
Sexual Orientation Disclosure,
Concealment, Harassment,

and Military Cohesion: Perceptions
of LGBT Military Veterans

Bonnie Moradi
University of Florida, Gainesville, Florida

From the perspective of 445 lesbian, gay, bisexual, and transgender (LGBT) U.S.
military veterans, the present study examined hypothesized relations of sexual orien-
tation disclosure, concealment, and harassment with unit social and task cohesion.
Findings indicated that sexual orientation disclosure was related positively, whereas
sexual orientation concealment and harassment were related negatively to social co-
hesion. Also, through their links with social cohesion, each of these variables was re-
lated indirectly to task cohesion. When the set of predictors was examined together,
sexual orientation disclosure had a positive direct relation with social cohesion and a
positive indirect relation with task cohesion, whereas sexual orientation–based ha-
rassment had a negative direct relation with social cohesion and a negative indirect
relation with task cohesion. These data provide useful groundwork for evaluating
military policies and practices regarding sexual orientation.

Lesbian, gay, bisexual, and transgender (LGBT) persons have a history of serving
in the military (Burrelli, 1994) despite military policies and practices that have
barred these individuals from serving openly (Burrelli; Herek, 1993). The present
military position on LGBT persons’ service is expressed in a memorandum on mil-
itary policy on homosexual conduct in which the Secretary of Defense asserted
that “sexual orientation is considered to be a personal and private matter, and ho-
mosexual orientation is not a bar to service entry or continued service unless mani-
fested by homosexual conduct” and “homosexuality is incompatible with military
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service because it interferes with the factors critical to combat effectiveness, in-
cluding unit morale, unit cohesion and individual privacy” (Secretary of Defense,
1993, p. 1). Based on this position, Don’t Ask, Don’t Tell, Don’t Pursue
(DADTDP) allows LGBT persons to serve in the military but requires that they
conceal their sexual orientation and maintains that homosexual conduct is incom-
patible with military service and is therefore grounds for discharge.

Since the adoption of DADTDP, there has been debate about its utility and
harm to the military and to LGBT servicemembers. Some scholars have asserted
that banning LGBT servicemembers from serving openly is necessary for preserv-
ing unit cohesion (Moskos, 1994; Ray, 1993; Wells-Petry, 1993), whereas other
scholars have challenged this perspective (e.g., Belkin, 2003; Herek, 1993, 1996;
Terman, 2004). In a recent resolution, the APA Task Force on Sexual Orientation
and Military Service (which includes representatives from APA’s Division 19)
characterized DADTDP as harmful and stated that the task force “recognizes and
abhors the many detrimental effects that the law has had on individual service
members, the military, and American society” (Taylor, 2004, p. 12). The debate
about DADTDP is particularly salient at the present time given the importance of
military recruitment and retention for the ongoing conflicts in Afghanistan and
Iraq on the one hand and reports of discharges of many LGBT servicemembers
with expertise critical to these missions (e.g., Arabic language translators) on the
other (United States Government Accountability Office, 2005). To inform this de-
bate, the core assumption of DADTDP that LGBT persons serving openly will
have a deleterious impact on unit cohesion must be evaluated empirically.

DADTDP, however, poses a challenge to using the perspective of heterosexual
servicemembers to test the cohesion impact of LGBT persons’ concealment and
disclosure of their sexual orientation. Specifically, under DADTDP, many hetero-
sexual servicemembers may not be aware that they are serving with LGBT col-
leagues. Thus, perceptions of unit cohesion for heterosexual servicemembers who
have and have not served with LGBT servicemembers cannot be compared. Thus,
under DADTDP, LGBT servicemembers are the only personnel who have infor-
mation about their own sexual orientations and can provide their perceptions of
unit cohesion in the units in which they served. As such, the perceptions of LGBT
servicemembers are a reasonable place to begin empirical examination of cohe-
sion in units that include LGBT servicemembers. Therefore, the present study uses
LGBT servicembers’ perceptions to explore the relations of unit cohesion with
sexual orientation concealment behaviors (required by DADTDP), sexual orienta-
tion disclosure behaviors (disallowed by DADTDP), and sexual orientation–based
harassment experiences. The role of sexual orientation–based harassment, in addi-
tion to the roles of sexual orientation concealment and disclosure, is important to
consider because DADTDP includes a directive explicitly banning such harass-
ment. In fact, the Secretary of Defense proposed a 13-point Anti-Harassment Ac-
tion Plan to combat sexual orientation–based harassment in the military and
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equated the military’s stance on sexual orientation–based harassment to its strong
stance against sexual or racial harassment (Terman, 2004). Thus, it is important to
examine the extent to which sexual orientation concealment, disclosure, and ha-
rassment within military units each may be linked with unit cohesion.

Although prior studies have not examined relations among sexual orientation
concealment, disclosure, harassment, and work-related outcomes with LGBT mil-
itary personnel, studies with nonmilitary workers provide useful groundwork for
examining these relations with LGBT military personnel. Within extant literature,
sexual orientation disclosure is considered to promote positive personal and
job-related outcomes, whereas sexual orientation concealment and sexual orienta-
tion–based harassment are considered to be stressors that can have deleterious per-
sonal and job-related outcomes (Croteau, 1996; Croteau, Anderson, Distefano, &
Kampa-Kokesch, 2000; Morgan & Brown, 1993; Ragins, Cornwell, & Miller,
2003).

Specifically, sexual orientation disclosure and concealment have been concep-
tualized as strategies that LGBT persons use to manage their identities in the face
of cultural and organizational stigma against homosexuality (e.g., Croteau, 1996;
Croteau et al., 2000; Fassinger, 1996; Griffin, 1992; Hall, 1986; Levine & Leon-
ard, 1984; Woods & Harbeck, 1992). Importantly, both concealment and disclo-
sure strategies may be used by the same individual in different contexts and with
different people within the organization. Thus, concealment and disclosure strate-
gies are not thought to be opposite ends of a continuum but rather conceptualized
as two different strategies that LGBT individuals may use simultaneously within
the same organization. Greater concealment and lower disclosure are thought to be
stressful for the well-being and work of LGBT persons, in part because they pro-
mote social isolation, and through this social isolation, reduce work commitment
and performance (e.g., Badgett, 1996; Croteau, 1996; Fassinger, 1996; Herek,
1996; Irwin, 2002; Powers, 1996). The social isolation resultant from concealment
and nondisclosure of sexual orientation might be particularly deleterious in mili-
tary units in which interpersonal connection, support, and trust among unit mem-
bers are thought to be paramount to unit cohesion and effectiveness (e.g., J. Grif-
fith, 2002; J. Griffith & Vaitkus, 1999; Sinclair & Tucker, 2006).

Consistent with the posited associations of concealment and nondisclosure of
sexual orientation with negative work outcomes, a series of studies has linked sex-
ual orientation concealment with lower and sexual orientation disclosure with
higher job satisfaction (e.g., Button, 2001; Day & Schoenrade, 1997; K. H. Grif-
fith & Hebl, 2002; Ragins & Cornwell, 2001). Concealment of sexual orientation
also has been linked with work-related stress and isolation (Boatwright, Gilbert,
Forrest, & Ketzenberger, 1996; Day & Schoenrade, 1997; K. H. Griffith & Hebl,
2002). Furthermore, additional studies have linked sexual orientation concealment
and disclosure in expected directions with variables that parallel military unit co-
hesion such as organizational commitment, peer relationship support and satisfac-
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tion, and cooperative group process (e.g., Button; Chrobot-Mason, Button, &
DiClementi, 2002; Day & Schoenrade; Ellis & Riggle, 1995; Ragins & Cornwell).
Thus, sexual orientation concealment may be related negatively, whereas sex-
ual orientation disclosure may be related positively to perceived military unit
cohesion.

In addition to attention to workplace sexual orientation concealment and disclo-
sure, a number of prior studies have focused on sexual orientation–based harass-
ment as an important workplace stressor for LGBT persons. Workplace sexual ori-
entation–based harassment has been shown to be related to physical and psycho-
logical symptomatology of LGBT persons (Smith & Ingram, 2004; Waldo, 1999).
In addition to its link with health indicators, perceived workplace sexual orienta-
tion–based harassment has been linked with lower job satisfaction and greater
turnover intentions (Lyons, Brenner, & Fassinger, 2005; Ragins & Cornwell,
2001; Waldo). As with sexual orientation concealment and disclosure, perceived
workplace sexual orientation–based harassment is also linked with variables con-
ceptually similar to military unit cohesion, such as commitment to and perceived
shared values with the organization (Button, 2001; Lyons et al.; Ragins &
Cornwell). Based on these findings, perceived sexual orientation–based harass-
ment may be related to lower military unit cohesion.

Thus, empirical data support conceptualizations of lower sexual orientation
disclosure and higher sexual orientation concealment and sexual orientation–
based harassment experiences as job-related stressors that are linked with deleteri-
ous work outcomes for LGBT persons. Importantly, these findings are also consis-
tent with the posited relation of job stress with military cohesion and related con-
structs. Specifically, job-related stress has been posited to reduce military unit
cohesion and organizational citizenship behaviors (e.g., J. Griffith & Vaitkus,
1999; Sinclair & Tucker, 2006). Therefore, as work-related stressors, limiting sex-
ual orientation disclosure, actively concealing sexual orientation, and being ex-
posed to sexual orientation–based harassment each may be linked with lower mili-
tary unit cohesion.

In examining the relations of sexual orientation concealment, disclosure, and
harassment with military unit cohesion, it is important to consider the distinction
between social and task cohesion. Particularly, unit social or interpersonal cohe-
sion reflects the emotional bonds among unit members, whereas task or instrumen-
tal cohesion reflects shared commitment to and confidence in carrying out group
goals (e.g., J. Griffith, 2002; J. Griffith & Vaitkus, 1999; R. MacCoun, Kier, &
Belkin, 2006; R. J. MacCoun, 1996; Mullen & Copper, 1994; Oliver, Harman,
Hoover, Hayes, & Pandhi, 1999; Siebold, 1999, 2006, 2007). Sexual orientation
disclosure, concealment, and harassment are likely to be related directly to social
cohesion given their posited impact on social aspects of unit climate (e.g., Herek,
1996; R. J. MacCoun). Nevertheless, because social and task cohesion have been
found to be correlated (e.g., R. J. MacCoun; Mullen & Copper; Zaccaro, 1991;
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Zaccaro & Lowe, 1988), sexual orientation disclosure, concealment, and harass-
ment may be related indirectly to task cohesion through their association with so-
cial cohesion and the present study will explore this possibility.

THE PRESENT STUDY

The literature reviewed here suggests that sexual orientation concealment and dis-
closure, as well as perceived sexual orientation–based harassment experiences,
each are linked with important work outcomes for LGBT employees. The litera-
ture on military cohesion suggests that these stressors are likely to be related to
bonding or social aspects of cohesion, and through this link with social cohesion,
they may be related indirectly to task cohesion as well. The present study explores
these possibilities by testing the following hypotheses with a sample of LGBT mil-
itary veterans:

1. Consistent with prior research on LGBT persons’ workplace experiences,
LGBT military veterans’ reports of sexual orientation disclosure will be re-
lated positively, whereas reports of sexual orientation concealment and
sexual orientation–based harassment will be related negatively with unit
social cohesion.

2. Given prior research on the link between unit social and task cohesion,
LGBT military veterans’ reports of sexual orientation disclosure will be re-
lated indirectly and positively, whereas reports of sexual orientation con-
cealment and sexual orientation–based harassment will be related indi-
rectly and negatively with unit task cohesion through their links with unit
social cohesion.

To provide a more stringent test of the hypotheses, general job satisfaction is
controlled in the analyses to elucidate the unique relations among the variables of
interest above and beyond potential covariations with generally positive or nega-
tive views toward the job.

METHOD

Participants

Participants were 445 LGBT military veterans, approximately 35% of whom had
served in the Army, 26% in the Navy, 25% in the Air Force, 6% in the Marine
Corps, 2% in the Coast Guard, and 5% in other or multiple branches. In terms of
their gender, about 24% of participants identified as women, 72% as men, and 3%
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as transgender. Their current ages ranged from 19 to 82 years (M = 45.99; Mdn =
46.00; SD = 13.91). About 25% of the sample reported that they left the military in
or prior to 1980, 13% left between 1981 and 1990, 26% left between 1991 and
2000, and the remaining 35% reported departure dates after 2000. Approximately
84% of the sample identified as White/Caucasian, 5% as Hispanic/Latina/o, 3% as
African American/Black, 2% as Asian American/Pacific Islander, 1% as Ameri-
can Indian/Native American, and 4% as multiracial or other. In terms of their cur-
rent socioeconomic class, about 45% identified as middle class, 30% as upper mid-
dle class, 16% as working class, 4% as upper class, and 3% as lower class. With
regard to their highest level of education, approximately 28% of the sample re-
ported having some college or technical school training, 28% reported having a
college degree, 28% reported having a graduate or professional degree, 12% re-
ported having some graduate or professional training, and 4% had a high school
degree.

Instruments

Participants completed a survey that included the instruments that are described
next. Questions were stated in the past tense given that participants’ perceptions of
past military service were being assessed. Prior to participant recruitment, feed-
back about the clarity and organization of the survey was solicited from U.S. mili-
tary veterans. Based on this feedback, the organization and presentation of instruc-
tions were clarified and minor modifications to item wording were made to make
items more applicable to servicemembers (e.g., an item asking about “wearing or
displaying” LGBT-related symbols was modified to remove “wearing” given that
military personnel wear uniforms).

General job satisfaction. General job satisfaction was assessed with the
5-item job satisfaction scale used by Seibold and Lindsay (2000) and two addi-
tional job satisfaction items used by Castro and Adler (2000). These items are used
to assess military personnel’s satisfaction with their work and job as a whole. Par-
ticipants rated these items on a 5-point continuum (1 = strongly disagree to 5 =
strongly agree) to indicate how they felt about their job when they were in the mili-
tary. Item ratings were averaged to yield a mean satisfaction score, with higher
scores indicating higher levels of general job satisfaction. Cronbach’s alpha coef-
ficients for these items have been found to be in the high .80s and low .90s (Castro
& Adler; Seibold & Lindsay). In terms of validity, job satisfaction scores based on
these items have been shown to be independent from non-work-related factors
such as marital status, parental status, or housing location (i.e., barracks, on-post,
off-post; Seibold & Lindsay). Cronbach’s alpha for job satisfaction items in the
present sample was .95.
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Unit social and task cohesion. J. Griffith’s (2002) peer cohesion scales
were used in the present study to assess respondents’ perceptions of cohesion
within the last units in which they served. Specifically, unit social cohesion was as-
sessed with J. Griffith’s 5 peer emotional support items and unit task cohesion was
assessed with the 7 peer task support items. Participants rate these items on a
5-point continuum (1 = strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree), item ratings were
averaged for each scale, with higher scores indicating higher levels of social and
task cohesion. In a factor analysis, J. Griffith found that peer social and task cohe-
sion items loaded on their respective factors. As additional evidence of validity, he
found that soldiers’ peer social and task cohesion scores were correlated positively
and uniquely with their reported psychological well-being and sense of pride and
belonging to their unit, above and beyond the roles of rank, level of education, ra-
cial/ethnic minority status, perceived stress, and perceptions of leader cohesion.
With the present sample, Cronbach’s alpha was .88 for social cohesion items and
.91 for task cohesion items.

Sexual orientation concealment and disclosure. Anderson, Croteau, Chung,
and DiStefano (2001) developed the Workplace Sexual Identity Management
Measure (WSIM) based on conceptual literature and data about how LGBT per-
sons manage their sexual orientation identities in work contexts. For the present
study, the 8-item Covering subscale was used to assess sexual orientation conceal-
ment behaviors and the 8-item Explicitly Out subscale was used to assess sexual
orientation disclosure behaviors that participants engaged in within their units.
Participants rated items on a 4-point continuum (1 = never to 4 = always) to indi-
cate the extent to which they engaged in the sexual orientation concealment and
disclosure behaviors in military contexts during the time that they were in the mili-
tary. Item ratings are averaged and higher scores indicate greater levels of the
corresponding behaviors. Anderson et al. found 2-week test–retest reliabilities of
.77 and .87 for Covering and Explicitly Out scores, respectively, and found
Cronbach’s alphas of .73 and .91 for Covering and Explicitly Out items, respec-
tively. With regard to validity, Anderson et al.’s factor analysis of WSIM items
supported the factor structures of the Covering and Explicitly Out items. They also
found that, as expected, Covering and Explicitly Out scores were correlated nega-
tively with one another. Also, Covering scores were correlated negatively,
whereas Explicitly Out scores were correlated positively with respondents’ re-
ported satisfaction with outness at work. With the present sample, Cronbach’s al-
pha for Covering items was .71 and for Explicitly Out items was .79.

Perceived sexual orientation–based harassment. Waldo’s (1999) Work-
place Heterosexist Experiences Questionnaire (WHEQ) was used to assess partici-
pants’ perceptions of sexual orientation–based harassment within their unit. Par-
ticipants rated the 22 items in terms of how frequently (0 = never to 4 = most of the
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time) a military person in their unit engaged in each of the sexual orienta-
tion–based harassment behaviors during the time that they were in the military.
Item ratings are averaged and higher scores indicate higher levels of perceived
sexual orientation–based harassment. Cronbach’s alphas for WHEQ items across
LGBT samples have been in the .90s (e.g., Lyons et al., 2005; Smith & Ingram,
2004; Waldo). In terms of validity, WHEQ scores have been linked positively with
perceived job stress and perceived organizational tolerance for sexual orienta-
tion–based harassment and negatively with perceived fit with the organization
(Lyons et al.; Waldo). Cronbach’s alpha for WHEQ items in the present sample
was .92.

Procedures

To facilitate access to LGBT military veterans, the survey for the present study
was made available on an Internet site hosted by the author’s institution, following
guidelines developed for Internet research (Hewson, Laurent, & Vogel, 1996;
Michalak & Szabo, 1998; Nosek, Banaji, & Greenwald, 2002). In a comparison of
Internet and traditional data collection methods, Gosling, Vazire, Srivastava, and
John (2004) concluded that Internet methods are as good as traditional methods
and have a number of important advantages as well. More specifically, patterns of
findings as well as validity and reliability coefficients obtained with samples re-
cruited through Internet data collection have been shown to be consistent with
those obtained from traditional data collection methods (Gosling et al.). Also,
Internet data collection has been shown to have a number of advantages over tradi-
tional data collection methods including (a) resulting in greater demographic, geo-
graphic, and socioeconomic diversity in samples; (b) eliciting lower levels of so-
cially desirable responding; and (c) facilitating recruitment of difficult to reach
populations (Gosling et al.; Nosek et al.). Thus, Internet data collection was
deemed appropriate for recruiting LGBT military veterans.

Participants for the present study were recruited through national organizations
and networks as well as online groups serving LGBT servicemembers. An invita-
tion to participate in a study about LGBT U.S. military veterans was distributed to
members through groups’ message boards and listserves. The invitation provided
a Web link to the survey and encouraged recipients to forward the invitation to
other potentially interested participants. Upon accessing the survey link, partici-
pants received the informed consent page, clicked the “begin survey” button to in-
dicate that they read the consent form and agreed to participate, and were then
brought to the survey.

To ensure that participants were actively choosing their responses rather than
responding randomly, validity questions that asked participants to mark a particu-
lar response (e.g., “please click the button for Sometimes”) appeared throughout
the survey. Participants who marked an inaccurate response to more than 25% (2
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out of 8) of validity items were eliminated from analyses. Prior to analysis, data
were screened to eliminate (a) 1 participant with more than 25% inaccurate valid-
ity item responses, (b) 13 instances of duplicate submission (i.e., clicked submit
button twice), (c) 1 ineligible participant who identified as completely heterosex-
ual, and (d) 10 surveys missing substantial amounts of data; resulting in a final
sample size of 445 LGBT U.S. military veterans.

RESULTS

Preliminary Analyses

Descriptive statistics and intercorrelations among the variables of interest are re-
ported in Table 1. As these data indicate, participants were satisfied with their mili-
tary work (M = 4.04; SD =1.03; possible range of 1–5). Participants reported mod-
erately high levels of active sexual orientation concealment (M = 2.55; SD = 0.63;
possible range of 1–4), low levels of sexual orientation disclosure (M = 1.24; SD =
0.38; possible range of 1–4), and moderately low levels of sexual orienta-
tion–based harassment (M = 1.10; SD = 0.76; possible range of 0–4) in their units.
Participants also reported a moderate level of social cohesion (M = 2.94; SD =
1.12; possible range of 1–5) and a moderately high level of task cohesion (M =
3.78; SD = 0.86; possible range of 1–5) within their units.

As indicated in Table 1, and consistent with expectation, reported sexual orien-
tation disclosure was correlated significantly and positively, whereas reported sex-
ual orientation concealment was correlated significantly and negatively with so-
cial cohesion; but neither concealment nor disclosure was correlated significantly
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TABLE 1
Summary Statistics and Correlations Among Variables of Interest

Variables 1 2 3 4 5

Possible

Range M SD

1. General job

satisfaction

1–5 4.04 1.03 0.95

2. Sexual orientation

concealment

.01 1–4 2.55 0.63 0.71

3. Sexual orientation

disclosure

.07 –.35* 1–4 1.24 0.38 0.79

4. Sexual orientation

harassment

–.02 .35* –.04 0–4 1.10 0.76 0.92

5. Social cohesion .28* –.16* .18* –.20* 1–5 2.94 1.12 0.88

6. Task cohesion .56* –.06 .08 –.09* .40* 1–5 3.78 0.86 0.91

*p < .05. Higher scores reflect higher levels of each construct.



with task cohesion. Reported sexual orientation–based harassment was correlated
significantly and negatively with both social and task cohesion.

To examine potential indirect relations of sexual orientation disclosure, con-
cealment, and harassment with task cohesion through social cohesion, structural
equation modeling of manifest variables was conducted using Amos 5.0
(Arbuckle, 2003). Maximum likelihood estimation with the covariance matrix of
the variables of interest was used as input. A separate model was tested for each
of the three predictor variable of interest (i.e., concealment, disclosure, harass-
ment); these models estimated the path between the predictor and social cohe-
sion, and the path between social cohesion and task cohesion (see Figures 1 to 3),
allowing for the test of the significance of the indirect relation between the pre-
dictor (i.e., disclosure, concealment, harassment) and task cohesion through so-
cial cohesion. Level of general job satisfaction was included as a covariate in
these path models, given its significant relations with social and task cohesion
(see Table 1). After testing these separate models, a more complex model that in-
cluded all three predictor variables was tested to explore the unique direct and in-
direct relations of these variables with social and task cohesion, again controlling
for general job satisfaction (see Figure 4). Model fit was evaluated based on the
following recommended fit index values: goodness of fit index (GFI), adjusted
goodness of fit index (AGFI), comparative fit index (CFI), and nonnormed fit in-
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FIGURE 1 Path model for sexual orientation disclosure. Values reflect standardized coeffi-
cients. Dashed lines indicate nonsignificant paths; all other paths are significant at p < .001.

FIGURE 2 Path model for sexual orientation concealment. Values reflect standardized coef-
ficients. Dashed lines indicate nonsignificant paths; all other paths are significant at p < .001.



dex (NNFI; also known as the Tucker Lewis index [TLI]) values > .90; root mean
square error of approximation (RMSEA) and standardized root mean square val-
ues < .10 (Hu & Bentler, 1998, 1999; Marsh, Hau, & Wen, 2004; Weston &
Gore, 2006).

To test indirect effects in each model, standardized path coefficients were multi-
plied to compute the magnitude of indirect effects (Cohen & Cohen, 1983) and
Sobel’s formula (see Baron & Kenny, 1986; Frazier, Tix, & Barron, 2004) was used
to determine whether indirect effects were significantly different from zero. Further-
more, nested model comparisons were conducted to compare the fit of each indirect
model (i.e., constrained direct predictor–task cohesion paths to 0) with that of a fully
saturated model (i.e., freely estimated direct predictor–task cohesion paths). A sig-
nificant change in the chi square value for the nested model comparison would indi-
cate a poorer fit for the indirect model than for the fully saturated model and suggest
that the predictors of interest are related directly to task cohesion.
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FIGURE 3 Path model for sexual orientation–based harassment. Values reflect standardized
coefficients. Dashed lines indicate nonsignificant paths; all other paths are significant at
p < .001.

FIGURE 4 Path model for simultaneous examination of sexual orientation disclosure, con-
cealment, and harassment. Values reflect standardized coefficients. Dashed lines indicate
nonsignificant paths; all other depicted paths are significant at p < .001.



Sexual orientation disclosure model. Fit index values for the indirect sex-
ual orientation disclosure model (Figure 1) indicated a good fit and were as fol-
lows: GFI, AGFI, CFI, and TLI = 1.0; RMSEA = .00 with 90% confidence interval
of .00 to .06; and SRMR = .00. All estimated paths were significant and in the ex-
pected directions (see Figure 1). Specifically, while controlling for general job sat-
isfaction, sexual orientation disclosure was related positively to social cohesion
and social cohesion was related positively to task cohesion. Sexual orientation dis-
closure also had a significant indirect positive relation of .04 (.16 × .26; z = 3.15, p
< .01) with task cohesion through social cohesion. The nested model comparison
of the indirect model with the fully saturated model indicated that adding the direct
path between sexual orientation disclosure and task cohesion did not result in sig-
nificant improvement in model fit. The indirect model accounted for 11% of vari-
ance in social cohesion and 38% of variance in task cohesion.

Sexual orientation concealment model. Fit index values for the indirect
sexual orientation concealment model (Figure 2) indicated a good fit and were as
follows: GFI, AGFI, CFI, and TLI = 1.0; RMSEA = .00 with 90% confidence in-
terval of .00 to .10; and SRMR = .01. All estimated paths were significant and in
the expected directions (see Figure 2). Specifically, while controlling for general
job satisfaction, sexual orientation concealment was related negatively to social
cohesion and social cohesion was related positively to task cohesion. Sexual orien-
tation disclosure also had a significant indirect negative relation of -.04 (-.16 × .26;
z = -3.19, p < .01) with task cohesion through social cohesion. The nested model
comparison of the indirect model with the fully saturated model indicated that add-
ing the direct path between sexual orientation disclosure and task cohesion did not
result in significant improvement in model fit. The indirect model accounted for
11% of variance in social cohesion and 38% of variance in task cohesion.

Sexual orientation–based harassment model. Fit index values for the
indirect sexual orientation–based harassment model (Figure 3) indicated a good fit
and were as follows: AGFI = .99; GFI, CFI, and TLI = 1.0; RMSEA = .00 with
90% confidence interval of .00 to .12; and SRMR = .01. All estimated paths were
significant and in the expected directions (see Figure 3). Specifically, while con-
trolling for general job satisfaction, reported sexual orientation–based harassment
was related negatively to social cohesion and social cohesion was related posi-
tively to task cohesion. Sexual orientation disclosure also had a significant indirect
negative relation of -.05 (-.19 × .26; z = -3.59, p < .001) with task cohesion through
social cohesion. The nested model comparison of the indirect model with the fully
saturated model indicated that adding the direct path between sexual orientation
disclosure and task cohesion did not result in significant improvement in model fit.
The indirect model accounted for 12% of variance in social cohesion and 38% of
variance in task cohesion.
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Model with set of three predictors. A final model was tested to examine
the set of three predictors concomitantly to evaluate the unique direct relations
with social cohesion and indirect relations with task cohesion. Fit index values for
the indirect model (Figure 4) indicated a good fit and were as follows: GFI, AGFI,
CFI, and TLI = 1.0; RMSEA = .00 with 90% confidence interval of .00 to .05; and
SRMR = .01. Most estimated paths were significant and in the expected directions
(see Figure 4). Specifically, while controlling for general job satisfaction, sexual
orientation disclosure was related positively whereas reported sexual orienta-
tion–based harassment was related negatively to social cohesion; but sexual orien-
tation concealment was not related significantly to social cohesion. Consistent
with prior findings, social cohesion was related positively to task cohesion. Sexual
orientation disclosure had a significant indirect positive relation of .03 (.13 × .26; z
= 2.59, p < .01) and reported sexual orientation–based harassment had a significant
indirect negative relation of -.04 (-.17 × .26; z = -3.12, p < .01) with task cohesion
through social cohesion. The nested model comparison of the indirect model with
the fully saturated model indicated that adding the direct paths between the predic-
tor variables and task cohesion did not result in significant improvement in model
fit. The indirect model accounted for 14% of variance in social cohesion and 38%
of variance in task cohesion.

DISCUSSION

The present study is the first to examine empirically the relations of sexual orienta-
tion disclosure, concealment, and harassment with military unit social and task co-
hesion. Empirical data about these relations are critical to evaluating the central as-
sumption of DADTDP, that LGBT servicemembers’ openness about their sexual
orientations will reduce military cohesion. The present study examined hypothe-
sized relations from the perspective of LGBT military veterans because DADTDP
disallows currently serving LGBT servicemembers to disclose their LGBT iden-
tity and disallows heterosexual servicemembers from knowing whether or not they
serve with LGBT servicemembers. Thus, the present data do not reflect the per-
ceptions of active duty servicemembers. With this caution in mind, these data pro-
vide useful groundwork for testing, rather than assuming, the relations of sexual
orientation disclosure, concealment, and harassment with unit cohesion.

First, findings of this study raise questions about the assumption that disclosure
of sexual orientation reduces military unit cohesion. On the contrary, LGBT mili-
tary veterans’ reports of sexual orientation disclosure behaviors were related posi-
tively to their perceptions of unit social cohesion. Furthermore, through this rela-
tion with social cohesion, LGBT military veterans’ reported disclosure behaviors
were related indirectly and positively to their perceptions of task cohesion within
their units as well. These results are consistent with prior findings about the work
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experiences of LGBT persons that indicate that sexual orientation disclosure is re-
lated to positive work outcomes such as job satisfaction, organizational commit-
ment, peer relationship support and satisfaction, and cooperative group process
(e.g., Button, 2001; Chrobot-Mason et al., 2002; Day & Schoenrade, 1997; Ellis &
Riggle, 1995; K. H. Griffith & Hebl, 2002; Ragins & Cornwell, 2001). Impor-
tantly, the direct and indirect positive relations of sexual orientation disclosure
with social and task cohesion in the present data were significant when they were
considered along with the roles of general job satisfaction, sexual orientation con-
cealment behaviors, and reported sexual orientation–based harassment experi-
ences. This pattern of findings points to the potential positive role that sexual ori-
entation disclosure can have in unit social and task cohesion.

The link of sexual orientation disclosure with higher cohesion in the pres-
ent data is consistent with results from a recent Zogby poll that assessed
servicemembers’ views about the impact of LGBT unit members on their personal
and unit morale (Rogers, 2006). Results of this poll, which was conducted with a
sample of military personnel who served in Afghanistan or Iraq, indicated that the
large majority of those who were certain of the presence of an LGBT person in
their unit perceived the presence to have no impact or a positive impact on their
personal morale (72%) and on their unit’s morale (67%). Data from this poll also
indicated that compared to military personnel who were not certain of the presence
of an LGBT person in their unit, military personnel who were certain of such a
presence were less likely to believe that the presence had a negative impact on their
personal and unit morale. Specifically, 28% of military personnel who were cer-
tain of the presence of an LGBT person in their unit believed that the presence had
a negative impact on their personal morale, whereas 38% of those who were not
certain about the presence of an LGBT person in their unit believed that such a
presence would have a negative impact on their personal morale. Bigger differ-
ences emerged with regard to unit morale; 27% of military personnel who were
certain of the presence of an LGBT person in their unit believed that the presence
had a negative impact on their unit morale, whereas 58% of those who were not
certain about the presence of an LGBT person in their unit believed that such a
presence would have a negative impact on their unit morale. Morale has been
linked conceptually and empirically with indicators of cohesion (e.g., Bollen &
Hoyle, 1990; Britt & Dickinson, 2006; J. Griffith, 2002; J. Griffith & Vaitkus,
1999; Seibold, 1996). Thus, the Zogby data are consistent with the perceptions of
LGBT military veterans in the present study, that disclosure of sexual orientation
that would promote unit members’ certainty about the presence of LGBT persons
is likely to be better for cohesion than is concealment of sexual orientation, which
would promote uncertainty about the presence of LGBT persons in the unit.

A second pattern of important findings in the present study is that LGBT mili-
tary veterans’ reported sexual orientation–based harassment experiences were re-
lated negatively to their perceptions of social cohesion and indirectly and nega-
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tively to their perceptions of task cohesion in their units. These results are
consistent with prior findings that workplace sexual orientation–based harassment
is related to greater turnover intentions and to lower job satisfaction, organiza-
tional commitment, and perceived shared values with the organization (Button,
2001; Lyons et al., 2005; Ragins & Cornwell, 2001; Waldo, 1999). Given that
workplace sexual orientation–based harassment has been conceived of as an im-
portant workplace stressor for LGBT persons (Croteau, 1996; Croteau et al., 2000;
Morgan & Brown, 1993; Ragins et al., 2003), these findings are also consistent
with conceptualizations within the military literature that work-related stress can
reduce military cohesion and related outcomes (e.g., J. Griffith & Vaitkus, 1999;
Sinclair & Tucker, 2006).

Finally, the role of concealment behaviors paralleled that of reported sexual ori-
entation–based harassment and was opposite to that of disclosure behaviors. Spe-
cifically, LGBT military veterans’ reports of sexual orientation concealment be-
haviors were related negatively to their perceptions of social cohesion and indi-
rectly and negatively to their perceptions of task cohesion. Again, these results are
consistent with prior findings that sexual orientation concealment is related to
greater work-related stress and isolation (Boatwright et al., 1996; Day &
Schoenrade, 1997; K. H. Griffith & Hebl, 2002) and lower job satisfaction, organi-
zational commitment, peer relationship support and satisfaction, and cooperative
group process (e.g., Button, 2001; Chrobot-Mason et al., 2002; Ellis & Riggle,
1995; K. H. Griffith & Hebl). However, additional results indicated that when sex-
ual orientation concealment, disclosure, and harassment were considered together,
sexual orientation disclosure and sexual orientation–based harassment each had
significant direct links with social cohesion and significant indirect links with task
cohesion; but the direct relation of sexual orientation concealment with social co-
hesion and its indirect relation with task cohesion were no longer significant. This
pattern of results suggests that the negative direct and indirect relations of sexual
orientation concealment with social and task cohesion may be subsumed by the
roles of sexual orientation disclosure and sexual orientation–based harassment.

Taken together, the results of the present study suggest that sexual orientation
disclosure may have a positive role, whereas sexual orientation–based harassment
may have a negative role in military unit cohesion. The present findings are also
consistent with prior conceptualizations that if the presence of openly serving
LGBT persons has any impact on unit cohesion, it is likely to impact social rather
than task cohesion (e.g., R. J. MacCoun, 1996). Indeed, the current results indicate
that sexual orientation disclosure and harassment were linked directly with social
cohesion and only indirectly and modestly with task cohesion. This is an important
distinction because task cohesion has been associated more consistently with per-
formance outcomes than has social cohesion (e.g., R. J. MacCoun et al., 2006;
Mullen & Copper, 1994; Oliver et al., 1999; Zaccaro, 1991; Zaccaro & Lowe,
1988). Future research is needed to examine directly the relations of the variables
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examined in the present study with performance outcomes. Nevertheless, social
cohesion and its relations with sexual orientation disclosure and harassment re-
main important to attend to because social cohesion is linked with unit task cohe-
sion and servicemembers’ personal and work well-being (e.g., J. Griffith, 2002; R.
J. MacCoun, 1996; Mullen & Copper; Zaccaro; Zaccaro & Lowe).

The present study begins to address the paucity of empirical data about the im-
pact and experiences of LGBT personnel within the U.S. military. Nevertheless, it
is important to consider this study’s findings in light of a number of limitations.
First, as with many survey data, the present findings may reflect retrospective bias.
With regard to LGBT issues in the military, however, gathering retrospective ac-
counts rather than data based on current experiences is necessitated by DADTDP’s
ban on asking about or reporting sexual orientation–related information. Still, the
present findings need to be interpreted with the retrospective nature of the data and
potential role of selective or inaccurate recall in mind. Relatedly, bias associated
with potential halo effect in recalling military experience may have been con-
trolled in the analyses by accounting for generally positive or negative job percep-
tions.

Given that cohesion, harassment, and identity management by definition in-
volve some subjectivity, assessing self-reported perceptions of these constructs is
a valid point of inquiry. Indeed, assessing self-reported perceptions of unit cohe-
sion is routine within the military literature as is assessing self-reported percep-
tions of sexual orientation–based harassment and identity management behaviors
within the LGBT vocational behavior literature. But, the present data differ from
some prior data in that they reflect LGBT military veterans’ perceptions of their
past experiences and behaviors, rather than the perceptions of current service-
members or employees. Research that aims to understand individual differences
and contextual variables that may shape persons’ perceptions of cohesion and ha-
rassment remains important. Similarly, studies that assess observable indicators of
cohesion and sexual orientation disclosure and harassment would be useful; but,
such research would require identifying and linking LGBT servicemembers with
the units about which observable indicators are gathered, and DADTDP is a barrier
to such research at the present time.

An additional limitation of the present study is that the data are cross-sectional
in nature. Therefore, interpretations about direction of causality among the vari-
ables of interest cannot be made. Again, DADTDP precludes the possibility of
gathering identifying information about LGBT servicemembers or those who have
served with them. Thus, tracking participants over time to gather longitudinal data
that allow examination of predictive relations among the variables of interest be-
comes impossible. A related and important direction for future research is to sup-
plement individual servicemembers’ self-reports about cohesion with unit-level
perceptions and objective data about cohesion. To conduct such research, LGBT
servicemembers must be allowed and feel comfortable to disclose their sexual ori-
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entation, so that their experiences, the experiences of their colleagues, and objec-
tive data about their units can be examined.

Another methodological consideration is that LGBT military veterans who
are connected with organizations, groups, and online resources for LGBT
servicemembers might have a greater sense of collective identity and stigma con-
sciousness than do LGBT military veterans who are not connected with LGBT
communities. If this is the case, participants’ current levels of collective identity
and stigma consciousness may have elevated recall of past experiences of stigma,
heterosexism, and identity management behaviors. It is important to highlight,
however, that the current participants’ reports of sexual orientation disclosure and
harassment were near the floor of possible scores and reports of sexual orientation
concealment were above the midpoint of possible scores. Thus, the data did not
suggest elevated perceptions of disclosure or harassment or depressed perceptions
of concealment.

Despite the limitations that need to be considered in interpreting the present
data, the pattern of findings provides useful information for military policy and
practice. Specifically, these data provide support for some aspects of military pol-
icy and begin to raise questions about other aspects. First, the relations of sexual
orientation–based harassment with lower perceived social and task cohesion pro-
vide empirical support for the importance of the Don’t Harass directive and the
13-point Anti-Harassment Action Plan. The present data highlight the importance
of strategies to effectively implement these policies and reduce sexual orienta-
tion–based harassment. Specifically, emerging data point to the need to improve
training about the military’s stance against sexual orientation–based harassment
(Office of the Inspector General Department of Defense, 2000; Terman, 2004),
punish violations of the Don’t Harass directive (Terman), and ensure that senior
personnel are reinforcing rather than actively or passively violating this directive
(Moradi, 2006). Such a strong stance against sexual orientation–based harassment,
however, is complicated by DADTDP and the chilling impact it may have on re-
porting sexual orientation–based harassment.

Though the present findings, based upon the perspective of LGBT military vet-
erans, support the importance of the Don’t Harass directive, they raise questions
about the assumption of DADTDP that sexual orientation disclosure would reduce
unit cohesion. In the present data, all significant relations involving disclosure and
concealment of sexual orientation were in the direction opposite that of what
would be expected based upon the rationale for DADTDP. Specifically, disclosure
was related to greater social and task cohesion and concealment was related (when
significant) to lower social and task cohesion. Thus, these findings suggest poten-
tial benefits of sexual orientation disclosure and harm of sexual orientation con-
cealment for military cohesion. As such, the present findings point to the need to
revisit the rationale for DADTDP and also raise questions about its potential dele-
terious implications for unit cohesion.

SEXUAL ORIENTATION AND MILITARY COHESION 529



ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

I am thankful to Anthony Sarkees for his invaluable assistance with Web survey
development, to Brenna Barber and Melanie Brewster for their assistance with
participant recruitment, and to Aaron Belkin for consultation with various aspects
of this project. This article is based on a study funded by the Palm Center, Univer-
sity of California, Santa Barbara.

REFERENCES

Anderson, M. Z., Croteau, J. M., Chung, Y. B., & DiStefano, T. M. (2001). Developing an assessment
of sexual identity management for lesbian and gay workers. Journal of Career Assessment, 9,
243–260.

Arbuckle, J. L. (2003). Amos (Version 5.0) [Computer software]. Chicago, IL: SmallWaters Corpora-
tion.

Badgett, L. (1996). Employment and sexual orientation: Disclosure and discrimination in the work-
place. Journal of Gay and Lesbian Social Services, 4, 29–52.

Baron, R. M., & Kenny, D. A. (1986). The moderator-mediator variable distinction in social psycho-
logical research: Conceptual, strategic, and statistical considerations. Journal of Personality and So-
cial Psychology, 51, 1173–1182.

Belkin, A. (2003, Summer). Don’t Ask, Don’t Tell: Is the gay ban based on military necessity? Param-
eters, pp. 108–119.

Boatwright, K. J., Gilbert, M. S., Forrest, L., & Ketzenberger, K. (1996). Impact of identity develop-
ment upon career trajectory: Listening to the voices of lesbian women. Journal of Vocational Behav-
ior, 48, 210–228.

Bollen, K. A., & Hoyle, R. H. (1990). Perceived cohesion: A conceptual and empirical examination.
Social Forces, 69, 479–504.

Britt, T. W., & Dickinson, J. M. (2006). Morale during military operations: A positive psychology ap-
proach. In A. Adler, T. Britt, & C. Castro (Eds.), Military life: The psychology of serving in peace
and combat (Vol. 1, pp. 157–184). Westport, CT: Praeger Security International.

Burrelli, D. F. (1994). An overview of the debate on homosexuals in the U.S. military. In W. J. Scott &
S. C. Stanley (Eds.), Gays and lesbians in the military: Issues, concerns, and contrasts (pp. 17–31).
Hawthorne, NY: Walter de Gruyter.

Button, S. B. (2001). Organizational efforts to affirm sexual diversity: A cross-level examination. Jour-
nal of Applied Psychology, 86, 17–28.

Castro, C. A., & Adler, A. B. (2000). The impact of operations tempo: Issues in measurement. Re-
trieved May 1, 2007 from http://www.internationalmta.org/Documents/2000/Proceedings2000.pdf

Chrobot-Mason, D., Button, S. B., & DiClementi, J. D. (2002). Sexual identity management strategies:
An exploration of antecedents and consequences. Sex Roles, 45, 321–336.

Cohen, J., & Cohen, P. (1983). Applied multiple regression/correlation analysis for the behavioral sci-
ences. Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum.

Croteau, J. M. (1996). Research on the work experience of lesbian, gay, and bisexual people: An inte-
grative review of methodology and findings. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 48, 195–209.

Croteau, J. M., Anderson, M. Z., Distefano, T. M., & Kampa-Kokesch, S. (2000). Lesbian, gay, and bi-
sexual vocational psychology: Reviewing foundations and planning construction. In R. M. Perez, K.
A. DeBord, & K. J. Bieschke (Eds.), Handbook of counseling and psychotherapy with lesbian, gay,
and bisexual clients (pp. 383–408). Washington, DC: American Psychological Association.

530 MORADI



Day, N. E., & Schoenrade, P. (1997). Staying in the closet versus coming out: Relationships between
communication about sexual orientation and work attitudes. Personnel Psychology, 50, 147–163.

Ellis, A. L., & Riggle, E. D. B. (1995). The relation of job satisfaction and degree of openness about
one’s sexual orientation for lesbians and gay men. Journal of Homosexuality, 30, 75–85.

Fassinger, R. E. (1996). Notes from the margins: Integrating lesbian experience into the vocational psy-
chology of women. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 48, 160–175.

Frazier, P. A., Tix, A. P., & Barron, K. E. (2004). Testing moderator and mediator effects in counseling
psychology research. Journal of Counseling Psychology, 51, 115–134.

Gosling, S. D., Vazire, S., Srivastava, S., & John, O. P. (2004). Should we trust Web-based studies? A
comparative analysis of six preconceptions about internet questionnaires. American Psychologist,
59(2), 93–104.

Griffin, P. (1992). From hiding to coming out: Empowering lesbian and gay educators. In K. M.
Harbeck (Ed.), Coming out of the classroom closet: Gay and lesbian students, teachers, and curric-
ula (pp. 167–197). New York: Harrington Park Press.

Griffith, J. (2002). Multilevel analysis of cohesion’s relation to stress, well-being, identification, disin-
tegration, and perceived combat readiness. Military Psychology, 14, 217–239.

Griffith, J., & Vaitkus, M. (1999). Relating cohesion to stress, strain, disintegration, and performance:
An organizing framework. Military Psychology, 11, 27–55.

Griffith, K. H., & Hebl, M. R. (2002). The disclosure dilemma for gay men and lesbians: “Coming out”
at work. Journal of Applied Psychology, 87, 1191–1199.

Hall, M. (1986). The lesbian corporate experience. Journal of Homosexuality, 12, 59–75.
Herek, G. M. (1993). Sexual orientation and military service: A social science perspective. American

Psychologist, 48, 538–549.
Herek, G. M. (1996). Social science, sexual orientation, and military personnel policy. In G. M. Herek,

J. B. Jobe, & R. M. Carney (Eds.), Out in force (pp. 3–14). Chicago: University of Chicago Press.
Hewson, C. E., Laurent, D., & Vogel, C. M. (1996). Proper methodologies for psychological and socio-

logical studies conducted via the Internet. Behavior Research Methods, Instruments, & Computers,
28, 186–191.

Hu, L.-T., & Bentler, P. M. (1998). Fit indices in covariance structure modeling: Sensitivity to
underparameterized model misspecification. Psychological Methods, 3, 424–453.

Hu, L.-T., & Bentler, P. M. (1999). Cutoff criteria for fit indexes in covariance structure analysis: Con-
ventional criteria versus new alternatives. Structural Equation Modeling, 6, 1–55.

Irwin, J. (2002). Discrimination against gay men, lesbians and transgender people working in educa-
tion. Journal of Gay & Lesbian Social Services, 14, 65–77.

Levine, M. P., & Leonard, R. (1984). Discrimination against lesbians in the work force. Signs: Journal
of Women in Culture and Society, 9, 700–710.

Lyons, H. Z., Brenner, B. R., & Fassinger, R. E. (2005). A multicultural test of the theory of work ad-
justment: Investigating the role of heterosexism and person-environment fit in the job satisfaction of
lesbian, gay, and bisexual employees. Journal of Counseling Psychology, 52, 537–548.

MacCoun, R. J., Kier, E., & Belkin, A. (2006). Does social cohesion determine motivation in combat?
An old question with an old answer. Armed Forces and Society, 32, 646–654.

MacCoun, R. J. (1996). Sexual orientation and military cohesion: A critical review of the evidence. In
G. M. Herek, J. B. Jobe, & R. M. Carney (Eds.), Out in force: Sexual orientation and the military (pp.
157–176). Chicago: The University of Chicago Press.

Marsh, H. W., Hau, K.-T., & Wen, Z. (2004). In search of golden rules: Comment on hypothesis-test-
ing approaches to setting cutoff values for fit indexes and dangers in overgeneralizing Hu
and Bentler’s (1999) findings. Structural Equation Modeling: A Multidisciplinary Journal, 11,
320–341.

Michalak, E. E., & Szabo, A. (1998). Guidelines for internet research: An update. European Psycholo-
gist, 3, 70–75.

SEXUAL ORIENTATION AND MILITARY COHESION 531



Moradi, B. (2006). Perceived sexual orientation-based harassment in military and civilian contexts.
Military Psychology, 18, 39–60.

Morgan, K. S., & Brown, L. S. (1993). Lesbian career development, work behavior, and vocational
counseling. In L. D. Garnets & D. C. Kimmel (Eds.), Psychological perspectives on lesbian and gay
male experiences (pp. 267–286). New York: Columbia University Press.

Moskos, C., Jr. (1994). From citizens’ army to social laboratory. In W. J. Scott & S. C. Stanley (Eds.),
Gays and lesbians in the military: Issues, concerns, and contrasts (pp. 83–94). Hawthorne, NY:
Walter de Gruyter.

Mullen, B., & Copper, C. (1994). The relations between group cohesiveness and performance: An inte-
gration. Psychological Bulletin, 115, 210–227.

Nosek, B. A., Banaji, M. R., & Greenwald, A. G. (2002). E-research: Ethics, security, design, and con-
trol in psychological research on the internet. Journal of Social Issues, 58, 161–177.

Office of the Inspector General Department of Defense. (2000). Military environment with respect to
the homosexual conduct policy (Rep. No. D-2000-101). Retrieved May 1, 2007 from http://
dont.stanford.edu/commentary/evaluation101.pdf

Oliver, L.W., Harman, J., Hoover, E., Hayes, S. M., & Pandhi, N. A. (1999). A quantitative integration
of the military cohesion literature. Military Psychology, 11, 57–83.

Powers, B. (1996). The impact of gay, lesbian, and bisexual workplace issues on productivity. Journal
of Gay and Lesbian Social Services, 4(4), 79–90.

Ragins, B. R., & Cornwell, J. M. (2001). Pink triangles: Antecedents and consequences of perceived work-
place discrimination against gay and lesbian employees. Journal of Applied Psychology, 86, 1244–1261.

Ragins, B. R., Cornwell, J. M., & Miller, J. S. (2003). Heterosexism in the workplace: Do race and gen-
der matter? Group & Organization Management, 28, 45–74.

Ray, R. D. (1993). Military necessity and homosexuality, Gays: In or Out? The U.S. military and homo-
sexuals: A sourcebook. New York: Brassey’s.

Rogers, S. (2006). Opinions of military personnel on sexual minorities in the military. Retrieved May
14, 2007, from http://www.palmcenter.org/files/active/1/ZogbyReport.pdf

Secretary of Defense. (1993). Memorandum on policy on homosexual conduct in the armed forces. Re-
trieved May 1, 2007, from http://www.qrd.org/qrd/usa/military/1993/Aspin.Directive.On.Ban

Siebold, G. L. (1996). Small unit dynamics: Leadership, cohesion, motivation, and morale. In R. H.
Phelps & B. J. Farr (Eds.), Reserve component soldiers as peacekeepers (pp. 237–286). Alexandria,
VA: U.S. Army Research Institute for the Behavioral and Social Sciences.

Siebold, G. L. (1999). The evolution of the measurement of cohesion. Military Psychology, 11, 5–26.
Siebold, G. L. (2006). Military group cohesion. In A. Adler, T. Britt, & and C. Castro (Eds.), Military

life: The psychology of serving in peace and combat (Vol. 1, pp. 185–201). Westport, CT: Praeger
Security International.

Siebold, G. L. (2007). The essence of military group cohesion. Armed Forces & Society, 33, 286–295.
Siebold, G. L., & Lindsay, T. J. (2000). The relation between demographic descriptors and soldier-per-

ceived cohesion and motivation. Military Psychology, 11, 109–128.
Sinclair, R. R., & Tucker, J. S. (2006). Stress-CARE: An integrated model of individual differences in sol-

dier performance under stress. In A. Adler, T. Britt, & C. Castro (Eds.), Military life: The psychology of
serving in peace and combat (Vol. 1, pp. 202–231). Westport, CT: Praeger Security International.

Smith, N. G., & Ingram, K. M. (2004). Workplace heterosexism and adjustment among lesbian, gay,
and bisexual individuals: The role of unsupportive social interactions. Journal of Counseling Psy-
chology, 51, 57–67.

Taylor, H. (2004). Task force on sexual orientation and military service. The Military Psychologist,
20(1), 10–12.

Terman, S. (2004). The practical and conceptual problems with regulating harassment in a discrimi-
natory institution. Retrieved May 14, 2007, from http://www.gaymilitary.ucsb.edu/Publications/
200405_TermanP.htm

532 MORADI



United States Government Accountability Office. (2005). Military personnel: Financial costs and loss
of critical skills due to DOD’s homosexual conduct policy cannot be completely estimated. Re-
trieved April 25, 2007, from http://www.gao.gov/new.items/d05299.pdf

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

Wells-Petry, M. (1993). Exclusion: Homosexuals and the right to serve. Washington, DC: Regnery
Gateway.

Weston, R., & Gore, P. A. (2006). A brief guide to structural equation modeling. The Counseling Psy-
chologist, 34, 719–751.

Woods, S. E., & Harbeck, K. M. (1992). Living in two worlds: The identity management strategies
used by lesbian physical educators. In K. M. Harbeck (Ed.), Coming out of the classroom closet: Gay
and lesbian students, teachers, and curricula (pp. 141–166). New York: Harrington Park Press.

Zaccaro, S. J. (1991). Nonequivalent associations between forms of cohesiveness and group-related
outcomes: Evidence for multidimensionality. The Journal of Social Psychology, 131, 387–399.

Zaccaro, S. J., & Lowe, C. A. (1988). Cohesiveness and performance on an additive task: Evidence for
multidimensionality. The Journal of Social Psychology, 128, 547–558.

SEXUAL ORIENTATION AND MILITARY COHESION 533




