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Abstract

A lot of work style has been shifted to telecommuting during Covid-19. Although some studies
focus on discrimination against LGB employees in the workplace before Covid-19, with the shift
of work style, how the discrimination, derogatory speech about LGB community, and LGBT-
supportive policies in Japanese workplace affect LGB’s willingness to continue working has not
been explored. This study was analyzed by the ordered logistic regression from the data of Niji
VOICE 2020. This study examined that although discrimination and derogatory speech have a
negative impact on LGB employee’s willingness to continue working, when telecommuting, the
effect of discrimination and derogatory speech is not significant. Additionally, the LGBT-
supportive policies have a positive effect on LGB employee’s willingness to continue working,
when telecommuting, the LGBT-supportive policies have a negative impact on LGB employee’s
willingness to continue working. This could be due to that although the company has LGBT-
supportive policies, when telecommuting, LGB employees could not apply LGBT-supportive
policies, therefore, their willingness to continue working is lower.

This research could shed light on anti-discrimination policies in the company to policy makers.
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1. Introduction

A wealth of literature demonstrates that there is inequality between LGBTQ and heterosexual
people, and that this inequality was impacted by the Covid-19 pandemic. For example, in the U.S.,
LGBTQ populations face poverty and lack access to health insurance (Whittington, Hadfield, &
Calderon, 2020) and have problems with their IDs (Kline 2020), therefore, they may face more
serious mental health challenges than their heterosexual counterparts (Salerno, Williams, &
Gattamorta 2020). LGBTQ youth also face difficulties compared with heterosexual youth. For
example, LGBTQ youth are more likely to live in unstable housing (Salerno et al 2020; Baams,
Wilson, Russell 2019), which negatively impacts their mental health and well-being (Salerno et al
2020). During Covid-19, research also found that LGBTQ people had lower quality of work life
than heterosexual counterparts (Mendes, Pereira 2021).

While the pandemic continues to evolvel, at early stages many people were limited to access
outside and chose to stay at home (Banerjee, Nair 2020). Employees and employers shifted their

! The World Health Organizations (WHO) has declared that coronavirus is a global pandemic (Banerjee, Nair 2020).
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work arrangements from working at a traditional employer-based workplace to telecommuting,
which facilitated people working from home (Mohammadi et al 2023). Telecommuting may be
beneficial for LGBTQ employees, as they might not have to face hostile workplaces on a daily
basis. Evidence from the U.S. shows that LGBT feel less stressed when doing remote work than
working at a workplace (Amerikaner et al 2023).

There is a large body of research about discrimination against sexual minorities in the workplace
(Desouza, Wesselmann, Ispas 2017; Sears, Mallory 2011); however, most studies have been
conducted prior to the Covid-19 pandemic. Given the shift during the pandemic to telecommuting
and remote work, it remains to be seen whether LGBTQ people still face discrimination. Further,
it remains to be seen whether those LGB employees who do face discrimination are less willing to
continue working when telecommuting. In addition, before the pandemic, the LGBT-supportive
policies were shown to have a positive impact on LGBT employee’s business outcomes (Badgett
et al 2013; Mohammed et al. 2019), however, when telecommuting, whether the LGBT-supportive
policies in the Japanese company is positively associated with LGB people’s willingness to
continue working has not been explored. This paper aims to examine the research gaps above, and
in a novel context, in Japan, because in Japan, other than other countries, there are no legal
protections for sexual minorities.

2. Literature Review
2.1 discrimination against LGB employees in the workplace

LGBT people are more vulnerable than their heterosexual counterparts during Covid-19 because
they tend to be exposed in the workplace which is close to Covid-19, therefore, some LGBT
organizations should provide opportunities to shift inequalities (Konnoth 2020). LGBT feel less
stressed when doing remote work than working at a workplace in part because they may face less
discrimination when working from home (Amerikaner et al 2023). Yet, the question of whether
LGBTQ remote workers face discrimination or not, when telecommuting, has not been explicitly
examined. On the other hand, work from home may be less productive, (Mohammadi et al 2023),
especially for people who are in higher educational attainment (Shi et al 2020). Therefore, working
from home for LGB people may decrease their willingness to continue working. This leads me to
ask, during Covid-19, because of discrimination, did LGBT’s willingness to continue working
increase or decrease, which leads to the hypothesis How does discrimination relate to LGB
people’s willingness to continue working?

Hla: When telecommuting, LGB people still face discrimination.

H1b: the discrimination is negatively associated with LGB people’s willingness to continue
working when telecommuting during covid-19.
2.2 Specific types of discrimination: Derogatory speech toward LGB

There are many types of discrimination that can be examined, such as unequal payment where
LGBT people earn less than heterosexual counterparts; workplace harassment; being denied a job
or promotion based on their sexual orientation or gender identity; or hearing derogatory comments
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about one’s sexual orientation (Sears, Mallory 2011; Badgett et al 2007). Studies about
discrimination in the workplace in the US mostly focus on the denial of jobs, promotions, and
unequal pay (Badgett et al 2007). About one-third (30.7%) of LGBT employees in the US reported
verbal harassment because of sexual orientation or gender identity (Sears et al 2021; Sears, Mallory
2011; Badgett et al 2007).

Research studies show that verbal harassment negatively affects LGBT’s job satisfaction and
mental health (Desouza, Wesselmann, Ispas 2017); however, little existing research focuses on the
link between specific discrimination like derogatory speech and LGB people’s willingness to
continue working. Further, the research regarding derogatory speech mostly focuses on the US and
Europe, but in Japan the nature of derogatory speech may differ from the Western countries.
Therefore, a second hypothesis examines derogatory speech and LGB people’s willingness to
continue working during the pandemic as follows:

H2: Derogatory speech is negatively associated with LGB people’s willingness to continue
working during Covid-19.

2.3 Specific LGBT-supportive policies

A significant amount of research focuses on the support on LGBT communities from LGBT
organizations (Konnoth 2020); yet, few studies focus on the support from corporations during
Covid-19. In Japan, some companies have LGBT-friendly policies (Dehars, Iskanda, 2021). There
are supportive policies and practices, such as diversity training including LGBT awareness (Ragin,
Cornwell 2001; Button 2001); “sexual-minority resource support groups; and general acceptance
that same-sex partners are welcomed at company events and activities” (Holman, Fish, Oswald
2019). Therefore, when telecommuting during Covid-19, are the LGBT-supportive policies still
applicable to the LGB? How does that affect their willingness to continue working?

H3a: When telecommuting, the treatment of same-sex partners as spouses is positively
associated with LGB people’s willingness to continue working.

H3b: When telecommuting, diversity training is positively associated with LGB people’s
willingness to continue working.

3. Methodology

To answer these questions, I use data from the niji VOICE 2020 survey, which was conducted
in 2020 and distribution on Facebook, Twitter, and e-mail newsletters to people who are Nijiro
Diversity (this an organization supporting sexual minorities in the workplace?) members. These
members were asked for their cooperation. The sample size of the data was 2,231, and the number
of valid responses was 2,029. This survey included LGB people, heterosexual people, and people
who identified with other sexual orientations. Approximately 27% of the respondents identified as
gay and lesbian, 8% identified as bisexual, and 33% identified as heterosexual and 32% belongs
to others or no response. Others were people who could not decide their sexual orientation and did

2 https://nijiirodiversity.jp/english/



not answer the question. This poll did not use random sampling. The survey targeted people who
have experience working in Japanese corporations. Thus, it was expected that people who were
highly concerned about discrimination against LGB people responded to the survey. The survey
was conducted during Covid-19 from June 1% to July 16 2020 .

The variables included independent variable, dependent variable, and controlled variables.
Details are as follows

First, the variable ‘discrimination’ is measured with the question “Have you heard or seen
discriminatory speech or behavior against sexual minorities in the workplace”, with the ordinal
response ranging from 1(yes), 2 (somewhat yes), 3 (neither agree or disagree), 4 (somewhat no),
5 (no). In the analysis, the response was reverse coded, that is from 1 (no) to 5 (yes).

The variables ‘“derogatory speech” is measured with the question “Have seen or heard
derogatory speech about gay, lesbian and bisexual community in the workplace?”, with the
response options of yes or no. In the analysis, this derogatory speech variable is coded as dummy
variable with the reference of no.

Regarding supportive policies, the variable of “partner welfare” is measured with the question
“Does your company have the supportive policies of treating same-sex partners as spouses in
health and welfare”. The variable of “diversity training” is measured by the question “Does your
company have the supportive policy of diversity training, which including training and learning
the knowledge of LGBT?”. The variable of “partner welfare” and “diversity training” are coded
as dummy variables.

For the dependent variable, “willingness to continue working”, this is measured by the question
“Do you still want to continue working in this company?”, with the ordinal response options
ranging from 1 (yes), 2 (somewhat yes), 3 (neither agree or disagree), 4 (somewhat no), 5 (no). In
the analysis, the response was reverse coded, as 1 (no), 2 (somewhat no), 3 (neither agree or
disagree), 4 (somewhat yes) and 5 (yes).

The variable of “telecommute” is measured by the question “Since Covid-19, does your work
style of the company change as telecommuting?”, with the response options of yes and no. In the
analysis, the variable of “telecommute” is coded as dummy variable.

The control variables are: age (Glenn, Taylor, Weaver 1997) and employment income in the last
year (Houston 2000), which is logged. Work status is added as control variable (Benach et al 2004)
and coded in 2 categories: 1) typical employment, 0) atypical employment, which is named as
“work”. Company size is also a control variable, coded in three categories: small company
(reference), big company, government. Gender is also included as control variable with the
reference of male.

There are also interaction effects in the models, such as the interaction effect of discrimination
and telecommute; derogatory speech and telecommute; partner welfare policy and telecommute;
diversity training policy and telecommute. (The logic for these interactions should be explained
somewhere, if not in your hypotheses section).

The method used is ordinal logistic regression.
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To test the hypotheses, we include 12 models, which are full samples and LGB samples. For full
samples, the research object includes LGB and heterosexuals who have a job, which the variable
of “LGBs” is a dummy variable with the reference of heterosexuals; for LGB samples, the research
object includes LGB who have a job.

4. Results

Model 1 includes the full sample. From model 1, what could be determined is that LGB people
have seen or heard more discriminatory speech or behavior against sexual minorities than
heterosexual people in the workplace (0.679**%*). People who telecommute during Covid-19 report
seeing or hearing less discriminatory speech or behavior against sexual minorities than people who
work in the workplace face to face (-0.292%*). As age increases, respondents are more likely to have
seen or heard discriminatory speech or behavior against sexual minorities in the workplace
(because with the increase of age, people work in the company for a longer time). Other variables
such as income, gender, and company size are not significant.

Table 1: ordinal logistic regression predicting the probability of LGB and heterosexual’s
willingness to continue working

1)
Model 1
discrimination
LGBs 0.679™"
(0.123)
telecommute -0.292"
(0.127)
age -0.0168™
(0.00609)
work -0.290
(0.152)
Inincome 0.124
(0.139)
gender 0.177
(0.124)
ref=small company
big company 0.0420
(0.127)
government 0.448
(0.291)
/
cutl -1.226™
(0.401)
cut2 0.00606
(0.399)
cut3 0.440
(0.399)
cutd 2.690™"
(0.417)
N 1008



r2_p 0.0222
Standard errors in parentheses. *p < 0.05, ™ p < 0.01, ™ p < 0.001

Model 2 includes the full samples. In model 2a, with the increase of age, people’s willingness
to continue working increases (0.014*), which concurs with previous studies (Glenn, Taylor,
Weaver 1997). In Model 2a, 2b and 2c, income is positively associated with people’s willingness
to continue working, which indicates that the more income people earned last year, the more their
willingness to continue working would be (0.338%; 0.390**; 0.390**). This is correspondent with
previous study that with the increase of income, people’s job satisfaction increases (Sone et al
2013). In Model 2b, the variable of discrimination was included. The result indicates that seeing
or hearing discrimination is negatively associated with people’s willingness to continue working
in their organization (-0.315***). In Model 2c, the interaction effect of
“telecommute*discrimination (named as “distelecommute”) was included; however, the

interaction effect is not significant.

Table 2: ordinal logistic regression predicting the probability of LGB and heterosuxal's
willingness to continue working

M @ 3)
Model 2a Model 2b Model 2¢
continue working
LGBs -0.0527 0.0985 0.0983
(0.125) (0.129) (0.129)
telecommute 0.162 0.109 -0.0475
(0.130) (0.131) (0.270)
age 0.0139" 0.0102 0.0101
(0.00625) (0.00630) (0.00630)
work 0.119 0.0682 0.0630
(0.154) (0.155) (0.155)
Inincome 0.338" 0.390™ 0.390™
(0.142) (0.142) (0.142)
gender -0.241 -0.193 -0.193
(0.128) (0.129) (0.129)
ref=small company
big company 0.242 0.245 0.243
(0.131) (0.132) (0.132)
government 0.221 0.330 0.324
(0.301) (0.303) (0.303)
discrimination -0.315™ -0.343™"
(0.0472) (0.0631)
distelecommute 0.0604
(0.0911)
/
cutl -1.596™" -2.462™ -2.550"""
0.417) (0.439) (0.459)
cut2 -0.740 -1.593* -1.680""



(0.407) (0.429) (0.449)

cut3 0.0931 -0.742 -0.827
(0.405) (0.426) (0.446)
cutd 1.463"* 0.679 0.595
(0.408) (0.426) (0.445)
N 1008 1008 1008
2 p 0.0188 0.0355 0.0357

Standard errors in parentheses. * p < 0.05, ™ p <0.01, ™ p < 0.001

In Model 3 and 4, the sample was changed to LGB only who have a job. In Model 3, the variable
of discrimination and telecommute was included. The result confirms that the variable of seeing
or hearing discrimination is negatively associated with LGB people’s willingness to continue
working in their organization (-0.361***). However, the effect of the variable of telecommuting
does not show any significance. In order to test Hlb, the interaction effect of
telecommute*discrimination (named as “telediscrimination”) was included in Model 4. However,

the interaction effect is not significant. Therefore, H1b is not supported.

Table 3: ordinal logistic regression predicting the probability of LGB employee's willingness to
continue working

(1) @)
Model 3 Model 4
continue working
age 0.0159 0.0160
(0.00881) (0.00880)
work -0.0431 -0.0511
(0.201) (0.201)
Inincome 0.0745 0.0754
(0.191) (0.191)
gender -0.166 -0.159
(0.172) (0.172)
ref=small company
big company 0.166 0.163
(0.179) (0.179)
government 0.805 0.794
(0.452) (0.453)
discrimination -0.361""" -0.398"*
(0.0644) (0.0800)
telecommute 0.349 0.0591
(0.188) (0.416)
telediscrimination 0.102
(0.132)
/
cutl -2.984* -3.099**
(0.584) (0.603)
cut2 -2.204* -2.318"
(0.573) (0.592)



cut3 -1.348" -1.459"

(0.567) (0.585)
cutd 0.0275 -0.0810

(0.563) (0.581)
N 514 514
2 p 0.0363 0.0368

Standard errors in parentheses. * p < 0.05, ™ p <0.01, ™ p < 0.001

In Model 5, the variable of “derogatory speech” was included. The result indicates that the
derogatory speech about lesbian, gay and bisexual in the workplace is negatively associated with
LGB people’s willingness to continue working in their organization (-0.594**%*). The variable of
age is positively associated with LGB people’s willingness to continue working. Other variables
such as telecommuting, company size, gender and income are not significant. In order to test H2,
the interaction effect of “telecommute*derogatory speech (named as “telespeech”) was included;
however, the interaction effect is not significant. While the interaction effect is not significant, this
is the expected direction (-0.238), which indicates that when telecommuting, the derogatory speech
is negatively associated with LGB people’s willingness to continue working. However, as the

effect is not significant, H2 is not supported.

Table 4: ordinal logistic regression predicting the probability of LGB employee's willingness to
continue working

1) )
Model 5 Model 6
continue working
age 0.0182" 0.0180"
(0.00878) (0.00879)
work 0.0944 0.0971
(0.201) (0.201)
Inincome 0.116 0.110
(0.192) (0.193)
gender -0.208 -0.211
(0.172) (0.172)
ref=small company
big company 0.174 0.174
(0.178) (0.178)
government 0.719 0.739
(0.455) (0.455)
speech -0.594™ -0.508"
(0.167) (0.207)
telecommute 0.324 0.452
(0.187) (0.264)
telespeech -0.238
(0.344)
/
cutl -1.965"" -1.923"*
(0.539) (0.542)
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cut2 -1.192° -1.151°

(0.528) (0.531)
cut3 -0.352 0.312

(0.524) (0.527)
cutd 0.977 1.017

(0.526) (0.529)
N 514 514
2 p 0.0227 0.0230

Standard errors in parentheses. * p < 0.05, ™ p <0.01, ™ p < 0.001

In Model 7, 8 and 9, the sample is LGB people only. From model 7 and 8, what could be
speculated is that age is positively associated with LGB people’s willingness to continue working,
which concurs with the previous study (0.020*; 0.017*) (Glenn, Taylor, Weaver 1997). The
supportive policy of “treatment of same-sex partners as spouses in welfare and health” is positively
associated with LGB people’s willingness to continue working in their organizations in Model 7,
8 and 9 (1.075***;1.053***;2.360**). To rule out differences in exposure to discrimination, the
variable of “discrimination” was included in Model 9. Findings show that discrimination has a
negative impact on LGB people’s willingness to continue working. Despite the non-significance
of the variable of “telecommute”, to test H3a, the interaction effect of “telecommute*partner
welfare” (named as “telepartner’”) was included. The result indicates that the interaction effect is
negatively associated with LGB people’s willingness to continue working (-1.712*), which
suggests that when telecommuting, even though the company is equipped with the supportive
policy of “treatment of same-sex partners as spouses in welfare and health”, LGB people’s

willingness to continue working in the company decreases.

Table 5: ordinal logistic regression predicting the probability of LGB employee's willingness to
continue working

(1) @) 3)
Model 7 Model 8 Molde 9
continue working
age 0.0205" 0.0175" 0.0167
(0.00881) (0.00886) (0.00890)
work 0.0591 -0.0300 -0.0261
(0.200) (0.201) (0.201)
Inincome -0.00839 -0.0162 -0.0187
(0.193) (0.194) (0.194)
gender -0.114 -0.125 -0.116
(0.172) (0.173) (0.174)
telecommute 0.284 0.252 0.367
(0.183) (0.190) (0.198)
partner 1.075™ 1.053™ 2.360™
(0.314) (0.320) (0.786)

ref=small company



big company 0.0746 0.0792 0.0661
(0.180) (0.181) (0.181)
government 0.583 0.745 0.606
(0.452) (0.450) (0.459)
discrimination -0.358"" -0.357"*
(0.0648) (0.0649)
telepartner -1.712*
(0.859)
/
cutl -1.713* -3.029™ -3.023"*
(0.531) (0.587) (0.590)
cut2 -0.948 -2.247° -2.242°
(0.521) (0.576) (0.579)
cut3 -0.119 -1.386" -1.378"
(0.517) (0.570) (0.573)
cut4 1.211" 0.0141 0.0289
(0.520) (0.566) (0.569)
N 514 514 514
2 p 0.0225 0.0445 0.0479

Standard errors in parentheses. " p < 0.05, ™ p <0.01, ™ p < 0.001

In Model 10, 11 and 12, the sample is LGB. From Model 10, 11 and 12, it is clear that the
supportive policy of diversity training is positively associated with LGB people’s willingness to

continue working in the company (1.097***; 0.994***; 1.673***). To exclude the effect of

discrimination, the variable of “discrimination” was included in Model 11. Results show that

discrimination is negatively associated with LGB people’s willingness to continue working. Even

though the variable of “telecommute” is not significant, in order to test H3b, the interaction effect

of “telecommute*diversity training” (named as “telediversity training”) was input in Model 12,

which the result suggests that the interaction effect is negatively associated with LGB people’s

willingness to continue working (-1.086*). When telecommuting, even though the company has

the diversity training policy, LGB people’s willingness to continue working decreases.

Table 6: ordinal logistic regression predicting the probability of LGB employee's willingness to

continue working

(1) @) 3)
Model 10 Model 11 Molde 12
continue working
age 0.0193" 0.0164 0.0152
(0.00884) (0.00888) (0.00892)
work 0.0225 -0.0557 -0.0462
(0.201) (0.202) (0.203)
Inincome -0.0894 -0.0800 -0.0702
(0.196) (0.196) (0.196)
gender -0.118 -0.127 -0.121
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(0.172) (0.174) (0.174)

telecommute 0.205 0.195 0.385
(0.190) (0.192) (0.212)
knowledgeLGBT 1.097"* 0.994™ 1.673"
(0.242) (0.245) (0.416)
ref=small company
big company 0.0371 0.0509 0.0503
(0.181) (0.182) (0.182)
government 0.462 0.652 0.539
(0.459) (0.458) (0.464)
discrimination -0.339™" -0.351™*
(0.0651) (0.0654)
teleknowledge -1.086"
(0.505)
/
cutl -1.889™" -3.104™ -3.099""
(0.536) (0.589) (0.592)
cut2 -1.122° -2.322™ -2.316™"
(0.525) (0.578) (0.581)
cut3 -0.286 -1.456" -1.447"
(0.521) (0.572) (0.575)
cut4 1.063" -0.0444 -0.0250
(0.524) (0.568) (0.571)
N 514 514 514
2 p 0.0289 0.0484 0.0518

Standard errors in parentheses. * p < 0.05, ™ p < 0.01, ™ p < 0.001

5. Discussion

One of this finding is in accord with recent study (Hiramori 2015) indicating that discrimination
against LGB people in Japanese corporation has a negative impact on their willingness to remain
working in the company. However, given that this survey was conducted during Covid-19, and the
transition to online work, this study focuses on how telecommuting, discrimination and supportive
policies affects LGB people’s willingness to continue working. There is limited research about that.

Although previous studies find that discrimination has a negative impact on LGBT people’s job
satisfaction (Sears, Mallory 2011; DeSouza, Wesselmann, Ispas 2017), in this study, discrimination
is negatively associated with LGB people’s willingness to continue working. In contrast, when
telecommuting, the effect of discrimination on LGB people’s willingness to continue working is
not significant. We speculate that telecommuters may face less discrimination than people work in
the workplace face-to-face; however, there is not too much evidence to support hypothesis 1a.

Although there is research about how verbal harassment negatively affects LGBT people’s job
satisfaction, and mental health (Desouza, Wesselmann, Ispas 2017), few studies examine the
relationship between derogatory speech and LGB people’s willingness to continue working when

telecommuting. In this study, when telecommuting, the impact of derogatory speech on LGB
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people’s willingness to continue working is not significant, although the direction is as expected.
This suggests that when telecommuting, the derogatory speech about lesbian, gay and bisexual
people in the workplace hurts LGB people’s willingness to continue working.

Although some previous studies indicate that the LGBT-friendly policies in general are
positively associated with LGBT people’s job outcomes (Badgett et al 2013; , Mohammed et al.
2020), few studies reveal the relationship between specific supportive policies and LGB people’s
willingness to continue working when telecommuting during Covid-19. This study examined that
the main effect of supportive policies of treatment of same-sex partners as spouses in welfare and
health, and diversity training, is positively associated with LGB people’s willingness to continue
working. However, when employees are telecommuting, supportive policies of treatment of same-
sex partners as spouses in welfare and health, and diversity training is negatively associated with
LGB people’s willingness to continue working when telecommuting. One possible explanation is
that even though the company is equipped with supportive policies, LGB could not apply, or
benefit from, the supportive policies from the company when telecommuting during Covid-19.
Therefore, LGB people’s willingness to continue working decreases.

Although this study contributed to fill the gap between the discrimination, supportive policies
in the company and LGB people’s willingness to continue working when telecommuting during
covid-19, this study has limitations. First, the data we used to analyze is not a random sampling
data, which could lead to bias in the results. Therefore, the results cannot be widely applied. Second,
because the survey does not include LGB people without a job, there is one possibility that LGB
people has already resigned from the company because of the discrimination; therefore, the real
discrimination against LGB people may be more serious. For future research, LGB people without
a job should be considered. Finally, this research only examined the association between
discrimination, derogatory speech, supportive policies and LGB people’s willingness to continue
working when telecommuting. For future research, the causality between discrimination,
derogatory speech, supportive policies and LGB people’s willingness to continue working when

telecommuting and a research focus on transgender workers should be considered.
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