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Executive Summary  
This report presents the findings of the WISE (Workplace Inclusion for a Sustainable 
Europe) project, a multicentric study conducted by EDGE – LGBTI+ Leaders for 
Change under the EPBN (European Pride Business Network) umbrella. The research 
examines the relationships among perceived workplace inclusivity, 
microaggressions, language, anxiety, and overall wellbeing for LGBTIQ+ employees 
across five European countries: Italy, Germany, France, the Czech Republic, and 
Austria. The study was led by Principal Investigator M. Silvia Spinelli, with Sara Costa 
as academic researcher and Alessandra Menon as statistician, supported by external 
sociolinguistic and psychological reviewers. 

Background and rationale. Building on Minority Stress Theory (Meyer, 2003) and the 
extensive literature on microaggressions (Sue et al., 2007; Nadal et al., 2016), the 
report frames everyday, often ambiguous, exclusionary signals — rather than only 
overt discrimination — as a key driver of psychological burden for LGBTIQ+ 
workers. Language is treated as a central mechanism through which organizations 
either confirm or deny identity recognition, operating simultaneously at the 
interpersonal level (conversations, jokes, assumptions) and the institutional level 
(policies, forms, official communications). The literature review also addresses the 
specific and historically rooted exclusion of transgender and non-binary people from 
the labour market, including barriers linked to “passing,” identity documentation, 
and the near-total absence of structured diversity practices in small and medium 
enterprises. 

Methods. Data were collected through an online survey hosted on the IdSurvey 
platform, modeled on the ISTAT national survey on workplace discrimination. The 
questionnaire combined demographic items with 50 items across five thematic 
areas (language, family, work, economic dimension, professional wellbeing) plus 
dedicated anxiety and microaggression scales, using validated instruments: the 
Outness Inventory (Mohr & Fassinger, 2000), an Overall Wellbeing scale (Perales, 
2022), the GAD-7 anxiety scale (Spitzer et al., 2006), and the Microaggression 
Experiences at Work Scale (MEWS; Resnick & Galupo, 2019). The survey link 
reached 9,857 contacts; after excluding incomplete responses, 3,069 complete 
responses were analyzed. Statistical analysis (R and GraphPad Prism, performed by a 
blinded statistician) relied primarily on Spearman correlations with 
Benjamini–Hochberg FDR correction, exploratory factor analysis on polychoric 
matrices, and Wilcoxon signed-rank tests for paired comparisons, given the ordinal 
nature of the Likert-scale items. 

Sample. Respondents were predominantly cisgender men (88.9%) and 
gay-identified (74.7%), with smaller shares of women (5.7%), trans men, trans 
women, non-binary people (together under 5%), and other sexual orientations 
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(lesbian, bisexual, pansexual, asexual, queer). Geographically, the largest 
contingents came from Germany (29.6%) and Italy (28.3%), followed by France 
(24.4%), the Czech Republic (11.1%), and Austria (6.6%). Regarding perceived 
inclusivity, only 12.4% of respondents rated their workplace as “very much” 
inclusive, while 63% gave an overall negative assessment (“not at all,” “a little,” or 
“partly” inclusive), pointing to substantial room for improvement across the 
surveyed organizations. 

Key findings 

●​ Inclusivity and microaggressions (H1, confirmed): higher perceived inclusivity 
is consistently associated with fewer reported microaggressions across all 27 
items tested, with the strongest associations for items reflecting explicit 
exclusion, threats to job security, and being mocked or stereotyped. 

●​ Inclusivity and language perception (H2a, confirmed): in more inclusive 
workplaces, LGBTIQ+ identity terms (e.g. “gay,” “lesbian”) are perceived 
less negatively; this effect is far weaker for explicit slurs, which are rated 
negatively almost universally regardless of context (a ceiling effect). 

●​ Microaggressions and language perception (H2b, confirmed): greater 
exposure to microaggressions is linked to a more negative perception of 
LGBTIQ+ language, again concentrated on identity terms rather than slurs. 

●​ Formal language, anxiety, and wellbeing (H3, confirmed): a more negative 
perceived impact of official/formal language describing sexual orientation 
and gender identity is associated with higher anxiety symptoms and lower 
workplace wellbeing, with the strongest effects on acceptance, psychological 
safety, and the ability to “be oneself” at work. 

●​ Structure of language perception: factor analysis consistently shows that 
perceived negativity of language is organized by type of word (identity terms 
vs. slurs/stigmatizing terms) rather than by who is speaking; a smaller but 
statistically significant “speaker effect” shows that the same words are 
judged slightly more negatively when used by someone outside the 
LGBTIQ+ community. 

●​ Qualitative/historical analysis: exclusion of transgender and non-binary 
people from the labour market persists today through subtler mechanisms — 
informal “soft ousting,” self-censorship, and administrative barriers tied to 
identity documents — particularly in smaller organizations lacking structured 
HR or diversity practices. 

Limitations 

The cross-sectional design allows the study to identify associations but not causal 
direction. All measures are self-reported. The sample is heavily skewed toward 
cisgender gay men, limiting generalizability to women, bisexual, and other 
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sexual-orientation groups; the trans and non-binary subsample is small 
(approximately 165 effective respondents) and results for this group should be 
considered preliminary. No data on race, ethnicity, migration background, disability, 
or socioeconomic class were collected, so intersectional effects discussed in the 
literature review could not be statistically tested. Findings are limited to five 
European countries and to a sample likely reached through specific community 
networks, and with over 3,000 respondents even very small effects reach statistical 
significance, so effect sizes — not only p-values — should guide interpretation. 

Conclusions and utility 

The findings indicate that while some organizations are making positive progress, 
many LGBTIQ+ employees still face meaningful barriers to inclusion, and that the 
language used in the workplace — both informal and formal — is not a neutral 
backdrop but an active factor shaping anxiety and wellbeing. For organizations and 
HR functions, the results offer a concrete, data-based way to identify where inclusion 
policies are weak or merely formal, and a vocabulary checklist distinguishing identity 
language from stigmatizing language to inform internal communication and 
training. For policymakers and advocacy groups, the cross-country, large-sample 
evidence supports arguments for workplace protections and highlights a structural 
gap in small and medium enterprises. For researchers, the study validates a reusable 
measurement approach combining quantitative psychometrics with 
qualitative/historical analysis, and identifies priorities for future work, including 
longitudinal designs, large-company versus SME comparisons, and deeper 
intersectional analysis. 
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PREFACE – PAULA BENEVENE 

Microaggressions, Language, and Wellbeing in LGBTIQ+ Workplaces 

In recent decades, psychological and organizational research has progressively 
shifted its attention from purely explicit forms of discrimination toward more subtle, 
everyday, and often normalized ways through which stigma continues to reproduce 
itself in social and professional contexts. From this perspective, the concept of 
microaggression has taken on a central role. This term refers to verbal expressions, 
behaviors, relational practices, or environmental signals that, even when not 
intentionally hostile, communicate devaluation, exclusion, inferiorization, or 
non-belonging toward socially marginalized people or groups (Sue et al., 2007; 
Nadal et al., 2016). 

The notion of microaggression makes it possible to grasp a crucial aspect of 
contemporary inequality: discrimination does not operate solely through openly 
violent acts, offensive statements, or formally recognizable exclusions, but also 
through ordinary interactions, implicit language, taken-for-granted assumptions, and 
symbolic structures that define who is perceived as “normal,” legitimate, and fully 
recognized. In the case of LGBTIQ+ people, these dynamics take specific forms: 
automatically assuming a person's heterosexuality, ignoring or minimizing their 
gender identity, using pronouns or names that do not match their self-defined 
identity, reducing the person to their minority status, making stereotypical jokes, 
rendering non-heterosexual relationships invisible, or treating LGBTIQ+ presence as 
an exception requiring explanation. 

The significance of microaggressions lies not only in the content of the individual 
episode, but in their repetitiveness, ambiguity, and cumulative nature. Precisely 
because they often appear “minor,” episodic, or difficult to name, they can be 
particularly draining. The person experiencing them is frequently placed in the 
position of having to interpret the speaker's intention, decide whether or not to 
react, weigh the risk of being perceived as oversensitive, and at the same time 
protect their professional image. This interpretive process produces a non-trivial 
cognitive and emotional load: ambiguity does not neutralize symbolic violence — it 
can in fact amplify its effects, since it makes the violence harder to recognize, share, 
and counter. 

A fundamental theoretical framework for understanding these processes is offered 
by the Minority Stress Model, proposed by Meyer (2003). According to this model, 
people belonging to sexual and gender minorities are exposed, in addition to the 
stressors common to the general population, to specific stressors related to stigma, 
prejudice, and discrimination. These stressors can be distal, when they consist of 
external events such as discrimination, harassment, or exclusion, or proximal, when 
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they involve internal psychological processes such as expectations of rejection, 
hypervigilance, concealment of one's identity, or internalization of stigma. 
Microaggressions can be considered a particularly significant form of everyday distal 
stressor: not necessarily severe when considered individually, but potentially harmful 
precisely because they are frequent, repeated, and embedded within a social order 
that renders certain identities more exposed to delegitimization. 

Hatzenbuehler's (2009) contribution further clarified how stigma can “get under the 
skin,” that is, translate into psychological consequences through cognitive, affective, 
and interpersonal processes. From this perspective, microaggressions do not 
produce effects merely because they offend or hurt in the moment, but because 
they fuel rumination, anticipatory anxiety, hypervigilance, a sense of isolation, and 
reduced relational safety. For an LGBTIQ+ person, working in an environment where 
jokes, silences, heteronormative assumptions, or signals of exclusion are recurrent 
can mean having to constantly monitor what one says, what one leaves unsaid, how 
one presents oneself, and the degree of disclosure considered possible or safe. 

The workplace represents a particularly significant context for analyzing 
microaggressions. It is not merely a productive space, but a relational and symbolic 
environment in which recognition, professional identity, belonging, and 
opportunities for development are constructed. Organizations, even when formally 
oriented toward inclusion, can continue to reproduce heterosexist and cisnormative 
norms through procedures, language, informal cultures, and implicit expectations. 
In this sense, microaggression cannot be reduced to a problem of individual “bad 
manners”: it can be embedded in ordinary ways of speaking, in 
people-management practices, in administrative forms, in internal communications, 
in institutional imagery, in the management of physical spaces, and in the unwritten 
rules of organizational sociality. 

The literature on LGBTIQ+ work experiences shows that organizational support, 
inclusive policies, a climate of safety, and the quality of relationships with colleagues 
and supervisors are associated with more favorable outcomes in terms of wellbeing, 
job satisfaction, commitment, and lower perceived discrimination (Webster et al., 
2018). However, the presence of formal policies is not in itself sufficient. Inequalities 
can persist even in contexts where inclusion is declared but not fully practiced. 
Studies on the work experiences of LGBTIQ+ people in fact show significant 
differences in terms of perceived equity, organizational treatment, satisfaction, and 
turnover intentions, with effects that tend to be accentuated by intersectional 
dimensions such as gender, racialization, and organizational position (Cech & 
Rothwell, 2020). 

A central element of this dynamic is language. Words are not merely descriptive 
tools: they contribute to constructing the field of social recognition. In the work 
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context, language can confirm belonging, respect, and legitimacy, or it can produce 
exclusion, marginalization, and identity disconfirmation. The correct use of names 
and pronouns, the possibility of naming non-heterosexual relationships, the 
presence of inclusive language in formal documents, and the absence of 
demeaning jokes or expressions are not incidental details, but concrete signals of 
how an organization defines who can feel fully part of the professional context. 

Language is particularly relevant because it operates on both the interpersonal and 
the institutional level. On the interpersonal level, linguistic microaggressions can 
emerge in everyday conversations, informal exchanges, meetings, or interactions 
with clients and service users. On the institutional level, they can manifest through 
exclusionary administrative categories, communications that assume only 
heterosexual families, the absence of references to transgender or non-binary 
identities, or the use of outdated or stigmatizing terminology. In both cases, the 
message conveyed concerns not only the word used, but the symbolic position 
attributed to the person it is addressed to. 

In the workplace, these dynamics have consequences that go beyond subjective 
wellbeing. Research indicates that managing one's sexual or gender identity in 
professional contexts carries psychological and cognitive costs. Concealment — that 
is, hiding one's identity — entails constant work in controlling personal information, 
conversations, and relational signals. Madera (2010) discussed the possible 
cognitive costs associated with hiding one's sexual orientation in work contexts, 
highlighting how the continuous regulation of one's self-presentation can interfere 
with attentional resources and with full professional participation. Consistent with 
this, studies on disclosure show that fear of the consequences of coming out at work 
is associated with significant outcomes for professional experience, such as 
satisfaction, commitment, quality of relationships, and career prospects (Ragins et 
al., 2007). 

Microaggressions in LGBTIQ+ workplaces have also been studied as a measurable 
phenomenon. Resnick and Galupo (2019), for example, developed a specific scale 
to assess experiences of LGBTIQ+ microaggressions in work contexts, identifying 
domains such as organizational values, heteronormative assumptions, and 
cisnormative culture. This contribution is important because it allows the analysis to 
move from a purely anecdotal level to an empirical one, making observable forms of 
exclusion that often escape traditional tools for detecting discrimination. Similarly, 
DeSouza, Wesselmann, and Ispas (2017) showed that discrimination against sexual 
minorities can take both explicit and subtle forms, both relevant for understanding 
wellbeing and workplace participation. 

An intersectional perspective is essential to avoid a homogeneous representation of 
LGBTIQ+ people. Experiences of microaggression vary according to sexual 
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orientation, gender identity, gender expression, assigned and lived gender, 
ethnicity, age, social class, and professional position. Transgender and non-binary 
people, for example, may be exposed to specific forms of invalidation such as 
misgendering, deadnaming, intrusive questions about their body or transition, or 
having the legitimacy of their identity called into question. Bisexual people may 
experience invisibilization, suspicion, or delegitimization both in heterosexual 
contexts and within LGBTIQ+ communities. Racialized LGBTIQ+ people may 
experience cumulative forms of marginalization, in which racism, heterosexism, and 
cisnormativity do not simply add together, but produce specific configurations of 
exclusion. 

Studying microaggressions at work therefore means simultaneously examining 
individual wellbeing, the quality of organizational relationships, and social justice. 
An inclusive environment is not merely one that avoids explicit discrimination, but 
one that reduces the need for self-censorship, allows authenticity, recognizes 
identities without exoticizing them, and makes full professional participation 
possible. In this sense, inclusion should not be understood as a benevolent 
concession toward a minority, but as a structural quality of the organization: it 
concerns the possibility that people can contribute without having to pay an 
additional cost in terms of vigilance, forced adaptation, or invisibility. 

This perspective also has broader economic and social implications. The full 
inclusion of LGBTIQ+ people is associated not only with respect for fundamental 
rights, but also with better use of human capital, reduced costs related to turnover, 
absenteeism, and disengagement, and the building of safer, more innovative, and 
more sustainable work environments (Badgett et al., 2019). Microaggressions, 
conversely, represent a hidden cost: not always immediately visible within 
management systems, but capable of affecting health, trust, collaboration, and the 
overall quality of working life. 

In light of this evidence, the analysis of microaggressions and language in LGBTIQ+ 
workplaces constitutes a particularly relevant area of research. It makes it possible to 
understand how organizational wellbeing depends not only on formal policies, but 
also on communicative practices, relational climates, and symbolic recognition. This 
report fits within this framework, contributing to an exploration of the relationship 
between perceived inclusivity, microaggressions, language, and workplace 
wellbeing. Its relevance lies precisely in the possibility of making empirically visible 
experiences that are often minimized, yet central to understanding the real quality 
of inclusion in contemporary professional contexts. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

International literature over the past decades converges in recognizing the 
workplace as one of the principal contexts in which risk factors and protective 
factors for the wellbeing of LGBTIQ+ people are simultaneously defined. The 
occupational experience of these populations does not depend exclusively on 
economic or professional variables, but also on the quality of social relationships, 
identity recognition, organizational norms, and the degree of perceived inclusion. 

1.1 PSYCHOSOCIAL RISKS, DISCRIMINATION, AND MENTAL HEALTH 

Narrative, systematic, and meta-analytic reviews indicate a high prevalence of 
discrimination, social exclusion, microaggressions, harassment, and stigmatization 
toward LGBTIQ+ workers. Such experiences are associated with depressive 
symptoms, anxiety, burnout, chronic stress, and lower quality of working life 
(Webster et al., 2018; Owens et al., 2021; Maji et al., 2023; Oliveira et al., 2024). 

In particular, workplace harassment emerges as one of the most damaging 
predictors of psychological wellbeing, with more pronounced effects among 
LGBTIQ+ workers compared to non-LGBTIQ+ colleagues (Perales et al., 2024). 
Similarly, disadvantaged occupational conditions — such as job insecurity, low 
wages, and employment in low-income sectors — are associated with worse mental 
health outcomes, especially among transgender people and young people (Owens 
et al., 2021). 

A particularly relevant finding concerns the fact that significant disparities persist 
even in contexts considered formally inclusive. Studies conducted in organizations 
with advanced diversity management policies show that LGBTIQ+ employees 
continue to report lower perceived equity, worse relational experiences, lower 
satisfaction, and higher turnover intentions compared to heterosexual and 
cisgender colleagues (Cech & Rothwell, 2020; Hinkle et al., 2025). 

1.2 DIFFERENCES WITHIN THE LGBTIQ+ POPULATION: AN INTERSECTIONAL PERSPECTIVE 

The literature emphasizes the need to avoid a homogeneous view of the LGBTIQ+ 
population, highlighting important internal differences related to sexual orientation, 
gender identity, gender, ethnicity, and socioeconomic position. 

Bisexual and pansexual people, for example, more frequently report experiences of 
invisibilization, bullying, stigma, and burnout, as well as lower levels of workplace 
wellbeing compared to gay and lesbian workers (Webster et al., 2018; Donaghy & 
Perales, 2022). Transgender and gender-diverse people face specific stressors, 
including misgendering, 

11 



difficulties related to transitioning in professional settings, rejection expectations, 
and administrative barriers, with significant repercussions on work outcomes and 
psychological wellbeing (Cancela et al., 2024a). 

Furthermore, intersectional approaches show that LGBTIQ+ women and racialized 
people may experience cumulative forms of disadvantage, arising from the 
co-occurrence of discrimination based on gender, sexual orientation, gender 
identity, or ethnic belonging (Cech & Rothwell, 2020; Ubisi et al., 2023). 

1.3 PROTECTIVE FACTORS AND INCLUSIVE ORGANIZATIONAL PRACTICES 

Alongside risk factors, numerous studies identify protective organizational elements 
capable of promoting wellbeing and adaptation. Explicit LGBTIQ+ inclusion 
policies, anti-discrimination procedures, equitable benefits, inclusive leadership, and 
supportive organizational cultures are associated with lower levels of discrimination 
and better indicators of psychological health and job satisfaction (Lloren & Parini, 
2017; Perales, 2022; Lathabhavan & Mishra, 2024). 

An inclusive climate and perceived support from colleagues and supervisors show 
particularly consistent relationships with engagement, organizational commitment, 
authenticity at work, and lower psychological distress (Webster et al., 2018; Ho et 
al., 2023). Similarly, the presence of diversity training programs and ally networks 
appears to be associated with a multidimensional improvement in the wellbeing of 
LGBTIQ+ employees (Perales, 2022). 

Further studies indicate that the perception of supportive organizational practices 
favors the possibility of being authentic in the professional context, a variable that 
positively mediates the relationship with overall life satisfaction (Fletcher & Everly, 
2020). For transgender people, organizational support and the presence of explicitly 
trans-friendly environments are particularly relevant in reducing the impact of 
minority stress (Cancela et al., 2024a). 

2. MICROAGGRESSIONS AND LGBTIQ+ PEOPLE: THEORETICAL DEFINITION AND EMPIRICAL EVIDENCE 

Microaggressions represent one of the most widespread and, at the same time, 
least visible forms of discrimination against LGBTIQ+ people. Contemporary 
literature considers them particularly relevant because they do not necessarily 
manifest through openly hostile behaviors, but through everyday acts, often 
normalized or unconscious, that communicate devaluation, exclusion, or identity 
delegitimization. Although they may appear episodic or “minor,” their repeated and 
cumulative nature makes them associated with significant psychological, relational, 
and social consequences. 
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Large-scale surveys indicate that a substantial proportion of LGBTIQ+ adults report 
experiencing them in daily life, while specific studies document their systematic 
presence in schools, universities, workplaces, and healthcare services (Casey et al., 
2019). 

2.1 MINORITY STRESS MODEL 

An important interpretive framework for understanding the role of microaggressions 
is offered by Minority Stress Theory (Meyer, 2003), according to which people 
belonging to socially stigmatized groups are exposed, in addition to the ordinary 
stressors of daily life, to additional sources of stress arising from prejudice, 
exclusion, and structural inequalities. Such stressors can be distal, when they consist 
of external and objective events of discrimination, or proximal, when they concern 
internal psychological processes such as rejection expectations, constant vigilance, 
identity concealment, or stigma internalization. 

Within this model, microaggressions can be considered a typical form of daily distal 
stressor. Their very frequency and subtlety can fuel proximal processes of 
hypervigilance, anticipation of rejection, and emotional exhaustion. From this 
perspective, microaggressions do not constitute isolated events, but ordinary 
mechanisms through which social stigma is reproduced in everyday life, contributing 
to the accumulation of minority stress over time. 

2.2 DEFINITION AND MAIN FORMS OF MICROAGGRESSION 

Microaggressions are generally defined as brief and ordinary comments, behaviors, 
or environmental signals that convey negative or offensive messages toward socially 
marginalized groups, including sexual and gender minorities (Nadal et al., 2016; 
Marchi et al., 2023). They can be intentional or unintentional, explicit or ambiguous. 

The literature distinguishes three main types of microaggression (Marchi et al., 
2023): 

•​ Microassaults, that is, more direct manifestations of hostility, such as insults, 
ridicule, or deliberately discriminatory behaviors; 

•​ Microinsults, consisting of comments or attitudes that implicitly devalue a 
person's identity; 

•​ Microinvalidations, which deny, minimize, or call into question an individual's 
lived experience, identity, or social legitimacy. 

These manifestations can take an interpersonal form, when they emerge in daily 
interactions, or an environmental form, when they are embedded in the symbolic 
messages of the social and organizational context, for example heteronormative 
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norms, the absence of LGBTIQ+ representation, or exclusionary institutional 
communications (Decker et al., 2022; Marchi et al., 2023). 

Studies show that microaggressions toward LGBTIQ+ people manifest in multiple 
life contexts. 

•​ In the linguistic and relational domain, among the most frequent examples 
are the use of heterosexist expressions, the automatic assumption of 
heterosexuality, the presumption of gender binarism, or the denial of 
bisexual or non-binary identity (Munro et al., 2019; Nadal et al., 2011). 

•​ In the family context, research documents forms of delegitimization directed 
at LGBTIQ+ families, for example questioning their authenticity or parenting 
ability (Haines et al., 2018). 

•​ In the workplace, microaggressions can include heteronormative or 
cisnormative organizational cultures, implicitly exclusionary corporate values, 
demeaning jokes, invisibilization of LGBTIQ+ romantic relationships, or 
informal obstacles to full professional participation (DeSouza et al., 2017; 
Resnick & Galupo, 2019). 

•​ In healthcare settings, misgendering, the use of inappropriate terminology, 
the presumption of heterosexuality, or communication practices that fail to 
respect a person's identity are common (Clark et al., 2024; Decker et al., 
2022). 

2.3 IMPACT OF MICROAGGRESSIONS 

Literature on microaggressions in work contexts shows with increasing clarity that 
such experiences do not represent marginal episodes or mere relational 
inconveniences, but everyday processes capable of significantly affecting both 
individual wellbeing and organizational functioning. Devaluing comments, 
stereotypical assumptions, subtle exclusions, misgendering, or environmental 
signals of non-belonging constitute recurring forms of bias that, precisely because 
of their ambiguity and repetitiveness, tend to accumulate over time, producing 
significant effects on the psychological and professional level (Costa et al., 2022; 
Smith & Griffiths, 2022). 

On the individual level, numerous studies associate exposure to microaggressions 
with greater perceived stress, worse mental health, emotional exhaustion, and 
burnout. These effects are particularly well documented among workers belonging 
to minority groups, including LGBTIQ+ employees and transgender or 
gender-diverse people, for whom microaggressions can take specific forms such as 
deadnaming, identity invalidation, or symbolic marginalization (Cancela et al., 
2024b; Desai et al., 2023; Heisler et al., 2024). From this perspective, 
microaggressions are configured as chronic stressors consistent with Minority Stress 
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Theory, according to which belonging to stigmatized groups exposes individuals to 
additional pressures that compromise wellbeing over the medium and long term. 

At the collective level, the widespread presence of microaggressions also 
contributes to deteriorating the organizational climate. Environments in which subtle 
biases remain normalized tend to reduce psychological safety, mutual trust, and a 
sense of belonging, hindering collaboration, learning, and innovation. In some 
sectors, such as healthcare, these processes are also associated with repercussions 
on service quality and overall professional outcomes (Khan et al., 2023; Heisler et 
al., 2024). 

Exposure to microaggressions is associated with multiple indicators of psychological 
distress. Among the most frequently reported outcomes are depressive symptoms, 
anxiety, general psychological distress, and traumatic symptomatology (DeSon & 
Andover, 2023; Marchi et al., 2023). 

Further studies report associations with a higher likelihood of problematic alcohol or 
cannabis use, suicidal ideation, and suicide attempts, especially in groups most 
exposed to chronic discrimination. In educational settings, microaggressions are 
correlated with absenteeism, declining academic performance, and school or 
university dropout (Maji & Sarika, 2023). 

In healthcare settings, repeated experiences of stigma and invalidation can 
encourage avoidance of care, distrust of professionals, and lower use of services, 
with potential repercussions on overall health (Casey et al., 2019; Clark et al., 2024). 

Research highlights that exposure to microaggressions is not uniform within the 
LGBTIQ+ population. Transgender and gender-diverse people are among the most 
vulnerable groups (Marchi et al., 2023; Lefevor et al., 2019). People who 
simultaneously belong to other social or ethnic minorities may also experience 
higher levels of stigmatization (Salerno et al., 2023; Fattoracci et al., 2020). 

2.4 EFFECTS ON JOB SATISFACTION, ENGAGEMENT, AND TURNOVER 

Beyond mental health, microaggressions directly affect central variables of 
organizational behavior. Several studies show a negative relationship with job 
satisfaction, understood as a positive evaluation of one's professional experience. 
For example, racial microaggressions are associated with lower job satisfaction 
among African American teachers and Black workers in various sectors 
(DeCuir-Gunby & Gunby, 2016; King et al., 2022). 

Microaggressions are also associated with reduced engagement, motivation, and 
organizational commitment, as they erode the sense of belonging and trust toward 
the organization. Among LGBTIQ+ workers, interpersonal microaggressions predict 
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lower perceived inclusivity, lower commitment, and greater turnover intentions, as 
well as worse mental health outcomes (Maji & Rajeev, 2025). 

More generally, the literature describes microaggressions as antecedents of 
voluntary turnover, attrition, and difficulty in retaining qualified personnel, with 
economic and strategic consequences for organizations (Heisler et al., 2024; 
McWilliams & Gao, 2025). 

2.5 IMPACT ON ORGANIZATIONAL CLIMATE AND PERFORMANCE 

Microaggressions do not affect only the individual worker, but alter the overall 
functioning of groups and organizations. They contribute to building hostile 
climates, reduce authenticity and psychological safety, limit participation, and 
reinforce informal hierarchies of exclusion (Fattoracci & King, 2022; Smith & Griffiths, 
2022). 

At the organizational level, these dynamics are associated with lower productivity, 
operational errors, interpersonal conflict, worse work atmosphere, and indirect costs 
related to absenteeism, turnover, and reputational damage (Salari et al., 2024; 
Westover, 2025). In high relational-intensity contexts, such as healthcare, the 
deterioration of staff wellbeing can also be reflected in service quality and outcomes 
for users or patients (Khan et al., 2023). 

3. THE ROLE OF LANGUAGE 

Alongside behavioral microaggressions, language represents a central vector 
through which social hierarchies are constructed and reproduced in organizational 
contexts. The terms used to describe LGBTIQ+ people are not semantically neutral: 
their meaning and emotional impact vary depending on the context of use, the 
relationship between speaker and addressee, the historical-cultural background of 
the term, and the speaker's own identity. 

Language used in work contexts is one of the most powerful tools through which 
social norms relating to gender and sexual orientation are constructed, reproduced, 
and sometimes challenged. In recent decades, a growing body of research has 
highlighted how linguistic choices within organizations — from formal 
communications to informal conversations, from corporate policies to everyday 
vocabulary among colleagues — exert a significant influence on the work 
experience of LGBT+ people (lesbian, gay, bisexual, transgender, and other 
identities that do not conform to heteronormativity). 

Particular attention has been devoted to the phenomenon of microaggressions, 
defined by Sue et al. (2007) as brief, often unintentional, everyday exchanges that 
communicate derogatory or hostile messages toward individuals belonging to 
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marginalized groups. In workplaces, linguistic microaggressions toward LGBT+ 
people take multiple forms: the systematic use of incorrect pronouns 
(misgendering), the implicit assumption of heterosexuality in informal conversations, 
the use of normalized offensive expressions, comments that appear complimentary 
but are stereotyping, or the silence and invisibilization of same-sex relationships in 
discussions about family and private life (Galupo & Resnick, 2016; Nadal, 2013; 
Resnick & Galupo, 2019). 

3.1 LANGUAGE AND JOB PERFORMANCE 

The impact of language on the professional experience of LGBT+ people is not 
limited to the relational and emotional sphere, but extends substantially to job 
performance, understood both in terms of individual productivity and organizational 
engagement. The literature has identified several mechanisms through which a 
heteronormative or hostile linguistic environment compromises the performance of 
workers belonging to sexual and gender minorities. 

A first mechanism is the cognitive load associated with identity management. 
Madera (2010), in a now-classic experimental study, demonstrated how concealing 
one's sexual orientation entails a significant consumption of cognitive resources: gay 
and lesbian participants who hid their identity performed worse on memory and 
attention tasks than those who could express it freely. This finding aligns with Smart 
and Wegner's (2000) preoccupation model of secrecy, according to which the active 
suppression of personal information generates an intrusive loop of thoughts that 
drains executive resources from ongoing tasks. When organizational language is 
pervasively heteronormative — for example, when informal conversations assume 
an opposite-gender partner, or when company forms offer only binary categories — 
LGBT+ people are constantly compelled to make disclosure or concealment 
choices, with a measurable impact on cognitive performance (King et al., 2017; 
Newheiser & Barreto, 2014). 

A second mechanism concerns psychological safety (Edmondson, 1999), that is, the 
shared perception that the work context is sufficiently safe to allow for interpersonal 
risk-taking. Corporate language that ignores, trivializes, or ridicules LGBT+ 
experiences erodes psychological safety and translates into fewer proactive 
behaviors and assertive communication (proposing ideas, raising problems, offering 
constructive criticism), reduced group innovation, and lower levels of collaboration 
(Cunningham, 2011; Köllen, 2016). Conversely, evidence suggests that the presence 
of inclusive language within teams and leadership is associated with a greater 
propensity to contribute actively, better quality of internal communication, and a 
higher level of collective problem solving (Webster et al., 2018). 
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A third mechanism is motivational and identity-related in nature. According to 
Ragins (2008), LGBT+ people who work in environments characterized by hostile or 
invisibilizing language show lower levels of organizational identification and 
affective commitment, with a consequent increase in turnover intention and a 
reduction in organizational citizenship behaviors. The longitudinal study by Ragins, 
Singh, and Cornwell (2007) showed that fear of the consequences associated with 
coming out — fear largely fueled by the perceived linguistic climate — significantly 
predicts job satisfaction, commitment, and career prospects. More recently, Lloren 
and Parini (2017) documented how the absence of inclusive language in corporate 
policies acts as a negative signal that reduces organizational trust even among 
heterosexual and cisgender employees, suggesting a systemic effect on the work 
climate. 

Finally, the impact of language on performance evaluation and career dynamics 
must be considered. Research by Hebl, Foster, Mannix, and Dovidio (2002) and by 
Barron and Hebl (2013) has shown how exposure to subtly discriminatory language 
during professional interactions translates into less favorable evaluations, fewer 
mentoring opportunities, and a reduced likelihood of accessing promotions and 
significant assignments. Language thus becomes not only a factor of subjective 
wellbeing, but also a structural mechanism of inequality in career paths. 

3.2 LANGUAGE, STIGMA, AND PSYCHOLOGICAL WELLBEING 

On the theoretical level, the psychological mediation framework proposed by 
Hatzenbuehler (2009) integrates and extends Meyer's (2003) model, specifying the 
proximal mechanisms through which stigma — of which language is a privileged 
vehicle — produces negative outcomes on mental health. There are three main 
mediating processes: (a) cognitive processes (rumination, hypervigilance, negative 
self-schemas), (b) affective processes (emotional dysregulation, anticipatory anxiety), 
and (c) interpersonal processes (social isolation, reduced quality of relationships). 
Organizational language that normalizes heterosexuality and implicitly pathologizes 
LGBT+ identities fuels all three of these processes, creating fertile ground for the 
emergence of anxious and depressive symptomatology (Pachankis, 2007). 

Numerous empirical studies have documented the association between exposure to 
linguistic microaggressions in the workplace and increased levels of anxiety, 
depressive symptoms, sleep disturbances, and somatization (Nadal et al., 2016; 
Velez et al., 2013; Woodford et al., 2014). In a particularly notable meta-analysis, 
Lloyd, Lazaridou, and Ross (2024) estimated that cumulative exposure to linguistic 
microaggressions in professional contexts is associated with an average increase of 
0.32 standard deviations in internalizing symptoms, an effect comparable in size to 
that produced by more explicit forms of discrimination. Similar results emerge from 
the Italian studies by Lingiardi, Baiocco, and Nardelli (2012) and by Pistella, Salvati, 
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Ioverno, Laghi, and Baiocco (2016), which show that even in culturally more tolerant 
contexts, the persistence of heteronormative vocabulary in workplaces has 
measurable effects on subjective wellbeing. 

A specific mechanism of particular interest is linguistic hypervigilance: LGBT+ 
people who work in environments perceived as potentially hostile tend to constantly 
monitor colleagues' language in search of clues regarding the safety of the 
environment, a continuous cognitive activity that generates chronic stress and 
emotional exhaustion (Hatzenbuehler et al., 2013; Pachankis et al., 2008). 
Associated with this is the phenomenon of identity-related rumination, described by 
Mereish and Poteat (2015), which shows that rumination over ambiguous or 
ambivalent linguistic episodes — phrases that may or may not be read as 
microaggressions — constitutes a significant mediator between minority stress and 
anxious-depressive symptomatology. 

Language also influences wellbeing through its role in the coming-out process. 
Studies conducted by Quinn and Chaudoir (2009) and by Chaudoir and Fisher 
(2010) have shown that the possibility of speaking openly about one's identity in a 
linguistically welcoming environment is associated with a reduction in psychological 
distress, an increase in self-esteem, and an improvement in the quality of 
professional relationships. Conversely, prolonged concealment — often made 
necessary by a hostile linguistic climate — is correlated with higher levels of 
loneliness, depression, and emotional dysregulation (Frost et al., 2015; Pachankis et 
al., 2020). 

3.3 INCLUSIVE LANGUAGE AS A PROTECTIVE RESOURCE 

On the side of protective resources, research shows that intentionally inclusive 
organizational language — including the correct use of chosen pronouns and 
names, gender-neutral formulations, explicit references to diverse family and 
relational configurations, and a value framework that openly names sexual and 
gender diversity — is associated with significantly higher levels of eudaimonic 
wellbeing (sense of meaning, self-realization, personal growth) and hedonic 
wellbeing (satisfaction, positive affect) among LGBT+ employees (Köllen, 2016; 
Riggle et al., 2008; Webster et al., 2018). These effects are amplified when inclusive 
language is embodied by leadership figures and is not confined to formal 
documents rarely activated in daily practice (Pichler et al., 2017). 

Finally, it should be emphasized that the impact of language on psychological 
wellbeing is moderated by a series of individual and contextual variables, including 
the level of outness, intersectional identity (for example, racialized LGBT+ people 
are exposed to cumulative forms of linguistic microaggressions; Balsam et al., 2011), 
the presence of peer support networks, and the existence of formal 
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anti-discrimination policies (Holman et al., 2019). Despite the richness of the 
international literature, significant gaps persist, particularly with regard to 
non-English-speaking linguistic contexts — such as the Italian context, in which 
grammatical gender marking makes inclusive language choices particularly complex 
— and the analysis of interactions between discursive practices, individual variables, 
and organizational architectures in determining wellbeing outcomes. 

 

 

BOX 1: BODIES AND WORDS, BY VERA GHENO 

The relationship between signifier and signified — in Saussurean terminology, that 
is, between words and their meaning — is neither one-to-one nor absolute. In other 
words, we cannot expect a single word to correspond to one and only one 
meaning, nor that the relationship between the two elements is fixed once and for 
all. How we understand words, or the value we give them, depends on many 
factors: who says them, who they are addressed to, the context in which the 
communication takes place. 

Taking a broader view, one could say that the perception of words is strongly linked 
to the Zeitgeist, the spirit of the times: words live intertwined with the judgments, 
prejudices, dreams, expectations, traditions, taboos, knowledge, and beliefs that 
characterize a person and a social collectivity in a given here and now. Any analysis 
must start from this. All of this means that it is not enough to know the meaning that 
we and our culture give to a particular term, because there is always the possibility 
that another person or another culture may have a very different perception of that 
same term. Face value, then, is never sufficient on its own, just as consulting the 
dictionary is not enough to settle the matter. 

Even the dictionary, in fact, cannot help but reproduce within itself a system of 
reference values, despite the attempt to be “neutral” (Faloppa 2026, pp. 55-64); 
naturally, the degree of (attempted) objectivity varies, but absolute objectivity is 
practically impossible to achieve. For this reason, relying on the dictionary as the 
ultimate authority in lexical matters can be misleading. Human epistemic 
experiences are situated, they pass through bodies; we could say that they are 
embodied, and as such, the shapes our bodies have consequences even on what 
we choose to define and study, as well as on how we study it (bell hooks 2020). 

 A completely objective gaze, inside and outside language, de facto does not exist. 

One mistake to avoid is reducing this entire discussion to a purely personal and 
individual matter. Since language is a maximally subjective good (no two people 
have the same idiolect, the same linguistic characteristics), but also a collective one 
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(we understand each other by virtue of the part of our idiolects that we have in 
common), our individual uses, as well as our limits of use, have repercussions on 
collectivities and, at the same time, also depend on systemic causes that must be 
correctly identified. While, on the one hand, the way we choose the words we say 
and do not say (these too with care, as Alda Merini reminds us: 'I like those who 
carefully choose the words not to say”) influences who is around us, even though we 
tend to underestimate this aspect of our linguistic choices, on the other hand, much 
of what we can and cannot do with words depends on variables far larger than the 
individual person. It should be noted that there is a strong correlation between 
characteristics possessed by a human being (man or woman, cisgender or 
transgender person, heterosexual or non-heterosexual, with or without a disability, 
more or less racialized, wealthy or poor…), the resulting position occupied by a 
person in society, and the possibility of acting through words, that is, of having 
linguistic agency (Huetter-Almerigi 2025). 

When studying the wheel of power and privilege, which attempts to represent on 
the same diagram the various dimensions that can expose a person to 
marginalization within a society defined by certain criteria of “normality,” and if we 
also take into account the fact that people are intersections of characteristics — that 
is, they can accumulate more than one factor of marginalization — it is easy to 
understand that whoever holds a position of power and privilege (Sylvia Duckworth 
2021, Wheel of Power, Privilege, and Marginalization 
https://www.wla.edu.au/post/diversity-equity-privilege-bias/) enjoys not only social, 
cultural, political, and economic benefits, but linguistic ones as well. One of the first 
things a person at the margins is deprived of, in fact, is the ability to choose how to 
be called, that is, to carry out a process of linguistic self-determination or 
self-naming. 

As the writer Kübra Gümüşay reminds us (Gümüsay 2021), we can imagine language 
as a museum, in which we find two types of people: the visitors, who are unnamed 
because they are considered “normal” by that particular society, and the subjects 
on display, who are named precisely because they diverge from that supposed 
normality. The named are displayed in glass cases, each with its own label: the 
lesbian's case, the disabled man's case, the poor person's case, the Muslim 
woman's case, the transgender woman's case, and so on. But that classification — 
which obviously also carries with it the choice of the definition attached to the case 
— was not chosen by the person inside the display, but by the museum's visitors, 
who are also its curators. Thus, the unnamed are also the namers, effectively holding 
the power to decide who to display, how to display them, and what to call them. 
The namers also expect that the people on display correspond to the label assigned 
to them: in other words, the displayed subject is stereotyped, as if all lesbians were 
the same, or as if all disabled men were. And when a person does not recognize 
themselves in the label assigned to them, the system short-circuits: because of the 
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power imbalances between namers and named, rather than questioning the label, 
the definition, the “anomalous” person is called into question. In this way, the 
naming system itself avoids being subjected to critical review. 

The poetic image evoked by Gümüşay finds a scientific formulation in the thought 
of Miranda Fricker and in her studies on the concept of discursive injustice (Fricker 
2007): a person's words do not lack the power to achieve results because of a 
problem with linguistic form — perhaps a thought expressed unclearly or too poorly 
— but because of the intrinsic characteristics of the person speaking those words: 
they are not believed precisely because they are a woman, or homosexual, or 
disabled, or young, or marginalized for some other reason. At the root of discursive 
injustice lies an even more radical injustice, which in Fricker's studies is defined as 
epistemic: the idea that certain categories of people are not capable of creating 
knowledge, and that there is therefore no need to make room for them in the 
epistemic system. Consider how we have traditionally studied almost every subject: 
in literature, history, philosophy, geography, science, even grammar, it is evident 
how schools pass down a canon that in fact represents a particular point of view 
(white, hetero-cis-normative, Eurocentric, etc.), rendering invisible — and therefore 
invalidating — all other existing and possible points of view. 

There is another type of injustice, also discussed by Fricker, which is testimonial 
injustice: when the voice of a person belonging to a particular community is 
diminished precisely because they belong to that community; as if being a trans 
person speaking on behalf of the trans community prevented one from having a 
neutral, and therefore scientific, attitude toward the matter being discussed. 

Among all the possible dimensions of discrimination, it makes sense to focus on the 
LGBTIQ+ domain, for the simple reason that all people have, in one way or another, 
a biological sex, a gender identity, and a sexual-affective orientation; the issue, 
therefore, concerns every member of society, including those who, considering 
themselves “normal,” do not feel the need to reflect on their own identity. As Paul 
Preciado reminds us in one of his striking lectures, it is precisely “the normal ones” 
who have the most rigidified identity of all: 

“But why are you so convinced, dear binary friends, that only the subaltern have an 
identity? Why are you so convinced that only Muslims, Jews, faggots, lesbians and 
trans people, the inhabitants of the suburbs, migrants and Black people have an 
identity? And you, normal, hegemonic, white bourgeois psychoanalysts, binary, 
patriarchal-colonial — are you perhaps without identity? There is no identity more 
sclerotic and more rigid than your invisible identity. Either we all have an identity, or 
there is no identity at all.” (Preciado 2021.) 

22 



Like all other historically marginalized minorities, the LGBTIQ+ community too has 
undergone constant and painful linguistic marginalization, finding itself forced to 
carry definitions laden with derogatory connotations such as faggot, queen, invert, 
but also the historic tribade, which flattened a lesbian relationship onto the purely 
— presumed — sexual act; transvestite, transsexual, the noun “the trans,” often 
with misgendering, that is, with the assignment of grammatical gender based on the 
sex assigned at birth rather than on the gender of one's choosing. This is just to 
give a few examples: a whole volume could be filled with such heavy linguistic 
labels. 

Undoubtedly, however difficult these times may be, there are directions of change 
already firmly underway; one is the general depathologization, linguistic and 
extralinguistic, of homosexuality, but also — albeit still in an embryonic stage — of 
being transgender: consider the need to reconsider the diagnosis of gender 
dysphoria, which makes it seem as though a transgender person suffers from the 
mere fact of being transgender, making it difficult to recognize that the main 
problem of any queer person is not their queerness, but the fact of living in a 
society that does not accept queerness as one of the versions of human normality. 
The other direction is the reclaiming by the community of certain terms originally 
coined as insults, such as queer, to the point of nullifying their negative semantic 
charge. Precisely because language and society are moving, albeit slowly and with 
many obstacles, on the subject of LGBTIQ+ identities, it is necessary to study the 
perception of certain terms by people belonging to the community, trying to 
understand how far the process of linguistic re-signification has come. First-hand 
data, which recognize the centrality of the opinions of those who live certain 
situations directly on their own skin, are vital and important, also to slowly begin to 
heal the gap in agency traditionally present between the “normal” and the 
“different.” 

In this sense, the work presented here — robust both qualitatively and quantitatively 
— offers extremely valuable data: on the perception of words by the LGBTIQ+ 
community; on the fact that the weight of certain words — both those explicitly 
offensive and those that would in themselves be merely descriptive — depends on 
who utters them, whether a member of the in-group or of the out-group (the 
so-called speaker effect); on the fact that the sense of safety guaranteed by a given 
work context influences the perception of microaggressions, which, beyond their 
definition, must not be underestimated, given that they have a substantial and 
documentable impact on the psychophysical wellbeing of people, especially those 
belonging to marginalized minorities, who are most affected by them. 

Words carry weight and matter, as we all know (or at least, many people say they 
know it); however, every time a community at risk of marginalization raises this kind 
of issue, the demand is to provide data that go beyond subjective perception and 
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anecdote. This study provides such data, and extremely interesting data at that. 
With the hope that it may help bring greater focus to a problem that in fact afflicts a 
substantial portion of our society. 
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BOX 2: WORKPLACE DISCRIMINATION AGAINST THE TRANSGENDER POPULATION, BY SERENA 
SCRIBANO 

Work is not only a source of income, but a pillar of social identity and individual 
dignity. For the transgender and non-binary population, however, access to this 
right has historically been mediated by systemic barriers, prejudice, and institutional 
violence. In Italy, academic and statistical reflection on this topic has only 
accelerated in recent years, revealing that discrimination is not an isolated event, 
but a process that begins already in the early stages of education and reverberates 
throughout one's entire professional life. 

THE HISTORICAL PATH: FROM MARGINALITY TO THE “STREET ECONOMY” 

Historically, transgender people (with particular reference to people in the area of 
trans femininity) have been pushed to the margins of formal society. As highlighted 
by historian Susan Stryker in Transgender History, medical pathologization and 
social criminalization made it nearly impossible to maintain “traditional” 
employment. 

In Italy, activist and sociologist Porpora Marcasciano documented in her book 
L'aurora delle trans cattive (The Dawn of the Bad Trans Women) how, between the 
1970s and 1990s, the trans community was confined to the so-called “street 
economy.” Exclusion from the formal labor market was total: coming out or the 
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visibility of one's transition almost inevitably led to dismissal, pushing entire 
generations toward sex work not as a choice, but as the only survival strategy. This 
“legacy of exclusion” has created a persistent stigma that still influences selection 
processes today. 

2. THE ORIGIN OF THE GAP: BULLYING, SCHOOL DROPOUT, AND THE EDUCATION GAP 

Employment difficulties do not arise at the moment of the job interview, but have 
roots in the school system. Research conducted by Fisher et al. (2014) highlights an 
alarming finding: in Italy, approximately 43% of transgender people drop out of 
school early. 

The mechanism of exclusion is fueled by transphobic bullying, the absence of 
structural protection protocols (such as the “Alias Career,” applied unevenly 
depending on the willingness of individual schools), and the failure of teaching staff 
to recognize a student's identity. School dropout translates into low levels of 
education and fewer specialized qualifications. This limits access to highly 
specialized professions, relegating many trans people to unskilled, precarious jobs 
or to the low-threshold service sector, fueling a vicious circle of poverty and 
marginalization. 

3. SYSTEMIC DISCRIMINATION: BARRIERS TO ENTRY AND IN THE WORKPLACE 

According to the ISTAT-UNAR (2023) exploratory survey, workplace discrimination 
against trans and non-binary people in Italy is pervasive. In fact, 45% of trans people 
report having had their job application rejected because of their gender identity. 
Discrimination often occurs even before the interview, due to the discrepancy 
between identity documents and physical appearance (so-called deadnaming). 
Once hired, the situation remains complex and the company climate is often hostile. 

•​ 37.4% of respondents report that their identity was revealed to third parties 
without consent. 

•​ 55.8% report having experienced offensive jokes or microaggressions. 

As theorized by sociologist Ilan Meyer, constant exposure to this climate of hostility 
generates a state of “minority stress” that affects mental health and productivity, 
often leading to self-exclusion or forced resignation in order to preserve one's own 
integrity. 

-​ THE “POLITICS OF PASSING” AND THE PRICE OF VISIBILITY 

Access to employment is influenced not only by identity itself, but by the degree of 
aesthetic conformity to the binary canons of “masculine” and “feminine.” “Passing” 
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(note: “Passing” is the ability or need of a person to be perceived by others as a 
member of a particular social group — gender, ethnicity, class — to which they do 
not biologically or originally belong. In the LGBTIQ+ context, it refers to a 
transgender person being perceived as cisgender. It is often used as a strategy to 
avoid discrimination and gain social acceptance) functions as genuine social capital: 
those perceived as cisgender have access to a protection and relational fluidity that 
is denied to those who, by choice or because of where they are in their journey, are 
“visibly trans.” This phenomenon is what defines cisnormative privilege. 

As emphasized by theorist and activist Julia Serano in her essay Whipping Girl, 
society — and, by extension, the labor market — rewards those who do not 
challenge the boundaries of gender. A trans person who has “excellent passing” 
can often navigate the world of work without suffering direct discrimination, but at 
the cost of constant outing anxiety and the erasure of their own history (the paradox 
of conformity). Conversely, for non-binary people or for those beginning their 
affirmation journey, the inability — or unwillingness — to fit into one of the two 
predetermined boxes is perceived by employers as a “lack of professionalism” or a 
potential element of instability. Here, discrimination shifts to the level of 
performativity: one is not judged for what one is able to do, but for how much one's 
body “disturbs” the aesthetic order of the office or shop. 

In some cases, a person who has begun hormone therapy but has not yet obtained 
a legal ruling to amend their documents can find themselves in a bureaucratic 
nightmare. For example, presenting an identity card with a male name while having 
a feminine appearance (or vice versa) during an interview turns the job search into a 
series of forced and potentially traumatic coming-outs. This “gap” between image 
and document is the main reason why many excellent applications are discarded 
even before a genuine technical evaluation begins. 

-​ TRANSMISOGYNY, MIGRATION, AND THE INTERSECTIONALITY OF THE CRISIS 

We cannot forget that the burden of visibility is not distributed equally. 
Transmisogyny (a term also coined by Julia Serano) explains how visible transgender 
women are targeted with far more violence than transgender men. Society tends to 
punish more severely those who “abandon” male privilege to embrace femininity, 
especially when that femininity does not fit the aesthetic canons of the “ideal 
woman.” This translates into much higher unemployment rates for transgender 
women compared to the rest of the LGBTIQ+  community. 

Furthermore, for a complete analysis, it is necessary to adopt the lens of 
intersectionality, a concept introduced by legal scholar Kimberlé Crenshaw. For 
migrant and racialized transgender people, especially if socialized as women, 
discrimination is not simply the sum of transphobia, racism, and misogyny, but a 
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specific and multiplied form of oppression. As highlighted by sociologist Sabrina 
Marchetti in her studies on gender and migration, migrant transgender people 
undergo systematic “professional de-qualification.” Even those with high levels of 
education are often perceived through the stereotype of the “exotic trans woman,” 
limiting employment opportunities to the most degraded margins of society. This is 
frequently compounded by undocumented status (lack of a residence permit), which 
further complicates matters, making access to formal employment impossible. In the 
absence of family support networks and faced with the closed doors of the 
traditional labor market, sex work often becomes the only means of subsistence. 
This is not a “vocation,” but a response to systemic exclusion. In this context, the 
migrant transgender person is exposed to an extremely high risk of violence, 
exploitation, and criminalization, remaining trapped in a cycle of poverty from which 
it is extremely difficult to escape without targeted welfare interventions. 
Discrimination in access to housing and services, combined with racial prejudice, 
makes the path to employment integration even more precarious. A Black 
transgender person or one of foreign origin is affected by prejudices concerning not 
only gender, but also the presumed “dangerousness” or “cultural inadequacy” 
constructed by dominant public discourse. 

-​ SLOW IMPROVEMENT: DIVERSITY MANAGEMENT AND NEW PROTECTIONS 

Despite this critical picture, recent years have shown signs of change. The 
introduction of Diversity, Equity & Inclusion (DEI) policies in many multinational 
companies, and the growing awareness of trade unions, have led to small but 
significant steps forward. The shift from facade inclusion (rainbow washing) to 
structural inclusion requires the adoption of codified corporate protocols. 
Companies that today position themselves at the forefront of Diversity Management 
do not limit themselves to statements of intent, but implement specific operational 
tools: 

•​ Alias Career and Digital Infrastructure: This is not just about changing the 
name on a badge. Effective implementation of an Alias Career involves 
modifying management systems (ERP), email addresses, and organizational 
charts. This protects the employee's privacy, avoiding deadnaming (the use 
of a no-longer-representative legal name) in daily interactions and internal 
communications. 

•​ Gender Affirmation Guidelines: The most inclusive companies (following 
models proposed by associations such as Parks – Liberi e Uguali) draft 
manuals explaining how to manage an employee's gender affirmation 
process. These include: paid leave for medical appointments or surgical 
procedures (often not covered by standard collective labor agreements) to fill 
gaps in the National Health Service, psychological support, and a 
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communication plan agreed upon with the employee to inform colleagues, if 
and when desired. 

•​ Neutral Facilities and Inclusive Spaces: The management of physical spaces is 
a critical point. The introduction of gender-neutral restrooms and changing 
rooms reduces stress and the risk of harassment for transgender and 
non-binary people, ensuring a safe environment. 

•​ Mandatory “Unconscious Bias” Training: Discrimination is often unconscious. 
Training programs for recruiters and managers aim to dismantle the biases 
that lead to rejecting a transgender candidate with equal qualifications, 
focusing on professional merit rather than gender conformity. 

Furthermore, academic research by authors such as Pileri et al. (2023) emphasizes 
the importance of an “affirmative approach” that does not merely tolerate, but 
actively values the skills of transgender people, breaking down the glass ceiling that 
prevents them from reaching top positions. 

-​ THE CONTRAST BETWEEN EXCELLENCE AND LOCAL REALITIES: LARGE COMPANIES VS. SMES 

While the landscape of large multinational corporations and banking groups 
appears to be moving decisively toward Diversity & Inclusion policies — as 
demonstrated by TIM's Alias Career protocols, by Intesa Sanpaolo's policies (which 
provide for a ban on discrimination based on gender identity and gender 
expression, and supplementary insurance coverage that includes psychological 
support and contributions for medical expenses related to gender affirmation), or by 
Google (which has implemented so-called Transgender Benefit Standards, including 
not only an Alias Career, but also a network of “Transition Buddies” — trained 
colleagues who support those affirming their gender — and gender-neutral facilities 
at all main locations) — the reality of the Italian production landscape presents 
worrying fragmentation. Italy is characterized by a prevalence of Small and Medium 
Enterprises (SMEs) which, while representing the backbone of the country's 
economy, often lack structured Human Resources departments or figures dedicated 
to Diversity Management. In these contexts, hiring or promotion decisions are 
frequently concentrated in the hands of the business owner or small management 
groups, making access to employment extremely vulnerable to individual prejudice 
and “silent discrimination.” 

As analyzed by Prearo (2020) in his study on the institutionalization of LGBTIQ+ + 
identities, there is a deep divide between the inclusion rhetoric of large brands and 
everyday practice in the provinces. In smaller realities, transgender identity is often 
perceived as a “disruptive element” of the established order, or as a potential risk 
to the company's image with a clientele considered conservative. This does not 
always translate into explicit dismissal — which would expose the company to legal 
risks — but rather into what sociologists call “soft ousting”: a mix of demotion, 
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social isolation, and microaggressions that push the person toward voluntary 
resignation. 

Data from the ISTAT-UNAR (2023) survey confirm the severity of this situation: over 
60% of transgender people employed in small and medium-sized contexts report 
never having come out at work, living in a state of constant monitoring and 
self-censorship for fear of retaliation or a worsening of the work climate. This 
“climate of silence” is a direct consequence of the lack of codified protections. In 
the absence of a national strategic vision, such as that envisioned in the National 
LGBTIQ+ + Strategy 2022–2025 (UNAR, 2022), the protection of transgender 
people employed in SMEs remains dependent on the sensitivity of individual senior 
figures, creating a “two-speed” working citizenship: one protected and visible in 
large metropolitan areas, and one precarious and invisible in the rest of the country. 

The psychological impact of such precariousness is devastating. The need to hide 
one's transgender identity or non-binary gender in order to keep one's job fuels the 
Minority Stress theorized by Meyer (2003), which not only undermines the worker's 
mental health, but also drastically reduces their prospects for professional growth, 
confining them to a condition of chronic subordination. Ultimately, overcoming this 
barrier requires intervention that is not only corporate but systemic, capable of 
encouraging and training even small businesses toward a work culture able to look 
beyond binarism and prejudice. 

CONCLUSIONS 

In conclusion, the analysis of the relationship between the transgender and 
non-binary population and the labor market reveals a complex reality, in which 
historical exclusion is not yet a legacy of the past, but a phenomenon that continues 
to regenerate itself through new and old forms of discrimination. Although the 
historical path began with extreme marginality and segregation into informal 
economies, the transition toward full professional inclusion is still hindered by a 
system that struggles to separate individual competence from gender conformity. 

It has been shown that the employment gap has roots already in the educational 
period: bullying and school dropout are not only personal traumas, but 
socio-economic wounds that limit the development of human capital within the 
transgender and non-binary community. Likewise, we have observed how the “price 
of visibility” and the lack of “passing” act as excluding filters, turning the body and 
identity into barriers to entry, especially where identity documents do not yet reflect 
a person's self-determination. 

Adopting the intersectional lens has allowed us to understand that there is no single 
trans* experience in the world of work: for migrant and racialized people, the 
overlap of transphobia, racism, and legal precariousness creates a “dead end” that 

29 



often leaves sex work as the only possible survival strategy. This underscores the 
urgency of policies that are not merely symbolic, but that intervene concretely on 
legal protections and bureaucratic assistance. 

Nevertheless, signs of change coming from large companies and the introduction of 
tools such as the Alias Career indicate that transformation is possible. The future of 
inclusion does not lie in the simple “tolerance” of those who manage to conform, 
but in the deconstruction of the binary paradigms that govern our professional 
spaces. Only when merit is freed from aesthetic expectations, and when gender 
diversity is recognized as an intrinsic value of authenticity and resilience, will we be 
able to say that we have guaranteed every individual, regardless of their identity, 
the fundamental right to dignified, safe, and fulfilling work. The challenge, 
therefore, is cultural even before it is regulatory: transforming the workplace from a 
space of discipline into a space of freedom. 
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4. RESEARCH OBJECTIVES AND HYPOTHESES 

This report presents an analysis of the relationships among the key variables 
emerging from the theoretical review, within a sample of LGBTIQ+ workers. The 
analyses are structured around the following hypotheses: 

H1: perceived workplace inclusivity is negatively associated with the frequency of 
reported microaggressions. More inclusive environments are expected to 
correspond to lower levels of everyday discrimination. This effect is expected both 
in the professional and in the interpersonal dimension of microaggressions, which 
constitute two distinct but correlated aspects of the same overall construct. 

H2a: perceived inclusivity is negatively associated with the perceived negativity of 
LGBTIQ+ terms, both when spoken by community members and when spoken by 
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non-members. The effect is expected to be more pronounced for identity terms 
such as gay and lesbian, whose evaluation is more sensitive to organizational 
context, compared to historically offensive slurs such as faggot or bugger/dyke. 

H2b: experiences of microaggression are positively associated with the perceived 
negativity of LGBTIQ+ terms. Consistent with the hypothesis of a psychological 
sensitization produced by discriminatory exposure, the association is expected to be 
stronger for identity terms than for explicit slurs: while the latter are perceived as 
negative almost universally, identity terms — normally considered neutral or 
positive — tend to be evaluated more negatively by those most exposed to 
microaggressions. 

H3a: the perceived negative impact of the formal language used in one's country to 
describe sexual orientation and/or gender identity on professional experience is 
positively associated with anxiety symptoms. 

H3b: the perceived negative impact of formal language is negatively associated 
with workplace wellbeing. The effect is expected to be more pronounced for the 
identity-related dimensions of wellbeing — feeling accepted for who one is, being 
able to be oneself at work, feeling safe and included in the team — than for general 
mental wellbeing, in line with the hypothesis that institutional linguistic stigma 
operates primarily through the denial of identity recognition in the professional 
context. 

AIM OF THE STUDY 

The aim of this study is to describe the relationship among microaggression, 
language and anxiety/well – being in the workplace for LGBTIQ+ people in 5 
European countries: Italy, Austria, Germany, France, Czech Republic.  

The population target was 500 responders for each country. The only inclusion 
criteria was the self-identification as LGBTIQ+, current or recent employment in 
European context. 

MATERIALS AND METHOD 

Data were collected via survey. Alongside demographic variables (age, geographic 
area, sex assigned at birth, gender identity, sexual orientation, and income), the 
survey included 50 items organized into five thematic areas, each comprising 
sub-scales for analysis.  

Item selection was informed by a review of existing surveys conducted with 
comparable populations. The thematic areas are: Language; Family; Work (formal 
and informal contexts); Economic dimension (earning possibilities and career 
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progression); and Professional well-being (recognition of capabilities, personal and 
professional fulfillment); anxiety, and microaggressions.  

The survey has been shared in each country through the network of each 
organization. A great support for the survey dissemination has been done by 
“Grinder for good” (also spelled "Grindr for Equality" or G4E) a the philanthropic 
and social advocacy arm of the Grindr dating app. It focuses on the LGBTIQ+ 
community by supporting global health initiatives, legal advocacy, and civic action.  

STATISTICAL ANALYSIS 

Statistical analysis were performed using R Statistical Software (version 4.6.1; R 
Foundation for Statistical Computing) and GraphPad Prism v6.0 software (GraphPad 
Software Inc.) by a statistician who was blinded to the study groups in the data set. 

Continuous demographic variables are expressed as the mean ± standard deviation 
(SD) and as medians with first and third quartiles [Q1–Q3]. Categorical variables are 
expressed as numbers of cases and frequencies; their differences are tested using 
the chi-square test or Fisher's exact test. 

Between-group differences for continuous variables are evaluated using one-way 
ANOVA or the Kruskal–Wallis test, depending on the characteristics of the data 
distribution as assessed by the Shapiro–Wilk normality test. 

For all analyses, the significance level is set at a p-value lower than 0.05. 

The survey was hosted on the IdSurvey platform (https://www.idsurvey.com/it/), 
chosen because it is used by ISTAT. The reference model for this study was the 
survey conducted by ISTAT on the LGBTIQ+ + population not in a civil union and 
already in a civil union, concerning workplace discrimination among people not in a 
civil union and those already in one 
(https://www.istat.it/wp-content/uploads/2023/05/report-discriminazioni-15maggio.
pdf). Subsequently, in 2024, an addendum analysis was conducted on the trans and 
non-binary population. 

TIMELINE 

•​ 0–6 months: Writing of the survey (2 months for external review) 
•​ 6–12 months: Survey submission (three reminders) 
•​ 12–18 months: Data analysis and statistical evaluation + report writing 
•​ 18–24 months: Communication and dissemination 

We structured a survey consisting of the following sections: 

•​ A. Socio-demographic context 
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•​ B. Geographic and cultural context 
•​ C. Family context 
•​ D. Socio-economic context 
•​ E. Professional situation 
•​ F. Cultural-occupational context 
•​ G. Language 

Already-validated scales were paired with the areas considered, to allow for 
quantitative analysis using scales validated for the relevant correlations with the 
hypotheses. 

The validated scales chosen for inclusion in the survey were: 

•​ Outness Inventory (Mohr & Fassinger, 2000); 
•​ Overall Wellbeing scale, tested on the LGBTIQ+ + population (Perales, 

2022); 
•​ General Anxiety Scaleinserire (Spitzer et al., 2006); 
•​ ﻿ LGBTIQ+  microaggression experiences at work scale (MEWS; Resnick & 

Galupo, 2019). 

The choice of validated scales was made in order to allow comparison of the study's 
results with those already present in the literature. 

The questions on language constituted a novel element of this study, both in their 
own right and in terms of correlating their use with the population under analysis, 
within the work-related and formal context. 

Once the survey had been developed, it was sent to 3 external expert reviewers in 
the relevant fields of analysis: 

•​ Vera Gheno, sociolinguist 
•​ Camilla Seibezzi, communications expert 
•​ Serena Scribano, sociologist and expert in workplace inclusion for the trans 

population 

This section describes the variables analyzed, the research hypotheses tested, and 
the statistical methods applied. The ordinal nature of the questionnaire responses 
(4- or 5-point Likert scales) guided the choice of procedures, favoring 
non-parametric methods and factorial techniques based on polychoric correlations. 

1.1 VARIABLES AND ITEM BLOCKS 

This section describes the variables analyzed, the research hypotheses tested, and 
the statistical methods applied. The ordinal nature of the questionnaire responses 
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(4- or 5-point Likert scales) guided the choice of procedures, favoring 
non-parametric methods and factorial techniques based on polychoric correlations. 

The analyses involved the following variables, collected via questionnaire: 

Code Construct Description and response scale 

v18 Perceived inclusivity 
Perception of how inclusive the workplace is toward 
LGBTIQ+ employees (1 = not at all … 5 = very 
much). 

Q24 
(v24.x) 

Negativity of 
language — 
LGBTIQ+  

9 items on the perceived negativity of terms referring 
to the LGBTIQ+ community when spoken by a 
person belonging to the community (1 = not at all … 
5 = very much). 

Q25 
(v25.x) 

Negativity of 
language — 
NON-LGBTIQ+ 

The same 9 terms as Q24, evaluated when spoken by 
a person not belonging to the LGBTIQ+ community. 

v21 
Perceived impact of 
formal language 

Impact of the formal language used to describe 
sexual orientation and gender identity on: quality of 
work (v21.1), career progression (v21.2), perception of 
professional competence (v21.3). (1 = not at all … 5 = 
very much). 

Q28 
(v28.x) 

Workplace 
wellbeing 

Overall wellbeing of the LGBTIQ+ worker: mental 
wellbeing (v28.1), safety/inclusion in the team (v28.2), 
acceptance (v28.3), ability to be oneself (v28.4). (1 = 
strongly disagree … 5 = strongly agree). 

Q29 
(v29.x) 

Anxiety symptoms 
Frequency of anxiety symptoms in the past two 
weeks (0 = not at all … 3 = nearly every day). 

Q30 
(v30.x) 

Microaggressions 
27 items on the frequency of workplace 
microaggressions (1 = never … 5 = very much).  
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Items v30.1–v30.21 apply to all respondents;  

v30.22–v30.27 apply only to respondents belonging 
to the trans population. 

Table 1. Variables and item blocks analyzed in the study. 

The nine terms evaluated in blocks Q24 and Q25 are, in order of a sematic climax 
from a formal use to slur use: gay (item .1), lesbian (.2), fag (.3), faggot (.4), bugger / 
ass-fucker / dyke (.5), different (.6), invert (.7), travestite (.8), trans (.9). 

1.2 RESEARCH HYPOTHESES 

The correlational phase of the study tested seven hypotheses formulated by the 
researchers, summarized in the table below. Each hypothesis is taken up individually 
in Section 2. 

Hypothesis Variables Hypothesized relationship 

H1 v18 – v30 
Perceived inclusivity is associated with the 
frequency of reported microaggressions. 

H2a1 v18 – v24 
Perceived inclusivity is associated with the 
perceived negativity of terms spoken by an 
LGBTIQ+ speaker. 

H2a2 v18 – v25 
Perceived inclusivity is associated with the 
perceived negativity of terms spoken by a non- 
LGBTIQ+ speaker. 

H2b1 v30 – v24 
Microaggressions are associated with the perceived 
negativity of terms spoken by an LGBTIQ+ speaker. 

H2b2 v30 – v25 
Microaggressions are associated with the perceived 
negativity of terms spoken by a non- LGBTIQ+ 
speaker. 
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H3a v21 – v29 
The perceived impact of formal language is 
associated with anxiety symptoms. 

H3b v21 – v28 
The perceived impact of formal language is 
associated with overall workplace wellbeing. 

Table 2. Research hypotheses tested in the correlational phase. 

1.3 CORRELATIONAL ANALYSIS 

Associations between pairs of variables were estimated using Spearman's 
correlation coefficient (ρ), appropriate for ordinal data as it is based on ranks rather 
than raw values. For each correlation, 95% confidence intervals were calculated; for 
items characterized by a high proportion of missing values (in particular 
v30.22–v30.27), the intervals were obtained through a bootstrap procedure, which 
allows for robust estimates even with reduced sample sizes. 

Since each hypothesis involves the simultaneous testing of numerous correlations, 
the associated probabilities were corrected for multiple comparisons using the 
Benjamini–Hochberg procedure, which controls the false discovery rate (FDR). In the 
results tables, the corrected value is indicated as p_adj; correlations with p_adj < 
0.05 are considered significant. 

Interpreting effect size 

In psychology, the magnitude of the ρ coefficient is conventionally interpreted as 
follows: ρ ≈ 0.10 small effect; ρ ≈ 0.30 moderate effect; ρ ≈ 0.50 strong effect. With 
a large sample (n ≈ 3,069), even small correlations are highly significant: statistical 
significance should therefore not be confused with the practical relevance of the 
effect. In the report, the two aspects are kept distinct. 

1.4 EXPLORATORY FACTOR ANALYSIS AND RELIABILITY 

To investigate the latent structure of the item blocks (Q30, Q24, Q25, and the 
combined Q24+Q25 solution), an exploratory factor analysis (EFA) was conducted. 
The EFA was applied to the polychoric correlation matrix, appropriate for ordinal 
items, using a minimum residual estimation method and oblique rotation 
(oblimin/promax), which allows for correlation between factors. The number of 
factors to retain was assessed through parallel analysis and interpretability criteria; 
the saliency threshold for factor loadings was set at 0.30. 
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The adequacy of the data for factor analysis was verified using the 
Kaiser–Meyer–Olkin (KMO) index and Bartlett's test of sphericity. The reliability of 
the scales and subscales was estimated using Cronbach's alpha and McDonald's 
omega in its components: omega total (the proportion of variance in the total score 
that is reliable) and omega hierarchical (the strength of the general factor). The 
Explained Common Variance (ECV) was also calculated, which quantifies the 
proportion of common variance attributable to the general factor, and therefore the 
degree of unidimensionality of the scale. 

Based on the loading patterns, composite indices (scale scores) were constructed as 
the average of the relevant items. For the combined Q24+Q25 solution, a sensitivity 
analysis was also conducted, repeating the psychometric analyses after excluding or 
including the items relating to the term “trans” (v24.9, v25.9), which showed 
cross-loadings. 

1.5 COMPARISON BETWEEN CONTEXTS OF UTTERANCE 

To test whether the perceived negativity of terms changes depending on who utters 
them (“speaker effect”), the scores of blocks Q24 and Q25 were compared using 
paired-data tests. The Wilcoxon signed-rank test was used, appropriate for ordinal 
data, applied both to the overall score of each scale (mean of the nine items) and to 
individual items; FDR correction was applied for item-level comparisons. In some 
descriptive steps, the comparison was supplemented by a paired t-test on the scale 
means. 

1.6 HANDLING OF MISSING DATA AND SAMPLE STRUCTURE 

The overall sample comprises 3,069 respondents. Items v30.22–v30.27 of the 
microaggressions block were directed only at trans respondents and therefore had a 
high proportion of missing values, with an effective sample size of approximately 
165 cases. For this reason, block Q30 was split into two parts, analyzed separately: a 
core block (v30.1–v30.21), referring to all respondents, and a policy/structural block 
(v30.22–v30.27), referring only to trans respondents. Where necessary, missing 
values were handled using the bootstrap approach already described, which allows 
for reliable confidence intervals despite the presence of missing data. 

2. RESULTS — POPULATION DESCRIPTION 

The total number of contacts reached by the survey link were 9857. The incomplete 
responders were 5494. The responders analyzed in the study were the complete 
ones, 3069 (n), providing a robust dataset for analysis. 
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SOCIODEMOGRAPHICS 

Gender Identity (fig.1 – tab 1): 

 

Tab1. 

1 Man 88.92% 2729 

2 Woman 5.70% 175 

3 Trans man 1.24% 38 

4 Trans woman 1.30% 40 

5 Non-binary 1.96% 60 

6 Other (please specify) 0.88% 27 

  Totale   3069 

 Fig.1  
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Sexual orientation (fig.2):  

•​ Dominant category of sexual orientation: the majority of respondents 
identified as “Gay,” making up over 74% of the total, far more than any other 
category. This may indicate a strong community presence or targeted survey 
reach within this group. 

•​ Minority orientations: 
•​ “Lesbian” and “Bisexual” orientations follow, at 4.11% and 14.01% of 

respondents respectively. Their presence reflects diverse orientations, but still 
indicates smaller representation compared to the gay community. 

•​ “Pansexual,” “Asexual,” and “Queer” identities are represented minimally, 
comprising only a small fraction of the total. This may point to their lower 
visibility or smaller community size. Specifically, pansexual respondents 
account for 2.61%, asexual respondents for just 0.36%, and queer 
respondents for 2.02% of responses. 

•​ Other responses: 
•​ A notable 2.25% of respondents selected “Other (please specify),” pointing 

to orientations or identifications not explicitly listed. This diversity 
underscores the evolving nature of sexual-orientation identities and suggests 
potential areas for inclusivity and expansion in future surveys. 

 

 Fig.2 
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Tab.2 

1 Gay 74.65% 2291 

2 Lesbian 4.11% 126 

3 Bisexual 14.01% 430 

4 Pansexual 2.61% 80 

5 Asexual 0.36% 11 

6 Queer 2.02% 62 

7 Other (please specify) 2.25% 69 

Totale   3069 

 

 

Country of residence (fig.2 – tab.3):  

 

Tab.3 

1 Italy 28.35% 870 

2 Germany 29.62% 909 

3 Czech Republic 11.05% 339 

4 Austria 6.58% 202 

5 France 24.41% 749 

Totale   3069 
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Outness status (fig.4 ):  

 

Fig.4  

C. EMPLOYMENT INFORMATION 
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The EPBN-WISE Survey aimed to assess workplace inclusivity for LGBTIQ+ 
employees. The response categories were qualitative, indicating perceptions of 
inclusivity. Respondents assessed whether their workplace environment was 
inclusive on a scale from “not at all” to “very much.” 

•​ Dominant perception: The mode of responses was “partly,” chosen by 
approximately 31.2% of participants. This indicates that a significant portion 
of respondents feel their workplace is moderately inclusive — notable, as it 
suggests there is room for improvement to make workplaces more inclusive. 

•​ Distribution of responses: 
•​ “Not at all”: Accounts for about 15.4% of responses, highlighting that a 

notable minority of respondents perceive a complete lack of inclusivity. 
•​ “A little”: Chosen by 17.3%, suggesting that some initial steps toward 

inclusivity may be in place but are insufficient. 
•​ “A lot”: At 23.7%, reflecting that nearly a quarter of respondents feel their 

workplaces are significantly inclusive — though this is lower than the “partly” 
response, suggesting positive strides but also a need for further progress. 

•​ “Very much”: Only 12.4% of participants feel their workplace fully embraces 
inclusivity for LGBTIQ+ employees, indicating potential gaps in workplace 
culture or policy. 

The inclusivity perception of the workplasce for LGBTIQ+ people (“Is your 
workplace inclusive for LGBTIQ+ employees?”) were negative in 63% of responders, 
as the following fig.5 shows: 

 
Fig.5  

 

 

 RESULTS - HYPOTHESIS TESTING (CORRELATIONAL ANALYSIS) 
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This section presents the results of the correlational phase. Each subsection recalls 
the hypothesis, the method applied, and summarizes the evidence. All correlations 
reported as significant meet the threshold p_adj < 0.05 after Benjamini–Hochberg 
correction; confidence intervals are at the 95% level. 

All the hypotesis has been confirmed.  

2.1 H1 — PERCEIVED INCLUSIVITY AND MICROAGGRESSIONS (V18 – V30) 

HYPOTHESIS 

Perceived workplace inclusivity (v18) is associated with the frequency of reported 
microaggressions (27 items, v30.x). 

METHOD 

Spearman correlation between v18 and each of the 27 items of block Q30, with 
95% confidence intervals and FDR correction for the 27 comparisons. 

RESULTS 

All significant correlations were negative: greater perceived inclusivity corresponds 
to a lower frequency of reported microaggressions. The strongest associations, of 
moderate magnitude, concern items expressing explicit exclusion and stigma; the 
majority of the other items show small but statistically significant correlations, 
indicating a widespread and consistent association. The confidence intervals do not 
include zero even for the items with the weakest correlations (v30.16, v30.17), 
confirming the robustness of the pattern. 

Item v30 Content ρ 95% CI p_adj 

v30.19 
Not feeling part of the environment 
because of one's LGBTIQ+ identity 

−0.353 
[−0.38; 
−0.32] 

2.6×10⁻⁸⁹ 

v30.8 
Hearing colleagues/clients called slurs 
(“fag,” “dyke,” “tranny”) 

−0.313 
[−0.35; 
−0.28] 

1.1×10⁻⁶⁹ 

v30.5 
Job security threatened because of 
LGBTIQ+ identity 

−0.295 
[−0.33; 
−0.26] 

1.1×10⁻⁶¹ 
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v30.3 
Not receiving credit for an idea 
because of LGBTIQ+ identity 

−0.241 
[−0.28; 
−0.21] 

6.5×10⁻⁴¹ 

v30.9 
Having one's behavior 
mocked/imitated because of LGBTIQ+ 
identity 

−0.234 
[−0.27; 
−0.20] 

6.4×10⁻³⁹ 

v30.18 (interpersonal item) −0.226 
[−0.26; 
−0.19] 

2.1×10⁻³⁶ 

v30.7 (professional item) −0.189 
[−0.22; 
−0.15] 

7.5×10⁻²⁶ 

v30.4 (professional item) −0.148 
[−0.18; 
−0.11] 

2.5×10⁻¹⁶ 

v30.16 (interpersonal item) −0.105 
[−0.14; 
−0.07] 

6.6×10⁻⁹ 

v30.17 (interpersonal item) −0.076 
[−0.11; 
−0.04] 

3.3×10⁻⁵ 

Table 4. H1 — Excerpt of Spearman correlations between v18 and the 
microaggression items (Q30), ordered by strength. All 27 items were significant 
(p_adj < 0.05); the 10 most representative are shown. 

Summary of H1 

The pattern is consistent and in the expected direction: greater perceived inclusivity 
→ fewer reported microaggressions. The most strongly correlated items (v30.19, 
v30.8, v30.5) can be considered key indicators of experiences of exclusion. The 
consistency of the negative sign across all items suggests that inclusivity and 
microaggressions are systematically associated, not only for individual episodes but 
at a general level. 
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2.2 H2A1 — PERCEIVED INCLUSIVITY AND NEGATIVITY OF LANGUAGE, LGBTIQ+ SPEAKER (V18 – 
V24) 

HYPOTHESIS 

Perceived inclusivity (v18) is associated with the perceived negativity of terms 
referring to the LGBTIQ+ community when spoken by a person belonging to the 
community (9 items, v24.x). 

METHOD 

Spearman correlation between v18 and each of the 9 Q24 items, with 95% CI and 
FDR correction. 

RESULTS 

The pattern is predominantly negative: greater perceived inclusivity is associated 
with a less negative perception of the terms. The association is more pronounced 
for commonly used identity terms — v24.1 (gay) and v24.2 (lesbian) — while for 
strongly offensive terms (v24.4 faggot, v24.5 bugger/ass-fucker/dyke) the 
correlations are very low or not significant. 

Item v24 Term ρ 95% CI p_adj Sig. 

v24.1 gay −0.245 
[−0.28; 
−0.21] 

3.6×10⁻⁴² *** 

v24.2 lesbian −0.203 
[−0.24; 
−0.17] 

3.2×10⁻²⁹ *** 

v24.9 trans −0.094 
[−0.13; 
−0.06] 

6.1×10⁻⁷ *** 

v24.7 invert −0.090 
[−0.13; 
−0.05] 

1.2×10⁻⁶ *** 

v24.3 fag −0.073 
[−0.11; 
−0.04] 

9.2×10⁻⁵ *** 
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v24.6 different −0.046 
[−0.08; 
−0.01] 

0.016 * 

v24.8 travestite −0.043 
[−0.08; 
−0.01] 

0.021 * 

v24.4 faggot −0.020 [−0.06; 0.02] 0.281 n.s. 

v24.5 
bugger / 
ass-fucker / dyke 

+0.019 [−0.02; 0.06] 0.281 n.s. 

Table 5. H2a1 — Spearman correlations between v18 and the 9 Q24 items 
(LGBTIQ+  speaker). *** p_adj < 0.001; * p_adj < 0.05; n.s. not significant. 

Summary and interpretation of H2a1 

Relatively neutral terms (“gay,” “lesbian”) show the strongest association with 
perceived inclusivity, whereas strongly offensive terms show negligible associations. 
A possible explanation is that common terms are more frequent in workplace 
communication and therefore generate greater response variability; very offensive 
terms, on the other hand, are perceived as negative by almost everyone, regardless 
of perceived climate (a ceiling effect), which reduces their correlation with v18. 

2.3 H2A2 — PERCEIVED INCLUSIVITY AND NEGATIVITY OF LANGUAGE, NON-LGBTIQ+  SPEAKER (V18 
– V25) 

HYPOTHESIS 

Perceived inclusivity (v18) is associated with the perceived negativity of the same 
terms when spoken by a person not belonging to the LGBTIQ+  community (9 
items, v25.x). 

METHOD 

Spearman correlation between v18 and each of the 9 Q25 items, with 95% CI and 
FDR correction. 

RESULTS 
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The pattern replicates that observed for Q24. The strongest associations, of 
moderate magnitude, concern the identity terms v25.1 (gay, ρ = −0.260) and v25.2 
(lesbian, ρ = −0.227), while intermediate terms and explicit slurs show small 
correlations; some items show a weak positive sign (v25.4, v25.5) and others are not 
significant (v25.3, v25.8). The interpretive considerations are similar to those for 
H2a1: the climate of inclusivity mainly affects the perception of identity terms, less 
so the perception of explicit slurs, which are already perceived as negative 
regardless of context. 

Item v25 Term ρ p_adj Sig. 

v25.1 gay −0.260 8.6×10⁻⁴⁸ *** 

v25.2 lesbian −0.227 2.1×10⁻³⁶ *** 

v25.9 trans −0.106 1.1×10⁻⁸ *** 

v25.7 invert −0.072 1.4×10⁻⁴ *** 

v25.5 bugger / ass-fucker / dyke +0.059 1.9×10⁻³ ** 

v25.4 faggot +0.041 0.035 * 

v25.6 different −0.040 0.035 * 

v25.8 travestite −0.032 0.082 n.s. 

v25.3 fag −0.015 0.419 n.s. 

Table 6. H2a2 — Spearman correlations between v18 and the 9 Q25 items 
(non-LGBTIQ+  speaker). 

2.4 H2B1 — MICROAGGRESSIONS AND NEGATIVITY OF LANGUAGE, LGBTIQ+  SPEAKER (V30 – V24) 

HYPOTHESIS 
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Experienced microaggressions (items v30.x) are associated with the perceived 
negativity of terms spoken by an LGBTIQ+  speaker (items v24.x). 

METHOD 

Spearman correlation across all pairs v30.x × v24.x, with 95% CI (bootstrap for items 
with many missing values) and FDR correction. For the summary, correlations with |ρ| 
> 0.15 and p_adj < 0.05 were selected. 

RESULTS 

Significant correlations are positive, with ρ ranging approximately between 0.15 and 
0.32: greater exposure to microaggressions is associated with a more negative 
perception of LGBTIQ+  terms. The strongest associations mainly involve the 
identity terms v24.1 (gay) and v24.2 (lesbian). Some microaggression items directed 
only at trans respondents (v30.24, v30.25) show the highest point correlations, but 
with a reduced sample size (n ≈ 165) and wide confidence intervals; the 
full-coverage items (e.g., v30.9, n ≈ 3,069) provide more precise estimates. 

Pair Microaggression × Term ρ n eff. p_adj 

v30.24 × v24.1 
Comments on non-conforming attire 
× gay 

0.320 ≈165 4.3×10⁻⁵ 

v30.25 × v24.1 
Absence of a comfortable restroom 
× gay 

0.309 ≈165 8.0×10⁻⁵ 

v30.9 × v24.1 Behavior mocked/imitated × gay 0.296 ≈3069 1.0×10⁻⁶⁰ 

v30.12 × v24.1 (professional item) × gay 0.295 ≈3069 1.0×10⁻⁶⁰ 

v30.3 × v24.1 
Not receiving credit for an idea × 
gay 

0.285 ≈3069 1.1×10⁻⁵⁶ 

v30.20 × v24.1 (professional item) × gay 0.279 ≈3069 3.4×10⁻⁵⁴ 
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v30.9 × v24.2 Behavior mocked/imitated × lesbian 0.257 ≈3069 3.7×10⁻⁴⁶ 

Table 7. H2b1 — Excerpt of the highest v30 × v24 correlations (|ρ| > 0.15; p_adj < 
0.05). “n eff.” is the effective sample size net of missing data. 

Methodological note on H2b1 

The highest correlations concern items directed only at trans respondents (v30.24, 
v30.25), estimated on n ≈ 165: the corresponding confidence intervals are wider 
and the estimates should be read with caution. The bootstrap treatment of missing 
data nonetheless allowed for robust estimates of CIs and significance. Associations 
on full-coverage items, although slightly lower, are more reliable. 

2.5 H2B2 — MICROAGGRESSIONS AND NEGATIVITY OF LANGUAGE, NON-LGBTIQ+  SPEAKER (V30 – 
V25) 

HYPOTHESIS 

Experienced microaggressions (items v30.x) are associated with the perceived 
negativity of the same terms when spoken by a non-LGBTIQ+  speaker (items 
v25.x). 

METHOD 

Procedure identical to H2b1: Spearman correlation across all pairs v30.x × v25.x, 
95% CI (bootstrap where necessary), FDR correction, selection of correlations with 
|ρ| > 0.15 and p_adj < 0.05. 

RESULTS 

Here too, significant correlations are positive, with ρ ranging between 0.15 and 
0.31. The strongest associations again involve the identity terms v25.1 (gay) and 
v25.2 (lesbian) spoken by people outside the community. Among the 
microaggression items, v30.19 (not feeling part of the environment), v30.3 (lack of 
professional recognition), v30.5 (job security threatened), and v30.9 (behavior 
mocked/imitated) stand out. 

Pair Microaggression × Term ρ p_adj 
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v30.19 × v25.1 
Not feeling part of the environment × 
gay 

0.312 4.9×10⁻⁶⁸ 

v30.5 × v25.1 Job security threatened × gay 0.291 6.7×10⁻⁵⁹ 

v30.3 × v25.1 Not receiving credit for an idea × gay 0.287 2.2×10⁻⁵⁷ 

v30.19 × v25.2 
Not feeling part of the environment × 
lesbian 

0.279 4.0×10⁻⁵⁴ 

v30.9 × v25.1 Behavior mocked/imitated × gay 0.279 4.0×10⁻⁵⁶ 

v30.6 × v25.1 
Duties altered because of LGBTIQ+  
identity × gay 

0.274 2.7×10⁻⁵² 

v30.3 × v25.2 Not receiving credit for an idea × lesbian 0.270 4.4×10⁻⁵¹ 

Table 8. H2b2 — Excerpt of the highest v30 × v25 correlations (|ρ| > 0.15; p_adj < 
0.05). 

Summary H2b1–H2b2 

Experiences of workplace discrimination covary consistently with the perceived 
negativity of LGBTIQ+  language, both for in-group and out-group speakers. The 
association is small to moderate in size but replicated across numerous item pairs, 
supporting a systematic co-variation between work experiences and the perception 
of language. 

2.6 H3A — IMPACT OF FORMAL LANGUAGE AND ANXIETY SYMPTOMS (V21 – V29) 

HYPOTHESIS 

The perceived impact of formal language used to describe sexual orientation and 
gender identity (v21.1–v21.3) is associated with the frequency of anxiety symptoms 
over the past two weeks (v29.1–v29.7). 
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METHOD 

Spearman correlation between the 3 v21 items and the 7 v29 items (21 pairs), with 
95% CI and FDR correction. 

RESULTS 

All significant correlations are positive: a greater perceived negative impact of 
formal language is associated with higher levels of anxiety symptoms. The 
associations are moderate and homogeneous in magnitude, with ρ ranging 
approximately between 0.17 and 0.26 across all 21 pairs. The most strongly 
associated symptoms are v29.2 (“being unable to stop or control worrying”) and 
v29.1 (“feeling nervous, anxious, or on edge”). 

Pair v21 item × v29 symptom ρ 95% CI p_adj 

v21.1 × v29.2 
Quality of work × uncontrollable 
worry 

0.264 
[0.230; 
0.296] 

4.3×10⁻⁴⁹ 

v21.2 × v29.2 
Career progression × 
uncontrollable worry 

0.264 
[0.229; 
0.299] 

4.3×10⁻⁴⁹ 

v21.3 × v29.2 
Professional perception × 
uncontrollable worry 

0.263 
[0.226; 
0.296] 

8.1×10⁻⁴⁹ 

v21.3 × v29.7 
Professional perception × fear 
something bad will happen 

0.261 
[0.226; 
0.297] 

2.5×10⁻⁴⁸ 

v21.3 × v29.4 
Professional perception × 
difficulty relaxing 

0.256 
[0.222; 
0.288] 

1.6×10⁻⁴⁶ 

v21.3 × v29.1 
Professional perception × 
nervousness/anxiety 

0.255 
[0.220; 
0.290] 

1.9×10⁻⁴⁶ 

v21.1 × v29.1 
Quality of work × 
nervousness/anxiety 

0.245 
[0.211; 
0.279] 

6.5×10⁻⁴³ 
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Table 9. H3a — Excerpt of the highest v21 × v29 correlations. All 21 pairs were 
significant (p_adj < 0.05). 

Summary of H3a 

Those who perceive a greater impact of the language used to describe their identity 
tend to report more symptoms of anxiety and worry. The strongest associations 
concern symptoms of generalized anxiety (v29.1, v29.2); followed by symptoms of 
worry and fear (v29.3, v29.4, v29.7). The pattern links the perception of linguistic 
discrimination to emotional and cognitive manifestations of anxiety. 

2.7 H3B — IMPACT OF FORMAL LANGUAGE AND WORKPLACE WELLBEING (V21 – V28) 

HYPOTHESIS 

The perceived impact of formal language (v21.1–v21.3) is associated with the overall 
workplace wellbeing of LGBTIQ+  workers (v28.1–v28.4). 

METHOD 

Spearman correlation between the 3 v21 items and the 4 v28 items, with 95% CI 
and FDR correction. 

RESULTS 

All significant correlations are negative: a greater perceived impact of language is 
associated with poorer workplace wellbeing. The strongest associations, of 
moderate magnitude, concern item v21.3 (impact on self-perception and perceived 
competence) in relation to feeling accepted (v28.3) and being able to be oneself 
(v28.4). 

Pair v21 item × v28 wellbeing ρ 95% CI p_adj 

v21.3 × v28.3 
Professional perception × feeling 
accepted 

−0.316 
[−0.351; 
−0.282] 

5.2×10⁻⁷¹ 

v21.3 × v28.4 
Professional perception × being 
able to be oneself 

−0.302 
[−0.337; 
−0.267] 

1.1×10⁻⁶⁴ 
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v21.2 × v28.3 
Career progression × feeling 
accepted 

−0.299 
[−0.332; 
−0.265] 

1.2×10⁻⁶³ 

v21.3 × v28.2 
Professional perception × 
safety/inclusion in team 

−0.290 
[−0.324; 
−0.253] 

9.1×10⁻⁶⁰ 

v21.2 × v28.2 
Career progression × 
safety/inclusion in team 

−0.284 
[−0.319; 
−0.248] 

3.3×10⁻⁵⁷ 

v21.3 × v28.1 
Professional perception × mental 
wellbeing at work 

−0.261 
[−0.295; 
−0.224] 

1.5×10⁻⁴⁸ 

v21.1 × v28.3 
Quality of work × feeling 
accepted 

−0.220 
[−0.257; 
−0.183] 

1.5×10⁻³⁴ 

Table 10. H3b — Excerpt of the highest v21 × v28 correlations. All 12 pairs were 
significant (p_adj < 0.05). 

Summary of H3b 

The perception of language that limits or discriminates against sexual orientation or 
gender identity is associated with reduced perceived wellbeing at work. The 
strongest effects concern the sense of acceptance, inclusion, and the ability to be 
oneself; general mental wellbeing (v28.1) also shows a significant negative 
correlation. The perceived impact on career and professional perception amplifies 
the association, while the impact on quality of work shows more limited negative 
effects. 

3. RESULTS — LATENT STRUCTURE AND SCALE RELIABILITY 

To complement the correlational phase, the main item blocks were subjected to 
exploratory factor analysis and reliability analysis, in order to verify whether the 
items describe common and coherent dimensions and to summarize the information 
into robust composite indicators. 

3.1 FACTOR ANALYSIS OF BLOCK Q30 — MICROAGGRESSIONS 
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PRELIMINARY REMARKS: DESCRIPTIVES AND BLOCK SUBDIVISION 

Descriptive analysis of the Q30 items revealed heterogeneous distributions. Items of 
a professional nature (e.g., v30.1, v30.4, v30.12) show very low means (1.3–1.6) and 
a marked floor effect (70–85% of respondents choosing the minimum value), while 
items of an interpersonal/social nature (e.g., v30.13, v30.14, v30.21) show higher 
means (2.1–3.0), larger standard deviations, and broader distributions, in some 
cases nearly polarized. The overall mean of the block is 1.91. 

Since items v30.22–v30.27 were directed only at trans respondents (n ≈ 165) while 
items v30.1–v30.21 covered the entire sample (n ≈ 3,069), the block was split and 
analyzed separately as Q30 core (v30.1–v30.21) and Q30 policy/structural 
(v30.22–v30.27). 

Q30 CORE (V30.1–V30.21) — FACTOR SOLUTION 

The EFA on the core block identified two correlated factors, interpretable as 
professional microaggressions (Factor 1, MR1) and interpersonal microaggressions 
(Factor 2, MR2). The two factors together explain 52.7% of the variance (MR1 = 
37.1%; MR2 = 15.7%). Most items show substantial loadings (> 0.40) on the 
expected factor; a few items show cross-loadings (v30.8, v30.11, v30.16). 

Factor Interpretation Items with salient loading 

MR1 
Professional 
microaggressions 

v30.3 (0.95), v30.2 (0.93), v30.1 (0.92), v30.6 
(0.89), v30.4 (0.83), v30.5 (0.77), v30.12 (0.76), 
v30.20 (0.68), v30.9 (0.63), v30.10 (0.61), v30.19 
(0.60) 

MR2 
Interpersonal 
microaggressions 

v30.14 (0.78), v30.17 (0.75), v30.15 (0.71), v30.18 
(0.56), v30.16 (0.47), v30.13 (0.44), v30.21 (0.39) 

Table 11. Q30 core — Two-factor solution (loadings > 0.30 after oblique rotation). 

The two factors are moderately to strongly correlated: the correlation between 
factor scores is r = 0.60, and that between the means of the two subscales is r ≈ 
0.66. The two dimensions therefore describe correlated but distinct aspects of the 
same construct: those who perceive professional microaggressions also tend to 
perceive interpersonal microaggressions.  
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Fig.6:   
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Fig.7:  

Q30 CORE — RELIABILITY 

The reliability analysis indicates the presence of a strong general factor: omega 
hierarchical is 0.86 and the Explained Common Variance is 0.79. Despite the 
presence of minor group factors, the scale can be considered essentially 
unidimensional. An omega hierarchical value of 0.86 is high relative to standards for 
scales in the social sciences (typically 0.50–0.65), indicating a psychometrically solid 
scale. 

Q30 POLICY/STRUCTURAL (V30.22–V30.27) — FACTOR SOLUTION AND RELIABILITY 

The EFA on the policy block revealed a single-factor structure: all six items load on a 
single dimension, which explains 57.1% of the variance (loadings between 0.69 and 
0.83). Reliability is good (Cronbach's alpha = 0.86; omega total = 0.89; omega 
hierarchical = 0.75; ECV = 0.72), and model fit indices are excellent (RMSEA = 
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0.025; RMSR = 0.01). The block can therefore be summarized as a single composite 
indicator. 

Q30 block 
No. of 
items 

Structure Reliability 

Core (v30.1–v30.21) 21 

2 correlated factors 
(professional, 
interpersonal); 52.7% 
variance explained 

ωh = 0.86; ECV = 
0.79 

Policy 
(v30.22–v30.27) 

6 
1 general factor; 57.1% 
variance explained 

α = 0.86; ωtotal = 
0.89; ωh = 0.75 

Table 12. Q30 — Summary of the two factor solutions. 

Further analysis of H1 using composite scores 

Recalculating the association for hypothesis H1 using the total score of the core 
block, the correlation between perceived inclusivity (v18) and overall 
microaggressions is r = −0.32: a negative, moderate correlation in the expected 
direction, confirming at the level of a synthetic indicator the pattern already 
observed item by item. 

3.2 FACTOR ANALYSIS OF BLOCK Q24 — NEGATIVITY OF LANGUAGE (LGBTIQ+  SPEAKER) 

DESCRIPTIVES 

The mean scores of the nine items range between 1.67 and 3.78, indicating that the 
scale discriminates well between different levels of perceived negativity. The 
identity terms gay (M = 1.67) and lesbian (M = 1.72) are perceived as the least 
negative, with a strong floor effect (65.5% and 61.7% of responses at the minimum 
value, respectively) and limited variance, indicating consensus among respondents. 
The explicitly offensive terms — fag (M = 3.11), faggot (M = 3.54), 
bugger/ass-fucker/dyke (M = 3.78) — are perceived as strongly negative even when 
spoken by community members. The intermediate terms (trans M = 2.43; invert M = 
2.65; different M = 2.69; travestite M = 2.86) show greater heterogeneity of 
perception. The overall mean of the block is 2.72. 
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STRUCTURE: POLYCHORIC MATRIX AND FACTOR SOLUTION 

The polychoric correlation matrix reveals distinct clusters: very high correlations 
among the explicit slurs (fag–faggot–bugger/dyke, ρ = 0.77–0.88), a very high 
correlation between the identity terms gay and lesbian (ρ = 0.89), and moderate 
correlations (0.40–0.67) among the ambiguous or historical terms. After testing 4- 
and 3-factor solutions, a two-factor solution was retained for interpretability, 
explaining 63.4% of the variance (Factor 1 = 41.1%; Factor 2 = 22.3%). 

Factor Interpretation Items (loading) 

MR1 
Offensive / 
stigmatizing terms 

v24.5 (0.96), v24.4 (0.88), v24.3 (0.77), v24.8 
(0.71), v24.6 (0.61), v24.7 (0.57), v24.9 (0.46) 

MR2 Identity terms v24.2 (0.97), v24.1 (0.92) 

Table 13. Q24 — Two-factor solution. Item v24.9 (“trans”) shows a cross-loading 
(MR1 = 0.46; MR2 = 0.39). 

RELIABILITY AND EXTERNAL VALIDITY 

The reliability of the full scale is high (Cronbach's alpha = 0.89; omega total = 0.95), 
but omega hierarchical (0.68) and ECV (0.50) indicate that the scale is not fully 
unidimensional, which justifies the use of subscale scores. The identity-terms 
subscale (v24.1–v24.2) shows excellent internal consistency (α = 0.89), as does the 
offensive/stigmatizing-terms subscale (v24.3–v24.9; α = 0.86). The two subscales are 
positively correlated (r = 0.38; p < 0.0001). 

As for external validity, the perceived negativity of identity terms shows a stronger 
negative association with perceived inclusivity (r = −0.25) and a stronger positive 
association with microaggressions (r = 0.34), compared with the slurs/stigmatizing 
subscale (r = −0.06 with v18; r = 0.24 with Q30). This suggests that exposure to less 
inclusive contexts and to microaggressions is associated with greater sensitivity 
toward language even for common identity terms. 

3.3 FACTOR ANALYSIS OF BLOCK Q25 — NEGATIVITY OF LANGUAGE (NON-LGBTIQ+  SPEAKER) 

DESCRIPTIVES AND COMPARISON WITH Q24 

Block Q25 evaluates the same nine terms when spoken by a person not belonging 
to the LGBTIQ+  community. The mean scores are systematically higher than for 
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Q24: the overall mean rises to 3.13 (versus 2.72 for Q24). The identity terms remain 
the least negative (gay M = 1.99; lesbian M = 2.03), but with higher values than in 
Q24; the explicit slurs reach the highest means overall (faggot M = 4.10; 
bugger/ass-fucker/dyke M = 4.21), with very high proportions of maximum-value 
responses (up to 65%). 

Term 
Mean Q24 (LGBTIQ+  
speaker) 

Mean Q25 
(non-LGBTIQ+  speaker) 

gay 1.67 1.99 

lesbian 1.72 2.03 

fag 3.11 3.77 

faggot 3.54 4.10 

bugger / ass-fucker / dyke 3.78 4.21 

Overall scale mean 2.72 3.13 

Table 14. Comparison of mean scores for selected items across the two contexts of 
utterance (Q24 vs Q25). 

STRUCTURE AND RELIABILITY 

For Q25 too, after testing 4- and 3-factor solutions, a two-factor solution was 
retained, explaining 69.2% of the variance (Factor 1, slurs/stigmatizing = 44.8%; 
Factor 2, identity terms = 24.3%). The structure perfectly replicates that of Q24, with 
item v25.9 (“trans”) again showing a cross-loading — a psychometrically relevant 
finding. The reliability of the full scale is excellent (α = 0.91; omega total = 0.97), 
but omega hierarchical (0.66) and ECV (0.49) confirm a mixed structure, with a 
general factor present but not dominant. The identity-terms subscale (v25.1–v25.2) 
has α = 0.92; the slurs/stigmatizing subscale (v25.3–v25.9) has α = 0.88. The two 
subscales are correlated (r = 0.41; p < 0.0001). 

For external validity, the identity-terms subscale shows a moderate negative 
association with perceived inclusivity (r = −0.25; p < 0.0001) and a positive 

60 



association with microaggressions (r = 0.37); the slurs/stigmatizing subscale, on the 
other hand, shows no significant association with v18 (r = −0.03; p = 0.133) and a 
more limited positive correlation with Q30 (r = 0.25). 

Methodological caution 

The identity-terms subscales (Q24 and Q25) are composed of only 2 items: 
although showing very high internal consistency (α = 0.89–0.92), such a short 
subscale is statistically fragile and the corresponding indices should be interpreted 
with caution. 

3.4 COMBINED FACTOR ANALYSIS Q24 + Q25 

OBJECTIVE AND METHOD 

To establish whether the perception of language is driven more by the type of term 
used or by the speaker's identity, a joint EFA was conducted on all 18 items of Q24 
and Q25 (polychoric matrix, minimum residual estimation, oblique rotation). The 
adequacy of the data was confirmed (KMO = 0.82; Bartlett's test χ² = 31,463, p < 
0.001). 

RESULTS 

The two-factor solution is the clearest and most interpretable, explaining 58.7% of 
the variance (Factor 1 = 37.9%; Factor 2 = 20.8%). The central finding is that the 
Q24 and Q25 items do not separate by speaker: identity terms (gay, lesbian) load 
on the same factor regardless of who utters them, and the same is true for 
slurs/stigmatizing terms. The perception of language is therefore organized 
primarily around the type of word, not the speaker's identity. The only items 
showing cross-loading are v24.9 and v25.9 (“trans”). 

Factor Interpretation Loading items 

MR1 
Offensive / 
stigmatizing terms 

v24.3–v24.8 and v25.3–v25.8 (same words, both 
speakers) 

MR2 Identity terms 
v24.1, v24.2, v25.1, v25.2 (gay and lesbian, both 
speakers) 

61 



Table 15. Combined Q24+Q25 EFA — Two-factor solution. The two factors are 
moderately correlated (r = 0.33). 

Reliability is high for both combined subscales. For the composite scores built 
excluding the cross-loading “trans” items (primary analysis), the identity-terms 
subscale (4 items: v24.1, v24.2, v25.1, v25.2) shows α = 0.88, omega total = 0.97, 
omega hierarchical = 0.74; the slurs/stigmatizing subscale (12 items: v24.3–v24.8, 
v25.3–v25.8) shows α = 0.92, omega total = 0.95, omega hierarchical = 0.66. 

Combined subscale 
No. 
items 

Mean (SD) α ω total ω h 

r with 
v18 / 
Q30 
core 

Identity terms 4 1.85 (1.02) 0.88 0.97 0.74 
−0.28 / 
0.39 

Slurs / stigmatizing 12 3.33 (1.05) 0.92 0.95 0.66 
−0.03 / 
0.25 

Table 16. Descriptive statistics, internal consistency, and external correlations of the 
combined Q24+Q25 subscales (primary analysis, “trans” items excluded). 

SENSITIVITY ANALYSIS 

Repeating the analyses with the “trans” items (v24.9, v25.9) included in the 
slurs/stigmatizing subscale, the results remain substantially unchanged: the means, 
standard deviations, and reliability indices change negligibly, and the correlation 
between the subscales shifts from r = 0.35 to r = 0.41. The structure is therefore 
robust; consequently, the primary analysis is adopted as the main solution. 

Measure Primary analysis Sensitivity analysis 

Mean (identity terms) 1.85 1.85 

Mean (slurs/stigmatizing) 3.33 3.23 
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α (slurs/stigmatizing) 0.92 0.92 

ω hierarchical 
(slurs/stigmatizing) 

0.66 0.70 

Correlation between 
subscales (r) 

0.35 0.41 

r with Q30 core (identity / 
slurs) 

0.39 / 0.25 0.39 / 0.26 

r with v18 (identity / slurs) −0.28 / −0.03 −0.28 / −0.05 

Table 17. Comparison between the primary analysis and the sensitivity analysis 
(“trans” items included in slurs/stigmatizing). 

3.5 COMPARISON BETWEEN CONTEXTS OF UTTERANCE — WILCOXON TEST 

OBJECTIVE AND METHOD 

To test the speaker effect — that is, whether the same word is perceived differently 
depending on who utters it — the Q24 and Q25 scores were compared using the 
Wilcoxon signed-rank test for paired data, applied both to the overall score (mean 
of the nine items) and to individual items, with FDR correction for item-level 
comparisons. The comparison was supplemented by a paired t-test on the scale 
means. 

RESULTS 

The differences between Q24 and Q25 were statistically significant for all items (all p 
< 0.0001 after FDR correction) and for the overall score (median difference = 0.22; 
mean difference = −0.41 on the paired t-test). Ratings are systematically more 
negative when terms are spoken by non-LGBTIQ+  people; however, the magnitude 
of these differences is small. 

Joint reading: factor analysis and Wilcoxon test 
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The two results are not in contradiction: they answer different questions. The factor 
analysis describes how terms are organized (by type of word, not by speaker); the 
Wilcoxon test measures how much perception changes between the two speakers. 
The overall picture operates on two levels: the type of word (identity vs. 
slur/stigmatizing) drives perception strongly (M = 1.85 vs. 3.33); who is speaking 
modulates it more subtly but systematically (small differences, all significant due to 
the large sample size). With n > 3,000, even minimal differences are highly 
significant: it is therefore correct to describe these differences as statistically 
significant but small in magnitude, distinguishing significance from practical 
relevance. 

4. INTEGRATED SUMMARY OF RESULTS 

Taken together, the analyses outline a coherent picture, in which the perception and 
impact of language referring to the LGBTIQ+  community are shaped by the type of 
term, the speaker's identity, and the broader work context. 

Inclusivity and microaggressions (H1). Environments perceived as more inclusive are 
systematically associated with a lower frequency of reported microaggressions; the 
association is negative across all items and of moderate magnitude for indicators of 
explicit exclusion and stigma. 

Inclusivity and perception of language (H2a1, H2a2). Greater perceived inclusivity is 
associated with a less negative perception of LGBTIQ+  terms, especially for 
commonly used identity terms; explicit slurs, perceived as negative almost 
regardless of context, show negligible associations. 

Microaggressions and perception of language (H2b1, H2b2). Greater exposure to 
microaggressions is associated with a more negative perception of LGBTIQ+  
language, with small-to-moderate positive associations replicated across numerous 
item pairs, for both contexts of utterance. 

Formal language, anxiety, and wellbeing (H3a, H3b). A greater perceived impact of 
formal language is associated with more frequent anxiety symptoms (moderate 
positive correlations) and with poorer workplace wellbeing (moderate negative 
correlations), with the strongest effects on acceptance, inclusion, and the ability to 
be oneself. 

Latent structure of the scales. The core block's microaggressions are organized into 
two correlated dimensions — professional and interpersonal — but are underpinned 
by a strong general factor; the policy/structural block is unidimensional. The 
perception of language (Q24, Q25, and the combined solution) is stably organized 
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into two dimensions — identity terms and slur/stigmatizing terms — according to 
the type of word rather than the speaker's identity. The paired comparison 
nonetheless shows a systematic but small speaker effect: words are perceived as 
more negative when spoken by non-LGBTIQ+  people. 

LIMITATIONS OF THE STUDY 

DESIGN 

•​ Cross-sectional design: data were collected at a single point in time, so the 
study can show associations (e.g. between inclusivity and microaggressions, or 
between language perception and wellbeing) but cannot establish causality or 
direction of effect. It is equally possible, for instance, that lower wellbeing 
makes language feel more threatening, rather than the reverse. 

•​ Self-report measures: all variables (inclusivity, microaggressions, anxiety, 
wellbeing, language perception) were based on participants' own ratings, 
which can be affected by mood, social desirability, and individual differences in 
how scales are used. 

SAMPLE COMPOSITION 

•​ Strong gender imbalance: the sample was overwhelmingly composed of 
cisgender men (about 89%), with cisgender women (under 6%), trans men, 
trans women, and non-binary people each making up only small minorities. 
Findings therefore mainly reflect the experience of gay cisgender men and 
generalize only cautiously to women and other gender identities. 

•​ Skewed sexual orientation distribution: gay-identified respondents accounted 
for around three-quarters of the sample, while lesbian, bisexual, pansexual, 
asexual, and queer respondents were each a small fraction. Lesbian women in 
particular were a very small group, limiting the precision and generalizability of 
findings specific to this population. 

•​ Small trans subsample: items specifically addressed to trans respondents had a 
much smaller effective sample (roughly 165 people) compared to the full 
sample (over 3,000). Results for this subgroup are therefore less statistically 
precise and should be treated as preliminary. 

•​ No racial/ethnic data collected: although the literature review explicitly 
discusses how race, ethnicity, and migration status compound discrimination 
for LGBTIQ+ people, the survey's demographic questions did not capture 
ethnicity, racialization, or migration background. The study cannot, therefore, 
quantify or statistically test these intersectional effects — only describe them 
through prior literature. 
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•​ Other under-represented dimensions: variables such as disability status, 
socioeconomic class, and age-group breakdowns were either not collected or 
not analyzed in depth, even though the theoretical framework identifies them 
as relevant axes of intersectional disadvantage. 

SCOPE AND CONTEXT 

•​ Geographic limitation: the sample covers only five European countries (Italy, 
Austria, Germany, France, Czech Republic); findings may not extend to other 
cultural, legal, or linguistic contexts, including non-European or non-Western 
settings. 

•​ Recruitment and representativeness: the heavy skew toward gay men suggests 
the survey may have reached participants through specific networks or 
channels, rather than a representative sample of the broader LGBTIQ+ working 
population — a common challenge in hard-to-reach population research, but 
one that limits how confidently results can be generalized. 

•​ Statistical significance vs. practical relevance: with a sample of over 3,000 
people, even very small effects reach statistical significance. Some associations 
described as significant are modest in size and should be interpreted with 
attention to effect size, not only p-values. 

 

CONCLUSIONS 

The data suggest that while there are positive steps toward inclusivity, a large 
number of respondents still experience barriers. The findings can help organizations 
identify areas where diversity and inclusion policies need strengthening. 

What the research found, in plain terms: 

•​ Inclusive workplaces help. Where employees experience the workplace as 
more inclusive, they report fewer microaggressions and view LGBTIQ+ 
language less negatively. 

•​ Discrimination has a measurable cost. Greater exposure to discriminatory 
experiences is linked to a more negative perception of language, higher 
anxiety, and lower overall wellbeing at work. 

•​ Words are not all equal. People consistently distinguish between identity terms 
(e.g. “gay,” “trans”) and slurs/stigmatizing terms — this distinction is the 
study’s main and most stable finding, holding steady across different contexts. 

•​ Who speaks matters — a little. The same word is judged slightly more 
negatively when said by someone outside the LGBTIQ+ community, though 
this effect is small compared to the effect of the word type itself. 
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•​ Formal/structural language and policies are not neutral. How official, formal 
language is perceived is connected to anxiety levels and to how included and 
“able to be themselves” employees feel. 

•​ Beyond the numbers, the qualitative/historical analysis shows that exclusion of 
transgender and non-binary people in the labor market is not just historical: it 
persists today through subtler mechanisms (e.g. “soft ousting,” 
self-censorship), especially in smaller organizations without structured HR or 
D&I practices. 

RESEARCH UTILITY 

Why this research matters and who can use it: 

FOR ORGANIZATIONS & HR 

•​ Gives a concrete, data-based way to identify where inclusion policies are weak 
(e.g. high rates of “not at all” / “a little” inclusive responses) and where they 
exist but are not yet effective (“partly” inclusive). 

•​ Offers a vocabulary checklist: distinguishing identity language from 
stigmatizing language can directly inform internal communication guidelines 
and training content. 

FOR POLICYMAKERS & ADVOCACY GROUPS 

•​ Provides cross-country, large-sample (n = 3,069) evidence across five European 
countries, useful to support EU-level or national policy arguments for 
workplace protections. 

•​ Highlights the SME gap: smaller businesses lack the structures that protect 
larger companies' employees, pointing to where regulation or support is most 
needed. 

FOR RESEARCHERS 

•​ Validates a reusable measurement approach (the identity vs. slur/stigmatizing 
distinction, tested with factor analysis and Wilcoxon comparisons) that can be 
applied in future studies or other populations. 

•​ Connects quantitative psychometric results with the qualitative/historical 
literature on trans and non-binary employment, offering a model for 
mixed-methods D&I research. 

FUTURE DIRECTIONS (FRAMEWORK ROADMAP) 

Where this work could go next: 
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•​ Longitudinal tracking: follow the same organizations or employees over time to 
see whether inclusion policies actually reduce microaggressions and improve 
wellbeing, not just correlate with them. 

•​ Sector- and size-based comparison: directly compare large companies vs. 
SMEs to quantify the protection gap and test which interventions close it. 

•​ Manager/recruiter-focused studies: since unconscious bias is identified as a key 
barrier, future work could test the real-world impact of bias training and 
“affirmative approach” hiring practices. 

•​ Intersectional deep-dive: expand analysis on how the combination of 
transphobia, racism, and migration status compounds exclusion, building on 
the intersectional findings already noted. 

•​ Policy pilot evaluation: use this framework to evaluate specific interventions 
(e.g. Alias Career protocols, gender-neutral facilities) as they are rolled out, 
turning the current snapshot into an evidence base for “what works.” 

•​ Broader geographic and sector coverage: extend the five-country sample to 
additional regions/sectors to test how consistent the identity-vs-slur distinction 
and the speaker effect are across cultural contexts. 
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APPENDIX 

WISE SURVEY 

European Multicentric Survey on Quality of Life at Work of the LGBTIQ+ Population 

A. SOCIODEMOGRAPHIC CONTEXT 

1.​ Age: 

(18–75) 

2.​ Sex assigned at birth: 

a.​ Male 
b.​ Female 
c.​ X / Neutral 

3.​ Gender identity: 

a.​ Male 
b.​ Female 
c.​ Non-binary 
d.​ Other (please specify) 
e.​ Prefer not to answer 

4.​ Sexual orientation: 

a.​ Gay 
b.​ Lesbian 
c.​ Bisexual 
d.​ Pansexual 
e.​ Asexual 
f.​ Queer 
g.​ Other 
h.​ Prefer not to answer 

5.​ Have you had your gender/name legally corrected on official documents (if applicable): 

1  Yes 

2  No 

B. GEOGRAPHIC AND CULTURAL CONTEXT 

6.​ Country of residence: 
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1 of 5 (Italy, Germany, Czech Republic, Austria, France) 

7.​ Were you born in the country where you currently live and work?  (Yes / No) 

8.​ Are there laws protecting LGBT+ rights in the country where you live?  (Yes / No / Not sure / 
Partially) 

C. FAMILY CONTEXT 

9.​ Are the following contexts aware of your sexual identity/gender orientation? 

a.​ Family (Yes, No, Partially) 
b.​ Friends (Yes, No, Partially) 
c.​ Social media (Yes, No, Partially) 

10.​ What type of relationship are you currently in? 

a.​ Single 
b.​ Stable relationship (not legally recognized) 
c.​ Civil union 
d.​ Married 
e.​ Divorced / separated (from civil union or marriage) 
f.​ Widowed 
g.​ Prefer not to answer 
h.​ Other (please specify) 

D. SOCIO-ECONOMIC CONTEXT 

11.​ Education: 

a.​ High school diploma 
b.​ Bachelor's degree 
c.​ Master's degree 
d.​ PhD 
e.​ Other (please specify) 

12.​ Monthly salary (net, in euros): 

a.​ < 1,000 
b.​ > 1,000 – < 3,000 
c.​ > 3,000 – < 6,000 
d.​ > 6,000 – < 10,000 
e.​ > 10,000 

E. PROFESSIONAL SITUATION 

13.​ Type of employment: 

a.​ Full-time employee 
b.​ Part-time employee 
c.​ Self-employed / freelancer 
d.​ Unemployed 
e.​ Entrepreneur 
f.​ Other (please specify) 
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14.​ Professional role: 

a.​ Executive / senior manager 
b.​ Middle manager 
c.​ Office worker / staff 
d.​ Manual worker 
e.​ Other 

15.​ In which professional sector do you work? 

a.​ Healthcare 
b.​ Transport / logistics 
c.​ Food and beverage 
d.​ Social affairs 
e.​ Chemistry and physics 
f.​ Culture 
g.​ Economics / finance 
h.​ Construction 
i.​ Education 
j.​ Electrical engineering 
k.​ Fashion / design 
l.​ Entertainment 
m.​ Other? 

16.​ How many employees does the company/organization/institution where you work have? 

a.​ < 100 
b.​ > 100 
c.​ 100–500 
d.​ 500–1000 
e.​ > 1000 

17.​ How many years have you been working? 

a.​ < 1 year 
b.​ 1–5 years 
c.​ 6–10 years 
d.​ 11–20 years 
e.​ > 20 years 

F. WORKPLACE CULTURAL CONTEXT 

18.​ Do you perceive your work environment as inclusive for LGBT+ people?  (1. not at all, 2. a 
little, 3. partly, 4. a lot, 5. very much) 

19.​ Are there LGBT+ groups present in your work environment?  (Yes / No / Not sure) 

20.​ Does it happen that people perceive you as transgender, even when you have not explicitly 
stated it  (“only for transgender people”) (1. never, 2. rarely, 3. sometimes, 4. often, 5. always) 

G. LANGUAGE 

21.​ How much do you think the language currently and formally used in your country to describe 
your sexual/affective orientation and/or gender identity (e.g. gay/lesbian, trans) impacts: 
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- on the quality of your work? 

- on your career progression? 

- on the perception of you and your professional abilities (by colleagues, superiors, clients…)? 

 

1 not at all 

2 a little 

3 partly 

4 a lot 

5 very much 

22.​ In your work environment, have you ever heard stereotyped or offensive expressions used — 
even unintentionally — for the category you identify with?  (1. never, 2. rarely, 3. sometimes, 4. often, 
5. always) 

23.​ In your work environment, have you ever been asked or advised not to disclose your 
sexual/affective orientation and/or gender identity for reasons of “opportunity”?  (Yes / No) 

24.​ In your work environment, how negative do you perceive the following words to be when used 
to refer to you, if used by a person belonging to the LGBT+ community?  (1. not at all, 2. a little, 3. 
partly, 4. a lot, 5. very much) 

a.​ Gay 
b.​ Lesbian 
c.​ Faggot 
d.​ Queer (derogatory) 
e.​ Fairy / pansy 
f.​ Different 
g.​ Invert 
h.​ Trans 
i.​ Tranny 
j.​ Other (choose a word you have heard at work) 

25.​ In your work environment, how negative do you perceive the following words to be when used 
to refer to you, if used by a person NOT belonging to the LGBT+ community?  (1. not at all, 2. a little, 
3. partly, 4. a lot, 5. very much) 

a.​ Gay 
b.​ Lesbian 
c.​ Faggot 
d.​ Queer (derogatory) 
e.​ Fairy / pansy 
f.​ Different 
g.​ Invert 
h.​ Trans 
i.​ Tranny 
j.​ Other (choose a word you have heard at work) 
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26.​ How would you prefer people to describe or refer to you, in relation to your gender 
identity/sexual-affective orientation, in your work environment?  (open-ended) 

27.​ Outness Inventory 

a.​ How aware is your direct supervisor of your LGBT+ identity? 
b.​ How aware are any subordinates or team members you manage of your LGBT+ identity? 
c.​ How openly do you discuss your LGBT+ identity with your colleagues? 
d.​ How openly do you discuss your LGBT+ identity during informal work-related gatherings 

(e.g. team lunches, social events)? 
e.​ How open are you about your LGBT+ identity in the workplace in general? 

 

1 = the person definitely does NOT know anything about your sexual orientation/gender identity 

2 = the person might know about your sexual orientation/gender identity, but it is NEVER discussed 

3 = the person probably knows about your sexual orientation/gender identity, but it is NEVER 
discussed 

4 = the person probably knows about your sexual orientation/gender identity, but it is RARELY 
discussed 

5 = the person definitely knows about your sexual orientation/gender identity, but it is RARELY 
discussed (repeated twice) 

6 = the person definitely knows about your sexual orientation/gender identity, and it is SOMETIMES 
discussed 

7 = the person definitely knows about your sexual orientation/gender identity, and it is OPENLY 
discussed 

N/A = not applicable to your situation; there is no such person or group of people in your life 

 

28.​ Overall Wellbeing of LGBT+ Workers 

Express how much you agree with the following statements: 

1. strongly disagree, 2. disagree, 3. neutral, 4. agree, 5. strongly agree 

a.​ I feel mentally well at work 
b.​ I feel safe and included within my team 
c.​ I feel accepted for who I am 
d.​ I feel I can be myself at work 
e.​ I feel productive at work 
f.​ I feel engaged with the organization and my work 
g.​ I feel a sense of belonging to the place where I work 

29.​ Anxiety Status 

Over the last 2 weeks, how often have you been bothered by each of the following problems? 

(0. not at all, 1. several days, 2. more than half the days, 3. nearly every day) 
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a.​ Feeling nervous, anxious, or on edge 
b.​ Not being able to stop or control worrying 
c.​ Worrying too much about different things 
d.​ Having trouble relaxing 
e.​ Being so restless that it is hard to sit still 
f.​ Becoming easily annoyed or irritable 
g.​ Feeling afraid as if something awful might happen 

30.​ Microaggressions 

In the last 12 months at work, how often have the following experiences occurred with a colleague, a 
client, or your work environment? 

(1. never, 2. rarely, 3. occasionally, 4. a moderate amount, 5. a great deal) 

 

1.​ Not being paid as much as you believe you deserve because of your LGBT+ identity. 
2.​ Not being considered for a promotion because of your LGBT+ identity. 
3.​ Not receiving credit for an idea because of your LGBT+ identity. 
4.​ Having it implied that you were given your position only because of your LGBT+ identity. 
5.​ Having your job security threatened because of your LGBT+ identity. 
6.​ Having your job duties changed because of your LGBT+ identity. 
7.​ Having a colleague who knows your partner's status refer to them as your “friend.” 
8.​ Hearing a colleague or client being called names such as “faggot,” “lesbian,” or “tranny.” 
9.​ Having your behaviors mimicked in a mocking way because of your LGBT+ identity or 

expression/presentation. 
10.​Having an attraction to a colleague implied because of your LGBT+ identity. 
11.​ Receiving explicit questions from a colleague about your sex life (e.g.: “How do you have 

sex?”) 
12.​Having a harassment complaint ignored because of your LGBT+ identity. 
13.​Having colleagues or clients assume your sexual orientation based on your appearance. 
14.​Having a colleague who assumes you are heterosexual ask about your “wife or girlfriend” or 

“husband or boyfriend.” 
15.​Disclosing your LGBT+ identity to colleagues and receiving a surprised reaction. 
16.​Being asked to provide an opinion on behalf of other LGBT+ people. 
17.​Being told, after disclosing your LGBT+ identity, that you do not conform to cultural 

stereotypes of LGBT+ people. 
18.​Hearing the phrase “That's so gay!” used at work to describe something or someone. 
19.​Feeling uncomfortable at work because of your LGBT+ identity. 
20.​Being instrumentalized at work on the basis of your LGBT+ identity. 
21.​Having no one in your organization's leadership who identifies as LGBT+. 

 

For Trans Respondents: 

1.​ Having your birth name, rather than your current name, appear on official documents (e.g. 
badge, email address, etc.). 

2.​ Having people use incorrect pronouns when speaking to you. 
3.​ Receiving comments about your clothing because it does not conform to gender norms. 
4.​ Not having a restroom at work that you feel comfortable using. 
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5.​ Being addressed with gendered language that does not match your gender identity (e.g. 
“ma'am” or “sir”). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

LEADING ORGANIZATIONS 

European Pride Business Network - EPBN 
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European Pride Business Network (EPBN) is a consortium of European organizations 
working to promote diversity and inclusion of LGBTIQ+ professionals in the 
workplace. Its current 27 members, from 23 different European countries, work 
together to promote workplace inclusion and the best practices across Europe. Its 
goal is to ensure that diversity is celebrated in every workplace across Europe. 
Together, we empower LGBTIQ+ individuals to thrive and lead. For more 
information, visit: www.epbn.eu 

 

The EPBN-WISE project  

Workplace Inclusion for a Sustainable Europe project is a European initiative carried 
out by a consortium of five European countries: France, Italy, Germany, Czechia and 
Austria. This project is mainly funded by the EU CERV-EQUAL program, and thanks 
to our sponsors Orange, Legrand, Société Générale, Sephora, and Label Paris 
Europe. The total 26-month project budget is 600k€. Despite legal protection and 
progress achieved so far in LGBTIQ+ rights across Europe, the evidence shows that 
LGBTIQ+ people experience persistent discrimination at work - at least three times 
more frequently than the general population. This project was conceived as a way to 
address these inequalities faced by LGBTIQ+ individuals in employment and within 
the workplace across Europe. Its goal is to promote LGBTIQ+ workplace equality, as 
well as to establish a strong network of civil society organizations (CSOs), employers 
and firms, and LGBTIQ+ professionals in Europe.  

 

EDGE is a network for personal and professional growth through the exchange of 
experiences, a conscious group of LGBTI+ individuals, and a proactive force for the 
improvement of Italian civil society. Founded in 2012, EDGE is a non-profit social 
promotion association that brings together prominent figures from the Italian 
LGBTI+ business community (an acronym that synthetically refers to lesbian, gay, 
bisexual, transgender, non-binary, intersex individuals, and other sexual identity 
minorities) and their allies—particularly entrepreneurs, managers, and professionals. 

EDGE considers the human, experiential, and professional exchange among its 
members to be one of its primary goals. To this end, the association promotes the 
organization of social events alongside training initiatives and project-based work 
with concrete, shared objectives." https://www.edge-glbt.it/ 
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