Why LGBTQ+ Honesty Matters in Public Advocacy
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A debate about American identity has prompted a wider question: what values should guide LGBTQ+ advocacy? Fabrice Houdart argues that honesty deserves to come first, especially when inaccurate claims, disputed accounts or performative support can weaken public trust. Research on coming out and workplace disclosure helps show why truth-telling can be difficult, even before a cause reaches the headlines.
Essential Takeaways
Coming out can take time: Pew Research Centre found a median gap of eight years between first wondering if someone might not be straight and telling a family member or close friend.
Concealment can continue at work: A 2018 Human Rights Campaign Foundation survey found 46 per cent of LGBTQ workers were closeted at work, while 28 per cent said they had lied about their personal lives.
Some prominent examples remain disputed: Reporting on a 2016 Miami Beach altercation records competing accounts of whether it was an anti-gay attack.
The central argument is about trust: Houdart urges LGBTQ+ advocates to check claims and question whose interests a campaign serves.
Honesty is harder than a slogan
Coming out can involve years between recognising something privately and telling someone close. The Pew Research Centre found median ages of 12 for first feeling a person might not be straight and 20 for first telling a family member or close friend. Those figures are a snapshot from its 2013 survey, not a description of every LGBTQ+ person, but they make the gap between private knowledge and public disclosure hard to ignore.
And for some, the pressure to hide doesn't disappear at work. The Human Rights Campaign Foundation's 2018 survey found that 46 per cent of LGBTQ workers were closeted there, while 28 per cent said they had lied about their personal lives. Its findings point to worries including stereotyping and strained relationships with colleagues, a reminder that openness can carry a cost.
When a real concern meets an inaccurate claim
Houdart's first example involves Brunei's revised penal code, which took effect in April 2019 and prescribed death by stoning for certain sexual conduct. Human Rights Watch condemned the code and described its human rights implications. That legal context matters: concern about the provision was grounded in a genuine change, even as Houdart argues that a claim made at a gala overstated what had happened.
The distinction is important. A law can be alarming without every description of its effects being accurate, and careful wording doesn't make the underlying concern less serious. For advocacy, precision is part of credibility, not a distraction from it.
A disputed Miami story shows why care matters
A 2016 incident at a Miami Beach fast-food restaurant was first reported as an attack on a gay couple. CBS Miami covered the police search and surveillance footage during the initial investigation, while LGBTQ Nation later reported that witnesses disputed the account and alleged the man who reported being attacked had started the fight.
The available reports describe competing accounts, not a definitive resolution of every detail or motive. That makes the case a useful caution: distinguish an allegation from a confirmed finding, especially when the story is still unfolding. Getting that distinction right protects both the people involved and the credibility of the wider conversation.
Advocacy needs more than good intentions
Houdart also questions whether a worthy mission or a public show of allyship always reflects real-world impact. He describes organisations whose public messaging may obscure how narrowly their services reach, and corporate LGBTQ+ support that can look stronger in branding than in practice. These are his criticisms, rather than independently established findings in the supporting reports.
The challenge he raises is familiar: a cause can be sincere while its tactics still deserve scrutiny. Asking who benefits from a campaign, and whether its claims are supported, needn't mean giving ground to opponents. It can be a way of protecting the trust that serious advocacy depends on.
Ask the awkward questions before the next campaign
Houdart's proposed remedy is less a new strategy than a habit of checking motives and facts. Are advocates describing a problem accurately, or choosing the version that will travel furthest? Who gains from a campaign: the people it aims to serve, or the organisation running it?
Those questions can feel uncomfortable, particularly when a cause is closely tied to people's lives and identities. But honesty isn't the same as having nothing to fear; the research on disclosure shows why openness can be difficult in the first place. Houdart's point is that truth still matters, even when it comes at a cost.
A little more scrutiny can make advocacy stronger, not smaller.
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