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Appendix to “LGBT Rights Activism”

A Methodological Appendix

A.1 Selection of Corporations

Since we assume that larger corporations will have more influence in public policy than
smaller corporations, we narrow our focus to the largest 500 corporations (by revenue) for all
corporate fiscal years 2012 to 2016. In selecting our population of corporations, we rely upon
the Standard & Poor’s Compustat database. We only include corporations headquartered in
the U.S. that are traded on a major stock exchange.1 We then drop any company that was
never in the S&P 1500. This leaves us with 553 corporations that were among the largest 500
corporations for at least one year between 2012 and 2016. To capture instances of activism
from a slightly longer time period, including the year following the 2016 election, we expanded
our search for activism from these companies by one year on either side and merged our list of
companies with quarterly financial records from the first quarter of 2011 through the fourth
quarter of 2017 (also using the Compustat database; Standard & Poor’s/Compustat 2018).

Using the National American Industry Classification System (NAICS) as guidance, we
categorize businesses into eight sectors: Government-dependent (utilities and government
contractors) [n=72]; Business-to-Business [n=63]; Manufacturing and Construction [n=191];
Retail, Restaurants, and Accommodations [n=68]; Transportation (parcel services and air-
lines) [n=13]; Information (technology and media) [n=42]; Finance (banks, real estate, and
insurance companies) [n=79]; and Healthcare [n=24].2 Companies are headquartered in 40
different states plus the District of Columbia. The number of employees ranges widely, from
205 to 2,300,000. Cumulatively, these corporations employ more than 25 million people.

A.2 Selection of Issues

In this study, our focus is on the policy domain of LGBT rights. This issue area may be
unique because of the speed at which LGBT rights were advanced in the U.S.; however, this
allows us the opportunity to study corporate activism throughout the life-cycle of an issue–a
policy’s transition from unpopular proposed idea to popular enacted policy.

We can divide LGBT rights into two specific issues: same-sex marriage and LGBT non-
discrimination policies. Public opinion of these two issues are closely related. For example,
an April 2015 IPSOS/Reuters poll found that just over half of Americans supported same-sex
marriage and just over half of Americans also supported protections for LGBT individuals
against discrimination in employment and public accommodations (Breitman 2015). (In
2018, support for same-sex marriage is a few points higher, with two-thirds of Americans
now supporting it.3) We now present a brief description of each of the issues where we found

1. Therefore, we only include publicly-traded corporations in our population. There are too few private
companies–not traded on a major exchange–within the Fortune 500, so we restrict the population to public
companies. Ideally, we would be able to test the effect of being publicly-traded (vs. privately-owned) on the
likelihood of taking public stances on LGBT rights but we are unable to do so because there are too few
large corporations that are also private.

2. One company, Apollo Education Group, did not fit into any of these sectors. Apollo Education is a
corporation that owns for-profit universities like University of Phoenix.

3. See Gallup poll results at: https://news.gallup.com/poll/117328/marriage.aspx (Accessed
08/22/2018).
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instances of corporate activism.

Same-sex marriage. Same-sex marriage is one of the best examples of moral policy,
since, alongside abortion, it represents the pinnacle of the culture war (Smith 2002). Decades
before its legalization, same-sex marriage was on the national agenda in the 1970s and 1990s.
The first U.S. state to legalize same-sex marriage was Massachusetts, which did so by way
of a state supreme court ruling in 2003. Massachusetts began issuing marriage licenses to
same-sex couples in 2004. From 2004 to 2009, six states plus the District of Columbia
legalized same-sex marriage by their judiciary or legislature, but two of these states later
overturned legalization with a voter referendum. By January 2011, at the beginning of our
time series, same-sex marriage was legal in five states and legalization efforts and court battles
were underway in others. Before the Obergefell ruling, thirty-five states and the District of
Columbia allowed same-sex couples to marry. Then, on June 26, 2015, the Supreme Court
issued its ruling, legalizing same-sex marriage nationwide.4

LGBT non-discrimination protections. The Civil Rights Act of 1964 prohibits
discrimination in employment and public accommodations on the basis of race/ethnicity,
national origin, religion, and sex. Yet sexual orientation and gender identity receive no
such federal protection. The Equality Act of 2015 (and the subsequent Equality Act of
2017) sought to expand Civil Rights Act protections to LGBT individuals. While there were
national efforts for anti-discrimination protections for the LGBT community, there were
simultaneous state-level legislative efforts to explicitly allow discrimination in public accom-
modations by for-profit corporations if religious beliefs were the justification for such dis-
crimination (McCoy 2015). While these state Religious Freedom Restoration Acts (RFRAs)
were not explicitly designed to allow discrimination of LGBT individuals (or minority reli-
gious groups), enabling such discrimination was arguably the intent of such legislation. The
Arizona legislature passed an RFRA in 2014 but it was vetoed by Governor Jan Brewer
(Shoichet and Abdullah 2014). An Indiana RFRA passed in 2015 but was later amended
to not protect discrimination on the basis of sexual orientation (Cook and Eason 2015). In
2016, other states passed RFRA legislation.

Even more extreme are the “transgender bathroom bills,” the first of which became law in
North Carolina in March 2016. The North Carolina law (“HB-2”) rescinded local LGBT non-
discrimination ordinances and barred transgender individuals from using the bathroom in
accordance with their gender identity (Kopan and Scott 2016). Other states proposed similar
legislation. Transgender rights in education also saw some advancement (and then regression)
in 2016 and 2017. In May 2016, the Obama Department of Education issued a Dear Colleague
letter recommending to school districts that they ensure that transgender students are in safe
spaces free of harassment and allow transgender students to use school facilities in accordance
with their gender identity. As a result of this guidance, the Supreme Court was set to hear
the case G. G. v. Gloucester County School Board, a case involving facilities accommodation
for a transgender student in Virginia. However, the Trump administration Department of
Education has reversed this guidance, and the Supreme Court has therefore vacated the case
(Emma 2017). Any of the legislative or executive actions discussed in these two paragraphs
were included in our search for instances of corporate activism on LGBT non-discrimination

4. This timeline is adapted from a June 2015 USA Today online article: https://www.usatoday.com/
story/news/politics/2015/06/24/same-sex-marriage-timeline/29173703/. (Accessed 03/30/2018)
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protections.

A.3 Types of Public Statements

For each of the 553 corporations in our sample, we searched for all public statements of LGBT
rights activism that were made by corporations (or their leaders on behalf of corporations)
between January 2011 and December 2017. In gathering evidence of advocacy for (or against)
LGBT rights, we searched for five types of public statements: Supreme Court briefs, press
releases, tweets, open letters, and interviews or speeches. We turn now to describing each
form of activism.

Supreme Court Briefs. When a case is under consideration at the Supreme Court,
interested parties have the opportunity to submit amicus curie (friend of the court) briefs,
where they can present arguments in support of the petitioner, respondent, or neither party.
Five SCOTUS cases related to LGBT rights during our time series: Hollingsworth v. Perry, a
case involving the constitutionality of California’s same-sex marriage ban; U.S. v. Windsor,
where DOMA was overturned; Obergefell v. Hodges, where same-sex marriage was legalized
nationwide; Masterpiece Cakeshop v. Colorado Civil Rights Commission, where a baker was
sanctioned by Colorado for not baking a wedding cake for a same-sex couple; and Gloucester
County School Board v. G. G., where a transgender student was not allowed to use the
men’s restroom in accordance with his gender identity. In each of these five cases, many
large corporations were amici on briefs submitted in support of LGBT rights before the
Supreme Court. If a corporation is listed as an amici on any these briefs, they are included
in our database. While evidence is mixed as to whether amicus briefs can sway justices’
opinions (e.g., Collins 2004; Box-Steffensmeier, Christenson, and Hitt 2013), we consider
briefs a form of activism because they represent the corporation taking a clear policy stance
on an issue and news outlets will typically publish lists of corporations that sign on to these
briefs. When preparing a brief for submission to the Supreme Court, law firms will reach
out to large corporations across the country to see if they would be interested in signing on
to the brief. However, sometimes companies reach out to firms to try to ensure that their
company’s name will appear on the brief. Reportedly, when the law firm Morgan Lewis was
preparing a brief in the Obergefell v. Hodges case, many companies actually reached out to
the firm to make sure that they could sign on to the brief (Cadei 2015). Therefore, it is not
the company’s legal team that is creating these briefs; a third party files the brief and the
individual corporation must simply agree to sign on as an amici.

Congressional and executive branch lobbying. The Lobbying Disclosure Act of
1995 mandates that lobbyists register with Congress and file quarterly lobbying disclosures
to report any lobbying of the legislative or executive branch. Using the Center for Responsive
Politics’ OpenSecrets.org (2018) bulk data, we recorded any time a corporation lobbied on
an LGBT issue in a given quarter. Lobbying disclosures are sometimes vague. A lobbyist
is required to note which issues they are lobbying on, and sometimes they will just list
the issue without noting their position on the issue. (A lobbying disclosure might only say
“Equality Act” instead of “Equality Act – support,” for example.) We make the assumption
that companies that lobbied on an LGBT issues always supported LGBT rights. This is a
relatively weak assumption, since every company that lobbied on LGBT rights also showed
some other public indication of support for LGBT rights.
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Corporate PAC contributions. To locate corporate PAC contributions, we first iden-
tified all Federal Election Commission (FEC) PAC identification numbers. We then merge
this list with the Center for Responsive Politics’ OpenSecrets.org (2018) PAC-to-PAC con-
tributions bulk data. The only LGBT-related PAC that corporate PACs contributed to was
Equality PAC, the House LGBT Equality caucus’ affiliated PAC, which supports LGBT can-
didates and LGBT issues. We summed each corporations’ quarterly contributions and then
noted any time the corporation made a non-negative contribution to the LGBT Equality
PAC.

Tweets. Twitter is a free service where companies (or anyone else) can publish public
messages; thus, operating a Twitter account is nearly costless to a corporation that has a
marketing department or dedicated social media team. Eighty-four percent of the corpora-
tions in our population had an official Twitter account. Twitter can act as an alternative
method of issuing press releases. Examples of LGBT rights activism on Twitter include Pru-
dential Financial’s June 26, 2015 tweet, “We celebrate today’s #SCOTUS decision to bring
marriage equality nationwide. http://bit.ly/1Hkpf8H #LoveWins,” and CVS Health’s
March 10, 2016 tweet, “We support the Equality Act so everyone, including LGBT people,
can live free from discrimination #EqualityForward.”

Press releases. Corporations issue press releases on their websites or contract with
a PR firm such as Cision’s PR Newswire or Berkshire Hathaway’s Business Wire. Like a
tweet, this method of communication is available to any corporation, although the cost will
be higher if a corporation is using a press release agency to issue their statement. We include
press releases made available through press release agencies and those covered by the media
in our search for activist statements. As an example, on March 17, 2016, Salesforce.com
issued a press release in support of LGBT non-discrimination protections.5

Open letters and other joint activism. Businesses and their executives, often in
conjunction with other stakeholder groups, will occasionally issue joint statements in the
form of open letters to elected officials. These open letters are usually covered by business
or national news media. We also include similar forms of activism, like business coalitions
(groups of companies with specific political goals) and op-eds, in this category. For example,
the Human Rights Campaign announced a coalition of 60 large corporations in support of
the Equality Act in March of 2016. Most of these 60 corporations met the criteria to be
included in our sample of firms.

Interviews and speeches by corporate executives. Finally, sometimes when cor-
porate executives are asked to give speeches or interviews, they use these opportunities to
make statements on matters of public policy and on behalf of their company.6 These events
and interviews may then be covered by national news media and business press. Exam-
ples include interviews with the CEO of American Airlines on June 26, 2015 and the CEO

5. The press release text read: “Salesforce is calling on Governor Deal to veto HB 757 because the
legislation creates an environment of discrimination and makes the state of Georgia seem unwelcoming to
same-sex couples and the LGBTQ community. We were encouraged by Governor Deal’s recent comments
that he would veto any bill that allows the perception of discrimination and we are now calling on him to
stand by his comments and move quickly to veto HB 757. If HB 757 is not vetoed and instead becomes
law, Salesforce will have to reduce investments in Georgia, including moving the Salesforce Connections
conference to a state that provides a more welcoming environment for the LGBTQ community.”

6. We only include activism by the CEO if they are specifically speaking out on behalf of their company.
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of Sprint on July 9, 2015 supporting the same-sex marriage SCOTUS ruling. When inter-
viewed, American Airlines CEO Doug Parker said “This is a historic moment for our country
and for many of American’s employees...Today’s decision reaffirms the commitment of com-
panies like American that recognize equality is good for business and society as a whole,”
and Sprint CEO Marcelo Claure said “At Sprint we believe strongly that no one should be
discriminated against because of whom they want to marry.”

A.4 Search Parameters (for Soft Activism)

When searching for tweets, we used the Advanced Search function on Twitter (https:
//twitter.com/search-advanced) to search for certain keywords in official corporate Twit-
ter accounts from January 2011 to December 2017. The following keywords were used in
our search: marriage, #LoveWins, LGBT, transgender, religious, bathroom, accommoda-
tion, discrimination. If corporations had a separate public policy or public affairs Twitter
account, we also searched that account for these keywords. We did not include CEO Twitter
accounts in our search for activism. After a preliminary investigation into activism via a
CEO’s Twitter account among the Fortune 50, we found minimal evidence that CEOs en-
gage in activism, speaking on behalf of their company, while using Twitter. Notedly, the
overwhelming majority of Fortune 50 CEOs have no Twitter account of their own. However,
CEO tweets are included in our database if we uncovered them during our search of business
news. If a corporation tweeted about the same subject within five days of one another, we
did not count that as another instance of activism. Tweets more than five days apart from
one another were considered separate instances of activism. If the corporation was a holding
company, we used the Twitter accounts of the brands most closely associated with the name
of the corporation. For example, United Airlines is owned by United Continental Holdings
(formerly UAL Corporation), so we associate all of United Airlines’ activism with United
Continental Holdings.

Our other major data collection efforts consisted primarily of searching Dow Jones’ Fac-
tiva service, a commercial aggregator of national and international news sources, with a
special focus on the business press. Factiva includes all major American national news-
papers (e.g., The New York Times and The Wall Street Journal), as well as local or
regional business publications (e.g., the Puget Sound Business Journal). The same key-
words that were used to search Twitter were used to search Factiva. Supreme Court briefs
were accessed through scotusblog.com or the American Bar Association’s website (https:
//www.americanbar.org/groups/public education/publications/preview home.html).

The statement-level dataset, which provides a source or link for each of the pro-LGBT
statements that we identify, is available from the authors upon request.

A.5 Activity by Industry

Table A.1 presents levels of corporate activism on LGBT issues by industry and by business
or consumer orientation. Corporate activism varies by industry but companies within every
industry are active on LGBT rights issues. With regard to the business or consumer oriented
categories, we use the Business-to-Consumer variable from the main analysis, which defines
a consumer-oriented company using the Global Industry Classification System.

5

https://twitter.com/search-advanced
https://twitter.com/search-advanced
scotusblog.com
https://www.americanbar.org/groups/public_education/publications/preview_home.html
https://www.americanbar.org/groups/public_education/publications/preview_home.html


As is immediately evident, a simple theory of corporate political activity that only focuses
on the desire to court customers is insufficient to explain LGBT rights activism. Although
corporate activism varies by industry, companies within every industry are active on LGBT
rights. Even companies that are reliant upon government for business (like defense contrac-
tors and utilities) engage in activism–14 percent do so. On the other hand, the industry with
the highest levels of activism is the transportation sector (composed of airlines, cruiselines,
and parcel delivery), wherein 64 percent of these companies are active on LGBT issues.
Furthermore, corporate activism on LGBT issues exists even for companies that primarily
do business with other businesses (and not consumers). Thirty-five percent of business-to-
business companies were active, while business-to-consumer companies were only slightly
more active, at 41 percent.

TABLE A.1. Corporate activism varies but it is present in every industry.

CATEGORY PERCT. N

Author-defined industry
Government-dependent 14% 72
Business-to-Business 30% 63
Manufacturing and Construction 26% 191
Retail, Restaurants, and Accommodations 49% 68
Transportation 69% 13
Information 64% 42
Finance 54% 79
Healthcare 46% 24

Business or consumer oriented
Business-to-business (or government) 35% 401
Business-to-consumer 41% 152

“Perct.” column indicates the percentage of corporations within the category that were active on LGBT
rights issues at least once between 2011 and 2017 (the dependent variable used in the logit model in Table
B.6).
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A.6 Control Variable Descriptions

Diversity climate. We additionally want to control for the general diversity orientation
of the company. Companies that have a stronger track record for diversity should be more
likely to form LGBT ERGs and more likely to be publicly active on LGBT rights. To
measure firm diversity, we conduct a one-dimension factor analysis on four diversity-related
corporate social responsibility variables in the KLD database. The KLD database gathers
data on corporate practices across multiple dimensions but we focus on corporate diversity.
Corporations scoring high on our firm diversity index will have women on the board of
directors and in senior management, racial minorities on their board of directors, and actively
recruit women and racial minorities into their workforce.7 We use 2013 data since this is the
most recent year available in the Wharton Research Data Services database.8

LGBT HR policies. To capture how supportive of LGBT employees a company is,
we created a modified Corporate Equality Index score that only includes human resources
policies. A perfect score on our modified CEI means that a company has non-discrimination
protections for sexual orientation and gender identity; offers LGBT-inclusive fringe benefits
(including covering transitioning surgeries); and has LGBT-inclusive diversity training. We
then standardize this variable relative to each CEI survey year becaususe the survey criteria
change slightly from year to year and it is the company’s position relative to others that we
care about. Thus, the modified CEI variable captures the pro-LGBT orientation of human
resources policies. We expect that companies scoring high on this variable will be more likely
to engage in pro-LGBT activism. Further details on the construction of this variable are
located in Online Appendix C.9

Market dominance. The first market forces variable captures the corporation’s dom-
inance of their sub-industry (using the GICS industry classification system).10 From the
entire Compustat annual database,11 we drop all companies headquartered outside of the
United States, then generate a measure for the sum of the revenue within each sub-industry
for each year. To measure market dominance, we divide annual firm revenue by the total
sub-industry revenue in that year. This variable theoretically ranges from 0 to 1, where 1
indicates that 100% of sub-industry revenue can be attributed a single corporation alone.
Companies that command more of their industry’s market should have more freedom to en-

7. We use four indicator variables from the KLD database: (1) no women on the board of directors and
senior management, (2) strong gender diversity on the board of directors, (3) no racial minorities on the
board of directors, and (4) efforts to recruit women and racial minorities into the workforce.

8. MSCI ESG KLD STATS: 1991-2014 Data Sets. Available: MSCI ESG Research Inc. [September 9,
2018]. Retrieved from Wharton Research Data Service.

9. Previous research has validated the accuracy of HRC’s CEI. Briscoe and Safford (2008) find few dis-
crepancies between HRC data, what ERG groups told them, and a survey of HR professionals regarding
whether a firm provided healthcare benefits to domestic partners.

10. If we use the NAICS industry classification system to define the firm’s sub-industry, the coefficient size
shrinks drastically and it becomes statistically insignificant. In other words, the results in Model 2 are not
robust to using NAICS sub-industries instead of GICS sub-industries. Roughly speaking, among our sample,
GICS codes seem to be oriented toward consumption (classifying companies by who receives their product)
and NAICS codes seem to be oriented toward production. Thus, for our purposes, GICS sub-industries are
superior when compared with NAICS sub-industries.

11. Compustat Industrial [Annual Data]. (2011-2017). Available: Standard & Poor’s/Compustat [March
14, 2018]. Retrieved from Wharton Research Data Service.
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gage in corporate activism; without major competition, they won’t be worried about losing
business to other companies. In the observed dataset, the minimum rounds down to 0 and
the maximum is 1. However, the average is 0.15 and most corporations have a market share
between 0 and 0.2.

Business-to-Consumer. The second variable that we include to capture market forces
is a binary measure of whether or not the company’s revenue is primarily from individual
consumers. Business-to-Business (B2B) companies receive the majority of their revenue from
other businesses or the government; Business-to-Consumer (B2C) companies sell primarily to
consumers. Using the Global Industry Classification System (GICS), we generate a dummy
variable that takes the value of one for companies in the Consumer Discretionary and Con-
sumer Staples sectors. Using this definition, 27% of the companies in our sample fall into
this category. In line with the predictions of the market forces theory of corporate politi-
cal activity, we expect Business-to-Consumer companies to have a greater profit motive for
public displays of support for the LGBT community since Business-to-Consumer companies
are going to be more prone to consumer boycotts and buycotts.

Recognizable company. The fourth market forces variable is a dichotomous measure
of whether the company is one of the most recognizable brands, as determined by the Harris
Poll. We expect that companies with more recognizable brands will be more likely to further
promote their name recognition by taking public stances in support of LGBT rights. Rec-
ognizable companies may also be more likely to feel pressure from boycotts (or benefit from
buycotts). Each year, the marketing research firm Harris Insights & Analytics fields the
Harris Poll, which they use to construct the Reputation Quotient, a measure of how positive
or negative a firm’s reputation is. As described by Harris Poll’s website, “This measure takes
the top most visible companies (for good or bad reasons)... If a company is not on our list,
it does not necessarily suggest that they have either good or bad reputation, but rather they
didn’t reach a critical level of visibility to be measured.” As our measure of firm recogniz-
ably, we determined whether the corporation was ranked in the Reputation Quotient and
was therefore one of the 100 most recognizable companies for each year from 2011 to 2017.12

If companies were ranked in the Reputation Quotient in a given year then they received a
value of one on the variable and zero if they were not ranked by the Reputation Quotient.13

Assets. The fifth and final variable that we include to capture market forces is quarterly
total assets (log-transformed), obtained through the Compustat Quarterly database. For the
same reason that we expect more visible and consumer-oriented companies to have a stronger
economic interest to be active on LGBT rights, we also expect larger companies to have a
stronger economic interest to be active on LGBT rights: larger companies should be more
prone to boycotts and buycotts. They are also more likely to have large, active media
relations and legal teams that can engage in LGBT activism.

Pride parade sponsor. To capture whether a corporation advertises to the LGBT
community, we determined whether the company ever sponsored one of the five largest U.S.
LGBT pride parades between 2011 and 2017. Pride parades are enormous events that are
one of the best opportunities for corporations to advertise to the LGBT community and try

12. Before 2015, only 60 companies were included in the Reputation Quotient report.
13. Data was obtained through an archive.org search of the Harris Poll’s website (https://

theharrispoll.com/, previously http://harrisinteractive.com; accessed 09/06/2018) and by email from
Harris Interactive.
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to win over potential customers and employees. Sponsoring a smaller pride parade should
not allow companies to win over as many LGBT consumers as sponsoring a larger parade.
Larger pride parades necessarily receive more attention from the media and so these parades
would be the best way to signal to LGBT consumers that the company has an inclusive
brand. Unlike supporting an LGBT interest group or business coalition, sponsoring pride
parades is not necessarily a statement of support for a pro-LGBT public policy agenda but
it is an attempt to position a company’s brand as inclusive of the LGBT community. If
companies are taking liberal stances on LGBT rights issues in order to win over customers,
then we expect companies that sponsor pride parades to be more active on LGBT rights.

To construct this variable, we located three lists of the largest pride events and identi-
fied five pride parades that overlapped between two of the three lists. The five cities–New
York, San Francisco, Chicago, Houston, and Minneapolis–host pride parades with atten-
dance ranging from 250,000 people to more than 2 million people. For each city, we located
a list of sponsors by searching the pride parade’s website, using archive.org (“The WayBack
Machine”) to identify sponsors for each year possible between 2011 and 2017. The variables
takes the value of one if a company sponsored any of these five pride parades in any year
between 2011 and 2017. See Appendix D for a list of links used in the construction of this
variable as well as a list of articles for further reading on pride parades.

Corporate PAC liberalism. As a measure of a corporation’s political action commit-
tee liberalism, we generate an ordinal measure using Bonica’s (2014) DIME Database.14 We
first identified each corporation’s FEC ID number and then merged this list with the DIME
database.15 We then determined the average CF score from the 2010 to 2016 federal election
cycles. If corporations did not make any contributions during this period or lacked a PAC
altogether, the corporation receives a value of 0 on our ordinal measure of PAC ideology. If
the corporate PAC’s average CF score was above the median (they are conservative), the
corporation receives a value of -1 on the PAC ideology variable; and if the corporate PAC’s
average ideology was below the median, the corporation receives a value of 1 on the PAC
ideology variable (they are moderate/liberal). Therefore, the corporate PAC ideology vari-
able is capturing the liberalism of the PAC. If corporations are engaging in political activity
on LGBT rights as a part of their existing political strategies–and existing relationships with
political parties–then we would expect this variable to be positively correlated with LGBT
rights activism. With our measure of PAC ideology, 130 corporations had a conservative
PAC (-1), 292 had no active PAC (0), and 131 had a moderate PAC (1).

Industry-specific regulation index. We also measure how heavily-regulated the
corporation is by the federal government. We would expect corporations whose profitability
depends upon maintenance of positive relations with the federal government to be less likely
to oppose the status quo. Corporate activism on LGBT rights–encouraging the government
to be more pro-LGBT–may harm a company’s relationship with the government. To capture
how regulated a company is, we use industry regulation data from QuantGov’s RegData, a
product of the Mercatus Center at George Mason University. We take the log of the number

14. Bonica, Adam. 2016. Database on Ideology, Money in Politics, and Elections: Public version 2.0
[Computer file]. Stanford, CA: Stanford University Libraries. <https://data.stanford.edu/dime>

15. Sometimes corporations have multiple PACs. If this was the case, we used the FEC ID number of the
PAC that made more contributions or, if there was a federal elections and state elections PAC, we used the
FEC ID number of the federal elections PAC.
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of industry-relevant restrictions codified in federal regulations (using the Annual Industry-
Level Summary Statistics file).16 This variable is measured annually for each sub-industry.
In our dataset, companies in the Transportation and Healthcare sectors face the highest
levels of regulation.17

Industry-level activism. To test for the presence of mimetic isomorphism, we generate
a variable for the percent of corporations within the firm’s GICS sub-industry that supported
LGBT rights in the previous quarter. The variable takes the value of zero if the company
is the only firm within the sample within its sub-industry. If corporations are learning from
their peers, then they should be more likely to be active on LGBT rights when more of their
peers are active, and less active on LGBT rights when less of their peers are active. We
obtain similar results for this variable if we instead use NAICS sub-industries.

Local LGBT rights attitudes. We also expect corporations headquartered in pro-
LGBT states to be more likely to engage in corporate activism. We create a measure of
pro-LGBT policy attitudes using data from the Public Religion Research Institute (PRRI).18

PRRI polls at the state-level and metro area-level and asks three questions about LGBT pol-
icy attitudes. First, they ask whether respondents support same-sex marriage. Second, they
ask whether respondents support laws that protect LGBT individuals from discrimination
in employment, public accommodations, and housing. Third, they ask whether respondents
support the right of small business owners to discriminate against same-sex couples on the
basis of their religious beliefs. Since sample sizes for some states are quite small, we aggregate
all available polling data between 2014 and 2017, each year that LGBT policy attitudes were
polled. We identify the metropolitan area where the company is headquartered and use the
metro area polling data associated with that city; and if the company is not headquartered
in a metro area, then we use state-level data.19 For each metro area, we generate an index
of pro-LGBT public policy attitudes by adding percentage support for same-sex marriage,
support for non-discrimination laws, and opposition to religious-based denials of service and
then divide this number by 300. The resulting index theoretically ranges from 0 to 1 and
can be essentially interpreted as the percent support for LGBT rights in the metro are where
the company is headquartered. In the observed dataset, the index ranges from 0.48 (in the
state of Alabama) to 0.78 (in the Boston metro area) and the mean is 0.65.

National context variables. To measure the broader social context, we include vari-
ables for LGBT news coverage and public support for same-sex marriage. Similar to

16. McLaughlin, Patrick A., and Oliver Sherouse. RegData US 3.1 Annual (dataset). QuantGov, Mercatus
Center at George Mason University, Arlington, VA, 2018. https://quantgov.org/regdata/.

17. State-level regulation data does not exist for every state from RegData. Regardless, most corporations
in our sample are national corporations that do business across the U.S., and so it would be difficult to
construct a valid measure of regulation using state-level data.

18. Public Religion Research Institute. American Values Atlas (2014-2017). http://ava.prri.org/states.
Accessed 10/20/2018.

19. We used the U.S. Census Bureau’s Combined Statistical Area to match the city headquarters with
metro-area polling data. For example, if a business was headquartered in the San Jose–San Fran-
cisco–Oakland Combined Statistical Area, we used metro polling data for San Francisco for that com-
pany. According to the Census Bureau, “Combined statistical areas (CSA) consist of two or more adja-
cent metropolitan and micropolitan statistical areas that have substantial employment interchange.” (See
https://www.census.gov/geo/reference/webatlas/csa.html. Accessed 10/20/2018.) Same-sex marriage
was polled 2014-2017, non-discrimination laws was polled 2015 & 2017, and service refusal on the basis of
religion was polled 2015-2017.
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an Error Correction Model, we include two operationalizations of each variable: a one-period
lag and the first difference (the change since the previous period). With respect to news cover-
age, the multilevel models include the number of newspaper headlines that discussed LGBT
topics in a given quarter. To obtain this number, we conducted a LexisNexis Academic
search of LGBT-related headlines in The New York Times, The Wall Street Journal, and
USA Today using the search term: HEADLINE("same-sex" OR "LGBT" OR "transgender"

OR "gay" OR "lesbian" OR "bisexual" OR "homosexual"). With respect to public sup-
port for same-sex marriage, we include the net approval for same-sex marriage as determined
by Gallup.20 All four national context variables are standardized in order to aid in their in-
terpretation. Multilevel models also include a linear time trend.

A.7 Additional Controls (Adjusting for Endogeneity)

Industry LGBT population. To estimate the LGBT population within each economic
sector, we use Cooperative Congressional Election Study (CCES) survey data from 2016.21

In the 2016 survey, respondents were asked about their sexual orientation and transgender
identity. At the individual-level, we generated a variable for whether the respondent iden-
tified as LGBT. Specifically, if their sexual orientation was not “heterosexual / straight”
and/or they said that they identified as transgender, we included them in our definition of
LGBT. (Respondents who “prefer not to say” in response to these questions were determined
to be non-LGBT because they didn’t choose to identify as such in the survey.) Addition-
ally, the CCES asks respondents which industry they work in, roughly corresponding with
the NAICS economic sectors.22 Using survey weights specifically designed to estimate the
LGBT population, we estimate the sector-level percent LGBT.23 The sectors with the largest
LGBT populations (about 14%) are Arts, Entertainment, and Recreation; Accommodation
and Food Services; and perhaps surprisingly, Agriculture, Forestry, Fishing, and Hunting.
The sectors with the lowest LGBT populations (about 6%) are Administrative and Support
Services; and Manufacturing.

20. Since public support for same-sex marriage is not measured quarterly, we use all Gallup poll re-
sults and assume monotonic linearity of changes in public opinion from one poll to the next. We mea-
sure national support for same-sex marriage as determined by a Gallup poll that asked “Do you think
marriages between same-sex couples should or should not be recognized by the law as valid, with the
same rights as traditional marriages?” Gallup same-sex marriage poll results are available at: https:

//news.gallup.com/poll/117328/marriage.aspx (Accessed 08/22/2018). Obviously, same-sex marriage is
not the only LGBT rights issue, but support for same-sex marriage should serve as a rough proxy for support
for acceptance of LGBT individuals. A 2015 IPSOS-Reuters poll found nearly identical support for same-sex
marriage and LGBT non-discrimination protections (Breitman 2015). Because we needed a national poll
that was conducted regularly between 2011 and 2017, we use a poll of support for same-sex marriage since a
poll of acceptance of the LBGT community was not available with a consistent wording for all years under
investigation in this study.

21. Ansolabehere, Stephen; Schaffner, Brian F., 2017, “CCES Common Content, 2016”, https://doi.org/
10.7910/DVN/GDF6Z0, Harvard Dataverse, V4, UNF:6:WhtR8dNtMzReHC295hA4cg== [fileUNF]

22. The companies in our sample fit into 19 different economic sectors.
23. One alternative strategy for estimating the sector-level LGBT population might be using Multilevel

Regression with Post-stratification. However, such an analytic strategy seems inappropriate given the fact
that we are attempting to estimate the percentage of the population that is LGBT, a demographic group. In
other words, it would not be valid to derive an estimate of a demographic statistic (percent LGBT) using an
MRP model that has random intercepts for other demographic characteristics (race, education, and gender).
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Industry gay marriage support. Same-sex marriage is the only LGBT issue polled
in the CCES; but as documented previously, approval for same-sex marriage tracks approval
for LGBT non-discrimination policies (see Footnote 20 in this document).

We use Multilevel Regression with Post-stratification (MRP) to create the support for
same-sex marriage variable. To do so, we utilize individual-level survey data from the Co-
operative Congressional Election Study (CCES) from 2012, 2014, and 2016.24 There are
148,961 respondents in our combined CCES dataset. The number of respondents per sector
ranges from 415 to 22,528.

The size of post-stratification cells are estimated using IPUMS data (the same data used
to generate our measure of employee education). To ensure consistency across years, we
recoded CCES NAICS sectors so that there were 19 unique economic sectors that could also
be matched with IPUMS CPS data.25 We used survey-weights to estimate the population of
employed workers in 54 demographic groups for 19 economic sectors. Three race categories
were used (non-Hispanic white, non-Hispanic black, and Hispanic); three age categories were
used (18-35, 36-50, and 50+); three education categories were used (high school or less, some
college, and college degree); and two gender categories were used (male and female). In total,
we have 1,026 post-stratification cells. In our individual-level regression models, we include
random effects for race × gender, age × education, age, education, NAICS sector, and
survey year. We add two continuous level-1 predictors: industry-specific family income (of
non-managers) and industry-specific unionization (of non-managers).26 Our MRP model is
similar to the one used by Lax and Phillips (2009) in their estimation of state-level public
opinion, but we have fewer level-2 predictors because data on religion, for example, is not
available at the industry-level.

Our MRP estimates of support for same-sex marriage and interest in politics have face
validity. Support for same-sex marriage ranges from 45% of workers in the Agriculture and
Mining sectors to 71% in the Arts, Recreation, and Entertainment sector. Interest in politics
ranges from 27% in the Accommodations and Food Services sector to 56% in the Real Estate
sector and 58% in the Professional Services sector.27 The correlation between this variable
and the industry-level LGBT population variable is 0.68.

Historical reputation for diversity. To account for the role that historical reputa-
tion may play in both corporate activism and employee groups, we use historical data from

24. Ansolabehere, Stephen; Schaffner, Brian, 2013, “CCES Common Content, 2012”, https://

hdl.handle.net/1902.1/21447, Harvard Dataverse, V9, UNF:5:Eg5SQysFZaPiXc8tEbmmRA== [fileUNF]
Schaffner, Brian; Ansolabehere, Stephen, 2015, “CCES Common Content, 2014”, https://doi.org/

10.7910/DVN/XFXJVY, Harvard Dataverse, V4, UNF:6:WvvlTX+E+iNraxwbaWNVdg== [fileUNF]
Ansolabehere, Stephen; Schaffner, Brian F., 2017, “CCES Common Content, 2016”, https://doi.org/

10.7910/DVN/GDF6Z0, Harvard Dataverse, V4, UNF:6:WhtR8dNtMzReHC295hA4cg== [fileUNF]
25. Two sectors, 55 (Management of Companies) and 562 (Waste Management), had fewer than 20,000

observations in the IPUMS dataset, so we could not reliably estimate the size of each post-stratification cell.
Two companies lacked NAICS codes because they were conglomerates, so same-sex marraige support and
interest in politics data are missing in our dataset for those companies. Three companies were in the Waste
Management sector (562) and so they are also missing data for MRP-derived variables.

26. Both continuous predictors are estimated using IPUMS data. Including managers in the estimation of
income would induce bias from outliers. Including managers in the estimation of unionization would not be
valid since managers are not eligible to join unions.

27. In our dataset, the Professional Services sector is mostly composed of information technology services
providers like Cerner and Unisys.
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the KLD database. Instead of the firm diversity index (which uses 2013 data), we replace
this variable with two different measures of the firm’s historical diversity orientation (which
uses 2005 data). Before 2005, many of the firms in our sample were not yet in existence, so
we choose 2005 as the earliest year with data available that gives us a large-enough sample.

Included in Model 7, the first variable is the number of diversity strengths (in 2005).
KLD tracks indicators of corporate social responsibility on firm practices related to diversity
in human resources, hiring, and management. The composite variable, diversity strengths,
ranges from 0 (for companies that have no indication of making diversity a priority) to 6
(for companies that have all six diversity practices tracked by KLD).

Included in Model 8, the second variable is a dummy variable indicating whether the
company offered health care benefits to domestic partners of employees in same-sex relation-
ships (in 2005). Unlike CEI data in 2005, there is no selection bias in the KLD data. Recall
that before 2011, the CEI did not provide any ratings for companies who refused to respond
to their survey–a red flag for selection bias.

13



A.8 Correlations

As expected, the strongest correlates of having an LGBT ERG are the LGBT HR policies variable (0.81) and the firm diversity
index (0.50). However, there is still some variation in LGBT ERG presence that is not explained by a company’s LGBT HR
policies. The other variables that correlate highly with one another are the national-level social context variables and the time
trend. Public support for same-sex marriage (lagged) is highly collinear with time (0.97); additionally, changes and lagged
values on the news coverage variable highly correlate with one another (-0.62). When we interpret coefficients for the national
social context variables, we will have to keep in mind that only a small bit of variation is left over in a regression analysis that
controls for a time trend.

TABLE A.2. Summary statistics and correlation matrix.

VARIABLE MEAN SD (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) (16) (17) (18) (19)
(1) Activism (standardized) 0.00 1.00 1.00
(2) LGBT employee group 0.58 0.49 0.16 1.00
(3) Employee education 0.34 0.18 0.11 0.22 1.00
(4) Diversity climate 0.51 0.71 0.13 0.50 0.09 1.00
(5) LGBT HR policies 0.00 1.00 0.18 0.81 0.26 0.49 1.00
(6) Market dominance 0.15 0.17 0.12 0.18 0.00 0.21 0.13 1.00
(7) Business-to-Consumer 0.27 0.45 0.00 0.04 -0.42 -0.02 0.06 0.13 1.00
(8) Recognizable company 0.10 0.30 0.18 0.26 0.02 0.29 0.25 0.42 0.13 1.00
(9) Assets (log) 16.51 1.40 0.16 0.39 0.34 0.48 0.37 0.35 -0.27 0.40 1.00
(10) Pride parade sponsor 0.09 0.29 0.16 0.25 0.09 0.25 0.26 0.18 0.10 0.40 0.27 1.00
(11) Corporate PAC liberalism 0.00 0.69 0.06 0.10 0.21 0.01 0.12 0.03 -0.06 0.03 0.11 0.13 1.00
(12) Industry regulation index 8.80 1.57 -0.02 0.05 -0.15 0.11 0.02 -0.02 0.07 0.02 0.04 -0.08 -0.10 1.00
(13) Industry-level activism (lag) 0.04 0.13 0.08 0.10 0.16 0.05 0.12 -0.03 0.00 0.09 0.10 0.09 0.05 -0.03 1.00
(14) Local LGBT rights attitudes 0.65 0.06 0.10 0.26 0.32 0.13 0.29 0.08 -0.03 0.06 0.08 0.12 0.24 -0.12 0.09 1.00
(15) News coverage (change) 0.00 0.98 0.08 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.05 0.00 1.00
(16) News coverage (lag) 0.00 0.98 -0.03 0.03 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.02 0.03 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.13 0.00 -0.62 1.00
(17) National opinion (change) 0.00 0.98 0.05 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.01 -0.07 0.00 0.28 -0.28 1.00
(18) National opinion (lag) 0.00 0.98 0.06 0.08 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.00 0.06 0.07 0.00 0.00 0.05 0.13 0.00 -0.01 0.47 -0.03 1.00
(19) Time trend 14.46 8.06 0.06 0.08 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.00 0.05 0.07 0.00 0.00 0.06 0.11 0.00 0.00 0.44 0.09 0.97 1.00
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As can be seen below in Figure A.1, when running a simple bivariate model, corporations
with LGBT employee resource groups (right panel) made more public statements in support
of LGBT rights than those without LGBT ERGs (left panel), yet this relationship is clearly
conditional upon employee education. The most activism comes from educated workforces
that have LGBT ERGs. Also note that Figure A.1 shows substantial variation in levels of
employee education among companies with and without an LGBT ERG. Based upon this
simple analysis, we find support for our theory: Companies with ERGs are more active on
LGBT rights and employee education positively moderates this relationship.

FIGURE A.1. Activism vs. employee education, by ERG presence
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Graphs by whether the company had an ERG throughout 2011 to 2017. Number of companies in each
category is in parentheses. There is one observation per company. Each panel includes a line of best fit.
Note that employee education is the percentage of non-management employees who have a bachelor’s degree
(measured at the GICS sub-industry-level).

15



B Robustness Checks

There are four sections to this appendix. In the first section, we attempt to address endo-
geneity. In the second section, we describe the alternative specifications of Model 2. In the
third section, we conduct a Heckman selection model to address concerns of selection bias
in HRC’s Corporate Equality Index. In the final section, we present the marginal effect of
LGBT ERGs on employee activism across all 20 models to demonstrate the robustness of
our findings.

B.1 Are Employee Groups Exogenous?

As described in the paper, we identify three different forms of endogeneity. In this section,
we describe each of the analyses that we conducted to account for these three forms of
endogeneity. Variable definitions are described at greater length in Appendix A.7.

(1) LGBT activism is more likely when companies have more LGBT employees. When
companies have more LGBT employees, LGBT employee groups are more likely to form. To
account for this possibility, we estimate the percent of employees that are LGBT in each
economic sector. The companies in our sample fit into 19 different economic sectors, and we
generate this variable using Cooperative Congressional Election Study survey data.28 We
include the LGBT population variable in Model 5. Even after accounting for differences in
the size of the LGBT population between economic sectors, we still find a strong effect of
LGBT ERGs in educated workforces.

(2) LGBT activism is more likely when a company’s employees support LGBT rights.
When employees support LGBT rights, LGBT employee groups are more likely to form. We
address this concern with an analytic strategy similar to that described above. Instead of the
sector-level LGBT population, we estimate the sector-level support for same-sex marriage
using multilevel regression with post-stratification.29 And even after we include this variable
in our model, as can be seen in Model 6, we still find a strong effect of LGBT ERGs
conditional upon employee education.

(3) LGBT activism may be more likely when companies have a historical reputation for
supporting LGBT rights. Such companies are then more likely to attract employees who
will want to form or join LGBT employee groups. To account for the role that historical
reputation may play in both corporate activism and employee groups, we replace the firm
diversity climate index (which uses 2013 data) with two different measures of the firm’s
historical diversity orientation (which uses 2005 data). In Model 7, we use firm CSR diversity
strengths and in Model 8, we use an indicator variable for whether the company provided
domestic partner benefits to employees in same-sex relationships–both measured in 2005. In
both cases, we still find a strong effect of LGBT ERGs, conditional upon education.

28. Indeed, we find that companies in sectors with larger LGBT populations were more likely to have an
ERG throughout the time series (t-stat = -2.74; p-val = 0.006) and they were more likely to be active on
LGBT rights (t-stat = -4.11; p-val = 0.000).

29. Similarly, we find that companies in sectors with greater support for same-sex marriage were more
likely to have an ERG throughout the time series (t-stat = -4.11; p-val = 0.000) and they were more likely
to be active on LGBT rights (t-stat = -5.71; p-val = 0.000).
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TABLE B.1. Multilevel regression models: Adjusting for potential forms of endogeneity

(5) (6) (7) (8)
Variable Range Coef SE Coef SE Coef SE Coef SE

LGBT employee group [0, 1] −0.285* (0.081) −0.283* (0.080) −0.291* (0.098) −0.308* (0.097)
Employee education [0.1, 0.8] 0.005 (0.170) 0.163 (0.178) 0.046 (0.210) 0.020 (0.207)
LGBT group × education 0.900* (0.185) 0.897* (0.184) 0.910* (0.228) 0.975* (0.225)
Diversity climate [-0.8, 2.0] −0.002 (0.029) −0.006 (0.029)
LGBT HR policies [-2.1, 1.3] 0.072* (0.024) 0.075* (0.024) 0.043 (0.031) 0.042 (0.030)
Industry LGBT population [0.06, 0.15] −1.485 (1.018)
Industry gay marriage support [0.4, 0.8] −0.993* (0.310)
Domestic partner benefits (2005) [0, 1] 0.148* (0.056)
Diversity strengths (2005) [0, 6] 0.067* (0.018)
Market dominance [0.0, 1] 0.189† (0.103) 0.182† (0.102) 0.281* (0.127) 0.263* (0.125)
Business-to-Consumer [0, 1] 0.034 (0.048) 0.066 (0.049) 0.037 (0.059) 0.023 (0.058)
Recognizable company [0, 1] 0.415* (0.053) 0.418* (0.053) 0.406* (0.067) 0.362* (0.068)
Assets (log) [11.7, 21.7] 0.010 (0.016) 0.009 (0.016) −0.016 (0.020) −0.025 (0.020)
Pride parade sponsor [0, 1] 0.286* (0.061) 0.307* (0.061) 0.275* (0.074) 0.260* (0.073)
Corporate PAC liberalism [-1, 1] 0.022 (0.024) 0.030 (0.024) 0.025 (0.028) 0.022 (0.028)
Industry regulation index [5.3, 12.3] −0.014 (0.011) −0.016 (0.011) −0.030* (0.014) −0.035* (0.014)
Industry-level activism (lag) [0, 1] 0.321* (0.091) 0.320* (0.091) 0.277* (0.117) 0.263* (0.117)
Local LGBT rights attitudes [0.5, 0.8] 0.372 (0.280) 0.340 (0.276) 0.342 (0.340) 0.289 (0.332)
News coverage (change) [-2.8, 1.4] 0.074* (0.016) 0.074* (0.016) 0.065* (0.020) 0.065* (0.020)
News coverage (lag) [-1.5, 1.8] −0.016 (0.018) −0.016 (0.018) −0.028 (0.022) −0.027 (0.022)
National opinion (change) [-1.4, 2.1] 0.056* (0.015) 0.056* (0.015) 0.063* (0.019) 0.063* (0.019)
National opinion (lag) [-1.8, 2.2] 0.118* (0.054) 0.116* (0.055) 0.135* (0.067) 0.135* (0.068)
Time trend [1, 28] −0.008 (0.007) −0.007 (0.007) −0.007 (0.008) −0.007 (0.008)
Constant −0.179 (0.365) 0.260 (0.394) 0.215 (0.440) 0.428 (0.440)

Wald χ2 531.40 543.76 380.12 359.92
Observations 9,578 9,527 6,400 6,400
Clusters (companies) 405 403 262 262
Average observations per company 23.6 23.6 24.4 24.4

The results are for a multilevel regression model, with random intercepts for each company. The dependent variable is the number of activist statements
made in support of LGBT activism in each quarter standardized as a z-score, which ranges from -0.18 (0 statements) to 22.70 (6 statements).
∗p < 0.05, †p < 0.10.
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B.2 Alternative Specifications of Model 2

This section presents the results of multiple alternative specifications of Model 2. All re-
sults presented in this section are comparable to the major results presented in the main
body of the analysis: the LGBT × education interaction term and the market dominance,
recognizable company, pride parade, and industry-level activism variables are almost always
statistically significant.

Table B.2 presents two robustness checks that use alternative specifications of the HRC
variables. Instead of a two-quarter lag, Model 9 presents the results of a model without
any lag in the LGBT ERG or LGBT HR policies variables. Model 10 presents the results
of a model where unofficial CEI scores are excluded from the analysis. We include this
robustness check to ensure that our results aren’t driven by uncertainty in the unofficial
ratings of corporations. Results remains substantively similar to Model 2.

Table B.3 presents two robustness checks using different measures of employee bargaining
power. Model 11 uses a measure of employee education (the percentage of employees with
a bachelor’s degree) that includes managers in its definition. Model 12 instead uses a 5-
point ordinal measure of employee education but managers are excluded.30 Using IPUMS
data with survey weights, we estimate the average level of education (on the ordinal scale)
at the Census sub-industry level, similar to the method used to estimate the percentage of
employees with a bachelor’s degree. Using both alternative definitions of employee education,
we still see a statistically significant interaction term and statistically significant marginal
effects of having an LGBT ERG on corporate activism (at high levels of employee education).
Other results remains similar to Model 2.

Table B.4 explores three robustness checks relating to the consumer-orientation of the
firm. In Model 13, we create our own categorization of Business-to-Consumer (B2C) compa-
nies using NAICS and GICS industry classification codes as guidance. No measure of B2C
is perfect. The measure that we use in our main analyses only includes companies involved
in manufacturing products in its definition of business-to-consumer. Therefore, it excludes
some finance and technology companies that we would typically consider to be “consumer-
oriented” in the fact that their revenue primarily comes from consumers, not other businesses
or the government. After categorizing companies as B2C based upon their sub-industry, we
examined the list of companies to see whether some should be considered B2C but weren’t
(or vice-versa). If a company had one business segment that was consumer-oriented, then we
considered them to be B2C. Using this modified measure, 43% of companies are considered
B2C–as opposed to the 27% for the B2C measure we use in the body of our paper. Even so,
in Model 13, the coefficient on B2C is statistically insignificant.

Model 14 replaces the Business-to-Consumer dummy variable with the advertising-to-
assets ratio, a measure of the relative size of a company’s advertising budget. Werner
(2012) finds that the ad-to-sales ratio is a significant predictor of sexual orientation non-
discrimination policy adoption. Similar to why we would expect consumer-oriented busi-
nesses to be more active on LGBT rights, we also would expect companies with a higher
advertising-to-assets ratio to be more active on LGBT rights, as a part of an overall mar-
keting strategy to court customers. We use ad-to-assets instead of ad-to-sales because assets

30. 1 = no high school diploma; 2 = high school diploma; 3 = some college but no bachelor’s; 4 = bachelor’s
degree; and 5 = graduate school.
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are more stable over time. However, results remain the same if we use the ad-to-sales ratio
instead of ad-to-assets ratio. To create the advertising-to-assets ratio variable, we use an-
nual Compustat data and divide the log of dollars spent on advertising by the log value of
assets. This model omits many companies that do not report advertising data to the SEC
because the amount that they spend on advertising is insignificant–and advertising data are
therefore missing from the Compustat database. Because of this, Model 14 is estimating the
effect of spending more on advertising among companies that already engage in substantial
advertising. In this model, the ad-to-assets ratio is statistically insignificant.

Model 15 drops all companies that are business-to-consumer (using the GICS defini-
tion).31 We conduct this robustness check to ensure that, even among companies without
any motivation to court customers, there is still a strong effect of LGBT ERGs on corporate
activism. And indeed, results are comparable to those presented in Model 2. The LGBT
ERG × employee education interaction term is statistically significant and substantively
meaningful.

Table B.5 replaces the corporate PAC ideology variable with two alternative measures
of corporate ideology. In Model 16, instead of the ordinal scale that we use in the main
analyses, we simply use the corporation’s CF score. The advantage of the ordinal scale is
that we do not have to drop companies from our analyses that do not have active corporate
PACs. When using CF scores, we are using less than half of the companies in our sample.
We obtain CF scores from Bonica’s (bonica˙database˙2016) DIME database, which is the
same source that we use to generate our ordinal measure. Higher values on CF scores mean
that the corporation is more conservative. As Table B.5 shows, we find that the corporate
PAC’s CF scores is not a statistically significant predictor of corporate activism.

Model 17 replaces the corporate PAC liberalism variable with a measure of the ideology
of the company’s CEO. Political strategy itself can be influenced by the subjective judg-
ments of upper echelons managers (Hambrick and Mason 1984; Hambrick 2007). Also using
Bonica’s (2019) DIME database, we attempt to obtain CF scores–a measure of ideologi-
cal conservatism–for each CEO among the companies in our sample. We were able to find
records in the DIME database for 75% of the CEOs in our sample; in total, CEO CF score is
not missing for 79% of observations in the dataset. In Model 17, the CF score of the CEO is
negative and statistically significant at the 0.10 level, indicating that companies with more
conservative executives are less likely to engage in LGBT rights activism. However, an effect
size of -0.048 is small for a variable that ranges from -1.5 to 2.1. Accordingly, even the lib-
eral/conservative ideology of corporate executives does not (meaningfully) predict corporate
activism on LGBT rights.

Finally, Table B.6 presents the results of two robustness checks at the company-level,
where there is one observation per company. Model 18 is a logit model, where the dependent
variable takes the value of one if a company made any pro-LGBT public statements and the
value of zero if a company never made a pro-LGBT public statement. Model 19 is a negative
binomial model, where the dependent variable is the number of public statements that the
corporation made in support of LGBT rights from 2011 to 2017. Since these are company-
level analyses, we omit the industry-level activism variable, national context variables, and

31. Results are similar if we drop B2C companies according to the author-constructed B2C variable used
in Model 13.
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take the average of any company-specific time-varying covariates. Because of this, there is
no lag in the HRC variables. In other words, we take the cluster (company) average of the
LGBT ERG and LGBT HR policies variables without the two quarter lag that we use in
the time series cross sectional models. For the recognizable company variable, we instead
create a dichotomous measure of whether (1) or not (0) the company was ever in the Harris
Poll’s list of the most recognizable companies between 2011 and 2017. We do not take the
company-level average of this variable. Note that for Model 19, the dispersion parameter
(α) is statistically significant; therefore, a negative binomial model is preferable to a Poisson
model given our data.

In both Models 18 and 19, the interaction term coefficient is strong and statistically
significant. At the 90th percentile of education, the results of Model 18 indicate that LGBT
ERGs increase the likelihood of activism by 17 percentage points. At the 90th percentile of
education, the results of Model 19 indicate that companies with LGBT ERGs make three
more pro-LGBT activist statements that companies without ERGs. See Table B.8 for a full
comparison of marginal effects.
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TABLE B.2. Alternate specifications of HRC variables.

(9) No lag (10) No unofficial
Variable Range Coef SE Coef SE

LGBT employee group [0, 1] −0.298* (0.080) −0.231† (0.137)
Employee education [0.1, 0.8] −0.029 (0.167) 0.121 (0.343)
LGBT group × education 0.853* (0.183) 0.717* (0.346)
Diversity climate [-0.8, 2.0] 0.003 (0.028) 0.011 (0.039)
LGBT HR policies [-2.1, 1.3] 0.084* (0.024) 0.100* (0.041)
Market dominance [0.0, 1] 0.206* (0.101) 0.270† (0.146)
Business-to-Consumer [0, 1] 0.023 (0.046) 0.039 (0.069)
Recognizable company [0, 1] 0.401* (0.052) 0.428* (0.069)
Assets (log) [11.7, 21.7] 0.013 (0.016) 0.016 (0.021)
Pride parade sponsor [0, 1] 0.266* (0.059) 0.240* (0.074)
Corporate PAC liberalism [-1, 1] 0.019 (0.024) 0.021 (0.032)
Industry regulation index [5.3, 12.3] −0.015 (0.011) −0.027† (0.016)
Industry-level activism (lag) [0, 1] 0.317* (0.090) 0.368* (0.119)
Local LGBT rights attitudes [0.5, 0.8] 0.417 (0.270) 0.624 (0.396)
News coverage (change) [-2.8, 1.4] 0.075* (0.016) 0.109* (0.023)
News coverage (lag) [-1.5, 1.8] −0.015 (0.017) −0.016 (0.025)
National opinion (change) [-1.4, 2.1] 0.055* (0.015) 0.088* (0.022)
National opinion (lag) [-1.8, 2.2] 0.118* (0.054) 0.174* (0.081)
Time trend [1, 28] −0.007 (0.007) −0.012 (0.010)
Constant −0.350 (0.342) −0.479 (0.491)

Wald χ2 536.91 361.03
Prob.(χ2) 0.000 0.000
Observations 9,692 6,591
Clusters (companies) 406 290
Average observations per company 23.9 22.7

The results are for a multilevel regression model, with random intercepts for each company. The dependent variable is the number of activist
statements made in support of LGBT activism in each quarter (standardized), which ranges from -0.18 (0 statements) to 22.70 (6 statements).
∗p < 0.05, †p < 0.10.
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TABLE B.3. Alternate specifications of education variables.

(11) Managers (12) Ordinal
Variable Range Coef SE Coef SE

LGBT employee group [0, 1] −0.322* (0.086) −1.007* (0.228)
Employee education (with managers) [0.1, 0.8] −0.021 (0.170)
Employee education (ordinal) [1.9, 4.0] −0.010 (0.066)
LGBT group × education 0.910* (0.186) 0.340* (0.073)
Diversity climate [-0.8, 2.0] −0.001 (0.029) 0.003 (0.029)
LGBT HR policies [-2.1, 1.3] 0.073* (0.024) 0.076* (0.024)
Market dominance [0.0, 1] 0.199† (0.103) 0.201† (0.104)
Business-to-Consumer [0, 1] 0.023 (0.048) 0.019 (0.048)
Recognizable company [0, 1] 0.408* (0.053) 0.405* (0.053)
Assets (log) [11.7, 21.7] 0.009 (0.016) 0.009 (0.016)
Pride parade sponsor [0, 1] 0.278* (0.060) 0.272* (0.061)
Corporate PAC liberalism [-1, 1] 0.020 (0.024) 0.015 (0.024)
Industry regulation index [5.3, 12.3] −0.016 (0.011) −0.015 (0.011)
Industry-level activism (lag) [0, 1] 0.322* (0.091) 0.328* (0.091)
Local LGBT rights attitudes [0.5, 0.8] 0.425 (0.277) 0.527† (0.275)
News coverage (change) [-2.8, 1.4] 0.074* (0.016) 0.074* (0.016)
News coverage (lag) [-1.5, 1.8] −0.016 (0.018) −0.016 (0.018)
National opinion (change) [-1.4, 2.1] 0.056* (0.015) 0.057* (0.015)
National opinion (lag) [-1.8, 2.2] 0.118* (0.054) 0.119* (0.054)
Time trend [1, 28] −0.008 (0.007) −0.008 (0.007)
Constant −0.295 (0.349) −0.344 (0.381)

Wald χ2 529.38 516.18
Prob.(χ2) 0.000 0.000
Observations 9,578 9,578
Clusters (companies) 405 405
Average observations per company 23.6 23.6

The results are for a multilevel regression model, with random intercepts for each company. The dependent variable is the number of activist
statements made in support of LGBT activism in each quarter (standardized), which ranges from -0.18 (0 statements) to 22.70 (6 statements).
∗p < 0.05, †p < 0.10.
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TABLE B.4. Consumer-orientation robustness checks.

(13) Alt. B2C (14) Ad/assets (15) No B2C
Variable Range Coef SE Coef SE Coef SE

LGBT employee group [0, 1] −0.285* (0.081) −0.335* (0.149) −0.265* (0.106)
Employee education [0.1, 0.8] −0.045 (0.160) −0.129 (0.367) −0.058 (0.197)
LGBT group × education 0.895* (0.185) 1.136* (0.384) 0.783* (0.234)
Diversity climate [-0.8, 2.0] 0.003 (0.029) 0.003 (0.052) 0.007 (0.035)
LGBT HR policies [-2.1, 1.3] 0.072* (0.024) 0.088† (0.046) 0.073* (0.029)
Market dominance [0.0, 1] 0.204* (0.101) 0.325† (0.173) 0.251† (0.140)
Business-to-Consumer (alt.) [0, 1] 0.021 (0.036)
Advertising-to-assets ratio [0, 0.9] 0.275 (0.413)
Reognizable company [0, 1] 0.401* (0.053) 0.304* (0.080) 0.454* (0.070)
Assets (log) [11.7, 21.7] 0.009 (0.015) 0.001 (0.028) 0.013 (0.018)
Pride parade sponsor [0, 1] 0.271* (0.061) 0.281* (0.089) 0.356* (0.080)
Corporate PAC liberalism [-1, 1] 0.019 (0.024) 0.038 (0.049) 0.014 (0.028)
Industry regulation index [5.3, 12.3] −0.015 (0.011) −0.011 (0.021) −0.019 (0.013)
Industry-level activism (lag) [0, 1] 0.322* (0.091) 0.439* (0.139) 0.320* (0.104)
Local LGBT rights attitudes [0.5, 0.8] 0.450 (0.275) 0.699 (0.538) 0.501 (0.331)
News coverage (change) [-2.8, 1.4] 0.074* (0.016) 0.108* (0.030) 0.081* (0.019)
News coverage (lag) [-1.5, 1.8] −0.016 (0.018) −0.044 (0.033) −0.010 (0.021)
National opinion (change) [-1.4, 2.1] 0.056* (0.015) 0.079* (0.028) 0.051* (0.017)
National opinion (lag) [-1.8, 2.2] 0.119* (0.054) 0.171† (0.102) 0.114† (0.064)
Time trend [1, 28] −0.008 (0.007) −0.008 (0.013) −0.007 (0.008)
Constant −0.308 (0.333) −0.556 (0.730) −0.380 (0.403)

Wald χ2 528.38 271.41 409.11
Prob.(χ2) 0.000 0.000 0.000
Observations 9,578 4,413 7,186
Clusters (companies) 405 190 302
Average observations per company 23.6 23.2 23.8

The results are for a multilevel regression model, with random intercepts for each company. The dependent variable is the number of activist
statements made in support of LGBT activism in each quarter (standardized), which ranges from -0.18 (0 statements) to 22.70 (6 statements).
∗p < 0.05, †p < 0.10.
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TABLE B.5. Alternate specifications of corporate ideology.

(16) PAC CF (17) CEO CF
Variable Range Coef SE Coef SE

LGBT employee group [0, 1] −0.282* (0.130) −0.239* (0.090)
Employee education [0.1, 0.8] 0.098 (0.303) −0.138 (0.188)
LGBT group × education 0.816* (0.320) 0.722* (0.206)
Diversity climate [-0.8, 2.0] −0.011 (0.043) −0.024 (0.031)
LGBT HR policies [-2.1, 1.3] 0.114* (0.038) 0.085* (0.027)
Market dominance [0.0, 1] 0.146 (0.137) 0.118 (0.110)
Business-to-Consumer [0, 1] 0.033 (0.081) 0.019 (0.053)
Recognizable company [0, 1] 0.421* (0.071) 0.455* (0.058)
Assets (log) [11.7, 21.7] −0.004 (0.026) 0.024 (0.017)
Pride parade sponsor [0, 1] 0.175* (0.085) 0.199* (0.065)
Corporate PAC CF score [-0.6, 1.2] −0.086 (0.105)
CEO CF score [-1.5, 2.1] −0.048† (0.026)
Industry regulation index [5.3, 12.3] −0.010 (0.017) −0.014 (0.012)
Industry-level activism (lag) [0, 1] 0.492* (0.141) 0.434* (0.100)
Local LGBT rights attitudes [0.5, 0.8] 0.515 (0.447) 0.485 (0.301)
News coverage (change) [-2.8, 1.4] 0.083* (0.024) 0.082* (0.018)
News coverage (lag) [-1.5, 1.8] −0.020 (0.026) −0.010 (0.019)
National opinion (change) [-1.4, 2.1] 0.070* (0.022) 0.054* (0.016)
National opinion (lag) [-1.8, 2.2] 0.147† (0.079) 0.104† (0.059)
Time trend [1, 28] −0.010 (0.010) −0.006 (0.007)
Constant −0.106 (0.546) −0.529 (0.380)

Wald χ2 457.89 272.03
Prob.(χ2) 0.000 0.000
Observations 7,870 5,112
Clusters (companies) 367 204
Average observations per company 21.4 25.1

The results are for a multilevel regression model, with random intercepts for each company. The dependent variable is the number of activist
statements made in support of LGBT activism in each quarter (standardized), which ranges from -0.18 (0 statements) to 22.70 (6 statements).
∗p < 0.05, †p < 0.10.
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TABLE B.6. Company-level robustness checks.

(18) Logit (19) Neg. Bin.
Variable Range Coef SE Coef SE

LGBT employee group (avg.) [0, 1] −1.264 (0.907) −0.741 (0.668)
Employee education [0.1, 0.8] −0.933 (1.916) −1.411 (1.612)
LGBT group × education 4.659* (2.179) 3.474* (1.641)
Diversity climate [-0.8, 2.0] 0.136 (0.241) 0.043 (0.101)
LGBT HR policies (avg.) [-2.1, 1.0] 1.352* (0.304) 1.407* (0.216)
Market dominance (avg.) [0.0, 1] 1.560† (0.872) 1.117* (0.377)
Business-to-Consumer [0, 1] 0.772† (0.400) 0.171 (0.189)
Recognizable company [0, 1] 0.853† (0.471) 0.607* (0.174)
Assets (log; avg.) [11.7, 21.7] 0.038 (0.142) −0.012 (0.055)
Pride parade sponsor [0, 1] 1.783* (0.728) 0.443* (0.171)
Corporate PAC liberalism [-1, 1] 0.062 (0.195) 0.123 (0.087)
Industry regulation index (avg.) [5.4, 12.2] −0.110 (0.092) −0.027 (0.041)
Local LGBT rights attitudes [0.5, 0.8] 1.216 (2.337) 0.590 (1.104)
Constant −1.655 (2.991) −0.914 (1.341)
Dispersion parameter (α) 0.377* (0.085)

LR χ2 221.88 338.40
Prob.(χ2) 0.000 0.000
Observations 406 406

Models 14 and 16 are logistic regression models, where the dependent variable takes the value of one if the company ever engaged in corporate
activism. Models 15 and 17 are negative binomial models, where the dependent variable is count, the number of times the corporation engaged in
corporate activism.
∗p < 0.05, †p < 0.10.
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B.3 Adjusting for Selection Bias

This section describes the results of a Heckman selection model, to account for selection
regarding which companies are rated by the HRC’s Corporate Equality Index. Companies
that would receive low scores on the Corporate Equality Index may refuse to respond to
the survey. As detailed in Appendix C, the fact that HRC issues unofficial ratings makes
selection bias less of a concern; however, there still might be some selection bias if more
pro-LGBT companies are more likely to make their HR policies publicly available.

Selected observations were rated by the CEI at least once and have non-missing values
for the LGBT ERG and LGBT HR policies variables. The outcome equation is specified
similarly to the logit model (Model 18); the dependent variable is a dichotomous measure of
whether the company ever took a stand on LGBT rights throughout the time series.

In the selection equation, we include the same variables as the outcome equation but we,
of course, omit the HRC variables since they are not available for non-selected observations.
Two variables are added to the selection equation to improve the ability of the model to
predict selection: the log number of employees (from Compustat) and the industry-level
LGBT population (the same variable used in Model 5). Companies with more employees may
be more likely to have a human resources department large enough to prioritize responding
to the CEI’s survey, and they also may be more likely to be rated by HRC in the event that
they do not respond to the survey. Companies in industries with a larger LGBT population
may be more likely to have employees submit data to the HRC that can be used for ratings
in the CEI, and LGBT employees may be more likely to encourage their employer to respond
to the CEI survey.

The results, presented in Table B.7, are similar to the company-level logit in Appendix
B.2. As demonstrated by the marginal effects presented in Table B.8, when compared with
the logit model (Model 18), the effect of LGBT ERGs on activism is actually slightly larger
after adjusting for selection bias.
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TABLE B.7. Heckman selection probit model (Model 20).

Selection Outcome Probit
Variable Range Coef SE Coef SE

LGBT employee group (avg.) [0, 1] −0.691 (0.506)
Employee education [0.1, 0.8] 0.121 (0.737) −0.638 (0.952)
LGBT group × education 2.830* (1.094)
Diversity climate [-0.8, 2.0] 0.410* (0.178) 0.014 (0.144)
LGBT HR policies (avg.) [-2.1, 1.0] 0.701* (0.175)
Market dominance (avg.) [0.0, 1] −0.506 (0.690) 0.892† (0.460)
Business-to-Consumer [0, 1] 0.149 (0.242) 0.405† (0.222)
Recognizable company [0, 1] 5.693* (0.407) 0.487* (0.241)
Assets (log; avg.) [11.7, 21.7] 0.495* (0.138) −0.018 (0.080)
Pride parade sponsor [0, 1] 6.418* (0.526) 0.896* (0.368)
Corporate PAC liberalism [-1, 1] −0.041 (0.146) 0.016 (0.110)
Industry regulation index (avg.) [5.4, 12.2] 0.002 (0.060) −0.072 (0.051)
Local LGBT rights attitudes [0.5, 0.8] 1.791 (1.745) 0.871 (1.286)
Employees (log; avg.) [5.4, 14.6] 0.456* (0.121)
Industry LGBT population [0.06, 0.13] 11.653† (6.856)
Constant −13.301* (2.850) −0.186 (1.665)
ρ −0.502† (0.240)

Wald χ2 95.05
Prob.(χ2) 0.000
Selected observations 406
Total observations 462

The results above are for a Heckman selection probit model. The selection equation is presented on the left while the outcome equation (whether the
company was ever active on LGBT rights) is presented on the right.
∗p < 0.05, †p < 0.10.
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B.4 Marginal Effects

Table B.8 presents the results of the marginal effects from all 20 models. The table presents
the marginal effect of LGBT ERGs at the 10th, 50th, and 90th percentiles of education. At
the 10th percentile of education, the effect of LGBT ERGs is consistently negative, and it is
usually statistically significant. There is no clear trend in activism among companies with no
LGBT ERG, they are consistently around the average activism, as could be seen in Figure
1 from the main body of the paper. A negative marginal effect of LGBT ERGs means that
companies with LGBT ERGs are less active than companies without an LGBT ERG at the
10th percentile of education. Readers should not make too much of this result, however. This
marginal effect only appears in Model 2 (which adds in additional covariates) but does not
appear in Model 1–as can be seen in Figure 1. Education is a strong moderator of the effect
of LGBT ERGs; simultaneously, companies without LGBT ERGs are consistently around
the average level of activism, regardless of education. Therefore, a regression analysis results
in a negative marginal effect of LGBT ERGs at low levels of education.

On the other hand, at the 90th percentile of education, there is a consistently statistically
significant effect of LGBT ERGs on LGBT rights activism. Thus, the primary conclusion
of our paper is incredibly robust: At high levels of employee education, there is an effect of
LGBT ERGs on LGBT rights activism, regardless of model specification or the battery of
control variables included in the model.
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TABLE B.8. Marginal effect of LGBT ERG across each model.

MODEL OUTCOME DATASET
PERCENTILE OF EDUCATION

10th 50th 90th
Effect SE Effect SE Effect SE

1 Base model Standardized Quarterly −0.080 (0.059) 0.098* (0.038) 0.328* (0.061)
2 Main model Standardized Quarterly −0.196* (0.067) −0.004 (0.049) 0.243* (0.067)
3 Soft activism only Standardized Quarterly −0.149* (0.058) 0.018 (0.044) 0.232* (0.059)
4 Hard activism only Standardized Quarterly −0.162* (0.070) −0.029 (0.052) 0.143* (0.070)
5 LGBT population Standardized Quarterly −0.196* (0.067) −0.002 (0.049) 0.248* (0.067)
6 Gay marriage support Standardized Quarterly −0.194* (0.067) 0.000 (0.049) 0.249* (0.066)
7 Benefits 2005 Standardized Quarterly −0.201* (0.082) −0.005 (0.062) 0.248* (0.086)
8 Diversity 2005 Standardized Quarterly −0.211* (0.081) −0.001 (0.061) 0.270* (0.084)
9 No lag Standardized Quarterly −0.213* (0.066) −0.030 (0.049) 0.207* (0.066)
10 No unofficial Standardized Quarterly −0.160 (0.108) −0.006 (0.066) 0.194† (0.106)
11 Managers in education Standardized Quarterly −0.231* (0.072) −0.035 (0.050) 0.217* (0.063)
12 Ordinal education Standardized Quarterly −0.193* (0.068) 0.024 (0.049) 0.226* (0.065)
13 Alternative B2C Standardized Quarterly −0.196* (0.067) −0.004 (0.049) 0.245* (0.067)
14 Ad-to-assets Standardized Quarterly −0.222† (0.122) 0.022 (0.093) 0.338* (0.145)
15 No B2C Standardized Quarterly −0.188* (0.088) −0.019 (0.060) 0.198* (0.075)
16 PAC CF score Standardized Quarterly −0.201† (0.106) −0.025 (0.074) 0.201† (0.111)
17 CEO CF score Standardized Quarterly −0.168* (0.075) −0.012 (0.054) 0.188* (0.072)
18 Logit Likelihood Company-level −0.115 (0.111) 0.028 (0.078) 0.170* (0.076)
19 Negative binomial Count Company-level −0.328 (0.454) 0.430 (0.475) 2.746* (1.241)
20 Heckman Likelihood Company-level −0.112 (0.119) 0.051 (0.088) 0.206* (0.078)

The marginal effect of LGBT ERGs is presented at the 10th, 50th, and 90th percentiles of employee education.
∗p < 0.05, †p < 0.10.
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C Working with CEI Data

As discussed in the body of this paper, since 2002, the Human Rights Campaign has issued
an annual report, titled the Corporate Equality Index, that ranks large corporations and law
firms based upon how LGBT-friendly they are in their internal policies and entrepreneurial
endeavors. Staff at the HRC send multiple requests to participate in the CEI by email to
the company’s CEO, Chief Diversity Officer, and/or the head of Human Resources. When
corporations do not respond to the survey, the HRC will often issue an “unofficial” rating
based upon publicly-available information and any information submitted to the HRC by the
company’s employees. On HRC’s website, they encourage employees to submit information
about their employer that can be used to construct unofficial ratings.32 When we reached out
to the CEI team at HRC by email, they informed us that, “most” information used in the
construction of unofficial ratings comes from staff research of publicly-available information–
as opposed to information from employees. For all of the company-quarter observations in
our sample with non-missing values for the variables based upon CEI data, 30% are based
upon unofficial scores while 70% were official.

The Corporate Equality Index rates each company on a score out of 100 possible points.
The CEI has six criteria but how these criteria are defined slightly varies each survey year.
Generally, the six criteria are: non-discrimination policies for sexual orientation and gender
identity, equality in fringe benefits, diversity training, LGBT employee groups, engagement
with the LGBT community, and anti-LGBT blemishes. The first three criteria, nondis-
crimination policies, equality in fringe benefits, and diversity training, are internal human
resources policies that any company can adopt without taking a public stand in support of
LGBT rights. The fourth criterion (LGBT employee groups) requires employee interest. In
some years, the fifth criterion, “engagement with the LGBT community,” is defined so that
companies can receive credit for being outspoken in support for LGBT rights. For the final
criterion (anti-LGBT blemishes), companies have points subtracted from their final score if
they were involved in an anti-LGBT scandal. For example, in the 2017 CEI, HRC subtracted
points from Bank of America’s CEI score because they were involved in a partial repeal of
HB2, the anti-LGBT North Carolina law. Because the law was not fully repealed, the Human
Rights Campaign subtracted points from Bank of America’s score for its involvement in the
partial-repeal of HB2. In our measure of LGBT HR policies, we only want to include criteria
that directly relate to internal (not external) treatment of LGBT individuals. Because of
this, we only include the first three criteria. To construct the LGBT HR policies variable, we
obtain each corporation’s CEI score and subtract out the value of LGBT ERGs, engagement
with the LGBT community, and anti-LGBT blemishes. Then, we standardize this measure
in each year so that the LGBT HR policies variable can tell us the relative position of a
business among its peers and to allow comparability between different CEI survey years.

Figure C.1 presents histograms of modified CEI scores (our standardized LGBT HR poli-
cies variable) by unofficial status in panel A and the presence of an LGBT ERG in panel B.
Corporations that received unofficial CEI ratings vary in their CEI score but unsurprisingly,
they typically score much lower than companies with official CEI scores. Companies appear

32. An email address for contacting staff responsible for the CEI and directions for how to submit in-
formation about a corporation can be found here: http://www.hrc.org/resources/corporate-equality-
index-what-businesses-are-rated-and-how-to-participate (Accessed 09/17/2018).
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to not respond to the CEI survey if they would receive a low official score. Because HRC is-
sues unofficial ratings, the threat of selection bias is minimized. Since there is variation in the
unofficial ratings that companies receive, HRC staff seem to thoroughly search all publicly-
available information before issuing an unofficial rating. Six companies were recorded as
having an LGBT ERG that also had an unofficial CEI score. Therefore, HRC staff are able
to locate the existence of some ERGs even when they have to search public information to
do so. When viewing the distribution of the LGBT HR policies variable by ERG status
(Figure C.1 panel B), we see that companies without ERGs score lower on the CEI, but
there is variation in the CEI scores of both companies with and without ERGs. If we regress
the LGBT HR policies variable onto the ERG dummy variable, the R2 is 0.66. Some–but
certainly not all–of the variation in a company’s LGBT HR policies can be explained by the
presence of an ERG.
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FIGURE C.1. Modified Corporate Equality Index (LGBT HR policies) by un-
official and LBGT ERG status.
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(b) CEI by LGBT ERG Status
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In panel A,“unofficial” means that the HRC did not give an official rating to the company but still gave a
rating based upon their own research and information provided to them by employees.
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D Corporate Sponsorship of LGBT Pride Parades

As described in Appendix A.6, the pride parade sponsor variable is a dummy variable that
takes the value of one when a company sponsored any pride parade between 2011 and 2017.
This appendix details the three lists we used to determine the largest pride parades. If a
city’s pride parade was listed in two of the three lists (boldfaced cities), we searched it’s
website for pride parade sponsors. At the end of this appendix is a list for further reading
on pride parades, for readers who are unfamiliar with these events.

MSN.com: “The World’s Biggest Pride Parades” (2018)

• Link: https://www.msn.com/en-us/lifestyle/smart-living/the-worlds-biggest-
pride-parades/ss-AAyihuY#image=1

• List of the 22 largest pride parades across the world

1. New York
2. San Francisco
3. Chicago
4. Columbus
5. Houston
6. Los Angeles
7. Minneapolis
8. Denver, Colorado

Business Insider: “The 8 biggest gay pride celebrations in the
world” (2016)

• Business Insider link: https://www.businessinsider.com/worlds-biggest-pride-
celebrations-2015-6

• Updated link to the article they cite, from Fodors Travel agency: https://www.fodors.com/
news/photos/worlds-biggest-pride-celebrations

• List of 16 largest pride parades in the world

1. New York
2. San Francisco
3. Chicago

Redfin: “The 10 Most Popular U.S. Pride Parades, According to
Google Trends” (2016)

• Link: https://www.redfin.com/blog/2016/06/most-popular-u-s-pride-parades.html
• Redfin (a real estate company) published a list of the 10 most popular pride parades,

which they identify using Google Trends data

1. San Francisco
2. Chicago
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3. Seattle
4. New York
5. Minneapolis
6. San Diego
7. Boston
8. Washington, D.C.
9. Houston

10. Portland

Pride websites used to construct our variables

Since pride parades take place in June, archived websites were accessed through archive.org
for the months of May, June, or July whenever possible.

• New York: https://www.nycpride.org/
• San Francisco: http://www.sfpride.org/ (sponsor info missing for 2011)
• Chicago: https://www.chicagoevents.com/ (sponsor info missing for 2016)
• Minneapolis: https://tcpride.org/ (sponsor info missing for 2017)
• Houston: https://pridehouston.org/

Further reading on corporate presence/sponsorship of pride pa-
rades

1. Passy, Jacob. 2017. “Why LGBT Pride Festivals Have Become Increasingly Cor-
porate.” MarketWatch. June 25, 2017. https://www.marketwatch.com/story/why-
lgbt-pride-festivals-have-become-increasingly-corporate-2017-06-23.

Corporate logos are a standard part of the pride parade experience. Corporations
that sponsor will usually have a corporate float in the parade. Corporations usually
sponsor more than one pride parade. Sometimes companies with poor records of
supporting LGBT employees are rejected from being sponsors.

2. Sola, Katie. 2016. “T-Mobile, Walmart Lead $1.7 Million Corporate Sponsorship Of
NYC Pride.” Forbes. June 24, 2016. https://www.forbes.com/sites/katiesola/
2016/06/24/t-mobile-walmart-lead-1-7-million-corporate-sponsorship-of-nyc-

pride/.

Sponsoring (NYC) Pride is expensive, representing a costly investment that firms
can make to signify support for the LGBT community.

3. McCombs, Brady. 2014. “Sponsorship of Gay Pride Parades on the Rise.” USA
TODAY. June 28, 2014. https://www.usatoday.com/story/money/business/2014/
06/28/gay-pride-parades-sponsors/11450345/.

LGBT employee groups often participate in the parade. Companies participate in
pride parades to reach out to LGBT consumers and potential employees.
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