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ABSTRACT
Sexual Orientation Discrimination in the
Labor Market against Gay Men
The study replicates the first European field experiment on gay men’s labor market
prospects in Greece. Utilizing the same protocol as the original study in 2006-2007, two
follow-up field experiments took place in 2013-2014 and 2018-2019. The study estimated
that gay men experienced occupational access constraints and wage sorting in vacancies
offering lower remuneration. It was found that in 2013-2014 and 2018-2019, gay men
experienced increasingly biased treatment compared to 2006-2007. Moreover, the results
suggested that unemployment bore an association with occupational access constraints
and wage sorting in vacancies offering lower remuneration for gay men. In each of the
three experiments, this study captured recruiters’ attitudes toward gay men. A one standard
deviation increase in taste-discrimination attitudes against gay men decreased their access
to occupations by 9.6%. Furthermore, a one standard deviation increase in statisticaldiscrimination attitudes against gay men decreased their access to occupations by 8.1%.
According to the findings, in 2013-2014 and 2018-2019, firms excluding gay applicants
expressed a higher level of taste- and statistical-discrimination attitudes compared to 20062007. A gay rights backlash due to the LGBTIQ+ group’s attempt to advance its agenda,
rising far-right rhetoric, and prejudice associated with economic downturns experienced in
Greece might correspond with increasing biases against gay men.
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1. Introduction
The existence of economic disparities between heterosexual and gay men can perhaps be put
down to homophobia (Badgett, 2020; Valfort, 2020; OECD, 2019; Drydakis, 2019; Hammarstedt et
al., 2015). Gay men encounter unique challenges such as exclusion, bullying, and poverty (Badgett,
2020; Drydakis and Zimmermann, 2020; OECD, 2019; Drydakis, 2019; Hammarstedt et al., 2015;
Oreffice, 2011; Zavodny, 2008). A 2021 meta-analysis found that, between 1991-2018, gay and
bisexual men, earned less than heterosexual men (Drydakis, 2021). There are scarce data sets
capturing socioeconomic patterns for LGBTIQ+ people, and Greece is no exception (Drydakis,
2019). For instance, the first E ropean field e periment on ga men s labor market prospects took
place in Greece between 2006 and 2007 (Drydakis, 2009). Since then, no further field research was
conducted in the co ntr , making it impossible to assess hether a change in ga men s societal
approval and labor market outcomes occurred.
Assessing whether discrimination drives inferior labor market outcomes for minority
population groups has drawn the attention of economists for decades (Badgett, 2020; Neumark,
2018). Based on the taste for discrimination theory (Becker, 1957; 1993), employers might want to
maintain a physical distance from certain minority groups because they dislike transacting with
them. The theory indicates that discrimination coefficients incorporate the influence of
characteristics unrelated to productivity, such as homophobic attitudes against gay men (Drydakis,
2014). Moreover, the theory indicates that if employers are homophobic, they might pay minorities
lower wages for similar productivity to compensate for the psychological loss they experience in
associating with members of such groups. If the distastes for the gay men is high enough,
employers might decide not to employ them in their firms.
The statistical discrimination theory (Phelps, 1972; Arrow, 1973; 1998) proposes that the
usage of average group characteristics to predict individual productivity and set corresponding
wages can incorrectly evaluate the productivity of workers who are atypical of their minority
demographic characteristic. If emplo ers

ncertaint regarding ga men s prod cti it and ork

commitment is strong, they might decide not to employ gay men to their works. These acts are not
based specifically on distastes toward a class of individuals but rather are grounded in what the
employers believe to be valid inferences about productivity. For instance, if gay men do not
conform to traditional gender norms related to masculinity and leadership, such a situation might
result in unfavorable evaluations (Drydakis, 2015a).
This study aims to offer updated Greek patterns by replicating Drydakis (2009). Utilizing
the same protocol as the original study in 2006-2007, two follow-up field experiments took place in
2013-2014 and 2018-2019. The present study contributes to the literature. This is the first paper to
replicate the protocol of a previously conducted correspondence test to assess whether a minority
2

population group performs better or worse six years and eleven years respectively after the original
study. Hence, the present study proposes an assessment of potential changes in labor market
experiences by replicating the research protocol of previously conducted evaluations. Moreover, by
approaching the recruiters in each of the three experiments, this study captures their attitudes
to ard ga men. S ch a feat re enables an empirical assessment of hether recr iters attit des
bear a relationship ith ga men s access to occ pations and age sorting. This is the first field
experiment on sexual orientation to collect related information with a view to capturing critical
insights, such as by quantifying the association between different predictions of discrimination
(taste- and statistical-discrimination) on ga men s access to occ pations. Identif ing potential
driven factors of workplace bias against gay men should be of interest to policy-makers.
The findings of the present study indicate that in 2013-2014 and 2018-2019 gay men
experience occupational access constraints and wage sorting in vacancies offering lower
remuneration. The outcomes posit that, in 2013-2014 and 2018-2019, gay men experienced
increasing biased treatments compared to these in 2006-2007. Moreover, the outcomes indicate that
monthly unemployment is associated with occupational access constraints and wage sorting in
vacancies offering lower remuneration for gay men. Furthermore, the study provides insights
indicating an increase in recr iters taste- and statistical- discrimination attitudes against gay men
which might be correlated with decreased labor market prospects for gay men. The study indicates
that a gay rights backlash d e to LGBTIQ+ gro p s attempt to ad ance its agenda, a rising level of
far-right rhetoric and increasing prejudice associated with the Greek economic crisis might bear a
relationship with increasing biased treatments against gay men.
Changes in legislation are likely to impact social attitudes (Drabble et al., 2021). Possible
effects could range from actions to rescind rights to the potential expansion of rights (Drabble,
2021). In Greece, the legalization of same-sex partnerships in 2015 might have caused a negative
reaction that adversely affected gay men. Moreover, due to economic struggles and anxiety over the
Greek economic recession, a far-right political party gained ground in the 2012 (7%) and 2015
(9.4%) parliamentary elections. This party embraced the following components: militant
nationalism, the exaltation of virility, and racism (Psarras, 2015; Papadimitriou, 2014).
Homosexuality was perceived as shameful and socially deviant, and LGBTIQ+ people became the
shame of the nation (Racist Violence Recording Net ork, 2018; Papanikolao , 2018;
Eleftheriadis, 2017; 2015; Sroiter, 2014; Carastathis, 2015). The rising far-right rhetoric might have
contributed to homophobic attitudes. Additionally, economic struggles can trigger uncertainty and
kindle animosity (Baker et al., 2016; Bianchi, 2016). International studies evaluated that prejudices
against minorities are counter-cyclical and rise during periods of higher unemployment for
majorities (Vargas et al., 2018; Bianci et al., 2018; Jayadev and Johnson, 2017; Mayda, 2006). In
3

Greece, rising economic pressures and unemployment might bear an association with biases toward
gay men. In the present context, the gay rights backlash and far-right rhetoric are empirically
indistinguishable from prejudices related to economic conditions.
Fl ct ations in homophobia and ga men s labor market prospects sho ld interest polic makers attempting to address the circumstances of groups that suffer workplace disadvantages. The
remainder of the study is structured as follows. Section 2 provides a brief literature review on Greek
patterns on the subject matter domain, and experimental techniques to capture labor market
discrimination. Section 3 presents the st d s e perimental design and the data gathering process.
Section 4 presents descriptive statistics. Section 5 presents the estimates. The final section provides
a discussion and concludes the study.
2. Literature review
2.1 Greek patterns
Only four studies exist on sexual orientation and labor market outcomes in Greece. All the
st dies foc sed on the capital cit , Athens. Dr dakis (2009) field e periment fo nd that ga men
experienced 26% lower occupational access than their heterosexual counterparts. A further field
experiment for lesbian women in 2007-2008 indicated that they experienced 27% occupational
access constraints than straight women (Drydakis, 2011). Furthermore, they were sorted into
occupations offering 6% lower wages than heterosexual women (Drydakis, 2011). A study utilizing
administrative data for the period 2008-2009 revealed that gay men experienced 8.1% higher
unemployment and 4.4% lower wages than comparable heterosexual men and that bisexual men
experienced 8.8% higher unemployment and 5.2% lower wages than their comparable heterosexual
counterparts (Drydakis, 2012). Moreover, a study utilizing administrative data for the period 20082010 found that gay men and lesbian women faced lower job satisfaction than comparable
heterosexual men and women (Drydakis, 2015b).
The 2019 Eurobarometer survey suggested that more homophobia exists in Greece than the
EU28 average (Eurobarometer, 2019). The findings indicate that 53% of Greeks believed that a
sexual relationship between two people of the same gender is wrong. The EU28 average figure was
24%. In addition, 64% of Greek people believed that gay, lesbian, and bisexual people should have
access to the same rights as heterosexual people. However, the EU28 average was 76%.
Furthermore, 12% of Greeks would feel comfortable if their colleagues at work were gay, lesbian,
or bisexual. The EU28 average was found to be 26%. OECD (2019) indicated that Greece
experienced a decreased acceptance of homosexuality.
Since 2010, although sexual orientation differences became more pronounced in Greece,
rising levels of ethnonationalism and neoconservative rhetoric created a phobic atmosphere and
4

jeopardi ed people s rights (Papanikolaou, 2018; Eleftheriadis, 2017; 2015). For instance, the
4356/2015 Law legalized same-sex partnerships in December 2015 and saw LGBTIQ+ activism
and gay pride in big cities become more visible than ever, this political mobilization occurred
simultaneously with increased homophobia (Eleftheriadis, 2017; 2015). The inquiry about if and
how recognition of same-se ci il partnerships ma ha e changed Greeks

nderstandings abo t

LGBTIQ+ rights, and family formations have not received attention in the literature.
Since 2010 in Greece, harsh austerity programs to correct macroeconomic imbalances
resulted in the GDP dropping by 25%, the unemployment rate rising by approximately 16
percentage points, and 36% of the population facing poverty (Papanastasiou and Papatheodorou,
2018; Drydakis, 2015c; Papatheodorou, 2014; International Monetary Fund, 2013). Nine years later,
in 2019, the co ntr s nemplo ment rate contin ed to be do ble the fig re (18%) compared to the
one before the onset of the economic recession (9%), indicating the existence of a recession
(Eurostat, 2019). Internationally, there are no assessments of how an economic recession could bear
a connection ith LGBTIQ+ people s e periences and labor market performance. Ho e er,
reportages in the popular international press indicated that homophobia in Greece escalated during
the period of economic recession1.
Between 2012 and 2014 in Athens, verbal abuse and physical violence against LGBTIQ+
people increased (Sroiter, 2014). Organized street gangs were formed, and persecutions against
LGBTIQ+ people took place across the country (Sroiter, 2014). The phenomenon acquired the label
barrage of homophobic iolence and became associated ith the ad erse political and
socioeconomic effects of the economic recession in the region (Sroiter, 2014).
According to Eleftheriadis (2015), the austerity measures and poverty were accompanied by
the rise of a far-right political party2. Its members neofascism rhetoric legitimized within the public
sphere racism and homophobia, and a violent repressive deployment of police forces took place
against marginalized groups including immigrants, trans people, and sex workers (Eleftheriadis,
2017; 2015; Carastathis, 2015). LGBTIQ+ people became the shame of the nation and ret rned to
their position as the others in a more iolent and isible a than before (Papanikolao , 2018;
Eleftheriadis, 2015). The 2018 annual report of the Racist Violence Recording Network (2018)
1

Examples from the popular press include BBC News, 2 October 2013; The Guardian, 7 September
2014; The New York Times, 5 October 2015; Deutsche Welle, 2 May 2017; The EU Observer, 28
Mai 2018; TRT World, 19 April 2019; The Independent, 1 March 2019.
2
In the 2012 parliamentary elections the party won 7% of the vote, finished third in the 2014
European elections (9.4%), and gained third place in the parliamentary elections of 2015 (6.4%).
During the 2019 European elections the political party won 4.8% of the vote and during the 2019
parliamentary election lost all of its seats in the Hellenic Parliament, winning only 2.93% of the
vote.
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revealed increased homophobic attacks, aggressiveness, and anger since 2015 due to rising far-right
rhetoric and extreme nationalism. The economic recession heightened peripheries ithin Greece s
territorial, a process that articulated gendered relations of power (Carastathis, 2015). Attacks on
LGBTIQ+ people, were indicated to be not a side effect, but a central dimension of a hostile social
climate (Carastathis, 2015).
The Appendix provides a time trend of key macroeconomic variables alongside major
events that relate to LGBTQ+ issues in Greece.
2.2 Correspondence tests
Correspondence testing represents a method of measuring discrimination in natural settings
during the initial stage of application screening and selection. This approach is considered one of
the most reliable methods of testing for workplace discrimination (Neumark, 2018; Baert, 2018;
Riach and Rich, 2002). Correspondence testing can provide evidence of discrimination because the
impact of unobserved differences in employee commitment, motivation, productivity, and
personalit characteristics tend not to affect firms screening processes. These findings are
especially true when compared with studies assessing qualitative data on discriminatory
experiences, regression-based decomposition approaches on employment and wage differences
(Neumark, 2018; Drydakis, 2015a; Riach and Rich, 2002; Weichselbaumer, 2003).
A typical correspondence test on sexual orientation involves sending matched pairs of job
applications, comprising cover letters and CVs, in response to advertised vacancies in order to
assess hiring discrimination in the labor market at the initial stage of candidate selection (Flage,
2020). Studies match applications on demographic characteristics such as sex, age, ethnicity,
education, experiences, and marital status. The applications have to be similar in all relevant
respects, with the only different characteristic between the applications being sexual orientation
(Weichselbaumer, 2003). Then, the two applications are sent to the same firm, with the degree of
discrimination measured by calculating the difference in the number of interview invitations that
members of each group receive (Riach and Rich, 2002).
Since Dr dakis (2009) ork, different correspondence tests on ga men s orkplace
prospects have taken place. In the US, Tilcsik (2011) found occupational access barriers, or
discrimination, against male applicants who appeared to be gay. Comparable patterns for gay men
hold in the UK (Drydakis, 2015a), Italy (Patacchini et al., 2015), Sweden (Ahmed et al., 2013), and
Cyprus (Drydakis, 2014). According to Drydakis (2019), sexual orientation penalties against gay
men in relation to access to job vacancies vary between 3% and 40%. In a meta-analysis of sexual
orientation correspondence tests, Flage (2020) found more discrimination in relation to low-skilled
jobs than for high-skilled roles. In the studies, sexual orientation was signaled through experience in
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a gay campus organization (Drydakis, 2015a; Tilcsik, 2011), participation in a gay or lesbian
organization (Patacchini et al., 2015; Drydakis, 2009; 2011; 2014), and by revealing the gender of
the applicant s spo se (Ahmed et al., 2013). Correspondence st dies also detected age sorting into
lower-paid vacancies against sexual orientation minorities, on top of hiring bias. In Greece
(Drydakis, 2009), Cyprus (Drydakis, 2014), and the UK (Drydakis, 2015), labeled gay men
received interviews for vacancies offering lower wages. The wage sorting pattern experienced by
gay men could explain part of the wage inequality gay men experience in the labor market
(Drydakis, 2019).
Correspondence testing studies provide noteworthy insights. According to Drydakis
(2015a), in the UK, labeled gay applicants received fewer invitations to interviews in posts
highlighting typically masculine personality traits such as leadership and assertiveness. It is
suggested that firms that seek employees with stereotypically masculine traits will be more likely to
discriminate against gay men if they value attributes that gay men are stereotypically perceived to
lack (Drydakis, 2015a; Connell, 2005). Comparable patterns are observed in the US field
e periment (Tilcsik, 2011). In C pr s, st dies fo nd that enhancing ga men s cogniti e skills,
previous job responsibilities, and work commitment in the application cannot reduce biased
treatments (Drydakis, 2014). Thus, taste- rather than statistical-discrimination against gay men
might have driven the patterns. Moreover, studies in Sweden found that stronger sexual orientation
biases e ist in the pri ate sector, and ga applicants e perience discrimination in t picall male
dominated occupations (Ahmed et al., 2013).
3. Experiments and data gathering
From December 2013 to September 2014 and December 2018 to September 2019, this study
replicated Dr dakis (2009) field e periment hich occ rred bet een December 2006 and
September 2007. The experiments took place in Athens with the aim of quantifying the level of
potential occupational access discrimination, and wage sorting in lower-paid vacancies, against gay
applicants during the initial stage of the hiring process.
Aligning with Drydakis (2009), this study created two fictitious job applications: one for a
gay-labeled worker, namely, a perceived gay worker, and one for a non-gay-labeled worker,
namely, a perceived heterosexual worker. Both had comparable human capital and working
e periences and applied for the same job opening. Based on Dr dakis (2009) research protocol,
researchers used a random routine to select job openings that appeared on newspaper websites. The
next stage of the process saw applications sent for those job openings which highlighted
employment for eight hours a day, five days a week. All experiments focused on low-skilled jobs in
the private sector with no higher education requirements. This profile of workers is seen as more at
7

risk of experiencing biased treatments than better-skilled workers (OECD, 2019). Moreover, the
public sector is more weakly constrained by profitability requirements than in the private sector and
biases might be lower (Laurent and Mihoubi, 2012; Kara, 2006; Hoffnar and Greene, 1996). Thus, a
focus on young and less-educated population groups in the private sector shall merit consideration
in experimental studies (Drydakis, 2009; 2011). Both applicants were young, did not have a higher
education degree, and had working experience in the private sector. Additionally, they were
applying for jobs in the private sector. This study saw applications sent for job openings in a variety
of sectors, namel , in office jobs, ind str jobs, caf and resta rant ser ices, and shop sales.
The two applicants were Greeks with distinctive Greek male first and last names and had
carried out military service in different areas. Both applicants were 29 years old and unmarried.
They had nine years of work experience in positions similar to the post for which they applied and
had finished high school approximately 12 years before. Real home addresses, high schools, and
previous workplaces were located in different areas within Athens. However, particular attention
was paid to the areas indicating a comparable social class. Finally, both applications included
similar hobbies, such as sports and travel, and personal characteristics, such as productivity,
sociability, and efficiency.
In all three experiments, a perceived minority sexual orientation was indicated in the
personal information section of the curriculum vitae. Here, the applicant mentioned a previous
volunteering role in the Athenian Homosexual Community. This resume formed the gay-labeled
application. In the other curriculum vitae, no explicit information on sexual orientation was
provided. This formed the application from a perceived heterosexual applicant. Furthermore, in case
the gay-labeled applicant s acti ism might ha e fo nd bias in the screening process, the
heterose

al applicant s c rric l m itae also mentioned past ol nteering e perience in an

environmental community. For the heterosexual applicant, the control environmental community
was chosen because it did not give any evidence of being a gay man. To control for the probability
that the ol nteer acti ities might ha e created a conflict ith orkers present d ties, both res mes
indicated the conclusion of those activities. The nature of the provided information is a typical
approach in correspondent tests examining potential sexual orientation bias (Patacchini et al., 2015;
Drydakis, 2015a; 2009; Ahmed et al., 2013; Tilcsik, 2011).
The application forms ere sent sim ltaneo sl

ithin one da of the ad ertisement s

appearance. The firms received application submissions through emails, and/or fax, and/or
electronic standardized forms. In the latter case, applicants had the opportunity to upload their cover
letter and curriculum vitae. To avoid detection of the experiments, the cover letters and curriculum
vitae utilized distinct styles for the two applicants. In case the style of an application could
infl ence a firm s preference, the application form styles were equally allocated between the two
8

applicants. In addition, applications were sent at different times. In half of the cases, the
heterose

al orker s application as sent first. In the regression, this st d incl ded controls for

sending type, order, and CV style. The CVs featured two different emails and mobile telephone
numbers. Firms had the opportunity to leave a voice message. Furthermore, male members of the
research team could return missed calls and record invitations for interviews.
All three experiments featured measurements of the potential existence of discrimination
against gay applicants by firms if the proportion of times they received an invitation for interviews
were statistically significantly different from those of heterosexual applicants. The experiments also
recorded the entry-level annual wages of the vacancies if the job openings featured this information.
If gay applicants were invited for an interview in firms offering statistically significant lower wages
than the wages experienced by heterosexual applicants, this indicates a pattern of wage sorting into
lower-paid jobs due to a minority sexual orientation (Drydakis, 2011; Drydakis, 2015a).
4. Descriptive statistics
4.1 Access to occupations
Table 1 presents the results for access to occupations, or the call for interviews. Panel I
shows the period 2006-2007 s o tcomes (E periment I). Panel II demonstrates the period 20132014 s res lts (E periment II), and Panel III offers the period 2018-2019 s res lts (Experiment III).
All panels offer information per sector as well as aggregate results. The study reports different
outcomes, such as 'the number of job openings', 'neither of the two applicants invited', 'at least one
applicant invited', 'both applicants invited', 'only heterosexual men invited', and 'only gay men
invited'. The difference between the cases where 'only heterosexual men invited' and 'only gay men
invited' is divided by the cases where 'at least one invited' constitutes the so-called net
discrimination (Drydakis, 2009).
[Table 1]
Panel I reveals that in the period 2006-2007, in 457 cases only heterosexual men were
invited for an interview, whereas in nine cases only gay men were invited. The net discrimination
against gay men is 64.3% (x2=430.6, p<0.01). Panel II shows that in the period 2013-2014, the net
discrimination against gay men stands at 89.6% (x2=359.0, p<0.01). Panel III presents that in the
period 2018-2019, the net discrimination against gay men is 87.0% (x2=244.1, p<0.01).
Comparing the three experiments, the lowest net discrimination against gay men is observed
in the period 2006-2007. The highest net discrimination against gay men is observed in the period
2013-2014. The econometric specification will enable an examination of whether the assigned
differences are statistically significant when considering sectors' heterogeneity.
9

4.2 Wages
Table 2 presents the wage outcomes of the three experiments and shows the aggregate
outcomes and outcomes per sector. Wage differences based on sexual orientation are also offered.
Panel I observes that in the period 2006-2007 (Experiment 1), heterosexual men received invitations
for an inter ie from jobs that offered an ho rl net age to the order of 4.4. Ga men received
in itations for an inter ie from jobs that offered an ho rl net age to the order of 4.1. The ra
statistics indicate that gay men experienced a 6.5% wage penalty, or that gay men are sorted in
lower-paid vacancies than heterosexual men. The difference is statistically significant (t=5.18,
p<0.01).
[Table 2]
Panel II reveals that in the period 2013-2014 (Experiment II), heterosexual men received
in itations for an inter ie from jobs offering an ho rl net age eq al to 4.0, hile ga men
recei ed in itations to inter ie for jobs offering an ho rl net age eq al to 3.7. It is estimated
that gay men experience an 8.3% wage penalty (t=6.1, p<0.01).
Panel III indicates that in the period 2018-2019 (Experiment III), heterosexual men received
in itations to inter ie for jobs offering an ho rl net age to the order of 4.1, hile ga men
received invitations to interview for roles offering an ho rl net age eq al to 3.7. It is estimated
that gay men face a 10.1% wage penalty (t=6.4% p<0.01). The highest wage penalty against gay
men is observed in the period 2018-2019 period, followed by wage penalty levels in 2013-2014 and
2006-2007.
5. Estimations
To estimate potential differences in access to occupations against gay men, this study
utilizes Probit models and reports the marginal effects. Model I presents estimates of the period
2006-2007 (Experiment I), Model II shows the 2013-2014 (Experiment II) estimates, and Model III
offers estimates of the period 2018-2019 (E periment III). Model IV pools the three periods data
and controls for time effects. Then, Model V, through an interaction effect estimate between sexual
orientation and periods, captures whether gay men experienced higher occupational access
constraints in 2013-2014 and 2018-2019 than in 2006-2007. The study adopts a relevant approach
to estimate potential wage differences against gay men by employing OLS models. By transforming
hourly net wages into ln hourly net wages, this research interprets the estimates as percent changes.
Interaction effects are offered to estimate whether gay men experience lower wages in certain
periods.

10

5.1 Access to occupations
Table 3 presents access to occupation estimates. Model I shows that in the period 20062007, gay men experienced 26.4% (p<0.01) lower chances of receiving an interview invitation than
comparable heterosexual men. Model II demonstrates that in the period 2013-2014, gay men faced
28.0% (p<0.01) fewer chances of receiving an invitation for an interview than comparable
heterosexual men. Moreover, Model III observes that in the period 2018-2019, gay men faced
30.4% (p<0.01) fewer chances of receiving an invitation for an interview than comparable
heterosexual men.
[Table 3]
Model IV reveals that in all periods, gay men experience 28.2% (p<0.01) fewer chances of
receiving an invitation for an interview than comparable heterosexual men. The time controls
suggest that in the period 2013-2014, applicants, regardless of their sexual orientation, were 7.1%
(p<0.01) less likely to receive an invitation for an interview than in 2006-2007. Furthermore, in
2018-2019, applicants, regardless of their sexual orientation, were 6.2% (p<0.01) less likely to
receive an invitation for an interview than in the period 2006-2007. The difference between the two
estimates is statistically insignificant (x2=0.64, p>0.1). The decrease in invitations for an interview
in 2013-2014 and 2018-2019 potentially reflects the decline in labor demand experienced during an
economic recession.
Model V demonstrates that the interaction effect estimate indicates that gay men, in
comparison to heterosexual males, were 9.3% (p<0.01) less likely to receive invitations for
interviews in 2013-2014 than in 2006-2007. Furthermore, the study shows that in 2018-2019 gay
men were 11.1% (p<0.01) less likely to receive an invitation for interviews than in 2006-2007. It is
found that the difference between the two estimates (2013-2014 vs 2018-2019) is statistically
insignificant (x2=0.83, p>0.1). That is, in 2013-2014 and 2018-2019 the level of occupational
access barriers against gay men remains comparable. If figures from the periods 2013-2014 and
2018-2019 are pooled, the new estimates indicate that gay men were 13.3% (p<0.01) less likely to
receive invitations for interviews during the 2013-2019 period than in 2006-2007.
5.2 Wages
Table 5 offers the wage estimates and follows the same estimation strategy as in Table 3.
Model I observes that in 2006-2007 gay men were invited to interview for jobs offering lower
wages than those offered to heterosexual men. The estimated wage penalty and/or wage sorting into
lower-paid occupations against gay men is equal to 3.9% (p<0.01). In Model II, it is observed that
in 2013-2014 the wage penalty against gay men is 5.7% (p<0.01). In addition, in Model III, an even
higher wage penalty against gay men is estimated to the order of 7.1% (p<0.01).
11

[Table 4]
Model IV pools the three periods data and finds that ga men e perience 5.1% (p<0.01)
lower wages than heterosexual men. Furthermore, it is estimated that in the period 2013-2014,
applicants, regardless of their sexual orientation, received invitations to interview for jobs offering
7% (p<0.01) lower wages than in the 2006-2007 period. In addition, it is estimated that in the
period 2018-2019, applicants, regardless of their sexual orientation, were invited to interview for
jobs offering 5.3% (p<0.01) lower wages than those offered in the period 2006-2007. The
difference between the two estimates remains statistically significant (F=0.78, p<0.01). The lower
wages offered in the periods 2013-2014 and 2018-2019 potentially capture the adverse effects of the
economic recession on wage levels.
In Model V, it is observed that the level of wage sorting into lower-paid occupations for gay
men between 2006-2007 and 2013-2014 is statistically insignificant (-1.8%, p>0.10). However, the
level of wage sorting between the periods 2006-2007 and 2018-2019 is statistically significant. That
is, in 2018-2019 gay men, in comparison to heterosexual men, were invited for interviews from
firms offering wages 3.2% (p<0.05) lower than in 2006-2007. The difference between the two wage
sorting penalties in 2013-2014 and 2018-2019 is statistically insignificant (F=0.80, p>0.10). By
pooling the data for the periods 2013-2014 and 2018-2019, the estimates suggest that gay men
during the 2013-2019 period were invited for interviews from firms offering wages 2.6% (p<0.05)
lower than in 2006-2007.
5.3 Unemployment on access to occupations and wages
In the original experiment, Experiment I; 2006-2007, the monthly unemployment rate in the
country was between 8.3% and 8.6%. In Experiment II; 2013-2014, the monthly unemployment rate
was between 26.4% and 27.8%, while in Experiment III; 2018-2019, the monthly unemployment
rate was between 16.8% and 18.6%. Given the unemployment differences per period, an interest
arose in examining whether, during periods of economic deterioration, sexual orientation minorities
experience increased levels of adverse workplace prospects.
Table 5 considers the role of monthly unemployment on access to occupations and wages.
The pooled data empirical specifications include the monthly unemployment rate3. Model I
estimates that a one standard deviation increase in the monthly unemployment rate drops both
heterose

al and ga applicants access to occupations by 0.3% (p<0.01). In Model II, interacting

the monthly unemployment rate with the sexual orientation dummy variable shows that a one
standard de iation increase in the monthl

3

nemplo ment rate increases ga men s e cl sions from

Information on monthly unemployment per sector was not available.
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occupations by 0.6% (p<0.01). Model III observes that a one standard deviation increase in the
monthl

nemplo ment rate decreases both applicants

age prospects b 0.3% (p<0.01). In Model

IV, interacting the monthly unemployment rate with the sexual orientation dummy indicates that
nemplo ment red ces ga men s age prospects b 0.1% (p<0.10). The additional specifications
indicate the robustness of the patterns in Tables 3 and 4 by utilizing alternative controls to capture
adverse economic conditions.
[Table 5]
In Model V, interacting the monthly unemployment rate with the sexual orientation dummy
variable and the period 2013-2014, shows that a one standard deviation increase in the monthly
nemplo ment rate increases ga men s e cl sions from occ pations b 0.3% (p<0.01) in 20132014 than in 2006-2007. Moreover, it is found that a one standard deviation increase in the monthly
nemplo ment rate increases ga men s e cl sions from occ pations b 0.7% (p<0.01) in 20182019 than in 2006-2007. Finally, Model VI, indicates that nemplo ment red ces ga men s age
prospects by 0.1% (p<0.05) in 2018-2019 than in 2006-2007.
5.4 Rec

e

a
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a d ga

e

Experiment I (2006-2007) involves an attempt to capture potentially biased evaluations
against gay men. The research team sent an e-survey questionnaire to those firms that invited both
gay and heterosexual applicants (equal treatment cases), those firms that invited only heterosexual
applicants (discrimination against gay applicants cases) and those firms that invited only gay
applicants (discrimination against heterosexual applicants cases). The firms were informed that a
survey was forwarded to them due to their recent advertisement of the vacant position. The survey
had questions examining beliefs on demographic population groups such as the elderly, ethnic
minorities, people with health limitations, and sexual and gender identity minorities. The
questionnaire presented statements requiring firms to comment on whether they agreed in a 5-Likert
type scale ranging from strongly agree to strongly disagree. The same procedure took place in
Experiment II (2013-2014) and Experiment III (2018-2019). Those who handled the selection
process were asked to complete the survey. The response rate in all three Experiments was 27.2%.
In Experiment I, none of the nine firms that invited only gay applicants took part in the survey. In
Experiment II and III, e-survey questionnaires were not forwarded to those six firms that invited
only gay applicants. Hence, the sample consists of observations from firms that invited both gay
and heterosexual applicants and those firms that invited only heterosexual applicants.
Five questions (items) were included to capture patterns in relation to biases against sexual
orientation. Table 6 shows that the first three questions attempted to capture taste patterns (Becker,
1957; 1993). The first question (item 1) asked whether recruiters believed there is something wrong
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in a sexual relationship between two men. Question two (item 2) asked whether male
homose alit is a negati e factor in one s life. The third q estion (item 3) asked hether ga men
should hide their sexual orientation in the workplace to protect vocational relationships and the
firm s rep tation. The fo rth q estion (item 4) asked hether male homose alit relates to poor
performance. The fifth question (item 5) assessed whether respondents believe that male
homosexuality bears a relationship to higher employee turnover in terms of gay men. The last two
questions potentially represent statistical-discrimination-oriented arguments (Phelps, 1972; Arrow,
1973; 1998). The five questions formed an index entitled recruiters attitudes toward gay men
(RAG index4 ). Higher RAG index scores indicate increasing levels of bias against gay men. The
RAG inde s Cronbach's alpha coefficient stands at 0.68.
[Table 6]
Table 6 offers statistics per experiment. In Experiment I, the RAG index equals 2.81, in
Experiment II, the RAG index equals 3.39, and in Experiment III, the RAG index equals 3.31. The
differences between the RAG index in Experiments I and II, and I and III are statistically significant
(t=-7.66, p<0.01; and t=-7.74, p<0.01, respectively). However, the difference between the RAG
index in Experiments II and III remains statistically insignificant (t=0.75; p>0.10).
In all three experiments, the RAG index proves statistically significantly lower for firms
inviting both heterosexual and gay applicants for interviews (equal treatment event) than for firms
inviting only heterosexual applicants for interviews (discrimination against gay applicants event).
For instance, in Experiment I, the RAG index for firms inviting both heterosexual and gay
applicants for interviews equals 2.71, however for firms inviting only heterosexual applicants for
interviews equals 2.88 (t=-2.57, p<0.01).
A comparison of the RAG index for firms inviting both heterosexual and gay applicants for
interviews between Experiment I (; 2.71), Experiment II (; 2.92), and E periment

(; 2.9) shows

that the assigned differences are statistically insignificant5. That is, those firms inviting both sets of
applicants for an interview had not significantly changed their attitudes toward gay men across the
three Experiments. However, by comparing the RAG index for firms that invited only heterosexual
applicants between Experiment I (; 2.88), Experiment II (; 3.44), and E periment

(; 3.38), the

differences are statistically significant6. That is, in E periments II and III the le el of recr iters

4

The RAG index is given by: RAG index=∑ 𝑖 𝑒𝑚 /5
Firms inviting both heterosexual and gay applicants for an interview:
The RAG index in Experiment I vs the RAG index in Experiment II: t=-1.39 (p>0.10);
The RAG index in Experiment I vs the RAG index in Experiment III: t=-1.46 (p>0.10);
The RAG index in Experiment II vs the RAG index in Experiment III: t=-1.21 (p>0.10).
6
Firms inviting only heterosexual applicants for an interview:
5
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adverse attitudes toward gay men as captured by the RAG index is higher in comparison to the one
in Experiment I. The findings indicate that, in 2013-2014 and 2018-2019, firms excluding gay
applicants expressed a higher level of adverse attitudes toward gay men than in 2006-2007. The
difference in the RAG index between Experiments II and III is statistically insignificant and
suggests that recruiters who favored heterosexual applicants shared comparable attitudes for gay
men.
In addition, in Table 6, it is fo nd that, in E periments II and III the le el of recr iters
taste- and statistical- discrimination attitudes toward gay men are higher in comparison to the one in
Experiment I. That is, in 2013-2014 and 2018-2019, firms excluding gay applicants expressed a
higher level of taste- and statistical discrimination- attitudes toward gay men than in 2006-2007. For
instance, in E periments II (; 3.28) and III (; 3.05) the le el of recr iters taste- discrimination
attitude toward gay men as captured by the RAG item I feel that there is something wrong in a
sexual relationship between two men is statisticall significant higher in comparison to the one in
Experiment I (; 2.80)7. Moreover, in Experiments II (; 3.40) and III (; 3.48) the level of recruiters
statistical- discrimination attit de to ard ga men as capt red b the RAG item I feel that male
homosexuality relates to poor performance is statisticall significant higher in comparison to the
one in Experiment I (; 2.82) 8.
Table 7 utilizes the RAG index and presents a 6x6 correlation matrix for gay applicants.
Negati e and statisticall significant associations e ist bet een the RAG inde and ga applicants
access to occupations (r=-0.29; p<0.01) and wages (r=-0.24; p<0.01). That is, the higher the RAG
index the lower the access to occupations for gay applicants, and the higher the wage sorting into
lower-paid occupations for gay men. In addition, statistically significant results indicate that the
higher the level of monthly unemployment the higher the RAG index (r=0.38; p<0.01), the lower
the ga applicants access to occ pations (r=-0.31; p<0.01), and the higher the wage sorting into
lower-paid occupations (r=-0.33; p<0.01) for gay applicants. Furthermore, the RAG index is higher
in 2013-2014 (r=0.27; p<0.01) and in 2018-2019 (r=0.18; p<0.01) than in 2006-2007.
[Table 7]
Table 8 ses the RAG inde and offers regressions on ga men s access to occ pations and
wages. In Model I, it is observed that the higher the RAG index the lower the access to occupations
The RAG index in Experiment I vs the RAG index in Experiment II: t=-6.0 (p<0.01);
The RAG index in Experiment I vs the RAG index in Experiment III: t=-6.55 (p<0.01);
The RAG index in Experiment II vs the RAG index in Experiment III: t=0.5 (p>0.10).
7
The RAG item no. 1 in Experiment I vs the RAG item no. 1 in Experiment II: t=-6.2 (p<0.01);
The RAG item no 1. in Experiment I vs the RAG item no. 1 in Experiment III: t=-5.8 (p<0.01).
8
The RAG item no. 4 in Experiment I vs the RAG item no. 4 in Experiment II: t=-6.4 (p<0.01);
The RAG item no. 4 in Experiment I vs the RAG item no. 4 in Experiment III: t=-6.0 (p<0.01).
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for gay men (-17.7%, p<0.01). That is, a one standard deviation increase in the RAG index indicates
a 17.7% drop in access to occupations. Model II offers the wage estimates and observes that a one
standard deviation increase in the RAG index brings a 1.6% (p<0.10) drop in wage prospects for
gay applicants. Both models indicate that an increase in recr iters biased attit des against ga men
potentiall decreases ga applicants access to occ pations and increases age sorting into lo erpaid occupations9.
Finally, Models III and IV disentangle the RAG index into taste-based oriented attitudes
(items 1, 2, and 3) and statistical-discrimination-oriented attitudes (items 4 and 5). Model III
estimates that both taste- and statistical-discrimination oriented attit des red ce ga men s access to
occupations. A one standard deviation increase in taste-discrimination attitudes against gay men
decreases their access to occupations by 9.6% (p<0.01). Furthermore, a one standard deviation
increase in statistical-discrimination attitudes against gay men decreases their access to occupations
by 8.1% (p<0.01). The difference between the two estimates is statistically insignificant (x2=0.10,
p>0.10) and suggests that both theoretical arguments could explain the assigned patterns. In Model
IV, the taste- and statistical-discrimination estimates are statistically insignificant.
[Table 8]
6. Discussion and conclusions
6.i Discussion of the findings
The study replicated the research protocol of the first European correspondence test on gay
men in Greece which took place in 2006-2007 (Drydakis, 2009). The research found that, in 20132014 and 2018-2019, gay men experienced occupational access discrimination and wage sorting in
lower-paid jobs. The study estimated increasing biased treatments in relation to occupational access
discrimination and wage sorting in lower-paid jobs than in 2006-2007. The outcome of the study
indicated that, in 2013-2014 and 2018-2019, gay men have to spend more time to receive an
invitation for an interview, with any such invitation tending to come from a firm offering lower
wages, which could affect future income. Ga men s access to in itations might not be free of
discrimination, as long as they are accompanied by adverse wage sorting. Restricting people s eq al
workplace chances minimizes their potential, welfare, and sense of citizenship (Kalleberg, 2009).
Specifications indicated that both taste- and statistical- discrimination attitudes against gay
men potentially reduced their access to occupations (Phelps, 1972; Arrow, 1973; 1998; Becker,
1957; 1993). The findings suggested that, in 2013-2014 and 2018-2019, firms excluding gay

9

Due to multicollinearity and overfitting, this study cannot include in the models, interaction effects
between the RAG index and time controls.
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applicants expressed a higher level of both taste- and statistical-discrimination attitudes toward gay
men than in 2006-2007. The consideration of theoretical predictions of the taste for discrimination
theory indicates that increasing taste-based attitudes due to a rise in homophobia could deteriorate
ga men s labor market prospects (Drydakis, 2018). It is expected that rising homophobia might be
associated with rising labor market discrimination against gay men (Drydakis, 2018). Moreover, by
considering the statistical- discrimination hypothesis there are predictions that gay men will
experience a greater disadvantage if the information regarding their average group characteristic
proves increasing unreliable or wrong (Drydakis, 2018).
Based on the outcomes of the present study, in 2013-2014 and 2018-2019, there were rising
disapprovals against same sex relationships and sexual orientation openness in the workplace. In
addition, in 2013-2014 and 2018-2019, there were rising concerns against ga men s labor market
performance and commitment. The assigned patterns might reflect existing structural factors that
oppress sexual orientation minorities which are magnified when rising taste- and statisticaldiscrimination attitudes are in evidence (Drydakis, 2009; 2018). It might be that the higher the
adverse attitudes against gay men the higher the labor market discrimination against them.
The study suggests that in Greece, a gay rights backlash d e to LGBTIQ+ gro p s attempt
to advance its agenda (6.ii), a rising level of far-right rhetoric (6.iii), and hostile social environments
related to the economic downturn (6.iv) might bear a relationship with biases against gay men.
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A backlash has traditionally been described as a reaction by members of dominant groups to
any challenge to their values or status in which they seek to stop change (Drabble et al., 2021;
Encarnaci n, 2020; Bishin et al., 2016; C lhane and Sobel, 2013). In Greece, no quantitative studies
e al ate hether the p blic t rns against policies in response to the LGBTIQ+ gro p s attempt to
advance its agenda. However, a gay rights backlash due to the legalization of same-sex partnerships
in 2015 possibly boosted biased treatments toward gay men.
Culhane and Sobel (2013) evaluated that where courts have found that same-sex couples
have a constitutional right to marry, the push-back reaction has been swift, strong, and often nasty
(pp. 448). The authors suggested that if gay marriage takes hold, all controversies and battles over
equal recognition of same-sex relationships will be over (Culhane and Sobel, 2013). The concept
posits that maintaining existing power arrangements and relationships motivates negative reactions
to changes in the status quo (Bishin et al., 2016; Fejes, 2008; Sanbonmatsu, 2008). Bishin et al.
(2016) evaluated that the public backlash may not just prevent the adoption of a policy but may also
embolden a gro p s opponents and lead to the enactment of policies that make the group worse off
than before it began.
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Research indicates that the backlash ma be e idenced b changes in people s opinions,
including the attitudes expressed toward members of the group (Bishin et al., 2016). The present
stud , b comparing recr iters attit des that in ited onl heterose

al applicants, fo nd that in

2013-2014 and 2018-2019, the level of their adverse beliefs toward gay men was higher in
comparison to 2008-2009. The backlash literature suggests that increased exposure to events that
make gay rights salient means attitudes should become more negative among those with strongly
negative attitudes toward gay men (Bishin et al., 2016).
6.iii Rising far- g
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Since 2012, the Greek literature indicated enhanced gender hierarchies as demonstrated by
ethnonationalism claims, neofascism and homophobic proclamations accompanied economic
hardships (Papanikolaou, 2018; Eleftheriadis, 2017; 2015; Carastathis, 2015). In Greece, the rising
poverty and uncertainty brought a rise of a far-right political party that legitimized racism and
homophobia within the public sphere (Papanikolaou, 2018; Eleftheriadis, 2017; 2015; Carastathis,
2015). Since 2015, the increased homophobic attacks and aggressiveness were attributed to the farright rhetoric along with conservative positions in favor of traditional heterosexual family roles and
values (Racist Violence Recording Network, 2018).
According to Doty et al. (1991), people gravitate toward extremist political parties during
economic downturns because they provide prescriptions for behavior and mitigate uncertainty. In
Greece, the far-right political party attempted to advance their social and political agenda by
e ploiting people s anger (United Nations, 2014). The party employed the twin fascism rhetoric of
social decadence and national rebirth, and promised disillusioned Greek voters a nationalist solution
to their socio-economic problems (Vasilopoulou and Halikiopoulou, 2015).
In Greece, over the last decade, LGBTIQ+ people were violently returned to their position
as the others (Papanikolao , 2018; Eleftheriadis, 2015). There as an increase in the neq al
ordering of sexualities, and homosexuality was deemed shameful and socially deviant, whereas
heterose

alit

as al ed as the right

a to li e (Racist Violence Recording Net ork, 2018;

Papanikolaou, 2018; Eleftheriadis, 2017; 2015; Sroiter, 2014; Carastathis, 2015). Sexual minorities
have found themselves under increased pressure to keep their sexuality separate from their families
and professions for fear of being misread as sexually dangerous subjects (Racist Violence
Recording Network, 2018; Sroiter, 2014).
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The outcomes of the present study indicated that unemployment enhanced discriminatory
workplace experiences for gay men. The results suggested that unemployment bears an association
with higher occupational access constraints and higher wage sorting in vacancies offering lower
remuneration for gay men during 2013-2014 and 2018-2019 compared to 2006-2007. Moreover, a
positi e association e ists bet een nemplo ment and recr iters biased attit des to ard ga men.
Increasing unemployment can induce people without discriminatory attitudes to aggressively
discriminate, even if such behavior is not maximized (Smith, 2012).
According to the social identity theory, increased unemployment encourages groups of
people to form coalitions based on observed recognizable characteristics, such as ethnicity, when
attempting to secure scarce jobs (Caselli and Coleman, 2013). Additionally, the realistic group
conflict theory posits that a decline in resources prompts antagonism toward out-group members
and intensifies intergroup competition (Taylor et al., 1978; LeVine and Campbell, 1972).
Studies found that scarce resources mean individuals may evaluate minority groups as less
valuable, worthy, and ethical (Krosch and Amodio, 2019; Bianchi et al., 2018; Jayadev and
Johnson, 2017; Baker et al., 2016; Bianchi, 2016; Smith, 2012; Falk et al., 2011; Dustmann at el.,
2010; Mayda, 2006). International studies indicated that economic downturns correlate with sex
discrimination, xenophobia, hate crimes, intolerance, and the denial of fundamental human rights
(Krosch and Amodio, 2019; Jayadev and Johnson, 2017; Bianchi et al., 2018; Baker et al., 2016;
Bianchi, 2016). Economic studies have evaluated associations between economic downturns, rising
racism, and adverse workplace outcomes for ethnic and racial minorities (Vargas et al., 2018;
Jayadev and Johnson, 2017; Johnston and Lordan, 2016; Biddle and Hamermesh, 2013; Smith,
2012; Dustmann et al., 2010; Mayda, 2006).
The present study highlighted that in Greece, a gay rights backlash due to the legalization of
same-sex partnerships, a rise in far-right conservative rhetoric, and hostility might have happened to
coincide with a period characterized by more pronounced economic problems. In the present
context, a gay rights backlash and far-right rhetoric remain empirically indistinguishable from
attitudes related to economic conditions. Adverse economic conditions might not directly lead to
increased homophobic behaviors by employers. Future studies will require research from new
regions to assess whether the assigned patterns can be generalized beyond the Greek case.
Vasilopoulou and Halikiopoulou (2015) indicated that it would be misguided to assume that
indi id als grie ances a tomaticall translate into far-right party mobilization. The Eurozone debt
crisis affected other European countries, including Cyprus, Ireland, Italy, Portugal, and Spain, that
did not experience a comparable rise in support for the far-right (Vasilopoulou and Halikiopoulou,
2015). The evaluation suggests that the Greek economic recession did not create those aspects but
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simply brought forth a Greek conservatism and heterosexism that remained out of sight for some
time (Papanikolaou and Kolocotroni, 2018; Carastathis, 2015).
6.v Policy implications
The empirical patterns of this study call for policy interventions. Based on the tastediscrimination, there is a need for policies to ban discriminators, in addition to the introduction of
equality campaigns to reduce prejudice (Becker, 1957; 1993). The Greek government should
attempt to affect p blic opinion and people s attit des to ard se

al orientation minorities

(Drydakis, 2019). The present outcomes are noteworthy when considered in the context of the 2000
EU employment legislation (2000/78/EC) aimed at securing improvements in the EU labor market
position of minority population groups. The utilization of statistical discrimination means
employers should develop affordable tests to predict productivity, and social planners should
introduce equality campaigns to reduce incorrect stereotypes (Phelps, 1972; Arrow, 1973; 1998). In
Greece, the lack of a public educational and informational instrument represents a critical factor
preventing the achievement of social and labor equality (Drydakis, 2015b; 2011; 2012; 2009).
Positive workplace practices can reduce workplace biases against LGBTIQ+ people and
foster positive payoffs in the labor market (Hossain et al., 2020; Wang et al., 2018). Antidiscrimination laws can reduce earnings penalties for gay men relative to heterosexual men
(Delhommer, 2020). Working in a firm with a diversity and equity management policy can
positively affect the earnings of gay men (Wang et al., 2018). Moreover, anti-discriminatory laws
prohibiting discrimination in the workplace based on sexual orientation and LGBT workplace
equality could spur innovation, firm performance, and marketing capability (Patel and Feng, 2020;
Shan et al. 2016; Hossain et al., 2020; Johnson and Cooper, 2015).
6.vi Limitations and future research
The st d s o tcomes pro ide patterns b t sho ld not represent the a erage se al
orientation minority individual for various reasons. The study focused on the private sector and
examined the workplace prospects of young and less-educated applicants. This took place because
such a group of people demonstrated greater vulnerability to biased attitudes (Laurent and Mihoubi,
2012; Kara, 2006). New studies have to be conducted to examine whether the presented patterns
can be verified in the public sector and for older and better-educated profiles. Moreover, the present
study only examined four occupations. New studies examining additional occupations shall provide
clearer patterns. Furthermore, research should consider that in reality, job offers can be obtained via
networks and informal searches (Drydakis, 2011). Such an omission could affect the interpretation
of the current results. Furthermore, the demographic characteristics of the recruiters and the
20

industrial characteristics of firms should be captured in subsequent studies, potentially resulting in
additional insights.
Moreover, new studies might consider utilizing alternative sexual orientation labelling in the
applications. Re ealing the gender of the applicant s spo se might pro ide a stronger signal
associated with greater biases (Ahmed et al., 2013). The study did not focus on lesbian women or
other sexual orientation minority groups. It is of interest to examine comparable patterns for lesbian
women, especially in this period where, contrary to the earlier literature, lesbian women have been
found to receive lower wages in comparison to heterosexual women (Drydakis and Zimmermann,
2020; Drydakis, 2019; Martell, 2020; Bryson, 2017).
The present st d fo nd that recr iters biased attit des to ard ga men increased and that
gay applicants experienced higher occupational access constraints and greater wage sorting in
lower-paid occupations. However, the findings do not reveal whether those who received an
invitation for an interview might experience further bias. A combination of experimental and
administrative data sources and meta-analyses are required to assess minority populations'
experiences in the labor market.
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Table 1. Descriptive statistics. Access to occupations
Outcomes
Jobs
Neither
At least
Invited
one
Jobs
invited

Both
invited

Only heterosexual men
were invited

Only gay men
were invited

Net discrimination

(2)

(3)

(2)-(3) [(2)-(3)]/(1)
%

(1)

2
test

Panel I: 2006-2007 period
(Experiment I)
Office jobs
Industrial jobs
Resta rants and caf ser ices
Shop sales
Total

455
346
511
402
1714

268
215
342
193
1018

187
131
169
209
696

46
40
57
87
230

140
89
110
118
457

1
2
2
4
9

139
87
108
114
448

74.33
66.41
63.9
54.54
64.36

137.02*
83.17*
104.14*
106.52*
430.69*

Panel II: 2013-2014 period
(Experiment II)
Office jobs
Industrial jobs
Resta rants and caf ser ices
Shop sales
Total

328
301
259
327
1215

213
206
190
199
808

115
95
69
128
407

12
7
12
5
36

102
88
56
122
368

1
0
1
1
3

101
88
55
121
365

87.82
92.63
79.71
94.53
89.68

99.03*
88*
53.07*
120.00*
359.09*

Panel III: 2018-2019 period
(Experiment III)
Office jobs
Industrial jobs
Resta rants and caf ser ices
Shop sales
Total

276
258
331
282
1147

173
178
180
214
745

103
80
151
68
402

11
14
10
11
46

91
65
141
56
353

1
1
0
1
3

90
64
141
55
350

87.37
80
93.37
80.88
87.06

88.04*
62.06*
141*
53.07*
244.14*
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Table 2. Descriptive Statistics. Wages
Heterosexual
men

Gay men

Difference

Percentage

t-test

(1)

(2)

(1)-(2)

[(1)-(2)]/(1)
%

Panel I: 2006-2007 period
Office jobs
Industrial jobs
Resta rants and caf ser ices
Shop sales
Total

4.73 (56)
4.57 (43)
4.17 (45)
4.20 (71)
4.41 (215)

4.43 (16)
4.16 (16)
4.09 (17)
3.96 (30)
4.12 (79)

0.29
0.41
0.08
0.24
0.29

6.13
8.97
1.91
5.71
6.57

2.26*
3.49*
1.48
3.75*
5.18*

Panel II: 2013-2014 period
Office jobs
Industrial jobs
Resta rants and caf ser ices
Shop sales
Total

4.26 (25)
4.04 (29)
3.92 (21)
3.97 (34)
4.05 (109)

3.79 (8)
3.66 (6)
3.63 (6)
3.72 (13)
3.71 (33)

0.47
0.38
0.29
0.25
0.34

11.03
9.40
7.39
6.29
8.39

3.77*
3.40*
2.95*
3.11*
6.16*

Panel III: 2018-2019 period
Office jobs
Industrial jobs
Resta rants and caf ser ices
Shop sales
Total

4.31 (34)
4.25 (22)
4.04 (37)
4.02 (24)
4.15 (117)

3.85 (4)
3.76 (6)
3.7 (5)
3.6 (5)
3.73 (20)

0.46
0.49
0.34
0.42
0.42

10.67
11.52
8.41
10.44
10.12

3.39*
3.81*
3.37*
3.16*
6.45*

Notes: Net hourly wages. Observations are given in the parentheses. *Statistically significant at the 1% level.
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Table 3. Estimates. Access to occupations
Model I
Model II
Experiment I Experiment II
2006-2007
2013-2014

Model III
Experiment III
2018-2019

Model IV
Experiments
I-II-III

Model V
Experiments
I-II-III

Gay men^

-0.264
(0.014)*

-0.280
(0.000)*

-0.304
(0.015)*

-0.282
(0.008)*

-0.221
(0.012)*

Industrial jobs^^

-0.007
(0.022)

-0.022
(0.019)

-0.017
(0.020)

-0.015
(0.012)

-0.014
(0.012)

Resta rants and caf
services^^

-0.034
(0.020)***

-0.016 (
0.020)

0.031
(0.019)

-0.008
(0.012)

-0.008
(0.012)

Shop sales^^

0.119
(0.023)*

0.027
(0.020)

-0.057
(0.018)*

0.040
(0.013)*

0.039
(0.013)*

2013-2014 period^^^

-

-

-

-0.071
(0.014)*

-0.035
(0.017)**

2018-2019 period^^^

-

-

-

-0.062
(0.015)*

-0.019
(0.017)

Ga men
2013-2014 period

-

-

-

-

-0.093
(0.017)*

Ga men
2018-2019 period

-

-

-

-

-0.111
(0.016)*

LR x2

365.31

358.26

407.13

1086.95

1127.52

Prob> x2

0.000

0.000

0.000

0.000

0.000

Pseudo R2

0.091

0.152

0.179

0.125

0.129

Log likelihood

-1817.1

-997.0

-929.2

-3800.15

-3779.81

Observations
3428
2430
2294
8152
8152
Notes: Probit estimates reporting marginal effects. (^) The reference category is heterosexual men. (^^) The
reference category is office jobs. (^^^) The reference category is 2006-2007 period. The models control for CV
type, sending order and type. Standard errors are in parentheses. *Statistically significant at the 1% level.
**Statistically significant at the 5% level. ***Statistically significant at the 10% level.
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Table 4. Estimates. Wages
Model I
Experiment I
2006-2007

Model II
Experiment II
2013-2014

Model III
Experiment III
2018-2019

Model IV
Experiments
I-II-III

Model V
Experiments
I-II-III

Gay men^

-0.039
(0.006)*

-0.057
(0.009)*

-0.071
(0.010)*

-0.051
(0.005)*

-0.040
(0.000)*

Industrial jobs^^

-0.029
(0.009)*

-0.038
(0.011)*

-0.008
(0.010)

-0.025
(0.006)*

-0.025
(0.006)*

Resta rants and caf
services^^

-0.076
(0.009)*

-0.059
(0.011)*

-0.042
(0.009)*

-0.059
(0.006)*

-0.059
(0.006)*

Shop sales^^

-0.079
(0.008)*

-0.046
(0.010)*

-0.047
(0.010)*

-0.061
(0.005)*

-0.061
(0.005)*

2013-2014 period^^^

-

-

-

-0.070
(0.007)*

-0.064
(0.008)*

2018-2019 period^^^

-

-

-

-0.053
(0.007)*

-0.045
(0.008)*

Ga men
2013-2014 period

-

-0.018
(0.011)

Ga men
2018-2019 period

-

-0.032
(0.013)**

F

26.24

12.22

13.13

46.65

39.05

Prob> F

0.000

0.000

0.000

0.000

0.000

Adj R2

0.340

0.357

0.384

0.418

0.422

Root MSE

0.052

0.045

0.042

0.050

0.049

Observations

294

142

137

573

573

Notes: OLS natural logarithm of net hourly wage estimates. (^) The reference category is heterosexual men.
(^^) The reference category is office jobs. (^^^) The reference category is 2006-2007 period. The models
control for CV type, sending order and type. Standard errors are in parentheses. *Statistically significant at the
1% level. **Statistically significant at the 5% level.
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Table 5. Estimates. Access to occupations and wages
Model I
Model II
Model III
Access to
Access to
Wages^^
occupations^ occupations^ Experiments
Experiments Experiments
I-II-III
I-II-III
I-II-III

Model IV
Model V
Wages^^
Access to
Experiments occupations^
I-II-III
Experiments
I-II-III

Model VI
Wages^^
Experiments
I-II-III

Gay men#

-0.282
(0.008)*

-0.178
(0.020)*

-0.050
(0.005)*

-0.033
(0.010)*

-0.221
(0.012)*

-0.041
(0.006)*

Monthly
unemployment level

-0.003
(0.000)*

-0.001
(0.000)

-0.003
(0.000)*

-0.003
(0.000)*

0.006
(0.010)

0.001
(0.005)

Industrial jobs##

-0.015
(0.012)

-0.015
(0.012)

-0.025
(0.006)*

-0.025
(0.006)*

-0.014
(0.012)

-0.025
(0.006)*

Resta rants and caf
services##

-0.009
(0.012)

-0.008
(0.012)

-0.060
(0.006)*

-0.060
(0.006)*

-0.008
(0.012)

-0.059
(0.006)*

Shop sales##

0.040
(0.013)*

0.039
(0.013)*

-0.060
(0.005)*

-0.060
(0.005)*

0.039
(0.013)

-0.061
(0.005)*

Ga men
Monthly
unemployment level

-

-0.006
(0.001)*

-

-0.001
(0.000)***

-

-

2013-2014 period###

-

-

-

-

-0.147
(0.157)

-0.080
(0.097)

2018-2019 period###

-

-

-

-

-0.078
(0.008)

-0.054
(0.048)

Ga men
Monthly
nemplo ment le el
2013-2014 period###

-

-

-

-

-0.003
(0.001)*

-0.001
(0.001)

Ga men
Monthly
nemplo ment le el
2018-2019 period###

-

-

-

-

-0.007
(0.001)*

-0.001
(0.000)**

LR x2
1080.48
1110.33
1127.93
Prob> x2
0.000
0.000
0.000
Pseudo R2
0.124
0.127
0.129
Log likelihood
-3803.39
-3788.46
-3779.66
Observations
8152
8152
8152
F
50.24
45.21
35.72
Prob> F
0.000
0.000
0.000
Adj R2
0.407
0.419
0.421
Root MSE
0.050
0.050
0.049
Observations
573
573
573
Notes: (^) Probit estimates reporting marginal effects (^^) OLS natural logarithm of net hourly wage estimates. (#)
The reference category is heterosexual men. (##) The reference category is office jobs. (###) The reference category is
2006-2007 period. The models control for CV type, sending order and type. Standard errors are in parentheses.
*Statistically significant at the 1% level. **Statistically significant at the 5% level. ***Statistically significant at the
10% level.
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Table 6. Descriptive statistics. Recruiters’ attitudes toward gay men (The RAG index)
Panel I
Experiment I
2006-2007
Firms invited
for interviews
both
heterosexual
and gay
applicants
2.36 (0.97)

Firms
invited for
interviews
only
heterosexual
applicants
2.8 (1.20)

t-test

Item 2. I feel that male homosexuality is a
negati e factor in one s life

3.33 (0.89)

Item 3. I feel that gay men should hide their
sexual orientation in the workplace to protect
vocational relationships and the firm s
reputation

Panel II
Experiment II
2013-2014

Panel III
Experiment III
2018-2019

Firms
invited for
interviews
only
heterosexual
applicants
3.28 (0.96)

t-test

t=-0.44

Firms invited
for interviews
both
heterosexual
and gay
applicants
2.54 (1.21)

3.41 (0.93)

t=-2.7*

3.55 (1.21)

2.6 (1.15)

2.67 (1.11)

t=-0.57

Item 4. I feel that male homosexuality relates
to poor performance

2.67 (0.82)

2.82 (0.87)

Item 5. I feel that male homosexuality bears a
relationship to higher employee turnover in
terms of gay men

2.58 (0.77)

Total: The RAG index per event

2.71 (0.44)

Item 1. I feel that there is something wrong in
a sexual relationship between two men

Firms invited
for interviews
only
heterosexual
applicants

t-test

t=-1.86***

Firms invited
for interviews
both
heterosexual
and gay
applicants
2.42 (0.51)

3.05 (0.92)

t=-3.13*

3.64 (1.10)

t=-2.35*

3.57 (0.93)

3.60 (1.02)

t=-2.44*

2.8 (1.32)

3.39 (0.91)

t=-0.29

2.93 (1.07)

3.48 (1.04)

t=-1.84

t=-1.20

2.81 (1.32)

3.40 (0.96)

t=-1.82***

2.78 (0.97)

3.48 (0.89)

t=-2.66*

2.74 (0.82)

t=-1.37

2.90 (1.22)

3.48 (0.86)

t=-1.99**

2.78 (0.97)

3.30 (0.54)

t=-2.88*

2.88 (0.50)

t=-2.57*

2.92 (0.69)

3.44 (0.83)

t=-1.96**

2.9 (0.42)

3.38 (0.55)

t=-3.13*

Total: The RAG index joint events (firms
2.81 (0.48)
3.39 (0.83)
3.31 (0.56)
invited for interviews both heterosexual and
gay applicants and firms invited for interviews
only heterosexual applicants)
Number of firms
84
120
11
97
14
78
Notes: Standard deviations are in parentheses. *Statistically significant at the 1% level. **Statistically significant at the 5% level. ***Statistically significant at the 10% level.
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Table 7. Correlation matrix. Restricted sample on gay men
Gay
Net
Recr iters Monthly
applicants
hourly
attitudes
unemployment
access to
wages
toward
occupations
gay men

2013-2014
period ^

2018-2019
period ^

(The RAG
index)

Ga applicants
access to
occupations

1

Net
hourly
wages

-0.251
(0.001)*

1

Recr iters
attitudes toward
gay men

-0.294
(0.000)*

-0.249
(0.001)*

1

Monthly
unemployment

-0.310
(0.000)*

-0.336
(0.000)*

0.381
(0.000)*

1

2013-2014
period ^

-0.228
(0.000)*

-0.294
(0.000)*

0.277
(0.000)*

0.882
(0.000)*

1

2018-2019
period ^

-0.143
(0.003)*

-0.053
(0.498)

0.186
(0.000)*

0.151
(0.002)*

-0.328
(0.000)*

(The RAG index)

Notes: (^) The reference category is 2006-2007 period. *Statistically significant at the 1% level.
.
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Table 8. Estimates. Access to occupations and wages. Restricted sample on gay men
Model I
Model II
Model I
Access to
Wages^^
Access to
occupations^
Experiments
occupations^
Experiments
I-II-III
Experiments
I-II-III
I-II-III
Recr iters attit des to ard ga men -0.177
-0.016
(The RAG index)
(0.039)*
(0.009)***

Model IV
Wages^^
Experiments
I-II-III
-

Recr iters attit des to ard ga men:
Taste-discrimination items

-

-

-0.096
(0.003)*

-0.012
(0.009)

Recr iters attit des to ard ga men:
Statistical-discrimination items

-

-

-0.081
(0.030)*

-0.003
(0.009)

Industrial jobs#

0.036
(0.069)

-0.027
(0.018)

-0.037
(0.069)

-0.026
(0.018)

Resta rants and caf ser ices#

0.013
(0.063)

-0.070
(0.017)*

0.014
(0.063)

-0.070
(0.017)*

Shop sales#

0.098
(0.067)

-0.081
(0.017)*

0.096
(0.067)

-0.080
(0.017)*

2013-2014 period##

-0.209
(0.070)**

-0.061
(0.025)**

-0.210
(0.070)**

-0.061
(0.025)*

2018-2019 period##

-0.137
(0.079)

-0.021
(0.024)

-0.138
(0.079)

-0.022
(0.024)

LR x2
66.49
66.65
Prob> x2
0.000
0.000
Pseudo R2
0.141
0.141
Log likelihood
-202.31
-202.23
Observations
404
404
F
7.20
6.46
Prob> F
0.000
0.000
Adj R2
0.256
0.252
Root MSE
0.075
0.075
Observations
163
163
Notes: (^) Probit estimates reporting marginal effects. (^^) OLS natural logarithm of net hourly wage
estimates. (#) The reference category is office jobs. (##) The reference category is 2006-2007 period. The
models control for sectors, CV type, sending order and type. Standard errors are in parentheses. *Statistically
significant at the 1% level. **Statistically significant at the 5% level. ***Statistically significant at the 10%
level.

33

Appendix. Greece. Macroeconomic indicators, LGBTIQ+ acceptance indicators and politics
Macroeconomic indicators
LGBTIQ+ acceptance indicators
In 2006-2007, the unemployment rate was 8.7%,
the GDP was 295.9b, the growth rate was 4.5%,
the rate of people living at risk of poverty or social
exclusion was 20%. (1)

Far-right political party

Institutional policies
In January 2005 the
3304/2005 Law combated
discrimination on grounds of
sexual orientation in the
workplace. (9,10)

In 2013-2014, the unemployment rate was 26.9%,
the GDP was 238.4b, the growth rate was -1.2%,
the rate of people living at risk of poverty or social
exclusion was 35.1%. (1)

In 2012-2014, verbal abuse and physical violence against
LGBTIQ+ people increased. Organized street gangs were
formed, and persecutions against LGBTIQ+ people took
place across the country. (2) Between 2013 and 2019,
reportages in the popular international press indicated
that homophobia escalated. (3)

In the 2012 parliamentary elections a far-right
political party won 7% of the vote, finished
third in the 2014 European elections (9.4%),
and gained third place in the parliamentary
elections of 2015 (6.4%). (8)

In December 2015, the
4356/2015 Law legalized
same-sex partnerships. (9,10)

In 2018-2019, the unemployment rate was 18.2%,
the GDP was 213.9b, the growth rate was 1.8%,
the rate of people living at risk of poverty or social
exclusion was 31.8%. (1)

The 2018 annual report of the Racist Violence Recording
Network revealed increased homophobic attacks,
aggressiveness, and anger since 2015. (4)

During the 2019 European elections the farright political party won 4.8% of the vote and
during the 2019 parliamentary election lost all
of its seats in the Hellenic Parliament, winning
only 2.9% of the vote. (8)

In October 2017 the
4491/2017 Law permitted
people to legally change their
gender on all official
documents without
undergoing sterilization. (9,10)

The 2019 OECD report found that the country
experienced a decreased acceptance of homosexuality.
(5)

In October 2020, a court ruled that nearly the
entire leadership of the far-right political party
will be imprisoned for operating a criminal
gang under the guise of being a political party.
(8)

The 2019 Eurobarometer survey suggested that more
homophobia existed in Greece than the EU28 average.
(6)
The 2020 European Union Agency for Fundamental
Rights survey indicated that the shares of EU
respondents who felt discriminated against were highest
in Greece. (7)
Notes: Resources (1): Eurostat database, World Bank database, Hellenic Statistical Authority database. (2) Sroiter, A. (2014). Autopsy: Homophobic Attacks. Athens: Alpha TV. (3) BBC News, 2 October 2013; The Guardian, 7 September 2014;
The New York Times, 5 October 2015; Deutsche Welle, 2 May 2017; The EU Observer, 28 Mai 2018; TRT World, 19 April 2019; The Independent, 1 March 2019. (4) Racist Violence Recording Network (2018). Annual Report: 2018. Athens:
Racist Violence Recording Network. (5) OECD (2019). Society at a Glance 2019. OECD Social Indicators. Paris: OECD. ( 6) Eurobarometer (2019). Special Eurobarometer 493. Discrimination in the European Union: The Social Acceptance of
LGBTI People in the EU. Brussels: European Commission. (7) European Union Agency for Fundamental Rights (FRA, 2020). A Long Way to Go for LGBTI Equality. Brussels: FRA. (8) The New York Times, 7 October 2020; BBC News, 7
October 2020; CNN News, 8 October 2020. (9) The Guardian, 23 December 2015. (10) The Guardian, 10 October 2017.
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