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Abstract:

Workplace inclusion of the LGBTQ community has always been a subjugated area, earlier due to the rigid societal
belief system and now due to the legal backlash. But the studies show that the organizations for moral
responsibility and competitive advantage are rebranding their DEI strategies. So, for such organizations it is
necessary to have a detailed understanding of barriers that obstruct the intent and efforts towards meaningful
inclusion. A lot of studies have identified barriers, but there remains a gap in the barriers that needs immediate
attention. Addressing this gap, this study systematically prioritizes and models the interrelationships among
barriers to LGBTQ workplace inclusion using an integrated multi-criteria decision-making framework combining
the Analytic Hierarchy Process (AHP), Fuzzy Analytic Hierarchy Process (FAHP), and Decision-Making Trial
and Evaluation Laboratory (DEMATEL). Based on an extensive review of 55 studies, the study discusses three
major categories: legal and cultural barriers, structural barriers, and leadership & stakeholder barriers. Expert
Jjudgments were obtained from twenty scholars and practitioners in human resource management, DEI, and
organizational behavior to evaluate barrier salience under conditions of uncertainty and subjectivity. By
combining prioritizing and causation analysis, this study views LGBTQ workplace exclusion as a systemic and
interdependent phenomenon, providing theoretically informed and practically actionable recommendations for

organizations and governments pursuing long-term inclusion outcomes.
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1) Introduction

Workplace inclusion of LGBTQ individuals has
been a significant area of inquiry in human resource
management and organizational behavior research.
Over the decades, pioneering organizations have
formalized their anti-discrimination and inclusion
framework to address workplace inequities
(McKinsey, 2020). However, the recent
development, the 2023 US Supreme Court decision
in Students for Fair Admissions v. Harvard,
indicated a noticeable shift in organizational
discourse and practices, making some organizations
roll back from their DEI initiatives (Pollack et al.,
2025). On the other hand, research shows that there
are organizations that have shown their interest in
rebranding or strategically reframing their DEI
systems (Pollack et al., 2025). These organizations
for defensive inclusion are either modifying their
language or framing ways to respond to reputational
and regulatory risk. The approach reflects
organizational social responsiveness as well as
continued awareness to attain benefits DEI yields
(Lourenco et al., 2021).

Despite the extensive implementation of formal
policies, lived realities of queer people remain
uneven (Maji et al., 2024). Research shows that even
in companies that publicly signal inclusion, queer
people face unequal access to opportunities, limited
managerial support, and discomfort with identity
disclosure (CAP, 2023). These disparities are
theoretically grounded in social identity and social
dominance theory, which suggest that the
heteronormative identities are often dominant and
in-groups. The dominance subordinates’ queer
people, fostering the environment of out-groups or
exclusion (Fletcher & Marvell, 2023).The non-
inclusivity and instances of discrimination are
highly driven by rigid cultural belief and lack of
legal framework to safeguard the queer community
(Vongvisitsin & Wong, 2021; Corlett et al., 2023).
When broader social norms remain restrictive and
legal protections are limited, formal policies often
fail to penetrate the deep structure of daily
organizational routines. This misalignment gives
rise to internal tension operating across interpersonal
and structural levels.
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While existing literature has  extensively
documented the existence of barriers (Rezai et al.,
2023), there remains a gap in understanding their
hierarchy and interdependence. Creating inclusive
and equitable workplaces requires moving beyond
mere formation of inclusive systems towards
systematically prioritizing factors that most
significantly impede policy translation. To
acknowledge this gap, the current study deploys an
integrated AHP-FAHP-DEMATEL framework. By
applying these multi-criteria decision-making tools,
the author evaluates the barriers operating at
multiple levels under the conditions of subjectivity,
ambiguity, and interdependence. AHP and FAHP
are used to systematically prioritize barriers while
explicitly accounting for uncertainty in expert
assessment, whereas DEMATEL broadens the study
by revealing cause-and-effect relationships between
main barrier categories.

So, the study contributes to literature in two strategic
ways. Firstly, by shifting focus from descriptive
accounts of inclusion to systematic prioritization and
causal explanation of these barriers. Secondly, it
offers empirical clarity for practitioners and
policymakers, particularly in contexts characterized

by social, legal, and organizational ambiguity, with
a view to having more tailored and effective
inclusion actions.

2) Literature Review

This study has identified relevant literature from the
Scopus database. The study to capture appropriate
keywords used 3 sets of keywords.

e “LGBTQ” OR “LGBT” OR “Queer” OR
“Sexual minorities” OR “Gender minorities”
OR “SOGIE”

e "Workplace Inclusion” OR “DEI” OR
“Diversity Equity and Inclusion” OR
“Workplace Visibility” OR “Representation”
OR “Employment”

e “Barriers” OR “Challenges” OR “Limitations”
OR “Constraints”

Articles published under social sciences, business
and administration, psychology, economics and
finance, and the wellbeing domain were considered.
The filters of inclusion and exclusion were applied,
and a total of 50 articles and 5 reports were finally
reviewed. Thereafter, barriers were divided into 3
major categories with 16 subcategories.

Table 1: List of Barriers Obstructing LGBTQ Workplace Inclusion.

S.NO | BARRIERS | SUB-BARRIERS SOURCES
1. Legal and | Limited legal recognition of diverse Gender | (OHCHR, 2012), (de abreu et al.,
Cultural Identity and Sexual Orientation. 2024)
Barriers Religious fundamentalism (Huffaker & Kwon, 2016)
False Stereotype (Cultural stigma) (Drydakis, 2025)
2. Structural Lack of awareness relating to Diverse sexual | (Neumeier and Brown, 2021)
barriers Orientation and Gender Identity
Lack of protocols to manage sexual prejudice (Priola et al., 2014)
Symbolic inclusion (Tokenism) (Bogicevic et al., 2023)
Heteronormative discourse (Resnick & Galupo, 2019)
Gendered perception of leadership (rainbow | (Shamloo et al., 2022)
ceiling)
Traditional, rigid, task-oriented work culture (Melton & Cunningham, 2014)
3. Leadership Biased management (Saunderson, 2004)
and Insufficient commitment (Pulcher et al., 2022)
Stakeholder | Generational Differences (Achyldurdyyeva & Datova, 2023)
barriers Higher social dominance (Fletcher & Marvell, 2023)
Neglecting attitude towards diversity (Perry et al., 2021)
Leaders enforced silence (discouraging victims | (Di Marco et al., 2018)
from reporting misconduct)
Resistance from Stakeholders because treating | (Kim & Bhalla, 2022)
LGBTQ as less competent, inappropriate or
when LGBTQ policies doesn’t benefit
stakeholders
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2.1) Legal And Cultural Barriers

Existing research identifies inadequacy in the legal
framework as one of the major barriers. Political
conservatism among government officials is one of
the reasons behind political parties rolling back the
rights of LGBTQ people (de Abreu et al.,
2024). Despite the presence of legal provisions like
the Employment Equality (Sexual Orientation)
Regulations (2003) and the Transgender Persons
(Protection of Rights) Rules (2020), the current
scenario indicates a void in the legal framework
concerning the interest, protection, and equality of
the LGBTQ community (ICJ, 2023; Krishna, 2023).
This limited or absent legal protection further
creates a vacuum, leaving organizations
(workplaces) vulnerable wherein they fail to adopt
inclusive policies and make the workplace fair and
just for LGBTQ employees (Vongvisitsin & Wong,
2021; Nair & Lakshmi, 2022).

Cultural barriers also play a critical role in shaping
the social standing of LGBTQ people (Adeniyi et al.,
2024). The existing literature broadly categorizes
cultural barriers into two major forms, i.e., religious
fundamentalism (Huffaker & Kwon, 2016) and false
stereotypes (Drydakis, 2025). Religious
fundamentalism refers to the belief in a unique and
valuable truth within a specific set of religious
teachings. This adherence to fixed doctrines makes
people less open to evolving outlooks on diverse
sexual orientation and gender identity (de Abreu et
al., 2024). False stercotypes, on the other hand,
represent the incorrect and exaggerated beliefs that
revolve around heterosexuality. Such stereotypes
give rise to the unconscious biases, homophobia
(Gedro, 2010; Cech & Rothwell, 2020), and
transphobia (Worthen, 2016), thereby increasing the
vulnerability of LGBTQ people.

2.2) Structural Barriers

Structural barriers refer to the institutional, systemic,
and policy-driven constraints embedded in
organizational structure. These barriers further have
sub-barriers. One of the significant barriers is the
lack of pervasive awareness (Vongvisitsin & Wong,
2021). A preliminary survey by Mingle (2016) has
also highlighted lack of awareness regarding sexual
orientation as a key barrier in Indian workplaces.
Despite the existence of inclusion policies in many
organizations, the absence of comprehensive

awareness related to LGBTQ experiences, health
issues, and broader identity-related concerns
continues to hold back meaningful inclusion
(Sooknanan, 2023; Aishwarya & Sharma, 2024).
Tokenism, or superficial inclusion, also emerges as
a crucial barrier (Garcia Johnson & Otto, 2019).
Organizations  for  their branding, social
responsibility, or symbolic diversity purpose
(Bogicevic et al., 2023; Levandowski et al., 2025)
often hire LGBTQ people for subordinate roles or
positions with lesser pay. This practice acts as a
barrier and is found to affect the mental health of
people by making them subjected to discrimination
and exclusion (Gate, 2011). Additionally, when
organizational boards or leadership hold
conservative attitudes or disapprove of homosexual
lifestyles, workplaces are less likely to have formal
and active protocols (Priola et al., 2014), resulting in
an ineffective mechanism to address sexual
prejudice.

The heteronormativity embedded in workplaces also
obstructs LGBTQ inclusion (Robertson, 2017).
Heteronormativity refers to the belief system that
positions heterosexuality as the ‘normal,” ‘default,’
and ‘morally superior’ orientation (Ingraham, 1994).
According to this ideological framework, only two
genders, ‘male’ and ‘female,” are legitimate (Reskin
et al., 1999). So, the workplace policies, practices,
structures, infrastructure, and relationships are
designed around heterosexual norms (Gedro &
Mizzi, 2014; Resnick & Galupo, 2019; Worst &
O’Shea, 2020). In the workplaces, this
heteronormativity exerts a significant influence by
reinforcing binary gender norms (Leap, 2007) and
silencing conversation around diverse gender and
sexuality (Mattheis et al., 2020). Furthermore,
beliefs associated with hegemonic masculinity
(Speice, 2020) give rise to the barrier of gendered
perception of leadership. It happens where
leadership qualities are implicitly associated with
masculinity, limiting access to leadership or
decision-making roles for women and queer
employees (Gedro, 2010; Kumar & Singh,
2020). Traditional, rigid, task-oriented work culture
priorities work over individuals and frequently avoid
risks and conflict (Melton & Cunningham, 2014)
and also contribute to hindering inclusion efforts.
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2.3) Leadership and Stakeholders Barriers

Leadership is a foundational determinant of
organizational effectiveness and serves as a crucial
influence in shaping workplace culture. But the
inadequacy in these aspects of organization leads to
hindrance in meaningful LGBTQ inclusion. Some
lacunas are reflected at the individual level or in the
form of an individual approach, like biased
management (Saunderson, 2004), insufficient
commitment towards queer inclusion (Pulcher et al.,
2022), neglecting attitude towards diversity
(Neumeier & Brown, 2021), and higher social
dominance (Fletcher & Marvell, 2023). Leaders
with such an approach often discourage LGBTQ
people from reporting discrimination or putting forth
their inclusion needs (Di Marco et al., 2018).

Generational differences have also been reported as
a barrier, as older leaders often demonstrate slow
adaptation, often clashing with expectations of
younger LGBTQ employees seeking inclusive and
responsive workplaces (Achyldurdyyeva & Datova,
2023). Sometimes the resistance from stakeholders
in hiring LGBTQ employees and creating equitable
policies creates hurdles right at the initial phase.
This happens when stakeholders perceive queer
people as less competent and inappropriate
(Morgenroth et al., 2024) or when LGBTQ policies
don’t provide desired benefits to stakeholders
(Pulcher et al., 2022; Kim & Bhalla, 2022.)

3) Methodology

The study adopts a multi-method decision-making
approach. It involves the integration of the
Analytical Hierarchy Process, the Fuzzy Analytical
Hierarchy Process, and Decision-Making Trial and
Evaluation to examine the barriers that obstruct the
workplace inclusion of the LGBTQ community. The
approach is because of the co-existence of expert
judgment, uncertainty, and casual relationships.

After extensive literature review, legal barriers,
cultural  barriers, structural  barriers, and
leadership/stakeholder barriers with their sub-
barriers were identified. As per the requirement of
methodology, the legal barriers and cultural barriers
are clubbed to make one major category of the
barriers. To ensure the content validity, data was
collected from 20 experts from human resources,
diversity equity and inclusion, and
organizational behavior. A 7-point Likert scale

ranging from "equally important"” to "extremely
important" was used to capture expert judgment,
which was later converted into triangular fuzzy
numbers to address the subjectivity in qualitative
assessment.

The Analytic Hierarchy Process (AHP) is used in
this study because of its ability to break complex
decision problems into a structured hierarchy and
derive priority weights via systematic pairwise
comparisons. AHP is especially useful when
numerous qualitative and quantitative criteria must
be reviewed concurrently, since it promotes logical
consistency and transparency in expert-driven
decisions (Saaty, 1990). Recent applications
demonstrate AHP's continued importance in social
science, sustainability, and human resource
research, particularly where abstract constructs such
as social obstacles and institutional constraints must
be prioritized (Saaty, 1980; Ishizaka & Labib, 2019).
In the context of this research, AHP is used to create
a clear hierarchical ranking of LGBTQ workplace
inclusion barriers, determining which categories
have the highest relative significance and giving a
first evidence-based prioritization strategy.

The Fuzzy Analytic Hierarchy Process (FAHP)
addresses the constraints of standard AHP in dealing
with the vagueness, ambiguity, and subjectivity
inherent in human judgment. In socially sensitive
sectors, such as attitudes regarding sexual
orientation and gender identity, experts frequently
express preferences linguistically rather than
numerically. FAHP incorporates fuzzy set theory to
model this uncertainty by letting judgments to be
expressed as ranges, resulting in more realistic and
cognitively aligned evaluations (Chang, 1996;
Kahraman et al, 2021). Recent studies have
emphasized the superiority of FAHP over crisp
techniques in capturing nuanced expert perspectives
and improving the robustness of results in social and
organizational research (Buckley, 1985; Govindan
et al., 2015). As a result, this article uses FAHP to
validate and reinforce the AHP findings,
guaranteeing that the priority of LGBTQ inclusion
barriers remains consistent even when ambiguity
and reluctance in expert assessments are explicitly
accounted for.

The Decision-Making Trial and Evaluation
Laboratory (DEMATEL) method is used to go
beyond ranking and discover the causal structure of
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barriers by distinguishing between cause-and-effect
elements. Unlike AHP and FAHP, which assume
relative independence among criteria, DEMATEL
explicitly models interdependence and directional
influences, making it ideal for analyzing complex
social systems with feedback loops and systemic
interactions (Gabus & Fontela, 1972; Tzeng et al.,
2007). Recent study has increasingly used
DEMATEL in organizational and policy studies to
identify leverage points for effective intervention (Si
4) Result And Discussion

4.1) Analytical Hierarchy Process

et al., 2018; Taherdoost & Madanchian, 2023). In
this research, DEMATEL is utilized to illustrate how
cultural-legal and leadership-related barriers act as
root causes, while structural barriers emerge as
results, allowing the study to deliver strategically
actionable insights rather than simply descriptive
rankings.

Table 2: Importance level for AHP/FAHP

Preference rating Linguistic Code TFNs
Equal Importance 1 (1,1,1)
Not at all important 2 (1,2,3)
Slightly Imp 3 (2,3,4)
Moderately Important 4 (3,4,5)
Moderately Highly Important 5 (4,5,6)
Highly Important 6 (5,6,7)
Extremely Important 7 (6,7,7)

Table 1 shows the linguistic scale and corresponding
triangular fuzzy numbers used AHP and FAHP
analysis. The structured conversion of qualitative
judgments to TFNs ensures that the expert’s

intuition is systematically integrated while avoiding
artificial accuracy. This scale provides the
methodological framework for both crisp and fuzzy
judgments.

Table 3: Normalized Weights of the main criteria (AHP)

Main Category of | Cultural and Legal | Structural Leadership and Stakeholders
Criteria/Barriers Barriers Barriers Barriers

Cultural and Legal Barriers | 0.7636 0.8065 0.4545

Structural Barriers 0.1091 0.1613 0.4545

Leadership and Stakeholders

Barriers 0.1273 0.0323 0.0909

Source: Self Composition

The normalized weights show that Cultural and
Legal Barriers are the highest priority, followed by
Structural Barriers and Leadership and Stakeholder
Barriers. This indicates that macro-level socio-legal
limitations have a greater impact on LGBTQ

employment exclusion than organizational or
interpersonal factors alone. The dominance of
cultural and legal barriers indicates enduring
normative prejudices and policy gaps, which impact
organizational climates indirectly but forcefully.

Table 4: Normalized Weights of Cultural and Legal Barriers

Lack of legal framework

False Religious addressing LGBTQ people
Cultural and Legal Barriers stereotype | fundamentalism or Political conservatism
False stereotype 0.7317 0.8064 0.4444
Religious fundamentalism 0.1219 0.1612 0.4444
Lack of legal framework addressing
LGBTQ people or Political
conservatism 0.1463 0.0322 0.1111
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Within the cultural and legal domain, False
stereotypes are found to be the most powerful sub-
barrier. This research demonstrates how socially
constructed myths still serve as justification for
discriminatory actions. The fact that religious
fundamentalism comes in second shows how deeply

ingrained  belief  systems  contribute  to
heteronormativity. While legal gaps are important,
informal culture views may have a more immediate
and widespread effect on workplace inclusion,
according to the relatively lesser weight given to
political conservatism or the absence of legal
frameworks.

Table 5: Normalized Weights of Structural Barriers

Lack of
awareness
relating to Lack of Gendered
Diverse protocol perceptio | Traditiona
sexual S to n of | 1, rigid,
Orientatio | Symbolic | manage leadershi | task
n and | inclusion sexual p oriented
Gender (Tokenis prejudic | Heteronormati | (rainbow | work
Structural Barriers | Identity m) e ve discourse ceiling) culture
Lack of awareness
relating to Diverse
sexual Orientation
and Gender
Identity 0.3417 0.5422 0.1040 0.3243 0.2362 0.2188
Symbolic inclusion
(Tokenism) 0.1139 0.1807 0.7279 0.3243 0.2835 0.1875
Lack of protocols to
manage sexual
prejudice 0.3417 0.1807 0.1040 0.2595 0.2362 0.1875
Heteronormative
discourse 0.0854 0.0361 0.0260 0.0649 0.1890 0.1875
Gendered
perception of
leadership (rainbow
ceiling) 0.0683 0.0301 0.0208 0.0162 0.0472 0.1875
Traditional, rigid,
task oriented work
culture 0.0488 0.0301 0.0173 0.0108 0.0079 0.0313

Source: Self Composition

The most important barrier under structural barrier
analysis, is symbolic (tokenism),
highlighting the fact that surface-level diversity
measures frequently fall short of real inclusion. Lack
of knowledge about various gender identities and
sexual orientations follows closely, denoting

inclusion

informational gaps in organizations. Even while
they are less prevalent, lower-ranked elements like
heteronormative discourse and gendered views of
leadership (rainbow ceiling) are nevertheless
structurally established and collectively support
exclusionary norms.

Table 6: Normalized Weights of Leadership and Stakeholder’s barriers.

Leadership and | Biased Insuffi | Genera | Higher | Neglect | Leaders Resistance  or

Stakeholder’s managem | cient tional social ing enforced | backlash from
barriers. ent commi | divides | domina | attitude | silence stakeholders

tment nce toward | (discoura | because of the

S ging perception of

diversit | victims LGBTQ as less

y from competent s
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reporting | inappropriate or
miscondu | when LGBTQ
ct) policies doesn’t
benefit
stakeholders )

Biased 0.2547 0.2569 | 0.5106 0.2350 0.2278 0.0667 0.2222
management

Insufficient 0.2547 0.2569 | 0.2553 0.3525 0.0759 0.2667 0.1667
commitment

Generational 0.0637 0.0642 | 0.1277 0.2350 0.3038 0.2000 0.1667
divides

Higher social | 0.0849 0.0856 | 0.0426
dominance

0.1175 0.2278 0.2667 0.1667

Neglecting 0.0509 0.2569 | 0.0213
attitude towards
diversity

0.0196 | 0.0759 | 0.0667 0.1667

Leaders enforced | 0.2547 0.0428 | 0.0213
silence
(discouraging
victims from
reporting
misconduct)

0.0235 0.0759 | 0.0667 0.0556

Resistance or | 0.0364 0.0367 | 0.0213
backlash  from
stakeholders
because of the
perception of
LGBTQ as less
competent ,
inappropriate or
when LGBTQ
policies doesn’t
benefit
stakeholders.

0.0168 | 0.0127 | 0.0667 0.0556

Source: Self Composition

Generational divisions and biased management
practices appeared as the most significant leadership
impediments. This suggests that generational
socialization and power hierarchies shape leadership

attitudes, which in turn influence inclusion
outcomes. Lower-ranked impediments, such as
stakeholder resistance, continue to demand study
since they reflect external influences that can hinder
robust diversity efforts.

Table 7: Criteria Weights and Corresponding Ranks

Main Criteria Criteria/Sub-criteria Weight Rank
Cultural and Legal Barriers 3.4087 1
Structural Barriers 3.1263 2
Leaders and Stakeholders Barriers 2.9263 3
Cultural and Legal Barriers

False stereotype 3.4196 1
Religious fundamentalism 3.0465 2
Lack of legal framework addressing LGBTQ people or Political

conservatism 2.8710 3
Structural Barriers

Lack of awareness relating to Diverse sexual Orientation and

Gender Identity 8.1199 2
Symbolic inclusion (Tokenism) 9.6915 1
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Lack of protocols to manage sexual prejudice 7.6194 3
Heteronormative discourse 6.9276 5
Gendered perception of leadership (rainbow ceiling) 6.2476 6
Traditional, rigid, task-oriented work culture 7.3851 4
Leadership and Stakeholders Barriers

Biased management 7.6262 2
Insufficient commitment 7.5261 3
Generational divides 7.7400 1
Higher social dominance 7.4481 4
Neglecting attitude towards diversity 6.5031 7
Leaders enforced silence (discouraging victims from reporting

misconduct) 7.1822 5
Resistance or backlash from stakeholders because of the

perception of LGBTQ as less competent, inappropriate or when

LGBTQ policies doesn’t benefit stakeholders ) 6.9806 6

Source: Self Composition

From the above table 6, it is observed that the
sequence of final ranks with an application of the
AHP method is Cultural and Legal Barriers >
Structural Barriers > Leadership and Stakeholders

hierarchy  highlights  that
inclusion measures

Barriers.  This
organizational cannot be
effective unless larger cultural narratives and legal

protections are addressed concurrently.

To overcome the ambiguity and subjectivity
inherent in expert opinions, FAHP is used with
Triangular Fuzzy Numbers (TFNs). Linguistic
assessments were converted to fuzzy scales, and
fuzzy  geometric calculated.

Defuzzification is done to produce crisp weights and

means were

rankings, which improved the resilience and
reproducibility of the results.

4.2) Fuzzy Analytical Hierarchy Process

Table 8: Fuzzy Weights of Geometric Means - wl, wm, and wu

Criteria Wi Wm Wu M;i Ni Rank
Cultural and Legal Barriers 0.5395 0.7063 | 0.9078 0.7179 | 0.7032 1
Structural Barriers 0.1777 0.2159 | 0.2749 0.2228 | 0.2183 2
Leaders and Stakeholders Barriers 0.0616 0.0777 ] 0.1013 0.0802 | 0.0786 3
Cultural and Legal Barriers

False stereotype 0.5083 0.6907 | 0.9286 0.7092 | 0.6888 1
Religious fundamentalism 0.1674 0.2223 | 0.2988 0.2295 | 0.2229 2
Lack of legal framework addressing

LGBTQ people or Political conservatism | 0.0672 0.0870 | 0.1186 0.0910 | 0.0883 3
Structural Barriers

Lack of awareness relating to Diverse

sexual Orientation and Gender Identity 0.2269 0.3054 | 0.3977 0.3100 | 0.3018 1
Symbolic inclusion (Tokenism) 0.2178 0.2943 | 0.3991 0.3037 | 0.2956 2
Lack of protocols to manage sexual

prejudice 0.1869 0.2388 | 0.3062 0.2440 | 0.2375 3
Heteronormative discourse 0.0644 0.0880 | 0.1250 0.0924 | 0.0900 4
Gendered perception of leadership

(rainbow ceiling) 0.0376 0.0499 | 0.0697 0.0524 | 0.0510 5
Traditional, rigid, task-oriented work

culture 0.0187 0.0235 | 0.0319 0.0247 | 0.0240 6
Leadership and Stakeholders Barriers

Biased management 0.1702 0.2616 | 0.3888 0.2735 | 0.2578 1
Insufficient commitment 0.1606 0.2510 | 0.3766 0.2628 | 0.2477 2
Generational divides 0.1014 0.1689 | 0.2752 0.1818 | 0.1714 3
Higher social dominance 0.0886 0.1420 | 0.2392 0.1566 | 0.1476 4
Neglecting attitude towards diversity 0.0552 0.0759 | 0.1087 0.0799 | 0.0753 5
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Leaders enforced silence (discouraging
victims from reporting misconduct) 0.0500 0.0649 | 0.0891 0.0680 | 0.0641 6
Resistance or backlash from stakeholders
because of the perception of LGBTQ as
less competent, inappropriate or when
LGBTQ policies doesn’t benefit
stakeholders ) 0.0280 0.0354 | 0.0504 0.0379 | 0.0358 7

Source: Self Composition

With the help of expert consultation, triangular
fuzzy numbers were used to determine pair-wise
comparisons for the barriers and their sub-criteria.
Thereafter, the weighted score of the barriers and
their sub-criteria were estimated for the barriers
along with their sub-criteria and the fuzzy weights
along with their rankings as presented in Table 7.

The FAHP analysis supports the AHP findings, with
equal rankings across all significant categories. The
consistency of AHP and FAHP outcomes illustrates
the robustness of the results while also verifying the
dependability of expert judgments under uncertain
settings. Minor weight redistributions at the sub-
criteria level show sensitivity to uncertainty but do

not change the overall priority structure.
4.3) Comparative Analysis of Analytical Hierarchy Process and Fuzzy Analytical Hierarchy Process
Table 9: Criteria Weight Ranks for AHP and FAHP (comparison)

Criteria For AHP | For FAHP Method
Method

Cultural and Legal Barriers 1 1

Structural Barriers 2 2

Leaders and Stakeholders Barriers 3 3

Cultural and Legal Barriers

False stereotype 1 1
Religious fundamentalism 2 2
Lack of legal framework addressing LGBTQ people or Political

conservatism 3 3

Structural Barriers
Lack of awareness relating to Diverse sexual Orientation and

Gender Identity 2 1
Symbolic inclusion (Tokenism) 1 2
Lack of protocols to manage sexual prejudice 3 3
Heteronormative discourse 5 4
Gendered perception of leadership (rainbow ceiling) 6 5
Traditional, rigid, task-oriented work culture 4 6
Leadership and Stakeholders Barriers

Biased management 2 1
Insufficient commitment 3 2
Generational divides 1 3
Higher social dominance 4 4
Neglecting attitude towards diversity 7 5

Leaders enforced silence (discouraging victims from reporting
misconduct) 5 6
Resistance or backlash from stakeholders because of the
perception of LGBTQ as less competent, inappropriate or when
LGBTQ policies doesn’t benefit stakeholders) 6 7

Source: Self Composition
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Table 10: The Potential Criteria in Sequence

RANKS CRITERIA

1 Cultural and Legal Barriers

2 Structural Barriers

3 Leaders and Stakeholders Barriers

Cultural and Legal Barriers

1 False stereotype

2 Religious fundamentalism

3 Lack of legal framework addressing LGBTQ people or Political

conservatism

Structural Barriers

2,1 Lack of awareness relating to Diverse sexual Orientation and
Gender Identity

1,2 Symbolic inclusion (Tokenism)

3 Lack of protocols to manage sexual prejudice

5,4 Heteronormative discourse

6,5 Gendered perception of leadership (rainbow ceiling)

4,6 Traditional, rigid, task-oriented work culture

Biased management

Insufficient commitment

Generational divides

Higher social dominance

Neglecting attitude towards diversity

Leaders enforced silence (discouraging victims from reporting
misconduct)

Resistance or backlash from stakeholders because of the
perception of LGBTQ as less competent, inappropriate or when
LGBTQ policies doesn’t benefit stakeholders)

relations among the barriers. The comparison scale

The comparison of the ranking suggests minor
changes in sub-barrier positions, particularly in the
structural and leadership sectors. These differences
indicate that, even though crisp approaches capture
relative importance, fuzzy methods provide nuanced
insights by accounting for ambiguity. Convergence
of rankings strengthens confidence in the identified
priority barriers.

4.4) DEMATEL method (Decision-making Trial
and Evaluation) The DEMATEL approach is
applied in this section to analyse the complex

was used to rate the influence of one barrier over the
others (See Table 10). After following the steps, the
total relation matrix (T) is estimated as presented in
Table 11. The row sum is depicted as Ri and the
column sum is depicted as Ci. Once Ri and Ci are
computed, the value of Ri-Ci helps decide whether
the barrier is a cause barrier or an effect barrier. With
a positive value of Ri-Ci, the barrier is said to be
Cause barrier, and with a negative value of Ri-Ci,
the barrier is said to be Effect barrier.

Table 11: Comparison Scale of Dematel Method

COMPARISON SCALE OF DEMATEL METHOD
0 NO INFLUENCE

1 LOW INFLUENCE

2 MEDIUM INFLUENCE

3 HIGH INFLUENCE

4 VERY HIGH INFLUENCE
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Table 12: Total relation matrix
Cultural and Legal | Structural | Leadership and Stakeholders
Barriers Barriers Barriers Barriers Ri
Cultural and Legal
Barriers 1.2549 1.8627 1.2745 4.3921
Structural Barriers 1.1764 1.0588 0.8823 3.1176
Leadership and
Stakeholders Barriers 1.3725 1.5686 0.8627 3.8039
Ci 3.8039 4.4901 3.0196
Source: Self Composition
Table 13: Cause-and-effect relationship of three major categories of barriers
Barriers Ri Ci Ri+Ci Ri-Ci Identify Rank
Cultural and Legal
Barriers 4.3921 | 3.8039 | 8.1960 0.5882 Cause 1
Structural Barriers 3.1176 | 4.4901 | 7.6078 -1.3725 Effect 2
Leadership and
Stakeholders Barriers 3.8039 | 3.0196 | 6.8235 0.7843 Cause 3
Source: Self Composition
o Ri-Ci @ Ri+Ci
10
8
6
4
2
. .
0
0 0.5 1 1.5 2 2.5 3 3.5
-2

Figure 1: Cause and effect - Dematel analysis

The DEMATEL result shows that cultural and legal
barriers and leadership & stakeholder barriers act as
causal factors, giving rise to structural barriers
directly. In contrast, structural barriers act as effect
factors, shaped by upstream cultural norms and
leadership behaviors. This causal structure implies
that interventions targeting legal reform and
leadership accountability are less likely to create
cascading positive impacts across organizational
systems.

The findings constantly show that cultural and legal
barriers are the most significant hurdles, followed by
structural barriers and leader and stakeholder
barriers. While AHP and FAHP construct a strong
hierarchy of obstacles, DEMATEL demonstrates
that cultural-legal and leadership-related barriers

serve as underlying causes of structural exclusion
within organizations. The convergence of findings
across approaches increases the credibility and
trustworthiness of the results, which provide both
theoretical insight and practical assistance. Overall,
the study emphasizes that genuine LGBTQ inclusion
necessitates systemic change that addresses cultural
narratives, legal legitimacy, leadership
accountability, and organizational policy reform.

5) Theoretical Implications

This study contributes to the literature by
empirically proving that the barriers to LGBTQ
workplace inclusion are hierarchical, interrelated,
and causally structured, rather than discrete or
equally significant. By combining AHP, FAHP, and
DEMATEL, the study extends diversity and

192


https://economic-sciences.com/

Economic Sciences

3 N L Y
https://economic-sciences.com L

ES (2026) 22(1), 182-196 | ISSN:1505-4683 P conorme

inclusion research by moving beyond descriptive
lists of barriers to a system-level explanation of how
exclusion occurs and persists. The identification of
cultural-legal and leadership barriers as causal
elements is consistent with and expands on findings
from social dominance theory and institutional
perspectives, which emphasize the role of power,
norms, and legitimacy in determining organizational
behavior.  Furthermore, the methodological
triangulation used in this work supports theoretical
arguments by demonstrating that prioritization
patterns persist even when uncertainty and
ambiguity in expert opinion are explicitly replicated.
This supports the concept that LGBTQ exclusion is
more than just an organizational issue; it is ingrained
in larger socio-cultural and institutional frameworks
that determine workplace realities.

6) Practical Implications

The study's findings have substantial practical
implications for companies, legislators, and
diversity practitioners looking to improve LGBTQ
workplace inclusion. First, the constant prioritizing
of cultural and legal barriers across AHP, FAHP,
and DEMATEL analyses indicates that
organizational inclusion programs cannot be
effective in isolation from larger socio-cultural and
legal settings. Policymakers should consequently
concentrate on improving legal recognition, anti-
discrimination enforcement, and public narratives
that refute misleading perceptions, as these develop
as root factors impacting organizational structures
and behaviors. Second, the identification of
tokenism as a major structural barrier emphasizes
the need for organizations to shift beyond
performative diversity initiatives to substantive
inclusion mechanisms such as accountability-driven
DEI metrics, inclusive leadership development, and
continuous sensitization programs. Third, the
Dematel findings show that the leadership and
stakeholder-related barriers act as causal drivers,
implying that interventions addressing leadership
bias, generational divisions, and commitment gaps
are likely to have a cascading positive impact across
organizational systems. Collectively these findings
allow practitioners to carefully prioritize
interventions, with a focus on causal impediments
rather than symptomatic outcomes

7) Limitations and Future research Direction

Despite its merits, the study has drawbacks. First,
the study is based on expert assessment, which,
while collected systematically using AHP and
FAHP, may nevertheless reflect subjective
perspectives impacted by contextual or experiential
biases. Second, the study focuses on a
predetermined set of barriers derived from current
literature; other or context-specific barriers may
exist but were not captured by the analytical
approach. Third, the conclusions are based on a
cross-sectional expert review, which limits their
ability to account for temporal changes in
organizational practices or socio-legal contexts.
Finally, while DEMATEL suggests causal links
between barrier categories, it does not
experimentally assess them with longitudinal or
behavioral data.

Therefore, future research has the potential to
significantly expand on this work. First, empirical
validation with large-scale survey data or
longitudinal  designs could improve causal
conclusions and investigate how barrier dynamics
change over time. Second, future studies may apply
the suggested framework to various -cultural,
national, or sectoral contexts to test the findings'
generalizability. Third, using other methodologies
such  as  structural  equation  modeling
(SEM), fsQCA, or other MCDM techniques could
supplement the decision-making procedures utilized
here by quantitatively testing causal pathways.
Finally, future study might look into intersectional
dimensions—such as the interaction of sexual
orientation with gender, caste, race, or disability—
to gain a more comprehensive understanding of
workplace exclusion and inclusion processes.
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