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Abstract

1.Purpose

The object of this paper is to present how homosexual male workers in professional positions perform what can be defined as homonormative identities. 
2. Design/methodology/approach

The 7 interviews analyzed here are part of a larger set of 34 narrative interviews conducted between 2007 and 2008 with nonheterosexual individuals working in the Italian public and private sectors.

Following the narratives’ analysis about challenging the symbolic gender order in organizations (Gherardi and Poggio, 2007), I identified five ways of withstanding the symbolic heteronormative order of workplaces. First of all, I’ve recognized three distinctive features characterizing non heterosexuals’ narratives about work life: the degree of visibility (coming out stories), the commitment showed towards work, and the centrality they ascribe to sexual identity in the workplace. 
3. Findings
These three features allowed me to elaborate a continuum where five challenges were represented: the challenge through the peripheral symbolic presence; the challenge through the temporary symbolic presence; the challenge made possible by the constant symbolic presence; the challenge as struggle; the challenge through professionalism that be the specific object of this paper. 

Interviews conducted to Italian self-defined gay and lesbian workers have been interpreted on the basis of a double challenge that non-heterosexual subjects pose when they enter a heteronormative workplace: they have to constantly negotiate an ambivalence toward their sexual identity, and this ambivalence is translated in forms of distinctions and identification with the identity that represents a rupture with the heteronormative symbolic order of the workplace. 
4. Research limitations/implications

This analysis aimed at revealing how non-heterosexual identities differ one from the other, creating a hierarchy between privileged homosexualities -that usually are the ones that differ less from the norm- and stigmatized ones -presented as the more transgressive by the professional workers object of this paper-. In this analysis I have tried to show how homonormativity could be used as a device used by gay managers to pass as heterosexual in a workplace where heterosexuality is taken for granted.
5. Originality/value of the paper

Queer theory, contemporary feminisms, post-structuralism, social constructionism, studies on gender and masculinities and all these deconstructive streams of thought, identifying and criticizing heteronormativity, have already stated that it stigmatizes alternative concepts of both sexuality and gender and makes certain types of self-expression more difficult. The interesting point that I unveil with this paper is the disclosure of how homonormativity demarcates limits and boundaries to self sexual expressions as well.
Article category: developmental paper.
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 Introduction

This paper seeks to make an intervention about how minority sexual identities are constructed and managed at work. A specific space where differences are socially produced is that of workplace, in which identitary hierarchies are enacted through rules and particular kinds of interactions (Acker, 1990): people who deviates from the norm have to cope with invisible barriers during their carriers, since it is necessary to emulate the dominant social category in order to have success (Zimmer, 1987). 

Studying how sexual identities are created, constructed and maintained implies referring to the wider reference setting, that is the Western culture, where homosexual experience is still considered a deplorable transgression. At the same time, though, we are witnessing a widespread allegiance to heteronormative assumptions by part of the people that define themselves as non-heterosexual: the object of this paper is to present how homosexual male workers in professional positions perform what can be defined as homonormative identities. 

In order to analyse this subject position, I’ll take into account the challenge through professionalism that characterizes men occupied in professional positions who give value to a sharp division between private and professional sphere. At the same time, though, resistance to the heteronormative order is made possible thanks to the creation of a community of practice based on sexual identity: this process will be better understood through the concept of sexuality switching.

Theoretical framework: hetero- and homonormativity

The assumption of any research on sexuality in the workplace is that the context in which workers are embedded is shaped by heterosexuality: in organizational studies, heteronormativity is presented as the natural order of things (Humphrey, 1999) that reinforces the domain of compulsory heterosexuality (Rich, 1980), whose power is given by a principle of “non examinated heterocentrality” (Rich, 1989). This assumption of heterosexuality  means that, unless it is demonstrated the contrary, any individual that interacts in the workplace is considered to be heterosexual. Therefore, the construction of other sexual identities brings to light the heterosexual character of workplaces, making it necessary to analyse “the ways in which heterosexuality, discursively, structurally and institutionally, is reproduced and perpetuated in the workplace” (McDermott, 2006: 194). The obvious conclusion is that “heterosexuality’s naturalization means that it is rarely acknowledged as a sexuality; as a sexual category or identification. By contrast, historically lesbians and gay men have been defined primarily as sexual beings” (Richardson, 2000: 32). 

Heteronormativity is defined as the perceived reinforcement of certain beliefs about the taken-for-granted alignment of sex, gender and sexuality by many social institutions and social policies. These beliefs include the notion that human beings fall into two distinct and complementary categories, male and female; that sexual and marital relations are acceptable only when between people of different sexes; that intimate relationships between same-sex people don’t have a sexual value; and that each sex has certain “natural” roles in life. Thus, heteronormativity is defined as the practices and institutions "that legitimize and privilege heterosexuality and heterosexual relationships as fundamental and “natural” within society” (Cohen, 2005: 24): the norms described or criticized by this term might be overt, covert, or implied. However, heterosexuality is not a singular, monolithic entity – it exists in many variants: as Seidman (2005) points out, there are hierarchies of respectability and good citizenship among heterosexuals, and what tends to be valorized as ‘normative’ is a very particular form grounded on traditional gender arrangements and lifelong monogamy.

One of the approaches undertaken by my research is that of queer theory which explores “what has been rendered “abnormal” during processes of normalization (Lee et al., 2008: 150). With the concept of “normalization” I refer to those conservative taken for granted notions that manage daily life of people’s activities and expressions of selfhood. Thanks to queer theories is then possible to discover “diverse reading strategies and multiple interpretative stances” that facilitate “resistance to regimes of the normal” (Hall, 2003: XXVI). Sexual identity is then studied as a performative act (staged by non heterosexual workers with the collaboration of other actors) that has effects on the organizational culture by producing some kind of change, as it will be showed in the section about the main findings of the research. 

Queer theory, contemporary feminisms, post-structuralism, social constructionism, studies on gender and masculinities and all these deconstructive streams of thought, identifying and criticizing heteronormativity, state that it stigmatizes alternative concepts of both sexuality and gender and makes certain types of self-expression more difficult. 

The interesting point that I would like to add is that homonormativity demarcates limits and boundaries to self sexual expressions as well: Lisa Duggan outlines the features of what she calls the new homonormativity as “a politics that does not contest dominant heteronormative assumptions and institutions, but upholds and sustains them, while promising the possibility of a demobilized gay culture anchored in domesticity and consumption” (2002: 179) and the incarnation in a neoliberal gay subject (Bryant, 2008). With this expression Duggan recovers a term that was used by trans-activists as “an intuitive, almost self-evident, back-formation from the ubiquitous ‘heteronormative’, suitable for use where homosexual community norms marginalized other kinds of sex/gender/sexuality difference” (Stryker, 2008:  147).

Thus, while Duggan’s account locates homonormativity within a matrix of neoliberal politics, outlining the logic and politics whereby minoritarian subject is domesticated as the proper citizen of the neoliberal state, Stryker’s locates it within LGBTQ intergroup dynamics (Bryant, 2008). 
Research design 

The 7 interviews analyzed here are part of a larger set of 34 narrative interviews conducted between 2007 and 2008 with nonheterosexual individuals working in the Italian public and private sectors[
]. In the terms provided by Glaser and Strauss (1967), the research followed a theoretical sampling—however, this nonprobabilistic sample was not representative in a quantitative sense; nor was it intended to be, given the qualitative approach of the study (see Silverman, 2001), which attempted to gather qualitative data on different ways of constructing and managing sexual identities at work. Through a snowball sampling, the selection of interviewees was made according to those who had come out at least once in their workplace and according to their self-identification as nonheterosexuals. This meant that the focus of my research was on coming out as a way of performing sexual identities, as opposed to a focus on homophobia as the central experience of nonheterosexuals at work. This point is remarkable because in Italy the topic of homosexuality has been researched mainly through surveys and in relation to homophobia, underlying once more the fact that homosexuality continues to be depicted as the “other” deviating from the norm; as Pringle put it: “this small study adds to nascent literature on sexual minorities that is positively focused and contrasts with approaches that reinforce automatic vulnerability to discrimination” (Pringle, 2008: S118).


In actuality, two interviewees were gay men who had not come out at all in the workplace, a fact that I only realized during the course of the interviews. It was after the research was finished that I realized the importance of these two interviews and the fact that they represent the “zero point” of the process of coming out as conceived as a continuum. In the literature, Day and Schoenrade (1997) were the first researchers to talk about coming out as a continuum: through focus groups they brought to light the fact that unveiling a sexual identity is not a matter of a dichotomy between in and out, as Goffman (1963) highlighted in his work on stigma. A decision can be made to come out to some colleagues but not to others, to managers but not to clients, to newcomers but not to old collaborators. And once one has come out, it is necessary to continue to manage the discrediting social information (Goffman, 1963). 


Furthermore, Schneider (1986) argues that coming out has to be analyzed in context—the decision to come out is taken on the basis of relations within the workplace—the degree of trust among colleagues and an organizational culture that might or might not react in negative ways (Cain, 1991; Miller et al., 2003). In the majority of studies, coming out is seen as a central aspect of a nonheterosexual’s life, since he or she has to cope with it in every heteronormative workplace. On the other hand, this research has highlighted the relationship between workplaces and strategies of coming out: trying to show how nonheterosexuals can manage their sexual identity and, at the same time, showing how workplaces are meant to be lived by heterosexuals. 

This is one of the reasons why, following Spradley (1979), my interview design consisted of a broadly generative question about the subject’s working life, followed by framing and focusing questions. Nevertheless, a high degree of flexibility was retained in order to allow the conversation to flow in directions decided by the interviewee. As suggested by Pringle (2008), narrative interviews were chosen as the most suitable procedure to “capture multiple and shifting identity positions” (Pringle, 2008: S110). 


All transcriptions were manually coded and analysed according to narrative criteria that aimed to uncover how people construct and manage their sexual identity at work in light of the constant process that is commonly called coming out. 

Performing non-heterosexual identities through homonormativity

Following the narratives’ analysis about challenging the symbolic gender order in organizations (Gherardi and Poggio, 2007), I identified five ways of withstanding the symbolic heteronormative order of workplaces. First of all, I’ve recognized three distinctive features characterizing non heterosexuals’ narratives about work life: the degree of visibility (coming out stories), the commitment showed towards work, and the centrality they ascribe to sexual identity in the workplace. 

These three features allowed me to elaborate a continuum where five challenges were represented:
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I rapidly go through the last four challenges, since the object of this paper is to concentrate on the first one: 

- the challenge through the peripheral symbolic presence is performed by workers that have an high degree of commitment and try to manage both professional and relational satisfaction by coming out only with colleagues that they trust. The organizational change is made possible only with a few colleagues that are considered to be friends;

- the challenge through the temporary symbolic presence is characterized by a lower commitment, since work is presented as a way of obtaining economic independence, not as a path to personal fulfilment. These workers have come out with everybody in the organizational context because they hope for a surpassing of gender and sexual identity (more from an egalitarian point of view than from a queer approach);

- the challenge made possible by the constant symbolic presence aims at completely changing the organizational culture through practice and explicit reference to their non heterosexual way of living. Visibility has been reached gradually after evaluating how workplace could have reacted to coming out;

- the challenge as struggle is carried out by workers that daily take a stand towards discrimination. Coming out has been made with everybody in the organization because they don’t want to silence any aspect of their identity, especially at work, considered as an important and satisfactory sphere of their life.  

Finally, the challenge through professionalism is undergone only by men in professional positions: none of the women interviewed actually displayed any kind of features that could have been ascribed to this challenge.

In order to analyse how male professionals manage their non-heterosexual identity at work, I use a reading described by Gherardi and Poggio’s analysis about challenging the symbolic gender order in organizations (2007): when women enter male workplaces, they activate a double challenge to the symbolic order represented by hegemonic masculinity, both identifying themselves as women, but at the same time distincting themselves from women in the same organization but with lower positions. 

I’ve then interpreted my interviews on the basis of a double challenge that non heterosexual subjects pose when they enter a heteronormative workplace: they have to constantly negotiate an ambivalence toward their sexual identity, and this ambivalence is molded in the forms of distinction and identification with the homosexual identity that represents a rupture with the heteronormative symbolic order of the workplace.

The challenge through professionalism characterizes men occupied in professional positions that give value to a sharp division between private and professional sphere, invoking and applying homonormativity to shape sexual subjectivities and public identities (Rosenfeld, 2009). They usually try to silence their sexual identity at work, while presenting a high level of commitment and alignment to the heteronormative structure of workplaces: the most frequently cited explanation for deciding not to come out, though, was not wanting to expose their sexual identity at work for professional reasons—what they do in their bed has nothing to do with their work— upholding the heteronormative discourse that remains unchallenged.

Honestly, one issue is to talk about it with friends, but it’s quite different to talk about it with your employees […]. This is a place where you work. That’s it […]. This is my company, I care for it, I’m a serious businessman. (Christian, entrepreneur)

I’ve got a strong sense of duty, so I see my workplace as a place to work, and that’s it. . […]. And I think I’m a good example for my employees. (Fabrizio, ministerial executive)

A crucial point is that recognition of one’s sexual identity is not perceived to be central in everyone’s life, since there is still a conception of the work environment as separated from the private sphere: this attitude could be described as an homage to hegemonic masculinity and its attendant class privileges (King,  2009).

The literature has revealed at least two strategies with which to manage a stigmatized identity. Through the first strategy, sexual minorities can maintain silence through the deliberate decision to pass as heterosexual (Woods and Lucas, 1993): this is a clear example of an active strategy of constructing a false heterosexual identity. On the other hand, there is a second way for sexual minorities to cover their sexual orientation: by not disclosing information about their private lives (Croteau, 1996) and by “refusing or avoiding an intimate approach, individuals can avoid the duty of divulging information about themselves” (Goffman, 1963: 120). 

Before this episode [he was outed by the press] I didn’t give a distorted image of myself. . . . I just didn’t talk about myself, about my private life. . . . I usually don’t give much information about me. . . . I’m really coy. (Fabrizio, ministerial executive)

The second example is the story of two gay colleagues meeting by accident in a gay bar:

I discovered that some of my colleagues were gay because I met them in a gay bar. I remember one of them who asked me, “What are you doing here?” and I cut short the conversation by saying, “Maybe the same thing you’re doing here.” It was a laconic and terse answer. (Oreste, manager)

Another interesting point is the fact that these professionals show a stereotypical vision of homosexuality in contrast with the features of homonormativity: they openly declare to be different from “other” homosexuals since, in addition to managing their own performance, passing strategies entail condemning gender nonconformists and those who flaunt their homosexuality (Rosenfeld, 2009).

You need to know how to present yourself because yes, I am gay, but I don’t like homosexuals who flaunt their sexual orientation, I don’t like Gay Parade and this kind of things, like talking about myself using the feminine. (Carlo, white-collar).

This is a strategy of legitimacy and self-representation of the self as belonging to the norm. A central issue of these narratives regards the fact of “knowing how to present oneself”: to be accepted, men whose challenge is made possible through professionalism adhere to the hegemonic masculinity of the workplace, that is a heteronormative masculinity caracterized by hard work and alignement with dominant constructions of knowledge and power (we shouldn’t forget that all these men occupy professional positions).

People can accept homosexuals like me: I get up at 7 to go to work and I come back home at nine in the evening after 15 hours of work. They see that I’m honest, that I’m a good seller, that I have a quiet way of living. (Christian, entrepreneur)

This attitude, though, contributes to create a hierarchy between honourable and unrespectable homosexuals and it reproduces the discourse of exclusion underpinned by the concept of sexual citizenship. Talking about rights, this attitude is at the core of the debate about sexual citizenship, which main lack is represented by this taken for granted primacy of subjects whose desire is homologation to the hegemonic discourse. 

At the same time though, resistance is made possible thanks to the creation of a community of practices based on sexual identity through the process of “sexuality switching”. Following the concept of gender switching used by Bruni and Gherardi (2002), I suggest the notion of sexuality switching, meaning those situations in which non-heterosexual people have to engineer their identity ceaselessly, according to the community (professional or sexual) to which they want to belong. I consider this sexuality switching as a way of resistance to “the onus upon lesbians and gays to leave their homosexuality at home and to ensure that their professional clothes double up as personal closets, in order to preserve the heterosexual hegemony of the occupation” (Humphrey, 1999: 146):

To my friends I felt I had to tell them because they’re important to me, but with my subordinates . . . I don’t feel like it, and I don’t see the point of telling them: I just have professional relations with them. (Christian, entrepreneur)

An example of the creation of this community of practice is the painful story of Fabrizio, a ministerial executive whose ex-partner was found killed in the apartment where they still lived together despite having ceased to be partners. Many newspapers put Fabrizio’s name on their front page, and he had to face this unexpected outing as follows:

What I noticed in those moments was not the fact that my colleagues would have thought I was gay. . . . What bothered me was . . . I don’t know how to explain . . . to be suddenly naked in front of everybody. . . . It was not my choice [to be out] […]. Then, after a couple of months during which I didn’t go to work, I had to go back thanks to my colleagues’ demonstration of supportiveness and love. (Fabrizio, ministerial executive)

But this was not all. After this outing, Fabrizio got to know another executive who was really supportive and who finally turned out to be gay. After this meeting, Fabrizio was introduced to some other gay colleagues and the antinomy between private and public started to fade away:

With them I joke a lot because we know that we are all [gay]. We went on vacation together a couple of times too. (Fabrizio, ministerial executive)

Here, Fabrizio was clearly applying a sort of sexuality switching. At the end of an interview in which he set out a vision of his working life as totally separated from his private life, he recognized that he hung out with his gay colleagues more often than it seemed in the beginning of the narrative. The topic of sexual identity management recalls the strategy of gender identity management through the theme of the double presence (Balbo, 1979; Zanuso, 1987). In the words of Fabrizio reproduced below, sexual community is not in contrast with a professional community, since Fabrizio highlights the masculinity of his colleagues, as a strategy through which moving away from any kind of stereotypical homosexuality and be accepted in a heteronormative context:

So he presented me to some really pleasant people that I’d never thought about as homosexuals. . . . Apparently, they are above suspicion: they’re not effeminate. I like them because they are serious . . . tie and suit men, I will say. An effeminate man would bother me a lot, and they are not—that’s why I appreciate spending time with them. (Fabrizio, ministerial executive)

It is possible, then, to draw a parallel between this narrative and women’s narratives about traditionally male roles, in which integration by organizational context takes place through the negation of gender identity. The negation of the stereotype associated with the homosexual worker is comparable to the negation of gender identity that leads to the acceptance of women into traditionally male roles (Gherardi and Poggio, 2007). 

Conclusive remarks

Interviews conducted to Italian self-defined gay and lesbian workers have been interpreted on the basis of a double challenge that non-heterosexual subjects pose when they enter a heteronormative workplace: they have to constantly negotiate an ambivalence toward their sexual identity, and this ambivalence is translated in forms of distinctions and identification with the identity that represents a rupture with the heteronormative symbolic order of the workplace. This analysis aimed at revealing how non-heterosexual identities differ one from the other, creating a hierarchy between privileged homosexualities -that usually are the ones that differ less from the norm- and stigmatized ones -presented as the more transgressive by the professional workers object of this paper-. In this analysis I have tried to show how homonormativity could be used as a device used by gay managers to pass as heterosexual in a workplace where heterosexuality is taken for granted.

There is considerable evidence that only gay men who exhibit the dispositions and self public traits of an idealized citizen (hard-working, heterosexual, genderconformist, adhering to hegemonic masculinity) are recognized as deserving respect. In fact, the legitimation of the “normal respectable gay” both allows for his integration and stabilizes a moral boundary that separates the “normal” citizen - straight or gay- from citizens who fall outside the circle of normality. In fact, professionals displayed an understanding of others’ refusal to pass as reproducing negative stereotypes of gays as licentious and gendertransgressive (Rosenfeld, 2009), getting the effect of damaging to the homosexual collective seeking public acceptance through the presentation of a public homonormative respectability.

In other words, in workplaces where gay individuals are integrated and normalized, the dominant axis of sexual hierarchy may no longer be the hetero/homosexual division but that of the good/bad sexual citizen (Seidman 2003, Smith 1997). Therefore, homonormativity becomes a tool for promoting a political agenda where homosexuals are accepted and integrated as good capitalists who are just like anyone else: above all, normal, having given up their ability to promote radical social change in favour of the performativity of hegemonic masculinity.

Bibliography

Acker, J. (1990), “Hierarchies, jobs, bodies: a theory of gendered organizations”, Gender and society, Vol. 4, pp. 139-158.

Balbo, L. (1979), “La doppia presenza”, Inchiesta, Vol. 32, pp. 3-6.

Bruni, A., and Gherardi, S. (2002), “Omega’s history. The heterogeneous engineering of a gendered professional self”, in M. Dent and S. Whitehead (Eds.), Mapping professional identities: Knowledge, performativity, and the “new” professional, Routledge, London, pp. 174–198.

Bryant, K. (2008), “In defense of gay children? ‘Progay’ homophobia and the production of homonormativity”, Sexualities, Vo. 11 No. 4, pp. 455-475.

Cain, R. (1991), “Disclosure and secrecy among gay men in the United States and Canada: A shift in views”, in J. Fout and M. S. Tantillo (Eds.), American sexual politics, University of Chicago Press, Chicago, pp. 289–310.

Cohen, C. J. (2005), “Punks, bulldaggers, and welfare queen: The radical potential of queer politics?”, in E.P. Johnson and M.G. Henderson (Eds.), Black Queer Studies, Duke UP, Duke, pp. 21-51.

Croteau, J.M. (1996), “Research on the work experiences of lesbian, gay and bisexual people; an integrative review of methodology and findings”, Journal of vocational behaviour, Vol. 48, pp. 195-209.
Day, N. E., and Schoenrade, P. (1997), “Staying in the closet versus coming out: Relationships between communication about sexual orientation and work attitudes”, Personnel Psychology, Vol. 50, pp. 147–163.

Duggan, L. (2002), “The New Homonormativity: The Sexual Politics of Neoliberalism”, in R. Castronovo and D.D. Nelson (Eds.) Materializing Democracy: Toward a Revitalized Cultural Politics, Duke University Press, Durham, NC, pp. 175-194.

Gherardi, S., Poggio, B. (2007), Gendertelling in organizations: narratives from male-dominated environments. Liber, Copenhagen Business School Press, Copenhaagen.
Glaser, B.G., and Strauss, A.L. (1967), The discovery of grounded theory: Strategies for qualitative research, Aldine, Chicago.

Goffman, E. (1963), Stigma: Notes on the management of spoiled identity, Prentice Hall New York.

Hall, D.E. (2003), Queer theories, Palgrave Macmillan, New York.
Humphrey, J.C. (1999), “Organizing sexualities, organized inequalities: lesbians and gay men in public service occupations”, Gender, work and organization, Vol. 6 No. 3, pp. 134-151.

King, S. (2009), “Virtually normal. Mark Bingham, the war on terror, and the sexual politics of sport”, Journal of sport and social issues, Vol. 33 No. 1, pp. 5-24.

Lee, H., Learmonth, M., and Harding, N. (2008), “Queer(y)ing public administration”, Public Administration, Vol. 86, pp. 149–167.

McDermott, E. (2006), “Surviving in dangerous places: lesbian identity performances in the workplace, social class and psychological health”, Feminism Psychology, Vol. 16 No. 2, pp. 193-211.

Miller, S.L., Forest, K.B., and Jurik, N.C. (2003), “Diversity in blue: Lesbian and gay police officers in a masculine occupation”, Men and Masculinities, Vol. 5, pp. 355–385.

Pringle, J. K. (2008), “Gender in management: Theorizing gender as heterogender”, British Journal of Management, Vol. 19, pp. S110–S119.

Rich, A. (1980), “Compulsory heterosexuality and lesbian existence”, Signs: journal of women in culture and society, Vol. 5 No. 4, pp. 631-660.

Rich, A. (1989), “Forward to ‘Compulsory heterosexuality and lesbian existence’”, in L. Richardson, V. Taylors (Eds.), Feminist frontiers II: rethinking sex, gender and society, Random House, New York.

Richardson, D. (2000), Rethinking sexuality, Sage, London.

Rosenfeld, D. (2009), “Heteronormativity and homonormativity as practical and moral resources. The case of lesbian and gay elders”, Gender and society, Vol. 23 No. 5, pp. 617-638.

Schneider, B.E. (1986), “Coming out at work. Bridging the private/public gap”, Work and Occupations, Vol. 13 No. 4, pp. 463-487.
Seidman, S. (2003), Beyond the Closet, Routledge, New York.

Seidman, S. (2005), “From Polluted Homosexual to the Normal Gay: Changing Patterns of Sexual Regulation in America”, in C. Ingraham (Ed.) Thinking Straight: New Work in Critical Heterosexuality Studies, Routledge, New York, pp. 39-62.

Silverman, D. (2001), Interpreting qualitative data: Methods for analysing talk, text and interaction, 2nd edition, Sage, London.
Smith, A.M. (1997), “The good homosexual and the dangerous queer: resisting the ‘new homophobia”, in L. Segal (Ed.) New Sexual Agendas, Macmillan, London.

Spradley, J. (1979), The ethnographic interview, Rinehart & Winston, New York.

Stryker, S. (2008), “Transgender History, Homonormativity and Disciplinarity”, Radical History Review, Vol. 100, pp. 145–57.

Woods, J.D., Lucas, J.H. (1993), The corporate closet: the professional lives of gay men in America, The Free Press, New York.
Zanuso, L. (1987), “Gli studi sulla doppia presenza: dal conflitto alla norma”, in M.C. Marcuzzo, A.R. Doria (Eds.), La ricerca delle donne. Studi femministi in Italia, Rosemberg and Sellier, Torino, pp. 107-121.
Zimmer, L. (1987), “How women reshape the prison guard role”, Gender and society, Vol. 1 No. 4, pp. 415-431.

[�]	 Interviewees’ names have been changed in order to protect their privacy.









































































































































Beatrice Gusmano is a member of the Interdisciplinary Centre of Gender Studies of the Trento University, where she defended her PhD in Sociology and Social Research with a thesis on coming out processes in the workplace (2009). 


In the last years, she has worked on developing and analysing strategies and methodologies to fight discrimination in the workplace and in the classroom and on local public policies against LGBT discrimination, both in Europe and in Italy.





21

