Limitations and future research

Due to the sensitive nature of this research topic, there are several limitations to our study.

It may be that Ffrom a conceptual and practical standpoint,-ene-might-say-that-coming-outis

the-geal; workplace disclosure benefits the individual

L IT 50 pesitive-behavieurmay-be

behaviour that

corresponds with workplace disclosure and vice versa can be considered positive or negative

respectively.-werkplace-disclosure: However, people vary in the extent to which they want to
be open about their personal Hveslife and in their individual needs to keep seme-thingsaspects
of it private. For peeplethose with a highergreater need for privacy, workplace disclosure
may actually increase stress. Therefore, depending on the person’s privacyf or boundary

preferences, workplace disclosure may not always be what-is-bestfor-the-target-optimal.

Another concern that-may-arise-iscentres on the fine differentiationdistinction between the

individual’s effort ef—the—targeﬂto come outdiselese ardcompared with thehis or her actual
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behaviour.-ef-the-target: On Fhethe scale we used, we asked the-participants how hard they
trytried to keephide their identitiesidentity a-seeret-from four targets at work. We must
consider, however, thatOne-eeuld-say-that an individual may try realyvery hard-te-keep
histher-identity-a-secret-butfail-to-de-se; and fail or he/she-mayeven not try at all, but-that
does-notnecessarily-meanyet not necessarily that-the-individual-isbe open about it.-er

isclosing.

As-deseribed-our-data\We note that limitations inherent to the data, which was collected

eame-from a single source irover a single time_interval -frame- were partially

addressed.Nevertheless; We followedas Podsakoff, MacKenzie, and Podsakoff’s (2012)
quidelines-recommended—we eliminatedfor eliminating item ambiguity and

guaranteedguaranteeing response anonymity- Mereever-we-caleulatedand performed a
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confirmatory factor analysis in order to address the mono-method bias. Yet, it is possible for
individuals to be open with some people and not with others; individuals-can-also-fluctuate-in

the-extent-to-which-they-are-open-with-people-over-time-openness can also fluctuate over

time. In other words, workplace disclosure is not an “all or nothing’, ‘in’ or ‘out’

phenomenon;; it is a continuous process comprised of smaller workplace disclosure episodes

with various people over time. As [Mollering (2013) suggested, that-other process-like

phenomena, such as crises, are entangledimplicated with trusting. N\le propose that self-
disclosure is a process of how people develop the preliminary outcome of ‘trust’ in different

ways of studying trust. Therefore, future research should focus on a longitudinal analysis as

well-as-combining-itcombined with in-depth interviews regardingto explore the process-of
self-disclosure:_process more deeply. Also-due-to-the-sensitivity-and-anenymity-of the-data;

weln order to protect the anonymity of the participants, we could not identify who belonged

to the same organisations or groups and thus-haeé-re-way-te control_for the possibility of

nested data bias. {respondents-from-the-same-organisation)—Nevertheless;However, to

compensate, we disseminated the survey-was-disseminatedquestionnaire in various networks

as well as in multinational corporations where the-survey-was-answeredit was completed by
employees situated-in different locations and countries.thus-reducing-the-probability-for

Another possible limitation ef-this-study-pertains to the generalisability of the results to the
overall LGBTQ population:-at-targe; theThe profiles of LGBTQ individuals who are
members of LGBTQ ERGs or are readers of LGBTQ media may differ from those LGBTQ

individuals who are not. One-may-be-concerned-with-One may also question why the

preponderance of male-respondents in our sample- are male, but we note that-Yet-comparing

te other studies; show-it-seems-that the ratio of males to females is eenstanthyconsistently

higher in [LGBT\ samples. Fer-instance#nln the National Health Statistics Report of the
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Centres for Disease Control (Ward, Dahlhamer, Galinsky, & Joestl, 2014), there were 20%
percent more males than females who self-identified as gay/ or lesbian. Similarly, Chalabi

{2043)-using data from the Office for National Statistics data-in the UK, suggested Chalabi

(2013) found that fWhhile 1.5% of men in the UK say they’re gay, only 0.7% of women say ?0'10 vitn :[AM8] :Commented [AMS]
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therefore-based on respondents who engaged-inexhibited some degree of disclosure (Law et
al., 2011; Ragins, Singh, & Cornwell, 2007). To reduce this potential sampling bias, we
intentionally used different types of online media to reach out to respondents (e.g., company
ERGs, LGBTQ rights media, commercial sites, advocacy groups, and so forth). Stith-if
possible-itlt would nonetheless be worthwhile ferfutureresearchers-to-selectto use a random

sampling approach within the LGBTQ population-_in future research.

One-more-Hmitation-of this-study-is-theLike other studies (e.g., Ambrose & Schminke,

2003; Tan & Tan, 2000), ours shows a highstrong correlation between both types of trust;; Commented [AM9]: [AM9]: Which
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construets; Nonetheless, the results also show that participants stido differentiate between

the two-_constructs-The-results-de-highlight and that the-unigue-contribution-of-each type of
trustcontributes uniquely | yet-the-pereent-of-additional-varianee-in-both-types-of-trust [Commented [AM10]: [AM10]: to what? }
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that in order not to lose sight of the essential issue and context (Johns, 2006) of the foci of

trust,—Fhereforewe-call-forconstructing-and-developing more sensitive
rmeasurementsinstruments in-erderto-facilitatemust be developed.-betterdistinction-

In-spite-of the-limitations-the research-findings-presented-here-provideOur study offers

new insights into the relationship between organisational trust, organisational policies and

practices, and jhegative workplace manifestations of disclosure.| This study emphasises the

importance of the external and internal social environments in understanding employee

attitudes and behaviours in the organisation.

Implications and conclusion

MWWMMMM}W%%M studies

point to the benefits thatto organisations ean-ebtain-by-fosteringthat foster a supportive

shows the importance of employee trust in the organisation fer-enabling-employees-to

feelfeeling comfortable about disclosing thei-sexual- and gender-identity at work. [This is an

effect that goes above and beyond simply enactingenforcing organisational-level

antidiscrimination policies and practices. What makes-these-conclusions-especially
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rot. Heneewhile-forThough it may be difficult for some managers,supervising-a-mere

ehverse-worlkforce-may-sighify-an-additional-challenge; learning how to supervise-encourage
their diverse employees> can increase their engagement, and in turn,-and-contribution-appears

to-bringtheir value to theirthe organisation.|
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Simply enforcing organisational-level
antidiscrimination policies and practices
does not go far enough, however.
Managers must be aware that some of
their employees are undoubtedly LGBTQ
individuals, be they visible or not, and
that learning how to supervise them can
increase their engagement, and in turn,

.| their contribution to the organisation.
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Top management teams (that reflect the organisation in general, see for example
Hambrick & Mason, 1984; Kickul, Gundry, & Posig, 2005) should be encouraged to increase
the perceived and actual trustworthiness of the organisation and line managers in the eyes of
the LGBTQ staff. This task-can be accomplished by making visible progress in all the
relevant dimensions of trustworthiness: competence, concern, openness; and reliability
(Mishra & Mishra, 1996). Specificathy-the-dimension-of-competenceCompetence can be
enhanced by ensuring that managers demonstrate professionalism in the way they handle
issues concerning sexual diversity.; the-dimension-ef-concernConcern can be improved by
expressing supportsuppertive for LGBTQ employees and by taking concrete steps to
eradicate heterosexism. Furthering-openness-can-be-achievedOpenness can be furthered by
being transparent about the criteria for selection and promotion; and by openly discussing
areas for improvement. Finally, strengtheningrehability-can-beattained-by-maintainingto

increase reliability, the top managers must consistently eensisteney-in-apphyingapply all of

the above and by-continually eemmunicatingcommunicate the concrete steps the organisation
is taking to become more inclusive.
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