such as job loss, bypaspromotions or social outcomes such as
interpersonal discrimination, and social isolati@tair et al., 2005). Individuals who perceive
high risks of disclosing may prefer to adopt avakor counterfeiting strategies (Chaudoir &
Fisher, 2010). For example, LGB employees who hatreessed or experienced discrimination
in the past would perceive a higher risk of diskcigsand therefore are less likely to disclose
their identity than LGB employees who do not sesseh risks (Ragins, & Cornwell, 2001).
Employees with invisible stigmas that are protecteder law (e.g., religion) are more likely to
reveal their stigma than those with invisible stegnthat are not unanimously protected under
federal law (e.g., sexual orientation identity) gite & Cornwell, 2001).

Research has demonstrated the relationship betpereaptions of a supportive diversity
climate and perceived risks of disclosing on atgsiabout one’s stigmatized identity (Button,
2001). Unsupportive climates and high risks of ldisitg may lead individuals with stigmatized
identities to psychological withdrawal from the mdigy (e.g., making the identity in the domain
less psychologically central; Burke & Stets, 198fhier & Deaux, 1994; McCall & Simmons,
1978). For instance, Lindy may have distanced émdrality of her lesbian identity in the
workplace because she perceives risks of disclasitgcause her organization has disciplined
minorities in the past. In contrast, Carmin’s higbbian identity centrality at work may be due to
her perception of her organization as welcomingianlisive of diversity. Thus | hypothesize

that:
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Hypothesis 7a: Positive perceptions of organizalahversity climate are positively

related to identity centrality at work.

Hypothesis 7b: Perceived risk of disclosing is negdy related to identity centrality

at work.

Outcomes of Identity Management Strategies

Integrating, avoiding, and counterfeiting identiyanagement strategies are differentially
related to job attitudes and psychological wellAggifor a review see DeJordy, 2008). Though
individuals integrating their stigmatized identitythe workplace risk interpersonal
discrimination, integrating strategies can poteiytgenerate positive outcomes such as
interpersonal liking and trust within relationshij@eals, Peplau, & Gables, 2009). Integrating
strategies are related to ratings of higher s@tipport from coworkers. Concealing or avoiding
a stigmatized identity in interpersonal relatiopshprevents individuals from forming strong
social support networks (Chaudoir & Fisher, 20B®)sitive relationships within the workplace
may contribute to higher levels of job satisfactiparceptions of fit with organizational values,
and commitment to the organization. Evidence suppgbat disclosing at work is positively
related to job satisfaction (Griffith & Hebl, 200@hd concealing is negatively related to job
satisfaction (DeJordy, 2008; Pachankis, 2007).

Avoiding or concealing a stigmatized identity putedly creates a dissonance over one’s
identity (DeJordy, 2008). Concealing is relatedhigher job anxiety (Griffith & Hebl, 2002).
Publically denying one’s identity predicts lower @oyee job satisfaction and well-being

(DeJordy, 2008; Pachankis, 2007). Avoiding or catiog a stigmatized identity, for example,
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keeping a stigmatized identity a secret from cowoslcan be cognitively and emotionally taxing
(Goffman, 1963; Pachankis, 2007). Constant seliHeging and heightened vigilance of identity
management behaviors are hypothesized to deplgtetis@ resources (Baumeister,
Bratslavsky, Muraven, & Tice, 1998). Individuals avfabricate and actively construct a false
identity are likely to feel like a fraud and expmarces strain because of constant vigilance of
his/her environment (Goffman, 1963). On the othard) individuals who integrate their
stigmatized identity into their work identity arbla to alleviate psychological stress caused by
active concealment (Clair et al., 2005).

Ildentity management behaviors may shape stigmatimidduals’ perceptions of the
organization and organizational values. For instdbeJordy (2008) conjectures that
individuals’ identity management behaviors shapegions of organization’s values to be
consistent with their own. For example, a closgayl man with a central LGB identity
perceives that the organization is homophobic atfttetbuting his lesbian’s friend being passed
over for a promotion due to her sexual orientatidmus, it is likely that individuals who
integrate their stigmatized identity perceive tihgamization espousing values as consistent with
their personal values, that is perceived orgaromatifit. In contrast, individuals who avoid or
counterfeit their stigmatized identity may percelewer organizational fit.

Consistent with previous research demonstratindpéimefits of integrating stigmatized
identities and the consequences of concealingdigtrthat integrating strategies will be related
to positive job attitudes and psychological outcenvehereas avoiding or counterfeiting

strategies will be related to negative outcomesteMipecifically, | hypothesize that:
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Hypothesis 8: Use of integrating strategies is pesly related to (a) job satisfaction
and (b) perceived organizational fit, and negatywedlated to (c) turnover intentions,

and (d) psychological distress.

Hypothesis 9: Use of avoiding strategies is neg#tivelated to (a) job satisfaction
and (b) perceived organizational fit, and positwetlated to (c) turnover intentions,

and (d) psychological distress.

Hypothesis 10: Use of counterfeiting strategiesdgatively related to (a) job
satisfaction and (b) perceived organizationaldid positively related to (c) turnover

intentions, and (d) psychological distress.

Though integrating strategies are related to pa@sjtb attitudes and psychological
outcomes, the positive benefits of integrating mdayend on the centrality of one’s stigmatized
identity at work. Integrating strategies may bedjmmal only for employees with a stigmatized
identity that is highly central to their self-coptat work and disclosing a non-central identity at
work may have more deleterious outcomes than atigwhe individual to keep the identity
hidden. Integrating a non-central identity at wpdtentially exposes the LGB individual to
discrimination and interpersonal conflict that Ine/sannot buffer with his/her identification
with the social group. For instance, if Lindy, theman from the previous example, were to
integrate her lesbian identity that is not importanher at work, would be similar to forcibly
“being out” when she does not want to be out. ifdyi's lesbian identity is not important to her

self-concept at work, then she will view potentiakats as greater than benefits of integrating,
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which is not worth the cognitive and emotional effaf integration (Major, Quinton, McCoy, &
Schmader, 2000). Previous research has foundnbabsistencies in self-verification motives
and behavioral manifestations of identity expressioave negative effects on employee

outcomes (e.g., withdrawal from work; Farmer & Agai 2005). Thus | hypothesize that:

Hypothesis 11: Integrating a highly central worlerdity is more strongly positively
related to (a) job satisfaction and (b) perceivedamizational fit and negatively
related to (c) turnover intentions and (d) psyclysdal distress than integrating a

less central work identity.

On the other hand, if Lindy avoided or counteri@iber lesbian identity that is not central to
her work identity, she would be less likely to espece the psychological strain than if her
lesbian identity was central. The taxing natur&edping a stigmatized identity concealed
(Goffman, 1963; Pachankis, 2007) is likely to ba@tbated by the importance of the identity to
the individual at work. The feeling of deceptiordaxperience of psychological stress from
active concealment (Clair et al., 2005; Goffmar3)9wvould be more prominent when one is
counterfeiting or avoiding an important identityedrk than a peripheral identity. On the other
hand, avoiding or counterfeiting a non-central Lid8ntity at work is likely easier and creates
less cognitive conflict for the individual. In sumdividuals hiding an important identity will be
preoccupied with attempting to avoid or countertiedir identity and will have less cognitive

resources to contribute to the workplace (Smart &gwér, 1999). Therefore, | hypothesize that:

27



Hypothesis 12: Avoiding a highly central work idgnts more strongly negatively
related to (a) job satisfaction and (b) perceivedamizational fit and positively
related to (c) turnover intentions and (d) psyclypbal distress than avoiding a less

central work identity.

Hypothesis 13: Counterfeiting a highly central wadkntity is more strongly
negatively related to (a) job satisfaction and fleyceived organizational fit and
positively related to (c) turnover intentions amt) psychological distress than

counterfeiting a less central work identity.
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RESEARCH QUESTIONS

Interplay of Self-Verification and Self-Enhancement

Self-verification and self-enhancement motivessaemingly incongruent. One motive
suggests that individuals want others to know wiay tare, regardless of the negative
characteristics or negative identity, the otherimsosuggests that individuals want to maintain a
positive self-image. Accordingly, individuals mated by self-verification should aim to
display their negative identities; yet individuaistivated by self-enhancement should keep their
negative identities hidden. The interaction betwsafverification and self-enhancement
motive is unclear. Theorists have proposed thapleeare simultaneously concerned with both
self-verification and self-presentation implicatsoof their behavior (e.g., Deaux & Major, 1987,
Tetlock & Manstead, 1985). However, other theorgstpue that the desire to self-enhance
overrides the desire for accurate self-perceptfergs, Rogers, 1951, for a review, see Colvin &
Griffo, 2007). This claim implies that self-enhanment motivation is so powerful that it
overrides other competing motives such as selfigation. Especially in the job context,
employees’ desire to maintain positive image aiidesteem in the workplace may override
their desire to self-verify potentially stigmatigindentities. Research consistently demonstrated
that self-verification and self-enhancement moteeist concomitantly (e.g., Morling & Epstein,
1997, Swann et al., 1989). Meta-analytic data sllowgestatistical difference in the relationship
between interpersonal behaviors and self-verifocafi = .25) and self-enhancementH.18),
t(5) = -1.14 (Kwang & Swann, 2010). The meta-analysostly examined interpersonal
decisions in the laboratory setting, for exampl®asing between a partner who accurately

acknowledges negative aspects of the participaatpartner who views the participant more
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positively than the participant sees him/hersdiug; | expect generalizing to the work setting,
the two motives operate simultaneously and indepetiyl(Swann et al., 1989) to influence
peoples’ use of specific identity management sgrate A key research question to explore is
how does self-verification and self-enhancementvyaaohteract to predict identity management

strategies?

Research Question 1: How does self-verificationiveand self-enhancement motive
interact to influence identity management strateg{a) integrating, (b) avoiding,

and (c) counterfeiting.

Identity Valence

To what extent will Lindy or Carmin’s lesbian id@gtcentrality interact with the perceived
positivity of their lesbian social identity? It p@ssible that the centrality of a social identitgym
interact with the valence (i.e., the positivityr@gativity) of the social group category. Research
has shown that people are more likely to verifynittees that are important (e.g., Pelham, 1991;
Swann & Pelham, 2002). However, how does the valehone’s social identity influence the
motives to self-verify or self-enhance? Accordinghe core tenants of social identity theory
(Tajfel & Turner, 1979), people desire to view thgioup memberships positively and are more
inclined to identify with their social group whetrhias high status or positive valence (Ellemers,
1993). Lemay and Ashmore, (2004) conducted a ladgitl study of the impact of category
valence and identity centrality and self-categdrirg a construct similar to self-verifying one’s
identity. Lemay and Ashmore (2004) operationaligelf-categorization as the extent to which

participants acknowledged or verified their soaiaintity in a questionnaire (i.e., self-
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categorized themselves within a social category® fesearchers found that high school students
were more likely to self-verify a positive sociabgp membership (e.g., jock) than when the
social group was negative (e.g., outcast). Relemtity valence variables for LGB employees
are their collective self-esteem (evaluation ofgbsitivity or negativity of one’s social identity)
and judgment of others’ perceptions of malleabititysocial identity, which imbues a

connotation of negative or positive valence.

Collective self-esteemCollective self-esteem is the self-evaluation od’srsocial identity
(Luhtanen & Crocker, 1992). Just as individual ersonal self-esteem refers to an overall
evaluative attitude toward the self and persorantitly (Rosenberg, 1965), collective self-
esteem is a social identity based construct thetg¢o attitude towards one’s social group and
social identity. For example, collective self-estefers to the how proud a bisexual employee
is of his bisexual identity, whether he thinks s@iworthy member of the bisexual community,
and whether he perceives others as viewing bissxpgitively.

Luhtanen and Crocker’s (1992) original conceptibnadlective self-esteem distinguishes
between four self-evaluations of one’s social idgn(1) membership-self-esteem, (2) public
self-esteem, (3) private self-esteem, and (4) ingnae of the identity. Membership self-esteem
is defined as the judgment of how good or worthdividuals feel about being a member of their
social group. For instance, a bisexual employee dwhigh membership self-esteem would
feels like he is a useful member of his bisexuahcwnity and has a lot to offer the group.
Public self-esteem is the judgment of other’s petioa of the valence of their social group. An
example of a bisexual man with high public selieest would be if he thinks others respect
bisexuals in general. On the other hand, privdfeesteem reflects one’s personal judgment of

the valence of their social group. A bisexual matt\wigh private collective self-esteem would
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be glad to be a member of the bisexual communitdyfael good about being a bisexual.
Importance to identity refers to the extent to vhilce social group is an important reflection of
who one is, in other words, identity centrality.

When | discuss collective self-esteem hereaftem Ireferring to three collective self-esteem
constructs (i.e., membership, public, and privadayl not to importance of the identity (i.e.,
identity centrality). Although, the former threelleative self-esteem constructs are strongly
related to identity centrality (correlations rarfgam .23 to .53; Luhtanen & Crocker, 1992), they
are empirically distinct constructs. Luhtanen amddRer (1992) demonstrated better fit with a
four-factor structure (compared to one-factor gtrg) in two separate samples. Membership,
public, and private collective-self esteem refethi® judgment of the valence of the identity,
rather than the centrality or importance — oneaarsider a positively- or negatively-valenced
social identity as central.

Individuals also are willing to categorize themsslin a negatively-valenced stigmatized
group and identify with the group despite statuedls to the group (e.g., Doosje, Spears, &
Ellemers, 2002). Several researchers demonstiaaadtividuals self-verify a central self-
conception, regardless of the valence (Swann, 198@nn et al., 1992; Swann, Polzer, Seyle, &
Ko, 2004; Swann et al., 2003). Accordingly, | woekpect that the valence of one’s social
identity (via membership self-esteem, public esteemrivate esteem) has an impact on motives
to verify or enhance the social identity. A key sjien remains: How does identity centrality and
valence of the identity (represented by memberghiplic, and private aspects of collective self-

esteem) interact to impact self-verification anl-eehancement motive?
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Research Question 2: What is the role of collecdrié-esteem (a) membership self-
esteem, (b) public self-esteem, and (c) privateestéem on the relationship between

identity centrality and self-verification and selfthancement motives?

Malleability perceptions. Stigmas can differ on dimensions of concealabdityg
controllability. The focus of this research is oocamcealable social identity (i.e., sexual
orientation). Controllability of a stigma refersttee extent to which the stigmatized individual
has control over the stigma. A stigma that is pgeckto be controllable is attributed to be
within personal control (or blame) of the targetx&al orientation can be perceived on a
continuum of controllability by third party perceirs. The attributional theory of stigma
proposes that people are more likely to view irdlinals with stigmas that are perceived to be
controllable as causing and deserving their owratieg) fate (Weiner, Perry, & Magnusson,
1988). Individuals with stigmas believed to be coltable elicit pity and anger, and are more
likely to be disliked, rejected, and discriminataghinst (e.g., Weiner et al., 1988; see King et al.
2006 for a review). Researchers have demonstraggdhéterosexuals who believe sexual
orientation is controllable held more hetereoseadistudes (e.g., see Aguero, Bloch, & Byrne,
1984; Hegarty & Pratto, 2002; Sakalli, 2002). Pablpinion polls have showed that there
variance in whether people in the United believaiaéorientation to be controllable, that is a
“lifestyle choice,” or uncontrollable, that is det@ned by biological factors (Ernulf, Innala, &
Whitman, 2002; Whitley, 1990).

Controllability perception is conceptually simikar malleability perceptions. Malleability
perceptions refer to the extent to which sometisrahangeable, which is inexplicitly linked to

controllability perceptions. If someone perceivesharacteristic to controllable he/she is also
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likely to view the characteristic to be largely teable. Perceptions of others’ view of
malleability of sexual orientation may have an ictpan LGB employees’ motives to self-verify
or self-enhance their social identity. That isag gmployee’s perception of what others think of
the malleability of sexual orientation may haverapact on his motive to express or hide his
gay identity. Thus a research question surfacé®wfdo others’ beliefs about the malleability of

a social identity influence motives to self-verdyself-enhance?

Research Question 3: What is the role of otheriegations of identity malleability
on the relationship between identity centrality aadf-verification and self-

enhancement motive?

Identity Compartmentalization

How does the importance of Lindy or Carmin’s leshi@dentity and whether they
compartmentalize their work and family life influmnthe centrality of their LGB identity
specific to the workplace? The compartmentalizatrmdel of self (Showers & Zeigler-Hill,
2007; Zeigler-Hill & Showers, 2007) posits thatividuals vary in the extent to which they can
compartmentalize their life characteristics. Tlsaindividuals differ in whether they see their
self-concepts as segregated or integrated. Appamgpartmentalization of self-concept to
social identity, just as individuals can have distiself-concepts in certain domains, they can
also have distinct social identity and centralityh® social identity in certain domains.
Individuals also compartmentalize their social iitess — consider a social identity as important
in one domain, but not another (cf. Ashforth, 208bgg & Terry, 2000). For instance, Lindy

may compartmentalize her lesbian identity in tint s1:ay be an outgoing LGB and equality
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activist with her LGB friends and at home, but qaed reserved and counterfeiting as
heterosexual at work. On the other hand, Carmiry, lImedow in identity compartmentalization,

in that the importance and integration of her idgm$é consistent across her work and home life.
Thus, a research question remains of what is theeaf the relationship between identity

compartmentalization and LGB identity centrality ld@B identity centrality in the workplace?

Research Question 4: What is role of identity cormmpantalization on the

relationship between general identity centralitydadentity centrality at work?

In sum, there has been much speculation with loigt@pirical evidence of support for self-
verification motives driving identity managemenhhbeiors for invisible social identities. The
role of self-verification motive over and abovefsgihancement motive in the identity
management literature is unclear. Thus | attempitend the literature on identity management
strategies by incorporating self-verification (Swath983) and self-enhancement theory
(Baumeister, 1982) to models of disclosure andtidemanagement (Button, 2004; Chaudoir &
Fisher, 2010; Clair et al, 2005; 1982; Ragins gt28l07). To summarize, the purpose of this
research is to develop and test an integrative haddew self-verification motive explains the
impact of social identity centrality on identity megement strategies in the work setting. Such
framework not only delineates the mechanism thromgith possession of a stigmatized identity
predicts certain identity management behaviorsalsat describes the influence of the work
context (e.g., perceived climate for diversity amdceived consequences of disclosure) on

identity management motives.
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METHOD

Procedure

Participants were recruited from various online TG ofessional groups, online LGBT-
community groups, and LGBT-advocacy groups. Sargdhom these sources may create
certain sampling bias such as restriction in thregamae in identity management strategies such
that the majority of participants are out and udegrating strategies. However, this sampling
design avoids the potentially harmful (Ragins et2007) and ineffective strategy of sampling
many organizations to identity LGBT individuals kit them. The Internet has been shown to
be useful method for contacting hard-to-reach papads who may be stigmatized because of
their identity, such as LGBT individuals (Goslingazire, Srivastava, & John, 2004; Keller, &
Lee, 2003; Nosek, Banaji, & Greenwald, 2002; Rbslliingram, Smith, & Mindes, 2003). The
resulting sample revealed variance in the extemthich participants were out to their
coworkers. On average, participants reported tiet were out to 75.79%6D = 34.47) of their
coworkers, with a range of participants reportimgttthey were completely in the closet (0% out
to coworkers) to completely out (100% out to covers. Although there may be concerns with
range restriction in the variance of identity magragnt behaviors, the sample had sufficient
variance in the extent to which participants exibintegrating, avoiding, and/or counterfeiting
behaviors (SD ranges from 1.04 to 1.43 on a 7-xuale).

Procedural approaches as suggested by PodsakafKeviaie, Lee, and Podsakoff (2003)
were applied to minimize common method biasesdégFee to which relationships between
constructs are inflated due to a methods effecddmease socially desirable responding

participants were assured about the anonymityef tesponses. In addition, instructions
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specified that there were no right or wrong answ@tbe items in the survey. Furthermore, data
was collected at two distinct time periods (i.eparated by two weeks), separating the predictor
variables from the immediate criterion variables.

A total of 142 participants were eligible to paigete in the study (i.e., identified as lesbian,
gay, or bisexual, over 18 years of age, and cuyrardrk at least 20 hours a week) and
completed the survey at Time 1. A total of 122 ipgrénts completed the survey at Time 2, for a
response rate of 86%. Participants identifyingassgender or gender queer were excluded
from the analyses because transgendered indivifiualsgender identity) represent a dimension
different from sexual orientation; thus the sangi#® used in subsequent analysdd #110.

The survey at Time 1 assessed participants’ dermpbgranformation, centrality of LGB

identity, self-verification motive, self-enhancememtive, collective self-esteem, other’s
perception of sexual orientation malleability, argational context (i.e., perceptions of climate
for diversity, perceived risks of disclosing), asehtrality of LGB identity in the work domain.
The survey at Time 2 measured identity manageneamd\bors, identity compartmentalization,
and employee job attitudes (i.e., job satisfactperceived fit, turnover intentions) and
psychological distress. Participant responses ligked via an anonymous unique identifier
code (i.e., favorite movie, best friend’s birthdapd last four digits of their best friend’s phone
number). Participants received an online $10 Amaon gift card as compensation for their

participation. Please refer to Appendix A for sytve
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Table 1

Sample Demographic Frequencies and Percentages

Number of

participants

Number of
participants

(% of (% of
Participant Characteristics sample) Participant Characteristics sample)
Gender Workplace Industry
Female 48(43.6%)  Advertising 4 (3.7%)
Male 62(56.4%) Education 16(14.8%)
Finance 7 (6.5%)
Government 4 (3.7%)
Sexual Orientation Health Care 17(15.7%)
Bisexual 19(17.3%) Technology 12(11.1%)
Lesbian 35(31.8%) Manufacturing 8 (7.4%)
Gay 56(50.9%)  Non-Profit 4 (3.7%)
Other Services 11(10.0%)
Restaurant / Hospitality 9 (8.3%)
Sexual Orientation Retail 12(11.1%)
Disclosed to Coworkers Other 4 (3.7%)

None
1-25%
26-50%
51-75%
76-99%
100%

Race / Ethnicity

Asian / Asian American
Black / African American

2 (1.9%)
14(13.2%)
13(12.3%)

2 (1.9%)
24(22.6%)
51(48.1%)

1 (.9%)
1 (.9%)

Hispanic / Latino / Spanish Origirb (4.6%)
Native Hawaiian / Pacific Islandefl  (.9%)

White
Multi-Racial
Other

86(79.6%)
12(11.1%)
2 (1.9%)

Organization Size

Less than 15 employees
15-29 employees

30-59 employees
60-100 employees

Over 100 employees

Education
High school graduate / GED

Some college, no degree
Associate’s degree
Bachelors degree

25(23.1%)
19(17.6%)
12(11.1%)

5 (4.6%)
47(43.5%)

6 (5.6%)
22(20.4%)
12(11.1%)
30(27.8%)

Some graduate school, no degrée (7.4%)

Graduate degree

30(27.8%)
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Participants

Participants in this study were 110 LGB employé&xsaverage, participants were 40 years
old (SD= 11.24 years), 44 percent were female, and 3&pekvere identified as lesbian, 51
percent gay, and 17 percent bisexual. Participaate employed in a variety of different
industries, the most common being health care $4h.@ducation (14.8%), retail (11.1%), and
technology (11.1%). Their average tenure with thairent employer was 6.22 yea8D(=
6.50), working on average 39.44 hours a w&iR£ 9.98). Table 1 displays the sample

demographic frequencies and percentages.

Measures
For all the measures below, except noted other{nese psychological distress), the response
format was measured on a 7-point Likert scale §lrengly disagre¢o 7 =strongly agreg

Higher scores indicate high values on the variables

Antecedents to identity management strategies.

Identity centrality. Four items assessed how important sexual orientatentity is to
overall identity or sense of self (e.g., “In genegb&ing a member of the lesbian/gay/bisexual
group is an important reflection of who | am”).re were adapted from the Importance to
Identity subscale of Luhtanen and Crocker’s (192@l)ective Self-Esteem Scale of race identity
to assess sexual orientation identity=(.76). The Importance to Identity subscale iatesl to
collective self-esteem constructs (i.e., memberghuplic, and private collective self-esteem;

Luhtanen & Crocker, 1992). However, the constroegsesent empirically distinct constructs, as
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supported by a better fit of a four-factor struetaompared to one-factor structure (Luhtanen &
Crocker, 1992; see also Ellemers, Kortekaas, & Qkevi, 1999).

Self-verification motive Four-items assessed motives to verify sexual atemt identity
(e.g., “It's worth it to be truthful with others abt my lesbian/gay/bisexual identity so that they
know what to expect from me”). Items were adaptechfCable and Kay’'s (2012) self-
verification motive for personal characteristicalsdo assess self-verification motives specific
to LGB identity ¢« = .78).

Self-enhancement motivéive-items assessed motives to project a goodrsale of
sexual orientation to others. Items were adaptaa frun, Takeuchi, and Liu’s (2007) self-
enhancement motive scale for general enhancemeetfamage to others to assess self-
enhancement motive specific to sexual orientati@miity. An example item is “It is important
to me to give a good impression to others aboulaslyian/gay/bisexual identitya(= .88).

Collective self-esteeniuhtanen and Crocker’s (1992) collective self-esteseale assessing
three aspects of self-evaluation of one’s socihiiy (i.e., membership self-esteem, public
collective self-esteem, and private collective-gsifeem) was adapted to assess self-evaluation
of participants’ LGB identity. The first aspect, miership self-esteem, was measured with
three-items assessing the judgment of how goodoothw participants felt they are as members
of their LGB group (e.g., “l am a worthy membertioé LGB community;’a = .80). Public
collective self-esteem was measured with threedtagssessing participants’ judgment of how
other people evaluated their LGB social group (éRging a lesbian/gay/bisexual is considered
good by other peopleg =.78). Private collective self-esteem was meabwiéh three-items
assessing participants’ personal judgment of hositipely they felt about their LGB identity is

(e.qg., “I am glad to be a lesbhian/gay/bisexual%.82).
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Identity compartmentalizationFour-items were adapted from Rosenmann and Safir’s
(2007) measure of separation between online intearsus offline lives to reference separation
between work versus home lives. An example itefit is crucial to keep my work and non
work lives separately’of = .88).

Other’s perceptions of sexual orientation malleéity. Three-items were adapted from
Dweck’s (2000) scale assessing personal perceptiomslleability of intelligence, personality
and morality to assess judgment of other peoplefsgptions of malleability of sexual
orientation. An example item is “In general, otpepple think that sexual orientation is

something that can’t be changed very mueh=(.85).

Identity management strategiesldentity management strategies were measured wittoBs
(2001; 2004) scale assessing identity manageneéegies of lesbian and gay employees.
Integrating was measured with nine-items (e.gop#&nly confront others when | hear a
homophobic remark or joke = .84). Avoiding was measured with five-items (g%f
withdraw from conversations when the topic turnghiags like dating or interpersonal
relationships;a = .90), and counterfeiting with four-items (e:§.0 appear heterosexual, |

sometimes talk about fictional dates with membéith® opposite sex;t = .72).

Identity centrality at work. ldentity centrality at work was assessed with fiems that
assessed how important sexual orientation ideistity their identity or sense of self, in the
context of work. Items are the same as previoustityecentrality items (Importance to Identity

subscale; Luhtanen & Crocker, 1992), with an adeééelence to specify the centrality of the

41



identity within the work context. An example item“in general, being a member of the

lesbian/gay/bisexual group is an important reftactof who | am at work”« = .80).

Organizational context.

Positive perceptions of climate for diversifyour-items assessed perceptions of the policies,
practices, and procedures that communicate diyassd priority in the organization (Kossek
Markel, & McHugh, 2003; McKay et al., 2007; Mor Bd&r Cherin, & Berkman, 1998; Pugh,
Dietz, Brief, & Wiley, 2008). An example item is ‘Ahagers demonstrate through their actions
that they want to hire and retain a diverse workddi(a = .90).

Perceived risks of disclosindgased on Ragins et al. (2007) conceptualization and
description of perceived risks of disclosing, niteens were adapted from Lyons, Wessel,
Ghumman, Ryan, and Kim’s (2013) measure of percdeiiks of disclosing a Christian identity
at work to assess the extent to which particippatseived risks associated with disclosing their
LGB identity at work. An example item is “If | dikxsse my LGB membership/identity, | would

lose my job ¢ = .90).

Employee outcomes of identity management stratege

Job satisfactionThree-items measured satisfaction with one’s jai wie Job Satisfaction
scale from the Michigan Organizational Assessmarm@sflonnaire (Camman, Fichman, Jenkins,
& Klesh, 1979). An example item is “In generalikiel working here” ¢ = .88).

Perceived fit.Three-items assessed perceptions of person-orgianizalues congruence fit
(Cable & Judge, 1996, 1997; Lauver & Kristof-Brov®01). An example item is “The things

that | value in life are similar to the things timay organization valuesa(= .96).
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Turnover intentions.Turnover intentions were assessed with three itgneloped by
Tepper et al. (2009). An example item is “I planleaving this organization very sooni £
.94).

Psychological distres$2sychological distress was assessed with ten-iienmmsthe Center
for Epidemiologic Studies—Depression scale (CE&R&dloff, 1977). Psychological distress was
measured with a four-point response format was aredon a 4-point Likert scale (1 = rarely or
none of the time, less than 1 day to 4 = most etitine, five to seven days). Participants were
asked “on an average week, how often have you teeding this way in the past month.” An
example item is “I felt depressedi € .86).

Controls. Organizational tenure, gender, and age were céedrédr in all analyses. Self-
disclosure increases as relationship length inee@Sozby, 1973), thus organizational tenure at
current organization was used as a proxy for atahip length with their coworkers. A meta-
analysis by Dindia and Allen (1991) found that wonaee more likely to self-disclose personal
information than mend(= .18, 95% confidence interval [.16, .21]). In &nboh, older individuals

are found to more likely self-disclose than youngeividuals (Sinha, 1979).
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RESULTS

Descriptive Statistics
Table 2 shows the means, standard deviations,emdozder correlations among the study

variables.

Measurement Model

| did not test a measurement model of all the cantt together in one model because of the
limited sample size. However, | examined the fastascture for variables in the model that
exhibited statistically significant sizable highriaation ¢ > .60) by testing a series of

confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) models. To assesdel fit, | used overall model chi-square

(XZ), comparative fit index (CFI; Bentler, 1990), naufit index (NFI; Bentler & Bonnett,

1980), Tucker-Lewis index (TLI; Tucker & Lewis, 18) and root mean squared error of
approximation (RMSEA; Browne & Cudeck, 1993) (HB&ntler, 1999). CFI, NFI, and TLI
values above .90 for are indicative of a goodngitmodel (Hu & Bentler, 1999). Because
RMSEA is subject to greater sampling error for Mvand small degrees of freedom models, |
also present the 90% confidence interval (Cl) asglaimore lenient criteria to assess good fit.
That is, a model of RMSEA of .08 or less is goadMacCallum, Browne, & Sugawara, 1996),

compared to Hu and Bentler's (1999), more conseatiteria of .05.
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Table 2

Descriptive Statistics and Correlations

Variables Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
1. Gendef 44 50 -
2. Age 39.5911.24 -.02 --
3. Tenure 6.22 6.50 .01 A3 -
4. Centrality 4.44 147 -17 .05 .08 (.76)
5. Centrality at work 271 1.12 -34** .00 -.01 .65** (.80)
6. Self-verification 550 1.13 -.22* .04 19 A4x - 41%* (.78)
7. Self-enhancement 4.601.45 -21* -30** -.16 33 29 13 (.88)
8. Membership esteem 5.591.23 -.03 20%*  21* A1 14 39+ 11 (.80)
9. Public regard esteem 3.691.31 -.19 19* A1 .03 -.01 A4 -.15 .03 (.78)
10. Private regard esteem 6.0@.04 .01 32*%*  25% 21 .03 36** -.10 A3 29%*  (.82)
11. Malleability perceptions  4.09 .87 -.03 A2 A3 -.09 -.09 .02 -19* -.06 A44** 16
12. Compartmentalization 2.751.44 -.04 -.19 -27* .03 .08 -30** 31 -26** -35% -34*
13. Diversity climate 5.50 1.31 -.08 .06 -.08 .03 .02 24* .00 .20* 25%* 17
14. Risk of disclosure 2.671.30 .15 -11 -11 -.09 -.04 -.31** .09 -.20%  -33% -.24*
15. Integrating 496 1.14 -.14 .08 19 23* 29%* B2 .04 36%*F 20%  40%*
16. Avoiding 245 143 .05 -.19*  -.20 -.06 .04 -28%*%  22*%  -20%% - 27* - 37**
17. Counterfeiting 1.88 1.04 -.13 -29%  -23*  -.09 .03 -.24* 34x - 31*%*  -.26%* -50**
18. Job satisfaction 5.601.37 .16 -.02 -.08 -.09 -.16 -.16 -.08 .01 13 -.07
19. Perceived fit 5.08 1.15 -.03 .03 -.12 -.04 .06 .03 .00 A1 22* .16
20. Turnover intentions 2.671.94 -20* -.13 -.01 -.02 .00 .08 -.01 -.24*  -02 -.04
21. Psychological distress .69 .60 -.03 -17 -.09 14 20 -.10 .26**-18 -36* - 27**

%1= Female, 0 = Male. Reliabilities are on the diz in parentheses.p < .05, *p<.01
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Table 2 (cont’'d)

Variables Mean SD 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21
1. Gender 44 50
2. Age 39.5911.24
3. Tenure 6.226.50
4. Centrality 4.44 1.47
5. Centrality at work 2.711.12
6. Self-verification 5.501.13
7. Self-enhancement 4.6@.45
8. Membership esteem 5.59.23
9. Public regard esteem 3.62.31
10. Private regard esteem 6.00.04
11. Malleability perceptions 4.09 .87 (.85)
12. Compartmentalization 2.79.44 -.23* (.88)
13. Diversity climate 5501.31 .18 -.36** (.90)
14. Risk of disclosure 2.671.30-.35** .56** -56** (.90)
15. Integrating 4961.14 .04 -50** .46** -56** (.84)
16. Avoiding 2.45 1.43 -.24*  74** -41** 51** -58** (.90)
17. Counterfeiting 1.881.04 -.19* .55** -30** .42* -39%* 57 (.72)
18. Job satisfaction 5.6QL.37 .10 -.19* .34* -15 A7 -19* .00 (.88)
19. Perceived fit 5.081.15 .04 -.21* 54** -19*  33* -24* -12 .50** (.96)
20. Turnover intentions 2.671.94 .03 .24 -18 10 -.07 22% 12 -.60* .32*  (.94)
21. Psychological distress .69.60 -.38*  47** -35%  40** -25% B4**  A46** -29%* 27 30** (.86)

%1= Female, 0 = Male. Reliabilities are on the diza in parentheses.p < .05, *p<.01
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Identity centrality and identity centrality at wor k. The items from the identity centrality
measure and identity centrality at work measuresvdeawn from the same source, the
Importance to Identity subscale (Luhtanen & Crock®802). The identity centrality at work
scale had an added reference of the centralityeo£ GB identity specifically in the work
context. Also provided that the two variables wereasured at the same time (at Time 1), due to
common method bias, the zero-order correlation betwhe two variables is sizeable .65,p
<.01. Thus to test that these two variables atndt constructs, | estimated two confirmatory
measurement models. | first specified a model irclvbhe items loaded on to their

corresponding hypothesized latent construct {dentity centrality and identity centrality at
work). | compared the hypothesized two factor mc@l’%dlg): 96.61,p<.001, CFI =.82, TLI

=.73, NFI =.79, RMSEA = .19, RMSEA 90%CI [.163]2to an alternative measurement

model in which all the items load onto a singledacAlthough the two factor model did not

demonstrate good fit, the one factor modﬁ(jo)=153.26,p <.001, CFI = .69, TLI = .56, NFI

= .66, RMSEA = .25, RMSEA 90%CI [.21, .28]), waatgtically significantly worse fitting

than the two factor modekLKZ(l) =56.65,p < .001). Therefore, | treat identity centrality and

identity centrality at work as different constructssubsequent analyses (i.e., hypothesis testing).
Identity compartmentalization and avoiding. Identity compartmentalization refers to the
separation and the preference for separation bathve@e and work life in general, not specific
to LGB identity. Though avoiding behaviors conceiurefer to avoiding revealing one’s LGB
identity, the scale items consists of avoiding @dhdrawing from work interactions that revolve
around discussing about “personal life,” which noagrlap with identity compartmentalization

items. Several items from the avoiding subscaldaftity management consisted of items that
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refer to avoiding “personal questions” or discugsipersonal life” The zero-order correlation
between identity compartmentalization and avoidmthis study ig = .74,p < .01. Also, it

must be noted that this high correlation may betdummmon method bias (i.e., measured at the
same time, Time 2). To test that these are distiogstructs, | estimated two confirmatory
measurement models, one in which there are tworaeind an alternative model in which all

the items from both scales load onto a single fadtioe two factor model exhibited good fit

(X2(26)= 51.09,p< .01, CFI =.97, TLI = .95, NFI = .93, RMSEA = ,(RMSEA 90%ClI [.06,

.13]). The one factor modelx%(27):113.16,p< .001, CFI = .88, TLI = .84, NFI = .85, RMSEA
=.17, RMSEA 90%CI [.14, .20]) was statisticallgmificantly worse fitting than the two factor

model, @Xz(l) =56.65,p < .001). Therefore, the results support the conadiziation of identity

compartmentalization and avoiding identity managanbehaviors as two distinct constructs.

Hypothesis Testing

Gender was statistically significantly related &tf-serification and self-enhancement
motive. Age and tenure were statistically signifitg related to self-enhancement motive and
avoiding and identity management behaviors. Thaentrolled for gender, age, and tenure in
testing all analyses. Given the limited sample fize 110), | did not test all the hypotheses in
one model (e.g., structural equation model). Aeseof hierarchical multiple regression analyses
were conducted to test the hypotheses. See TdblesBmmary of hypotheses testing results and

Table 4 for a summary of research questions results
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Table 3

Research Hypotheses and Results

Result Research Hypothesis (H)

Supported Hla: Centrality of a stigmatized identity is positiveBlated to motive to self-
verify the stigmatized identity.

Supported H1b: Centrality of a stigmatized identity is positiveBlated to motive to self-
enhance the stigmatized identity.

Supported  H2a: Self-verification motive is positively related totégrating strategies.
Supported  H2b: Self-verification motive is negatively related teo&ding strategies.
Supported  H2c: Self-verification motive is negatively related tounterfeiting strategies.

Supported  H3a: Self-verification motive mediates the relationshgiween identity centrality
with a stigmatized group and integrating strategies

Not Supporte H3b: Self-verification motive mediates the relationshgiween identity centrality
with a stigmatized group and avoiding strategies.

Supported  H3c: Self-verification motive mediates the relationshgiween identity centrality
with a stigmatized group and counterfeiting stregeg

Not SupportedH4a: Self-enhancement motive is positively related tegnating strategies.
Not Supporte H4b: Self-enhancement motive is positively related toidwng strategies.
Supported  H4c: Self-enhancement motive is positively related tonterfeiting strategies.

Not Supporte H5a: Self-enhancement motive mediates the relationsttiywden identity
centrality with a stigmatized group and integratstiategies.

Not SupportedH5b: Self-enhancement motive mediates the relationsttiywden identity
centrality with a stigmatized group and avoidingtgies.

Supported  H5c: Self-enhancement motive mediates the relationsbiywden identity
centrality with a stigmatized group and countenfgjitstrategies.

Not Supporte H6a: The positive relationship between self-verificatimntive and integrating
strategies is stronger for individuals with higlemdity central in the
workplace than for those with low identity centrain the workplace.

Not Supporte H6b: The negative relationship between self-verificatiotive and avoiding
strategies is stronger for individuals with lowmndiéy centrality in the
workplace, than for those with high identity cefityain the workplace.

Not SupportedH6c: The negative relationship between selffigation motive and counterfeitir
strategies is stronger for individuals with lowmndé&y centrality in the
workplace, than for those with high identity cefityain the workplace.

(Table 3 continues)
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Table 3 (cont’'d)

Result

Research Hypothesis (H)

Not SupporteH7a:

Not Supporte H7b:

Not Supporte H8a:
H8b:

Supported

Not Supporte H8c:
Not Supporte H8d:

Not Supporte H9a:
Not Supporte H9b:

Supported
Supported

H9c:
H9d:

Perceptions of organizational diversity climatpasitively related to
identity centrality at work.

Perceived risk of disclosing is negatively relaiedlentity centrality at
work.

Use of integrating strategies will be positiveliated to job satisfaction.

Use of integrating strategies will be positiveliated to perceived
organizational fit.

Use of integrating strategies will be negativelyared to turnover intentions.

Use of integrating strategies will be negativelyated to psychological
distress.

Use of avoiding strategies will be negatively rethto job satisfaction.

Use of avoiding strategies will be negatively rethto perceived
organizational fit.

Use of avoiding strategies will be positively reldto turnover intentions.

Use of avoiding strategies will be positively reldto psychological
distress.

Not Supporte H10a:Use of counterfeiting strategies will be negativedlated to job satisfaction.
Not Supporte H10b:Use of counterfeiting strategies will be negativediated to perceived

organizational fit.

Not Supporte H10c:Use of counterfeiting strategies will be positivedyated to turnover

Supported

intentions.

H10d:Use of counterfeiting strategies will be positivedyated to psychological

distress.

Compared to integrating a less central work idgntit

Not Supporte H11a:Integrating a highly central work identity will meore strongly positively

related to job satisfaction.

Not Supporte H11b:Integrating a highly central work identity will meore strongly positively

related to perceived organizational fit.

Not Supporte H11c:Integrating a highly central work identity will meore strongly negatively

related to turnover intentions.

Not Supporte H11d:Integrating a highly central work identity will meore strongly negatively

related to psychological distress.

(Table 3 continues)
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Table 3 (cont’'d)

Result Research Hypothesis (H)

Compared to avoiding a less central work identity:

Not Supporte H12a:Avoiding a highly central work identity will be meistrongly negatively
related to job satisfaction.

Not Supporte H12b:Avoiding a highly central work identity will be meistrongly negatively
related to perceived organizational fit.

Not Supporte H12c:Avoiding a highly central work identity will be meistrongly positively
related to turnover intentions.

Not Supporte H12d:Avoiding a highly central work identity will be m® strongly positively
related psychological distress than integratingghlit central work
identity.

Compared to counterfeiting a less central work iitn

Not Supporte H13a:Counterfeiting a highly central work identity wile more strongly
negatively related to job satisfaction.

Not Supporte H13b:Counterfeiting a highly central work identity wile more strongly
negatively related to perceived organizational fit.

Not Supporte H13c:Counterfeiting a highly central work identity wile more positively related
to turnover intentions.

Not Supporte H13d:Counterfeiting a highly central work identity wile more positively related
to psychological distress than integrating a higtdgtral work identity.
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Table 4

Research Questions and Results

Result Research Question (RQ)

No interaction RQ1: How does self-verification motive and self-
enhancement motive interact to influence
identity management strategies?

Interaction between membership « RQ2a:What is the role of membership self-esteem on the

esteem and identity centrality on relationship between identity centrality and
self-enhancement motive self-verification and self-enhancement motive?
RQ2b:What is the role of public self-esteem on the
No interactiot relationship between identity centrality and

self-verification and self-enhancement motive?
RQ2c: What is the role of private self-esteem on the
No interaction relationship between identity centrality and
self-verification and self-enhancement motive?

No interaction RQ3: What is the role of other’s perceptions ohiitg
malleability on the relationship between
identity centrality and self-verification and
self-enhancement motive?

No interaction RQ4: What is role of identity compartmentalizatmm
the relationship between general identity
centrality and identity centrality at work?
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Hypothesis 1 predicted that centrality of the LG@Britity is positively related to (a) motive

to self-verify and (b) motive to self-enhance. Hiypsis 1a and 1b was supported, centrality of

the LGBT identity is positively related to motive self-verify, = .40, R2 =.15,p<.01, and

positively related to motive to self-enharite .29, R2 =.18,p < .05, (Table 5). Controlling for

gender, age, and tenure, centrality of the ideetiylains 15% of the variance in self-verification
motive and 8% of the variance in self-enhancemaegtive.

Hypothesis 2 predicted that self-verification metig (a) positively related to integrating
strategies, and (b) negatively related to avoidingd (c) counterfeiting strategies. Hypothesis 2

was supported (Table 6). When controlling for sgifrancement motive, self-verification motive
is (a) positively related to integrating behaviis .51,R2 =.23,p<.01), and (b) negatively
related to avoidingA = -.29,R2 =.08,p <.01), and (c) counterfeiting behaviors = .29,R2 =

.18,p < .01). Self-verification motive accounts for 28¥the variance in integrating behaviors,

8% of the variance in avoiding behaviors, and 18% @ variance in counterfeiting behaviors.

53



Table 5

Results of Regression Analyses for Hypotheasis 1

Self-verification

Self-enhancement

Model 1 Model 2 Model 1 Model 2

Gende? -.22* (.23) -.16 (.21) -.21* (.29) -.16 (.28)
Age -.06 (.01) -.07 (.01) -.28* (.01) 29%* (.01)
Tenure 22* (.02) 19 (.02) -.04 (.02) -.06* (.02)
Centrality A40** (.07) 29** (.10)
F 2.93* 6.98** 4.60** 6.02%*

RZ .09* 24%* 13* 22%*

Adjusted K .06* 21 A11* 18**

AR® .09* 15%* 14* .08**

2 Standardized regression coefficients are displag&hdard errors are in parentheses.

blz Female, 0 = Male.
*p<.05
** p<.01
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Table 6

Results of Regression Analyses for Hypothesigl 2,4

Integrating Avoiding Counterfeiting
Model 1 Model 2 Model 1 Model 2 Model 1 Model 2
Gende? -.15 (.24) .05 (.22) 10 (.30) .04 (.30) -.08 (.21) -.14 (.20)
Age -.01 (.01) .00 (.01) -.07 (.02) -.08 (.01) -16 (.01) -17 (.02)
Tenure 19 (.02) .07 (.02) -.13 (.03) -.07 (.03) 21-. (.02) -.05 (.02)

Self-enhancement -.04 (.09) -.10 (.08) .20 (11 3 .2 (.11 .26 (.08) 29%*  (.07)

Self-verification 51 (.10) -.29%*  (\13) -.29**  (.09)
F 1.29 7.06* 2.14 3.41* 4.25% 5.78%
R’ .06 29% 29 41%* 42* 50%*
Adjusted K .01 25%* .09 16%* 13 21%*
AR .00 23 .03 .08** .06* 18*

2 Standardized regression coefficients are displag&ahdard errors are in parentheses.
blz Female, O = Male.

CARZ for Model 1 is in reference to the control only(j gender, age, tenure) model.
*p<.05
** p<.01
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Hypothesis 3 predicted that self-verification metmediates the relationship between
identity centrality and identity management stregedi.e., integrating, avoiding, and
counterfeiting). To examine mediation, | bootstreghd 0,000 samples, using the bootstrap
estimates to construct bias-corrected confidenesvals (Cl; Hayes, Preacher, & Myers, 2011;
Mooney & Duval, 1993; Shrout & Bolger, 2002). Hybesis 3 was partially supported. Self-
verification motive mediates the relationship bedweentrality of the LGB identity and
integrating behaviorsndirect effecpp = .15, SE = .05, 95%ClI [.06, .27] and counterfeiting
behaviorsjndirect effecpp = -.11, SE = .05, 95%CI [-.22 -.02]. Self-verificatiorotive did not
mediate the relationship between centrality oflt&d identity and avoiding behavionsdirect
effects = -.11, SE = .06, 95%Cl [-.24, .00].

Hypothesis 4 predicted that self-enhancement madipesitively related to (a) integrating,
(b) avoiding, and (c) counterfeiting identity maeagent behaviors. Hypothesis 4 was partially

supported (Table 6), controlling for self-verifizat motive, self-enhancement motive is

positively related to counterfeiting behavigfs; .29,R2 =.06,p < .01, but not to integrating

behaviorsp = -.1O,R2 = .00,ns,and avoiding behaviorg,= .23, R2 =.03,ns. Self-

enhancement motive explains 8% of the varianceiumterfeiting identity management
behaviors.

Hypothesis 5 predicted that self-enhancement motigdiates the relationship between
identity centrality and identity management stregedi.e., integrating, avoiding, and
counterfeiting). Hypothesis 5 was partially suppdrtself-enhancement motive mediates the
relationship between centrality of the LGB idenaiyd counterfeiting behavionsidirect effecpy

= .06, SE =.03, 95%CI [.01, .14].
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Hypothesis 6 predicted that the relationship bemtnsssf-verification motive and identity
management strategies is moderated by centralityeofdentity in the workplace. More
specifically, Hypothesis 6a predicted that the pasirelationship between self-verification
motive and integrating strategies is strongerridniiduals with high identity central in the
workplace than for those with low identity centialn the workplace. Hypothesis 6b predicted
that the negative relationship between self-vaatfan motive and avoiding strategies is stronger
for individuals with high identity centrality in ¢hworkplace, than for those with low identity
centrality in the workplace. Hypothesis 6¢ predidteat the negative relationship between self-
verification motive and counterfeiting strategissironger for individuals with high identity
centrality in the workplace, than for those witlwl@entity centrality in the workplace. As

shown in Table 7, there were no statistically digant main effects of centrality of the LGB

identity in the work domain on (a) integratingy=£ .13,R2 =.01,ns), (b) avoiding($ = .14,R2 =

.02,n9), or (c) counterfeiting behaviorg € -.01, R2 =.00,ns Hypothesis Gvas not supported;

there were no statistical interaction effects oftcadity of identity at work and self-verification

motives on the three identity management behavfajsntegratingf = .14, R2 =.02,n9), (b)

avoiding f = -.14,R2 =.02,n9), or (c) counterfeiting behaviorg € -.07,R2 =.01,n9).
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Table 7

Results of Regression Analyses for Hypotheasis 6

Integrating Avoiding Counterfeiting
Model 1 Model 2 Model 1 Model 2 Model 1 Model 2
Gende? -.02 (.22) -.02 (.22) .07 (.30) .08 (.30) -.14 0.21 -.13 (.22)
Age .00 (.01) -.02 (.01) -.08 (.01) -.07 (.01) -17 (.01) -.16 (.01)
Tenure .08 (.02) .08 (.02) -.06 (.02) -.06 (.02) 05-. (.02) -.05 (.02)
Self-enhancement  -.13 (.08) -12 (.08) .20 (11) 9 .1 (.11) 29%*  (.07) 29**  (.07)

Self-verification .47  (.10) 50%  (11)  -34%  (4)  -38* (14) -30* (10) -32* (.10

Centrality at work .13 (:11) .09 (:11) 14 (.15) 8.1 (.15 -.01 (.10) -.03 (.10)

SV x CV\f 14 (.09) -.14 (.12) -.07 (.08)
F 6.17** 5.69** 3.12* 2.96** 4.76** 4.13**
R’ .30 32 18 20 25 25
Adjusted K 25 26 12 13 20 19
AR .01 .02 .02 .02 .00 .01

? Standardized regression coefficients are displag&hdard errors are in parentheses.

b 1= Female, 0 = Male.

“sv= Self-verification; CW = Centrality at work.

d AR2 for Model 1 is in reference to a model that inésiaontrol (i.e., gender, age, tenure), self-endraeat, and self-verification
*p<.05

** p<.01
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Hypothesis 7 predicted that positive perceptiongrgnizational diversity climate is positively
related to identity centrality at work. Hypothegisvas not supported, controlling for gender,
age, and tenure, positive perceptions of orgamiaatidiversity climateq = .00,ns) and

perceived risk of disclosurg £.01,ns) were not statistically significantly related tentrality of
. . 2 . 2 2
the LGB identity F = 2.36,R” = .12, AdjustedR” = .07,4R" = .00,ny).

Hypothesis 8 predicted that use of integratingegias will be positively related to (a) job
satisfaction, (b) perceived organizational fit, aredjatively related to (c) turnover intentions, and
(d) psychological distress. As displayed in Tahlelgpothesis 8 was partially supported. Use of
integrating behaviors at work was only relatedeccpived fit f = .34 p < .05) and not related to
job satisfactionf = .18ns), turnover intentionsi(= .09,ns), or psychological distregg = .03,
ns).

Hypothesis 9 predicted that use of avoiding sgjiagewill be negatively related to (a) job
satisfaction, (b) perceived organizational fit, gragitively related to (c) turnover intentions, and
(d) psychological distress. As shown in Table 8péthesis 9 was partially supported. Use of
avoiding behaviors at work was positively relatedurnover intentionss(= .35,p < .01) and
psychological distresg & .35,p < .01). Avoiding behaviors was not statisticaljated to job
satisfaction = -.20,ns) or perceived fitf = -.13,ns).

Hypothesis 10 predicted that use of counterfeiitngtegies will be negatively related to (a)
job satisfaction, (b) perceived organizationalditd positively related to (c) turnover intentions,
and (d) psychological distress. As shown in Tableypothesis 10 was partially supported. Use
of counterfeiting behaviors was positively relategpsychological distresg €.29,p < .05), but
not related to job satisfactiof € -.10,n9), perceived fit§ = .08,n9), or turnover intentionss(=

-.17,n9).
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Table 8

Results of Regression Analyses for Hypothesisa8-13

Job Satisfaction Perceived Fit Turnover Intentions Psychological Distress
Model 1 Model 2 Model 1 Model 2 Model 1 Model 2 W 1 Model 2

Gende? 18  (.30) A7(.30) .02 (.33) .02 (.34) -27 (.43) -.26t43) .04 (12) .03 (.11)
Age .03 (.01) .05.01) .09 (.02) .10 (02) -14 (.02) -18 (.02) 5.0(01) -.03 (.01)
Tenure -13  (.02) -.13.02) -23 (03) -23*(.03) .08 (.03) .08 (03) .06 (.01) .06 (.01)
Integrating 22 (.16) A18.17) .34* (.18) .34* (.119) .07 (.23) .09 (.24) .06 (.06) .03 (.06)
Avoiding -20 (.14) -.20(.14) -.09 (.15) -.13 (.16) .31%.20) .35* (.20) .41** (.05) .35** (.05)
Counterfeiting 20 (.17) 1918) .04 (.19) .08 (.20) -.08 (.24) -.13 (.25) *24.06) .29* (.07)
Centrality at work  -.16  (.14) -1015) .03 (.15) -.02 (.16) -13 (.20) -.17 (.21) 7.1(.05) .18 (.07)
Avoiding x CW -.23(.12) .08 (.13) .08 (.17) A7 (.04)
Counterfeiting x CW 17 (.15) -09 (.17) .03 (.21) -11  (.06)
F 1.92 1.74 2.23* 1.72 1.71 1.73 6.82** 5.37**
RZ 14* .18 .16* A7 A2 A7 .36** 40
Adjusted K .07* .08 .09* .07 .05 .07 30% 32
ARZC A1+ .04 A3 .02 .06 .05 33 .04

% Standardized regression coefficients are displa§eahdard errors are in parentheses.

b 1= Female, 0 = Male.

‘cw= Centrality at work.
*p<.05 *p<.01
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Hypothesis 11 predicted that centrality of the wioldntity moderates the relationship
between integrating behaviors and job-related oué&so(i.e., job satisfaction, perceived fit,
turnover intentions) and psychological distressdAplayed in Table 8, Hypothesis 11 was not
supported. Though there were was a statisticalaoten effect of integrating behaviors and
centrality of identity at work on turnover intent® Figure 2 shows the simple slope plot of the
effect of integrating behaviors at high (1 SD abtheemean) and low (1 SD below the mean)
levels of centrality of identity at work (Aiken & ¥ét, 1991). The relationship between
integrating behaviors and turnover intention wathanopposite direction as expected. When
identity centrality at work is high, integrating svpositively related to turnover intentigh=
.60,t=2.98,p < .01). Integrating was not significantly relatecdurnover intention when
identity centrality at work was lows(= -.30,t = -.91,n9). There were no statistical interaction
effects of integrating behaviors and centralitydsntity at work on job satisfaction, perceived

fit, or psychological distress.
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Figure 2.Effect of integrating behaviors on turnover intens at high and low levels of identity

centrality at work.
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Hypothesis 12 predicted that centrality of the wioldntity moderates the relationship
between avoiding behaviors and job-related outcqires job satisfaction, perceived fit,
turnover intentions) and psychological distressdAplayed in Table 8, Hypothesis 12 was not
supported. There were no statistical interactidects of avoiding behaviors and centrality of
identity at work on job satisfaction, perceived fiitrnover intentions, or psychological distress.

Hypothesis 13 predicted that centrality of the wioldntity moderates the relationship
between counterfeiting behaviors and job-relatedarues (i.e., job satisfaction, perceived fit,
turnover intentions) and psychological distressdAplayed in Table 8, Hypothesis 13 was not
supported. There were no statistical interactidects of counterfeiting behaviors and centrality
of identity at work on job satisfaction, perceiv@dturnover intentions, or psychological

distress.

Research Questions Results
Research Question 1 explored how self-verificatind self-enhancement motive interact to
influence identity management strategies: (a) ragg, (b) avoiding, and (c)counterfeiting.

There were no statistically significant interac8dretween self-verification motive and self-

enhancement motive on integrating behavigrs {.06, R2 =.00,ns), avoiding behaviorsi(=

.04,R2 =.00,ns), or counterfeiting behavior$ & .11,R2 =.01,ns).

Research Question 2 explored how collective sédfezs moderates the relationship between
identity centrality and self-verification motive @self-enhancement motive. As displayed in
Table 9, there were no statistically significartenactions between LGB identity centrality and
membership, private, or public self-esteem on weiification motive. There were no

statistically significant interactions between L@Rntity centrality and private or public self-
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esteem on self-enhancement motive. There wasististaty significant interaction between

LGB identity centrality and membership esteem dhesghancement motives(= .38, p < .01).
More specifically, as depicted in Figure 3, a sienglopes analysis revealed that there is positive
relationship between LGB identity centrality antf-emhancement motive only when LGB

group membership self-esteem is high=(.66,t = 5.19,p < .01), and no relationship when LGB

group membership self-esteem is Iggv=(-.21,t = -.12,n9).
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Figure 3.Effect of identity centrality on self-enhancementitive at high and low levels of

membership self-esteem.

Research Question 3 explored the role of othersgption of identity malleability on the
relationship between identity centrality and sedfification motive and self-enhancement
motive. As shown in Table 9, there were no statidly significant interactions between
malleability perceptions and centrality of identity self-verification motive and self-

enhancement motive.
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Research Question 4 explored the role of idenbtiygartmentalization on the relationship
between identity centrality and identity centrabtywork. Controlling for gender, age, tenure,

and identity centrality, identity compartmentalinatwas not significantly related to identity

centrality at work £ = .10,R™ =.01,ns). There was no statistically significant interaatieffect

of LGB identity centrality and identity compartmatitation on LGB identity centrality at work

(8= -.03,R°=.00,n9).

Additional Analyses

Table 10 presents the break down in means andastadéviation for lesbians, gays, and
bisexuals. Due to the limited sample size and lower threats, | did not formally test for
measurement invariance between the groups or anblymtheses separately for each of these
groups. Lesbian and gay employees were more likelytegrate their sexual orientation identity
in the workplace than bisexuals. There were nekfices between the groups on the use of
avoiding and counterfeiting strategies. Lesbiarsgays also demonstrated higher public
collective self-esteem than bisexuals. Gay empeyee significantly higher LGB identity
centrality at work than their lesbian and bisexdahtified counterparts. Furthermore, gay
employees exhibited higher self-verification motilian bisexual employees, and higher
turnover intentions than lesbian employees. Findllgexual employees were more likely to

perceive higher risk of disclosing their identityah gay employees.
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Table 9

Results of Regression Analyses for Research Quésatio

Self-verification

Self-enhancement

Model 1 Model 2 Model 1 Model 2
b

Gender -.16 (:21) -14 (22) .16 (.28) -16 (.26)
Age -12 (.01) -.10 (.01) -.25 (.01) -.27 (.01)
Tenure 19 (.02) 21 (.02) -.05 (.02) -.02 (.02)
Centrality A2%* (.07) 39** (.08) .26* (.10) .18* (.09)
Membership -.18 (.07) -.15 (.09) .10 (.10) 26* 100
Private .30* (.09) .35* (.10) =21 (.12) -.16 012
Public -.15 (.06) -.08 (.07) .10 (.08) 16 (.08)
Malleability Perceptions .03 (:12) .02 (:13) -.13 .16) -.17 (.16)
Cx Membershifo 20 (.05) .38** (.06)
C x Private -.07 (.06) .02 (.07)
C x Public .03 (.04) 10 (.05)
C x Malleability Perceptions -11 (.09) .00 o1
F 4.43** 3.19* 3.63** 4.26**
R’ .30%* .32 26* 39%*
Adjusted F% 23** 22 19* 30**
AR%C 21% .03 12% 3%

? Standardized regression coefficients are displageahdard errors are in parentheses.

b1= Female, 0 = MaleC = Centrality.

d, 2 . .
AR for Model 1 is in reference to the control onlg(j gender, age, tenure) model.

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

Descriptive Statistics for Lesbian, Gay and BiséxXai@up

Variables Lesbian Gay Gay Bisexual Bisexual
SD Mean SD Mean SD

Age 12.29 40.59 11.13 35.11 8.70
Tenure 7.33 6.51 6.52 3.31 2.75
Centrality 1.38 4.72 1.48 4.34 1.46
Centrality at work 0.96 3.06* 1.14 218" 1.04
Self-verification 1.07 5.76* 1.02 483 1.29
Self-enhancement 1.52 4.84 1.36 4.32 1.54
Membership esteem 1.13 5.70 1.20 5.23 1.44
Public regard esteem 1.13 4.07* 135 272 0.98
Private regard esteem 0.81 6.13 1.03 5.58 1.34
Malleability perceptions 4.08 0.88 4.15 0.85 3.91 0.91
Compartmentalization 141 2.65 1.45 3.07 1.48
Diversity climate 1.29 5.67 1.20 4.99 1.56
Risk of disclosure 1.35 230" 1.17 3.42% 1.27
Integrating 0.96 5.19*% 1.13 4,03+ 1.03
Avoiding 1.57 2.28 1.41 2.77 1.22
Counterfeiting 1.09 1.81 0.88 2.28 1.30
Job satisfaction 1.17 5.43 1.39 5.47 1.60
Perceived fit 1.28 5.20 1.72 4.68 1.26
Turnover intentions 1.50 2.93* 2.08 3.21 1.95
Psychological distress .64 .65 57 .85 .63

No superscript indicates that the groups did redtstically differ in means. * denotes the group
with the statistically higher mean compared togheups with a superscript + with the

statistically significantly lower mean.

LesbianN = 32-35; GayN = 50-56; BisexuaN = 13-19.
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DISCUSSION

The specific role of self-verification and self-emtement motives on identity management
behaviors is largely not well understood. The psgpof this study was to examine the mediating
role of both self-verification and self-enhancemeitives in the relationship between identity
centrality and the use of identity management bielgn a sample of lesbian, gay, and bisexual
employees (LGB). In addition, the study exploreel thle of work context on employees’ LGB

identity centrality at work.

Implications for Theory and Research

The motive to express who we ardly research extends current knowledge on motives
driving identity management behaviors. Little reseahowever, has empirically examined how
mediating factors other than fear of disclosurdiscrimination affect identity management
behaviors. My study provides what may be the &xstlence that self-verification motive
mediates identity centrality and identity managenteaviors. The study findings
demonstrated that centrality of a stigmatized idgrg positively related to motive to self-verify
the stigmatized identity. After taking into accosetf-enhancement motive, self-verification
motive explains nearly a quarter of the varianceiegrating behaviors, followed by 18% in
counterfeiting behaviors, and 8% avoiding behaviSedf-verification motive mediates the
positive relationship between identity centralibdantegrating LGB identity behaviors at work.
These finding are consistent with previous researchentity centrality and disclosure as well
as the conceptualizations of the role of self-wemifon motive. Past research has shown that

self-verification motive is more likely to be adited for highly central self-concepts than for
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peripheral, or less important, self-concepts (€gocker, 2002; Sedikides et al., 2003).
Moreover past research has shown that LGB indivgdb@haviorally self-verified by disclosing
their identity at work (Button, 2001; Chrobot-Masetnal., 2001; Griffith & Hebl, 2002).

While self-verification motive did not mediate thegative relationship between LGB
centrality and avoiding identity management strigiggself-verification motive mediates the
negative relationship between LGB centrality andrterfeiting strategies. Both integrating and
counterfeiting involves an active component of ¢autding or presenting an identity —
considered acts of commission — whereas avoidwg\ies dodging conversation topics —
considered behavioral omission. A theoretical icgtion of the research findings is that
consistent with omission bias research (Ritov &dar1990). Individuals perceive harmful
omissions (such as avoiding personal conversabipics) as less immoral than equivalent
commissions (such as counterfeiting a false idgrfipranca, Minsk, & Baron, 1991). If an
identity is important to an individual, they wilkely integrate it because they want others to
know who they are — a motive that is consistenh whie behaviors of integrating or expressing
the identity such as “I look for opportunities &l tmy coworkers that | am LGB,” and “I display
objects such as photographs, magazines, symbothwhggest that | am LGB.” Mediated by
self-verification motive, counterfeiting identityanagement behaviors involves actively feigning
a false identity. Avoiding behaviors are more pasan that they involve circumventing or
evading personal topics, though an identity is irgod to the individual, may not be driven by
their motive to self-verify. These findings suggtstt the mediating mechanism explaining the
relationship between identity centrality and idgnthanagement behaviors does not fully

operate through self-verification, as there mapther mediators in operation.
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The motive to promote positive self-esteeniResults showed that centrality of a stigmatized
identity is positively related to motive to selfremnce the stigmatized identity. After controlling
for self-verification motive, self-enhancement v related to integrating strategies or
avoiding strategies. Whether LGB employees heldtva to maintain a positive image of their
LGB identity did not influence the behavioral exgg®n (disclosure or avoidance) of their LGB
status. Self-enhancement is positively relatecdbtmnterfeiting strategies, explaining 6% of the
variance. Furthermore, self-enhancement motivafggntly mediates the link between identity
centrality and counterfeiting behaviors such asafipear heterosexual, | sometimes talk about
fictional dates with the opposite sex.” These fimyd are consistent with social identity theory of
social mobility (Tajfel & Turner, 1979). Individumlssociated with a stigmatized identity may
choose to adopt a strategy of individual mobildyexiting the group, by attempting to identify
or assimilate with the higher status majority grogthis study, the target group to which to
assimilate, or construct a counterfeit to pashedeterosexual group.

Interplay of self-verification and self-enhancementThe study did not demonstrate a
significant interaction between self-verificationdaself-enhancement motive on identity
management behaviors. The influence of LGB empleyssaf-verification motive on the use of
their identity management behaviors did not differoss levels of self-enhancement motive.
Examining the influence of theoretically confligjiself-verification and self-enhancement
motives on identity management behaviors reveauefindings for identity management
research. To recapitulate, the self-verificatiorspective would predict that people prefer others
to see them as they are and they would exhibigrateng strategies — which was supported. On
the other hand, the self-enhancement view wouldigréhat people prefer for others to see their

identity as positive. Self-enhancement driven berawcan include integrating with positivity
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(e.q., telling coworkers one is lesbian as weppaisit out the positive traits of being a lesbias) a
well as avoiding or counterfeiting the identity.i¥ktudy showed that by pretending that one is
heterosexual (i.e., counterfeiting a heterosexdeltity) fulfilled the self-enhancement motive
because by not explicitly facing the identity, pesitive image for the LGB identity is indirectly
maintained. Consistent with Swann et al.’s (1988)ams, the two motives operate
simultaneously and independently to influence pesiplse of specific identity management
strategies.

This study extends research on identity managelmedéemonstrating how self-verification
and self-enhancement motives both operate to dfeugity management behaviors in the work
setting. Thus to understand why stigmatized em@syese particular identity management
strategies, it is important to examine self-veafion motives in tandem with self-enhancement
motives in future research. Furthermore, the figdifrom this research point to exploring the
different role of mediating mechanisms (self-veation and self-enhancement) in other
invisible stigma groups. For instance, individualth a newly diagnosed psychological
disability may view their identity as less centald perhaps demonstrate drastically different
mediation patterns of self-verification and selkhancement motives in the relationship between
identity centrality and identity management beheszio

Furthermore, | extend the two theories of selffiEtion and self-enhancement by
examining them in the context of social identitylagentity management strategies. Empirical
research on self-verification theory has traditlyn@mcused on the verification of personal
characteristics (Swann 1983; 1987). Examining weiification of social identity has shed light

on how self-verification motive operates at a sodantity level.
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Identity valence.ldentity valence dimensions of public and privagt-ssteem did not
significantly moderate the relationship betweemtdg centrality and self-verification or self-
enhancement. There was an interaction effect of lmeeship self-esteem and identity centrality
on self-enhancement motives. In other words, foBlggployees who felt they were worthy of
belonging to the LGB community, their LGB centralgositively predicted their motive to self-
enhance the identity. Whereas, for LGB employees aitl not feel worthy or a useful member
of the LGB community, their self-enhancement motias not influenced by the importance of
their LGB identity. These findings suggest thatpégees with a stigmatized identity may not
all want to self-enhance, especially those thatatosiew themselves as worthy members of
their stigmatized group. In other words, why woalte want to promote a positive
conceptualization of one’s social identity, if orteses not feel like one is a worthy
representative? Thus, given the influence of idgnalence on self-enhancement motives,
future identity management research should takeaotount identity valence, in the form of
group membership esteem.

Identity centrality at work. A contribution of this study is that it demonstsatke influence
of organizational context such as perceived rigldiszlosing the stigmatized identity and
positive perceptions of organizational climatedorersity on identity centrality at work. |
hypothesized that the LGB identity becomes lesomant in unfriendly work environments.
Surprisingly, the work context (that includes p@taens of diversity climate and perceptions of
risks of disclosure) did not significantly influemthe centrality of the LGB identity specific to
the work domain. These findings are inconsisteti wast conceptualizations of reactions to
identity threat that members can cope with idenhtgat via identifying more closely with the

group (Allport, 1954). Branscombe et al. (1999pdtsund that group identification increases in
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response to perceived prejudice. It can also beearthat in contexts where the identity is
threatened, the identity is more salient and tloeesfnore important to the individual. Given that
the findings did not show for either explanatidrere may another variable moderating this
relationship such as initial levels of work LGB ndity centrality. For instance, the initial
centrality of the LGB identity at work may interagith organizational cues that signal a threat
to disclosing. In a study, Latino/a students regdibout pervasive discrimination toward their
ethnic group subsequently decreased their ethartitg centrality when their initial levels of
centrality was low. However, when their initial &8 of centrality were high, the students’
centrality increased (see Ellemers, Spears, & 20@§)02 for a review). My findings invite
scholars to consider the possibility that centyalita stigmatized identity is not constant across
all domains such as in the workplace and at home.

Outcome of identity management strategied his study contributes to the identity
management strategy literature by expanding ortitgenanagement outcomes. Use of
integrating strategies is positively related toceeéred organizational fit. When LGB employees
integrated their sexual orientation identity in therkplace, they perceived the organization’s
values as matching their own personal values. Raspb are able to behaviorally self-verify,
that is integrate their social identity view a astency between their behaviors in the
organization and the organization’s acceptancaaif tdentity expression. Furthermore, use of
avoiding strategies is positively related to tur@ontentions. These results align with previous
research on self-verification that people seeksoatal contexts where they are able to self-
verify and exit environments where their self-vieave not congruent (e.g., Pervin & Rubin,
1967; Swann & Pelham, 1987). Also the attractided®n-attrition (ASA) model suggests that

people are attracted to and selected by organimmatmthe extent that their personal
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characteristics align with the organization (Scteei1987). Employees who enter but do not
match the organization will be more inclined tovie@he organization, thus resulting in a
homogenous workforce. LGB employees who avoid spicsexual orientation in the workplace
perceive that the organization’s values are ngnalil with their values (of sexual orientation
diversity) and thus intend to leave.

Use of avoiding and counterfeiting strategies isifpeely related to psychological distress.
Consistent with previous findings, avoiding or cealing a negative identity is proposed to
create a dissonance over one’s identity (DeJor@@8Rand contributes to feelings of strain
(Goffman, 1963). Unexpectedly, for LGB employeethwa highly central LGB work identity,
integrating was positively related to turnover imtens. This may in part be due to others in the
organization responding negatively to them. Theltegrom this study showed that when LGB
employees view their LGB identity as importantegmating the identity aggravated their intent
to leave the organization. This runs counter tohyothesis that integrating an important
identity should buffer the negative effects of gring. The rationale being that integrating a
non-central identity would be akin to being “forgtbout and having to deal with the negative
consequences of an identity that the employee doiesee as important. In the situation of this
study sample, it maybe the case that LGB employethsa highly central LGB identity are
more perceptive to their stigmatized identity. @grtemployees who integrate their LGB
identity may be integrating their central LGB idénts a statement — to advocate their LGB
identity or show dissent towards the organizati@nd thus have their reasons to want to leave
the organization. These findings have implicatitomduture identity management research in

showing that integrating important identities atrkvmay not necessarily always a good thing.
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In sum, applying the previous vignette illustragaf lesbian employees closeted-Lindy and
out-Carmin, the findings from this research dem@tstthat both motives of self-verification
and self-enhancement independently explain Lindy@armin’s choice of identity management
behaviors. If Lindy or Carmin felt they were wortbfybelonging to the lesbian community, then
their lesbian identity centrality positively pretiicheir motive to self-enhance the identity. The
importance of their lesbian identity specific teithworkplace is not influenced by their
perceptions of organizational diversity climateisks of disclosure. Moreover, the extent to
which they integrated, avoided, or counterfeiteglrtlesbian identity is not determined by the
joint influence of their motives and importancetioé lesbian identity at work. As expected, their
identity management behaviors impacts their joitualit's and psychological well-being. By
integrating her lesbian identity, Carmin is likébyperceive higher organizational fit. Whereas,
avoiding and counterfeiting her lesbian identityikely to contribute to feelings of

psychological distress for Lindy.

Practical Implications

Several practical implications can be drawn from tesearch. Managing stigmatized social
identities is a critical element of interactionsorganizations with diverse composition of
employees (Deaux & Ethier, 1998; Goffman, 1959oddh employees must manage their own
diverse social identities, managers also must cehgrd how and why employees manage their
own diverse identities. Understanding the undedymechanisms for why LGB individuals
manage their identity in the workplace contributesiforming managers for how to support

their work group and social interactions. Managérgiverse employees can be cognizant of the
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notion that employees are motivated to see theraselnd their social identities in a positive
light (i.e., self-enhance) as well as motivate@xpress who they are as people (i.e., self-verify).
Furthermore, it is important for managers to bentmant of how the organizational context
impacts LGB employees’ identity management strategob attitudes, and well-being.
Organizational context was not associated withredéityt of the LGB identity at work. However,
LGB employees’ perceptions of the organization sufdpg a diverse climate positively
influenced their perceptions of fit with the orgaation and job satisfaction. Perceptions of risks
of disclosure negatively impacted employees’ psiadioal well-being. Thus, it is in the interest
of manager and organizational representatives, (gugian resource managers) to create work
contexts that are welcoming and accepting of LGPBlegrees and their identity disclosure. At
the organization level, organizations can implenpaicies that support employee diversity and

safe environments to express their identities.

Study Limitations and Recommendations for Future Reearch

This study is subject to limitations that shouddzknowledged and point toward avenues
for future research. First, the nature of the nededesign requires caution in making causal
inferences. Though the bulk of the independentdes and dependent variables were measured
at two separate points in time, this two-wave stddgs not necessitate causal conclusions.
Although the model proposes that self-verificatiative causes integration of a stigmatized
identity at work, it is possible that engagingntelgrating behaviors led to greater levels of self-
verification motive, as a means of resolving cageitlissonance (Festinger, 1957). Future
studies may adopt an experimental design by maatipgl motives in a laboratory setting and

observing the resulting identity management behravibhis design however would face internal
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validity and generalizability threats in selectaginvisible stigma that is as embedded in
participants’ self-concept as is their sexual dagan identity. An important next step would be
to improve on current methodologies by measurirtg bulependent and dependent variables at
multiple wave points in a longitudinal design (eexperience sampling methodology; Frable,
Platt, & Hoey, 1998) to statistically test the teargd precedence of the effect of the independent
variable on the dependent variable.

A second limitation of the present research isstiaic conceptualization of the model tested.
Other models of stigma disclosure (Chaudoir & FisB810; Clair et al., 2005) include a
feedback loop in identity management decisionskatdhviors. Clair and colleagues postulated
that the outcome of revealing a stigmatized idgmtitl influence one’s future choices to
disclose or keep the identity a secret. For ingasaccessfully concealing or avoiding
perpetuates fear and perceptions of risk of digadpand thus contributes to a continuation of
concealing or avoiding (Ragins et al., 2007). h a0 be argued that identity management
behaviors and outcomes of identity management hetsawfluence the centrality of the
identity. There is varying evidence to suggest tegitrality of an identity can be either relatively
stable or pliable. Previous researchers have deamated that self-conceptions remain relatively
stable (e.g., Conley, 1985; Costa & McCrae, 19B0)wever, an identity still can change, when
an identity is constantly salient, or under strengironments (e.g., joining a LGB advocacy
organization where LGB expression is the forefiaijbb experience). Particularly when
identity centrality is low, under identity threatsdividuals will subsequently reduce their
identification with the stigmatized group (e.g.ldaters, 1993). However, the majority of studies
that demonstrate malleability of identity consiktal studies using feedback as an indicator of

identity threat (e.g., Wylie, 1979). A natural fmN-up to the research findings is to
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longitudinally examine identity management behayiara sample of new employees upon
organizational entry.

A third limitation of the present study designhat it faces common method bias threats.
The survey data was collected from a single soubheel GB employee — which potentially
artificially inflates the relationships between iadles because the respondent is the same person
(Podsakoff et al., 2003). An issue with studyingspeal motives with a sensitive population and
topic like the LGB community and disclosure deamsiois that there are certain limits with
expanding the rating source. For instance, bedfgsesearch model involves LGB employee’s
reflection of their internal motive to self-verify self-enhance, the centrality of their LGB
identity, and their identity management behavions@k, only the LGB individual can report on
these factors. There would be data sensitivitygsstimanagers or coworkers (who know the
employee is lesbian, bisexual, or gay) rated tlealfemployee’s disclosure behaviors. However,
that being said, obtaining ratings regarding pessand home life (e.g., conflict at home, health
behaviors, stress at home) from LGB employee’ gartm family may be a noteworthy future
research direction. Furthermore, it would be fulitfvithin the confounds of maintaining
guestionnaire response sensitivity) to obtain céens or supervisor ratings of job performance,
extra-role performance behaviors, or even relabigngquality with the target LGB employee.
The present study implemented several proceduras aitempt to minimize common method
bias. | introduced temporal separation of measun¢iwiethe variables by measuring predictor
variables and immediate criterion variables at tighinct time periods (i.e., separated by two
weeks). In addition, socially desirable responding evaluation apprehension was reduced by

assuring participants about the anonymity of thesponses.
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A fourth limitation is the generalizability of tHendings to diverse race and ethnic LGB
groups. Although efforts were made to reach owtlhmic minority LGB groups during
recruitment, the final sample consisted of mai8i§%) White participants. A promising
direction in future research is to examine therggetion of LGB identity with race/ethic
identity. The effect of belonging to several stigimed social groups is not merely additive, but
rather the interwoven nature of the social growgsmautually strengthen or weaken the effect on
each other (Crenshaw, 1989; Settles, 2004). Ftanos, a Hispanic gay man may adopt
dissimilar identity management strategies comptredWhite gay man. In addition, responses
to (e.g., coworker reactions) and thus reinforcenfeny., hiring and promotion decisions) of
their identity management strategies may also lguerto a gay Hispanic employee versus a
gay White employee. Furthermore, it would be fulitb examine this research model in other

invisible stigmatized groups and identities suclligability status or religious identity.

Conclusion

In conclusion, LGB employees manage their idertgged on the importance of their LGB
identity and underlying self-verification and selthancement motives. This study demonstrates
that self-verification and self-enhancement motimesliate the relationship between identity
centrality and identity management behaviors. L@pleyees reveal or hide their stigmatized
identity to both verify a coherent sense of selii(tf, 1993; Moorhead, 1999), allowing them to
be a complete and integrated person (Friskopp €e&itein, 1996) as well as to maintain,
enhance and protect their self-esteem and desaal self-image (Baumeister, 1982). The
findings from this research are meaningful becdlsg draw attention to previously empirically

unexamined mediators of identity management behswaiod provide the bases for practical
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interventions to encourage LGB employees’ well-geand satisfaction in the workplace. In the
words of equality advocate Ash Beckham (2013), aWdave closets...although our topics may
vary tremendously, the experience of being in anding out of a closet is universal, it is

scary.” It is therefore important that researcloenstinue to investigate the identity management

motives of other stigmatized social groups.
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Appendix A: Survey
Time 1 Online Survely

You will need to create an anonymous code to livekttvo parts of the surveys. This is so that
your responses are NOT linked to your email.

If you cannot remember your answers to the questi@tow, please write them down
somewhere safe.

We will ask for the code again when you completegcond part of the survey.
Your favorite movie:

Best friend’s birthday: (mm/dd/yyy)
The LAST four digits of your best friend’s phonenmoer:

Before beginning this survey, please answer tHeviahg items:

1. What is your gender?
Male Female Male (transgender ftm) Fenf@smsgender mtf) Genderqueer Androgyne

2. l identify as: Lesbian Gay Bisexual Hesenxual

[Participants who answered “Heterosexual” to ttesni were told they do not meet the criteria to
participate in this survey and thanked for theird]

3. Are you currently employed on average over 2rfila week? Yes No
On average, how many hours do you work per week?:

[Participants who answered “No” this item were ttildy do not meet the criteria to participate
in this survey and thanked for their time]

4. Your age:

[Participants who answered less than “18” for tt@m were told they do not meet the criteria to
participate in this survey and thanked for theird]

Thank you for your participation in this survey,uyare eligible to participate in this study.

Statement#n italics are instructions that will appear to the particip&tatements [in brackets]

are notes for the reader or labels of the measures.

81



Please answer as honestly as possible. There aighhor wrong answers to any of these
statements; we are interested in your honest oeectind opinions.

1. What percentage of your family and frieka®w that you are lesbian/gay/bisexual?
0%----10%— 20%— 30%— 40%— 50%— 60%— 70%— 80%— 90%80%

2. What percentage of your family and frieras lesbian/gay/bisexual?
0%----10%— 20%— 30%— 40%— 50%— 60%— 70%— 80%— 90%060%

3. What percentage of your coworkarg lesbian/gay/bisexual?
0%----10%— 20%— 30%— 40%— 50%— 60%— 70%— 80%— 90%80%

4. What percentage of your cowork&mow that you are lesbian/gay/bisexual?
0%----10%— 20%— 30%— 40%— 50%— 60%— 70%— 80%— 90%60%

[Identity Centrality, 1-7 scale ranging from strondy disagree to strongly agree]

Please respond to the following questions about ymwfeel about being part of the general
LGBT community and how you feel about your leshgay/bisexual identity in general.

Overall, being lesbian/gay/bisexual has very littlelo with how | feel about myself.
Being lesbian/gay/bisexual is an important reflaciof who | am.

Being lesbian/gay/bisexual is unimportant to mysgeof what kind of person | am.
In general, being lesbian/gay/bisexual is an imgdrpart of my self-image.

[Collective Self-Esteem, 1-7 scale ranging from singly disagree to strongly agree]

The following questions are about how you feel tmgahe LGBT community and about
belonging in the LGBT community.

Membership self-esteem

| am a worthy member of the LGB community.

| feel I don't have much to offer to the LGB comrityn

| often feel I'm a useless member of the LGB comityun

Private collective self-esteem

| often regret that | am LGB.

In general, I'm glad to be a LGB.
| feel good about being LGB.

Public collective self-esteem

Overall, being LGB is considered good by others.

Most people consider LGBs, on the average, to be ineffective than other groups.
In general, others respect LGBs.
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[Self-Verification, 1-7 scale ranging from stronglydisagree to strongly agree]
The following questions are about how importars fior you to tell people that you are LGB.

It's worth it to be truthful with others about bgihGB so that they know what to expect from
me.

For me it's better to be honest about my LGB idgmiihen meeting new people.

When interviewing for a job, | try to be honest abmy LGB identity.

It's important for an employer to see me as leshayibisexual.

[Self-Enhancement, 1-7 scale ranging from stronglglisagree to strongly agree]

The following questions ask about whether you drpriesent to other people that you are a
"good" LGB person.

| intend to change my behaviors to create a gogutession to others about my LGB identity.
| try to modify my behaviors to give good image®thers about my LGB identity.

It is important to me to give a good impressiontioers about my LGB identity.

| like to present myself to others as being a filgrand a polite LGB individual

| am sensitive to the impression about my LGB idgnt

[Others’ Perceptions of Identity Malleability, 1-7 scale ranging from strongly disagree to
strongly agree]

Please answer the following questions about whatbglieve OTHER people think about LGB
individuals.

In general, other people tend to think that sexuahtation is something that can’t change very
much.

In general, other people think that people caniagmtly change their attraction to women/men
if they tried.

In general, other people think that lesbians/gagsAuals are wired that way and can't really do
much to change it.
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[Perceived Organizational Climate for Diversity, 17 scale ranging from strongly disagree
to strongly agree]

The following questions are about your work expeees at your current place of work.
Please answer the following questions regarding sigpportive your workplace is of diversity
and diverse employees in general.

Diversity can be defined in terms of gender, aggual orientation, ethnicity, socioeconomic
class, or other personal backgrounds that canrdifeveen employees.

Managers demonstrate through their actions thgtwitaat to hire and retain a diverse workforce
The company makes it easy for people from diveesdpounds to fit in and be accepted
Where | work, employees are developed and advanitbdut regard to their social identity

| feel my immediate manager/supervisor does a guodf managing people with diverse
backgrounds

[Perceived Risk of Disclosure, 1-7 scale rangingdm strongly disagree to strongly agree]

Instructions: The following questions are about wby may or may not choose to disclose your
sexual orientation identity in the workplace to yoaworkers.

"Co-workers” includes your superiors, peers andsdibates in your current occupation and
workplace.

If I disclosed that | am lesbian/gay/bisexual atkvo .

| would lose my job.

| would be less likely to be promoted

| would be less likely to get a raise

People would not act any differently

My career would be ruined

Some people would avoid me

Some coworkers would make mean and derogatory ksnadwout me
Some coworkers would feel uncomfortable around me

It would make no difference to my coworkers
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[Identity Centrality at Work, 1-7 scale ranging from strongly disagree to strongly agree]

The following questions ask about how importantno@B identity is to you at your current
place of WORK.

At work...

Overall, being lesbian/gay/bisexual has very littielo with how I feel about myself at work.
In general, being lesbian/gay/bisexual is an imgdrpart of my self-image at work

Being lesbian/gay/bisexual is unimportant to my eéivhat kind of person | am at work
Being lesbian/gay/bisexual is an important reflaciof who | am at work

[Demographic Items]
Next we are going to ask several demographic questi

This is to get a general sense of how certain clerniatics are related to workplace experiences.
Again, your responses to these questions aremiadito your email.

Please answer as honestly as possible.

Is your ethnicity Hispanic/Latino?  Yes No
Your Race/Ethnicity: American Indian or AlaskantiNa; Asian or Asian American; Black or
African American; Hispanic, Latino, or Spanish GmigMiddle Eastern or Northern African;
Native Hawaiian or other Pacific Islander; Whitef of Hispanic origins; Other

Your Highest Degree Earned: Not a high school gaseluiHigh school graduate/GED;

Some college, but no degree; Associate’s degreshdar’'s degree;

Some graduate school, but no graduate degree; &eadagree

You currently work in which of the following induggs: Manufacturing; Finance;

Education; Health Care; Transportation; RestauRetail; Other Services; High Tech;
Other

About how many employees work in your current wéakp? Less than 15 employees;
15-30 employees; 30-60 employees; 60-100 employ@esy; 100 employees

How many years you been working at your currentkpiace?

Thank you for completing the first part of the seyv

85



Time 2 Online Survey

Please enter your unique identifier code. You @edhis code 2 weeks ago when you completed
the first part of the survey.

You may have written it down somewhere safe. Tthe consists of your favorite movie, your
best friend's birthday, and the last four digitsyotir best friend's phone number.

Your favorite movie:
Best friend’s birthday: (mm/dd/yyy)
The LAST four digits of your best friend’s phonenmoer:

[Identity Compartmentalization, 1-7 scale ranging fom strongly disagree to strongly
agree]

When answering the questions on this page, pleasgder how you are as a person in general,
at home versus at work.

When | go to work, it is as if | am a different pen

It is important for me that people at work will rlatow who | am outside of work
It is crucial for me to keep my work and non wasek separately

| would not want people | know at work to see whain like out of work

[Identity Management Strategies, 1-7 scale ranginffom strongly disagree to strongly
agree]

Please consider how you present (or not present) gexual orientation identity
during your daily work-related activities.

Your answers should reflect how you conduct yofjrselaverage, with all of the people in your
current workplace.

At work...

[Counterfeiting items]

To appear heterosexual, | sometimes talk aboudfiat dates with members of the opposite sex
| sometimes comment on, or display interest in, imens of the opposite sex to give the
impression that | am straight.

| make sure that | don’t behave the way people exgeys or lesbians to behave

| sometimes laugh at “fag” or “dyke” jokes to fit with my coworkers

86



[Avoiding items]

| avoid situations (e.g. long lunches, parties) eheeterosexual coworkers are likely to ask me
personal questions

| let people know that | find personal questionbéanappropriate so that | am not faced with
them

| avoid personal questions by never asking othieositatheir personal lives

| withdraw from conversations when the topic turmshings like dating or interpersonal
relationships

When coworkers talk about dates, romances, anadstaps, | usually remain silent

[Integrating items]

In my daily activities, | am open about my homosadity or bisexuality whenever it comes up
Most of my co-workers know that | am gay, lesbiamigexual

Whenever | am asked about being gay/lesbian/bisekalavays answer in an honest and matter-
of-fact way

It is okay for my gay/lesbian/bisexual friends &dl ene at work

My coworkers know of my interest in gay and lesh&sues

| look for opportunities to tell my coworkers tHaam gay/lesbian/bisexual

| let my coworkers know that | am proud to be leslgay/bisexual

| openly confront others when | hear a homophobmark or joke

| display objects (e.g. photographs, magazinespsishwhich suggest that | am
gay/lesbian/bisexual

[Perceived Fit, 1-7 scale ranging from strongly dagree to strongly agree]

To what extent do you perceive a good fit between yalues and your work's organization
values?

The things that | value in life are very similarth@ things that my organization values
My personal values match my organization’s values @lture

My organization’s values and culture provide a gébaith the things that | value in life
[Job Satisfaction, 1-7 scale ranging from stronglglisagree to strongly agree]

Please answer the following items about yoursedf your place of work.

In general, | don’t like my job.

All'in all, I am satisfied with my job.
In general, | like working here.
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[Turnover Intentions, 1-7 scale ranging from strondy disagree to strongly agree]
Please answer the following items about yoursedf your place of work.

| plan on leaving this organization very soon
| expect to change jobs in the next few months
| will look to change jobs very soon

[Psychological Well-Being Scale, 1-4 scale rangirigpm rarely or none of the time (less
than 1 day) to most or all of the time (5-7 days)]

Below is a list of ways you might have felt or badth Please indicate how often you have felt
this way, on average, during the past month.

On an average week, how often have you been feeling

| was bothered by things that usually don’t bottmer

| felt like | could not shake off the blues everiwtihe help of my family or friends.
| felt that | was just as good as other people/girge-scored)

| had trouble keeping my mind on what | was doing.

| felt that everything | did was an effort.

| felt hopeful about the future. (reverse-scored)

| thought my life had been a failure.

| felt fearful.

| felt lonely.

People were unfriendly.

Thank you for participating in this study.
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Appendix B: Informed Consent

Research Participation and Consent Form:

You are being asked to participate in a researofegt. Researchers are required to provide a
consent form to inform you about the study, to @nthat participation is voluntary, to explain
risks and benefits of participation, and to empoyar to make an informed decision. You
should feel free to ask the researchers any gussyiou may have.

PURPOSE OF RESEARCH:You are being asked to participate in a researafiystoncerning
disclosure of sexual orientation identity in therlqmace. You have been selected as a possible
participant in this study because of your sexu@ntation identity and employment status. If
you do not identify as gay, lesbian, or bisexu&fB) OR you are not currently employed on
average over 20 hours a week, please exit theyaow. From this study, the researchers hope
to learn more about the experiences of lesbian, @&y bisexual employees in the workplace.
Your participation in this study will take about BOnutes. You may not participate if you are
under 18 years of age.

WHAT YOU WILL DO: In this study, you will complete two short surveysu will asked a
series of questions about your current workplackyerur disclosure status, now and in two
weeks time. You will NOT be asked to provide yoante, anyone else’s name, your
organization’s name, or any other information tt@ild potentially identify you or your place of
work. You will then be asked several demographiestjons about yourself and several
guestions about your workplace experience.

POTENTIAL BENEFITS AND RISKS: The potential benefits to you for taking part irsth
study are a chance to gain further understandingpanown thoughts and feelings concerning
your work environment. Also, your participationtms study may contribute to a better
understanding of LGB issues and experiences iwthkplace. There are no foreseeable risks
associated with participation in this study.

PRIVACY AND CONFIDENTIALITY: The data for this project are being collected
confidentially. No one outside of the research Wélable to link data to you and we

will NOT be collecting IP addresses. However, thengossible risk of loss of
confidentiality/anonymity if a publicly-accessildemputer is used to access the survey.

YOUR RIGHTS TO PARTICIPATE, SAY NO, OR WITHDRAW: Participation in this
research project is completely voluntary. You mhagase not to answer specific questions or to
stop participating at any time.

COMPENSATION FOR BEING IN THE STUDY: You will be compensated with at $10
Online Amazon gift card for your participation. Aftcompleting the second survey in two
weeks time, you receive the online gift card coddiw 24 hours. A code to redeem your gift
card online will be sent to your email addressriremail that will NOT reference the study in
any way. Your email address will be deleted from rtasearchers computer immediately
following sending you the online gift card and wi wo longer have any record of your email
address.
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CONTACT INFORMATION FOR QUESTIONS AND CONCERNS : If you have concerns
or questions about this study, such as sciensifines, how to do any part of it, or to report an
injury, please contact the researchers: Ann Mayi@RRPh.D., Department of Psychology,
Michigan State University, East Lansing, M| 488@HApne: 517-353-8855, e-mail:
ryanan@msu.edu or Study Coordinator: Christine Kewh kermond@msu.edu. If you have
guestions or concerns about your role and rightsrasearch participant, would like to obtain
information or offer input, or would like to regesta complaint about this study, you may
contact, anonymously if you wish, the Michigan 8tdhiversity’'s Human Research Protection
Program at 517-355-2180, Fax 517-432-4503, or ¢imb&@ msu.edu or regular mail at 207
Olds Hall, MSU, East Lansing, M| 48824.

By clicking the button marked SUBMIT, you are indicating your consent to participate in

this study. If you do not consent to participate, fease exit the survey now. Thank you for
your participation.
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Appendix C: Debriefing

Debriefing Form: Sexual Orientation Identity at Work:

Thank you for participating in our study. This forsndesigned to provide you with information
about the purpose and importance of this studychdggical research has shown that lesbian,
gay, and bisexual (LGB) individuals disclose tlsgrual orientation at work due to a host of
factors, including characteristics of the work eamment. For example, some research has
shown that LGB employees will disclose to more peap work when they view their work
environment as open to diversity. For more infoiorabn LGB disclosure, we refer you to the
following studies:

Jordan, K. M., & Deluty, R. H. (1998). Coming oot fesbian women: Its relation to anxiety,
positive affectivity, self-esteem and social suppdwurnal of Homosexuality, 8%), 41-63.

Ragins, B. R., Singh, R., & Cornwell, J. M. (200Mgking the invisible visible: Fear and
disclosure of sexual orientation at wodkurnal of Applied Psycholog92(4), 1103-1118.

We are currently examining how work environmentates to LGB identity disclosure at

work. We wanted to focus on how perceptions ofraate for diversity and perceived risks of
disclosing influence the importance of one’s LGBrnitity at work. We gathered this information
through survey questions concerning your perceptadryour work environment. Your
responses will help us further explore the topganizational support of LGB individuals and of
LGB disclosure.

The survey was relatively straightforward and @& type often encountered in psychological
research. Given the mild nature of this reseanatiystwe anticipate that there are and will be no
risks involved for any of our participants. Howevéyou have questions or concerns regarding
this study, please do not hesitate to contactrthestigators. Additionally, if you would like

more information about the study or have furthexgions about it, please feel free to contact
the Diversity Research Lab at msudiversityresearmis@edu, Ann Marie Ryan, Ph.D.,
Department of Psychology, Michigan State Univerdiigst Lansing, MI 48824, phone: 517-
355-0203, or Study Coordinator: Christine Kermdddpartment of Psychology, Michigan State
University, East Lansing, Ml 48824, e-mail: kerm@uhsu.edu or Diversity Lab:
MSUdiversityresearch@gmail.com
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FOOTNOTE

! The Civil Rights Act of 1991 protects employeesrdiscrimination based on race, color,
national origin, religion, sex, physical disabilipsychological disability, and age (over 40).
There are State specific Civil Rights Acts thathalogs discrimination based on other group
statuses such as age (under 40), height, weighilidastatus, and sexual orientation. As of
April 2013, sixteen states and the District of Gohia protect against sexual orientation
discrimination in the private and public sectoruFstates have laws prohibiting discrimination

based on sexual orientation for public sector eggss only.

| note a major assumption in this paper regarthegabeling of sexual orientation. Sexual

orientation is different from sexual orientatiommdity. Sexual orientation refers to “an
individual's patterns of sexual, romantic, and efilenal arousal and desire for other persons
based on those persons’ gender and sex charactr{gtmerican Psychological Task Force on
Appropriate Therapeutic Responses to Sexual Otiente2009, p. 30). In contrast, sexual
orientation identity refers to “acknowledgement ameérnalization of sexual orientation and
reflects self-exploration, self-awareness, selbgmition, group membership and affiliation,
culture, and self-stigma” (American PsychologicakK Force on Appropriate Therapeutic
Responses to Sexual Orientation, 2009, p. 30)u&@exientation does not correspond perfectly
with self-report of sexual orientation identity.rlexample, Ellis, Robb, and Burke (2005) found
that although approximately 3% of female and maleutation self-reported the label of a sexual
minority orientation, over 8% of the sample repdrsame-sex attraction, same-sex fantasies,

and/or same-sex sexual experience.
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