Employee Responsibilities and Rights Journal
https://doi.org/10.1007/510672-022-09417-2

®

Check for
updates

Workplace Experiences of LGBTQIA + Individuals in Portugal

Colleen Beatriz' - Henrique Pereira’

Accepted: 29 June 2022
©The Author(s), under exclusive licence to Springer Science+Business Media, LLC, part of Springer Nature 2022

Abstract

Although Portuguese Labour Code forbids discrimination based on sexual orientation and
gender identity, 20% of LGBTQIA + workers report workplace discrimination, potentially
because non-discrimination policies do not protect against more covert types of discrimi-
nation. This study aimed to characterize workplace discrimination and support among Por-
tuguese LGBTQIA + workers using online surveys to capture workplace satisfaction and
support and discrimination in the workplace. Quantitative results were computed using
STATA, Version 17.0. Qualitative data was analysed using NVivo 12. The sample included
60 participants who self-identified as a sexual or gender minority. Although only 31.9% of
participants reported experiencing LGBTQIA + -based discrimination at work, only 30%
of participants reported being completely out at work. Qualitative findings revealed two
main themes regarding adverse workplace experiences (overt discrimination and covert
discrimination), two main themes regarding neutral and positive workplace experiences
(acceptance and support and liberation after disclosure at work), and two main themes
regarding participants’ vision of a truly inclusive and supportive workplace (instrumental
changes and changes in values). These findings indicate that discrimination attributable to
sexual orientation and gender identity still exists in Portuguese workplaces despite anti-
discrimination protections and that more legal, institutional, and social support is needed to
ensure a safe workplace for LGBTQIA + people.

Keywords LGBTQIA + - Occupational well-being - Work environment - Workplace
discrimination - Portugal

Introduction

Sexual and gender minority workers, including individuals who identity as lesbian, gay,
bisexual, transgender, and queer (LGBTQIA +), disproportionately experience workplace
discrimination and barriers to employment due to their marginalized social status. In
addition to the documented verbal and physical harassment that LGBTQIA +individuals
experience at work, LGBTQIA + workers are also less likely to be hired, be promoted, and
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receive raises than their non-LGBTQIA + counterparts (MVL Badgett et al., 2009; Dyer
et al., 2019; Embrick et al., 2007; Herek, 2009; Sears & Mallory, 2011; Sheridan et al.,
2017). Studies from a variety of populations show that, for example, LGBTQIA +job can-
didates are less likely to be offered a job interview, have a positive interview experience,
receive a job offer, and hold high-level managerial positions than straight, cisgender candi-
dates with the same qualifications (Ahmed et al., 2013; Aksoy et al., 2019; Drydakis, 2009;
Fasoli & Hegarty, 2020; Hebl et al., 2002; Mishel, 2016; Tilcsik, 2015; Weichselbaumer,
2003). Additionally, LGBTQIA + employees report worse experiences of employee treat-
ment, workplace fairness, and job satisfaction than their straight, cisgender counterparts
(Cech, 2015; Cech & Rothwell, 2020).

Workplace Discrimination and Minority Stress Theory

Minority Stress Theory posits that LGBTQIA + populations experience increased internal
and external stressors due to their marginalized social statuses (Meyer, 2003). Further-
more, substantial research indicates that the disproportionate stress that LGBTQIA + pop-
ulations face also increases their risk of psychological distress and mental health issues
(Meyer, 1995, 2003; Miner & Costa, 2018; Moya & Moya-Gar6fano, 2020).This stress,
which is often related to experiences of discrimination, expectations of stigma, internal-
ized heterosexism, and concealment of sexual orientation or gender identity, is particularly
salient in the workplace, and can negatively impact mental and physical health, as well
as job-related outcomes (Meyer, 2003; Velez & Moradi, 2012; Waldo, 1999). For exam-
ple, studies have indicated that workplace minority stressors, including physical and verbal
harassment, exclusion from work and social opportunities, workplace bullying, and pres-
sure to conceal one’s identity, are associated with greater psychological distress and lower
job satisfaction (Drydakis, 2019; Miner & Costa, 2018; Moya & Moya-Gar6fano, 2020;
Velez et al., 2013). Additionally, expectations of stigma and concealment of one’s sexual
orientation have been found to be associated with decreased job satisfaction, increased job
anxiety, increased psychological distress, and increased fear of stigma and discrimination
(Dispenza, 2015; Griffith & Hebl, 2002; Velez et al., 2013). On the other hand, supportive
workplace environments (Allan et al., 2015), supervisors (Day & Schoenrade, 2000; Huft-
man et al., 2008) and co-workers (Cancela et al., 2020), as well as LGBTQIA +-supportive
policies (Badgett et al., 2013; Day & Schoenrade, 2000) have been found to be associ-
ated with increased job satisfaction and organizational support has been found to be associ-
ated with outness (Huffman et al., 2008). Increased perceptions of culture of diversity and
inclusion are also positively associated with job satisfaction (Hur, 2020; Pink-Harper et al.,
2017; Yousuf et al., 2022).

LGBTQIA + Workplace Health in Portugal

Portugal is one of the world leaders in LGBTQIA + workplace protections, with a Labour
Code that explicitly forbids discrimination based on sexual orientation and gender identity.
While this law prohibits discrimination from the time the hiring process starts through the
full duration of the employment contract, employers are not required to provide reasonable
accommodations to employees (Leitdo et al., 2022). Additionally, despite these protections,
a 2019 study by the International Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual, Trans, and Intersex Associa-
tion found that 20% of LGBTQIA + participants in Portugal felt that they had experienced
discrimination in the workplace (Portugal, 2020). Furthermore, Portuguese and Brazilian
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LGBTQIA + workers have been found to report higher levels of burnout, depressive symp-
toms, and anxiety, and lower levels of work-related quality of life, work engagement, and
occupational self-efficacy compared to normative populations (Pereira et al., 2022). These
discrepancies may be explained by the fact that non-discrimination policies do not com-
pletely protect LGBTQIA + workers from more covert types of discrimination, such as
microaggressions (Galupo & Resnick, 2016).

Additionally, despite legal protections, homophobic and transphobic beliefs are
still prevalent in Portugal, with research indicating negative attitudes towards LGBT-
QIA +rights and parenting (Costa et al., 2013, 2014a, b) and even hate crimes based
on sexual orientation and gender identity (Europe, 2011). In fact, the 2015 Eurobarom-
eter found that the proportion of Portuguese participants who thought discrimination on
the grounds of sexual orientation and gender identity was widespread was 69% and 65%,
respectively (Eurobarometer, 2015). Given that homophobic and transphobic beliefs and
discrimination continue to persist in Portugal in general, and in Portuguese workplaces
in particular, even with legal protections in place, this study aims to measure LGBT-
QIA + workplace experiences in Portugal using a mixed-method approach. Specifically, it
aims to describe job satisfaction, experiences of “coming out” at work, and workplace sup-
port and discrimination.

Materials and Methods
Design and Procedures

Participants were recruited through mailing lists and social networks, namely Portuguese
LGBTQIA + Facebook groups. After reading the study description and research objectives,
participants were asked to read and agree to informed consent before providing any infor-
mation. Individuals were eligible to participate if they (a) were at least 18 years of age, (b)
self-identified as either a sexual or gender minority, and (c) currently or formerly worked in
Portugal. Questionnaire contents are described in detail in the Data Analysis and Tools sec-
tion. Ethical approval for this study was granted by the Ethics Committee of the University
of Beira Interior, Portugal (CE-UBI-PJ-2020-088).

Participants

Of the 63 individuals who completed the online questionnaire, three did not meet the
inclusion criteria due to the age requirement. The sample, therefore, included 60 par-
ticipants, of which 28 identified as cisgender male (47.46%), 23 as cisgender female
(38.98%), 1 as transgender male (1.69%), 2 as transgender female (3.39%), and 5 as
non-binary (8.47%). Participant age ranged from 18 to 63 years, with an average of
35.24 years (SE=1.34). In terms of sexual orientation, 25 participants identified as gay/
lesbian (58.33%), 17 as bisexual (28.33%), 4 as pansexual (6.67%), 1 as queer (1.67%),
1 as asexual (1.67%), and 2 as straight (3.33%). All participants were either a sexual or
gender minority (i.e., all cisgender participants were a sexual minority, and all straight
participants were transgender or non-binary). Regarding relationship status, 27 partici-
pants were single, 18 were dating, 12 were married or in a de facto union, and 3 were
divorced/separated. Participant demographics are described in greater detail in Table 1.
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Table 1 .Socioder.nographic and N Frequency
occupational findings
Age (n=59)
Mean (SE) 35.24 (1.34)
Gender (n=59)
Cisgender male 28 47.46%
Cisgender female 23 38.98%
Transgender male 1 1.69%
Transgender female 2 3.39%
Nonbinary 5 8.47%
Sexual orientation (n=60)
Gay/lesbian 35 58.33%
Bisexual 17 28.33%
Pansexual 4 6.67%
Queer 1 1.67%
Asexual 1 1.67%
Heterosexual 2 3.33%
Relationship status (n=60)
Married 2 3.33%
Divorced/separated 3 5.00%
Dating 18 30.00%
De facto union 10 16.67%
Single 27 45.00%
Educational attainment (n=60)
< =9 years 1 1.67%
10-12 years 23 38.33%
Bachelor-level degree 21 35.00%
Masters-level degree 12 20.00%
Doctorate-level degree 3 5.00%
Place of residence (n=59)
Large rural area 4 6.78%
Small rural area 4 6.78%
Large urban area 26 44.07%
Small urban area 25 42.37%
Socioeconomic status (n=59)
Low 5 8.47%
Low-middle 12 20.34%
Middle 30 50.85%
Middle-high 11 18.64%
High 1 1.69%
Employment status (n=60)
Self-employed 11 18.33%
Employed by someone else 35 58.34%
Student 5 8.33%
Student-worker 5 8.33%
Unemployed 4 6.67%
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Table 1 (continued) N Frequency
Time spent in present job (n=54)
<1 year 6 18.52%
1-5 years 23 42.59%
6-10 years 8 14.81%
11-20 years 7 12.96%
> 20 years 6 11.11%
Type of work contract (n=>58)
Indefinite contract 21 36.21%
Fixed-term contract 14 24.14%
Temporary work contract 3 5.17%
Contractual work 8 13.79%
Does not apply 12 20.69%
Shifts (n=57)
Yes 13 22.81%
No 44 77.19%
Weekly hours (n=51)
Mean (SE) 33.53 (2.14)
Type of organization (n=55)
Public 21 38.18%
Private 34 61.82%
Work sector (n=55)
Primary 3 5.45%
Secondary 9 16.36%
Tertiary 43 78.18%
Size of company (n=>56)
< =10 employees 16 28.57%
11-250 employees 21 37.50%
251-500 employees 4 7.14%
> 500 employees 15 26.79%
Out to at least one person at work (n=>50)
Yes 36 72.00%
No 14 28.00%
Completely out at work (n=40)
Yes 12 30.00%
No 28 70.00%

Data Analysis and Tools
Quasi-Qualitative Survey
Our quasi-qualitative survey included five main sections: sociodemographic survey, work-

place satisfaction survey, health survey, perceived discrimination survey, and written work-
place experience interview.
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Sociodemographic Survey Sociodemographic information, including age, gender, sex-
ual orientation, marital status, educational attainment, place of residence, and socioeco-
nomic status, was collected using a web-based questionnaire. Additionally, information
regarding participants’ work life, including employment status, job title, time worked in
present job, type of work contract, weekly hours, sector, and size of company, was also
collected. Participants were also asked in an open-ended format if and who they were out
to at work. Two binary (yes/no) variables were then formed: one which indicated whether
the participant was out to anyone at work, and one which indicated whether the partici-
pant was completely out at work. If a participant mentioned being out to some people
at work but did not mention whether they were out to everyone, they were considered a
“yes” to the first variable but were considered a missing value for the second variable.

Workplace Satisfaction Survey Participant workplace satisfaction was measured using a
4-item scale that was adapted from the Work-Related Quality of Life Scale (Easton & Van
Laar, 2018). This adapted scale aimed to measure four main elements of workplace satis-
faction: quality of professional life, motivation, self-efficacy, and commitment. Each item
is evaluated using a five-point Likert scale ranging from Never (1) to Always (5). The total
score ranges from 4 to 20, with higher scores indicating greater workplace satisfaction.

Self-Rated Health Survey Participant health was measured using four questions. Two
questions asked about how often participants missed work due to health concerns in the
past month and year, respectively. These questions were evaluated with a five-point Likert
scale ranging from Always or almost always (1) to Never or almost never (5). The other
two questions asked how often participants felt good about their physical and mental health
respectively. These questions also were evaluated using a 5-point Likert scale with values
ranging from Never (1) to Always (5). The total score ranges from 5 to 20, with higher
scores indicating better self-rated health.

Perceived Workplace Discrimination Survey The Sexual and Gender Minority Work-
place Discrimination Scale (SGMWDS), translated and adapted for Portuguese partici-
pants, was used to measure perceived discrimination in the workplace. The SGMWDS
is a five-item scale designed to assess workplace discrimination against sexual and
gender minorities (Lee et al., 2019). Items are evaluated using a five-point Likert scale
ranging from Never (1) to Always (5). The total score ranges from 5 to 25, with higher
scores indicating greater perceived workplace discrimination due to SGM status.

Workplace Experiences Participants’ workplace experiences were explored using eight
open-ended questions. Topics included workplace culture, coming out at work, and support
for LGBTQIA +individuals in the workplace. Participant responses were analysed qualita-
tively for thematic analysis.

Quantitative Data Analysis
Quantitative results were analysed using STATA, Version 17.0. After data cleaning,

descriptive statistics, including frequencies, means, and standard deviations, were calcu-
lated for each individual item, as well as for each scale overall.
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Qualitative Data Analysis

Qualitative responses from the workplace experiences interview were transcribed verbatim
and coded using NVivo 12. We used a modified constructivist grounded theory approach,
which recognizes that researchers’ positionality contributes to data analysis, in our the-
matic analysis of the data. To ensure consistent coding, codifications were independently
completed by two authors. Where codifications differed, the two authors reviewed the dis-
crepancy and discussed until they came to a consistent conclusion. Since the original elec-
tronic interviews were collected in Portuguese, the authors also translated the responses
into English for the purposes of this report. Both authors have substantial experience with
both the Portuguese and English languages, with one being a native Portuguese speaker
and the other being a native English speaker.

Results
Quantitative findings
Sociodemographic and Occupational Information

Sociodemographic findings indicate that the majority of participants had obtained at least
a bachelor’s degree (60.00%), lived in an urban setting (86.41%), and were between low-
middle and middle-high socioeconomic status (89.83%). In terms of work, majority of par-
ticipants were employed (93.33%), had some type of work contract (65.52%), and did not
work in shifts (77.19%). The weekly workload of participants ranged from 4 to 64 h, with
an average of 33.53 h (SE=2.14 h) weekly, and most participants had been at their job for
five years or less (61.11%). Additionally, most participants worked at a private organization
(61.82%), in the tertiary sector (78.18%), and for a company with 250 or less employees
(66.07%). Of the 50 participants who reported about their outness at work, 72.00% were
out to at least one person at their workplace. On the other hand, of the 40 participants who
indicated whether they were completely out at work, only 30.00% reported being out to
everyone at their workplace. More detailed sociodemographic and occupational findings
can be found in Table 1.

Workplace Satisfaction

The average overall workplace satisfaction score was 15.25 (SE=0.39) out of a possible
20 points. Participants reported the highest average scores for commitment to work, fol-
lowed by preparation for work tasks, then motivation, then satisfaction with professional
life. While 74.07% of participants reported being frequently or always committed to work,
only 52.63% reported being frequently or always satisfied with their professional lives.
Furthermore, 14.03% of participants reported never or rarely being satisfied with the qual-
ity of their professional life, while only 5.66% of participants reported rarely or never feel-
ing prepared for more of their job requirements and only 5.56% of participants reported
rarely feeling committed to their work. More detailed workplace satisfaction findings can
be found in Table 2.
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Table 2 Workplace satisfaction

n Frequency

Overall workplace satisfaction (n=52)
Mean (SE) 15.25 (0.39)

In general, I am satisfied with the quality of my professional life. (n=57)
Never 3 5.26%
Rarely 5 8.77%
Sometimes 19 33.33%
Frequently 20 35.09%
Always 10 17.54%
Mean (SE) 3.51(0.14)

In general, I feel motivated to complete my professional tasks. (n=53)
Never 0 0.00%
Rarely 6 11.32%
Sometimes 14 26.42%
Frequently 25 47.17%
Always 8 15.09%
Mean (SE) 3.66 (0.12)

I feel prepared for most of the requirements of my job. (n=53)
Never 1 1.89%
Rarely 2 3.77%
Sometimes 10 18.87%
Frequently 26 49.06%
Always 14 26.42%
Mean (SE) 3.94(0.12)

I feel committed to my work. (n=54)
Never 0 0.00%
Rarely 2 5.56%
Sometimes 11 20.37%
Frequently 22 40.74%
Always 18 33.33%
Mean (SE) 4.02 (0.12)

Self-Rated Health

The average overall self-rated health score was 15.72 (SE=0.55) out of a possible
20 points. The majority of participants never or nearly never missed work in the past
month (69.64%) and year (63.64%) due to health-related issues. About half of partici-
pants reported being frequently or always in good physical health (51.79%) and men-
tal health (50.00%). On the other hand, 12.5% of participants reported never or rarely
feeling good about their physical health and 18.51% of participants reported never or
rarely feeling good about their mental health. More detailed self-rated health findings
can be found in Table 3.
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Table 3 Self-rated health

n Frequency

Overall self-rated health (n=32)

Mean (SE) 15.72 (0.55)

How many times did you miss work due to health-related issues in the past month? (n=>56)
Always/almost always 1 1.79%
Many times 1 1.79%
Sometimes 7 12.50%
A few times 8 14.29%
Never/nearly never 39 69.64%
Mean (SE) 4.48 (0.12)

How many times did you miss work due to health-related issues in the past year? (n=33)
Always/almost always 1 3.03%
Many times 3 9.09%
Sometimes 4 12.12%
A few times 4 12.12%
Never/nearly never 21 63.64%
Mean (SE) 4.24 (0.20)

In general, I feel good about my physical health. (n=>56)

Never 0 0.00%
Rarely 7 12.50%
Sometimes 20 35.71%
Frequently 22 39.29%
Always 7 12.50%
Mean (SE) 3.52(0.11)

In general, I feel good about my mental health. (n=54)

Never 2 3.70%
Rarely 8 14.81%
Sometimes 17 31.48%
Frequently 16 29.63%
Always 11 20.37%
Mean (SE) 3.48 (0.15)

Perceived Workplace Discrimination

Participants reported an average overall perceived workplace discrimination score of 8.23
(SE=0.55) out of a possible 25 points. Participants reported the lowest scores for being
passed over or left out of a job due to their sexual orientation/gender identity and the high-
est scores for being less likely to take part in a new work opportunity than their straight
peers. While only 1.72% of participants reported frequently or always being passed over
or left out at a job for being LGBTQIA +, 13.21% reported frequently or always having
fewer training opportunities for being LGBTQIA +, 11.32% felt that straight employees
frequently or always were preferred when new equipment, activities, or working meth-
ods were introduced, and 11.54% reported that they were frequently or always less likely
to take part in new work opportunities than their straight peers. More detailed perceived
workplace discrimination findings can be found in Table 4.
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Qualitative Findings

Qualitative findings were organized into three main sections: (1) adverse workplace experi-
ences, (2) neutral and positive workplace experiences, and (3) desired workplace changes.
Section 1 focuses on participants’ negative workplace experiences related to their sexual
orientation or gender identity and is divided into two main themes: overt discrimination
and covert discrimination. Section 2 focuses on participants’ neutral and positive work-
place experiences related to their sexual orientation or gender identity and is divided into
two main themes: acceptance and support and liberation after disclosure at work. Sec-
tion 3 focuses on participants’ suggestions for making the workplace a more inclusive and
supportive environment for sexual and gender minorities and is divided into two main sec-
tions: instrumental changes and changes in values. Themes, subthemes and supporting
quotes, can be found in Tables 5.

Adverse Workplace Experiences

Overt Discrimination Two subthemes regarding overt discrimination arose: homophobic/
transphobic comments; and harassment, occupational exclusion, and job loss. Participants
described homophobic/transphobic comments as blatant verbal aggression and bullying.
Some participants described these comments being said to their face, while others heard
these comments second-hand. Participant 10, for example, reported, “I have a friend who
very recently received a completely unreasonable, homophobic, and aggressive comment
regarding my work and sexual orientation.” Participants also expressed that these com-
ments often include constant sexualization of LGBTQIA + people. For example, Par-
ticipant 36 explained that after coming out to co-workers, “People stop looking at me as
someone else, as another individual being, and there is a sexual connotation in everything
I do and everything I am.” This participant also expressed that over time, these experiences
became completely intolerable.

Harassment, occupational exclusion, and job loss were characterized as discrimina-
tory practices that participants experienced after revealing their sexual orientation or gen-
der identity at work. These practices were perpetrated by both co-workers and supervi-
sors, with participants describing constant mockery, distancing of colleagues, and even
instances of blackmail. Participant 36 also reported, “I have had occasions that other col-
leagues obviously refused to work with me.” Furthermore, several participants reported
either having lost a job due to their sexual orientation of gender identity, or having friends
who had had this experience.

Covert Discrimination The four subthemes that were related to covert discrimination
were cis- and heteronormative expectations, jokes and passive comments, social exclu-
sion, and pressure to hide sexual orientation/gender identity. Participants described cis- and
heteronormative expectations as experiences where they were othered due to their LGBT-
QIA +identity or felt like they had to avoid expressions of their identity for the comfort
of others at work. Several participants, for example, reported that they felt pressure to
dress a certain way because they felt judged when they wore clothes that were not typi-
cally worn by non-LGBTQIA + people. Other participants reported perceived discomfort
from colleagues when they talked about their personal lives. Participant 61, for example,
said “Among my closest friends I notice that it is always easier to hear from a heterosexual
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colleague that he has a wife and children than to comment about a possible boyfriend of
mine.” Although participants largely believed that these experiences were not meant to be
hurtful, they still described them as ostracizing.

Similarly, participants described jokes and passive comments as things that were likely
not meant to be harmful but still carried transphobic or homophobic undertones. For exam-
ple, Participant 51, said that when she comes out at work, “some co-workers react the first
time with a homophobic joke like, ‘Look, I'm only looking for men. Stay away from me.””
While comments like these are likely a way for co-workers to deflect their discomfort, this
discomfort is then deflected right back onto their LGBTQIA + colleagues. Additionally,
many jokes, such as the one mentioned by Participant 51, highlight that LGBTQIA + work-
ers are often highly sexualized in ways that non-LGBTQIA + workers are not. Furthermore,
participants expressed that these jokes and comments are often repeated, wearing down on
LGBTQIA + workers over time.

Participants described social exclusion as experiences where they believed they were
left out of social interaction with co-workers due to their sexual orientation or gender iden-
tity. Although this subtheme is similar to the previously described occupational exclusion,
social exclusion was often more subtle and harder to prove, due to the fact that although it
happened between colleagues, and it was not explicitly work-related. For example, partici-
pants expressed that non-LGBTQIA + colleagues avoid socializing with LGBTQIA + peo-
ple during lunch and on cigarette breaks. Participant 61 described this subtler exclusion
saying, “I realize that there is a distance and I don’t have access to some places/people,
which I imagine is because I am a gay man.”

Finally, participants described pressure to hide sexual orientation/ gender identity as a fear
of revealing their LGBTQIA + identity at work due to the negative repercussions it may have
for them. While many participants who expressed feeling this pressure had not come out at
work at all, it was also expressed by those who had only come out to a few people at work.
Participant 2, for example, reported, “I revealed it [my sexual orientation] to two colleagues
who immediately advised me not to talk about it because I have a homophobic and criti-
cal boss." However, other participants felt pressure to hide their identity, even without such
explicit warnings. For example, Participant 60 said, “I don’t think the staff directly excludes,
but I don’t feel super secure in sharing that I am LBGT. Not that they would exclude me, but
the environment is straight.” This example also highlights the connection between cis- and
heteronormative environments and pressure to hide one’s LGBTQIA + identity at work.

Neutral and Positive Workplace Experiences

Acceptance and Support Four subthemes arose regarding acceptance and support: neutral
reactions to disclosure of sexual orientation or gender identity; respect and equal treatment
from superiors and co-workers; separation of personal and professional life; and inclu-
sive actions. Neutral reactions to disclosure of sexual orientation or gender identity were
described as experiences where participants came out to colleagues and no one reacted or
the conversation continued as it normally would. Participants expressed appreciating neu-
tral responses because it made them feel like their identity was something normal to their
co-workers and nothing to fixate on.

Participants who described respect and equal treatment from superior and co-workers
felt that their experiences in the workplace were similar to their non-LGBTQIA + counter-
parts. Although these experiences often overlapped with neutral reactions to disclosure of
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sexual orientation or gender identity, this subtheme was not specific to disclosure. Addi-
tionally, while some participants described respect and equal treatment as a lack of dis-
crimination, other described a more active support. For example, Participant 32 expressed
that they felt accepted and welcomed when colleagues “Accept us as we are, no matter who
we are. Respect is the best offer”. This participant highlighted the difference between equal
treatment because their identity was ignored, and equal treatment because their identity
was respected.

Separation of personal and professional life was characterized as workplaces where
workers did not know about their colleagues’ lives beyond their roles at work. Partici-
pants who described these types of workplaces had not come out at work due to this
separation and had neutral feelings towards these environments. While separation of per-
sonal and professional life was largely described as an organizational practice, some par-
ticipants also described it as a personal choice. For example, Participant 6 stated, “Only
a few colleagues know, because we are friends outside of work. I try not to mix personal
and professional life.”

Although specific types of inclusive actions varied, participants consistently described
them as things that helped them to feel more welcomed and accepted at work. Some par-
ticipants referred to specific legal actions, such as anti-discrimination policies, while oth-
ers referenced social support, such as the implementation of LGBTQIA + groups at work.
While most participants described institutional-level actions, some also described actions
by individuals. For example, Participant 23 stated, "My boss puts pronouns in her emails
(even though she is a cis person). I find this a great way to show inclusion.” In this exam-
ple, the action of one individual with relative power in the workplace was able to make the
space more welcoming for all.

Liberation after Disclosure at Work Liberation after disclosure at work was characterized
by participants as a feeling of freedom or relief after revealing their sexual orientation or
gender identity in the workplace. Participants described this process as freeing because
once they had come out, they did not have to fear that they would accidentally reveal their
LGBTQIA +identity. Participant 21, for example, explained, “I no longer feel the stress
and pressure of hiding, of inhibition to speak, and of fear that my language or body would
give me away.” Other participants also explained that coming out allowed them to be more
open at work and made it so that they did not have to hide parts of themselves in the work-
place. For example, Participant 7 reflected on their coming out experience saying, “These
have been liberating experiences for me. I can be myself and not have to omit more per-
sonal issues when they come up.”

Desired Workplace Changes

Instrumental Changes There were three subthemes regarding instrumental changes: train-
ing and education; inclusive policies; and mental health support. Participants expressed
their desire for training and education in the workplace so that all employees would have a
stronger understanding of LGBTQIA +identities and issues. This was identified as a neces-
sity as many individuals have never been taught about LGBTQIA +identities during their
educational experiences and are often ignorant about the experiences of LGBTQIA + peo-
ple. Participants explained that by educating and training employees, many of the jokes and
discriminatory comments could be avoided as people would have a stronger understanding
of impact of this type of prejudice. Some participants also mentioned that by prioritizing
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diversity trainings, employers would indicate to LGBTQIA +employees that they genu-
inely are invested in supporting them beyond performative gestures.

Participants described inclusive policies as institutional changes that would make the
workplace safer and more welcoming for LGBTQIA +employees. A wide variety of
policies were suggested, including adding pronouns on nametags and emails, hiring an
employee advocate, financial appreciation, and stronger enforcement of anti-discrimination
laws. Participants also suggested that work uniforms should not be gendered to help pre-
vent gender dysmorphia for transgender and non-binary employees. On the other hand, one
participant had a different approach to policy changes, indicating that the best policy would
be to enforce separation of personal and professional life so that there would not be any
opportunity for discrimination based on identities.

Participants also highlighted a need for greater mental health support for LGBT-
QIA +people in the workplace. While participants had different visions for implementing
this support, they all expressed that, for it to be successful, mental health support would
need to be specifically tailored to the needs of LGBTQIA + individuals. For example, Par-
ticipant 2 focused on support groups, stating, “There should be open door and support
sessions for LGBTQIA + people with socializing and sharing of experiences,” while Par-
ticipant 12 focused on practitioner support, stating “There should be more support in psy-
chiatric and psychological terms. While straight colleagues can talk openly when they end
a relationship, we cannot because of the homophobia felt.” Although these participants dif-
fered in the ways they envisioned mental health support, their responses both highlighted
the fact that there is a current lack of support for LGBTQIA + workers and that changes
need to be made to make these individuals feel safer and more accepted in the workplace.

Changes in Values The two subthemes that arose regarding changes in values were visibil-
ity and inclusion. Participants highlighted a need for greater LGBTQIA + visibility in the
workplace, explaining that visibility both helps LGBTQIA + workers to feel more accepted
and encourages non-LGBTQIA + workers to be more accepting of their colleagues. Addi-
tionally, participants indicated that it is important that companies openly support LGBT-
QIA +people outside of the workplace as well, suggesting that companies volunteer in the
community and support LGBTQIA + organizations. Participant 60, however, suggested a
more nuanced approach to promoting visibility, stating,

“Maybe the company would show that it was supporting the community and not
just making money from LGBT+ people. For example, diversity trainings at work,
employing LGBT+ people, donating percentage of the profits to LGBT+ and mar-
ginalized communities instead of just putting up LGBT+ flags once a year, even
though I think LGBT+ symbols can help a person feel safer.”

This statement highlights the fact that while visibility is an important step towards mak-
ing LGBTQIA + workers feel safer, visibility alone is not enough to truly support LGBT-
QIA +individuals in the workplace.

The final subtheme, inclusion, was described by participants as a need to go beyond
acceptance to truly support and celebrate LGBTQIA + workers. Participants explained that
it was not always enough for them to simply be treated the same way as their non-LGBT-
QIA +colleagues and that for them to be truly supported and included, their unique needs
and struggles needed to be acknowledged in the workplace. Additionally, they expressed
that inclusion needed to be prioritized as a company value so that all workers know as soon
as they begin working that it is part of their job to ensure a culture of inclusivity for all.
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Discussion

This mixed-method pilot study used online surveys and electronic interviews to describe
workplace support and discrimination among LGBTQIA + workers in Portugal. Quanti-
tative findings indicated that Portuguese LGBTQIA + workers in this sample were gen-
erally satisfied with their workplace experiences, felt good about their health, and had
fairly low levels overall perceived discrimination at work. Additionally, while most par-
ticipants were out to at least one person at work, most were not out to everyone at work.
This supports previous findings from the ManpowerGroup that indicate that the major-
ity of Portuguese LGBTQIA +individuals do not feel comfortable sharing their sexual
orientation with colleagues (ManpowerGroup, 2021). Importantly, the same study found
that 62.35% of Portuguese LGBTQIA + participants thought that coming out improved
job productivity, highlighting an important discrepancy between ideal lived experience
and actual lived experience.

Furthermore, while our quantitative results indicated generally positive workplace expe-
riences, our qualitative results indicated that LGBTQIA + workers still experience a variety
of discriminatory experiences at work, including harassment, homophobic and transphobic
jokes, and job loss. On the other hand, some participants did describe supportive work-
place experiences, including neutral responses to disclosure of sexual orientation or gender
identity and organizational-level anti-discrimination policies. Participants expressed a need
both for instrumental changes, like culturally competent trainings, inclusive policies, and
mental health support, and for changes in values to promote visibility and inclusion, to
make the workplace a safer and more welcoming environment for all LGBTQIA + people.

The differing participant responses highlight the complex realities of LGBTQIA + work-
ers in Portugal, which is consistent with previous research examining other aspects of
LGBTQIA +life in Portugal. For example, while the 2019 Eurobarometer found that about
78% of Portuguese citizens thought that lesbian, gay, and bisexual people should have the
same rights as their straight counterparts (Eurobarometer, 2019), about 80% of Portuguese
people identify as Catholic and the Catholic Church explicitly does not support acts of
homosexuality (Estatistica, 2012; Teresa Martinho Toldy, 2013). This type of discrep-
ancy complicates the lived realities of LGBTQIA +people in general, as well as LGBT-
QIA + workers specifically, in Portugal.

Strengths, Limitations and Future Directions

Although this was a pilot study, it has several important strengths. To our knowledge, this
is the first study that specifically focuses on workplace experiences of LGBTQIA + people
in Portugal, addressing an important research gap. Our sample included individuals with a
wide range of sexual orientations, gender identities, ages, occupations, and types of work-
places, providing us with a broad view of LGBTQIA + workplace experiences. Further-
more, our mixed-method study design allowed us to describe workplace experiences both
quantitatively and qualitatively, which results in a more complete characterization of these
experiences.

This study also had limitations, however, including the potential selection bias that may
have arisen due to the fact that recruitment and survey completion were done online, and,
therefore, our results may not be generalizable to LGBTQIA + workers who do not use

@ Springer



Employee Responsibilities and Rights Journal

the internet or social media. Additionally, while our study aimed to include Portuguese
members across the LGBTQIA +community, our questionnaires did not capture race/eth-
nicity data, so we do not know how workplace experiences may vary between different
racial/ethnic groups in the LGBTQIA + community and cannot be sure that our results are
generalizable to each of these groups. This is an important gap as previous research has
found that LGBTQIA +racial and ethnic minorities consistently report more adverse and
discriminatory experiences than their white LGBTQIA + counterparts (Cech & Rothwell,
2020; Sheridan et al., 2017). Furthermore, the cross-sectional nature of this study did not
allow us to establish temporality, and therefore we do not know whether discriminatory
and supportive experiences preceded or followed mental and physical health outcomes.

To address some of these persistent gaps, future research should aim to include a more
diverse sample of LGBTQIA 4 workers, especially racial/ethnic minorities, transgen-
der and non-binary people, and people living in rural areas, as these groups likely have
unique workplace experiences that are important to characterize. Additionally, future
studies should aim to include a larger sample that allows for analysis between groups to
better understand the heterogeneity of experiences within the LGBTQIA 4+ community.
To address some of the complex realities that LGBTQIA + workers face, future research
should also study variables across contexts and actors, as Minority Stress Border Theory
suggests that minority stress experienced at work may impact family/personal life, and vice
versa (Holman, 2019). By studying this population across contexts, we may be able to bet-
ter understand the most effective places to intervene to make meaningful positive changes
for LGBTQIA + workers.

Despite the fact that additional research is needed to more fully understand the work-
place experiences of LGBTQIA + people in Portugal, there are some steps that can already
be taken to make the workplace a safer and more welcoming place for all. As recom-
mended by study participants and consistent with previous research (Metinyurt et al.,
2021), workplace trainings aimed at addressing biases should be implemented in Portu-
guese workplaces to help workers identify and reduce their biases. Additionally, we rec-
ommend stronger anti-discrimination laws, as many workers described discriminatory
experiences in the form of microaggressions, which are very difficult to protect against
with existing laws. While these laws would protect the most people when implemented at a
national level, organizations can also make their workplaces safer for LGBTQIA +employ-
ees by creating stricter internal anti-discrimination policies.

Conclusion

Despite legal protections, LGBTQIA + people in Portugal continue to suffer from discrimi-
natory experiences in the workplace. While reported discriminatory experiences differ
greatly, Portuguese LGBTQIA + workers consistently identify a need for more legal, insti-
tutional, and social support at work to feel safer and more welcome at work. These find-
ings suggest a need for stronger workplace protections, more education and training around
LGBTQIA +issues and acceptance in the workplace, and more explicit communication
regarding support and equality of marginalized people in the workplace.

Author Contributions Both authors contributed to the study conception and design, material preparation,
and data collection. Data analysis was performed by Colleen Beatriz. The first draft of the manuscript was

@ Springer



Employee Responsibilities and Rights Journal

written by Colleen Beatriz and both authors commented on previous versions of the manuscript. Both
authors read and approved the final manuscript.

Funding This research received no external funding.

Data Availability The datasets generated during and analysed during the current study are not publicly avail-
able as they contain information that could compromise participant privacy, but are available from the cor-
responding author on reasonable request.

Declarations

Ethics Approval Ethical approval for this study was granted by the Ethics Committee of the University of
Beira Interior, Portugal (CE-UBI-PJ-2020-088).

Consent to Participate Informed consent was obtained from all individual participants included in the study.

Competing Interests The authors have no relevant financial or non-financial interests to disclose.

References

Ahmed, A. M., Andersson, L., & Hammarstedt, M. (2013). Are Gay Men and Lesbians Discriminated
against in the Hiring Process? Southern Economic Journal, 79(3), 565-585. https://doi.org/10.4284/
0038-4038-2011.317

Aksoy, C. G., Carpenter, C. S., Frank, J., & Huffman, M. L. (2019). Gay glass ceilings: Sexual orientation
and workplace authority in the UK. Journal of Economic Behavior and Organization, 159, 167-180.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jeb0.2019.01.013

Allan, B. A., Tebbe, E. A., Duffy, R. D., & Autin, K. L. (2015). Living a Calling, Life Satisfaction, and
Workplace Climate among a Lesbian, Gay, and Bisexual Population. Career Development Quarterly,
63(4), 306-319. https://doi.org/10.1002/cdq.12030

Badgett, M. V. L., Sears, B., Lau, H., & Ho, D. (2009). Bias in the workplace: Consistent evidence of sexual
orientation and gender identity discrimination 1998-2008. Chicago-Kent Law Review, 84(2), 559-595.

Badgett, MV, Durso, L., Mallory, C., & Kastanis, A. (2013). The business impact of LGBT-supportive work-
place policies.

Cancela, D., Hulsheger, U. R., & Stutterheim, S. E. (2020). The role of support for transgender and nonbi-
nary employees: Perceived co-worker and organizational support’s associations with job attitudes and
work behavior. Psychology of Sexual Orientation and Gender Diversity. https://doi.org/10.1037/sgd00
00453

Cech, E. A., & Rothwell, W. R. (2020). LGBT Workplace Inequality in the Federal Workforce: Intersec-
tional Processes, Organizational Contexts, and Turnover Considerations. ILR Review, 73(1), 25-60.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0019793919843508

Cech, E. A. (2015). LGBT professionals’ workplace experiences in STEM-related federal agencies. ASEE
Annual Conference and Exposition, Conference Proceedings, 122nd ASEE(122nd ASEE Annual Con-
ference and Exposition: Making Value for Society). https://doi.org/10.18260/p.24431

Costa, P. A., Almeida, R., Anselmo, C., Ferreira, A., Pereira, H., & Leal, 1. (2014a). University Students’
Attitudes Toward Same-Sex Parenting and Gay and Lesbian Rights in Portugal. Journal of Homosexu-
ality, 61(12), 1667-1686. https://doi.org/10.1080/00918369.2014.951253

Costa, P. A., Caldeira, S., Fernandes, I., Rita, C., Pereira, H., & Leal, I. (2014b). Religious and Political
Conservatism and Beliefs About Same-Sex Parenting in Portugal. Psychology, Community & Health,
3(1), 23-35. https://doi.org/10.5964/pch.v3il.94

Costa, P. A., Caldeira, S., Fernandes, 1., Rita, C., Pereira, H., & Leal, I. (2013). Atitudes da Populado Portu-
guesa em Relado a Homoparentalidade. Psicologia: Reflexao e Critica, 26(4), 790-798. https://doi.org/
10.1590/S0102-79722013000400020

Day, N., & Schoenrade, P. (2000). The relationship among reported disclosure of sexual orientation, anti-
discrimination policies, top management support and work attitudes of gay and lesbian employees.
Personnel Review.

@ Springer


https://doi.org/10.4284/0038-4038-2011.317
https://doi.org/10.4284/0038-4038-2011.317
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jebo.2019.01.013
https://doi.org/10.1002/cdq.12030
https://doi.org/10.1037/sgd0000453
https://doi.org/10.1037/sgd0000453
https://doi.org/10.1177/0019793919843508
https://doi.org/10.18260/p.24431
https://doi.org/10.1080/00918369.2014.951253
https://doi.org/10.5964/pch.v3i1.94
https://doi.org/10.1590/S0102-79722013000400020
https://doi.org/10.1590/S0102-79722013000400020

Employee Responsibilities and Rights Journal

Dispenza, F. (2015). An exploratory model of proximal minority stress and the work-life interface for men
in same-sex, dual-earner relationships. Journal of Counseling and Development, 93(3), 321-332.
https://doi.org/10.1002/jcad.12030

Drydakis, N. (2009). Sexual orientation discrimination in the labour market. Labour Economics, 16(4),
364-372. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.1abeco.2008.12.003

Drydakis, N. (2019). School-age bullying, workplace bullying and job satisfaction: Experiences of LGB
People in Britain. Manchester School, 87(4), 455-488. https://doi.org/10.1111/manc.12257

Dyer, J., Townsend, A., Kanani, S., Matthews, P., & Palermo, A. (2019). Exploring the workplace for
LGBT+ physical scientists. Royal Society of Chemistry, Institute of Physics, Royal Astronomical
Society, https://www.rsc.org/campaigning-outreach/campaigni.

Easton, S., & Van Laar, D. (2018). User manual for the Work-Related Quality of Life (WRQoL) Scale: a
measure of quality of working life. University of Portsmouth.

Embrick, D. G., Walther, C. S., & Wickens, C. M. (2007). Working class masculinity: Keeping gay
men and lesbians out of the workplace. Sex Roles, 56(11-12), 757-766. https://doi.org/10.1007/
s11199-007-9234-0

Estatistica, I. N. de. (2012). Censos 2011 Resultados Definitivos-Portugal.

Eurobarometer, S. (2015). Discrimination in the EU in 2015.

Eurobarometer, S. (2019). Eurobarometer on Discrimination 2019: The social acceptance of LGBTI
people in the EU.

Europe, C. of. (2011). Discrimination on grounds of sexual orientation. In Council of Europe
Publishing https://doi.org/10.1080/09615768.1999.11427510

Fasoli, F., & Hegarty, P. (2020). A Leader Doesn’t Sound Lesbian!: The Impact of Sexual Orientation
Vocal Cues on Heterosexual Persons’ First Impression and Hiring Decision. Psychology of Women
Quarterly, 44(2), 234-255. https://doi.org/10.1177/0361684319891168

Galupo, M. P., & Resnick, C. A. (2016). Experiences of LGBT microagressions in the workplace. In
Sexual Orientation and Transgender Issues in Organizations: Global Perspectives on LGBT Work-
force Diversity (pp. 271-288).

Griffith, K. H., & Hebl, M. R. (2002). The disclosure dilemma for gay men and lesbians: “Coming out”
at work. Journal of Applied Psychology, 87(6), 1191-1199. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.
87.6.1191

Hebl, M. R., Foster, J. B., Mannix, L. M., & Dovidio, J. F. (2002). Formal and interpersonal discrimina-
tion: A field study of bias toward homosexual applicants. Personality and Social Psychology Bul-
letin, 28(6), 815-825. https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167202289010

Herek, G. M. (2009). Hate Crimes and Adults in the United States. Journal of Interpersonal Violence,
54-74.

Holman, E. G. (2019). Understanding of Minority Stress Processes. Journal of Family Theory & Review,
10(1), 165-180. https://doi.org/10.1111/jftr.12246.Theoretical

Huffman, A., Watrous-Rodriguez, K., & King, E. (2008). Supporting a diverse workforce: What type of
support is most meaningful for lesbian and gay employees? Human Resource Management, 47(2),
237-253. https://doi.org/10.1002/hrm

Hur, H. (2020). The role of inclusive work environment practices in promoting LGBT employee job
satisfaction and commitment. Public Money and Management, 40(6), 426—436. https://doi.org/10.
1080/09540962.2019.1681640

Lee, J. G. L., Chaney, B. H., & Cabacungan, A. N. (2019). Measuring Workplace Discrimination among
Sexual and Gender Minority Workers. Health Behavior and Policy Review, 6(6), 597-604. https://
doi.org/10.14485/hbpr.6.6.5

Leitdo, M., Galvao, T., & da Silva, S. (2022). Employment law overview 2021-2022: Portugal.

ManpowerGroup. (2021). Diversidade e inclusdo no mundo do trabalho pés-Covid.

Metinyurt, T., Haynes-Baratz, M. C., & Bond, M. A. (2021). A systematic review of interventions to
address workplace bias: What we know, what we don’t, and lessons learned. New Ideas in Psychol-
0gy, 63(August 2020). https://doi.org/10.1016/j.newideapsych.2021.100879

Meyer, 1. H. (1995). Minority stress and mental health in gay men. Journal of Health and Social Behav-
ior, 36(1), 38-56.

Meyer, I. H. (2003). Prejudice, social stress, and mental health in lesbian, gay, and bisexual populations:
Conceptual issues and research evidence. Psychological Bulletin, 129(5), 674-697. https://doi.org/
10.1037/0033-2909.129.5.674

Miner, K. N., & Costa, P. L. (2018). Ambient workplace heterosexism: Implications for sexual minority
and heterosexual employees. Stress and Health, 34(4), 563-572. https://doi.org/10.1002/smi.2817

Mishel, E. (2016). Discrimination against Queer Women in the U.S. Workforce. Socius: Sociological
Research for a Dynamic World, 2, 237802311562131. https://doi.org/10.1177/2378023115621316

@ Springer


https://doi.org/10.1002/jcad.12030
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.labeco.2008.12.003
https://doi.org/10.1111/manc.12257
https://www.rsc.org/campaigning-outreach/campaigni
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11199-007-9234-0
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11199-007-9234-0
https://doi.org/10.1080/09615768.1999.11427510
https://doi.org/10.1177/0361684319891168
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.87.6.1191
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.87.6.1191
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167202289010
https://doi.org/10.1111/jftr.12246.Theoretical
https://doi.org/10.1002/hrm
https://doi.org/10.1080/09540962.2019.1681640
https://doi.org/10.1080/09540962.2019.1681640
https://doi.org/10.14485/hbpr.6.6.5
https://doi.org/10.14485/hbpr.6.6.5
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.newideapsych.2021.100879
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.129.5.674
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.129.5.674
https://doi.org/10.1002/smi.2817
https://doi.org/10.1177/2378023115621316

Employee Responsibilities and Rights Journal

Moya, M., & Moya-Garéfano, A. (2020). Discrimination, work stress, and psychological well-being in
LGBTI workers in Spain. Psychological Intervention, 29(2), 93-101.

Pereira, H., Silva, P., & Beatriz, C. (2022). The impact of psychological distress on the occupational
well-being of sexual and gender minorities. Healthcare, 10(699).

Pink-Harper, S. A., Davis, R. S., & Burnside, R. (2017). “Justice for all”: An examination of self-identified
LGBT job satisfaction in the US federal workforce. Canadian Journal of Administrative Sciences,
34(2), 182-197. https://doi.org/10.1002/cjas.1420

Portugal, 1. (2020). Relatério anual 2019: Discrimina¢do contra pessoas LGBTI+.

Sears, B., & Mallory, C. (2011). Documented evidence of employment discrimination & its effects on LGBT
people.

Sheridan, D. J., Huynh, K., & Lee, D. (2017). Workplace Harassment and Attitudes towards LGBT Peo-
ple: Differences across Human Service Occupations in South Florida. 14. Retrieved from https://www.
researchgate.net/publication/319140989

Teresa Martinho Toldy. (2013). A secularizagido da sociedade portuguesa no contexto das modernidades
miltiplas. Didaskalia, XLII(1.2), 23-55.

Tilesik, A. (2015). Pride and prejudice: Employment discrimination against openly gay men in the United
States. Working in America: Continuity, Conflict, and Change in a New Economic Era, 117(2), 215-
224. https://doi.org/10.4324/9781315631011-32

Velez, B. L., & Moradi, B. (2012). Workplace support, discrimination, and person-organization fit: Tests
of the theory of work adjustment with LGB individuals. Journal of Counseling Psychology, 59(3),
399-407. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0028326

Velez, B. L., Moradi, B., & Brewster, M. E. (2013). Testing the tenets of minority stress theory in workplace
contexts. Journal of Counseling Psychology, 60(4), 532—542. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0033346

Waldo, C. (1999). Working in a majority context: A structural model of heterosexism as minority stress in
the workpalce. Journal of Counseling Psychology, 46(2), 218-232.

Weichselbaumer, D. (2003). Sexual orientation discrimination in hiring. Labour Economics, 10(6), 629—
642. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0927-5371(03)00074-5

Yousuf, A., Khan, N. R., Khan, M. R., Ali, A., & Shaikh, S. A. (2022). Perceived National Culture and Per-
ceived Organizational Support Effect on Transgender Employees Job Satisfaction. Employee Responsi-
bilities and Rights Journal, (0123456789). https://doi.org/10.1007/s10672-021-09395-x

Publisher’s Note Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to jurisdictional claims in published maps and
institutional affiliations.

@ Springer


https://doi.org/10.1002/cjas.1420
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/319140989
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/319140989
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781315631011-32
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0028326
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0033346
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0927-5371(03)00074-5
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10672-021-09395-x

	Workplace Experiences of LGBTQIA + Individuals in Portugal
	Abstract
	Introduction
	Workplace Discrimination and Minority Stress Theory
	LGBTQIA + Workplace Health in Portugal

	Materials and Methods
	Design and Procedures
	Participants
	Data Analysis and Tools
	Quasi-Qualitative Survey
	Quantitative Data Analysis
	Qualitative Data Analysis


	Results
	Quantitative findings
	Sociodemographic and Occupational Information
	Workplace Satisfaction
	Self-Rated Health
	Perceived Workplace Discrimination

	Qualitative Findings
	Adverse Workplace Experiences
	Neutral and Positive Workplace Experiences
	Desired Workplace Changes


	Discussion
	Strengths, Limitations and Future Directions
	Conclusion

	References


